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I ntroduction

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued the Federal Columbia River
Power System (FCRPS) Biological Opinion (BiOp) on December 21, 2000. NMFS
concluded that the continued operations of the FCRPS would constitute jeopardy under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for 8 of the 12 listed Evolutionarily Significant Units
(ESUs) of salmon and steelhead, unless their Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA)
was implemented. The RPA included 199 actions that must be implemented by Federal
agencies, including Reclamation, to avoid a jeopardy decision. Action 149 required
Reclamation to do habitat improvements as off-site mitigation for the effects of the main
stem Columbia River dams. Habitat improvements implemented under Action 149 are
expected to result in overall, long-term benefits to ESA-listed and other anadromous and
resident fish.

Implementation of Action 149 is a Federal action and Reclamation is required to follow
procedures of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). To comply with NEPA,
Reclamation has prepared a Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) which
addresses the potential impacts associated with fish habitat improvement measuresin
four of the 15 subbasins considered in Action 149: the Lemhi, Upper Salmon, Middle
Fork Clearwater, and Little Salmon Subbasins. Habitat improvement measures will take
place on private lands with willing participants. Because the specific locations and
numbers of participants are not known, and the choice of specific measures cannot be
determined at this time, the EA was prepared at a programmeatic level. The PEA
addressed the broad range of implementation measures proposed to comply with Action
149.

Alter natives Consider ed
The two aternatives considered are described below:

No Action Alternative - The No Action Alternative is represented by
Reclamation’s level of involvement in the Lemhi, Upper Salmon, Middle Fork
Clearwater, and Little Salmon Subbasins prior to issuance of the 2000 FCRPS
BiOp. Since 1999 and before the FCRPS BiOp was issued, Reclamation has
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provided technical assistance for certain irrigationrelated projects to help protect
and restore ESA-listed areadromous fish. Reclamation provided technical
assistance in both the Upper Salmon and Lemhi Subbasins, but has not been
involved with any projects in the Little Salmon or Middle Fork Clearwater
Subbasins. Consistent with the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would
continue to provide technical assistance only in the Lemhi and Upper Salmon
Subbasins at generally the same scope of involvement that occurred before the
FCRPS BiOp was issued, depending on available funding.

Proposed Action - The Proposed Action is the implementation of Reclamation’s
responsibilities under Action 149 of the 2000 FCRPS BiOp in the Lemhi, Upper
Salmon, Middle Fork Clearwater, and Little Salmon Subbasins. Reclamation is
specifically required to implement Action 149 to conserve listed species under the
ESA.

Recommended Alter native

Reclamation proposes to implement the Proposed Action, which would implement the
NMFS BiOp Action 149 within the Lemhi, Upper Salmon, Middle Fork Clearwater, and
Little Salmon Subbasins.

Reclamation will complete its involvement related to the FCRPS BiOp in each subbasin
within 10 years and will not maintain further commitments related to the FCRPS BiOp
after this point. Conseguently, project operation and maintenance (O&M) will be the
responsibility of the landowner, and long-term O&M oversight, if appropriate, would
become the responsibility of athird party (such as awatermaster or State agency).

The Proposed Action would improve flows, eliminate instream passage barriers, and
correct fish screen deficiencies on private lands that are related to irrigation. Activities
related to flow improvements may include water acquisition or leasing. Activities related
to instream barriers may include the consolidation of irrigation diversions to reduce the
number of instream barriers or the removal of individual gravel pushup dams and
replacement with diversion structures that provide for fish passage. Activities related to
fish screens may include screening unscreened irrigation diversions or replacing obsolete
screens with screens that meet NMFS criteria

Environmental Commitments

Because the specific choice of locations and the number of willing participants are not
known, nor can the choice of specific projects be determined at this time, the PEA is
prepared at a programmatic level and evaluates general impacts of the types of projects
anticipated to be proposed for implementation

When specific locations for projects have been determined, Reclamation would fulfill
compliance requirements for each individual site-specific project. Examples of these
additional requirements include:
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Surveys for the presence of listed or proposed threatened or endangered species

Reclamation will complete ESA consultation with NMFS and USFWS before
initiating any action that would result in irretrievable and irreversible commitment
of resources. Thisincludes consultation at both a programmatic level and for site
specific projects.

The Draft BMPs outlined in the PEA will be refined in a subsequent
programmatic Biological Assessment (BA). All actionsrelated to the
implementation of Action 149 will be conditional to the appropriate Best
Management Practices (BMPs) developed during forthcoming programmatic and
Ste-specific consultation.

Cultural resource surveys to determine the presence of resources eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in locations that may
be affected by construction or operation of the proposed modifications.

Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) if NRHP-éligible resources
are found.

Any necessary permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
State of 1daho permits for instream work.

Initiate additional NEPA analysis for any projects that exceed the scope of the
PEA.

Consultation and Coordination
Public I nvolvement

Reclamation has coordinated with Federal, State, and local agencies during the
preparation of the PEA to gather input, provide information, and to meet NEPA and ESA
regulatory requirements. This coordination was integrated with the public involvement
process. Reclamation sent 80 letters to State government officials and agencies, Federal
agencies, Tribal governments, and businesses and norn-government organi zations.
Reclamation held introductory meetings to familiarize the communities with the proposed
program prior to the publication of the Draft PEA. In addition, Reclamation met with
local, State, and Federal agency staff to discuss the project.

FONSI Page 3



National Marine Fisheries Service and U.S. Fishand Wildlife Service Coordination

Coordination on fish and wildlife issues to meet the requirements of the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (FWCA) and the ESA was accomplished by informal consultation with
the USFWS and NMFS.

Continued coordinationwith NMFS and USFWS will be needed to resolve ESA issues
regarding listed salmon, steelhead, and bull trout. Based on discussions with NMFS and
USFWS concerning the types of flow, screen, and barrier projects to be implemented,
Reclamation concluded that a “may affect, but unlikely to adversely affect” determination
is anticipated for most projects. Consequently, Reclamation is developing a
programmatic BA for implementation of Action 149 in Idaho and will continue to consult
with NMFS and USFWS. The programmatic BA is intended to provide a basis to obtain
concurrence from NMFS and USFWS on the types of projects expected to be
implemented that would not require additional consultation and identify the types that
would. A mitigation strategy will be developed with NMFS and USFWS for each type of
project. For some types of projects no additional consultation will be required beyond
the terms and conditions specified in the BiOp developed in response to the
programmatic BA; other types of projects will require individual consultation and could
include preparation of a site-specific BA with an associated BiOp that could include site-
specific terms and conditions.

National Historic Preservation Act

Information has been obtained from the Idaho SHPO to prepare the PEA and to facilitate
compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing regulations
(36 CFR 800). In addition, as part of Reclamation’ s government-to-government
consultation with the Tribes (described below), Reclamation has contacted
representatives from appropriate Indian tribes to identify Traditional Cultural Properties
(TCPs) and Indian sacred sites. Coordination with the Idaho SHPO and the Tribes will
continue as site specific projects are identified.

Tribal Consultation and Coordination

Reclamation sent letters to representatives from the Tribes explaining the EA process
during the scoping phase. In afollow-up correspondence, Reclamation requested
information on Indian Trust Assets (ITAs), TCPs and Indian sacred sites from the Tribes
for documentation during the EA process. To date, the tribes have not responded to this
request. Tribal governments contacted include the Shoshone-Paiute Tribe, Shoshone-
Bannock Tribe, Northwestern Band of the Shoshone Nation, the Nez Perce Tribe, and the
Burns-Paiute General Council.

Indian Trust Assets

There is no universally accepted understanding as to the specific treaty rights to hunt and
fish in the vicinity of the subbasins since there has not been a settlement with the Nez
Perce Tribe, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, or Northwestern Band of the Shoshone Nation as
to the extent and nature of their off-reservation hunting and fishing treaty rights. Thus,
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the ITAs considered are tribal hunting and fishing rights that may exist. There would be
no adverse impacts to rights that may exist for tribes to hunt, fish, and gather. Itis
expected that there would be an increase in anadromous salmonid populations
representing a beneficial impact.

Sacred Sites

Executive Order 13007 defines sacred sites as any specific, discrete, narrowly delineated
location on Federa land that is identified by an Indian Tribe, or Indian individual
determined to be an appropriately authoritative representative of an Indian religion, as
sacred by virtue of its established religious significance to, or ceremonial use by, an
Indian religion. There are likely positive impacts on sacred sites from the removal of
barriers, the replacement of screens, and stream flow improvement due to improved
habitat and resultant increase in number of salmon

Public Comment Summary

The comment period for the Draft Programmatic EA for Implementation of Acton 149
extended from November 22 through December 31, 2002. Comments were received
from the USFWS, U.S. Forest Service, the Idaho Soil Conservation Commission, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Idaho State Historical Society, and the Nez Perce Tribe. Most
of the agency comments dealt with minor inconsistencies or errors of factual information
in the document and suggested revisions for the text or map data. The Idaho State
Historical Society emphasized the need for surveys prior to ground-disturbing activity,
noting that important archaeological resources may be present even in agricultura
settings.

The USFWS provided some additional information regarding the occurrence of bull trout
in the Little Salmon Subbasin. USFWS also expressed concern for the project’s effects
to wetlands that may be supported by leakage in existing irrigation conveyance systems.
If aparticular proposed project potentially affects a wetland, Reclamation will assess
aternatives to prevent or mitigate adverse impacts and consult with USFWS to develop
an appropriate solution. In addition, USFWS a so requested greater detail on the
potential effectsto bull trout. Subsequently, Reclamation met with NMFS and USFWS
both of whom were particularly concerned with the potential effects from implementation
of larger in-stream projects, such as the removal and replacement of push up dams.
Consequently, Reclamation is developing a programmeatic BA with NMFS and USFWS
to meet ESA obligations as described earlier in this document

The Nez Perce Tribe comments requested more information regarding potential effects to
fishing and hunting rights and to expand the analysis to an Environmental Impact
Statement. Because al projects would be implemented on private land, they would not
adversely affect Tribal fishing and hunting rights. Based upon input from State and
Federal resource management agency staff, Nez Perce and Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
resource staff, and members of the public, Reclamation managers determined that a PEA
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was the appropriate NEPA document for addressing implementation of Action 149 in
Idaho. The Tribe also suggested that Reclamation consult with them on the choice of
subbasins for future project implementation and that Reclamation should expand its
responsibilities outside the project constraints listed in the PEA. Reclamation notes in the
PEA that NMFS has specified those subbasins under Reclamation responsibility and the
corresponding constraints and that the choice of subbasins and project constraints is not

at Reclamation’s discretion.

Changesin the Final EA

Other than minor editorial adjustments, the primary change in the Draft PEA was in the
section regarding Consultation and Coordination. After extended coordination with
NMFS and the USFWS, Reclamation has determined that additional documentation will
be needed to meet the requests of these agencies regarding Endangered Species Act,
Section 7 consultation. The change in the narrative of the Draft PEA reflects the outcome
of recent discussions with the USFWS and NMFS and the agreed need for additional
coordination and consultation as described earlier in this document.

Findings

Environmental | mpacts

Potential impacts to natural, cultural, and socia resources are summarized below, based
on the full analysis presented in the PEA. Implementation of Action 149 is expected to
result in overall, long-term benefits to ESA-listed and other anadromous and resident
fish.

Air Quality

There would be no effects to air quality and National Ambient Air Quality Standards
would not be affected from implementation of the Proposed Action.

Noise

Construction activity would cause short-term increases in roise where heavy machinery
isneeded. These effects would be limited to the immediate construction zone and would
not affect the usua noise patterns in the surrounding vicinity.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Any water leasing and/or acquisition would be implemented under existing Idaho State

law. These or other methods to provide adequate streamflow for the various life-history
stages of anadromous fish would result in improved access by adults to spawning areas
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and improved conditions for downstream migration by juveniles. Removal of individual
gravel push-up dams to improve fish passage would eliminate periodic stream
disturbances caused by dam maintenance. Minor impacts to water quality would be
expected during push-up dam removal, but these effects would be minimized by using
Best Management Practices (BMPs) which were introduced in the PEA and are to be
refined in programmeatic and site-specific consultation with NMFS and USFWS.
Increased efficiency of water withdrawal systems is expected to provide long-term
benefits to surface water hydrology and water quality in the subbasins.

Vegetation

Modifying headgates or installing fish screens would have minimal effects to vegetation
because these features are generally in disturbed settings. Removal and replacement of
push-up dams would have a greater potential to disturb vegetation because of the heavy
equipment that would be required. Clearing would be kept to a minimum, and vegetation
disturbed during construction would be restored according to the BMPs. Improvement in
stream flows would provide long-term benefits to adjacent wetland and riparian habitats.

Fish

Under the Proposed Action, fish would benefit from the habitat improvement program.
The program would eliminate instream fish passage barriers, correct fish screen
deficiencies associated with irrigation practices on private land, and augment and
improve streamflows. These actions would improve aquatic habitat and benefit resident
and andromous fish. Implementation of BMPs would minimize short-term effects to
water quality and corresponding effects to fish during the construction phase.

Wildlife

Effects to wildlife from the Proposed Action would be limited to short-term disturbance
from construction. Any disturbance to vegetation would be restored according to the
BMPs. Projects that improve stream flow conditions for anadromous fish would benefit
wildlife that utilize riparian areas. Increased populations of fish would benefit raptors
and carnivores that utilize fish as afood source.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Implementation of the Proposed Action in the four subbasins would provide long-term
benefits to ESA-listed salmon, steelhead, and bull trout by removing migration barriers,
improving fish screens on irrigation canals, and by improving instream flows. BMPs will
include provisions for protection of ESA-listed aquatic species including adherence to
NMFS and USFWS work periods.

In the four identified subbasins, Action 149 will be comprised of many site-specific

projects. ESA-required conferencing and consultation, as described earlier, will ensure
that appropriate measures are taken to avoid adverse effects to listed species and critical
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habitat from site-specific project construction. However, there could be unavoidable
short-term adverse effects associated with some site-specific projects.  All actions
related to the implementation of the Proposed Action will be conditioned upon use of the
appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) being devel oped with NMFS and FWS.

Reclamation will complete ESA consultation with NMFS and USFWS before initiating
any action that would result in irretrievable and irreversible commitment of resources.

Recreation

All projects would be implemented on private land and there would be no adverse
impacts to recreation. Long-term recreation benefits would be realized from improved
aquatic habitat conditions and corresponding increases in fishing opportunities.

Aesthetics

Implementation of the Proposed Action would have minor effects to aesthetic resources
during the construction phase but would result in no long-term effects. Disturbed
vegetation would be restored following construction, and design guidelines, which blend
structures with the natural landscape, would be followed.

Cultural Resources

Construction activities under the Proposed Action have the potential to disturb cultural
resources. However, preconstruction surveys, which are included as part of the Proposed
Action and as an Environmental Commitment in this FONSI, would be employed to
addressthisissue. If any cultural resources are discovered during preconstruction

surveys, the appropriate protection measures would be developed in coordination with the
Idaho SHPO and the Tribes.

Sacred Sitesand Indian Trust Assets

No Sacred Sites or ITAs have been specifically identified in the project subbasins, and no
effects would occur to these resources from the implementation of the Proposed Action.
There would be no effects to Triba hunting or fishing rights, but improved aquatic
habitat conditions would have a corresponding benefit for fish stocks in the subbasins.

Socioeconomics
The Proposed Action would improve aquatic habitat conditions, enhance fish stocks, and
in turn expand fishing and recreation opportunities within each subbasin, allowing for a

wider array of visitor-serving activities to be offered. Overall long-term socioeconomic
impacts would be positive.
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Land Use

All projects would be implemented on private land, and there would be no adverse effect
to land use from implementation of the Proposed Action.

Environmental Justice

Impacts from the Proposed Action would be distributed relatively evenly among racial,
ethnic, and economic populations in the subbasins.

Conclusion

Implementing the Proposed Action is expected to provide long-term benefits to ESA-
listed and other anadromous and resident fish and will meet Reclamation’s requirement
under Action 149 of the NMFS 2000 FCRPS BiOp. Therefore, based on the analysis of
the environmental consequences in the PEA, and consultation with potentially affected
Tribes, agencies, organizations, and the general public, Reclamation concludes that
implementing the Proposed Action, with the environmental commitments and changes
described in the Final PEA, would not have a significant impact on the quality of the
human environment or the natural and cultural resources in the project area.

This Finding of No Significant Impact has therefore been prepared and is submitted to

document environmental review and evaluation in compliance with the Nationa
Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

Recommended:

/AM//% S;Wz, A[3)o>
Joseph Sﬁ'ina.zola - Date
Activity Manager
Concur:

M*géﬂca— 6’/ 3/03
Jack La Rocfo v Date/
Natural Regource Specialist
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Chapter 1
Purpose and Need

1.1 Introduction

The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA)
to evaluate the potential impacts associated with fish habitat improvement measures in four sub-
basins of the Mountain Snake Province of Idaho — the Lemhi, Upper Salmon, Middle Fork Clearwa
ter and Little Salmon Subbasins (Figure 1.1-1). The Mountain Snake Province is an ecological unit
that includes al rivers and tributaries that flow into the mainstem Clearwater River and Salmon
River. This ecological unit is used as a planning unit for the Northwest Power Planning Council
(NPPC) and other agency forts to restore endangered anadromous salmonids. The Middle Fork
Clearwater Subbasin is within the larger Clearwater River basin. The remaining three subbasins lie
within the larger Salmon River subbasin.

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS — recently changed to NOAA Fisheries) issued the
Federa Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) Biological Opinion (BiOp) on December 21, 2000.
This document analyzed the effects of the FCRPS hydroelectric projects on Federally-listed threat-
ened or endangered anadromous salmonids within the Columbia River Basin. NMFS concluded that
the continued operations of the FCRPS would constitute jeopardy under the Endangered Species Act
for 8 of the 12 listed ESUs, unless their Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) was imple-
mented. A jeopardy decision means that the continued existence of listed speciesis at risk or thereis
risk of destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. The RPA included 199 actions that
must be implemented by Federal agencies, including Reclamation, to avoid a jeopardy decision.
These actions specify measures that would benefit anadromous salmonids within the NMFS-
designated Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESUs) for each listed species. An ESU is a distinctive
group of Pacific salmon or steelhead. ESUs were listed by NMFS in Designated critical habitat:
critical habitat for 19 ESUs of salmon (chinook, chum, and coho) and steelhead in Washington, Ore-
gon, ldaho, and California, published in the Federal Register, Vol. 65, No. 32, February 2000, pages
7764-7785. Among Reclamation’s responsibilities are actions for habitat improvements as off-site
mitigation for the effects of the mainstem Columbia River dams.

The measures applicable to this EA are defined under RPA Action 149:

Reclamation shall initiate programs in three priority subbasins (identified in the Bas-
inwide Recovery Strategy) per year over 5 years, in coordination with NMFS, U.S,
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the states, and others, to address all flow, pas-
sage, and screening problems in each subbasin over 10 years...this action initiates
immediate work in three such subbasins per year, beginning in the first year with the
Lemhi, Upper John Day, and Methow subbasins. Subbasins to be addressed in sub-
sequent years will be determined in the annual and 5-year implementation plans...At
the end of 5 years, work will be underway in at least 15 subbasins.
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The objective of this action is to restore flows needed to avoid jeopardy to listed species, screen all
diversions, and resolve al passage obstructions within each priority subbasin. Portions of Action
149 address the responsibilities of two other agencies — the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)
and the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps).

The Basinwide Recovery Strategy referenced in the RPA language identified 16 priority subbasins
as Reclamation responsibilities - four in Idaho, five in Washington, and sevenin Oregon. Reclama-
tion is required to begin work in at least three priority subbasins each year for 5 years until all prior-
ity subbasins have an ongoing habitat improvement program. The BiOp alows only 10 years in
each subbasin to complete all flow, screening, and passage actions. Reclamation provided its pro-
posed annua schedule to NMFS in a Draft 5-year Implementation Plan during the summer of 2001.
The work in the first four subbasins began in the spring of fiscal year 2001.

I mplementation of Action 149 is a Federal action and Reclamation is required to follow procedures
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). To comply with NEPA, Reclamation has pre-
pared this Environmental Assessment to address the potential impacts associated with implementa-
tion of Action 149. Because the specific locations and numbers of participants are not known, and
the choice of specific measures cannot be determined at this time, the EA is prepared at a program:
matic level. This Programmatic EA addresses the broad range of implementation measures proposed
to comply with Action 149.

The scope of this Programmatic EA for Reclamation’s implementation of Action 149 will be con
strained by the following:

Reclamation will be responsible for activities and actions that only occur within the stream.
Reclamation will address issues/needs that have been caused by irrigation activities.
Reclamation will address barrier removal, flows, and/or screening issues/needs.

All actions will take place on non-public land.

All work will be completed with willing participants.

Reclamation will assume no operation, replacement, or maintenance responsibilities associ-
ated with construction or other programs developed as part of Action 149 implementation.

Fish screens will meet NMFS and USFWS criteria
Flow issues will be addressed in accordance with State of |daho water laws.
Water acquisition will occur through water purchase or lease. Water purchase will be negoti-

ated in a manner such that ownership of the water right is in the name of the legally recog
nized third party.
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Back of Figure 1.1-1. Location of Snake River Subbasins.
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1.2 Subbasin Locations and Setting

Four NMFS ESUs are covered under this EA, Sreke River Steelhead, Snake River Fall Chinook,
Snake River Spring/Summer Chinook, and Snake River Sockeye Salmon (Figures 1.1-2 — 1.1-5).
Table 1.2-1 summarizes the distribution of the subbasins within the NMFS ESUs. 1t should be noted
that a listed fish species may not actually occur within one of the subbasins even though it lies within
the NMFS ESU. In some cases the ESU includes critical habitat designations but the fish species is
not known to occur in the subbasin at present. Refer to Section 3.5 for details on fish distribution
within each subbasin.

Table 1.2-1. Distribution of the Lemhi, Upper Salmon, Middle Fork Clearwater and Little Salmon Sub-
basins within NMFS designated ESUs

ESU Subbasin

Lemhi Upper Salmon Middle Fork Little Salmon
Clearwater

Snake River Steel- X X X X
head

Snake River Fall X
Chinook

Snake River
Spring/Summer X X X
Chinook

Snake River Sock- X
eye

The following narrative provides a brief overview of the Lemhi, Upper Salmon, Middle Fork Clear-
water, and Little Salmon Subbasins. Details on the presence of fish listed under the ESA can be
found in Section 3.7, Threatened and Endangered Species. Details on the hydrology of the subbasins
can be found in Section 3.3. See Figure 1.1-1 for a genera orientation map of the Subbasins.

The Lemhi Subbasin extends along the Lemhi River (Hydrologic Unit [HU] 17060024) from its con
fluence with the Salmon River at the town of Salmon to the upper reaches of Eighteen Mile Creek at
the continental divide at the Idaho/Montana border. The area is dominated by irrigated pasture in the
valley, and the only other settlement is the town of Leadore near the Eighteen Mile Creek/Texas
Creek confluence. Hayden Creek is another primary tributary to the Lemhi River in the subbasin.

The Upper Salmon Subbasin (HU1706021) extends upstream from the confluence of the Salmon and
Lemhi Rivers, but excludes the Pahsimeroi River Basin.

The Middle Fork Clearwater subbasin (HU 17060304) extends from the mouth of the Middle Fork
Clearwater near the town of Kooskia to the confluence with the Lochsa River. Clear Creek is the
primary tributary to the Middle Fork Clearwater River. Highway 13 extends on a north-south axis
just west of the subbasin, and Highway 12 traverses east-west in the northern half of the subbasin.

The Little Salmon Subbasin (HU 17060210) extends upstream from the confluence of the Little
Salmon River and the mainstem Salmon River at the town of Riggins near the mouth of the Little
Salmon River. The town of New Meadows is in the Southern part of the basin. Highway 95 trav-
erses northrsouth through the subbasin. The Rapid River flows into the Little Salmon River just yo-
stream of the town of Riggins.
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1.3 Purpose and Need for Action

The purpose and need for this action is to improve migration, spawning, and rearing habitat for listed
anadromous salmonids in the identified priority subbasins by working with willing partners on non
public lands, correcting passage, diversion screening, and instream flow problems as directed by
RPA Action 149. The priority subbasins within the spring chinook, fall chinook, steelhead, and
sockeye ESU’ s established by NMFS are the Lemhi, Upper Salmon, Little Salmon, and Middle Fork
Clearwater subbasins (Figures 1.1-2 through 1.1-5). Reclamation will continue to participate in
habitat improvement measures within the scope of Action 149 for the duration of the 10 year pro-
gram in each subbasin unless al problems within the scope of this action are completed sooner.

1.4 Scoping and Issues
1.4.1 Scoping

The following section describes the scoping process, summarizes the contacts made during this
process, and provides a schedule of the NEPA process. Based on scoping and other contacts, a pre-
liminary list of issues to be addressed is included.

NEPA requires that Federal agencies independently evaluate the environmenta effects of their ac-
tions. Prior to this analysis, NEPA requires an early and open process for determining the scope of
issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues to be addressed. In this case, the ac-
tion to be addressed is Reclamation’s proposed implementation of Action 149. This scoping process
provides an opportunity for State, local, and other Federal agencies, tribes, interested organizations,
and members of the public to provide input early in the NEPA process. The other purposes of the
scoping process are to assist Reclamation to:

Identify environmental and social issues associated with the Proposed Action that will be ad-
dressed in the EA;

Determine the depth and breadth of needed analysis and significance of issues for the EA,;
Eliminate from detailed study issues and resources that do not require anaysis; and

Identify how the project would or would not contribute to cumulative impacts.

Reclamation provided letters declaring their intent to prepare a NEPA Programmatic EA for imple-
mentation of Action 149 to Federal, State, and local government agencies, businesses and organiza-
tions, Native American Tribal Governments, and local libraries. A copy of this letter and the distri-
bution list isincluded in Appendix A.

Reclamation aso conducted meetings with local entities. In April 2001, Reclamation established an
Advance Team to assist in the first priority subbasins, including the Lemhi in Idaho. In May 2001,
the Advance Team met with local organizations working in the Lemhi subbasins. Joe Spinazola,
Subbasin ESA coordinator for Reclamation’s Snake River Area Office, met with local groups and
agencies in January and February 2002 to provide information on Reclamation’s role related to the
NMFS BiOp and to obtain input for the NEPA process. Meetings included:

1 6 CHAPTER ONE PURPOSE AND NEED April 2003
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Back of Figure 1.1-2. Snake River Basin Steelhead ESU.
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Back of Figure 1.1-3. Snake River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon ESU.
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Back of Figure 1.1-4. Snake River Basin Spring/Summer Salmon ESU.
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Back of Figure 1.1-5. Snake River Basin Sockeye Salmon ESU
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Upper Salmon River Subbasin Watershed Project Technica Advisory Committee (includes
Lemhi subbasin) on January 23, 2002.

Clearwater Focus Watershed Policy Advisory Committee on January 30, 2002.

Little Salmon River Subbasin, agencies and local entities (there is no organized subbasin
group) on February, 12, 2002.

In addition to meeting with these local groups, Reclamation has initiated meetings with NMFS,
USFWS, and other agencies to describe the programmatic nature of the EA and discuss issues re-
garding ESA consultation. Representatives from these agencies met on February 20, 2002, and
April 18, 2002, to develop standard protocols and best management practices for construction related
to flow, screens and barrier projects. Additional information concerning formal and informal con-
sultation with NMFS and USFWS is presented in Section 4.1.1 of this report.

Primary elements of the public involvement plan include the scoping process and public review of
the Draft EA. For each subbasin, elements of the public involvement and responses received during
scoping are summarized in Chapter 4.

1.4.2 Issues

The following items represent both site-specific and cumulative resource issues identified in Recla-
mation’s scoping document for this Programmatic EA. These issues were identified as a result of
meetings and communications with stakeholders and analysis by Reclamation and staff.

Air Quality and Climate
- Short-term effects from construction projects.

Noise
- Short-term effects from construction projects.

Hydrology and Water Quality

- Need for increased surface water flows for salmon.

- Need for reduced water temperature in streams.

- Short-termwater quality effects during construction projects.

V egetation and Wetlands
- Short-term effects from disturbance during construction.

Fish
- Need to reduce blockages of upstream and downstream migrants.

- Need to reduce mortality from lack of fish screens, inadequate fish screens, and irrigation in-
take structures.

- Need for increased fish access to spawning and rearing habitat, and production from m-
proved flows.

- Short-term effects during construction projects.
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Wildlife
- Need to enhance habitat for aquatic and semi-aquatic species with increased streamflow.
- Short-term effects on local wildlife during construction.

Threatened and Endangered Species

- Need to enhance habitat for listed anadromous salmonids and bull trout.

- Need to increase fish access and production with improved flows.

- Need to decrease mortality with improved screens and irrigation intake structures.

- Short-term effects on aquatic species related to changes in water quality during construction
projects.

- Potential mortality of ESA-listed fish during construction.

Recreation
- Long-term increases in salmon production may lead to increased fishing opportunities.
- Short-term restrictions on recreation use in immediate vicinity of construction projects.

Aesthetics
- Short-term noise during construction.
- Potential visual impact of new structures in or adjacent to river.

Cultural Resources
- Potential for disturbing cultural resource sites during construction.
- Indian Trust Assets.

- Longterm benefit to anadromous salmon with cultural significance for Native American
Tribes.

- Sacred Sites and Traditional Cultural Properties — Potential disturbance of known sites

Socioeconomics
- Potentia short term economic benefits from construction.
- Potential benefit to local landowner of improved water collection facility.

- Potential long term benefit of operational stability owing to conformance with ESA require-
ments.

Land Use
- Need for consistency with local, State, and Federal comprehensive plans.

Environmental Justice
- Review potential for disproportionate effects.

1.5 Related Actions and Activities

A number of watershed groups, agencies, Native American Tribes, and citizen groups are actively
pursuing salmon restoration efforts in the four subbasins. The level of activity and organization vary
by subbasin. The following narrative summarizes actions and activities related to Reclamation’s im-
plementation of Action 149 for each of the four subbasins addressed in this EA.
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In the Lemhi Subbasin, current efforts to improve instream conditions and remove barriers to salmon
migration have been initiated and coordinated by IDFG, Upper Salmon Basin Watershed Project
(USBWP, which includes the Lemhi, Upper Salmon, and Pahsimeroi Subbasins), the Lemhi Soil and
Water Conservation District, and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall Reservation. IDFG
primarily works on screen and headgate projects and contributes to monitoring efforts and recon
necting tributaries to the mainstem Lemhi. The USBWP works through a committee and coordinates
projects that range from pushup dam removal to riparian fencing, among other fish enhancements.
Other partners in the subbasin with research, monitoring, and evaluation responsibilities include
Idaho Department of Water Resources, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), the Bureau of Land Man+
agement (BLM), the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), and the Idaho Department of Environmental Qual-

ity (IDEQ).

For the Upper Salmon Subbasin, many of the same entities mentioned in reference to the Lemhi
Subbasin above are active. IDFG, as in the Lemhi Subbasin, is responsible for screening issues and
works on monitoring efforts and reconnecting tributaries. Funding sources are similar to those de-
scribed in the Lemhi Subbasin. The Custer County Soil and Water District (rather than the Lemhi) is
active in the Upper Salmon restoration efforts. A comprehensive State Water Plan was recently
completed for the Little Salmon River Subbasin (IDWR 2002).

The Clearwater Subbasin was selected by former Governor Phil Batt as a candidate for designation
as a Focus Watershed Program under the NPPC’'s Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Plan in
1996. The NPPC accepted the selection and recommended that BPA fund the program. The Clear-
water River Focus Program is coordinated between the Idaho Soil Conservation Commission and the
Nez Perce Tribe through the Tribal FisheriessWatershed Division. Efforts concentrate on fish and
wildlife habitat protection, enhancement, and restoration within the Clearwater Subbasin. No pro-
grams have been proposed to date in the Middle fork Clearwater Subbasin.

The Clearwater Policy Advisory Committee provides management and technical assistance from
agencies and organizations to establish restoration priorities in the subbasin. Members of the advi-
sory committee include IDEQ, Potlatch Cooperation, 1daho Association of Counties, IDFG, Idaho
Association of Soil Conservation Districts, Nez Perce Tribe, USFWS, NMFS, USFS, and Idaho De-
partment of Lands.

There is no organized watershed group in the Little Salmon Subbasin. The Idaho County and
Adams County Soil and Water Conservation districts are likely to be active participants in Reclama-
tion efforts to implement Action 149 in the Little Saimon Subbasin. The Little Salmon Watershed
Alliance, Inc., a non-profit corporation, was organized in 1997 and is comprised of residents of the
subbasin. The Alliance was instrumental in having the Idaho Water Board evaluate the Little
Salmon as a State Recreation River. This group may provide valuable input to Reclamation’s proc-
ess.

The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) isin the process of developing a comprehensive policy
to guide the implementation and funding of its fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts re-
lated to the FCRPS. BPA has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0312,
June 2001) to examine the possible environmental consequences of its decision to implement and
fund a Policy Direction for fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts in the Pacific Northwest.
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BPA has also adopted a set of prescriptions that apply to BPA-funded watershed management pro-
jects. BPA has adopted this set of prescriptions to standardize the planning and implementation of
individual watershed management programs and projects. This decision is based on consideration of
potential environmental impacts evaluated in BPA’s Watershed Management Program Final EIS
(DOE/EIS-0265) published July 8, 1997. Based on past experience, BPA expects that future fish
mitigation and watershed conservation and rehabilitation actions with potential environmental -
fects would include in-channel modifications and fish habitat improvement structures, riparian resto-
ration, and other vegetation treatment techniques, agricultural management techniques for crop irri-
tation, animal facilitates, and grazing; road management techniques; mining reclamation; and similar
watershed conservation actions.
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Chapter 2

Alternatives Considered

This section provides a description of the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives. The
following sections provide a general summary of the problems and solutions associated with barrier,
screen, and flow effects to listed anadromous salmonids.

2.1 No Action Alternative

Under NEPA, the No Action Alternative is the most likely future condition without the Proposed
Action. Although the Proposed Action is mandated under the ESA through the 2000 FCRPS BiOp,
the No Action Alterrative is identified for comparison purposes as directed by NEPA.

The No Action Alternative is considered to be represented by Reclamation’s level of involvement in
the Lemhi, Upper Salmon, Middle Fork Clearwater, and Little Salmon Subbasins prior to issuance of
the 2000 FCRPS BiOp. Since 1999 and before the FCRPS BiOp was issued, Reclamation has
provided technical assistance for certain irrigation-related projects to help protect and restore ESA-
listed anadromous fish. Reclamation provided technical assistance in both the Upper Salmon and
Lemhi Subbasins, but has not been involved with any projects in the Little Salmon or Middle Fork
Clearwater Subbasins at that time.

Involvement in the Upper Salmon and Lemhi Subbasins has been part of Reclamation’s Federa
obligation to conserve listed species under the ESA. The scope of the Reclamation involvement for
this particular purpose can fluctuate at the discretion of Congress from one year to the next. Under
the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would continue to provide technical assistance only in the
Lemhi and Upper Salmon Subbasins at or above the same scope of involvement that occurred before
the FCRPS BiOp was issued, depending on funding.

2.2 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action is the implementation of Reclamation’s responsibilities under Action 149 of
the 2000 FCRPS BiOp in the Lemhi, Upper Salmon, Middle Fork Clearwater, and Little Salmon
Subbasins. Reclamation is specifically required to implement Action 149 to conserve listed species
under the ESA.

Reclamation must secure construction authority from Congress before it can fund any construction
activities. Reclamation is expecting that construction in FY 2002 and FY 2003 will be done entirely
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by loca interests using established processes and infrastructure. Reclamation’s programs in FY
2002 and FY 2003 will be for coordination activities, technical assistance, and assistance with
environmental compliance permit and ESA consultation activities to be completed on behalf of any
other Federal agency that provides construction funding.

Annua work plans would be developed jointly between Reclamation and the established planning
groups in each subbasin. Priorities would be determined in the work groups using the NPPC
Subbasin Plans and following the guidance of the Federal Habitat Team 5-Y ear Plans and Research,
Monitoring, and Evaluation (RM&E) plans. The annual work plans would reflect the realities of
funding limitations, biological priorities, landowner willingness to participate, NEPA, ESA,
permitting processes, and other issues.

The number of projects that Reclamation could accomplish is likely proportional to the number of
problems in each of the subbasin. For instance there are approximately 209 dams and diversionsin
the Lemhi Subbasin and 165 dams and diversions in the Upper Salmon Subbasin, respectively
(NPPC 2001). While there is less data available for the Clearwater and Little Salmon Stbbasins
there is stbstantially less irrigated agriculture in these basins and most diversions are likely pump
systems.

Reclamation will complete its involvement related to the FCRPS BiOp in each subbasin within 10
years and cannot maintain further commitments related to the FCRPS BiOp after this point.
Consequently, project operation and maintenance (O&M) must be the responsibility of the
landowner, and long-term O& M oversight, if appropriate, would become the responsibility of athird
party (such as awatermaster or State agency).

The Proposed Action would improve flows, eliminate instream passage barriers, and correct fish
screen deficiencies on private lands that are related to irrigation. Activities related to flow
improvements may include water acquisition or leasing. Activities related to instream barriers may
include the consolidation of irrigation diversions to reduce the number of instream barriers or the
removal of individual gravel pushup dams and replacement with diversion structures that provide
for fish passage. Activities related to fish screens may include screening unscreened irrigation
diversions or replacing obsolete screens with screens that meet NMFS criteria.

The following is alist of potential measures that Reclamation expects to implement or contribute to
implementation. Depending on the subbasin-specific conditions, not all measures apply to all
subbasins. Discretion will be used in determining which measures are appropriate in meeting the
particular passage, flow, and screen deficiencies for each situation.

GOALS POTENTIAL MEASURES

Correct passage barriers
Consolidate diversions.
Remove push-up dams and replace with pump systems,
infiltration galleries, or other permanent type structures with
viable fish passage facilities.
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Correct streamflow deficiencies
Acquire water for flow during critical migration periods.
Provide alternative irrigation diversion systems (minimize
instream diversion/returns).

Re-engineer existing diversion/wasteway configurations that
permit excessive water withdrawals from the streams.

Replace headgates

Correct screen deficiencies
Utilize rotary drum screens that meet NMFS criteria
Utilize flat screen or other screen technology.
Utilize groundwater well screens buried in river
gravelautomated valve outlets.
Utilize screen methods to protect fish from wasteway attraction
flows.

Because the specific choice of locations and the number of willing participants is not known, nor can

the choice of specific measures be determined at this time, the EA is prepared at a programmatic
level.

When specific locations for these activities have been determined, Reclamation would fulfill other
compliance requirements that are not covered by this EA. Examples of these additional
requirements include:

Cultural resource surveys to determine the presence of resources eigible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in locations that may be affected by
construction or operation of the proposed modifications.

Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation (ACHP) if NRHP-€ligible resources are found.

Surveys for listed or proposed threatened or endangered species.
Any necessary permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
State of Idaho permits for instream work.

ESA consultation with NMFS and USFWS
2.3 General Implementation Description

Reclamation will be working to correct barrier, screen, and flow deficiencies related to irrigation
withdrawals within the four identified Mountain Snake Province Subbasins. The number of
structures (dams, diversions, intake structures, canals) varies among the four subbasins. A complete
inventory of all structures in each subbasin is not currently available. Some data are available for the
Lemhi and Upper Salmon subbasins, which have larger areas of irrigated agriculture than the Middle
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Fork Clearwater or Little Salmon subbasins. The Lemhi Subbasin has more than 200 diversions or
dams, and the Upper Salmon River subbasin has more than 150 diversions or dams (NPPC 2001)
(see Section 3.3, Hydrology and Water Quality). The large number of instream structures illustrates
the potential for substantial enhancement to salmonid habitat and survival rates through improved
efficiency in water withdrawals, removal of instream barriers, and improved fish screens. Working
cooperatively with private landowners, Reclamation proposes to implement incremental changes
within these watersheds. Changes would involve redesign and alteration of irrigation structures to
meet NMFS standards for screens and fish passage.

Figure 2.3-1 is illugtrative of a typical irrigation system associated with a salmon-bearing stream,
and identifies some of the obstacles to fish survival that can occur due to such a system. This
example depicts a stretch of river with two diversion canals. Canal 1 represents the ssimplest form of
irrigation diversion - an open canal or ditch without any water control structures or screens. Canal 2
represents a more complex system, with an existing intake system and a fish screen.

Point A on Figure 2.3-1 identifies apoint of diversion into Canal 1. A diversion weir or structure at
B-1 raises the river elevation to allow gravity flow into the canal. Among the problems for fish
associated with such a structure are:

Water intake is unregulated and restricted only by the size o the canal, rather than the
irrigation need, which often leads to excess water withdrawal;
There are no screens to restrict out- migrating juvenile salmonids from entering the canal; and

The outfall (Point H-1) can attract adults migrating upstream that may enter the canal rather
than continuing upstream. This outfall may be an attractant because flow from the canal may
be of greater velocity and colder than water in the mainstem of the river.

The second diversion system is more sophisticated, but also presents a number of hazards for
salmonids. A diversion structure at Point B-2 diverts water, and a control structure (C-1) limits the
amount of water entering the canal. Typically, this is a manually controlled headgate that meters
water into the canal as the gate is raised or lowered. A bifurcation structure is located at Point C-2,
where excess water is returned to the river; the excess water returns along the wasteway (Point E)
and spillsinto the river at Point H-2. The flow at this point could be another source of attraction for
upstream-migrating salmon. The stretch of the mainstem river identified by Point G could be
dewatered from water withdrawal at the two upstream diversion structures. This would make the
river impassable to migrating fish. Farther along the canal, a fish screen is located at Point D; the
screen is intended to divert al incoming smolts along the face of the screen and into a return pipe
(Point F) that carries them back to the mainstem of the river. Efficiency of the screen depends on
whether gopropriate design criteria are met. The water continues along the cand, is used to irrigate
the fields, and then is returned to the river by the same canal. Once again, the entry point into the
river (Point H-3) can attract adults.

Reclamation is tasked by Action 149 to address issues related to barriers to passage, screening, and

low flows caused by diversion systems similar to those described. The actions that address each of
these three issue elements are detailed more specificaly in the following sections.
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Figure 2.3-1. Typical fish hazards associated with irrigation water withdraw sy stems.

The intent of this graphic is to identify some of the many problems due to agricultural water
withdrawals that salmonids encounter at many stages in their life cycle as they migrate downstream
as smolts and back upstream as adults. These situations and various more are manifest in a variety
of configurations throughout the subbasins. Any one irrigation facility can be associated with a
combination of flow, barrier or screen deficiencies.
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Table 1.4-1 summarizes the basic problems associated with each of these obstacles to the
maintenance of healthy salmonid populations, the consequences of these problems, and typical
solutions to be applied by Reclamation, and cooperating agencies and landowners. The solution to
any one problem potentially can address any number or combination of flow, screen, or barrier
issues. For example, eplacement of a gravel push-up dam and uncontrolled canal inflow with a
permanent, engineered diversion structure and controllable headgate may correct both a barrier and a
streamflow problem. However, Reclamation must differentiate among flow, screen and barrier
components of each implemented project for purposes of tracking and reporting accomplishments to
meet terms of the FCRPS. These solutions constitute the specific onthe-ground actions that
Reclamation will be making as a part of their response to Action 149.

2.3.1 Barriers to Fish Passage

Existing barriers to fish passage fal into two basic categories.

Diversion structures without fish ladders that span the entire stream width and prevent
upstream migration; and

Diversion structures that do not span the entire stream width but severely ater streamflow
patterns and prevent migration.

2.3.1.1 Diversion Weirs or Dams

Problem: Dams and weirs may prevent upstream fish passage because of excessive height, lack of
fish ladders, or lack of an adequate downstream channel permitting adult fish passage to and beyond
the diversion structure. These structures can remove 100 percent of the water from the river,

dewatering a stretch of river between the structure and the downstream return channel. Often, thisis
due to a poor or inefficient irrigation diversion design that diverts excessive flows.

Solution: Diversion structures can be modified to provide
fish passage using NMFS-approved designs for both
upstream and downstream migrants. If modification of the
existing structure is not possible then replacement with a
new structure with fish passage design may be necessary.
Another dternative could be the use of infiltration
galleries where irrigation water is collected through a
perforated pipe buried in the streambed and transferred to
the irrigation system by gravity or pumps. Solutions for
diversion structures are often related to other system
improvements such as  headgate  modification,
Photo 2.3-1. L6 Diversion structure on the replacement, or consolidation. An example is the recent
Lemhi River. L-6 diversion enhancement project on the Lemhi River,
which was designed by Reclamation (Photo 2.3-1). The
new diversion structure includes an adjustable weir and fish ladder that allows fish passage in all but
the lowest flows (Reclamation 2000).
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Table 2.3-1. Summary of Problems and Potential Solutions to Fish Passage in the Snake River ESU Subbasins.

Barriers

Screened
Diversions

Unscreened
Diversions

Flows

Water control and diversion
structures within the mainstem

Some existing screens
do not meet current

Not all water diversion

Excessive water withdrawals in streambed

dams with permanent structures.
Provide upstream and

dow nstream fish passage.
Where appropriate, replace
barriers and intake structures
with advanced alternatives, such
as infiltration galleries buried in
gravel, or pumps.

design criteria for all
screens, including
water velocity, stream
angle, structure and
screen sizing, cleaning
mechanisms, and
other elements.
Ensure that adequate
maintenance and
operating mechanisms
are in place for all
screens.

Place appropriately
designed screens in
irrigation canals

designed screens in
irrigation canals.
Adhere to recognized
design criteria for all
screens, including w ater
velocity, stream angle,

structure and screen sizing,
cleaning mechanisms, and

other elements.
Ensure that adequate

maintenance and operating

mechanisms are in place
for all screens

Problems canals or intake pumps are during critical times for upstream or
of the river that create barriers to design criteria. screened. downstream movement of fish can dewater
fish passage. streams or otherw ise prevent successful in-
or out-migration.
Canals and irrigation structures that alter
water flow patterns.
Return flows from irrigation canals that act
as false attractants to migrating adults.
Consequences Upstream fish passage is Screens may not Juveniles enter or are Adults are unable to move upstream to
blocked due to exces s height of operate efficiently, drawn into diversions, suitable spawning territory.
barrier or complete water failing to return all resulting in mortality during Juveniles are unable to move downstream
withdrawal. juveniles back to the subsequent irrigation to continue out-migration pattern.
Manipulation of gravels and mainstream of the operations. Certain stream areas with suitable habitat
rocks within the streambed has river. Juveniles can be stranded for spawning go unused as spawning adult
a negative effect on stream Screen bypass during flood irrigation fish are unable to reach tributaries or
geomorphology which can alter structures do not operations, or sucked into stream reaches disconnected by
riparian conditions and lead to function as intended, pumps for spray irrigation dewatered areas.
deterioration of water leaving juveniles operations. Canal outfalls can serve as an attractive
temperature and water quality. stranded. nuisance for upstream migrants.
Failure of pushup dams can Screens require Excessive w ithdrawal can dew ater
alter geomorphology of streams excessive streams.
and fill the dow nstream low flow maintenance.
channel.
Not all associated structures,
such as fish ladders, work as
designed.
Solutions Replace temporary pushup Adhere to recognized Place appropriately Enhance efficiency of diversion structures,

allow ing more water to remain in mainstem
of river.

Efficiency measures, such as diversion
consolidation, automated headgates, and
control structures, allow more w ater to
remain in the river to enhance fish
passage.

Purchase permanent w ater right and
transfer to a third party.

Design canal outfalls to prevent diversion
of adults migrating upstream into canals.

NOTES 1. Under Action 149, Reclamation is not responsible for improvements outside of the stream channel.
2. Under Action 149, Reclamation is not responsible for transportation-related improvements, such as culvert replacement
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The following is a list of options that could be implemented by Reclamation to solve barrier
problems. These are subject to the Best Management Practices (BMPs) (Appendix B) and NMFS
review.

Replace ineffective bank-to-bank gravel pushup dam with an engineered, permanent,
bank-to-bank concrete diversion structure that accommodates fish passage

Replace ineffective bank-to-bank gravel pushrup dam with an engineered, permanent,
bank-to-bank diversion structure that accommodates fish passage using natural materials

Remove ineffective bank-to-bank permanent concrete diversion structure and replace with an
engineered, permanent, bank-to-bank, concrete diversion structure that accommodates fish

passage

Remove ineffective bank-to-bank permanent non-concrete diversion structure and replace
with an engineered, permanent, bank-to-bank diversion structure that accommodates fish
passage using natural materials

Replace ineffective bank-to-bank gravel push-up dam with an engineered, permanent
concrete diversion structure that partially crosses the width of the stream and accommodates

fish passage

Replace ineffective bank-to-bank gravel push-up dam with an engineered, permanent
diversion structure that partially crosses the width of the stream and accommodates fish
passage using natural materials

Remove ineffective bank-to-bank permanent concrete diversion structure and replace with an
engineered, permanent, concrete diversion structure that partially crosses the width of the
stream and accommodates fish passage

Remove ineffective bank-to-bank permanent non-concrete diversion structure and replace
with an engineered, permanent diversion structure that partially crosses the width of the
stream and accommodates fish passage using natural materials

Replace ineffective gravel push-up dam that partially crosses the width of the stream with an
engineered, permanent concrete diversion structure that partialy crosses the width of the
stream and accommodates fish passage

Replace ineffective gravel push-up dam that partially crosses the width of the stream with an

engineered, permanent diversion structure that partially crosses the width of the stream and
accommodates fish passage using natural materials
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Remove ineffective permanent concrete diversion structure that partially crosses the width of
the stream and replace with an engineered, permanent, concrete diversion structure that
partially crosses the width of the stream and accommodates fish passage

Remove ineffective permanent nonconcrete diversion structure that partially crosses the
width of the stream and replace with an engineered, permanent diversion structure that
partially crosses the width of the stream and accommodates fish passage using natural
materials

Barrier removal, headgate reconstruction, screen accommodation associated with surface
water diversion consolidation.

General Impacts: The two primary concerns regarding replacement or modification of instream
structures is the disturbance to fish habitat and the potential for harming Federally listed salmonids
that occur in the stbbasins. Construction must be done at the time of the year when flows are low
and with the least chance that listed species may be present. Construction must use accepted
practices to minimize the potential for erosion and sedimentation. Other potential impacts include
the disturbance of riparian vegetation during the construction phase.

2.3.1.2 Push-Up Dams

Problem: Pushup dams (Photo 2.3-2) are created by

using heavy equipment (such as a bulldozer or

excavator) to move existing or place new gravel and

rock, trees, stumps, cars, and refrigerators within the

river to create a diversion structure. In some instances,

the dam is repaired or replaced as needed if spring

runoff washes it out. In others, it is removed annually,

after one irrigation season, then replaced at the

beginning of the next irrigation season. Although

inefficient and harmful to water quality and fish, this

Photo 2.3-2. Push-up dam on Lemhi River. traditional practice is a relatively inexpensive method

of water diversion. These structures often prevent fish

movement, lack passage structures, and contribute to channel infill. Many years of wash-out and

rebuilding of these dams can result in a build-up of gravels downstream of the dam. This gravel

build-up can alter the river geomorplology, obliterate the low flow channel, and severely constrain

fish passage. In addition, water may flow entirely within the porous gravels accumulated
downstream of the dam, leaving no surface flow for juvenile or adult fish passage.

Solution: Pushtup dams can be replaced with diversion structures that provide adult and juvenile
fish passage and efficient water withdrawal. This can include permanent structures, infiltration
galeries, or pumps. If a permanent structure is used, adequate means of adult fish passage must be
maintained. This can be a dam or weir with a properly designed fish ladder, a weir or dam on only
one side of a bifurcated channel, or a structure such as a vortex weir that combines the water
retaining capacity to build enough head to divert water into a canal with adequate water bypass to
create a fish passage channel. Infiltration galleries work by collecting water through a perforated
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pipe buried beneath the streambed. A pump or gravity system moves water from the pipe to a
conveyance system. This relatively new technology provides several benefits. because there is no
diversion structure, there is no blockage of fish movement, water withdrawal is efficient, and the
system involves less maintenance than other options.

A variety of fish ladder types are available. Regardless of type, the two most important design
factors are fish ladder pool size and dissipation of downstream energy (Reclamation 1997). A
minimum recommended pool size for fish ladders is normally 6 feet wide by 10 feet long by 6 feet
deep. The pool should allow at least 0.2 cubic feet of water per pound of fish. Energy dissipation
requirements often control design. Average maximum velocities between pools should not exceed 8
feet per second.

General Impacts. The general impacts for replacing pushup dams are the same as those described
under diversion weirs or dams (2.3.1.1). The difference is that mounds of gravel must be removed
from the streambed that were used as a diversion structure rather than a concrete or wood structure.
The same general principles apply for reducing effects to fish and fish habitat but different
mechanical methods would be employed to remove and/or redistribute the mounded gravel.

2.3.1.3 Irrigation Ditches as Attractive Nuisance

Problem: Return flow entering the mainstream of a smaller river such as the Lemhi or other
tributaries to the Salmon River may actually be greater than the flow within the stream channel. The
return flow may also be cooler due to shading or volume effects. Returning adult fish may be
attracted to this return flow, mistaking the return flow channel for the mainstem river. Fish waste
valuable energy attempting to navigate through canals, may become trapped, and can die.

Solution: Attractive nuisance flows (Photo 2.3-3)
are often asociated with other problems, such as
improperly designed diversions. More accurately
metering of water intake would reduce the need for
return flows that could create a false attraction. In
addition, necessary return flow discharges can be
designed to minimize the attraction of these flows to
samon. In some cases it may be necessary to place
some type of screening a the return point to
eliminate access for upstream migrants.
Photo 2.3-3. Attractive nuisance flow from

irrigation return. General Impacts: Because the solutions to

atractive nuisance flows are implemented outside
the stream channel there is less of a concern regarding disturbance to fish habitat than with instream
construction practices. Still, all construction should use accepted BMPs to minimize any sediment
that enters the stream from construction or ground-disturbing activity. Proper design is a key
component to ensure adequate delivery of irrigation flows while minimizing the potential for an
attractive nuisance at the return point.
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2.3.2 Fish Screens

I ssues related to fish screens or pumps typically fall into 2 categories. (1) diversion canals or pumps
that are unscreened; and (2) existing fish screens that do not meet current design criteria for fish
screens, as established by NMFS (NMFS 1995).

2.3.2.1 Unscreened Diversion Ditches

Problem: Older diversion canals were typically designed simply to convey water from the river to

the irrigation site. These designs did not accommodate juvenile fish migrating downstream.

Juvenile fish are particularly vulnerable and may not be able to escape the velocity of the intake flow

into the irrigation canal. Juvenile mortality can be high without a screening device to gather and

return fish to the river. Juvenile mortality can occur from intake into irrigation pumps, flood

irrigation onto fields, increased predation in a vulnerable situation, and poor water quality within the
canal, among other causes.

Solution: Fish screens should be designed according
to NMFS criteria and return juveniles safely back to
the river (Photo 2.3-4).

General Impacts. There would be minor impacts

associated with installation of NMFS screens on

irrigation canals because of the disturbed nature of

these sites and the distance from natural water bodies.

These sites are generally previously disturbed sites in

an agricultural setting. In limited cases it may be

Photo 2.3-4. New fish screen in Lemhi necessary to use fish screens at the point of diversion.

Subbasin. These would require extended coordination with

NMFS and IDFG. Potentia impacts would be similar

to those described for diversion weirs and dams (2.3.1.1) and would require similar protection
measures regarding the timing of construction and instream BMPs.

2.3.2.2 Non-Conforming Fish Screens

Problem: Even where fish screens exist, they may not
conform to new screen criteria as devised by NMFS
(NMFS 1995) (Photo 2.3-5). Old screens may exhibit a
variety of problems, including excessive screen mesh size,
poor screen location, cleaning and maintenance issues,
high approach \elocities, and problems with bypass pipe
design, al of which contribute to juvenile mortality. If
proper design criteria are not met, screens may not
function as intended, resulting in juvenile mortality,
excessive maintenance requirements, and other drawbacks.
In general, newer screen design criteria result in screens

Photo 2.3-5. Nonconfor ming wiper-style fish that require significantly less maintenance while

screen.
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minimizing juvenile mortality by sweeping young salmon efficiently back to the river through
bypass features.

Solution: Modern screen criteria take into account such factors as migrational stage of fish present,
screen location, both sweeping and approach water velocity, design features to ensure that screens
are self-cleaning and low-maintenance, and adequate bypass design. Properly designed screens
ensure that outmigrating juvenile fry and fingerlings are gathered up by the natural flow sweeping
the face of the screen in a nontharmful manner, guided into a bypass pipe of sufficient size, and
returned to the mainstem of the river in a location with sufficient flow velocities to minimize
predation and carry them safely into the downstream current. The return pipe should meet all design
criteria, including minimum and maximum flow velocities.

Options that may be implemented by Reclamation according to the BMPs and NMFS approval
include:

Standard screened surface water diversion and return
Screened diversion intake buried in stream channel

Screening pump diversions from stream channel

General Impacts. The vast mgjority of screen replacement would be implemented in irrigation
canals away from the stream channel. These projects would use standard construction BMPs and
would have a low potential for adverse effects to terrestrial or aquatic resources. NMFS and the
Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) have developed criteria for fish screen design that will
be implemented for al fish screens designed and constructed under the implementation of
Action 149.

2.3.3 Low Flow Issues

The Mountain Snake Province Subbasins are located in an arid climate and fed predominantly
through the melting of the snowpack in the surrounding mountain ranges. As the snowpack
diminishes in late summer, low flow in the rivers can be exacerbated by irrigation withdrawals. For
example, according to the Lemhi Model Watershed Plan, “Water quantity and irrigation are almost
inseparable in the Lemhi River watershed. Much of the instream water flow is used at least once,
and in some cases, as many as three times for irrigation purposes’ (1SCC 1995).

Problem: Inadequate flow in the river resultsin conditions unfavorable to either upstream migration
of spawning adults, or out-migration of juveniles. Intensive diversion of water for agriculture can
disconnect tributaries from the mainstem river. Inthe Lemhi, it is estimated that fish production has
been lost from at least 10 tributary creeks that previously sypported anadromous fish populations
(I1SCC 1995), eliminating significant stretches of spawning habitat due to dewatering.
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Even main river channels can be dewatered for short stretches, downstream from major diversions
before any water is returned to the main channel. For example, in the past as much as a 3-mile long
stretch of the lower Lemhi was vulnerable to dewatering for part of the summer during low flow
years (ISCC 1995). It is not necessary for the river to be entirely dewatered for the channel to
become impassable. Depending on river bottom conditions, flow can occur predominantly through
river gravels during times of extremely low flow, effectively preventing fish passage.

In some river systems, much of the water flowing through tributaries is lost directly to aluvia
gravels, where it sinks into underground flows. This is estimated to be the case in the Lemhi
Subbasin. Of the estimated annual water yield of 1.055 million acre-feet in the subbasin, an
estimated 0.875 million acre feet (MAF) are lost to evaporation, plant transpiration, and underground
flows (ISCC 1995) by the time it reaches the town of Salmon at the confluence with the Salmon
River.

Solution: The solution to low flow problems is complex. It is intertwined with Idaho water rights
law, availability of water, the development of new technologies for water use, and Reclamation’s
parameters for fulfilling Action 149. One potential solution is to increase the efficiency of water
use. The previoudly cited reconfiguration of the L-6 diversion on the Lemhi is an example of an
improvement to an irrigation diversion that was intended to allow more water to remain in the river
without compromising an irrigator's water right. Efficiencies to water use can come from
improvements such as diversion consolidation, installation of better diversion control structures, or
installation of manual and/or automated headgates. As improvements to other diversions accur
along the river, it is reasonable to expect cumulative improvements to flow. Reclamation will
investigate the potential for purchase of water rights with willing land owners but must operate
within the constraints of 1daho water law. In addition, Reclamation must complete its obligationsin
each subbasin within 10 years. This would require the permanent transfer of purchased water rights
to athird party that could ensure that water remains in-stream.

General Impacts: Solutions that include modifying, consolidating, or replacing headgates would
regquire some construction adjacent to streams. While the problems associated with this stream-side
construction are not as serious as construction within the stream channel, precautions are needed to
minimize sediment entering the stream or the disturbance of fish habitat. Implementation of BMPs
would sufficiently minimize any risk to listed salmonids. Construction also could affect riparian
vegetation and there may be a need for appropriate mitigation following construction disturbance.
Solutions that require the transfer of water rights would not require any construction and would have
no adverse effects. These BMPs are interim guidelines that will be finalized following public
comment on this EA.
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Chapter 3

Affected Environment and Environmental
Conseguences

The following sections describe the existing character of the four subbasins by resource topic, fol-
lowed by an assessment of the environmental consequences of the No Action and the Proposed Ac-
tion alternatives. Reclamation has worked with NMFS and USFWS to develop a draft set of Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for implementation of site-specific projects (Appendix B). These
BMPs prescribe a wide range of measures from pre-construction surveys through post-construction
monitoring to ensure the protection of natural and cultural resources and to minimize effects to the
environment. The BMPs include specifications for when work is alowed within the stream channel
of each subbasin to minimize the effects to fish habitat and ESA-listed fish species. Such work
would be completed when streamflow is at the seasonal low and when it is least likely that ESA-
listed fish are present. Design of al facilities will follow NMFS and IDFG standards regarding up-
stream and downstream fish passage for instream structures. The construction standards include
provisions for sediment control plans, monitoring of construction, and required mitigation measures
for disturbed streambanks. The BMPs include provisions for reporting on the progress of the project
and its adherence to the BMPsto NMFS.

The draft BMPs in Appendix B were compiled to meet the production schedule for this program-
matic EA. However, there are other comparable fish habitat improvement efforts underway in other
parts of the Pacific Northwest that involve similar BMPs. Final BMPs developed as part of the ESA
consultation and coordination described in Section 4.1.1 will be consistent with similar fish habitat
improvement efforts in other parts of the Pacific Northwest. The discussion of environmenta con-
sequences assumes that BM Ps would be fully implemented by Reclamation.

3.1 Climate and Air Quality

The following sections discuss the genera climate and air quality of the Lemhi, Upper Salmon,
Little Salmon, and Middle Fork Clearwater Subbasins.

3.1.1 Existing Conditions

Idaho’s general climatic patterns are influenced by latitude, distance from oceanic moisture sources,
presence of mountain orographic barriers, prevailing wind patterns, and variations in altitude.
Weather data within each subbasin can vary drastically, particularly with elevation. Because Recla-
mation’ s implementation of Action 149 would occur at lower elevations in valleys where agriculture
is concentrated, the following discussion concentrates on these sites.

Idaho’s major moisture source is maritime air from prevailing westerly winds. The maritime influ-
ence is strongest in Northern 1daho where air arriving through the Columbia River Gorge carries
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more moisture than the prevailing westerly flow at lower latitudes. Eastern Idaho’s climate is more
continental in character than Western and Northern Idaho, which results in a greater range between
winter and summer temperatures.

Table 3.1-1 displays climate data averages for weather stations located in each of the subbasins.

Table 3.1-1. Climate Data Summary for the Lemhi, Upper Salmon, Little Salmon, and Middle Fork
Clearwater Subbasins.

Climate Parameter Weather Station Location
Kooskia,
Salmon, Challis, Riggins, Middle Fork Clear-
Lemhi Subbasin Upper Salmon Little Salmon water
Average Max. Temp (°F) 59.6 58.1 66.3 64.3
Average Min. Temp. (°F) 31.8 30.7 41.9 36.4
Average Total Precipitation (in) 10.0 7.5 16.8 24.2

Source: Western Regional Climate Center. Period of Record: Salmon (1967-2001), Challis (1931-2001), Riggins (1940-2001), Kooskia
(1908-1987).

Air quality in the subbasins is excellent as there are few industrial sources of air pollution, small
populations, and a general rural character. IDEQ monitors air quality for a variety of pollutants but
primarily for particulate matter, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide. Particulate
matter is currently the most common pollutant in Idaho because particulate sources are widespread
throughout the state. Common sources include windblown dust, re-entrained road dust, smoke (resi-
dential, agricultural, and forest fires), industrial emissions, and motor vehicle emissions. Each crite-
ria pollutant has a National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) that is set and periodicaly re-
viewed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The NAAQS represents a threshold
concentration above which adverse effects on human health may occur. The NAAQS for each crite-
ria pollutant is different, but a violation of the NAAQS for a pollutant results in the location of the
violation being designated as non-attainment of the NAAQS for that pollutant.

Idaho’s ambient air monitoring network includes only one regular station in the subbasins, in the
town of Salmon at the north end of the Lemhi Subbasin. All the subbasins are currently in attain-
ment of NAAQS. IDEQ staff have performed particulate monitoring in the town of Salmon since
1990 with one exceedance in 1997. IDEQ continues to monitor based on this potential for poor air
quality due to woodstoves, prescribed fire, and wildfire.

3.1.2 Environmental Consequences

3.1.2.1 No Action Alternative

Improvements to anadromous fish habitat that would occur under the direction of various subbasin
groups would have no effect on air quality in the four subbasins. Even the larger individual projects,
such as removal of push-up dams and construction of new diversion structures, would require lim-
ited use of a backhoe or bulldozer. Use of heavy equipment for short periods would not degrade air
quality and would not approach the limits of NAAQS for pollutant levels.

Cumulative Impacts
There would be no cumulative impacts to air quality from the No Action Alternative.
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3.1.2.2 Proposed Action

Work on restoration efforts would proceed at a faster pace with Reclamation construction authority
than under the No Action Alternative. However, the amount of construction that would occur would
be limited and site-specific. These actions would not alter air quality in the subbasins and would not
affect NAAQS pollutant levels.

Cumulative Impacts

There would be no cumulative impacts to air quality associated with the Proposed Action.

3.1.3 Mitigation

No adverse impacts are anticipated to air quality and no mitigation is necessary.

3.2 Noise
3.2.1 Existing Conditions

Noise is generally defined as the intensity, duration, and character of sounds from any and al
sources. The character of the four subbasins is dominated by rural farms with large areas of adjacent
National Forest lands. Noise levels are primarily from farm operations, low-level traffic on local
highways, and human activity in the several small towns scattered in the subbasins. These noise lev-
els vary with the season and time of day. For instance, traffic noise is greater during the summer
months when tourists venture into these rural areas. Typica day/night average sound levels for agri-
cultural crop land isaround 45 dB (EPA 1974).

Noise is measured on a logarithmic scale; a 10 decibel (dB) increase in noise is typically perceived
as adoubling of loudness. Noise from localized sources typically decreases by about 6 dB with each
doubling of distance from source to receptor. Outdoor receptors within 1,600 feet of construction
sites with an uninterrupted view of the construction site would experience noise of about 60 dB
when noise on the construction site is about 90 dB. Typica construction noise levels are listed in
Table 3.2-1.

Table 3.2-1. Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels.

Equipment Noise Level at 50 Feet
Backhoe 85 dB
Tractor 80 dB
Truck 91dB
Chainsaw 76 dB

Source: EPA 1971.

Noise can be a concern when projects are located near sensitive receptor sites, such as schools or
hospitals. Because the No Action Alternative and Proposed Action would implement restoration ef-
forts on private agricultural lands not adjacent to schools or hospitals, sensitive receptor sites are not
an issue
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3.2.2 Environmental Consequences

3.2.2.1 No Action Alternative

Restoration efforts implemented by a variety of subbasin groups with technical input from Reclama-
tion in the Lemhi and Upper Salmon Subbasins would have minor short-term effects to local noise
levels. Implementation of restoration projects would involve the use of heavy equipment for short
periods on the larger projects, such as removal of push-up dams and construction of new diversions.
The operation of new structures or equipment such as fish screens would not affect ambient noise
levels.

Cumulative Impacts
There would be no cumulative noise impacts associated with the No Action Alternative.

3.2.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

The increased implementation pace anticipated with Reclamation’s construction authority would not
appreciably affect noise levels in the four subbasins. While more projects would be implemented
under the Proposed Action compared to the No Action Alternative, these would occur over a 10-year
period. Construction activity would be limited to the use of a backhoe or bulldozer for short time
periods. The limited duration of individual restoration efforts would not substantially contribute to
noise levelsin the subbasins. There would be no noise effects from operation of new facilities.

Cumulative Impacts

No cumulative noise impacts would result from the Proposed Action.

3.2.3 Mitigation

Because no adverse impacts are anticipated, no mitigation measures are necessary.

3.3 Hydrology and Water Quality
3.3.1 Hydrology

3.3.1.1 Existing Conditions
Lemhi Subbasin

The Lemhi and Bitteroot Mountains flank the Lemhi River and represent the northernmost extent of
basin and range terrain (IDEQ 1999). In this subbasin, high mountain peaks rise rapidly from broad,
gentle valleys. Elevations range from approximately 4,100 to 11,000 feet above msl. The Lemhi
River is a low-gradient, spring-fed system that flows through broad valley bottoms. The area re-
ceives approximately 3.6 to 14.8 inches of precipitation annualy, mainly as snow or early spring
rain (Lemhi Riparian Conservation Agreement Group 1998). The Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC)
drainage area, number of major (named) streams, and stream miles for the Lemhi Subbasin are listed
in Table 3.3-1.
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Table 3.3-1. Drainage Areas, Numbers of Named Streams, and Total Stream Miles for the Lembhi,
Upper Salmon, Middle Fork Clearwater and Little Salmon Subbasins.

Hydrologic Unit Drainage Area Number of Named
Watershed Code (HUC) (square miles) Streams Total Stream Miles
Lemhi 17060204 1,270 124 1,330
Upper Salmon 17060201 2,410 219 3,251
Middle Fork Clearwater 17060304 320 Unavailable Unavailable
Little Salmon 17060210 582 68 718

Source: NPPC (2001) and Nez Perce Tribe and NPPC (2002)

Streamflow records, including monthly and annual average flows, peak and minimum flows, periods
of record, and drainage areas for three locations along the Lemhi River (Lemhi River near Lemhi,
Lemhi River below L-5 Diversion, and Lemhi River at Salmon) are presented in Appendix C. The
locations of these gaging stations, and all other historic active and inactive USGS gaging stations in
the subbasin are shown in Figure 3.3-1. The average flow of the Lemhi River from 1955 to 2000
was 272 cfs at the gaging station location just below the mouth of Hayden Creek near the commu-
nity of Lemhi. Farther downstream at the gaging station just below the L-5 Diversion, average flow
of the Lemhi River was 321 cfs (1992 to 2000). At the confluence with the Salmon River, the aver-
age flow of the Lemhi River was 321 cfs (1928 to 1942). Peak flows generally occur in June, with
the lowest flows in August. A hydrograph of the average monthly flow of the subbasinsis provided
in Figure 3.3-2.

The annual water yield for the Lemhi system has been estimated at approximately 1,100,000 acre-
feet (IDEQ 1999). The average annual flow at Salmon is 180,000 acre-feet. The differenceislost to
evaporation, vegetative transpiration, and underground flows. The hydrology of much of the Lemhi
River has been changed dramatically since the mid-1840s because of channelization and diversion of
tributary streams that resulted in a lack of connectivity to the floodplain. During irrigation season
most of the water is diverted off-channel through diversion headgates and either used for flood or
sprinkler irrigation. As of 1995, approximately 37,000 acres of land in the subbasin were irrigated.
IDWR records indicate there are approximately 7,869 active surface water rights and water right
claims in the subbasin, totaling about 4,704,500 acre-feet (IDWR March 22, 2002). IDFG has iden-
tified approximately 209 dams and diversions within the Lemhi Subbasin (IDFG 2002); locations of
these dams and diversions are shown in Figure 3.3-1. 1n 2000, IDWR identified 83 diversions along
the mainstem of the Lemhi, with measured flows ranging from less than 1 cfs to 60 cfs (IDWR
2002). Estimated return flows provide 8 to 14 cfs per mile to the Lemhi River. The Lemhi River
and nearly al of its tributaries are entirely or significantly diverted for irrigation purposes between
late April and the end of October (IDEQ 1999). Many of the tributaries only reach the river during
spring runoff.

Upper Salmon Subbasin

The Upper Salmon Subbasin isaglacia carved mountain and valley system composed of steep, nar-
row drainages with V-shaped valleys (IDEQ 2002). Elevations range from 4,640 to 11,700 feet
above md. The floodplain of the Upper Salmon River itself is fairly broad in comparison to the
canyonlands in the lower Salmon River farther downstream. The area receives approximately 7.4 to
14.5 inches of annual precipitation, mainly as snow or early spring rain. The HUC drainage area,
number of major (named) streams, and stream miles for the Upper Salmon Subbasin are listed in
Table 3.3-1.
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Streamflow records, including monthly and annual average flows, peak and minimum flows, periods
of record, and drainage areas for three locations along Salmon River (Salmon River below Y ankee
Fork, East Fork Salmon River near Clayton, and Salmon River near Challis) are presented in Ap-
pendix C. The locations of these gaging stations and all other historic active and inactive USGS
gaging stations in the subbasin are shown in Figure 3.3-3. The average flow of the Salmon River
(1928 to 1939 and 1973 to 1981) was 532 cfs at the gaging station near Clayton. Downstream, the
average flow of the Salmon River (1921 to 2000) was 977 cfs at the gaging station below Y ankee
Fork. Farther downstream, the average flow of the Salmon River (1928 to 1972) was 1,473 cfs at
the gaging station near Challis. Near the mouth of the subbasin, average annual flows may increase
to approximately 1,500 cfs (NPPC 2001). The largest contributing drainage to the Salmon River
within the subbasin is the East Fork of the Salmon River, with an average flow of 235 cfs from 1928
to 1939 and 1973 to 1981 (IDEQ 2002). Streamflow regimes are typical of central 1daho mountain
streams, with peak flows in late spring to early summer from snowmelt runoff. Low flow occurs in
late summer through the winter. Substantial variability exists from year to year because of fluctuat-
ing precipitation and temperatures. A hydrograph of the average monthly flow for the Salmon River
near Challisis provided in Figure 3.3-2.

Based on the monthly flow at the gaging station near Challis, the Upper Salmon Subbasin produces
an estimated 892,000 acre-feet over the course of the irrigation season (April 15 — October 31).
IDWR records indicate there are approximately 2,091 active surface water rights and water right
claims in the subbasin, totaling about 1,796,000 acre-feet (IDWR 2002). As of 2000, approximately
45,000 acres of land in the subbasin were irrigated. Based on IDWR’ s field headgate requirements,
the estimated 45,000 acres irrigated in the subbasin need 149,750 acre-feet per year (IDWR 2002).
IDFG has identified approximately 165 dams and diversions within the Upper Salmon Subbasin
(IDFG 2002); locations of these dams and diversions are shown in Figure 3.3-3.

Several tributaries to the Upper Salmon River are entirely or significantly diverted for irrigation pur-
poses between late April and the end of October (IDEQ 2002).

Middle Fork Clearwater Subbasin

The Middle Fork Clearwater Subbasin generally has moderately sloping terrain, with local eleva
tions ranging from 1,221 to 4,300 feet above mean sea level (msl) (Nez Perce Tribe and NPPC
2002). The change in elevation follows a change in topography from west to east, progressing from
plateau to foothills to mountainous terrain. The area receives approximately 23 to 75 inches of an-
nual precipitation, depending on location and elevation. Precipitation varies seasonaly, with little
occurring during the summer months. The vast majority of the subbasin lies below 4,000 feet in ele-
vation, making it subject to mixed winter precipitation and the possibility of rain-on-snow events.
The confluence of the Lochsa and Selway Rivers at Lowell, Idaho forms the Middle Fork Clearwater
River, which flows west before joining the South Fork Clearwater at the town of Kooskia, Idaho to
form the mainstem Clearwater River. The Middle Fork Clearwater River derives most of its flow
from the Lochsa and Selway Rivers. The combined drainage area for the Lochsa and Selway Rivers
is 3,090 square miles. The Middle Fork Clearwater Subbasin drains an additional 320 square miles.
The Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC), number of major (named) streams, and stream miles for the Mid-
dle Fork Clearwater River arelisted in Table 3.3-1.
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Back of Figure 3.3.1. Hydrologic Features Lemhi Subbasin
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Back of Figure 3.3-2. Hydrographs of Average Monthly Streamflow (back).
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Back of Figure 3.3-3. Hydrologic Features Upper Salmon Subbasin
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Streamflow records, including monthly and annual average flows, peak and minimum flows, periods
of record and drainage areas for the Lochsa and Selway Rivers and the mainstem Clearwater River
(downstream of the confluence with the Southfork of the Clearwater) near Kamiah, Idaho, are pre-
sented in Appendix C. The locations of these gaging stations are shown in Figure 3.3-4. No active
or inactive gaging stations are located in the subbasin other than the Lochsa and Selway stations.
Based on the combined flow data for the Lochsa and Selway Rivers near Lowell for 1911 to 2000,
the average annual flow of the Middle Fork Clearwater River is 6,605 cfs. Records indicate that
peak flows generally occur in May and June (Nez Perce Tribe and NPPC 2002). Base flows most
often occur during August and September. In lower elevation areas, occasional thunderstorms oc-
curring from late spring through summer may result in flash floods that produce annual peak flows
inlocalized areas. A hydrograph of the average monthly flow for the Middle Fork Clearwater River
based on the combined flows of the Selway and Lochsa Riversis provided in Figure 3.3-2.

Major flood events in the Middle Fork Clearwater Subbasin have occurred in 1919, 1933, 1948,
1964, 1968, 1974, and the winter/spring of 1995/1996. Table 3.3-2 presents the flows recorded at
the Lochsa and Selway gaging stations during these events, except for 1919 where no records are
available.

Table 3.3-2. Discharge (in cfs) at the Lochsa and Selway Gaging Stations near Lowell, Idaho During
Major Flood Events in the Clearwater River.

Location 1933 1934 1938 1948 1957 1964 1974
Selway R. near Lowell 33,800 20,500 32,800 48,900 26,500 43,400 43,100
Lochsa R. near Lowell 34,800 22,500 24,500 34,600 21,100 35,100 32,000

Source: Nez Perce Tribe and NPPC 2002.

Based on the combined monthly flow at the Lochsa and Selway gaging stations, the Middle Fork
Clearwater River produces an estimated 3,910,200 acre-feet over the course of the irrigation season
(April 1 — October 31). Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) records indicate there are
approximately 667 active surface water rights and water right claims in the subbasin that total ap-
proximately 4,550,400 acre-feet (IDWR 2002). Information on low flow conditions and the location
of diversionsin the Middle Fork Clearwater Subbasin were unavailable.

Little Salmon Subbasin

The topography of the Little SAlmon Subbasin is characterized by relatively narrow, steep V-shaped
valleys and relatively narrow ridge systems. The Little Salmon Valley constricts noticeably down-
stream of New Meadows. This point, known as “the falls,” generally divides the upper and lower
half of the subbasin. Elevations range from approximately 1,760 to 9,000 feet msl (Idaho Depart-
ment of Water Resources 2001). The area receives approximately 16.5 to 24.8 inches of precipita-
tion annually, mainly as snow or early spring rain. The HUC drainage area, number of major
(named) streams, and stream miles for the Little Salmon River are listed in Table 3.3-1.

Streamflow records, including monthly and annual average flows, peak and minimum flows, periods
of record, and drainage areas for three locations in the Little Salmon Subbasin (Mud Creek, Boulder
Creek, and the Little Salmon River at Riggins) are presented in Appendix C. The locations of these
gaging stations and all other historic active and inactive USGS gaging stations in the subbasin are
shown in Figure 3.3-5. The average annual flow of the Little Salmon River for 1951 to 2000 was
798 cfs at the gaging station at Riggins. In general, peak flows in the Little Salmon River occur in
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May or June, with the lowest flows in September. High flows are strongly dependent on snowmelt,
and peaks are generally reached earliest in lower elevation catchments. A hydrograph of the average
monthly flow for the Little Salmon River at Rigginsis provided in Figure 3.3-2.

The Little Salmon Subbasin produces an average of 322,875 acre-feet over the course of the April 15
through October 31 irrigation season (Idaho Water Resources Board 2001). Approximately one-
third of this water originates above the confluence of Round Valley Creek and Little Salmon River
in the upper subbasin. The remainder originates downstream of the confluence of Round Valley
Creek and Little Salmon River in the lower subbasin. IDWR records indicate that there are ap-
proximately 863 active surface water rights and water right claims in the subbasin, totaling approxi-
mately 452,500 acre-feet (IDWR 2002). IDFG has identified six dams within the Little Salmon Sub-
basin (IDFG 2002). Locations of the dams are shown in Figure 3.3-5. Information on low flow
conditions and the location of diversionsin the Little Salmon Subbasin were unavailable.

Approximately 92 percent (15,100 acres) of the total irrigated acres in the Little Salmon Subbasin
are located in the upper subbasin, with about 8 percent (1,300 acres) of the irrigated acres located in
the lower subbasin. Using the IDWR field headgate requirement of 3 acre-feet of water per acre per
year of irrigation, the irrigated lands in the upper and lower basins need 45,300 acre-feet and 5,200
acre-feet per year, respectively, for atotal of about 50,500 acre-feet per year in the subbasin. Some
of this water, between 25 and 33 percent, is assumed to return to the system either through percola-
tion into the groundwater or surface runoff. The majority of the 15,100 acres in the upper subbasin
areirrigated with water from Twin Granite Reservoir (600 acre-feet capacity), Goose L ake Reservoir
(6,550 acre-feet capacity), and Brundage Reservoir (7,330 acre-feet capacity). The reservoirs are
usually filled in the spring during high flows, and water is released in the summer for irrigation when
streamflows have decreased. Nearly all irrigation in the Little Salmon Subbasin is accomplished
with surface water in gravity flood or gated pipe systems (Idaho Water Resources Board 2001).
Other identified consumptive uses of surface water include livestock (approximately 56 acre-feet),
domestic (approximately 4 acre-feet), and industrial (approximately 41.3 acre-feet).

3.3.1.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, none of the fish passage, fish screens, or streamflow improvement
projects would be constructed by Reclamation. Restoration efforts would proceed at the present
pace under various subbasin groups, with Reclamation’s technical assistance as requested in the
Lemhi and Upper Salmon Subbasin. Therefore, the benefits or impacts on hydrology of streams in
the four subbasins would occur at a slower pace than under the Proposed Action. Current hydrologic
conditions and trends in each subbasin would continue. Flow would continue to be inadequate for
anadromous fish in many of the subbasin stream reaches due to excessive withdrawals and ineffi-
cient diversions and headgate systems.

Cumulative Impacts

Under the No Action Alternative restoration efforts would occur at a slower pace than under the
Proposed Action. Because of the number of diversions in the Lemhi and Upper Salmon Subbasins,
continued lack of adequate flows could cause cumulative adverse effects to ESA-listed anadromous
salmonids.
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Back of Figure 3.3-4. Hydrologic Features Middle Fork Clearwater Subbasin
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Back of Figure 3.3-5. Hydrologic Features Little Salmon Subbasin
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Proposed Action

Under the Proposed Action, the implementation of projects to protect and restore ESA-listed ana-
dromous fish would continue in the four subbasins, with Reclamation’s participation in funding and
construction. Program objectives cover three categories of actions that would be implemented: (1)
eliminate instream fish passage barriers, (2) correct fish screen deficiencies associated with irrigation
practices on private lands, and (3) augment streamflows. The effects of each category of action on
stream hydrology are described below. Because the specific types, individual locations, and number
of willing participants in the habitat improvement projects within the four subbasins are not known
at this time, the following discussion is programmatic in nature. Expected benefits to subbasin hy-
drology are noted where possible.

Fish Passage Barriers

Proposed fish passage barrier improvements that may impact stream hydrology include the consoli-
dation of irrigation diversions, upgrade of headgates, and removal and replacement of push-up dams.
Push-up dams would be replaced with new diversion structures with NMFS-approved upstream and
downstream fish passage or the appropriate pump system. The potential for negative impacts which
are caused by these improvements would be limited to short-term, local disturbances of the stream-
bank and streambed during construction that could affect site-specific hydrology. Adherence to ap-
proved BMPs (e.g. sedimentation and erosion control, general construction practice) during con-
struction would effectively minimize these disturbances.

The long-term impacts of correcting passage barriers would be positive. Remova of individual
gravel push-up dams to improve passage would eliminate stream disturbances caused by dam main-
tenance. Push-up dams often fail during high flows and frequently require reconstruction. The re-
petitive failure and reconstruction of the push-up dams alter stream geomorphology and contribute to
the fill-in of downstream low-flow channels. Elimination of gravel push-up dams would improve
streambed stability and help maintain passable low-flow stream channels. Replacement of push-up
dams with more efficient structures that provide fish passage would not affect seasonal peak flows or
flooding potential. The effects of these replacements would likely increase the amount of flow dur-
ing seasonal low flow periods.

Lemhi and Upper Salmon Subbasins. More than 370 dams and diversions and dewatered zones
from irrigation withdrawals have been identified in the Lemhi Upper Salmon Subbasins (NPPC
2001). Consolidation of existing diversions and upgrade of headgates to improve fish passage within
the affected subdrainages would improve instream flows during the irrigation season. The improved
flows would reduce the number and extent of dewatered zones and would possibly reconnect stream
segments. Many gravel push-up dams have aso been identified in the Lemhi Upper Salmon Sub-
basins (NPPC 2001). Removal of these dams would improve streambed stability and help reestablish
amore natural flow regime within affected streams.

Middle Fork Clearwater and Little Salmon Subbasins. The actual locations of diversions and
dewatered zones within the Middle Fork Clearwater and Little Salmon Subbasins are not well docu-
mented. Recent conversations with USFS staff indicate that relative to the other subbasins, irrigated
agriculture is not a widespread land use in the Middle Fork Clearwater Subbasin (pers. comm.,
Gerhardt, 2002). Nonetheless, the large number of surface water rights and water right clams are a
good indication that many water diversions have been constructed within these subbasins. Itislikely
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that many of these are small pump diversions. Consolidation of existing diversions and upgrade of
headgates at strategic locations within these subbasins would, in al probability, increase flows and
improve instream flow conditions during the irrigation season. Removal of any gravel push-up dams
would improve streambed stability and help reestablish a more natural flow regime within affected
streams.

Construction during headgate installation or consolidation of headgates could cause increased sedi-
ment to reach streams and adversely affect fish habitat or alteration of stream bank configuration,
which could alter local stream hydrology. Adherence to BMPs that require implementation and
monitoring of construction practices, erosion and sedimentation control plans, and rehabilitation of
disturbed vegetation would minimize these potential effects. Replacement of pushup dams has a
greater potential for affecting stream hydrology during removal and replacement of these instream
structures. Implementation of BMPs would ensure that construction would occur at the most appro-
priate time to reduce potential impacts and that structures are designed to accommodate the local hy-
drology.

Headgate Improvements

Improvements such as the consolidation of irrigation diversions and upgrade of headgates would re-
sult in regulated water withdrawals with improved efficiency. Similar to streamflow improvement,
these improvements would minimize withdrawals and increase instream flows. The additional water
in the stream would improve stream conditions by widening the stream perimeter; increasing base
flows, stream depths, and streambed areas; and increasing the range of instream flow velocities. The
additional water in the stream would also reduce the extent and number of dewatered zones, recon-
nect streams previoudly captured by irrigation canals, and help maintain passable low flow channels
in the summer and fall. Regulated withdrawals would also reduce streamflow fluctuations caused by
excessive withdrawals. There is the potentia for increased sedimentation in the stream during the
construction period but implementation of the BMPs would significantly reduce thisrisk. The gen-
eral impacts would be similar among the subbasins, but the Lemhi and the Upper Salmon have the
greatest number of diversions and have a greater potential for improvement compared to the Middle
Fork Clearwater and the Little Salmon Subbasins.

Fish Screens

Typicaly, fish screens are constructed in an irrigation canal or ditch, away from the point of diver-
sion when the canal or ditch is dry and the stream is under low flow conditions. The only potential
construction-related disturbance to the stream from this type of installation is a small, local distur-
bance to the streambank during installation of the fish return. In the long term, return flow volumes
are small and do not create any significant impacts to the stream.

Placement of fish screens at the point of diversion is not common. For this type of fish screen, con-
struction would be performed using approved BMPs that limit construction-related impacts to small,
localized, short-term disturbances. In the long term, the presence of a fish screen and supporting
abutments at the point of diversion could modify local stream hydraulics. However, there would be
along-term beneficial effect of installation of up-to-date fish screens. Such a design may be needed
for particular instances. Reclamation would coordinate with NMFS regarding the design and place-
ment of these structures. All other fish screens would adhere to NMFS criteria and short-term im-
pacts would be negligible.
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There are no unique impacts from placement of fish screens relative to any specific subbasin.
Streamflow Improvement

Methods of streamflow improvement that may impact stream hydrology include the acquisition of
water rights, re-engineering existing diversions, and installing alternative irrigation diversion sys-
tems. The negative impact of constructing/re-engineering diversions would be limited to small,
short-term, local disturbances of the streambank and streambed during construction. Short-term
construction impacts could include blockage and alteration of streamflow during instream construc-
tion, excess sediment entering the stream channel, or temporary modification of streambanks. Ad-
herence to approved BMPs (e.g. erosion control plans, staging, general construction practices) dur-
ing construction would effectively minimize these disturbances. Streamflow improvement by
acquisition of water rights would not negatively impact a stream.

The long-term impacts of the proposed flow improvements would be positive. Acquisition of water
rights would directly increase instream flows by minimizing withdrawals. Re-engineering existing
diversions or installing alternative irrigation diversion systems would improve water diversion effi-
ciency, resulting in less flow to the ditch and outfall and more water in the stream. Additional water
in the stream would improve stream conditions by widening the stream perimeter; increasing base
flows, stream depths, and streambed areas; and increasing the range of instream flow velocities. The
resulting increased wetted perimeter of the streambed and the increased flow and velocity would
provide a greater amount of available habitat and a higher quality of habitat for fish. The additional
water would reduce the extent and number of dewatered zones, reconnect streams previously cap-
tured by irrigation canals, and help maintain passable low flow channelsin the summer and fall. All
of the proposed streamflow improvement methods would help reduce streamflow fluctuations
caused by excessive withdrawals, without impacting water rights.

Lemhi and Upper Salmon Subbasins. Thousands of water rights and water right claims exist
within these subbasins. Acquisition of water rights, in conformance with Idaho State Law, re-
engineering existing diversions, or installing alternative irrigation diversion systems at strategic loca-
tions within the subbasins would help reestablish a more natural flow regime in the affected streams,
particularly during the irrigation season. These actions would minimize withdrawals and returns and
improve instream flow conditions. These actions would also reduce the number and extent of dewa-
tered zones.

Middle Fork Clearwater and Little Salmon Subbasins. The actua locations of diversions and
dewatered zones within the Middle Fork Clearwater and Little Salmon Subbasins are not well docu-
mented. Acquisition of water rights, in conformance with Idaho State Law, re-engineering existing
diversions, or installing alternative irrigation diversion systems at strategic locations within the sub-
basins would help reestablish a more natural flow regime in the affected streams, particularly during
summer and fall. These actions would minimize withdrawals and returns and improve instream flow
conditions.

Cumulative Impacts

Implementation of the Proposed Project would improve streamflow, particularly in the Lemhi and
Upper Salmon Subbasins would result in beneficial cumulative impacts to ESU salmon and steel-
head. Adult migrating fish would have improved access to spawning areas while juveniles would
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encounter reduced barriers to downstream movements, resulting in improved recruitment. As the
number of projects implemented increase there would be a corresponding increase in accessibility
for migrating adults and juvenile anadromous salmonids.

3.3.1.3 Mitigation

Negative impacts from the Proposed Action would be limited to the period of construction. During
construction, contractors would be required to adhere to approved construction BMPs, NMFS screen
criteria, and work windows to complete any improvements. Instream construction would be con-
ducted at low flow periods and in consultation with NMFS to reduce potential impacts to ESA-listed
fish. BMPs include provisions for monitoring and reporting to NMFS, restoration of disturbed aress,
and appropriate staging of construction to minimize effects to the streambed and banks. These re-
quirements would protect endangered species and establish conditions to limit or prevent disturbance
to the streams. No additional mitigation is proposed.

3.3.2 Water Quality

3.3.2.1 Existing Conditions

Information on water quality issues within the four subbasins is characterized by relevant regulatory
guidelines: adherence to water quality standards and the presence of impaired water bodies, the loca-
tion of hazardous waste sites, and known point source discharges.

Beneficial Uses

IDEQ has the primary responsibility for water quality protection. Designated beneficial uses are
presented in Idaho Administrative Code IDAPA 58.01.02.053. These designated uses for the four
subbasins are presented in Appendix D. Another section of the Idaho Administrative Code (IDAPA
58.01.02.100) provides default uses to the many water bodies (stream or river segments, lakes, or
ponds) that do not have designated beneficial uses. These default beneficial uses are to provide agri-
cultural water supply, industrial water supply, and wildlife habitat. Beneficial uses for each subbasin
are summarized in Table 3.3-3.

IDEQ uses State water quality criteria to ensure that beneficial uses are supported. If a stream or
other water body does not meet specific water quality criteria, it is considered as not supporting its
beneficial use; these streams are listed on the State’s 303(d) list and require preparation of a pollu-
tion assessment called a total maximum daily load (TMDL) and a recovery or implementation plan
for correcting the pollution problem.

Idaho’s 1998 303(d) List

This 303(d) list/report is required by the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) pursuant to Section
303(d). States are required to submit an updated list every 2 years to the EPA, which manages the
program. Thislist represents a comprehensive status review of water quality in Idaho. Streams, riv-
ers, lakes, and reservoirs are evaluated for thislist. Waterson thislist are termed “water quality lim-
ited” when they exceed water quality standards related to designated beneficial uses. Figures 3.3-6
through 3.3-9 show the location of 303(d) water bodies NPDES sites in the subbasins.
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Back of Figure 3.3-6. CWA 303(d) Listed Water Bodies Lemhi Subbasin
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Back of Figure 3.3-7. CWA 303(d) Listed Water Bodies Upper Salmon Subbasin
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Back of Figure 3.3-8. NPDES Site Middle Fork Clearwater Subbasin
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Back of Figure 3.3-9. CWA 303(d) Listed Water Bodies Little Salmon Subbasin
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Table 3.3-3. 303(d)-listed Water Bodies in the Lemhi, Upper Salmon, Middle Fork, Clearwater, and Little Salmon

Subbasins.
Water Body WQLS Boundaries Beneficial Use Pollutant Str. Mile
Lemhi
Kirtley Creek 3061 Headwaters to Lemhi River TEMP
Bohannon Creek 3065 Headwaters to Lemhi River TEMP
Wimpey Creek 3067 Headwaters to Lemhi River TEMP
Wimpey Creek 3067 BLM boundary to Lemhi River COLD, SS, SCR NUT, SED 6.62
Sandy Creek 3070 Headwaters to Lemhi River TEMP
Kenney Creek 3072 Headwaters to Lemhi River TEMP
McDevitt Creek 3077 BLM boundary to Lemhi River COLD, SS, SCR SED 2.83
Mill Creek 3082  Forest boundary to Lemhi River COLD, SS, SCR QALT, NUT, SED 5.35
Little Eighteen Mile Creek 3084 Headwaters to Lemhi River TEMP
Eighteen Mile Creek 3093 Headwaters to Lemhi River TEMP
Hawley Creek 3095 First Diversion to Eighteen Mile Creek BASE NUT, SED 6.09
Short Creek 5264 Headwaters to Bear Valley Creek UNKN 1.83
Cruikshank Creek 6265 Headwaters to Canyon Creek UNKN 3.21
Lemhi River 7611 Headwaters to Salmon River TEMP
Lemhi River 7611 Confluence of Texas and Eighteen COLD, SS, PCR BAC 57.29
Mile Cr. to mouth DWS, SRW
Upper Salmon
Salmon River 3009 Redfish Lake Creek to EF Salmon COLD, SS,PCR  SED, TEMP 44.45
River DWS, SRW
Salmon River 3010 Hellsroaring Creek to Redfish Lake COLD, SS,PCR  SED 13.34
Creek DWS, SRW
Challlis Creek 3013 Forest Boundary to Salmon River BASE QALT, NUT, SED 9.35
Garden Creek 3017 Forest Boundary to Salmon River BASE NUT, SED 14.39
Warm Spring Creek 3019 Headwaters to Sink BASE NUT, SED 21.56
Thompson Creek 3031  Scheelite Jim mill site to mouth COLD, SS,SCR  MTU, SED 1.02
Yankee Fork 3035  Jordan Creek to Salmon River COLD, SS,PCR  HALT, SED 9.00
DWS, SRW
Yankee Fork 3036 Fourth of July Creek to Jordan Creek  COLD, SS, PCR HALT, SED 2.92
DWS, SRW
Lost Creek 5226 Headwaters to sink BASE UNKN 4.45
Kinnikinic Creek 5227 Sawmill Creek to Salmon River BASE UNKN 2.99
Road Creek 7009 Headwaters to EF Salmon River BASE UNKN 15.77
Middle Fork Clearwater
No listed water bodies
Little Salmon
Little Salmon River 2863 Round Valley Creek to Salmon River COLD, SS, PCR, UNKN 24.89
DWS, SRW
Squaw Creek 2865 Headwaters to Little Salmon River COLD, SS, SCR UNKN 5.61
Elk Creek 2869 Headwaters to Little Salmon River BASE SED 7.41
Big Creek 2877 Headwaters to Little Salmon River BASE NUT, SED, TEMP 15.12
Indian Creek 5094 Headwaters to Little Salmon River BASE SED 2.46
Shingle Creek 5165 Headwaters to Rapid River BASE SED 5.45
Brundage Reservoir 6875 BASE TEMP 0.00
Notes:
BASE—Base Beneficial Uses BAC—Bacteria
COLD—Cold Water Communities HALT—Habitat Alteration
DWS—Domestic Water Supply MTU—Metals (Unknown)
EF—East Fork NUT—Nutrients
PCR—Primary Contact Recreation QALT—Flow Alteration
SCR—Secondary Contact Recreation SED—Sediment
SRW—Special Resource Water UNKN—Unknown
SS—Salmonid Spawning WQLS—Water Quality Limited Segment
Source: http://www?2.state.id.us/deq/water/waterl.htm#surface_water , EPA 2002
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Table 3.3-3 lists the water bodies within the four subbasins that are water quality limited (i.e., violate
State water quality standards). IDEQ has not listed many water bodies for temperature exceedences
because of the State’s present efforts to modify temperature criteria to more appropriately represent
cold, cool, and warm water bodies throughout the State. EPA has created alist of Idaho streams that
currently exceed the temperature criteria.  The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit program controls water pollution by regulating point source discharges into waters
of the United States. Point sources are discrete conveyances such as pipes or human-made ditches.
Common permitted dischargers include sewage treatment facilities, hatcheries, and mining facilities.
Table 3.3-4 summarizes the permitted facilities by subbasin (EPA 2002).

Table 3.3-4. Summary of Permitted Facilities”.

Subbasin Owner Name NPDES#  Permit End Date’
Upper Salmon  Thompson Creek Mining Co ~ Molybdenum Mine ID0025402 01/29/2007
Upper Salmon  IDFG Sawtooth Fish Hatchery ID0026441 10/21/1991
Clearwater USFWS Kooskia National Fish Hatchery ~ 1D0000817 10/23/1995
Little Salmon Idaho Power Co Rapid River Hatchery ID0022373 10/23/1995
Little Salmon City of New Meadows Wastewater Treatment ID0023159 11/18/1991

'EPA 2002 ( http://yosemite.epa.gov/r10/water).
%Facilities with permit end dates that have passed are operating under extensions.

Thefollowing is a brief summary of the water quality conditions for each of the four subbasins.

Lemhi Subbasin

The Lemhi Subbasin is comprised of 66 water body units. Beneficial uses include cold water biota,
salmonid spawning, primary contact recreation, domestic water supply, secondary contact recreation,
and special resource water (see Appendix D).

Fifteen stream reaches within the Lemhi Subbasin are listed as limited according to the 1998 Section
303(d) list. The mainstem of the Lemhi River is listed for bacteria exceedences and comprises 57
miles of the approximate 83 linear streams miles listed as polluted in the subbasin. The remaining
26 miles are composed of six smaller side drainages to the Lemhi and have excessive sedimentation,
high levels of nutrients, or both. The Mill Creek Subbasin also is listed for having excessive flow
aterations (see Table 3.3-3). EPA included eight Lemhi subbasin water bodies for exceeding
Idaho’ s cold water temperature criteria (see Table 3.3-3).

Upper Salmon Subbasin

The Upper Salmon Subbasin is comprised of 135 water body units. Beneficial uses include cold wa
ter biota, salmonid spawning, primary contact recreation, secondary contact recreation, domestic wa-
ter supply, and special resource water (Appendix D). Twelve water bodies are listed as limited ac-
cording to the 1998 Section 303(d) list. The mainstem of the Upper Salmon River constitutes 44
miles of the approximate 139 linear miles of stream listed as polluted. The most common pollutant
is sedimentation. Other criteria exceedences in the subbasin include nutrients, habitat alteration, and
flow alteration. See Table 3.3-3 for names of specific reaches and their listed pollutants.

EPA haslisted Squaw Creek for exceeding Idaho’ s cold water temperature criteria (See Table 3.3-3).
There are two NPDES permitted sites in the subbasin (Table 3.3-4, Figure 3.3-7): the Thompson
Creek Mine and the IDFG Sawtooth Hatchery.
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Two Superfund sites are located within the Upper Salmon Subbasin: Grouse Creek Mining, Inc., and
Clayton Silver Creek Mine and Associates Properties. No sites were identified within the other three
subbasins. Water quality of adjacent tributaries is adversely affected by these sites.

Middle Fork Clearwater Subbasin

The Middle Fork Clearwater River is comprised of 11 water body units (Appendix D). Beneficial
uses include cold water biota, salmonid spawning, primary contact recreation, domestic water sup-
ply, and special resource water. None of the water bodies are listed as water quality limited accord-
ing to the 1998 Section 303(d) list. The Kooksia Nationa Fish Hatchery isthe only NPDES permit-
ted site in the subbasin.

Little Salmon Subbasin

The Little Salmon Subbasin is comprised of 16 water body units. Beneficial uses include cold water
biota, salmonid spawning, primary contact recreation, domestic water supply, and special resource
waters (Appendix D). Seven water bodies are listed as water quality limited according to the 1998
Section 303(d) list; the most common water quality issue is excessive sedimentation. The mainstem
of the Little Salmon River is listed for an unknown pollutant and constitutes 25 miles of the ap-
proximate 61 linear miles of stream listed in the subbasin. Big Creek is also listed for having high
levels of nutrients. Brundage Reservoir is one of the few water bodies listed by the State for tem-
perature exceedences (see Table 3.3-3).

EPA haslisted Big Creek for exceeding 1daho’ s cold water temperature criteria (Table 3.3-3). There
are two NPDES permitted sites in the subbasin (Table 3.3-4, Figure 3.3-9): the Idaho Power Com-
pany Rapid River Hatchery and the City of New Meadows wastewater treatment facility.

3.3.2.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action

Under the No Action Alternative, it is assumed that fish barrier, screening, or streamflow improve-
ment projects would be implemented by local entities with technical assistance from Reclamation,
particularly in the Lemhi and Upper Salmon Subbasins. Therefore, the current water quality issues
and trends would continue based on present land practices. I