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LIST OF WATERS BTILL REQUIRING
TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS (TMDLS) —-—
§303({d) LIST FOR THE SBTATE OF IDAHO

Decision Document

<

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Decision
Document sets forth the bases for EPA's listing decisions under
section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) for the State of Idaho
and provides information on the requirements of section 303(d) and
its mple.ment:.ng regulations. It alsco provides. background
information on EPA's involvement in the § 303 (d) listing process in
the State of Idaho.. Included as part of this document are three
appendices. Appendlx A, Responses to Geperal Comments,
addresses those public comments which were submitted to EPA that
are not waterbeody specific bhut concern policies, procedures cor
interpretations of the CWA or implementing regulations. Appendix
‘B, Responsiveness Document Matrix, summarizes waterbody specific .
comments, identifies the pertinent waterbody(s), presents EPA's
response to the comment, and provides the listing action (i.e.,
list, remove, retain or not. add) taken by EPA in response to the
information provided. Appendix €, __Jdaho's 1994 § 303(d) List,
presents . the list of waterbodies EPA has deternined, based on
existing and readily available information, that do not or are not
expected to meet 1ldaho wvater quality standards after implementation
-of technology-based or other controls. -

I. SECTION 303(d) OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT

Section 303(d) regquires that States develop a 1list of
waterbodies for which existing pollution controls or requirements
are inadequate to provide for attainment and maintenance of water
quality standards. This list provides a comprehensive i.nverrtory of
waterbodies impa:.red or threatened by pollutants from all sources,
including point sources, nonpoint_sources, or a combination of
both. As required by 40 C.F.R. § 130.7(d), on October 22, 1992 and
biennially thereafter on April 1, states .must submit to EPA their
lists for review and approval. If EPA disapproves a list submitted
by a State, EPA must promulgate its own list.

For those waterbodies listed, the state is required to develop
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs), which are established at a level
necessary to attain and maintain applicable water quality
standards. - TMDLs identify the sources and causes of pollution or
stress, e.q. point sources, nonpoint scurces, or a combination of
both, and establish allocations for each source as needed to attain
water quality standards.
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XI. BACKGROUND ON IDAHO'E £303(d} LESTQ

In August 1992, the State of Idaho submitted to EPA a list of
31 water gquality-limited waterbodies under §303{d). In February
1993, EPA issued a conditional approval of Idaho's list. . In July
1993, the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, representing the Idaho
Sportsmen's Coalition and the Idaho Conservation League, filed suit
against EPA challenging IXdaho's list as inadequate. The suit
alleged that EPA's cond1t10na1 approval of Idaho's 1992 §303(4)
list was agbitrary and capricious. The suit alsc asserted that.
EPA's failure to promulgate an adequate list under §303(d) violated
the Clean Water Act. The plaintiffs sought an order directing EPA
to promulgate a §303(d) list for Idaho and to establish TMDLs for
the water gquality-limited segments so identified. The State of
Idaho submitted a revised 1992 303(d) list to EPA on July 19, 1993,
EPA issued a final approval of Idaho's 1992 §303(d) list on August
18, 1993

On February 9, 1994 the State of Idaho submitted its 1994
draft §303(d) list consisting of 61 waterbodies. In a March 15,
1994 response, EPA requested. that DEQ evaluate approximately 200
additional waterbodies and specific' pollutants for possible
inclusion on the list. On April 8, 1994, Idaho submitted its final
1994 ,§303(d) list. This 1list J.dent:.fied 62 waters as water
gquality-limited. '

On April 14, 1994, the U.S. District Court for the Western
District of Washington issued a decision in which it held that EpPa
had acted arbitrarily and capriciously  in approving, without
adeguate support in it administrative record, an underinclusive
1ist of Idaho waters under §303(d). JIdaho Sportemen's Coalition,
et. al,, V. Browper, et, 8l., (W.D. Wa. Slip op., April 14, 1994).
As clarified by an order dated May 5, 1994, the Court directed ‘EPA
to propose for public comment a new list for Idaho; consistent with
§303(d), within 30 days of the ruling, The Court allowed EPA, in
proposing such a list, to consider any new §303(d) list submitted
by Idaho, i.e. Idaho's 1994 l1ist.

In its ruling, the court indicated that EPA must reject a list
that fails to identify all waters that do not or are not expected
to meet applicable water quality standards, including waters that
' are threatened, not just those identified as impaired. Slip.op. at
7. The court also found that Idaho's water quality standards,
including the State's antidegradation provisions,  require the
protection of both designated and existing uses. Slip op. at 8.

Consistent with the Court's decision, EPA initiated the
process to promulgate a list under § 303(d) for Idaho, taking into
account Idaho's 1994 submission. EPA determined that the state's
1994 § 303(d)} list could not be fully approved because it failed to
address several hundred waterbodies identified in Idaho DEQ's 1992
§305(b) report, the state's 1991 Basin Status Reports and other
documents as not meeting water quality standards (e.g., not fully
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supporting designated and/or existing uses). On May 13, 1944, EPA
informed the State of Idaho that although it approved the State s
decision to include the 62 waterbodies identified in its 1994
§303(d) 1list, it disapproved Idaho's failure to include on this
list, without sufficient Jjustification, all of Idaho's water
cquality-limited waterbodies. Accordingly, EPA developed a list of
water quality limited waters that it believed should have been
included on the State's list.

IIT. EPA‘'E PROPOSED §303(d) LIST FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO

On May 13, 1994 EPA issued a public notice 1dent1fy1ng 788
additional waterbodiegs to be considered for inclusion on the Idaho
€303(4d) list. In developing the proposed list, EPAR reviewed the
State of Idaho's 1991 '‘Basin Status Reports and Appendix D of the
. 1992 §305(b). report. EPA included all of the waterbodies
identified by Idaho in Appendix D and in the Basin Status Reports
as not fully supporting their "beneficial® uses (EPA interprets the
term "benaeficial"™ to refer to designated and/or existing uses).
EPA also reviewed several documents incluvding monitoring reports
prepared by the U.S. Forest Service which identified waters not
meeting Forest Service Standards and Guidelines in order to
determine whether exceedances of these standards and objectives
signalled impairment of designated or existing uses or other
violation of applicable water qual:.ty standards. Finally,. EPA
reviewed Idaho's Lake Water Quality Assessment Report (1993) to
:Ldentlfy lakes that were water quality-limited.

2s part of the May 13, 1994 publie. notice, EPA solicited

comments from-.the public.to gathar additional information on its:
proposed 303(d) list: This notice reguired that .comments be

submitted by June 16, 1994. However, becausa of the 1arge numberx

of waterbodies on the list and in response to public request, a

subsequent mnotice -extended the comment period until August 24,

1994. EPA received 89 responses containing an estimated 1500 pages

of data and information on various waterbodies and comments on
" legal and policy issues.

IV. EPA'S FINAL 1994 § 303(d) LIST FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO

. s Of Data Considered

In developing the final 1994 § 303(d) list for the State of
Idaho, EPA reviewed the estimated 1500 pages of comments and
documents submitted as part of the public participation process.
.In addition.to monitoring data submitted by commenters and obtained
independently by EPA, EPA used other types of information as
available to determine if a waterbody should.or should  not be
included in a state's 303(4) list. Examples of other information
used by EPA in making these listing decisions include: a) evidence
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of use impa ;,p_nent such as data showing a decline din <fish
populations in a waterbody with a des:.gnated or existing use of
cocld water fishery when the decline is shown to be due to deg:r:aded
water quality conditions; b) evidence of ative criterion
viclation such as when an assessment demonstrates that a loss of
bioclogical integrity has occurred; ¢} technical analysis evidence
such as data from forestry analysis tools showing that criteria
will be viclated or uses not supported; 4) impairment demonstrated
through other Clean Water Act mechanisms, i.e., information related
to waterbodies included in sections 314, 319 and - 305(b)
assessmem:s/reports, and €) other information sources such as those
sources supporting listing based on best professional judgment.
See Memorandum from EPA's Director of the Assessment and Watershed
Protection Division, Office of Water (NRov. 26, 1993).

B. Qgsig_ eration Of Threatened Waters

EPA's guidance on implementing § 303(d) emphasizes the
importance of considering threatened waters in developing 303(Q)
lists and TMDLs. (_Guidapce for Water Quality-based Decisions; The
TMDL Process. EPA 440/4-91-001. April 1991.) Threatened waters are
those waters that presently. fully support their designated and.
existing uses and attain applicable water quality criteria, but
that may not do so in the future because of anticipated sources or
adverse pollution trends. Threatened waters may also include high
guality waters (e.g. Outstanding National Resource Waters) that may
be potentially degraded by unregulated sources or stressors.
Unless otherwise noted, in deference to 'Idaho, EPA listed waters
characterized as threatened by the State of Idaho -in its Basin
Status Reporl:s, based on 40 CFR §130.2(3j) which defines as a water
quality limited segment any segment that is not expected to meet
applicable water quality standards even - after application of
technology-based controls. ;

C. Cons ation Stream S ‘ f conce 8

DEQ has prepared status reports for hydmlogical basins in the
State of Idaho. These Basin Status Reports. contain listings of
Stream Segments of Concern (SSOC). These segments are waterbodies
identified by the public or state -agencies as warranting concern
over the waterbody or its management. Some of these SSOC were
identified in the Basin Reports as ha.ving impaired "beneficial®
uses. EPA realizes that the data and informatiorn used by Idaho to
identify a SSOC as not fully supporting its designated and existing -
uses may not necessarily be the same gquality or quantity of data as

monitored data. However, in making the final 303(d) listing

decisions, EPA considered all readily available information,
1nc1ud:|.ng evaluated data and best professional judgment, consistent
with its requlations and guidance. See 40 C.F.R. § 130.7(Db) (5).

See supra for discussion of types of information and data
considered by EPA in making these listing dec:.s:,ons. Because of
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"the primary responsibility vested in states by the CWA to make
determinatiohs regarding the attainment or exceedance of water
guality standards, EPA believes that it is reasonable to rely on
Idaho's own determinations on the status of waterbodies supporting
their designated and existing uses unless EPA has data or
information indicating that the state's determlnatlon is incorrect.

Accordingly, EPA listed those SSOC in the Basin Status Reports that
the State of Idaho indicated did not fully support the designated
andfor existing uses.

<.

D cOns'deratioh of Idaho's e 305 b} Report

EPA and the states are required by regulatlon (40 CFR 130.7)
to consider all readily available information in develop:mg the
303(d) lists of waters needing TMDLs. Furthermore, EPA's guidance
on section 303(d) (Guidance for Water Quality-based Pecisions: The
IMDL Process. EPA 440/4—-91—001. April 1991) emphas:zes that a wide
range of information, including - evaluated information and best
professional judgement, be considered in making listing decisions.:
'EPA‘*s Tregulations direct the listing authority to consider *"all
existing and readily available water quality-related data and
information," lncludinq information relat.:mg to "{w]aters
identified by the State in its most recent section 305(b) report as

tpartially meeting' or ‘mnot meeting' designated  uses or as
‘threatened'." ‘40 C.F.R. § 130.7(b)(S5)(i). Thus EPA's own
regulations ‘direct the agency to consider waters listed in the
305(b) re.ports and other re.adlly available 1nformat:|.on.

The State of Idaho :Ldentified in Append:.x D of the 1992 305 (b)
report 2 large number of waterbodies in Idaho that are mot fully
supporting.:one or more "be.neficial" uses due to pollution from
. point or monpoint sources.  (EPA interprets DEQ's use of the term
"beneficial® use to mean "des:.gnated and/or existing" use.) - In
making decisions during development of these reports as to whether
or not uses were impaired, DEQ apparently relied on a variety of
information sources including monitored data, evaluated data, and
bect -professional judgement.

EPA included on its proposed 303(d) 1list all the  waters
jdentified by the State as impaired in its various assessment
reports, unless EPA found waterbody-specific information to the
contrary. It was hoped that information received by EPA during: the
public comment period would identify any waters .on the proposed
list not truly impaired, as well as any additional waters that
should be added to the 1list. Whetre EPA recelved information
indicating that a waterbody on the proposed list is achieving water
gquality standards, EPA has decided not to include the waterbody on
the final 303(d) list. Where no such information was submiited,
however, EPA Had no basis to remove the waterbody from the list.
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E. Forest Service Plan Standards: Support For Listing

Forestry Plan Standards and Gu.tdel:.nes (FPSG} have been
developed by the U.S. Forest Service in individual Forest Plans.
These standards and guidelines include objectives used in
evaluating the effectiveness of forest management practices. In
developing the 303(d) list for Idaho, EPA evaluated those standards
and guidelines directed at the protection and management of fish
and water quality in certain of Idaho's national forests.

Forest® Plan Standards and Guidelines do not have the same
requlatory significance for purposes of § 303(d) 1listing as do
water quality standards. : Section 303 (d) refers explicitly to water
quality standards, not to Forest Standards, in connection with
listing decisions; therefore, unless FPSG are incorporated into the
applicable water quality standards (which is not the case here),
exceedance of thesge standards alone does not justify listing of
that waterbody under section 303(d).  Nevertheless, EPA believes
some FPSG, as applied to the specif:.c forest for which they were
developed, can provide relevant information to consider in
determining whéther water quality standards for a particular
segument are being achieved, including whether designated uses or
the existing uses addressed under the standard's antidegradation
policy are be:mg maintained.

. . FPSG that relate to designated uses identified in Idaho's
water guality standards have been considered in § 303(d) 1list
decisiong. This includes determining if water guality standards
for a particular segment are being achieved or if the existing uses
addressed under the State's antidegradation pelicy are
maintained. Because exceedance of FPSG does not directly correlate
to an exceedance of Idaho's water quality standards, additional
supporting information is needed to establish that link. Because
FPSG are forest specific, . atandards ‘for one forest are generally
ndt applicable to others. _

In rev:.ewing Forest Service information, EPA recognizes that
the Forest Service has initiated watershed condition assessment
activities over the past several vyears. These efforts have focused
on evaluating data to gain a %“firset approximation or "coarse
filter¥. analysis of conditions .on National Forest lands.
Indicators being utilized include consideration of agquatic uses at
a regional scale. Many of these same indicators used at the
regional scale, e.g. percent of watershed  disturbed, pool
frequency, and stream temperature, have also been used by
individual Forests in evaluating watershed conditions.

In addition to the regional ecosystems assessments, the
.Forest Service has also developed fish habitat monitoring protocols
for the Pacific Northwest Region, the Northern Region, and the
_ Intermountain Region. Again, indicators suggested at the multi-
reg:.onal scale, e.g. pool. frequency, large woody debris,
width:depth ratios, streambank stability and bank angle, have also
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Feen used by individual Forests to assess conditiens relative to
designated and existing uses.

. The following sections summarize § 303(d) listing decisions
made for waters on Forest Service land. Information was reviewed
for those Forests in Idaho where either data were readily available
or where issues were raised during the comment period. Available
monitoring information is compared to Forest Plan standards, where
dpplicable. Furthermore, reported watershed condition assessments
using other indicators have been reviewed in the context of
designateds and existing use concerns. (- Note: Specific page
references in this section refer to the specified Forest Plan.)

C.Iea.rwa ter National Forest 2

The clearwater Forest Plan (1987) identifies standards wh:.ch
apply to the Kational Land administered by the Clearwater National
Forest. Water management objectives, listed from pages II-27 to
II-29,  'in the Forest Plan include: *Manage water gquality and.
stream conditions to assure that National Forest management
activities do not cause magggt or long—term damage to existing
or specified beneficial uses.* Appendix K of the Clearwater Forest
Plan elaborates on forestwide standards and includes the fol].awmg
sections: .

List of water resource terms

U Water resource criteria
. ‘List of spec:.f:l.c stream systems and water gquality
criteria

Water resource criteria include object-ive.s for basic protection, no
etffect, Jhigh fishable. protection, moderate fishable, low fishable,
and minimum viable. Criteria for sediment loadings are expressed
as increases (%) over natural yields. Levels are related to
channel "types and indicator species. Appendix K, section C then
identifies channel type, indicator species; and water quality -
objectives assigned to specific watershed systems in the Clearwater

-National Forest. -

Monitoring Data: In June 1992, the Clearwater Nati.onal Forest
completed a report entitled *Watershed and Stream Condition
Analysis™. The . report presents several & tables summarizing
monitoring and analysis infarmation. Data and analysis results -are
presented relative to Forest Plan standards (expressed as cobble -
enbeddedness) and to estimated geomorphic thresholds (based on
' natural sensitivity of the land types in each watershed). In
addition, a current composite condition is ‘presented for many of
‘the streams using cobble embeddedness, fines ky depth, poal/riffle
ratio, summer rearing temperature, acting and potential woody
debris, - pool quality, ‘instream cover, bank cover, and bank
stability. ' ' ) :

The géomorphic threshold -information is presented as an
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ir.dicator which reflects potential channel changes. The report
scates that when the geomorphic threshold is approached or
exceeded, the risk of channel widening and filling with sediment-is
increased. The result could be a decline in the streams designated
and existing uses, such as fish population density. The Clearwater
National Forest report used the geomorphic threshold indicator to
highlight those streams in terms of restoration and protection
needs.

List Decision: On the basis of the information presented by the
Clearwater$National Forest, streams identified as exceeding the
Forest Plan standards, expressed as cobble enbeddedness, are
included on the $303(d) list (Appendix B).

Nez Perce Rational Forest:

The Nez Perce Forest, through its Forest Plan (1987), has
adopted Forest Plan goals and objectives (see pages II-1l to II-8).
The objectives include meeting or exceeding Idaho's water quality
standards. The fishery/water quality objectives are supported by
‘establishment of sediment yield 1limits by watersheds, as presented
in Appendix A of the Forest Plan. '

Monitoring Data: In November 1992, the Nez Perce National Forest
completed a “Watershed Condition . Ana.lys.ls' The analysis was a
broad level ("coarse filter") assessment which utilized readily
.available information. The intent of the report was to examine
watershed health relative to Forest Plan objectives. The strateqgy
used in the analysis was to examine conditions in each stream along
with watershed sensitivity and disturbance in order to place
watersheds into categories of concern.

In terms of §303(d) list review, emphasis was placed on
condition indicators designed to focus on the Forest FPlan. Under
the Nez Perce Forest Plan, fish / water quality objectives are
stipulated wvhich ocutline the desired ' channel conditions for fish
habitat and water quality. The objectives are expressed in terms
of percent of the natural potential of the watershed or stream to
produce fish and water gquality. ine parameters were used to
represent fish habitat condition including cobble -enbeddedness,
temperature, bank -cover, bank stability, instream cover, pool
quality, pool:riffle ratio, potential debris, acting debris.
Current condition levels were estimated using the most recent
available data.

Watershed sensitivity and disturbance indicators, although not
related directly to Forest Plan standards, can be used to confirm
channel condition observations and to highlight other areas of
potential concern. Watershed sens:Lt:Lv:Lty indicators . were-
simplified to a function of the surface erosion potential of the
watershed and the ability of its channel network to transport
sediment. Disturbance indicators focused on road density and
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percent of area disturbcd (including roads, harvest, and fire).

List Decision: On the basis of the information presented by the
Nez Perce National Forest, streams identified as exceeding the
¥Yorest Plan standards, expressed as channel condition indicators,
are included on the § 303(d) list (Appendix B).

Idaho Panhandle National Forest:

. The ldaho Ranhandle National Forest Plan (1987) Record of Decision
establishes that fish habitat and water quality will be managed at
a level to support a sport fisheries.®* It also notes that all
existing old-growth will not be retained because, "“we can meet the
regulation requirement for minimum viable population of all native
vertebrate wildlife and fish species at the $§ percent .level."
Sedimentation is to be managed such that in forest fisheries
streams the objective is to maintain 80 percent of trout fry
emergence success. (Page.lII-7 of the Forest Plan,) Water quality
standards are to be met. Activities within nan-f:.shery drainages
are to protect existing biota, defined as maintaining the physical
integrity of the streams. (See page Il-330f the Forest Plan.) The
Idaho Panhandle National Forest (IPNF), unlike the Clearwater and
Nez Perce, does not have quantitative. thresholds or indicators
which can be used to measure against Forest Plan objectives.

Monjitoring Data: The IPNF completed a report entitled "Watershed .
and Fisheries Monitoring Report: Fiscal Year 1992%. The IPNF has

been using a physical habitat typing prot.ocol to evaluate any

changes. in fish habitat conditions which could result from

management activities. Habitat typing indicators used by the IPNF

include riffle habitat, pocket water, hraided conditions, residual

pool volume, and depths of pools. The objective is teo identify

where chamnel destabilization. may 'have a  negative effect on

populations of bull charr and westslope cutthroat trout.

) Channel stability was assessed us:.ng the R:.ffle stah:.lity
Index (RSTI). RSI values can range from less than 50 to 100. Index
numbers- less than 70 indicate systems that are in dynamic
equilibrium. Numbers greater than 90 .indicate watershed systems
that are out of equilibrium and/or where geomorphic thresholds have
been exceeded. Index numbers intermediate between 70 and 90 are
approaching a geomorphic threshold and require the judgment of an
experienced professional hydrologist to ascertain the degree of
aggradation. To augment RSI information, other habitat information
was also reviewed. |Patterns, such as loss of pools and pocket .
water as well as increases in run and glide and braided habitat,
-supports the potential occurrence of aggradation. This, in turn,
provides an ‘indication of adverse effects on fish for those
streams. -

List Decision: On the basis of the information presented by the
IPNF and data submitted by one commenter, streams with RSI values
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and habitat data which indicate channel aggradation are included on
the § 303(d) list.

Challis National Forest:

The Challis Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP) (1985) identifies
standards which apply to the National Land administered by the
Challis National Forest. Water and fish objectives, listed from
pages ' IV-3 to IV-S of the LRMP include: “Provide guantity and
quality ofthabitat needed to meet project F&G wildlife and fish
population objectives.¥  Standards and guidelines for meeting
objectives are presented on pages IV-1l to IV-33 of the LRMP. They
include sediment criteria for meeting wildlife and fish objectives,
and vegetation width guidelinesg and forage utilization levels for
meeting riparian objectives. The sedihent criteria are expressed
both' as increases (%) over existing levels and a threshold (%) over
which additional activities contributing sediment are to be
evaluated and action taken to bring the sediment within threshold
levels. . The rationale for the standards is based on literature
from the Idaho - Batholith, which demonstrates a 1link between
sediment levels and success of anadromous fish fry emergence (see
page VI—112 of the LRMP).

List Decision On the basis of the infomation presented by the
- Challis National Forest, streams identified as exceeding the Forest
Plan standards expressed as sediment are included on the § 303(4)

list.

Boise National’ Forest :

The Land ané Resource Management Plan. { 1990) for the Boise National
Forest identifies objectives, standards and guidelines for
administering lands within the Boise National Forest. The Forest
Standards include, "Fully protect and maintain existing beneficial
uses as required by Idaho Water Quality Rules and.Regulations.”
State water quality standards are to be met or exceeded and where
numeric instream criteria are not available, the forest will rely
on professional judgement and technig¢al evaluations on an in-stream
- basis to evaluate protection of beneficial uses.

Sediment yield standards for both anadromous and non-anadromous
drainages are provided. They are expressed as increases (%) above
natural yvields. (Page IV-7 to IV-8 of the Forest Plan.) Examples
of habkitat parameters to be monitored to assess beneficial use .
support include cobble epmbeddedness, percent fines, and management
indicator species fish population density by age class. (See page
V-25-27 and page A-13 of the Forest Plan.} In addition, Desired
Future Condition (DFC) habitat condition goals are set for specific
streams. (See page IV-23 to IV-28 of the Forest Plan.)
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List Decision: ©On the basis of information providnd by the Bolise
National Forest, streams identified as exceeding the Forest Plan
standards expressed by sediment vyields, and/or- - not ~‘meeting
beneficial uses according to the best professional Jjudgement of
forest .service biologists/hydrologists are included on the § 363(g)
list. '

F. .Insufficient Data and Conflicting Information

In sokme cases commenters identified waters but provided
insufficient or inadequate data to support their being added to the
§ 303(d) list or 1nsufflclent information to locate the waterbody.
In those cases, if EPA had no other information from available
sources on the waterbedy to assist in a determination, it was not
added to the list. In addition, some data sources used to identify
waterbodies as not supporting designated andfor existing uses did
not always identify the waterbodies's corresponding pollutants of
concern. Nanetheless, EPA listed these waterbodies on the proposed
list, in hopes that oommenters would submit the relevant “pollutant
of concern® information. Subsequently, some commenters did submit
"pollutant of concern® information for some waterbodies. However,
for a number of waterbodies on the proposed list, no pollutants
were identified and these wateérbodies were mnot included on the
final l1list. (See Response to Comment S.) Finally, EPA received
conflicting information to support the listing of some waterbodies.
In those cases, EPA took a conservative approach and listed the
wvaterbodies. (See Response to Comment CC.)

V. PRIORITIZATION OF THE 1994 303(4) LIST FOR IDAHO

Section 303(d) (1) {A) specifically indicates that each State
#ghall establish a priority ranking :for such waters, taking into
account the severity of the pollution and the uses to be made of

such waters*. Thus a State prioritizes its list of waters using
ranking processes that should consider all water pollution control
activities within the State. Priority ranking has traditionally
baen a process defined by the State and wmay vary in complexity and
design. ' In principle, a priority ranking should enable the State
to make efficient use of its available resources and meet
objectives of the Clean Water Act.-The priority ranking should
specifically include the identification of waters targeted for TMDL
development in the next two years. 40 CFR 130.7

Idahe DEQ Priorities

The follawing factors were used by - DEQ in establishing
priorities for the 303(d) list. (Idaho 1894 § 303(d) Report, April
8, 1994). The criteria may be applied either quantltat:wely or
qual:.tatlvely. The ranking generally resulted.in 1dentifying
waters as high, medium, or low priority.
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« Severity of the pollutants c¢r concern to desicnated uses
(number of uses affected, toxic wversus zonventional
pollutants, degree of exceedance}, including impacts to:

i human health
— agquatic life
- other uses

e Sensitivity of the impaired uses of the waterbody in terms of
*  public and resource values

e Resource availability, e.q.

- Assessment history and data availability

— Technical feasibility of conducting TMDIL assessment
{access, logistics, edquipment)

— Cost wversus available funding (includingv staff
resources)

—_— Benefits and likelihood of success in develop:l.ng

and implementing 'I'MDL controls that are unigue to
the waterbody

- Benefits and likelihood of success in developing
and inplementing TMDL controls that are
representative of the category

— Degree of public concern and support :

— Degree of cogperation among agencies and interests

e Pending and curremt legal / regulatory actions
— Including current TMDL development activities for
the following waters: ' S.F. Coeur d'Alene River,
Lower Coeur d'Alene River, ILake Coeur d'Alene,
- Spokane River, Winchester Lake, S.F. Salmon River,
' Cascade Reservo:Lr, Mid-Snake River, Billingsley
Creek.

= .Proposed or current land use activities

_Prioritization on the 1994 list

EPA has concluded the state's prioritization scheme is
consistent with the statute. Therefore, for purposes of the 1994
§ ~303(d) 1list for Idaho, EPA 'will not alter the priorities
estale,shed by Idaho and approved-by EPA in its May 13, 1934,

‘decision for the 62 waterbodies on the intitial 1994 1list.

Furthermore, on its proposed 1994 303(d) 1list, the ‘state has
already identified 34 waterbody segments for which TMDL development
js in progress, has been .completed, or will be initiated.
Therefore, EPA will not identify any further waterbodies for TMDL
development in the following two year period.

As to the priorities of the additional waters added by EFA,
EPA has designated these as low priority. The CWA is clear that
priority ranking for the establishment of TMDLs is a discretionary
matter for the state to determine. In a situation such as this
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where EPA “as added wmany hundreds of waters to the § 303¢d) 1list
for Idahc, it is reasonable tc allow the state to assecss its
resources and the relative impcrtance of these listed waters for
the establishment of TMDLs. This is particularly appropriate in
this situation because the majority of TMDLs for these additional
waters address nonpoint sources and implementation and enforcement
of nonpoint source controls is exclusively within the province of
the staté. The state should be allowed an opportunity to make any
necessary adjustments in its next listing process to the priorities
for this large number of additional waters.

-

Furthermore EPA has resolved conflicting information issues by
making environmentally conservative decisions ‘and listing the
suggested waters. ‘In light of this conservative approach and in
deference to the state's discretion in setting priorities, Region
10 beljeves these additional waters  should be considered liow
priority. However, EPA's designation of this low priority category
for the additional waters does not necessarily mean the State will
apply a low priority in establishing TMDIs for these waters.
Rather it provides the state the opportunity to use any additional
monitoring information and to assess its resources in order to
decide the relative priorities of all the waterbodies on the list
for TMDL development. Additional information available as a result
of the monitoring effort currently underway in the state or from
other sources will be used in making any necessary adjustments in
listing decisions and prioritization on the 1996 303(d) 1list.
Based on the reasons discussed above, EPA has decided to designate
the waters added to the state's 1994 1list of 62 waters as low
priority. :

VI. BSUMMARY

In accordance with the section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act,
EPA is identifying the list of waters in Idaho still requiring
TMDLs (Appendix A). In establishing this list, EPA believes it has
met the requirements of §303(d) as well as those in 40 CFR Part
130. Public participation, through notice and comment has. been
included in this process. '
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GENERAL RESPONSES

Intermittent f£treams
Should ephemeral or intermittent streams be llsted under

303(4)?

Response A"
The Clean Water Act directs states to establish water

quality standards for waters of the U.S. The Act has very

broadly defined waters of the U.S.; ephemeral and

intermittent streams are included. They do hold water at
times, in response to weather patterns, water withdrawal,
and upslope management. . When holding water, they are
important components of the stream ecosystem because they
can provide high levels of water quality and quantity,
sediment control, nutrients, and sometlmes wood debris for
downstream reaches of the watershed. They are often largely
respon51ble for maintaining the quality of downstream
riverine processes and habitat for considerable distances.
Although dry much of the year, when watered, they provide
habitat for aquatic biota. This habitat must be protected
so that when the streams are filled with water, the biota
can respond to their potential. It should also be noted
that intermittent streams can provide recreational use
opportunities.

The State of Idaho, Division of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
has identified the intermittent or ephemeral waters listed
under § 303(d) as not fully supporting their designated or
existing uses. These waters must, therefore, be listed
until uses are supported. If a de51gnated use is not
appropriate (i.e., not existing and not attainable), the use
may be downgraded or removed by the state (if approved by -
EPA) through the Use Attainability Analysis process in
accordance with 40 CFR § 131.10. If the reclassified uses
are then found to be supported, the water may be delisted.

Presence of Fish in Streams

Several commenters noted that fish were observed in streams
listed as not supporting cold water biota. They questioned
the basis of 1lst1ng where aquatic biota were evident.

Resgonse "B"
A wvater segment achieves water quality standards when it has

attained and maintained a quality sufficient to support
fully the uses designated by the state for that segment.

For example, full support of cold water biota means that the
water is able to support thriving, sustainable populations
of species which would normally occur in cold water absent
water column/habitat degradation. Presence (propagation) of
fish is an encouraging sign of cold water use support, but
not full confirmation. Full confirmation would include
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attainment of applicable numeric criteria and the presence
of a biological communlty representative of what one might
expect for that given ecosystem. Thus waters identified by
DEQ, the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) or other credible
sources as not supporting or only partlally supporting
designated/existing uses should remain on the 303(d) 1list
until data indicates that uses are fully attained.

Forest Service Plan Standards; Support For Listing

Several commenters objected to EPA's proposal to list waters

based on determinations that the waterbody segments did not

meet Forest Plan Standards. Others supported listing -

waterbodies when Forest Plan Standards were not met.

Several commenters provided lists of numerous waters to be

added to or deleted from the proposed 303(d) list, depending
on the commenter's position.

Response "C"
EPA agrees that Forest Plan objectives/standards do not have

the same regulatory significance for purposes of section
303(d) listing as do water quality standards (WQS).

However, EPA believes some forest service
standards/objectives, as applied to the specific forest for
which they were developed can provide appropriate
information to consider in determining whether WQS for a
particular segment are being achieved, including whether the
existing uses addressed under the standard‘s antidegradation
policies are belng maintained. However, because exceedance’
of forest service standards does not directly correlate to
an exceedance of state water quality standards, additional
supporting information is needed to establish that link.

EPA also feels that because forest service
standards/objectives are site (forest) specific, standards
for one forest are not generally applicable to others.
Please see the Decision Document, "“Forest ‘Service Plan
Standards; Support for Listing" for further information on
specific forests. -

In developlng the §303(d) list for Idaho, EPA also
recognizes the recent empha51s placed on ecosystem
management by the Forest Service. A key element of
ecosystem management is watershed analysis. EPA believes
there is a direct link between waters identified under
§303(d) on National Forest land and candidate areas for
watershed analysis under the Forest Service approach to
ecosystem management.

Insufficient Consideration Of Existing Pollution Control

Measures

Several commenters believed that streams listed for ‘sediment
due to forest practices should be removed from the list
because the Idaho Forest Practices Act (FPA) would be an
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effective mechanism for maintaining the water quality in
these streams.

Response D"
The FPA deals with proposed future activities but does not

address impacts of past activities. Other controls, as well
as best management practices (BMPs) provided under the FPA,
may be necessary to bring water quality-limited waters into

compliance with state standards. It should also be noted

that although the BMPs required under the FPA are aimed at
meeting state water quality standards, there is no assurance
that the specific BMPs required will meet standards. Thus,
Region 10 EPA decided not to remove these waters because the
implementation of BMPs does not necessarily assure that
water quality standards will be met and EPA has no
information to conclude otherwise. If data are provided to
show that because of the BMPs, these waterbodies, are now
meeting or are expected in the near future to meet water
quality standards or fully support existing/designated uses,
the waterbodies should be considered for removal.

Temperature Criterion for Bull Trout Protection

One commenter stated that Idaho's temperature criterion is
not adequate to protect bull trout and therefore should not
be used to evaluate the listing of waters on the § 303(d)
list. The commenter recommends that EPA compile all

“available temperature data for streams identified on an

attached map and examine the data as a basis for including
waters on the 303(d) list.

Response "“E"
Attainment of the temperature criterion in a given waterbody

is an indication that water quality standards for that
parameter as a whole are being attained. EPA agrees with
the commenter that attainment of criteria does not assure
achievement of standards, where data show that designated or
existing uses are nevertheless- impaired. See Public Utility
District No. 1 of Jefferson County et al. v. Washington
Dept. of Ecoloqy, Supreme Court, No. 92-1911, slip op. at 15
(May 31, 1994); 40 C.F.R. §131.3(b). However, the
information submitted by the commenter was inadequate to
identify specific waterbodies where designated or existing

‘uses are not being attained. "~ Therefore, EPA could not add

waters to the list based on this comment.

To the extent that the commenter is suggesting Idaho's water
quality criterion for temperature is inadequate to protect
all cold water biota, as defined in Idaho's water quality
standards, this issue should be addressed through a revision
to the State's water quality standards. During its
triennial review process, the state reviews its standards to
determine if, based on additional information, the standards
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require any revisions. Information regarding the
protectiveness of criteria should be submitted at that time.
EPA will forward this comment to the state water quality
standards coordinator in the hopes that it will be fully
considered during the State's next triennial review.

standard Exceedances From Natﬁral Conditions

"Some commenters indicated that several streams within

designated wilderness or roadless areas should not be listed
because standard exceedances are attributable to natural
[non-anthropogenic] conditions.

Response “F" :

EPA notes that the location of a waterbody within a
wilderness or roadless area does not preclude violations of
water quality standards. For example, impairments to
designated or existing uses could result from activities
which occurred prior to a Wilderness Area designation, or
from activities on private land holdings located within the
Wilderness Area boundary. Likewise, waterbodies in'a
roadless area could be impaired due to activities which do

.not require roads for access.

Even where violations of Idaho's water quality standards are
shown to be the result of "natural conditions,"™ a strict
interpretation of the CWA and EPA's guidance would require
the inclusion of such waters on the 303(d) list. Therefore,
based on the information provided to EPA, EPA has included
these waterbodies on the final 303(d) list, but suggests
that these waters are candidates for additional monitoring
in the future to determine their appropriate status.

pefining Waterbody Segments

Several commenters suggested that only the geographical
portion(s) of the waterbody segment affected by the
pollutant of concern be listed rather than the entire
waterbody segment defined by a specific Pacific Northwest
Rivers Study (PNRS) number. Other commenters indicated that
when listing stream segments within multiple jurisdictions,
i.e. streams segments common to federal and private lands,
the listing process should identify the "jurisdiction" from.
which the pollutants originate. Another commenter
questioned EPA's authority to segment Idaho's waters by PNRS
numbers as EPA did in developing the proposed 303(d) list.

Response *"G" _ .

EPA delineated waterbody segments by using PNRS - waterbody
segment identification numbers in order to be consistent
with DEC's identification of waterbodies in its 1991 Basin
Status Reports and in Appendix D of the State's 1992 305(b)
Report. (For many of the waterbodies EPA also provided a

corresponding catalogue Unit number.) To further break down
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the listing of the PNRS segments by jurisdictional control

and/or by those portions of segments affected by the
pollutant(s) of concern would essentially require EPA to
establish a "new" waterbody segment identification process
and would be extremely burdensome while adding nothing of-
value to the process. To the extent the commenter is
concerned  about properly identifying the pollutant of
concern, this will be adequately addressed in the ensuing
TMDL process. EPA notes that TMDLs are only developed to
address the area of concern regardless of whether the area
of concern is a small portion of a listed segment, multiple
adjacent segments or an entire watershed, rather than
discrete waterbody segments. :

EPA disagrees that the Agency lacks the authority to segment
the waters as proposed. Section 303(d) (1) (A) of the Clean
Water Act, which requires the proposed list, directs states
(and EPA under certain circumstances) to “identify those
waters within its boundaries for which the effluent
limitations required by section 301(b) (1) (A) and -section
301(b) (1) (B) are not stringent enough to.implement any water
quality standard applicable to such waters." This section
thus requires the listing authority to identify (1) the
state waters (2) for which water quality standards are not
now or expected to be met. See 40 C.F.R. § 130.3(j). The
statute does not specify how such waters should be segmented
and therefore leaves such decisions to the discretion of the
listing agency, in this case EPA. EPA chose to delineate
the listed waters using PNRS numbers to be consistent with
the way the State identified waterbodies in its 1991 Basin
Status Reports and in Appendix D of the 1992 305(b) report.
EPA believes this would make each segment in question
comprehensible to the public. While EPA recognizes that, in
its water quality standards, Idaho has delineated Idaho
waters in segments that do not necessarily correspond
exactly to the segments in EPA's proposed 303(d) list, the
statute does not bar EPA's alternative approach as long as
the water quality standards appropriate for a particular
segment delineated in the state regulations can be
identified and evaluated for the corresponding segment or
segments delineated in the 303(d) list. Even using its

_ segmentation approach, EPA has been able to make conclusions

regarding the water quality limited status of segments
scrutinized and therefore concludes that the approach is

. authorized by statute.

Listing of Stream Segments of Concern

Several commenters indicated that not all of the Stream
Segments of Concern (SSOC) were included in the proposed
Idaho 303(d) list and that all SSOCs should be listed.

Other commenters recommended that waterbodies, identified in
the Basin Status Reports as SSOC, not be included on the
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303(d) list because the criteria for waterbodies to be
identified as SSOCs may rot necessarily be as scientifically
founded as monitored data. ~Rather, the identification and
subsequent listing of some waterbodies as SSOCs could have
been based on any concern the public may have had for the
waterbodies, regardless of the actual existing water

quality.

Response "H"
EPA proposed for 1lst1ng only those waterbodies in the Basin

Status Reports for which the state determined
existing/designated uses were threatened, partially
supported or non-supported. For some waterbodies, the Basin
Status Reports did not indicate the level of support for the
existing/designated uses. In these cases, EPA assumed that

' designated and existing uses were fully supported. For

others the Basin Status Reports indicated that all
ex1st1ng/de51gnated uses were fully supported. Unless
documented in other available data, waterbodies in the Basin
Status Reports were not included in the proposed listing if
there was no indication of use impairment or if the uses
were documented as fully supported.

EPA understands that some data/information used to determine
that a waterbody is a SSOC, and more specifically, a SSOC
not fully supporting its existing/designated uses, may not
necessarily be the same quality or quantity of data as
monitored data. However, in making 303(d) listing
decisions, EPA must consider all readily available
information, including evaluated data and best professional
judgment.  See responses to general comments I and Y.
Because IDEQ is the primary state agency responsible for
determining which waterbodies are meeting water quality
standards, EPA believes that it is reasonable to rely on
Idaho's determinations as to the status of waterbodies
supporting their exlst1ng/des1gnated uses. Therefore, EPA
listed those SSOC in the Basin Status Reports which the
state of Idaho indicated did not fully support the
existing/designated uses.

Use of Monitoring Data As Basis For‘Listing .
Some commenters indicated that only monitored data should be
used to determine if a waterbody should be listed.

Response “'I"
Monitoring data is not the only acceptable type of data to

use in determining whether a waterbody should or should not
be included in a state's 303(d) list. A -November 26, 1993,
Memorandum from the EPA's Director of the Assessment and
Watershed Protection Division provides guidance on types of
information which could be considered. Examples of other

information include: a) evidence of use impairment such as
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data showing a decline in fish populations in a waterbody
designated as a cold water fishery when the decline is due
to deyraded water quality conditions; b) evidence of
narrative criterion violation such as when an assessment
demonstrates that a loss of biological  integrity has
occurred; c¢) technical analysis evidence such as data from
predictive modeling or rapid bioassessment protocol results
showing that criteria will be violated or beneficial uses
not supported; d) impairment demonstrated through other
Clean Water Act mechanisms, i.e. information related to
waterbodies included in sections 314, 319 and 305(b)
assessments/reports; and e) other information sources such
as those sources supporting listing based on best
professional judgment.

Recommendations to Change Boundaries

Some commenters recommended that geographical boundaries
listed in the proposed § 303(d) list for some waterbody
segments be changed. -

Response "“J"
The majority of geographical boundaries were obtained from

the 1991 Idaho Basin Status Reports and the 1992 Section
305(b) Report, Appendix D. Considering the numerous .
waterbodies considered for listing, it is possible that for
a few waterbodies, the boundary descriptions, as provided,
vere not completely accurate. For comments received
regarding this concern, we refer to the state for
clarification.

Need to Distinguish Listed 303(d) (1) (A), 303(a) (1) (B)

and 303(4)(3) Waterbodies -

Some commenters challenged EPA's failure in its proposed
303(d) list to distinguish between waters belonging on the
list requlred under sections 303(d) (1) (A) and 303(d) (1) (B),
which concern waters for which water quality standards are
not being attained, and those waters to be listed under -
authority of section 303(d) (3), which concerns waters that
fail to meet the goals of the CWA.

Response WK™
EPA does not believe that the distinction raised by the

commenters is relevant to the listing decisions because it
proceeds from a faulty premise. EPA agrees that waters are
listed under sections 303(d) (1) (A) and 303(d) (1) (B) if
technology-based and other effluent limits are not stringent
enough to implement applicable water quality standards. EPA
disagrees, however, with the commenters' assertion that such
water quality standards are limited to those applicable to
the designated uses of the stream segment. This comment
fundamentally misapprehends the nature of water quality
standards. Water quality standards are composed of three
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equal components: designated uses, criteria to protect
those uses, and an antidegradation policy. Failure to
comply with any of these three components constitutes a
failure to comply with the standard. See Public Utility
District No. 1 of Jefferson County v. Washington Department
of Ecoloqgy, Supreme Court, No. 92-1911, slip op. at 12-17
(May 31, 1994). Therefore, if a stream segment's designated
uses are being protected, but its existing uses are not
being maintained, the antidegradation component of the
state's standard is being violated, thus justifying the
segment's listing under sections 303(d) (1) (A) and

303 (d) (1) (B) . :

In summary, because EPA believes it correctly determined
that the waters appearing on the final 303(d) list do not
meet water quality standards or are not expected to do so,
EPA has left waters on the 303(d) (1) (A) or 303(4d) (1) (B)
list, and is not at this time addressing waters under

303 (d) (3) .

Challenge Of EPA's Authority To Issue List In Idaho
Oone commenter challenges EPA‘'s authority to issue the
section 303(d) list for Idaho on the ground that the
Administrator has failed to identify and publicly notice
303(d) pollutants for Idaho waters that are suitable for
TMDL development, as required by section 304 (a) (2) (D) of the -
Clean Water Act. . . '

Response L. .
On December 28, 1978, EPA published the notice required by

section 304(a) (2) (D), see 43 Fed. Reg. 60662, thereby
triggering the states' duty under section 303(d)(2) to
develop lists and TMDLs. In that notice, EPA announced that
it was identifying all pollutants, under proper technical
conditions, as being suitable for the calculation of total
maximum -daily loads. Id. It then concluded that, within
180 days after publication of the notice, each state was to
submit its first identification of waters requiring TMDLs
and its first load calculations. Id. This information was
intended to apply to all states. . Nothing in the statute
requires EPA to publish such information identifying
appropriate pollutants for each state individually.
Therefore, EPA has discharged its duty under section

303(4d) (2) and 304(a)(2) (D) and is free to publish lists of
water quality-limited segments still requiring TMDLs.

consideration of Idaho's Efforts

One commenter indicated that EPA had not given consideration
to the substantial efforts by the State of Idaho to '
establish water quality standards and protect and improve
water quality in the State's waters. :



Response 'M"
EPA acknowledges the efforts and achievem=znts of the State

of Idaho to control water pollution. However, these efforts
do not eliminate EPA's duty to develop a § 303(d) list
consistent with the its policies and regulations when it has
determined that a state's list cannot be fully approved.

Inadequate Time To Provide Comments ,
Several commenters indicated that adequate time was not
provided to respond to EPA's proposed list considering the
extensive number of waterbodies suggested for listing.

Response "N
on May 13, 1994 EPA issued its decision to partially

approve/partially disapprove Idaho's final 1994 303(d) list.
The subsequent public notice for this decision allowed the
public until June 16, 1994 to submit comments. Because a
number of commenters requested additional time to respond,
EPA sought and received from the court a 30-day extension of
the comment period. On or around July 14, 1994 EPA publicly
noticed in several newspapers throughout Idaho that the
court had allowed for an extension to the comment period

. from July 25, 1994, until August 24, 1994. EPA believes

that the initial comment period along with the extension
provided adequate time for the public to submit comments.

sufficient Data Not Provided -

Several commenters submitted responses recommending the
addition or deletion of specific waterbodies. However, data
to support their recommendations were not submitted or
adequate information to identify the specific waterbody or
the location of the waterbody were not provided. '

Response "“0! : S
For comments received which contained insufficient

information to support the recommended action or to
identify/locate the specific waterbody, no action was taken.

Listing Mainstems When Tributaries Are Listed

Some commenters indicated that whenever tributaries to a
mainstem are 303(d) listed, its mainstem should also be
303(d) listed. -

Response “P"

Because a number of factors (i.e., flow, degree of
pollution, distance from mainstream, relative volume of
mainstream to tributary, etc.) influence the effects of a
pollutant(s) from a 303(d) listed tributary on the mainstem
waterbody, it cannot be assumed that the pollutant
contribution from its tributary(s) will result in the
mainstem not meeting water quality standards. .EPA proposed
waterbodies for listing if the available data demonstrated
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that a waterbody was not meeting water quality standards or
if designated uses or existing uses were threatened.
Mainstems of 303(d). listed tributaries are not listed unless
the available data demonstrated that water quality standards
were not being or not likely to be met.

Listing Tributaries When Mainstems Are Listed
Some commenters indicated that whenever a mainstem is 303(4)

‘listed, its tributaries should also be 303(d) listed.

Response 'O :

It cannot be assumed that when a mainstem is 303(d) listed
for a pollutant, then its tributaries should also be listed
for that same pollutant. For example, a mainstem may be
directly affected by point and nonpoint sources entering
downstream of the mouth of its tributaries. Thus, the
mainstem receives pollutants from sources not found in its
tributaries. As stated above, EPA proposed waterbodies for
303(d) listing if the available data demonstrated that a
waterbody was not meeting water quality standards or if,
e.g., designated uses or existing uses were threatened.
Tributaries of 303(d) listed mainstems are not listed unless
the available data demonstrate the need for listing.

Applicability of 303(d) Listing Process To Nonpoint S8ources
Several commenters suggested that the 303(d) listing process
is not applicable to nonpoint sources and that waterbodies
listed because of nonpoint sources should be removed from
the list. ' :

Response R A o

The presence of effluent discharges is not required. for a
listing decision under 303(d) (1) (&) as noted in EPA's "
November 26, 1993 Guidance for 1994 Section 303(d) Lists.
Stream segments are listed where effluent limits required
under 301(b) (1) (A) are not stringent enough to attain
standards. If there are no point source discharges
impairing the stream, no limitations required under sections
301(b) (1) (A) or .301(b) (1) (B) will result in standards being
achieved. Thus, the segment qualifies for listing if water
quality standards are not likely to be attained.

Similar reasoning applies to section 303(d) (1) (B) for waters
impaired by thermal pollution. Segments are listed under
this section if no controls on thermal discharges are
sufficient to achieve the prescribed objectives. = This
section applies to any waters contaminated by thermal
pollution from whatever source, not only those waters
contaminated by thermal discharges. As with section -
303(d) (1) (&) listings, if a stream segment is impaired by
thermal pollution and no thermal discharger is present, the
water qualifies for listing because no controls on point
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source discharges under section 301 will achieve the
standards.

Pollutant of Concern Not Identified

Some data sources used to identified those waterbodies not
supporting existing/designated uses, did not always identify
the waterbodies's corresponding pollutants of concern.
Nonetheless, EPA listed these waterbodies, in hopes that
commenters would submit the relevant "pollutant of concern"

information.

Response ''s"
Although some commenters did submit information relating to

the "pollutant of concern," the pollutants for several
waterbodies on the proposed list were not identified. EPA
Region 10 determined that where no comments were received on
waterbodies for which a pollutant of concern had not been
identified, those waterbodies would not be included on the
final list. The rationale for this approach was that
impairment of existing/designated uses can occur in the
complete absence of "pollutants". An example is where
anadromous fish populations have declined due to
hydroelectric facilities, harvest strategies, or other
factors unrelated to water quality. Therefore in the
absence of information showing that the use impairment can
be attributed to a pollutant, EPA decided not to list the
water under § 303(d), which makes explicit reference to
"pollution" and "pollutants" in connection with regulatory
dec1s1ons required by it.

Endangered 8pecies Act Requ1rements (ESA) as a Basis For
Listing

Several commenters thought waterbodies should be listed
where livestock permittees were not meeting their mitigation
obligations under the ESA.

Response *'T"

" Although permittees not meeting mitigation requirements

under the ESA could contribute to a stream not meeting water
quality standards, failure to meet the mitigation
requirements does not necessarily mean that the stream does
or does not meet the standards. Consequently, this alone is
not sufficient information on which to base a listing
decision.

Comment from Inland Empire Public Lands Council

(Comment #64)

The commenter recommended adding an additional 65
waterbodies from the Nez Perce National Forest (NPNF) and an
additional 200 waterbodies in the Idaho Panhandle National
Forest -(IPNF) to the final list. The commenter's '
recommendations are based on waterbodies meeting Forest
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Service plan standards and objectives. The commenter
submitted information/data collected by the forest service
and referenced information from the Idaho Fish and Game to
support the recommendation. The commenter also incorporated
1isting recommendations from Al Espinoza (Comment #39) for
waterbodies in the Clearwater National Forest, and urged EPA
to obtain and assess information on the conditions of
watersheds on non-federal lands.

Response "0 -
EPA evaluated the data provided by the commenter and

concluded that 22 waterbodies in the NPNF and 17 waterbodies
in the IPNF warrant listing. EPA's basis for including
these waterbodies is presented in the Decision Document
wForest Service Plan Standards; Support for Listing". Each
of these waterbodies are included in the "“Responsiveness
Decision Matrix". For the other waterbodies proposed, there
was insufficient information to add them to the § 303(4)
l1ist. Therefore, those waterbodies were not added to the
list or identif}ed in the matrix. '

For EPA's response to Al Espinoza's (Comment #39) listing
recommendations, refer to the those waterbodies listed in
the "Responsiveness Decision Matrix" - Clearwater Basin,
with Comment Number #39.

comments On Establishing TMDLsS
Two commenters indicted that TMDLs should not be established

" until 1) base-line monitoring data is collected, 2) method

of predicting impacts of future activities with confidence
is available, and 3) the level of water quality protection
from TMDLs is determined to be of greater significance than
current forestry BMPs.

Response V"

EPA appreciates comments on factors to consider before
developing TMDLs; however, the comments are not relevant to
the 303(d) listing process. The objective of the listing
process is to collect and review information on waterbodies
so as to define those waterbody segments where water quality
standards are not being met or encompassed within
nonattainment of standards. However, such factors can be
considered in terms of identifying the priorities of waters

for TMDL development.

Joint comment from Idaho Watersheds Project, Idaho
conservation lLeague and the Boulder-White Cloud Council
(comment #62) s :

The commenters requested that EPA list 1) all Stream
Segments of Concern which were not on the EPA's 1994
proposed list for Idaho; 2) 41 tributaries or
wdistributories" of those watersheds which are already

12



listed for impacts of beneficial uses; and 3&4) 17 stream
segments in the East Fork of the Salmon and 12 waterbodies
above the East Fork of the Salmon River drainage because of
the failure of the livestock permittee to meet conditions of
the biological assessment prepared under the Endangered
Species Act. ’

Response "W
Although the names of the waterbodies were provided, the

commenters did not provided specific information on each
waterbody Ep justify listing. Please refer to EPA's
"Response to General Comments" document for the decisions to
not list the recommended waterbodies. For waterbodies
recommended for listing based on reason "1" above, see
general response "H". For waterbodies recommended for
listing based on reason "2" above, see general response "Q".
And for waterbodies recommended for listing based on reasons
w3n and “"4", see general response "T". Unless information
from other comments was conclusive enough to justify
listing, these waterbodies will not appear on the Decision
Responsiveness Matrix or on the § 303(d) list.

Remove Reference To "ICL" (Idaho Conservation League)

A commenter noted that ICL was referenced in the "Comment"
column on the proposed list and stated that "ICL" should not
be used as a reason for listing a particular stream.

Response .
The reference to "ICL" or "CRITFC" in the "Comment" column

on the proposed list defines the source of the information
which was evaluated and resulted in the subsequent listing
of a waterbody. This should not be interpreted to mean that
"ICL", that is the Idaho Conservation League, is the reason.
for listing a waterbody. Rather, it means the data
demonstrating that the waterbody was not meeting water
quality standards or supporting beneficial uses was provided
by ICL.

Using 305(b) Report And Evaluated Data As Basis For Listing
Some commenters objected to EPA's listing of waterbodies on
the basis of information contained in Idaho's 305(b) report
while other commenters objected to listing waterbodies based
on “evaluated" data.

Response
EPA's regulations direct the listing authority to consider

"a]l]l existing and readily available water quality-related
data and information," including information relating to
"waters identified by the State in its most recent section
305(b) report as 'partially meeting' or 'not meeting'
designated uses or as 'threatened'." 40 C.F.R.

§ 130.7(b) (5). Thus EPA's own regulations direct the agency
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to consider waters listed in the 305(b) reports and other
readily available information. Furthermore, in Appendix D
of Idaho's 1992 305(b) report, the state has made «
determination that specific waterbodies were part.ally
supporting or not supporting designated uses. Therefore,
EPA's listing decisions here are consistent with the state's
own determinations. See Comment “I".

EPA realizes that the water quality of waterbody segments
may change, i.e. improve or degrade over time, based on
activities in a watershed. some of the data for specific
waterbodies listed in the 305(b) report or the Basin Status
Reports may not accurately reflect the present day .condition
of that waterbody. Therefore, as part of the public
participation process, EPA did solicit information from the
public which would refute or “support listing a waterbody.
where EPA has not received credible information to refute
the state's jnterpretation of its water quality standards,
EPA has retained the waterbody segment on its section 303 (d)

list.

EPA also understands that IDEQ is involved in an intensive
effort to collect monitoring data to determine the use
attainability of waterbodies throughout the state. EPA
applauds this effort and strongly encourages activities that
will better define the state's water quality problems.

Listing Waterbodies Not Expected to Meet Water Quality
standards _
Some commenters asserted that EPA is authorized to list only

‘those waters that currently violate water quality standards.

Response 2" - :
EPA disagrees. EPA has defined a water quality limited

segment for purposes of section 303(4) listing decisions as
wany segment where it is known that water quality does not
meet applicable water quality standards, and/or is not
expected to meet applicable water quality standards, even
after application of technology-based effluent limitations
required by sections 301(b) and 306 of the Act." 40 C.F.R.
§ 130.2(3) (emphasis added) . Accordingly, EPA is authorized
under its regulations to list waters that do meet standards
at present, but that are not reasonably expected to meet
standards in the future because of anticipated sources of
pollution or adverse pollution trends. See also "Order On
Plaintiff's Motion for partial Summary Judgment" in Idaho
Sportsman's Coalition, et al.. V. Browner, (W.D. WA) April 13,
1994, Slip op at 11 (finding that EPA failed to support its
decision not to list threatened waters).

Not Listing Waterbodies Based On The Quality of Discharge
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BB.

One commenter indicated that if a discharge going into a
waterbody met the water quality standards, then the
receiving water for that discharge was not violating
standards and, therefore, the waterbody should not be
listed.

Response "AAY

The fact that a point source discharge may meet the criteria
for specific pollutants does not mean that the stream
segment is attaining standards. Rather, information that
the designated uses are not being protected or that the
antidegradation policy is being violated is sufficient to
justify a 303(d) (1) (A) listing. : '

Categorically Listing of 303(d) Waterbodies ‘

The commenter indicates that because EPA failed to list
stream segments according to specific categories required by
303(d), i.e. 303(d) (1) (A), 303(d)(1)(B) and 303(d)(3) and by
stream segment identification numbers in the state
regulations, it is impossible for commenters to respond
appropriately to a proposed listing. For example, the
commenter indicates support for listing waterbody "PB140S
S.F. of Coeur d'Alene" (Daisy Gulch to mouth of the S.F. of
the Coeur d'Alene River) if it is listed as a 303(d) (3)
waterbody, but does not support this listing under
303(d) (1) (A) because "applicable standards are being met and
there are no effluent discharges causing criteria problems".

Response “BB"

First, all listings are based on the authorities of sections
303(d) (1) (A) and 303(d) (1) (B) . See comment "K". Secondly,
EPA identified waterbodies using PNRS numbers along with
Catalogue Unit Numbers (where available) rather than the _
Idaho's “PB..."™ numbering system for consistency purposes.
See comment "D". Lastly, EPA disagrees with the commenter's
statement that waterbody "“PB140S", which actually represents
several "PNRS" waterbody segments, is meeting water quality
standards. Although the commenter's defined segment is not
designated for aquatic life protection, the State's
antidegradation policy requires that existing uses be fully
protected. Aquatic life is known to be present in the S.F.
of the Coeur d'Alene River in this segment,  and although it
is known to be recovering from past mining activities, the
State has noted that aquatic life has not fully recovered
and therefore the existing use remains impaired. See
Decision Document. - Equally important, PNRS segments within
the commenter's defined waterbody, do not meet the numeric
water quality standards for metals at all times of the year.
Consequently, the identified PNRS waterbody segments have
been listed because water quality standards are not being
met and the existing use is not fully protected.
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CcC.

conflicting Data
For some waterbodies EPA received comments from different

individuals who provided conflicting information regarding

the same waterbody.

Response to ‘‘cC" .
Where conflicting information was provided on a waterbody,

EPA took the conservative position and listed the waterbody.

The following responses are to comments raised by IDEQ in their
6/14/94 comment letter on EPA's proposed 303(d) list for Idaho.

DD.

EPA is listing waters regardless of the quality or quantity
of available information, and regardless of any correlation
between the information relied on and violations of state
water quality standards. )

Response to *DD'-
EPA and the states are required by regulation (40 CFR 130.7)

to consider all readily available information in developing
the 303(d) lists of waters needing TMDLs. Furthermore,
EPA's guidance on section 303(d) (Guidance for Water.
Quality-based Decisions: The TMDL Process. EPA 440/4-91-
001. April 1991) emphasizes that a wide range of
information, including evaluated information and best
professional judgement, be considered in making listing
decisions. DEQ has clearly identified in various water
quality assessment reports (Appendix D of the 1992 305(b)
report, Idaho's 1991 Basin Status Reports, and Idaho's 1991
Lake Water Quality Assessment Report) a large number of
waterbodies in Idaho that are not fully supporting one or
more "beneficial" uses due to pollution from point or
nonpoint sources. (EPA interprets DEQ's use of the term
wpeneficial" use to mean “designated and/or existing" use.)
In making decisions during development of these reports as
to whether or not uses were impaired, DEQ apparently relied
on a variety of information sources including monitored
data, evaluated data, and best professional judgement. In
its 6/14/94 comment letter, however, DEQ states that there
is uncertainty as to whether many of these waters are in
fact impaired because "verifiable monitoring" has yet to
document violations of Idaho's water quality standards. 1In
other words, DEQ appears to take the position that waters
should be listed only when monitored data is available.
This position appears to be in conflict with EPA's

requlations and guidance.

Moreover, in its decision in Idaho Sportsmen's Coalition, et

al., v. Browner, et al., (W.D. Wa. Slip op., April 14,

1994), the U.S. District Court stressed that: 1) EPA is
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EE.

requlred to consider all available information when
reviewing a state's list, 2) EPA guldance states that
evaluated data must be con51dered in developing the lists,
3) the State of Idaho specifically identified a number of
waters as having one or more 1mpa1red designated or existing
uses, and 4) EPA had no information in its administrative
record justlfylng the State's decision not to list waters
previously identified as impaired. The Court therefore
determined that EPA's approval of the State's list was
warbitrary and capricious," and ordered EPA to promulgate a
new 303(d) list for Idaho.’ As a result, EPA included on its-:
proposed 303(d) list all the waters 1dent1f1ed by the state
as impaired in its various assessment reports, unless EPA
found waterbody-spec1f1c information to the contrary. It
was hoped that information received by EPA during the public
comment period would identify any waters on the proposed

1list not truly impaired, as well as any additional waters

that should be added to the list. Where EPA received
information indicating that a waterbody on the proposed list
is achieving water quality standards, EPA removed the
waterbody from the final 303(d) list. Where no such
information was submitted, however, EPA had no basis in the
administrative record to remove the waterbody from the list.

EPA disagrees the information relied on to develop the
proposed 303(d) list and violations of state water quality
standards do not correlate. ' EPA notes that in making
listing decisions under section 303(d), EPA and. the states
must consider that water quality standards consist of three
parts; designated uses, criteria to protect those uses, and
an antidegradation policy which, among other things,
requires full protection of existing uses. Impairment of
either a de51gnated or an existing use, or an exceedance of
water quality criteria constitute a violation of a state's
water quality standards. This 1nterpretatlon of what
constitutes a violation of a state's water quality standards
has been upheld recently in a U.S. Supreme Court decision.

See Public Utility District No. 1 of Jefferson County et al.

v. Washington Department of Ecoloqy, Supreme Court, Slip op.
at 15 (May 31, 1994). - Thus DEQ's determination that :

designated or existing uses in streams have been impaired,
even though that determination may be the result of
evaluated data or best professional judgement, is a
legitimate basis for listing waters under section 303(d).

EPA listed waterbodies solely on basis of their
identification in other reports, in the absence of any

supporting monitoring data, contrary to the intent of
section 303(d) and state water quality standards.

Response "EE"
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FF.

GG.

EPA disagrees that monitored data is the sole basis for
listing waters under section 303(d), as implied in the
comment (see discussion above). EPA regulations and
guidance mandate that EPA and states consider information in
state 305(b) reports, 319 nonpoint source assessments, 314
clean lakes assessments, and other readily available reports
and information in making 303(d) listing decisions. EPA
must also consider other types of information than monitored
data. It makes no sense to interpret these requirements to
mean that EPA must w"consider" but "never use" such
information, as the comment jmplies. Because the Clean
Water Act vests primary responsibility in the states to
develop and interpret their water quality standards, EPA
believes it should defer to determinations of water quality
or designated/existing use impairment by states, unless EPA
has specific information to the contrary which indicates
that the state's determination was incorrect. With the
exception of a few waterbodies, EPA did not receive
waterbody-specific information from DEQ during the comment
period indicating that previous use impairment
determinations were incorrect.

EPA did not describe the process used to develop the
proposed list. '

Response “FF"
A description of EPA's approach to developing a 303(4) 1list

for Idaho has been developed as part of the final listing
documents.

silver Creek is supporting beneficial uses and is in
compliance with state water quality standards. This stream
was listed as a SSOC only to maintain its high quality
status, and is not in danger of becoming impaired..- This is
an example of why the use of waters on the 305(b) list, in
the 319 assessment report, jdentified as a 880C, etc., is
inappropriate for listing waters under section 303(4).

Response "“GG" .

EPA agrees, based on the information supplied by DEQ, that
Silver Creek faces no imminent threat of exceeding Idaho's
water quality standards. EPA has thus decided not to
include Silver Creek on the final 303(d) list. EPA does not
agree, however, that this one example justifies the '
exclusion of all waters listed by the State as having
impaired uses from the 303(d) list. In addition to the
reasons discussed in response to comment "DD" above, EPA

notes as a reason for this decision that Idaho itself
included many waters on these lists in its 1994 303(d) list.

Evaluated data should not be used as a basis for listing
waters under section 303(4) without monitoring data. A2An
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IIX.

example provided is the Bear Creek Basin, where 42 of 44
segments were listed as a result of evaluated data.

Response "HH"
EPA guidance clearly indicates that EPA and the state should

consider evaluated as well as monitored data in making
listing decisions. This does not mean any evaluated data
should be used, but decisions should be made on a case-by-
case basis using the BPJ of the listing agency. In the case
of the 42 stream segments listed in the Bear River Basin on

. the basis of evaluated data, EPA has deferred to the state's

judgement that one or more designated or existing uses are
not fully supported, as stated in Appendix D - of the 1992
305(b) report. EPA strongly supports DEQ's stated intent to
monitor these streams to clarify whether use impairments
exist. If appropriate, DEQ can use this information to
remove waterbodies from the 1996 303(d) 1list.

EPA lays out no TMDL development strategy. DEQ requests the

opportunity to develop such a strategy.

Response *“II" _
EPA's supplemental listing of waters. under section 303(4)

should not restrict the state's ability to set priorities
for TMDL development, or to develop a state-wide strategqgy
for TMDL development. EPA approved the listing of 62 waters

. on the State's 1994 303(d) 1list, which also included the

identification of the priority of all listed waters for TMDL
development (as high, medium, or low priority) and the
waters targeted by the State for TMDL development during the
next two years. In adding waters to the State's 1994 303(4d)
list, EPA is not changing the priorities and targeted waters
on the State's original 1994 303(d) list. EPA notes that
Idaho is expending considerable resources on TMDL '
development at present, and has completed or is actively

- conducting TMDL development in 34 of the 62 waters included

on the State's 1994 303(d) list. ;

In deference to the State's ranking, EPA has ranked newly
listed waters as low priority. (See discussion on
vprioritization" in the Decision Document.) Therefore,
waters included on the list based on evaluated data can
still be monitored according to the current plan referred to
in the State's comment letter. The resulting information
can subsequently be used as appropriate to: 1) develop ,
TMDLs, 2) remove waters from the 303(d) list, 3) develop and
implement other mandatory pollution control requirements as

" necessary to achieve water quality standards, or 4) revise

state water quality standards to reflect attainable
beneficial uses.
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JJ.

KK.

EPA's "policy" to 1ist all waterbodies that may or may not
be in violation of water quality standards and determine
compliance with state standards later, is contrary to EPA's
regulations and state water quality standards, and is

wasteful of resources.

Response “JJ"
EPA has only listed waters specifically jdentified by DEQ or

other credible sources as not fully supporting one or more
designated or existing uses and therefore not in compliance
with State water quality standards. Where EPA has obtained
further information indicating those determinations were in
error, EPA has decided not to include the waters in question
on the final list.

As a result of EPA's 1isting process, the State must waste
resources developing TMDLS, rather than doing monitoring

first.

Response “KKY _
EPA disagrees that the state must "“waste" resources

developing TMDLs. DEQ has agreed that a number of Idaho
waters are in need of TMDL development, and is actively
working on TMDLs for several of the waters on the state's
1994 303(d) list. EPA is not changing DEQ's priorities for
these ‘waters, nor is EPA changing the waters targeted by -the
state for TMDL development during the next two years. EPA
understands that DEQ has finite resources to devote to
TMDLs, and must therefore work on the basis of priorities.
Given the large number of'waterbodies on the final 303(d)
list, TMDL development will likely be spread over a number
of years. Thus, waters added to the state's 303(d) list by
EPA can still be targeted by the state for monitoring prior
to TMDL development. Where appropriate, the monitoring
information can by used, as discussed above, to remove
waters from the future 303(d) lists before using resources
to develop wynnecessary" TMDLs.
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KEY FOR THE
APPENDIX B RESPONSIVENES8S DOCUMENT MATRIX
FOR THE FINAL 1994 303(D) LIST FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO

During the public comment period, EPA received comments on a
number of specific waterbodies. This matrix provides the names
of the waterbodies mentioned specifically in the comment letters,
a summary of the commenter's concerns relating to that waterbody,
EPA's response to the comment, and the action taken.

BASIN NAME
The State of Idaho is divided into six hydrologic basins.

Each waterbody is listed alphabetically under the name of the
basin where the waterbody is located. The six basins in the
order they appear in this document are the:

1. Bear Basin 4. Salmon Basin

2. Upper Snake River Basin 5. Clearwater Basin
3. Southwest Idaho Basin 6. Panhandle Basin
WATERBODY

The common name of the waterbody is provided in this colunn.

PNRS NO./CATALOG UNIT NO.

This column shows the number assigned to the waterbody by the
Pacific Northwest Rivers Study (PNRS No.) and/or the number
assigned to the river basin where the waterbody is located by the
U.S. Geological Survey (Catalog Unit No.).

COMMENT LETTER NO.
EPA assigned a number to each of the comment letters received.

These numbers are shown in the comment letter number column.

COMMENT
A brief summary of the commenter's concerns regarding the

specific.waterbody is given in this column.

RESPONSE
A brief summary of EPA's response to the comment for the specific

waterbody is provided in this column. The reader is also
referred to EPA's responses to general comments with the
reference Appendix A, General Response "letter".

ACTION
This column summarizes the action taken by EPA as follows:

Keep listed - The waterbody which was listed on the proposed 1994
303(d) list will be listed on the final 1994 303(d)'li§t for

Idaho.

Add - The waterbody which does not appear on the proposed 1994
303(d) list will be included on the final 1994 303(d) list for

Idaho.

Do not add - The waterbody which does not appear on the proposed
1994 303(d) list will not be included on the final 1994 303(d)

list for Idaho.

Remove - The waterbody which is on the proposed- 1994 303(d) 1list
will not be included on the final 1994 303(d) list for Idaho.
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Responsiveness Document

Waterbody
~ Name

PNRS. No/ Catalog

Unit No.

Comment
Letter No.

Comment

Response

Bear River Basin

Action

Beaver Creek

281

Bloomington Creek

Coop Creek

259716070201 |

267716070201 |

65767

Livestock grazing and recreation are the only uses in the drainage. A
master's thesis has just been completed in the drainage to evaluate
fisheries habitat. The thesis has not yet been published. Conversation with
the candidate suggested some sedimentation does exist in the upper
drainage. Commenter says, "May delete.” ’

Insufficient information to delete from Tist.

Keep listed.

Drainage has past and proposed timber harvesting activities. Water quality
in generally "good” condition, though no water quality data to back up the

“|assumption. Also home of Bonneville cutthroat trout.

Keep on list due to sedimentation and habitat alteration
concerns.

Keep listed.

Several timber sales have occurred and are scheduled to. occur within this. -
drainage. Bonneville cutthroat trout, a USFS sensitive species and a
candidate threatened and endangered species lives in the stream.
Commenter says, "May delete.”

Insufficient information provided to remove from list.

Keep listed.

Cub River

237 /16010202

65767

This stream should be separated out by Tand ownership. The only activities
within this watershed are a County maintained road adjacent to the stream,
a Scout camp, and several campgrounds. No timber harvesting has
occurred recently or is expected to occur in the near future. Commenters
recommend deletion.

Insufficient information provided to remove from list. See
Appendix A, General Response "G".

Keep listed.

Dry Creek

27671 16010201

65 /67

Drainage is home of Bonneville cutthroat trout. Intense Tivestock grazing
has occurred in the past. A new allotment management plan was initiated
in FY 93. Monitoring consisting of riparian vegetation, channel condition,
fish habitat and macroinvertebrates will continue. Commenters
recommend retention on list.

Keep-on hist, due to sedimentation and habitat alteration
concerns.

Keep listed.

Eightmile Creek

256 716010201

65767

Several timber sales have occurred and are scheduled to-occur within this
drainage. Bonneville cutthroat trout, a USFS sensitive species and a
candidate threatened and endangered species lives in the stream.
Commenters say, "May delete.”

Insutficient information provided to remove from list.

Keep Tisted.

Georgetown Creek

— 260716070201

65767

Past mining has impacted the watershed. A road parallels the stream.
Commenters recommend retention on list.

Already on list.

Keep listed.

Giraffe Creek

277717060102

65767

Logan River

280

Drainage is home of Bonnewille cutthroat trout. Intense livestock grazing
has occurred in the past. A new allotment management plan was initiated -
in FY 93. Monitoring consisting of riparian vegetation, channel condition,
fish habitat and macroinvertebrates will continue. Commenters
recommend retention on list. ;

Keep on list, due to sedimentation and habitat alterations
concerns. :

Keep Tisted.

65767 |Atimber sale is planned for FY 94 or 95. Analysis showed no measurable

impact to the stream. The only other impacts in the area are livestock
grazing and some recreational use. Commenters recommend deletion.

Delete from list. Analysis showed no measurable impact
to the stream.

Remove.

Meadow Creek

69

Commenter recommends listing Meadow Creek

Based on information available to EPA add waterbody to
list for sediment and metals.

Add.

Mink Creek

244 7116010202

65767

There is a FERC regulated hydroelectric plant within the Forest boundary,
but fish :ries habitat is assessed on an annual basis by Dr. Jack Griffith,
Idaho State University. Since fisheries enhancement structures were
installed in the stream as part of the hydro project mitigation, fisheries

populations have increased, reflecting good water quality. Commenters
recommend deletion. .

Insufficient information provided to remove from list. See
Appendix A, General Responses "G”" & " B".

Keep listed.




Waterbody
Name

PNRS. No/ Catalog

Unit No.

Montpelier Creek

~66 7T T60T0201—

20271

Paris Creek

Comment

Letter No.
— B5707 |

Comment

Response

Action

The upper stream 1S |mpacfea 5y Tivestock grazing. A State highway

construction proposal alternative calls for moving or culverting a substantial
length of stream.

Keep on Tist.

eep hsted.

The stream is fed from a spring near the Forest boundary.” The spring is .
relatively unimpacted and used for domestic use water by the city of Paris.
Commer:ters recommend deletion.

Insufficient information provided to remove from list.

Keep listed.

earl Creek

257 7 16010201

Preuss Creek

275 716010201

Several timber sales have occurred and are scheduled to occur within this
drainage. Bonneville cutthroat trout , a USFS sensitive species and a
candidate threatened and endangered species lives in the stream.
Commenter says, "May delete.”

Tnsufficient information provided to remove from list.

.

Keep listed.

Drainage is home of Bonneville cutthroat trout. Intense livestock grazing

in FY 93. Monitoring consisting of riparian vegetation, channel condition,
fish habitat and macroinvertebrates will continue. Commenters
recommend retention on list.

has occurred in the past. A new allotment management plan was initiated. -

concerns.

] Keep on list, due to sedimentation and habitat alterations

Keep listed.

Salmon River, E. F.
of S. F.

17060208

69

Commenter recommends listing Meadow Creek

Based on information available to EPA add waterbody to

list for sediment and metals.

Add.

Stauffer Creek

258 /16010201

65767

Several timber sales have occurred and are scheduled to occur within this
drainage. Bonneville cutthroat trout, a USFS sensitive species and a
candidate threatened and endangered species lives in the stream.
Commenter says, "May delete.”

Insufficient information provided to remove from list.

Keep listed.

St Charles Creek

268716010201

65767

Trout Creek

247716010201

65767

Drainage is home of Bonneuville cutthroat trout. The drainage contains
heavy recreational use. The stream is somewhat impacted. A master's
thesis was completed last year by a Utah State University student, but the
thesis is not yet published. He characterized the water quality as "good"”

Insufficient information provided to remove from Tist.

Keep listed.

overall during verﬁal c‘gnvergggiog, Fommgn;g'f sagﬁs. "May delete.”

ater quality within the Forest Is characterized by District personnel as
“good”. This stream should be separated out by land ownership.
Commenters recommend deletion.

Insutficient information provided to remove from list.

Appendix A, General Response "G".

See

Keep listed.

Weston Creek

238 716010202

65767

This stream should be separated out by land ownership. Only about 1 mile
of the stream flows through the Forest. No ground disturbing activities
have or are expected to occur within this portion of the Forest.
Recommend deletion.

Insufficient information provided to remove from list.

Appendix A, General Response "G".

See

Keep listed.

'Williams Creek

246 /16010202

55767

This stream should be separated out by land ownership. A spring emerges

just above the Forest boundary. Water quality is unaffected to the
boundary. ‘ '

Insutticient information provided to remove from list.

Appendix A, General Response "G".

See

Keep listed.

Wright Creek

294 716010204

65767

Drainage is heavily impacted by mining and livestock grazing. The riparian
area on National Forést Service land will be fenced in FY 94. The mine is

currently closed but could reopen. Commenters recommend retention on
list.

Keep on list due to se'dimentatio*n'impacts.

Keep listed.




65767

Recommend deletion.

Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
L. e _Upper Snake River Basin ;
Angus Creek 31371 7030207 65767 [Stream impacted by livestock grazing, timber sales and phosphate mining Keep on Tist due to sedimentation issues. . Keep listed.
B} Commenters recommend retention on list. :
Antelope Creek 6 /17040104 67 Keep on list ~ no data to support removal. eep on list. Keep Tisted.
Antelope Creek - 6 /17040104 65 Heavy grazing in lower, private, reaches. There are impacts in Forest, too |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "G". Keep listed.
_ (especially road-related), but it would be helpful to separate them.
Bacon Creek 3167170401048 | 65767 [Upper watershed unimpacted except for some Tvestock grazing and Insufficient information provided to remove from hist. Keep listed.
: o ‘ recreation. This is a prime spawning grounds used by Blackfoot River
o cutthroat trout. The habitat is in good condition. Recommend deletion.
Badger Creek 125 7 17040204 25 Intermittent streams should not be listed. See Appendix A, General Response "A". - |[Keep listed.
Bell Marsh Creek 335.02 7170402719 ~ 65/67 |Watershed impacted only by livestock grazing and limited recreational use.. [Insufficient information provided to remove from list. Keep listed.
_ . Recommend deletion.
Big Wood River 477 117040219 13 No documentation submitted with Tetter, should delist, dry channel most of [See Appendix A, General Response "A™. Need Keep listed.
year. substantiating information that dissolved oxygen and/or
. pathogens are no longer a problem.
Big Wood River 478 1 17040279 13 No documentation submitted with Tetter, should delist, dry channel most of |See Appendix A, General Response "A". Need Keep listed.
year. . substantiating information that dissolved oxygen and/or
pathogens are no longer a problem.
Big Wood River 483 717040279 65 The Big Wood River within the Forest is affected by flow alteration only by [See Appendix A, General Response "J". Keep Tisted.
a stream stabilization project downstream from the confluence with its
North Fork. Therefore, the recommendation is that the segment be
described as starting at the North Fork Big Wood River, rather than the
|nondescript "Headwaters".
Big Wood River 483 717040219 17 Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not See Appendix A, General Response "J". - Keep listed.
supplied. Change reach description to "From No. Fk. Big Wood R. to .
e Glendale Diversion".
B'i'llmgsley Creek 384 /170402712 8 No documentation submitted with Tetter. Should Tist river from King Hill to Creek is listed. Also a TMDL s being implemented. Keep Tisted.
Shoshone Falls for many parameters.
Billingsley Creek 384 717040212 7 No documentation submitted with letter. Water quality limited for years. ™ [Creek is listed. Also a TMDL is being implemented. Keep listed.
; No specific request to list/delist. ,
Billingsley Creek 384 /17040212 20 No documentation submitted with letter. Supports listing. Creek is listed. Also a TMDL is being implemented. Keep Tisted.
Blackfoot River 305 / 17040207 65767 |This stream should be separated out by Tand ownership. Only about 1 mile |Insufficient information provided to delete from Tist. See  |Keep listed.
flows through National Forest Service land. No National Forest Service Appendix A, General Response "G".
impacts other than some livestock grazing and an adjacent gravel road.
Recommend deletion.
Blind Canyon Creek 389 717040205 20 No documentation submitted with letter. Commenter supports listing. Already onTist. Keep listed.
Bliss Reservoir 370 6 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Ammonia and pathogens removed from listed pollutants,  |Revised listing.
. supplied. Based on published and unpublished data since 1986 for FERC based on information provided.
relicensing, ammonia and pathogens are not impairing beneficial use. :
Brockman Creek 47 67 No data provided with letter. Commenter supports listing. Already on list. Keep listed.
Cabin Creek 318 /1 17040207 Very small stream impacted only be livestock grazing and some hunters. Insufficient information provided to remove from list,

Keep listed.




Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog { Comment | e M
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response . Action
Camas Creek 231171 7m22u__88_"-fﬁ_ommen er recommends Nistin 0 wate r'any because waterbody Y IS identitied oug e waterbody I1s a priority, no information was |Uo not add.
gs a priority stream segment in the ldaho Agricultural Poliution Abatment provided to demonstrate an exceedance of standards.
lan.- . :
Cassia Creek 438 1 17040270 65 The Forest Service stated that they could provide no information that would Keep on list. Keep listed.
indicate that this stream should be deleted from the list.
Cedar Creek 462717040213 3 Data [reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Given the number of pollutants reported by the state Keep listed.
: supplied. No science used as basis to list, BLM subjective decision to including pathogens, and dissolved oxygen problems,
nominate for listing; nutrient and sediment levels occur only under natural  |substantiating info. is needed to justify delisting.
events (snow melt, downpours); flow alterations help with erosion, not '
compound erosion; delist. :
Cedar Creek 462 717040213 5 Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Given the number of poﬂutgnts repbrted by the state Keep listed.
supplied. Creek runs through ranches with little or no sedimentation into ~‘lincluding pathogens, and dlssolvgd oxygen problems,
Roseworth Reservoir; working with BLM to water livestock away from substantiating info. is needed to justify delisting.
stream; should delist. . . ‘
Cedar Creek 462 717040213 10 Data (reports, survey, etc.J or other documentation cited in letter but not Given the number of pollutants reported by the state, Keep listed.
supplied. Working with BLM, IDEQ and Balanced Rock Conser. Dist., including pathogens and dissolved oxygen problems, more
concluded stream was listed without scientific information, just visual information is needed to justify delisting.
information; stream is intermittent, runs only during large run-off events so
- can't list for sediment. Should delist.
Clear Springs 395 717040272 24 Commenter requests water be delisted stating that it curfently meets its No information showing that creek meets a[l its beneﬁ?a.l Keep listed.
uses and any problems will be corrected under Mid-Snake Nutrient uses was provided. Segment must still be listed though it
Management Plan (NMP). may be covered under the Mid-Snake NMP, as the
) ) Mid-Snake NMP has not been completed.
Clear Springs 395 20 4 No documentation submitted with letter. Commenter supports listing. Already on Tist. Keep listed.
Coral Creek - 542 88 Commenter recommends listing waterbody because waterbody is identified |No information was provided to demonstrate an Do not add.
as a priority stream segment in the Idaho Agricultural Pollution Abatment exceedance of standards.
Plan.
Coral Creek 543 88 Commenter recommends that waterbody be listed but does not provide Without adequate information to show that a waterbody  [Do not add.
dataﬁnformz;tion to support listing. ) does not meet water quality standards or does not
support its beneficial or designated uses, the waterbody
‘ cannot be listed. '
Corral Creek 48 7 17040205 67 Commenter recommends that waterbody stay on list, but did not provide Keep on list. Keep listed.
data/information to support listing. .
Cottonwood Creek 403 717040212 21 Data [reports, survey, etc.J or other documentation cited in letter but not See response to Comment 14. Keep listed.
supplied. 1981-1991 Rock Creek Clean Water Project achieved 75% sed.
and 68% phosphorus reductions; meets EPA, DEQ and Forest Plan
standards; no nonpoint pollution; should delist.
Cottonwood Creek 403717040212 65 Cottoanoq creek is identified from headwaters. The map shows this See Appendix A, General Response "G and "J", and Keep listed.
stream originating from the confluence of Dry Cottonwood Cr. and North response to Comment 14.
Cottonwood Creek.
Cottonwood Creek 403717040212 14 Data [reports, survey, etc’] or other documentation cited in letier but not 305 (b) report shows waterbody is not fully supporting Keep Tisted.
supplied. Under allotment management plans of USFS and BLM that uses. Insufficient information provided to remove from
protect riparian areas; should delist. list. -




R

strezms, are grazed in only 2 of every 4 years; area under a grazing
mat.agement system for 30+ years.

including pathogens. Substantiating data are necessary to

‘Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment , Response Action
. {Cottonwood Creek 4/1 1 V7040203 14 Data {reports, survey, eic.] or other documentation Crieg i letier DUt Not 305 (D] TEPOIt SHOWS waTerany is Not fuﬂy supportng eep listea.
S ‘ supplied. Under allotment management plans of USFS. and BLM that protect |uses. Insufficient information provided to remove from
_ riparian areas; should delist. : [list.
Cottonwood Creek’ 471 1 17040273 21 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not 305 [b) report shows waterbody is not Tully supporting Keep listed.
supplied. Under allotment management plans of USFS and BLM that protect {uses. Insufficient information provided to remove from
riparian areas; no nonpoint pollutior should delist. _ list. ‘
Cottonwood Creek 4717 17040213 65 The Forest Service could provide .o information that would indicate that No change based on this comment.” See Comment 14. . [Keep listed.
. this stream should be deleted from the list.
Crystal Springs 398 717040212 20 No documentation submitted with letter. Commenter supports listing. Already on Tist. Keep Tisted.
Crystal Springs 398 117040212 24 Crystal Springs meets WS, Tt is also part of the Mid-Snake Nutrient . The Mid-Snake Nutrient Mangement Flan hias not been Keep flisted.
Management Plan and as such already is covered under a TMDL. finalized. No data were submitted regarding the water
: quality status of this segment.
Darby Creek 134 /17046204 25 " lintermittent streams should not be listed. See Appendix A, General Response "AF. Keep iisted.
Devil Creek 461717040213 1 Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Hiemove from list. No pollutantsTisted. $ee Appendix A, |[Remove.
supplied. Stream has a diversion at Three Creek Road, little if any flow General Response "5".
downstream and no "controllable erosion” upstream so should delist.
Dewvil Creek 481717040213 3 Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Remove from list. No pollutants listed. See Appendix A, |Remove.
i supplied. No science; BLM subjective decision to nominate for listing; General Response "A", and "S".
nutrient and sediment levels occur only under natural events {snow melt,
gownpours): flow alterations help with erosion, not compound erosion;
elist. ’ .
Devil Creek 461717040213 10 Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter But not Remove from list. No pollutants Tisted in state reports. Hemove.
supplied. Working with BLM, IDEQ and Balanced Rock Conser. Dist., Concur with delisting recommendation. See Appendix A,
concluded stream was listed without scientific info. just visual info; stream |General Response "A”.
is intermittent, runs only during large run-off events so can't be listed for
sediment; should delist. - -
Diamond Creek 315717040207 65 /67 Stream segment of concern. Wacroinvertebrates used to assess Wl Insufficient information provided to remove from Tist. Keep listed.
annually. Macroinvertebrate data indicate adequate WQ to support
beneficial uses. Recommend deletion.

Dry Creek 146717040217 23 Commenter indicates that the diverted water in this segment is all natural Insufficient water quality information provided to show eep listed.
. flow without storage and is fully contained in a buried steel pipe. water quality standards are being met. ,
Commenter questions why this segment should be studied for nutrients, i

sediment, flow alteration or thermal modification.

Dry Creek 147 117040217 23 Commenter questions the listing of waterbody segment for thermal Insufficient water quality information provided to show Keep listed.

: modification and sediment when the drainage area is uninhabited and water quality standards are being met. - :

mostly inaccessible. . .

Dry Creek 408 717040212 9 No documentation submitted with letter. Delist since these are intermittent |A number of pollutants were reported by the state, Keep listed.
streams, are grazed in only 2 of every 4 years; area under a grazing including pathogens. Substantiating data are necessary to :
management system for 30 + years. justify removing. See Appendix A, General Response "A".

Dry Creek 409 7170402712 9 No documentation submitted with Tetter. Delist since these are intermittent |A number of poilutants were reported by the state, eep listed.

justify removing. See Appendix A, General Response "A".
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Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment gl W b
Name Unit No. | Letter Na. Comment Response Action
Ury Creek, W. F. 41171 g o documentation submi with fetter. Uelist since these are intermittent” [Insufficient information provided to remove. See eep listed.
streams, are grazed in only 2 of every 4 years; area under a grazing Appendix A, General Response "A".
. ., } management system for 30 + years.
Dry Creek, W.F.. 411717040212 65 The Forest Service stated they could provide no information that would Keep on Tist. Keep Fisted.
) indicate that this stream should be deleted from-the list.
Dry Valley Creek 314 /17040207 65767 |[Affected by phosphate mining. ' Keep on fist. Keep listed.
[Elk Creek 535 838 Commenter recommends that waterbody be Tisted but does not provide Without adequate information to show that a waterbody rDo not add.
data/information to support listing. does not meet water quality standards or does not
support its beneficial or designated uses, the waterbody
A cannot be listed.
[Falls River 65.1/717040203 657 67 |The headwaters are in Wyoming before reaching the part of the Forest that - |The list only applies to river stream/segments within the _ |[Remove.
has had fairly intensive management (timber harvest) in the past. Right ~ [State of Idaho. However, remove from list, as no
now the biggest impacts are hydropower development and irrigation pollutant was specified. See Appendix A, General
withdrawals, which are not Forest activities. Response "S”.
Fish Creek 85 /17040202 67 No pollutants Tisted; commenter recommends delisting. No pollutants specified. See Appendix A, General Remove.
. Response "S".
Fox Creek 1367 17040204 25 Intermittent streams should not be listed. See Appendix A, General Response "A". Keep listed.
Fritz Creek 212 67 USFS has been doing a considerable amount of rehabilitation work here, Keep on list. ’ Keep listed.
’ including erosion control and an exclosure. No water quality data
submitted. '
Garden Creek 336 717040208 65767 |Watershed impacted only by livestock grazing and limited recreational use. _ |Insufficient information provided to remove. Keep listed.
Commenters recommend deletion. )
Gibson Jack Creek 322 65767 |Upper watershed impacted by some livestock grazing, roads, and Insufficient information provided to remove. Keep listed.
recreation. Drainage in good overall condition. Commenters recommend .
deletion. .
Goodenough Creek | 335.03 /7 17040208 65767 [Watershed impacted only by livestock grazing and limited recreational use.  |Insufficient information provided to remove. Keep listed.
: Commenters recommend deletion. ‘ ¢ ,
Goose Creek 447 7 17040211 65 '|Goose creek shows from headwaters, but it flows from Idaho into Nevada |The list is only for streams in the state of Idaho. See Keep listed.
then Utah, before re-entering Idaho and flowing into the Oakley Reservoir.- |general response "G and "J". Keep on list.
The intent may be to identify the reach from the Utah State line to the
. reservoir rather than through the neighboring states.
Goose Creek 447 717040211 17 " |Data {reports, survey, etc.} or other documentation cited in letter but not Waterbody is in Appendix D o{ 305(b] report for many ] Keep listed.
supplied. Change Reach description to "From Utah state line to Oakley pollutants; also shown as monitored. Also see Appendix
reservoir. Appears in ID 305(b) report Appendix A not Appendix D, A, General Response "J".
_ remove from list. - g
Goose Creek 447 [ 17040211 19 Data (reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not See Appendix A, General Response "G"; see below. Keep listed.
. : supplied. Upper areas of creek are clean, should breakout into more
reaches.
Henry's Fork ~ 60717040203 10718 [Some data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation supplied. Henry's |Buffalo River to Riverside reach added to list. Tributaries |Add.
Fork and various tributaries (PNRS numbers not specified) should be listed  |would be included by default in a watershed
as impaired due to sediment. Cited various studies anJ management analysis/TMDL process. Also see Appendix A, General
_ projects. Response "Q".
Horseshoe Creek 1307 17040204 25 Intermittent streams should not be Tisted. Please see Appendix A, General Response "A". Keep listed.




- Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog>_Comment :
Name Unit No. Letter No. : Comment Response Action
Horseshoe Creek 1 L9 65 The upper hall is in Forest, the lower hall IS sum'mmmﬁm eep listed.
alteration where agricultural withdrawals occur. ‘A DEQ study (July 1993)
stated that impacts to water quality were from cropland. The study also
mentioned bank/riparian damage due to grazing on private lands.
House Creek 465 7 17040213 5 Data (reports, survey, etc.) or other documentaiion cited in letter but not Given the number of pollutants reported by the state Keep listed.
: supplied. Runs through ranches with little or no sedimentation into including. pathogens, and dissolved oxygen problems,
Roseworth Reservoir; irrigation diversion "pulls out sediment”; should delist. jsubstantiating information is needed to justify delisting.
House Creek 465 /17040213 3 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Given the number of boﬂutants reported by the state Keep listed.
supplied. DEQ used old information as basis to list; DEQ stated uncertainty |including pathogens, and dissolved oxygen problems,
of information so should delist. substantiating information is needed to justify delisting.
. |[Recommend interested parties work with the state during
the standard review process and during the next 303(d)
list development.
House Creek 465 /17040213 1 Data (reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Given the number of pollutants reported by the state Keep listed.
supplied. Low flow in channel and no "unnatural erosion” (e.g. erosion including pathogens, and dissolved oxygen problems,
A ) independe_nt of grazing) impacting stream so should delist. substantiating information is needed to justify delisting.
House Creek 465717040213 16 Data [reports, survey, etc.} or other documentation cited in letter but not Given the number of pollutants reporied by the state Keep listed.
supplied. Stream is a combination of three creeks at Three Creek Rd., including pathogens, and dissolved oxygen problems,
very little flow and no "controllable erosion” so should delist. substantiating info. is needed to justify delisting.
House Creek 465 /17040213 2 Commenter protests listing stating that creek meets current beneficial uses |Characterization of beneficial uses inconsistent with Tdaho [Keep listed.
: of irrigation and cattle watering. WQS and Clean Water Act. No information showing that
creek meets all beneficial uses was provided.
Irving Creek 211 65 Most of this stream is off-Forest. No information provided to indicate removal from Tist is Keep listed.
: ' warranted. See Appendix A, General Response "G".
Irving Creek 211 67 Most of this stream is off-Forest and portion on Forest appears to be in See Appendix A, General Response "G™. Keep listed.
- ' good condition from habitat surveys. Commenter suggests we separate
private from National Forest Service and keep listed. .
Kendall Creek 319717040207 65767 |Upper watershed impacted only by sheep grazing. Stream in good overall  |Insufficient information provided to remove from list. Keep listed.
condition. Commenters recommend deletion. '
Lanes Creek 320 67 Upper watershed impacted only by sheep grazing. Stream in good overall |Insufficient information provided to remove from list. Keep listed.
condition. Commenter recommends deletion. ' . .
Lanes Creek 320 65 Upper watershed impacted only by sheep grazing.” stream in good overall Tnsufficient information provided to remove from list. Keep listed.
condition. Commenter recommends deletion. _ . )
Lava Creek 46 / 17040205 67 Keep on list. Small amount of headwaters on National Forest Service Creek is listed. See Appendix A, General Response "G". |Keep listed.
- lands -- suggest they separate these out.
Leigh Creek 128 /17040204 25 Intermittent streams should not be listed. See Appendix A, General Response "A™. Keep listed.
Little Wood 515 717040210 15 Commenter believes reservoir should be delisted for nutrient, sediment, Water quality standards apply to intermittent waterbodies. [Keep listed.
Reservoir temperature and DO because the reservoir has dried up in the past and will |See Appendix A, General Response "A”". Commenter
probably dry up again during years of low rainfall. Consequently, the provides no documentation that shows water quality
waterbody cannot be expected to protect its designated uses. standards are being met for listed pollutants.
Lower Salmon Falls 372 6 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Ammonia and pathogens removed from listed pollutants.” |Revised listing.
Reservoir supplied. Based on published and unpublished data since 1986 for FERC .
. relicensing, ammonia and pathogens are not impairing beneficial use.




General Response "S".

Waterbody | PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment , oo ]
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
McCoy Creek 197 17030103 67 Keep onTist — no data here or on Caribou 0 SUPPOTT removal. €ep on list. eep listed.
McCoy Creek 19717040104 65 /67  |Drainage impacted by livestock and recreation. No timber harvesting is Keep on list. Keep listed.
' ' currently planned. Recommend retention on list.. :
'McMullen Creek 4047 17040212 65 The Forest Service stated they could provide no information that would Keep on Tist. Keep listed.
indicate that this stream should be deleted from the list.
McMullen Creek 4047 17030212 14 Data [reports, survey, etc.]) or other documentation cited in letter but not 305 [b] report shows waterbody is not fully supporting Keep ﬁs_teq.
supplied. Under allotment management plans of USFS and BLM that uses. Insufficient information provided to remove from :
_ protect riparian areas; should delist. list.
cMullen Cree [~ 404717040212 21 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not 1305 {b] report shows waté.rbody is not fully supporting Keep listed.
supplied. 1981-1991 Rock Creek Clean Water Project achieved 75% sed. uses. Insufficient information provided to remove from
and 68% phosphorus reductions; meets EPA, DEQ and Forest Plan list. -
standards; no nonpoint pollution; should delist.
Mid-Snake 4 Commenter suggests that the Mid-Snake Nutrient Management Plan Although the commenters recommend nos_llstlr!o ..
Waterbody addresses/identifies impaired Snake River waterbody segments from waterbodies other than those defined as "impaired” in the
segments Shoshone Falls to King Hill. Consequently, the commenter recommends draft Mid-Snake Nutrient management Plan, the
that no additional waterbody segments, outside of those listed in Idaho's commenters did not identify specific waterbody segments
1992 303(d] list which are relative to this section of the Snake River, be on the 1994 proposed list that they recommend for
included in the 1994 list. : removal.
Milner Reservoir 359 717040209 6 Data [reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Ammonia and pathogens removed from listed pollutants Revised listing.
' supplied. Based on published and unpublished data since 1986 for FERC based on information provided.
relicensing, ammonia and pathogens are not impairing beneficial use.
Mink Creek 333717040208 65 /67 |Drainage impacted by heavy recreation use. Commenters recommend Keep on list. Keep listed.
retention on list. ’
Mormon Reservoir 539717040210 15 Commenter believes reservoir should be delisted for nutrient, sediment, Water quality standards apply to interml.ttent waterbodies. [Keep listed.
temperature and DO because the reservoir has dried up in the past and will |See Appendix A, General Response "A". Commenter
probably dry up again during years of low rainfall. Consequently, the provides no documentation that shows water quality
waterbody cannot be expected to protect its designated uses. ' standards are being met for listed pollutants.,
Oakley Reservoir 446717040270 15 Commenter believes reservoir should be delisted for nutrient, sediment, Water quality standards apply to intermittent waterbodies. [Keep listed.
_ temperature and DO because the reservoir has dried up in the past and will |See Appendix A, General Response "A". Commenter
probably dry up again during years of low rainfall. Consequently, the provides no documentation,tl)at shows water quality
waterbody cannot be expected to protect its designated uses. standards are being met for listed pollutant;,
Packsaddle Creek 129717040204 25 Intermittent streams should not be listed. ' See Appendix A, General Response "A™. Keep listed.
Packsaddle Creek 129717040204 65 /67 |The upper half is on Forest, the lower half is subject to extensive flow Keep on list due to information provided. See Appendix Keep listed.
) alteration where agricultural withdrawals occur. A DEQ study {July 1993) |A, General Response "G".
stated that impacts to water quality were from cropland. The study also
mentioned bank/riparian damage due to grazing on private lands.
|Pebble Creek 341717040208 | 65767 [|Upper watershed affected by livestock grazing, recreation, and timber Insufficient information provided to remove from list. See |Keep listed.
harvesting. Environmental Assessment on proposed timber sale determined Appendix A, General Response "B". '
no measurable effect on sediment/water quality. Excellent fisheries.
Porcupine Creek 86717040202 | 67 Insufficient data for Tisting. No pollutants listed. Delete from Tist, no pollutant specified. See Appendix A, |Remove.
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monitors water quality. Commenters recommend retention on list.

- Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment
L Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
Portneul River 5 Commenter believes that segment cannot have nulrient and sediment Commenter provided no aal% to support removing. 1daho  |[Reep listed.
problems be_ca_use river is diverted into a canal and natural river does not Basin Status report indicates that although stream has
have water in it. been channeled to reduce flooding, and virtually no game
fish are found in this section, the water contributes
heavily to the already degraded condition of the river. No
data provided to support removing.
Raft River 430/17040201 15 Commenter believes that the segment could not have DO, sediment or Water quality standards apply to intermittent waterbodies. [Keep listed.
nutrient problems because the segment is an intermittent stream See Appendix A, General Response "A". Commenter
: provides no documentation that shows water quality
- |standards are being met for listed pollutants.,
Riley Creek 385 20 No documentation submitted with Tetter. Supports listing. ~]Already on list. Keep Tlisted.
Robinson Creek 84 717040202 67 Insufficient data Tor listing. No pollutants listed. Delete from Tist, no pollutant specified. See Appendix A, |Remove.
i General Response "S". ‘ .
Rock Creek 365 717040206 14721 Data [reports, survey, etc.]) or other documentation cited in letters but not  |State 305(b] report shows waterbody is not fully Keep listed.
supplied. 1981-1991 Rock Creek Clean Water Project achieved 75% sed. supporting uses. Insufficient information provided to
and 68% phosphorus reductions; meets EPA, DEQ and Forest Plan remove from list. ‘
standards; should delist.
Rock Creek 400717040212 14721 Data {reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letters but not _ |State 305(b) report shows waterbody is not fully Keep listed
~ supplied. 1981-1991 Rock Creek Clean Water Project achieved 75% sed. supporting uses. Insufficient information provided to
and 68% phosphorus reductions; meets EPA, DEQ and Forest Plan remove from list.
standards; no nonpoint pollution; should delist. : i
Rock Creek 87 117040202 67 No data for agricultural water supply, but no nuisance algae blooms. No  |No pollutant specified. See Appendix A, General Remove.
: ' bacteria data for primary contact reservation, secondary contact recreation. |Response "S".
For cold water biota, no DO, CI, NH4, no gas saturation; need more pH
data; temps 1975-1978 all <16C, so far in 1994, temps all <14C. No
DOLtLt‘amﬁ_ﬂ_ed- :
Rock Creek, East 366 7 17040206 14721 Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letters but not  |305(b) report shows waterbody is not fully supporting Keep listed.
Fork supplied. 1981-1991 Rock Creek Clean Water Project achieved 75% sed. [uses. Insufficient information provided to remove from
and 68% phosphorus reductions; meets EPA, DEQ and Forest Plan list. .
standards; no nonpoint pollution; should delist. 7
Roseworth 463717040273 3 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Given the number of pollutants reported by the state Keep listed.
Reservoir supplied. DEQ used old information as basis to list; DEQ stated uncertainty [including pathogens, and dissolved oxygen problems, .
of information so should delist. substantiating information is needed to justify delisting.
Salmon Falls Creek 458 717040213 5 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Numerous pollutants were reported by the state including |Keep Tisted.
‘ supplied. Pristine creek with limited access; should delist. pathogens, pesticides and dissolved oxygen problems. ’
Need substantiating information to justify delisting. )
Salmon Falls Creek 460717040213 5 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not State 305(b} report shows waterbody is not fully Keep Tisted.
supplied. Pristine creek except for sediment in spring runoff- a rare event; |supporting uses. Insufficient information provided to
_ should delist. Also mentioned "Salmon Falls Dam" (reservoir?) remove from list. _
[Sawmill Creek 49717040205 65767 |Only a very small part of the segment flows across a corner of National Insufficient information provided to remove from list. See  |Keep listed.
Forest Land-it is almost entirely on State Land. Appendix A, General Response “G". ,
Sheep Creek 3217717040207 65767 |Upper watershed impacted by phosphate mining. Mining company Keep on list. Keep Tisted.




—

Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment ' i e & |
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Actior?
oshone Lreek 4 13 14721 |Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letters but not  [State 05 b] report sﬁo_w; wa}ersoay.ls not '9“¥ eep listed.
supplied. Under allotment management plans of USFS and BLM that protect |supporting uses. Insufficient information provided to
_ riparian areas; no nonpoint pollution; should delist. remove from list.
Sﬁosﬁoqe Falls 375 6 JData {reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Ammonia and pathogens removed from listed pollutants.” |Revised listing.
Reservoir supplied. Based on published and unpublished data since 1986 for FERC
) reli;ensing, ammonia and pathogens are not impairing beneficial use. _
Silver Creek 517717040221 15 Commenter indicates waterbody segment is a "Blue Ribbon™ Trout Stream  |No pollutant of concern was identified. See Appendix A, |Remove.
%t':g r;-eeds protection to keep it a high quality stream but does not need a  |General Response "S".
. DL.: . R )
Silver Creek 518/17040221 15 Commenter indicates waterbody segment is a 'Blue Ribbon" Trout Stream  |No pollutant of concern was identified. See Appendix A, [Remove.
deln ?_rh\gorieeds protection to keep it a high quality stream but does not need a General Response "S”.
Tug Creek 312717040207 | 65767 |Livestock grazing is the major use in the upper watersheds. The stream is _ |Insufficient information provided to remove from list. See |Keep listed.
nearly back-to-back beaver ponds on National Forest Service land. Appendix A, General Response “G". ‘
Recommend deletion. _
Snake River 377 6 Data {reports, survey, etc.} or other documentation cited in letter but not Ammonia and pathogens removed from listed pollutants. ~ [Revised listing.
supplied. Based on published and unpublished data since 1986 for FERC ]
relicensing {for Murtaugh to Twin Falls Reservoir) , ammonia and pathogens
_ are not impairing beneficial use.
Snake River ~369 to ~ 360 on Snake 7 No documentation submitted with letter. Upper Salmon Reservoir is water |Most of reach is listed. Keep listed.
quality limited. No specific request to fist/delist.
Snake River ~369 to ~360 on Snake 8 No documentation submitted with letter. Should list river from King Hill to  |Most of reach is listed; it is also within the Mldﬂle Snake |Keep listed.
Shoshone Falls for many parameters. : Nutrient Mgmt. Plan and proposed TMDL (King Hill to
‘ Milner Dam). No change.
Soldier Creek 538 88 Commenter recommends that waterbody be Tisted but does not provide Without adequate information to show that a waterbody  |Do not add.
data/information to support listing. does not meet water quality standards or does not
support its beneficial or designated uses, the waterbody
cannot be listed.
Spring Creek 127 | 17040204 25 Intermittent streams should not be listed. Please see Appendix A, General Response "A". Keep listed.
Sublet Reservoir 434/17040210 15 Commenter believes reservoir should be delisted for nutrient, sediment, Water quality standards apply to intermittent waterbodies. [Keep listed.
- temperature and DO because the reservoir has dried up in the past and will [See Appendix A, General Response "A". Commenter
probably dry up again during years of low rainfall. Consequently, the provides no documentation that shows water quality
waterbody cannot be expected to protect its designated uses. standards are being met for listed pollutants.
Sublett Reservoir 434 65 The Forest Service stated they could provide no information that would Keep on list. Keep listed.
indicate that this stream should be deleted from the list.
Sublett Reservoir 434 17 Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Sublett Reservoir is in Appendix D of 305(b] report. DEQ [Keep listed.
supplied. Appears in ID 305(b) report Appendix A not Appendix D, listed cold water biota as support-threatened. Need more
remove from list. information to justify removing.
Teton River 118 65767 |Only headwater tributaries are in Forest and are open to grazing. The lower [Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "G". Keep listed.
¢ half is on private agricultural lands, where most habitat alteration is
_ probably occurring.
S| et'?n River, N. F. &l 113717040204 25 Intermittent streams should not be listed. Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "A". Keep listed.

AN




Creek

from list is warranted. See Appendix A, Ge neral

Response "G". i

-Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment : N
4 Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
Tex Creek 4771 ~ 65767 |Reep on Tist. Bigge impacts are below torest boundary, where stream Reep on list. oee Appenadix ’K, General Response G- eep histed.
flows through dry farms, so separate National Forest Service lands from o ’ '
_ private lands.
(T:houksand Spring 386 20 No documentation submitted with letter. Supports listing. Creek is on list. Keep Tisted.
ree
Timber Creek 1097 170340202 65767 |Although the upper reaches are in Forest and are open to grazing, the Delete from list, no polﬁtant specified. See Appendix A, -|Remove.
greatest impacts are from homes around Henry's Lake and grazing on General Response "S”.
private land in the lower reaches. No pollutant was specified, should delist.
Timothy Creek 317 717040207 65 /67  |Upper watershed unimpacted except for some livestock grazing and Insufficient information provided to remove from list.. Keep Tisted.
recreation. This is a prime spawning grounds used by Blackfoot River
cutthroat trout. The habitat is in good condition. Recommend deletion.
Toponce Creek 343717040208 65767 |Upper watershed affected by livestock grazing, recreation and timber Insufficient information provided to remove from list. See |Keep listed.
‘ harvesting. Environmental Assessment on proposed timber sale determined Appendix A, General Response "B".
no measurable effect on sediment/water quality. Excellent fisheries.
Trail Creek 311717040207 65767 |Recreation and some livestock grazing are the only impacts in the drainage. | Insufficient information provided to remove from Tist. Keep Tisted.
Recommend deletion. A
Trapper Creek 449 717040211 17 Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Trapper Creek is in Appendix D of the 305({)) report. Keep Tisted.
supplied. Appears in ID 305(b) report Appendix A-not Appendix D, remove |Both BLM and the USFS submitted information that cold
from list. water biota use is only partially supported.
Trapper Creek 443 7 17040211 65 The Forest Service states they could provide no information that would Keep on Tist. Keep listed.
indicate that this stream should be deleted from the list.
Twin Falls Reservoir 376 13 " |No documentation submitted with letter. Suggest listing since Snake R. Insufficient information provided to add. Do not add.
segments above and below are listed. .
Tyndall Creek 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. . Sediment is the pollutant of concern. )
Upper Salmon Falls 373 7 No documentation submitted with letter.” Upper Salmon Reservoir is water |Reservoir is listed. Keep listed. .
Reservoir quality limited. No specific request to list/delist. }
Upper Salmon Falls 373 6 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited i letter but not Ammonia and pathogens removed from Tisted pollutants.  [Revised listing.
Reservoir supplied. Based on published and unpublished data since 1986 for FERC
relicensing, ammonia and pathogens are not impairing beneficial use.
Walker Creek 335.01 717040208 65767 [Watershed impacted by past and proposed timber harvesting and road Keep on Tist. Keep listed.
construction. Recommend retention on list.. )
Warm Creek 213 67 A lot of riparian area has been fenced of, but no data to indicate beneficial |[Keep on list. Keep listed.
uses are attained. Keep listed.
Warm River 82 67 We have inventory, but insufficient water quality data to support removal.  |Delete from list, no pollutant specified. See Appendix A, |Remove.
Keep on list. However, no pollutants listed. General Response "S". . _
Warm Springs 215717040216 67 This creek does not flow to Birch Creek (the boundaries are wrong}. Keep on list, no information provided to indicate removal Keep listed.
Creek : Headwaters are on-Forest, but most of the stream is not. from list is warranted. See Appendix A, General Response
.Jﬂ. = .
Warm Springs 215717040216 65 Headwaters are on-Forest, but most of the stream is not. Keep on list, no information provided to indicate removal

Keep listed.
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data/information to support listing.

does not meet water quality standards or does not
support its beneficial or designated uses, the waterbody
cannot be listed.

Do not add.

Waterbody | PNRS. No/ Catalog { Comment Ny
WWillow Cr. owNam:: tinit No. Lotter No. : Comment : "~ Response Action
w Lree 235 - |Commenter recommends that waterbody be listed but does not provide Without adequate information to show that a waterbody
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Drainage

below 80% habitat capability.

Sediment is the pollutant of concern.

-WaNterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment
» ame Unit No. Letter No. Comment : Response Action |
i : Southwest Idaho Basin .
Adams Creek 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality  |Insufficient information provided to add to Tist. Do not add.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data
provided is not specific to waterbody. ‘
Alder Creek 17050123 40 Listed in the Boise NF 'orest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
: below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. o
Anderson Creek 17050127 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Tist.” See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Anderson Creek 170507121 32 X'Vater qlu'?l,ity limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Add to Tist see response to Comment 40 for this stream.  |Add.
ational Forest. .
Bannock Creek 17050112 40 Listed in the Boise orest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
’ below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Bar Creek 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality  [Tributary to Middle Fork Weiser River. Middle Fork Weiser |Do not add.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data |River is on the list. Insufficient information to add creek
provided is not specific to waterbody. s to list. See Appendix A, General Response "Q".
Basin Creek 17050120 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
: below 80% habitat capability. _|Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Bear Creek 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality  [Insufficient information provided to list. See Appendix A, |Do not add.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data |General Response "Q". :
provided is not specific to waterbody. :
Bear Creek 32 Water quality Timited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Single data point, unclear locational information. Do not _ |Do not add.
National Forest. add to list.
Bear Creek 17050113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C™. Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Bearskin Creek 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise insutticient information provided. Do not add.
, National Forest. .
Beaver Creek 892 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality See response to Comment 40. Keeplisted.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, Data
provided is not specific to waterbody. : .
Beaver Creek 892 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response ~ C". Keep listed.
» below 80% habitat capability. : Sediment is the pollutant of concern. .
Big Flat Creek 559717050102 10 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not in state 305(b] report, appendix D, several uses are listed Keep listed.
supplied. Working with BLM, IDEQ and Balanced Rock Conser, Dist., as impaired. Insufficient information provided to remove.
concluded stream was listed without scientific information, just visual
information. - delist. _
Big Creek 891717050206 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep Tisted.
below 80% habitat capability-. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Big Creek 891 /717050206 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise No pollutant Tisted in 305(b) report; however, USFS Keep Tisted.
National Forest. documents sediment as pollutant to justify listing. See
. _ response to Comment 40.
[Big Owl Creek 32 Water qlulg:nty imited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise _[Insufficient information provided to add o Tisi. Do not add.
National Forest. :
Big Pine Creek South Fork Payette River 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.




Waterbody | PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment .
Name Unit No. Letter No, | . : Comment Response Action
Hig Ratllesnake , ater quality imited based on stream inventories conducted Dy the Boise Insutficient information provided to add to list. Do not add.
Creek National Forest.
[Black Warrior 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise  |Do not add to list, insufficient information provided. . Do not add.
o ’ National Forest. There is no cobble embeddedness standard for the Boise
’ _|National Forest in their Forest Plan. 4
Boise River 761717050111 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
below 80% habitat capability. : i
Boise River, M. F. 761717050111 65767 |[This segment is listed from the wilderness boundary to Arrowrock Res. This |Insufficient information provided_to.temove from list. See |Keep listed.
: segment has the Kirby Dam on it which backs up water and sediment. Appendix A, General Response "G". ‘
Recommend this segment either be removed from the list or modified to
take the dam and its reservoir into consideration. *
Boise River, N F. 753 117050114 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise _ |Insufficient information provided to add to list. Do not add.
: National Forest.
Boise River, N. F. 753 7 17050111 - 31 Some data supplied [benthic invert, data sheets - two each for two Information on three qf the four data sheets are Do not add.
stations). Sediment impacts impair salmon spawning from Rabbit creek to |inconsistent with the instructions on the sheets. Results
Hunter Creek; should add to the list. show all stations are similar in benthic myertebrate
"quality” (i.e. "poor” or lower end of "fair"). Although
significant differences between stations is not apparent
based on these data, neither station has a "good
macroinvertebrate assemblage. However, the segment
cannot be listed without water quality data showing use
impairment. '
Boise River, S. F. 572717050113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Boulder Creek 895 717050123 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality |Keep onist". Keep listed.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data
provided is not specific to waterbody.
Brownlee, E. Branch 26 _ |Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality Sufficient information not provided for adding this stream |Do not add.
of E. F. limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data |[to list.
provided is not specific to waterbody.
Brownlee, M. F. 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality Sufficient information not provided to add this stream to Do not add.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data |list. - .
provided is not specific to waterbody.
Brownlee, W. F. 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality Sufficient lTocational information not provided to add this Do not add.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data |stream to list. )
provided is not specific to waterbody.
Browns Creek 418 1 17050101 Intermittent streams should not be listed See Appendix A, General Response "A™. Keep listed.
Bruneau River, E.F.] 558717050102 10 Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not  |Need more information before removing. State 305(b] Keep Tisted.
supplied. Working with BLM, IDEQ and Balanced Rock Conser. Dist., report states salmon spawning as not supported. Other
concluded stream was listed without scientific information, just visual uses are stated as not supported or threatened or partially
information; intermittent, runs only during large run-off events so can't list supported. Also see Appendix A, General Response "A".
for sediment - delist. .
Buck Creek 17050114 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add tolist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. ' Sediment is the pollutant of concern.




~ tvaterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog Comment B
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
ulldog Cree 0121 a0 Tisted m the ssissﬁmmmx A, General Hesponse "C'. Sediment s Add
> ear below 80% habitat capability, pollutant of concern.
Bulldog Creek 170507121 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise [See response to Comment 40, Add.
National Forest. i
Buttergulch 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality [Sufficient Tocational information not provided; do not add Do not add.
limited. Based_'on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. this stream to list. 1 -
Cabin Creek — 641,01 30779 |Data (reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Insufficient information provided to remove. Keep Tisted.
supplied. Limited documentation used and incorrectly assessed by BLM; p
should delist. .
Cabin Creek — 641.01 32 \BNoater gTaﬁ'tTﬁmited as identified by the Bureau of Land Management - Keep on list. Keep Tisted:
ise District. v )
Camp Creek 26 Commenter believes this stream to be water quality limited as it is a Do not add to list, insufficient information provided. See |Do not add.
tributary to Kennally Creek. Appendix A, General Response "Q".
Campbell Creek 170507123 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". JAdd.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. .
Cascade Reservoir 884 717050123 65767 Con‘;menter's recommend this reservoir remain on list. Monitoring data are  |Keep on list. - |Keep Tisted.
- available. ' .
Castle Creek, S.F. 683 7 17050103 32 Water quality Timited as identified by the Bureau of Land Management - Keep on Tist. Not supporting cold water biota. Keep listed.
Boise District.
Cat Creek 32 Water quality imited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Do not add to Tist, insufficient information provided. Do not add.
_|National Forest. '
Cayuse Creek 17050113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. :
Cherry Creek 560 /17050702 10 Data [reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Insufficient information provided to remove. See Keep listed.
) ‘[supplied. Working with BLM, IDEQ and Balanced Rock Conser. Dist., Appendix A, General Response "A".
concluded stream was listed without scientific information, just visual
information; intermittent, runs only during large run-off events so can't list
for sediment - delist. )
Clear Creek 890 /170507123 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing Habltat conditions See Appendix A, General Response "C™. Sediment is the Keep listed.
below 80% habitat capability. pollutant of concern.
Clear Creek 8390 /17050123 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise See response to Comment 40, Keep listed.
National Forest.
Clear Creek #1 17050112 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C™. Add.
Gardner Peak - below 80% habitat capability. . Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Clear Creek #3 17050112 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C™. Add.
Pioneerville below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Corral Creek 641.02 30779 |Data [reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letters but not Insufficient information provided to remove.. Keep Tlisted
! supplied. Limited documentation used and incorrectly assessed by BLM; .
should delist. 4
Cottonwood Creek - 844 /17050111 32 \':'Vater qlu:hty hmited based on stream inventories conducted- by the Boise See response to Comment 40. Keep Tisted.
ational Forest.
Cottonwood Creek 844 717050711 | 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality |See response to Comment 40. Keep Tisted.
. limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data ke
provided is not specific to waterbody.
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Waterbody | PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment ' 5 o
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response ' Action

Cottonwood Creek 8447 170507111 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Reep on Nist. See Appendix ,K, General Response TC". Reep histed.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.

Cottonwood Creek -844° 717050711 65 There is no pollutant listed for this stream, remove from Tist. See response to Comment 40. Keep Tisted.

Crooked River 822 /17050201 29 Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest. Delete from list, insufficient information provided. No Remove.

: pollutant specified. ; -

Crooked River 822 717050201 32 ater quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise = |Remove from list. No pollutant listed. See Appendix A,  |Remove.
National Forest. B General Response "S"..

Crooked River 822 [ 17050201 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality  |Delete from list. No pollutant listed. See Appendix A, Remove.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data "|General Response "S".
provided is not specific to waterbody. .

Curtis Creek 958 67 Current data show this segment to be limited by sediment. Since it is bull ~|Keep on ist, add sediment as the pollutant of concern. Keep listed.
trout habitat it is recommended that this segment be included as a water ’
quality limited -segment.

Curtis Creek 958 23 Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest. See response to Coinr_nent 67. : Keep listed.

Curtis Creek 958 _ 65 There is no pollutant listed for this stream, remove from hist. See response to Comment 67. ( Keep listed.

Deadman Creek 425 717050101 34 Intermittent streams should not be listed. Please see Appendix A, General Response "A". Keep listed.

Deadwood Creek 562 /17050102 10 Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Insufficient information provided to remove. Keep listed.

‘ supplied. Working with BLM, IDEQ and Balanced Rock Conser. Dist.,
concluded stream was listed without scientific information, just visual
information. - delist.

Deadwood Creek 562 717050102 2 Commenter protests listing stating that the creek meets beneficial uses of Insufficient information provided to remove. Keep listed.
irrigation and livestock grazing and sediment problems are natural.

Deadwood River - 18717050120 65 This segment occurs in a watershed where no project activity has occurred. |See response to Comment 40. Keep listed.
Recommend deletion from list. No pollutant specified.

Deadwood River 715717050120 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions - |[Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.

i below 80% habitat capability. ) Sediment is the pollutant of concern.

Deadwood River J15 717050120 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise See response to Comment 40. Keep listed. .
National Forest. ’

Deadwood River 715 717050120 67 This segment is Tisted from the headwaters on National Forest Service See Appendix A, General Response "G". See also Keep listed.

! lands to Lucky Peak Reservoir. The portion on National Forest Service response to Comment 40.

land should be deleted from the list - from the headwaters to Tenmile
Creek. The rest of the segment (including some National Forest Service
land) 'should be retained on the list. This segment picks up the listed
pollutants once it is on private land. The sources are mined land,
agriculture lands, old car bodies and other junk on private land.

Deep Creek 9121 65 This 'seg_ment is in wilderness. " State 305(b) report shows nonsupport of several Keep listed.

. |beneficial uses. See Appendix A, General Response "F".
Deer Creek 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality  [Sufficient locational information not provided, do not add _|Do not add.
' , limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data [this segment to list.

provided is not specific to waterbody. : .

Deer Creek 32 Water qluglity himited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Do not add to list, insufficient information provided. - Do not add.
National Forest. , :
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cobble embeddedness data. :

- Waterbody | PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
Deer Creek 17050173 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing nabiat conainons Add {o list. See Appendix A, General esponse "L, Add. '
below 80% habitat capability. ' Sediment is the pollutant of concern.:
Dog Creek 17056173 40 Listed in the Boi_se NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list.” See Appendix A, General Hesponse "C". _ Add.
: below 80% habitat capability. . Sediment is the pollutant of concern. .
Dry Beaver 26 »treams on the west side of the Fayetie National Forest are water quality  [Insufficient information provided to add. Uo not add.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data
_ . {provided is not specific to waterbody. , )
Dukes Creek 26 |Threatened by the scheduled Grade-Dukes Timber Sale. These streams No data given to justify listing. Pending tmber sale in Do not add.
should be listed because their existing status is uncertain. Development watershed is not sufficient reason to list.
that will affect them is imminent. -
Eightmile Creek South Fork Payette River 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions " |Add o list. See Appendix A, General Hesponse "C". Add.
Drainage below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. )
ETk Creek 17050113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
. below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
ElkFCreelg 17050113 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Goise >ee response to Comment 40. Add.
' National Forest. ; ' . .
Fall Creek 170507113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions See Appendix A, General Response "C”. Sediment is the Keep listed.
below 80% habitat capability. . i pollutant of concern..
Fall Creek. 17050113 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted oy the Boise Conflicting information. See Appendix A, General Keep listed.
National Forest. Response "CC". '
Fall Creek 17050713 26 -|[Fall Creek is water quality limited based on information in a proposed timier |Conllicting information. See Appendix A, General Keep listed.
sale document. . Response "CC". ‘
Fall Creek, W. F. 32 Water quality imited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Insufficient information provided to add. Do not add.
National Forest. .
Fawn Creek 17050123 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
: below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. :
Feather River 17050113 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise ee response to Comment 40, Add.
National Forest.
Feather River 17050113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. .
Fire Gulch 26 Streams on the west side of the Payettie National Forest are water quality” [Insufficient information provided to add. Lo not add.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data )
, provided is not specific to waterbody. :
Fivemile Creek 734 117050114 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions See Appendix A, General Response "C". Sediment is the Keep listed.
below 80% habitat capability. pollutant of concern.
{Fourth of July 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality  |Insufficient information provided to add. Uo not add.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data
provided is not specific to waterbody. :
French Creek 17050123 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
: below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
French Creek 17050123 26 Commenter pelieves this stream to be water quality imited, based on See response to Comment 40. Add.
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limited based on the judgment of Forest Serwce biologists. However, data

provided is not specific to waterbody.

Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment _ W
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment : : Resg_)onse Action
old Fork River 3 o/ This segment Is listed tfrom headwaters 1o Flat Creek and mcludes Natlonal Heach is listed as Flat Creek to Cascade Heservorr. Liste eep listed.
’ Forest Service land. Commenter recommends this remain on the listasit |[for nutrients and sediment.
is a tributary of Cascade Reservoir. However, no pollutant is listed. .
[Gold Fork River 8937 17050123 32 Water quality imited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise  |See response to Comment 67. Keep listed.
‘ National Forest.
old Fork River 893717050123 65 Recommend that this remain on the list as it is a tributary of Cascade Res. |See responseé to Comment 67. Keep listed.
Goodrich Creek 850 65 There is no pollutant listed for this stream, remove from flist. N§ pollutant listed. See Appendix A, General Response Remove.
Grade Creek 26 Threatened by the scheduled Grade-Dukes Timber Sale. These streams - No data given to justify listing, pending timber sale in Do not add.
: should be listed because their existing status is uncertain. Development watershed is not sufficient reason to list. :
that will affect them is imminent.
Granite Creek 17050112 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
: ~ |below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the poliutant of concern.
Granite Lake 899.017 17050123 65 There is no pollutant Tisted Tor this stream, remove from list. No pollutant listed. See Appendix A, General Response Remove.
Green Creek 17050113 40 [isted in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. :
Grimes Creek 746 717050112 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Keep on list. Keep listed.
" |National Forest. i :
Grimes Creek 746 / 17050112 29 Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest. Keep on list due to temperature and sediment impacts. Keep listed.
Grimes Creek 746 7 17050112 65767 |[The headwaters are in good condition and full of fish. The portion from Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Responses “G™ Keep listed.
' headwaters to Wet Gulch or Miller Creek should be deleted and from this and "B".
point to the confluence with Mores Creek should be retained on the list.
Some of this segment, like More Creek flows through National Forest -
Service land but majority of pollution comes from private land mining.
Grimes Creek 746 717050112 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat condmons Keep on list. Keep listed.
below 80% habitat capability. _ '
Grouse Creek 17050113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having exlstmg habitat conditions Add 1o list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habntat_capabmty Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Grouse Creek 1705913 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality |See response to Comment 40. Add.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists, However, data :
. provided is not specific to waterbody. .
Hardtrigger Creek 675 /17050103 33 Intermittent streams should not be listed. Please see Appendix A, General Response "A". Keep listed.
Harris Creek 17050122 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat condmons Add to Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add. -
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Hazard Creek 17050123 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
: below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
High Noon Creek 646 30/79 |Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letters but not ~ [State 305[b) report lists creek as partially supportmg cold [Keep listed.
supplied. Intermittent stream with natural sedimentation during storms and |water biota; spawning is threatened. Need more i
is within natural variability, temperature is not a water quality factor, limited jinformation to remove.
‘ documentation used and incorrectly assessed by BLM; should delist.
Hitt Creek 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are wat x qualnty Insufficient information provided to [ist. Do not aad.




below 80% habitat capability.

. Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment
, Name Unit No. - Letter No. Comment Response Action _
Hornet Creek 855 :13 There is no pollutant listed Tor ream, remove 1rom Nst, mma%mb A, General Hesponse . [Remove.
: i "S",
Hornet Creek 855 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality  [Remove from Tist, no pollutant listed. See Appendix A, Remove.
: limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data |General Response "S".
) . provided is not specific to waterbody. ’ .
Hornet Creek, N. F. 856 — 65 There is no pollutant Tisted Tor this stream, remove from list. Remove from list, no pollutant isted. See Appendix A, Remove.
’ ! ’ . General Response "S". .
Hornet Creek, N. F. 856 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality [Remove from Tist, no pollutant listed. See Appendix A, Remove.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data |General Response "S".
provided is not specific to waterbody. -
Tndian 819 26 [Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality _ [Insufficient information provided to remove from list. Keep listed.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data
. provided is not specific to waterbody.
James Creek 17050711 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. ' :
Johnson Creek 851 65 There is no pollutant Tisted Tor this stream, remove from Tist. Remove from fist, no pollutant listed. See Appendix A, Remove.
) General Response "S". .
Johnson Creek 851 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise = |See response to Comment 65. Remove.
A National Forest. . . : )
Jordan Creek 643 7170507108 63 Commenter states water should not be listed because they are not aware  [No information showing water meets standards was Keep Tlisted.
of data that support listing. > provided. .
Jordan Creek 648 %6497 17050108 32 Water quality limited as identified by the Bureau of Land Management - Keep on list. Not supporting cold water biota. Keep listed.
- Boise District.
Jordan Creek ~ 648717050108 27 Corrected errors in parameter listing based on personal communication with Insutficient information provided to revise listing.
DEQ (9/16/94) and information from Commenter 27. _
Jordan Creek 649 7 17050108 27 Some data supplied. Corrected errors based on information from Parameters oil and grease and flow alteration are removed Keep listed.
' Commenter 27 and DEQ. from list. Metals, sediment and pesticides remain as per :
DEQ ({9/16/94). Salmon spawning will remain listed as
partially supported.
Juniper Creek 644 / 17050107 30779 |Data [reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letters but not [Creek is Tisted in 305]b) report as well as SSOC Keep listed.
supplied. Limited documentation used and incorrectly assessed by BLM; {nonattainment for cold water biota).
should delist.
Lick Creek 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality Insufficient information provided to add. Do not add.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data
provided is not specific to waterbody. . 2 & .
Lightning Creek 17050121 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
_ below 80% habitat capability. } Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Lime Creek 588 7/ 17050113 17 Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Conflicting information. See Appendix A, General Keep listed.
supplied. 3 years. of monitoring information shows stream supports uses; Response "J".
: should delist but keep as SSOC.
Lime Creek 588717050113 65 No pollutant is Tisted, should be considered for removal from the list. See response to Comment 40. Keep Tisted.
Lime Creek 588 717050113 66 Commenter states water should not be listed and provides quote from See response to Comment 40. Keep Tisted.
person praising Water quality of creek at SSOC meeting. . ,
Lime Creek 588 / 17050113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.

Sediment is the pollutant of concern.




Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment . —
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
‘fLittle Cayuse Creek 32 ater quality hmited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Do not add to hist, insutficient information provided. Do not add.
National Forest. 3
Little French Creek 26 Commenter believes this stream to be water quality limited, based on Do not add to list, insufficient information provided. Do not add.
: cobble embeddedness data. :
Little Rattlesnake 32 Water quality imited Jased on stream inventories conducted by the Boise  |Insufficient information provided to add to list. Do not add.
Creek National Forest. - ) .
Little Squaw Creek 17050123 40 [isted in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat condmons Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Little Weiser River 845 /17050124 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water qual'ty Iinsufficient information provided to remove from list. Keep listed.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Servu:e biologists. However, data b
provided is not specific to waterbody. 4 _
Long Guich Creek . 32 ater quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Bonse Do not add to list, insufficient information provided. Do not add.
. National Forest. ’
Lost Creek 858 /17050111 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality  [See response to Comment 40. Add.
: limited based on the judgment of Forest Service bsolognsts. However, data
provided is not specific to waterbody.
Tost Creek 858 7 17050111 65 There is no pollutant listed Tor this stream, remove from list. _ See response to Comment 40. Add.
Lost Creek 858 / 17050111 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Lost Man Creek 17050114 40 Disted in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add 1o list. See Appendix A, General Response "C™. Add.
: ' below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Louse creek 660717050108 | 63 Commenter states water should not be listed because they are not aware  |No information showing water meets standards was Keep listed.
_ - of data that support listing. provided.
Louse Creek 660 7 17050108 27 Some data supplied. Water quality standards are or can be met and Parameter pH is removed from the list. Flow alterationis [Keep listed.
designated uses fully supported; the Sullivan Guich Modification Project also removed from the list as per DEQ (9/16/94). Salmon |-
corrected the pH problem. spawning will remain listed as partially supported.
Macks Creek 17050112 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response C~. Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Magpie Creek 32 Water quality limited as identified by the Bureau of Land Management - Insufficient information provided to add. Do not add.
Boise District. '
Manns Creek 837717050124 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality  |Keep on list. Keep listed.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data
provided is not specific to waterbody. . .
McBride Creek 672717050103 30779 |Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Please see Appendix A, General Response "A". Keep listed.
supplied. Intermittent stream with natural sedimentation during storms and |Insufficient information to show beneficial uses are met.
lds;mthln natural variability; temperature is not a water quality factor; should |Temperature is a water quality factor, as per ldaho WQS.
elist. - -
McBride Creek 672717050103 33 Intermittent streams should not be listed. Please see Appendix A, General Response "A". Keep listed.
McBride Creek 672717050703 32 \éVater I;mality‘ limited as identified by the Bureau of Land Management - Keep on list. Not supporting cold water biota. Keep listed.
: _ oise District .
Meadow Crzek 17050113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list.” See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Minneha Creek 17050112 40  [Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having exastmg habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C™. Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
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' Waterbody | PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment

. . __Name Unit No. Letter No. : Comment Response Action

Moores Creek T 30 Disted in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existng Nabiat condions mm|ded 10 2dd. Do not ada.
below 80% habitat capability.

Mores Creek 743 | 17050112 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Keep on Tist. Keep listed.
National Forest. . . ,

Mores Creek 7437170507112 40 Listed in the Boise NF Fo:gst Plan as having existing habitat conditions See Appendix A, General Response "C". Sediment is the [Keep listed.
below $0% habitat capability. pollutant of concern. :

Mores Creek 743/ 170501 12 65 This segment is listed from the headwaters on National Forest Service See Appendix A, General Response "G Keep listed.
lands to Lucky Peak Reservoir. The portion on National Forest Service : '
land should be deleted from the list - from the headwaters to Tenmile Cr.
The rest of the segment (including some National Forest Service land)
should be retained on the list.

Mud Creek 898 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality USFS information supports previous data for listing. Keep listed.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data
provided is not specific to waterbody. .

Ninemile Creek 17050120 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions See Appendix A, General Response "C". Sediment is the [Add.
below 80% habitat capability. pollutant of concern.

North Fork Gold 32 Water quality Timited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Insufficient information provided to add to list. Do not add.

Fork National Forest. . A

{Owyhee River 61T &6127 17050104 32 Water quality limited as identified by the Bureau of Land Management - These segments have no pollutants listed. See Appendix [Remove.
' Boise District. A, General Response "S".
Owyhee River, N. F| 641717050107 32 Water quality limited as identified by the Bureau of Land Management - Several pollutants Tisted and uses impaired. Keep listed.
: Boise District. ' , ,

Payette Mainstem 17050123 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.

River, S. F. _ below 80% habitat capability. : Sediment is the pollutant of concern.

Payette River, M. F. 703 717050121 32740 [Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. water quality limited based on stream Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
inventories conducted by the Boise National Forest. - .

Payette River, N. F. 881717050123 65 A small portion of this segment is bounded on one side by National Forest ~ [Remove from [ist, no pollutant specified. See Appendix A, [Remove.
Service land. No pollutant listed. Commenter recommends delisting. General Response "S".

Phifer Creek 17050114 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.

‘ below 80% habitat capability. . Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Pikes Fork 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Do not add to Tist, insufficient information provided. Do not add.
‘ National Forest. : ¢

Pine Creek 848717050112 ~ 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.

Pine Creek 848 717050112 32 Water q|u'a:\lity limited based on stream mventories conducted by the Boise Add to list. See response to Comment 40. Add.
National Forest. )

Poison Creek 687717050123 40 Listed in the Boise NF Fore_st Plan as having existing habitat conditions See Appendix A, General Response "C". Sediment is the Keep listed.
below 80% habitat capability. pollutant of concern.

Rabbit Creek 677 717050103 33 Intermittent streams should not be listed. Please see Appendix A, General Response "A". Keep Tisted.
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Comment

Waterbody | PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment
Name Unit No. Letter Na. '
abbit Creek 3 32 Water quahty

||mlfea 5asea on sEeam lnvenfones conaucfea By ﬂie lese

National Forest.

-
Action
eep listed.

Response

Keep on Tist.

‘|supplied. Dry creek except after cloudbursts, not a creek; should delist.

Rabbit Creek 77 117050103 30779 |Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not See Appendix A, General Response "A". State 305(b}) Keep listed.
supplied. Intermittent stream with natural sedimentation during storms and {report shows cold water biota, salmon spawning and
is within natural variability; temperature is not a water quality factor; should |prima-y contact recreation as not supported uses. Need
delist. ~ doctmentation that uses are supported before waterbody
is removed from list.
Rapid Creek 26 Commenter believes this stream to be water quality imited as verified by a_ |Insufficient information provided to add to [ist. Do not add-
stream inventory. ) i
Rattlesnake Creek 17050113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. : _|Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Red Canyon Creek 613717050704 32 Water quality limited as identified by the Bureau of Land Management - Keep on list. Not supporting cold water biota. Keep listed.
- |Boise District. .
Reynolds Creek 676 7 17050103 32 Water quality Timited as identified by the Bureau of Land Management - Keep on list. Not supporting cold water biota. Keep listed.
Boise District.
Reynolds Creek 676 /17050103 33 Intermittent streams should not be listed. Please see Appendix A, General Response "A". Keep Tisted.
Rice Creek 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise  |Do not add to list, insufficient information provided. Do not add.
National Forest. : . :
Roaring River 17050114 32 ater quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Add to list. see response to Comment 40. Add.
: : |National Forest. ) ’
Roaring River 17050114 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C”. Add.
: below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Robie Creek 696 65767 |A portion of the upper reaches of this stream is on National Forest Service |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "G™. [Keep listed.
. : land intermixed with private land. Recommend retention of draft list. ’
Rock Creek 17050113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Rock Creek 654 & 655 7 17050108 32 |Water quality limited as identified by the Bureau of Land Management - Keep on list. Not supporting cold water biota. Keep listed.
Boise District.
Round Valley Creek 889 26 Round Valley creek shows very high amounts of accelerated sediment Keep on list. Keep listed.
production. .
Sailor Creek 4207 17050101 5 Data {reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not  |Please see Appendix A, General Besponse AT, Stage Keep listed.
supplied. Dry creek, in only 3 of 33 years has run to Snake River; should 305(b) report lists: cold water biota, salmon spawning,
delist. primary and secondary contact recreation as non-
supported uses; agricultural water supply as threatened;
and indicated that the stream was “evaluated”.
Information that the above uses are met is required before
s removing. i
Sailor Creek 420717050101 34 Intermittent streams should not be listed Please see response to Comment 5. Keep listed.
Sailor Creek 420717050101 10 Data {reports, survey, etc.} or other documentation cited in letter but not See response to Comment 5. Keep listed.
supplied. Working with BLM, IDEQ and Balanced Rock Conser. Dist.,
concluded stream was listed without scientific information, just visual
information. Stream is intermittent, runs only during large run-off events
so can't list for sediment - delist. ) ’
Satlor Creek 420717050101 19 Data (reports, survey, etc.} or other documentation cited in letter but not See response to Comment 5. Keep listed.
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' Waterbody

National Forest.

uses.

PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
Scott Creek 1 40 Liste e poise orest Plan as having existing habitat congditions AQQ 1o Iist. See Appendix A, General Response C. Add.
. below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Scriver Creek 77050121 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as havmg exnstmg habitat conditions Add to list. See Append' ix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. . |Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Scriver Creek 17050121 32 \r:lVater qualuty Timited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Add to list. See response to Comment 40. Add.
ational Forest:
Shafer Creek 17050123 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C'. Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Shake Creek 593 /17050113 65 The Forest Service could provide no information that would indicate that Insufficent information provided to remove from list. - Keep listed.
’ this stream should be deleted from the list.
Shake Creek 593 7170507113 17 Data {reports, survey, etc.J or other documentation cited in letter but not [Appendix D of 305(b] report does list cold water biota as  [Keep listed.
supplied. Cited in ID 305(b) report Appendix A not Appendix D so must only partially supported. Insufficient information to
remove from list. remove.
Sheep Creek 77050111 40 Listed n the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat condmons See Appendix A, General Response "C". Sediment is the - [Keep listed.
below 80% habitat capability. pollutant of concern.
Sheep Creek 563 717050102 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Insufficient information provided to remove. Keep listed.
: National Forest.
Silver Creek 17050121 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
L _ below 80% habitat capability. - Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Sinker Creek 679717050103 33 Intermittent streams should not be Tisted. Please see Appendix A, General Response "A™. Keep listed.
Six Mile Creek 32 Water quality fimited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Insufficient information provided to add to Tist. Do not add. -
National Forest. . .
Sixbit Creek 956 29 Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest and Challis |No pollutant Tisted. See Appendix A, General Response Remove.
A National Forest. "s". o ’
Sixbit Creek 956 32 Water quality imited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise No pollutant listed. See Appendix A, General Response - |[Remove.
: National Forest. "s". ' ‘
Sixbit Creek 956 67 This segment is recovering well under current management and should be  |No pollutant identified. See Appendix A, General Remove.
removed from list. No pollutant is listed. Response "S".
Sixbit Creek 957 65 There is no pollutant listed for this stream, remove from list. No polfutant identified. See Appendix A, General Remove.
Response "S".
Smith Creek - 578 /17050113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Smith Creek 578 717050113 32 ater quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Add to list. See response to Comment 40, Add.
: National Forest. _ -l
Smith Creek 578 /17050113 29 Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest. See response to Comment 40. Add.
Squaw Creek 674 717050103 33 Intermittent streams should not be listed. Please see Appendic A, General Response "A™. Keep listed.
Squaw Creek 674 30 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in Tetter but not See response to Comment 32. See also Appendix A, Keep listed.
supplied. Intermittent stream with natural sedimentation during storms and |General Response "A".
is within natural variability; temperature is not a water quality factor; should
) delist.
Squaw Creek 674 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Bouse Shown in state 305(b) report as not supporting sev=ral Keep Tisted.
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tributary to Kennally Creek.

Appendix A, General Response "Q".

Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment ‘ ' T
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
Squaw Lreek 79 Data (reports, survey, elc.] or other ocumentation cited m Teter But not ——State 3050 Teport ||§§ several Bengh'cual uses as eep listed.
' supplied. Intermittent stream with natural sedimentation during storms and |"nonattained”. Insufficient information to show if water
Ls within natural variability, temperature is not a water quality factor, should |quality standards are met.
elist. -
Squaw Creek 6396 / 17050122 67 This stream segment is one of the SSOCs that is not limiting to beneficial |See response to Comment 65. Remove.
uses in the upstream reach on National Forest Service land with water
quality decreasing on private land. Recommend that this segment be
redefined from below the mouth of Third Fork to confluence with Payette.
' Delete the Forest Service portion from headwaters to Third Fork. No
pollutant is listed. ) .
Squaw Creek 696 / 170507122 65 No pollutant for upstream reach on National Forest Service with water No pollutant listed. See Appendix A, General Hesponse Remove.
quality decreasing on private land. Recommend that this segment be *S" and "G". :
v ‘ redefined from Third Fork to confluence with Payette. :
Squaw Creek, 698 717050122 32 Water quality limited as identified by the Bureau of Land Management - Insufficient information provided for adding. No pollutaqt Remove.
Second Fork Boise District. listed; not in Appendix D of 305(b) report. See Appendix
; A, General Response "S". )
Squaw Creek, 698 7/ 17050122 32 Water quality imited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Do not add to list, insufficient data to list. Do not add.
Second Fork National Forest. ’
Squaw Creek, 698 7/ 17050122 67 This segment is impacted by land uses and should be retained on the draft |See response to Comment 32. Remove.
Second Fork list. :
Squaw Creek, 698 7 17050122 65 This’segment is impacted by cattle grazing, logging and roads and should See response to Comment 32. Remove.
Second Fork ' be retained on the draft.
Squaw Creek, Third 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise [Insufficient data provided to add. Do not add.
Fork National Forest. : :
Swanholm Creek 17050111 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Tist.” See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
' below 80% habitat capability. _ Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Three Creek 561/ 17050102 10 Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not State 305(b) report lists several beneficial uses as Keep listed.
3 supplied. Working with BLM, IDEQ and Balanced Rock Conser. Dist., "nonattained”. Insufficient information to show if water
concluded stream was listed without scientific information. just visual quality standards are met. _
information. - delist.
Trail Creek 26 Trail creek shows very high amounts of accelerated sediment production. Insufficient information provided to add Do not add.
Trail Creek 17050120 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
_ below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Trinity Creek 17050113 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise See response to Comment 40. Add.
) National Forest. ' .
Trinity Creek 17050113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. ) Sediment is the pollutant of concern. v
Two Bit 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise _|Insufficient information provided to add. Do not add.
_ National Forest.
Upper Browns’ 17050114 40 ~ |Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
Creek below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Upper Squaw Ceek 17050123 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions ~|Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
: : : below 80% habitat capability. - Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Vics Creek 26 Commenter believes this stream to be water quality hmited as it is a Insufficient information provided to add. Also see Do not add.
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* Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment :

Name Unit No. Letter No. . Comment . - - Response ' Action
Warm Springs 8728 32 Water quality imited based on stream mventories congucted by the Doise mmmn&-_ Reep listed. |
Creek v National Forest. response to Comment 40.

Warm Springs 828 40 Listed in the Boise mﬂan as having existing habitat conditions Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.

Creek - below 80% habitat capability. . Sediment is a pollutant of concern.

Weiser River, E. — 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality  |Insufficient waterbody specilic infor nation provided to Do not add.

Branch ' limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data |add to list..
provided is not specific to waterbody. :

Weiser River, M. F. 853717050124 26 |Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality |Keep on Tist. Keep listed.

: limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data :

provided is not specific to waterbody. i .

Weiser River, W. F. 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality - [Tributary to Weiser River. Weiser River is on the list. Do not add.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data |Insufficient information to add West Fork. :
provided is not specific to waterbody.

West Fork Creek 32 VWater quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Insufficient information provided to add. Do not add.
National Forest.

Wet Foot Creek 32 K'Vater c‘ugﬁfy limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Insulficient information provided to add. Do not add.

. ational Forest. .

Whitehawk Creek 17050120 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list.  See Appendix A, General Response "C™. Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. |

Wikiup Creek 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality  |Tributary to Wildhorse Creek. Wildhorse Creek is on the  |Do not add.

|limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data |list. Insufficient information provided to add Wikiup

provided is not specific to waterbody. Creek.

Wildhorse Creek 820/ 17050201 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette Natioral Forest are water quality v Keep on list. State 305(b) report shows impaired use. Keep listed.

' limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data ) : _

provided is not specific to waterbody. :

Willow Creek 17050113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.

) below 80% habitat capability. ’ Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Willow Creek 17050113 32 Water quality limited based on stream inventories conducted by the Boise Add to list. See response to Comment 40. Add.
: , National Forest.
ilson Creek 17050120 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
; below 80% habitat capability. ) Sediment is the pollutant of concern. -

Wood Creek 576 7 170650113 65 767 |This stream is intermittent and by definition, does not flow year-round. - Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "A". Keep listed.
Recommend deletion from draft list. - _ ) )

Wood Creek 576 /17050113 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Keep on list.” See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.

: R below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.

Woodland Creek 26 Streams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality Sufficient locational information not provided to add this Do not add.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data |stream to list.
provided is not specific to waterbody.
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Waterbody | PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment .
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
: Salmon Basin . _
" Red River, W. F. . 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
< : below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. » ' Sediment is pollutant of concern.
American River 1303 7 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions TAdd to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
: below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Baldy Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C'. Add.
' below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Bargamin Creek 1357 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as |Insufficient information provided for listing. See Appendix [Do not add.
_ deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. A, General Response "H".
Baston Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Bear Creek 29 Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest. Insufficient Tocational-information provided to add. Do not add.
Bear Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General F‘esponse Cr. Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Bear Creek South Fork Salmon River 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions See Appendix A, General Response "C". Sediment is Add.
Drainage below 80% habitat capability.' pollutant of concern.
Bear Valley Creek 808 40 Waterbody is stream segment of concern [SSOC]. Listed in the Boise NF Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Responses "C" Keep listed.
Foresbt 'Plan as having existing habitat conditions below 80% habitat and "D". Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
capability
Bear Valley Creek 808 67 This segment is limiting to salmon smolt survival. However it is recovering [Keep on list, see Appendix A, General Response "H". Keep listed.
: under recently applied BMPs relating to its status as an SSOC. We feel the |Streams were identified by the public as "Stream
stream cannot be two things at once (an SSOC and a water quality limited |segments of concern” {SSOC]) for any of a number of
Segment -- or an "Outstanding Resource Water" for that matter} as the two |reasons, including impaired waters, threatened waters and
are at cross purposes. Recommend deletion from list. pristine waters. Waters,that are listed as being water
quality impaired, however, are those waters that do not
support one or more beneficial use (such as salmonid
_ ) spavyning).
[Bear Valley Creek 808 65 This segment is limiting to salmon smolt survival and is recovering under Keep on Tist. Keep listed.
. recently applied BMPs. Recommend that this stream stay on the list.
[Bear Valley Creek 808 & 808.1 29  [Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest. Keep on Tist. Keep listed.
Bearskin Creek 17060210 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat concitions Add to Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
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Waterbody PNRS. No/ (fhtalog Comment
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment . ‘ Response - Action
Beaver Lreek 17 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Flan as having existing habitat conditions Addto list. See Appendix A, General Response "G . Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Big Creek 7nn 30 Waterbody is stream segment of concern (SSOC) No pollutant identified. See Appendix A, General Do not add.
. Response "D". :
Big Cree:: - 877 ~ 6B This segment is in wilderness, no pollutant listed. Nutrients and sediment are pollutants of concern.” See Keep listed.
‘ : ’ = . also Appendix A, General Response "F".
Big Creek “877 29 Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest. Segment is on list. Keep listed.
Big Creek 772 40765 |Waterbody is stream segment.of concérn {SSOC). This segmentis in No pollutant identified. . See also Appendix A, General Remove.
j wilderness, no pollutant listed. Responses "F". and "D".
Big Deer Creek ~ 972717060203 65 The Salmon National Forest Hydrologist recommends continued listing of _ [Keep on list. Keep listed.
) : g'us stream. It is influenced by continued metal leaching from the Blackbird -
: : ine. : . ,
Big Eightmile Creek 1086 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Segment is listed. Keep listed.
Big Elk Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
. , below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. ‘
Big Timber Creek 1090 40 Listed on the 7989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Segment is listed. Keep listed.
Blackbird Creek 977 ] 17060203 65 The Salmon National Forest Hydrologist recommends continued listing of Keep on list. Keep listed.
' mns stream. It is influenced by continued metal leaching from the Blackbird
ine. '
Blackbird Creek 977 ] 17060203 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Segment is listed. Keep listed.
Bohannon Creek 1065 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoin; Source Program Assessment. Segment is listed. . Keep Tlisted.
Boulder Creek 870 40 Stream does not meet Forest Plan objectives based on field observations. Insutticient information for listing. Notin Appendix D of Do not add.
. ’ . Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as |305(b) report; not listed in Basin Status Report as having
deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. impaired or threatened‘uses.
Boyd Creek 17060302 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", and decision Add.
Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. ‘ document, "Forest Service Plan Star_vdards'.
Bridge Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Buckhorn Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. -
Bucktail Creek 952 65 The Salmon National Forest Hydrologist recommends continued listing of Keep on list. Based on information obtained, waterbody is [Keep listed.
this stream. It is influenced by continued metal leaching from the Blackbird |added to list. :
Mine. :
Buffalo Gulch 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
) below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. 7 ) Sediment is the pollutant-of concern. .
Cache Creek 17060205 29 Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest. Add to list. See response to Comment 40. Add.
Cache Creek 17060205 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
: below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Camas Creek 778 & 779 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as [See Appendix A, General Response "H". Do not add.
' deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. .
Carmen Creek 995 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Waterbody is on list.” Keep Tisted.
Cﬁv allis Creek 1013 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Waterbody is on list. Keep listed.
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Waterbody

PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment & .
Name Unit No. Letter Na. __Comment Response Action
00Kk Creek 77060210 a0 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conaiions Add to ist. See Appendix A, General Response "G . Add.
below 80% habitat capability. ‘ Sediment is the pollutant of concern. :
ottonwood Creek 1324 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Segment is on list due to impaired use. Keep listed.
Cougar Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C'. Add.
' : below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the poliutant of concern. '
Crooked Creek 773 65 This segment is in wilderness, no pollutant listed. No pollutant listed. See Appendix A, General Response Remove.
Crooked River, 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions AYd to Tist, See Appendix A, General Response "C'. Add.
Lower below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sedir_nent is the pollutant of concern.
Cub Creek 17060205 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. _
Curtis Creek South Fork Salmon River 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
, Drainage . |below 80% habitat capability. . Sediment is the pollutant of concern. :
Dagger Creek Middle Fork Salmon 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
’ River Drainage below 80% habitat capability. . Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Daw Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Iist.. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
. below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Deadwood Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Deep Creek 912 40 Listed on the 1389 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. ' Add.
Deep Creek 9121 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Information supports listing. Add. .

. [Deer Creek 29 Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest. Insufficient Tocational information provided to add to list.  |Do not add.
Deer Creek 1323 40 Listed on the 7989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Keep onlist. See response below. “|Keep listed.
Deer Creek 1323 7 17060209 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.

) below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. : : :
Ditch Creek 17060305 40 Listed'in the Nez Perce Forest Flan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
: ‘ below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. -
Dollar Creek South Fork Salmon River 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions -|Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C'. Add.
Drainage below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Dump Creek 989 65 The USFS Forest also supports the continued listing of Dump Creek. Keep on list. Keep listed.
Dump Creek 989 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Keep. on list. Keep listed.
Eighteen Mile Creek 1093 40 |Listed on the 7989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Keep on list. Keep listed.
Elk City Creek 17060302 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", and decision Add.
- |[Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.
Elk Creek 869 65 This segment is in wilderness, no pollutant Tisted. Keep on list. See response to Comments 29 & 40. Keep listed.
Elk Creek 869 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. . '
Elk Creek 869 29 Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest for listing. [Keep on list. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. Keep listed.
[Elkhorn Creek 805 26 e commenter believes that Elkhorn Creek is water quality imited, as IDFG listed creek for use impairment in 305(b] report. Keep listed.
evidenced by percent cobble embeddedness in the 30's. o , ) .
Fall Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
v below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Falls Creek 17060302 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", and decision Add.
_|Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.




P TRERS

below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream.

‘|Sediment is the pollutant of concern.

Name - Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
it Creek 17060205 30 Tisted in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Ist. oee Appendix A, General Response "G . AGd.
below 80% habitat capablhty Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Flint Creek . 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having exnstnng habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C”. Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Fourmile Creek 26 Commenter believes this stream to be water quality Timited, based on Insufficient information provided to add. Do not add.
information in proposed timber sale document.
rench Creek 1341717060209 39 Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez Perce Not included in any documentation used for drait 303(d) Do not add.
' National Forests - Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon spawning |[list. Need supporting information to support a new listing.
_ are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration problems. '
French Creek 1341717060209 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as |Creek fully supports uses. See Appendix A, General Do not add.
. deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. Response "H". _
arden Creek 1017 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. “[Segment is on list. Keep listed.
eertson Creek 1063 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Segment is on list. Keep listed.
Glover Creek 17060302 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", and decision Add.
. Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.
Goddard Creek 17060302 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U”, and decision Add.
Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.
Goose Creek 875 65 This segment is in wilderness, no pollutant listed. Remove from list, no pollutant listed. See Appendix A Remove.
- ) General Response "S”.
Grave Creek 1329 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Listed for impaired uses as shown in 305(b) report. Keep listed.
Green Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C~. Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. - Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Hard Creek 26 Being threatened as part of the degraded Little Salmon River System. Also |Do not add to the Tist, insufficient information provided. Do not add.
: Hard Creek is water quality limited based on information in a proposed
timber sale document. .
= [Hawley Creek 1095 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Segment is on list. Keep listed.
. |Hayden Creek 1079 40 Stream segment of concern. - These are streams nominated by the public as |Creek fully supports uses. See Appendix A, General Do not add.
deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. Response "H". -
Haysfork Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Hazard Creek 871717060210 26 Being threatened as part of the degraded Little Salmon River System. Also [No data given to justify listing; pending timber sale in Do not add.
Hazard Creek is water quality limited based on information in a proposed watershed is not sufficient reason to list.
timber sale document. |
erd Creek 29 Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest. Do not add to list, information provided indicates that this |Do not add.
stream is not water quality limited.
Hughes Creek 991 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. See response to Comment 65. Hemove.
Hughes Creek 991 65 The Salmon National Forest Hydrologist does not support continued listing  |Delete from list, based on information provided. HRemove.
of Hughes Creek as a water quality limited stream segment. Forest core .
sampling operations in recent years do not indicate a current sediment
. problem. .
Indian Creek 26 Threatened systematically as part of the Little Salmon System. See response to Comment 40. Add.
Indian Creek 17060210 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to hst. Ses Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
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Waterbody | PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment , : '
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
Island Creek 17060302 o4 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, Lieneral Response "U", and decision Add.
‘ _ Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.
Johnson Creek 9407 17060208 - [:¥4 This segment is from Ice Hole to Salmon Rwer. Should be Teft on list. Creek is listed. Keep listed.
ohnson Creek 940 7 17060208 65 Should be feft on list. Creek is listed. Keep listed.
Johnson Creek - 9471717060208 67 This segment is from headwaters to Ice Hole. Impacted by roads and Creek is listed. Keep listed.
grazing. Should be left on list. T
Johnson Creek 941717060208 65 This segment is impacted by roads and grazing. This segment should be Creek is listed. Keep listed.
' retained on list. ;
Johnson Creek 942 /17060208 40 [isted in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having exustmg habitat condmons See Appendix A, General Response ™ C”. Keep listed.
below 80% habitat capability.
Jungle Creek 17060209 40 - |Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C”. Add.
. below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Kenny Creek 1072 40 Listed on the 1983 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Segment is listed for use impairment. Keep listed.
irks Fork 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
irtley Creek 1061 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Segment remains listed for sediment and metals. Keep listed.
Lake Creek 29 Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest. Information provided indicates that this stream is not Do not add.
water quality limited.
Lake Creek 932 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as {See Appendix A, General Response "H™. Do not add.
deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection.
Leggett Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
ick Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
. below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Lightning Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C~. Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Little Boulder Creek 17060209 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C”. Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Little Canyon Creek 1165 40 Listed by IDEQ on the 1983 Nonpoint Source Program Assessmen as an Add to list. Add.
: impaired waterbody. . .
Little Cayuse Creek 29 Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest. Insufficient information provided to add creek. Do not add.
Little Eightmile 1084 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Creek is Tisted for nutrients and sediment. Keep listed.
Creek .
irlltalfé Elk Creek 17060305 40 [isted in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C’. Keep listed.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Little Salmon River 864 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the pubhc as [River is listed for impaired uses. Keep listed.
fdeserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. - .
Little White Bird 17060207 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
Creek below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. _|Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Little, Middle & 1333 & 1334 40 Uisted in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
Lower Slate Creek ' below Fishery W= .er Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the poliutant of concern.
Loon Creek 789, 730 & 791 . 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as | See Appendix A, General Hesponse "H™. Do not add.
_|deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. ‘
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‘Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment .
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment . . Response . Action
Marsh Creek 810 65 Cattle grazing was the only activity atfecting this portion ol Marsh creek . |INo pollutant listed. oee Appendix A, General Response  JRemove.
and it has been eliminated from this area in 1992. Stream conditions as "S".
described by our most recent inventory indicate Marsh Creek, is at or
exceeds Desired Future conditions of similar unimpacted streams.
Marsh Creek 810 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nomfnated by the public as [No pollutant listed. See Appendix A, General Response Remove.
deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. "S". ;
Martin Creek - 26 Commenter believes this stream to be water quality limited, based on Insufficient information to document impaired uses. Do not add.
information in proposed timber sale document. ' :
McDevitt Creek 1077 &-1078 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Segments are listed for use impairment {305(b] report). Keep listed.
'Mill Creek 1082 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Segment is listed in 305(b) report as impaired. Keep listed.
Monumental Creek 774 65 This segment is in wilderness, no pollutant listed. ~|No pollutant listed; not fisted in 305(bJ report. See Remove.
_ Appendix A, General Response "S". ;
Monumental Creek 775 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Segment is listed in 305(b) report for use iImpairment. Keep listed.
Moose Butte Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Moose Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
, below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. ‘Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Morgan Creek 1012 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as |Beneficial uses are met. No pollutant listed. See Remove.
deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. Appendix A, General Response "S".
Morse Creek 1106 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Creek is listed in 305(b) report for use impairment. Keep listed.
Mule Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C~. Add.
’ : below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Newsome Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". |Add.
- below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. -
Nineteenmile Creek 17060302 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", and decision “|Add.
Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.
North & Lower 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
Meadow Creek below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Nugget Creek 17060305 40 Uisted in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
|below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Pahsimerot River | 1099 & 11007 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as | See Appendix A, General Response "H". Keep listed.
17060202 . deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. :
Panther Creek 967 7 17060203 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Creek is listed for metals. Keep listed.
Panther Creek 967 7 17060203 36 Data {reports, survey, etc.} or other documentation cited in letter but not Listed for metals and given high priority. No change in Keep listed.
supplied. Recommends especially strong protection; Salmon National listing.
Forest plans extensive new road building.
Panther Creek 967717060203 | 65 The Salmon National Forest Hydrologist recommends continued listing of Creek is listed for metals. Keep listed.
this stream. It is influenced by continued metal leaching from the Blackbird
Mine.
Patterson Creek 1102 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Souri-e Program Assessment. Add to list.” See Appendix'A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
Sediment is the pollutant of concern. _
Peasley Creek T7060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest F_Ian as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C. - Add.
i telow Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
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Waterbody | PNR Comment '. : o =
Name _Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
Pilot Creek 17060305 30 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habriat congaiions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "G, Add.
3 below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. .
Pinnacle Creek 17060209 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Porter Creek 17060210 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. ; Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Race Creek 1336 40 Listed on the 7989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Listed in 305(b] report for impaired uses. Keep listed.
Race Creek, S. F. 1336 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
and W. F. - ' below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. -
Red Horse Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Red River, Lower, 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to fist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
Upper, Main below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Red River, M. F. - 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. , Sediment is the pollutant of concern. .
Red River, S. F. 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. _ Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Relief Creek 17060305 40 Listed in'the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
: below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Rice Creek 1327 40 Listed by IDEQ on the 7989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment as Add to list. Add.
impaired. : .
Rice Creek 959 ~ 65 There is no pollutant listed for this stream, remove from list. See response to Comment 40. Keep listed.
Rice Creek 953 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions See Appendix A, Gerieral Response "C". Sedimentis the [Keep listed
below 80% habitat capability. pollutant of concern.
Rice Creek 959 29 Additional supporting information from the Boise National Forest. Seg response to Comment 40. Keep listed.
Rice Creek 953 67 This segment historically received intense thunderstorms on the naturally See response to Comment 40. Keep listed.
erosive granitic glaciated uplands. In 1986 intense thunderstorms hit the
areas introducing much sediment in SF Salmon River. There has been no
management for 30 years prior to the blow-out and has been none since.
This stream is being monitored and is within the natural ranges of
watershed dynamics. We recommend that this segment be removed from
: list. . ;
Rock Creek 13287 17060209 40 Listed by IDEQ on the 7983 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment as Add to list. Add.
impaired..
Salmon Creek 40 Streams that currently exceed estimated Geomorphic Threshold, or streams |Do not ist. Insufficient Tocational information. Do not add.
: that have a bank stability rating of two or less (30% or more of the stream )
banks of the critical reach is unstable}. :
Salmon River 40 The Salmon river subbasin plan, prepared by the Idaho Department of Fish  |Do not add to list. Insufficient locational information_ Do not add.
and Game, notes that most of the mainstream downstream from Challisis |provided; the Salmon River from Challis to its mouth is a
unsuitable for rearing juvenile fish due to high summer stream very long stretch of River. The information provided was
temperatures. not specific enough to any segment to warrant adding
segments to the list.
Salmon River 1009, 10(1)0 (ﬁ 1011 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as [These Tver segments are listed. Keep listed.
/ 17060201

deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection.




*Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment i A '
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
Salmon River Y009 7 170602071 55 The Forest Service could provide no information that would indicate that Tnsuificient information 1o remove. Hiver is listed in eep hsted.
; i this stream should be deleted from the list. ' 305(b) report for impaired uses.
Salmon River 10107 17060201 65 The Forest Service could provide no information that would indicate that Insufficient information to remove. River is listed in Keep listed.
this stream should be deleted from the list. 305(b) report for impaired uses.
almon River 964 65 No information provided. Reach i< listed. Keep listed.
almon River 964 40 No contaminant listed. However, the Salmon River subbasin plan, prepared |Temperature is added as the pollutant of concern for this _|Keep listed.
by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, describes the Salmon River segment.
below the mouth of the Pahsimeroi, as too warm to provide spawning and
rearing habitat for anadromous fish.
Salmon River 964 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Réécﬁ is fisted. Keep listed.
Salmon River, E. F. 1021 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as [Insufficient information provided for adding. Do not add.
_ deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. _
Salmon River, S. F. [9T9 & 919717060208 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions “|Sediment is the pollutant of concern. See Appendix A, Keep listed.
below 80% habitat capability. General Response "C".
Salmon River, S. F. ~ 919717060208 6/ This segment has showed recovery in past. . Segment is listed. Keep listed.
Salmon River, S. F. 919 /17060208 - 65 This stream has showed recovery in past. Monitoring data are available. No information presented to indicate that this stream Keep listed.
o . ' should be removed from list.
Salmon River, S. F. 920717060208 65767 |[This segment has been monitored for almost 14 years and has recovered Segment is Tisted. Keep listed.
about all it can under current conditions
Salmon River, 1035 & 1036 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as [Segments are listed. Keep listed.
Yankee Fork deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. , :
Santiam Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
’ _ below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. ‘ Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Schnooer Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Secesh River 927 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as |No pollutant specified. Do not add.
) deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection.
Secesh River 928 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as |[No pollutant specified. Do not add.
deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection.
Secesh River 929 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as [Sediment is pollutant of concern. See Appendix A, Keep listed.
deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. General Response "C".
Sheep Trail Creek 17060205 40 Listed in the Boise NF Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Siegel Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C . Add.
¥ lbelow Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Sing Lee Creek 17060305 40 |Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Sixmile Creek 13067 17060306 26 Commenter believes this stream to be water quality imited, based on See response to Comment 40. Add.
information in proposed timber sale document.
Sixmile Creek 1106 7 17060306 40 (isted in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C'. Add.
: below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Sixmile Creek 876 65 This segment is in wilderness, no pollutant listed. Remove from Tist. No pollutant listed. Remove.
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" |below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream.

Sediment is the pollutant of concern.

Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment
Name Unit No. Letter No.| Comment Response Action
Shde Creek 1 Z 64 LCommenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Hesponse "U", and decision Adad. :
. _ Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. : document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.
Soda Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Squaw Creek 1029 37 Commenter believes that all benel.cial uses are met (fish present]; metals Concur that the metals data are not "bad” however, Keep fisted.
levels are good but doesn't have standards for comparison. mercury {possible lab errors) and cadmium exceed the
’ chronic criteria for freshwater organisms and thus, for
now, metals must remain listed. As far as listing only the
lower mile of this stream segment, $ee Appendix A,
General Response "G". The report of healthy fish
populations is heartening but not sufficient for delisting
{the stream, see Appendix A, General Response "B". Keep
A listed as is.
Squaw Creek 1029 & 1030 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. , .
Stanley Lake Creek 1042 65 No pollutant is Tisted, consider for removal from list. Waterbody is listed for sediments and nutrients. Keep listed.
Summit Creek 933 65 This segment is in wilderness, no pollutant fisted. No pollutant Tisted. See Appendix A, General Response Remove.
Swanson Creek 40 Stream that currently exceed estimated Geomorphic Threshold, or steams |Do not list, insufficient locational information provided. Do not add.
I that have a bank stability rating of two or less (30% or more of the stream :
_ banks of the critical reach is unstable). _
Swiftwater Creek 17060302 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", and decision Add.
, Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.
Thompson Creek 1031 37 Commenter believes that all beneficial uses are met (fish present); metals Concur that the metals data are not "bad™ however, Keep listed.
levels are good but doesn't have standards for comparison. mercury (possible lab errors) and cadmium exceed the
chronic criteria for freshwater organisms and thus, for
now, metals must remain listed. As far as listing only the
lower mile of this stream segment, see Appendix A,
General Response "G". The report of healthy fish
populations is heartening but not sufficient for delisting
the stream, see Appendix A, General Response "B". Keep
llisted as is.
Trail Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. :
Trail Creek South Fork Salmen River 40 - Listed in the Boise NF Forg_st Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
Drainage below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. :
Trapper Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest P]an as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C'. Add.
. * |below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Trout Creek 17060208‘ - 40 Listed'in the Boise ﬂF'Forggt Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
) _ below 80% habitat capability. Sediment is the pollutant of concern. : .
Turnbull creek 17060209 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Fl.an as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add..
_ below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollutant of concern.
Ewentythreemil? 17060302 | o4 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", and :‘ecision Add.
reek _ Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, “Forest Service Plan Standards”.
Upper Big Creek 17060207 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.




originates just below the Nez Perce National Forest boundary with the
confluence of the North and South Forks. If that is the intended segment,
then the terminology "headwaters” should probably be removed. There is
no pollutant listed for this stream, remove from list.

Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment
Name Unit No. Letter No. : Comment Response Action
Upper Crooked 17060207 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C'. Add.
Creek .- below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is the pollytant of concern. )
alley Creek 1040 7 17060201 17 No documentation submitted with letter. Grazing present in area but no Reach description corrected. DEQ has listed for sediment, |[Keep listed.
. pollution is cited on list so should be delisted. Change reach description to |nutrients and habitat alteration. However, nutrients
. "From Stanley Creek to Salmon River". removed from list; see response to Comment 65.
Valley Creek 1040 7 17060201 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as |[Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "D". Keep listed.
deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection.
Valley Creek 10407 17060201 65 Valley Creek #1040 is intended to be the segment from Stanley Creek to This correction to the description will be made on the fist. Keép fisted.
the Salmon River, not just from Stanley (town) to Salmon River. Nutrients |Delete nutrients as a pollutant of concern.
are not a signiiican_t problem on this stream. _ _
Valley Creek 1041 717060201 40 Stream segment of concern.” These are streams nominated by the public as |Remove from Hist, no pollutant specified. See Appendix |Remove.
deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. However, no A, General Response "S".
pollutant listed.
Van Buren Creek 17060209 0 .|Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having ekistmg habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
, below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is pollutant of concern.
Whiskey Creek 17060305 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
‘ below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is pollutant of concern.
White Bird Creek 1331 65 It is unclear what the boundaries on White Bird Creek mean. This stream Remove Trom fist, no pollutant listed. Remove.
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and the recommendation to designate them is probably consistent with the
concept of water quality limited segments. However, no pollutant is listed.

No pollutant Tisted. See Appendix A, General Response
"s".

Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment .
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
Clearwater Basin .
[Allison Creek -- 17060209 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", a?d decision Add.
Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.
American Lake 40 i.isted.on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Do not add to list, insufficient information provided. Do not add.
American River 1303 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as |No pollutant Tisted. See Appendix A, General Response Remove.
) deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. "s".
American River 1303 67 Received a "high concern™ rating in the watershed condition assessment No pollutant Tisted. See Appendix A, General Response Remove.
and the recommendation to designate them is probably consistent with the |[*S".
concept of water quality limited segments. However, no pollutant is listed.
American River 1303 39 Data [reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not No pollutant Tisted.” See Appendix A, General Response Remove.
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez |"S".
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon
spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration
problemis. :
Badger Creek 17060303 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Re;ponse CT. Keep listed.
embeddedness 75%, objective 30-35%. : '
Beaver Creek 17060308 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan} exceeded. Actual cobble Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 45%, objective 35-40%.
Beaver Creek, S. F. 17060308 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information providqd to indicate that Keep listed.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
- |segment is a manageable watershed.
Beaver Creek, S. F. 17060308 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble Keep on Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C™. Keep listed.
embeddedness 60%, objective 35-40%. . .
Bertha Creek 17060308 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan) exceeded. Actual cobble Keep onlist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 69%, objective 30-35%.
|Bertha Creek 17060308 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is @ manageable watershed. : .
Big Canyon Creek 11641 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Add to list. Already on Tist. Keep listed.
Big Creek 1172.01 40 Listed on the 7989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Add to list. Already on Tist. Keep listed.
Big Creek 17060207 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U”, and decision Add.
Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.
Big Deer Creek 972 Data {reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Listed for metals, sediment and pH. Given high priority. Keep listed.
supplied. Recommends especially strong protection; Salmon National No change in listing.
: Forest plans 26 miles of new roads most within the riparian zone.
Big Elk Creek 1304 67 Received a "high concern™ rating in the watershed condition assessment Remove.
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Listed on the 7889 Nonpoint Source Frogram Assessment. Therefore, add
to list. .

. Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment . '
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
[Big EIK Creek T304 39 Data [reports, survey, etc.) or other cocumentation cited in letter But not  |Already Nisted. eep listed.
: supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez
Perce National Forests - Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon
spav~'ming are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration
, problems. .
Big Mallard Creek 17060207 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", and decision Add.
. Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.
ig Sand Creek 1132 " 40 Streams that currently exceed estimated Geomorphic Threshold, or streams Keep on Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
that have a bank stability rating of two or less {30% or more of the stream :
banks of the critical reach is unstable). Stream does not meet cobble
embeddedness objective, based on actual instream data. Degraded to the
point that it does not meet the USFS fish habitat objectives.
1g Smith Creek 40 Streams that currently exceed estimated Geomorphic Threshold, or streams Inadequate information to determine impairment. |Remove.
that have a bank stability rating of two or less {30% or more of the stream
banks of the critical reach is unstable). )
Bingo Creek 17060308 40 Fish habitat sediment standard [from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble Keep on list. See Appendix A, General FHesponse "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 50%, objective 30-35%.
Bingo Creek 17060308 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, Tisted stream Keep on Tist, no information provided to indicate that Keep flisted.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is a manageable watershed. v
Blakes Fork 17060308 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Flan} éxceeded. Actual cobble [Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Hesponse "C". Keep listed.
' embeddedness 59%, objective 50-55%.
Bonami Creek 17060108 67 Uisting tributary streams Is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
: segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is a manageable watershed. ' ‘
Bonami Creek 17060308 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Hesponse "C". - Keep listed.
embeddedness 75%, objective 50-55%. -
Breakfast Creek 1197 41 Data Ireports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Insufficient information provided to remove. Keep listed.
supplied. Criteria used for listing is 20 years old; corrective measures have
improved quality; meets Forest Plan standards, has observed salmon.
Should delist.
Brown Spring Creek 17060304 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Flan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appenidix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is pollutant of concern.
Brushy Fork Creek 1286 67 Cotble is only slightly higher than the No Effect standard for this stream. Keep on list. Insufficient information provided to remove |Keep listed.
Existing instream fines and water quality are approaching the natural level. |from list.
This stream meets State Water Quality standards and beneficial uses are
protected. ’
Brushy Fork Creek 1256 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble |[Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Hesponse “C". Keep‘listed.
embeddedness 31%, objective 25-30%. '
Buck Creek 1202 40 Waterbody is a stream segment of concern [SSUC]. Therefore, add to list. |See Appendix A, General Hesponse H. Do not add.
Buffalo Gulch 69 Commenter supports listing for sediment and habitat alteration. Insufficient information provided to add waterbody to list. |Do not add.
_ Commenter réferences documents but no data provided. :
Butcher Creek 1292 40 Already on list.

Keep Tlisted.
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Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment Faat
Name Unit No. Letter No. ____Comment Action
amp Creek "1180.05 30 abitat s ard (Irom Forest Plan] exceeded: eep listed.
embeddedness 52%, objective 30-35%. _
Camp Creek 1180.05 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream ) Keep on Tist, no information prowded to indicate that Keep listed.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
. segment is a manageable watershed. ’
Canyon Creek 17060303 67 Canyon Creek is listed twice for the same feason. ) Remove one of the Tistings. Remove.
Canyon Creek 17060303 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan) exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep Tisted.
embeddedness 38%, objective 30-35%.
Canyon Creek, S. F]| 17060303 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on [ist, no information prowided to indicate that Keep listed.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
y segment is a manageable watershed. .
Canyon Creek, S. F| 17060303 40 . |Fish habitat sediment standard {from Foresﬂ’fa‘n) exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 44 %, objective 25-30%.
Catholic Creek 1148 40 Listed on the 1983 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add |Listed on IDEQ"s Nonpoint Source Assessment as Add.
to list. . impaired.
Cedar Creek 1156 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, Tisted stream Keep on Tist, no information prowded to indicate that Keep listed.
* |segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment i_s a manageable watershed. '
Cedar Creek 1156 40 Fish habitat sediment standard [from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
. embeddedness 96%, objective 35-40%. » ‘
Chamook Creek 17060306 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble Keep onlist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
. . |lembeddedness 88%, objective 30-35%.
Chamook Creek 1760303 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on Tist, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is a3 manageable watershed.
China Creek 17060307 67 Listing tributary streams s redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
- segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is a manageable watershed.
China Creek 17060307 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 65%, objective 25-30%.
China Creek 17060209 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", and decision Add.
g Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.
Clear Creek 39 Data (reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in fetter but not Not included in any documentation used for draft 303[d} [Keep listed.
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez |[list; not cataloged by state. Need supporting information |-
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon and more locational information to support a new listing.
spal\:lming are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration See response to Comment 40 for Clear Creek.
problems.
Clear Creek 1281 40 There has been an ongoing inter-agency effort to address. sediment and Already on Tist. Clear Creek incomrectly fisted in Salmon Keep listed.
temperature problems in Clear Creek. High stream temperatures have Basin. Pollutants of concern are temperature and
- |prevented the Kooskia National Fish Hatchery from being able to hold adult |sediment.
fish between late June and September.
Clear Creek 17060304 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Fcrest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C™. Add.

below Fishery Water Quality Objective

for that stream.

Sediment is pollutant of concern.
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and the recommendation to designate them is probably consistent with the
concept of water quality limited segments. However, no pollutant is listed.

Response "S".

‘waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog { Comment
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
Slearwater Hiver, 1184 N/A Based on data received from Corps of Engineers by EPA. Data indicate waterbody exceeds water quality standard Add to list.
N. F. ' ‘ for total dissolved gases.
earwater River, 1139 N/A Based on data received from Corp of Engineers by EPA. Data indicate waterbody exceeds water quality standard  [Add to list.
Mainstem . for total dissolved gases.
Clearwater River, S. 39 Data {reports, survey, etc.} or other documentation cited in letter but not Sediment and habitat alteration have been added to Revised listing.
F. supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez |pollutant list. :
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon
spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration
problems. .
old Springs Creek 17060307 40 Fish habitat sednment standard {from Forest Plan) exceeded. Actual cobble {Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
’ embeddedness 50%, objective 25-30%. ‘
ool Creek - 17060307 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 50%, objective 25-30%.
Cool Creek 17060307 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on Tist, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
: segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is a manageable watershed.
Corral Creek 1315 40 Stream does not meet Forest Plan objectives based on field observations. Already on list. Keep listed.
. Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment.
Cottonwood Creek 1160 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add [Already on list. Keep listed.
to list. '
Cottonwood Creek 1288 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add |Already on list. Keep Tisted.
to list.
Cougar Creek 17060307 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
_ embeddedness 49%, objective 30-35%. _
Cow Creek 17060209 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", and decision Add.
Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards"”.
Crooked Fork 1255 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Planj exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep onTist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 42%, objective 25-30%. Also SSOC.
Crooked Fork 1255(758]} 39 Data {reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Already on list. Keep listed.
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez :
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon
spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration
problems. '
Crooked Fork Creek 12556 67 During a field reviews in October, 1993, Dick Jones Forest Hydrologist Conflicting information provided. See Appendix A, Keep listed.
found Crooked Fork to be very low in instream fines. This stream has General Response "CC".
improved since the 1983 survey that indicated that it did not meet the No :
Effect Forest Plan standard. 1993 measurements indicated Crooked Fork
Creek is meeting the Forest No Effect Standard.
Crooked River 1302 40 aterbody is a stream segment of concern (SSOC).V No pollutant parameter listed. See Appendix A, General Remove.
Response "S".
Crooked River 1302 67 Received a "high concern” rating in the watershed ~ondition assessment No pollutant parameter listed. See Appendix A, General Remove.




- |Eldorado Creek

embeddedness 73%, objective 30-35%.

Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C".

Keep Tisted.

Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment L
-Name Unit No. L etter No. Comment . Response e Action -
jeadman Creek 17060303 40 -|Fish habitat sediment standard [from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble |Keep on lst. See Appendix A, General Response "G - Reep listed.
) embeddedness 62%, objective 30-35%.
eadman Creek , 17060303 40 Fish habitat sediment standard (from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C"- Keep listed.
W. F. . embeddedness 71%, objective 30-35%. '
Deadman Creek, 17060303 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on Tist, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
W.F. : segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment. :
segment is a manageable watershed.
Deception Creek 17060307 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 65%, objective 40-45%. —
Deep Creek 1122 40 Listed on the 7989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add [Already on list. Keep listed.
. v to list. , SE . '
oe Creek 17060303 40 Fish habitat sediment standard (from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C'. Keep listed.
embeddedness 43%, objective 30-35%. g
Doe Creek 17060303 .67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on Tist, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment,
segment is a manageable watershed.
Dog Creek 17060308 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble |[Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C'. Keep listed.
: embeddedness 32%, objective 25-30%. :
Dog Creek 17060308 67 Dog Creek is a steep gradient stream that has recovered from impacts in Conflicting information provided. See Appendix A, Keep listed.
. the 1970's. Water quality and instream fines are approaching the natural  |General Response "CC".
level. This stream meets, State Water Quality Standards and beneficial uses
are protected.
Dollar Creek 17060306 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected fot ﬂ’lls segment. See
. _ segment is a manageable watershed. : .|Appendix A, General Response "Q". :
Dollar Creek 17060306 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {Irom Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 55%, objective 30-35%. ] -
Dry Fork 40 Stream does not meet cobble embeddedness objective, based on actual Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
instream data. Degraded to the point that it does not meet the USFS fish :
v habitat objectives.
Dry Fork Creek 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep onlist, no information provide_:d to indicate that Keep listed.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected fon: tills segment. See
segment is a manageable watershed. Appendix A, General Response "Q".
Eldorado Creek 11756 40 Not supporting salmonid spawning. No historic Chinook run due to a Keep on list due to temperature concerns. Keep listed.
migration barrier, but the Tribe and IDFG_stocked the creek. There's a :
historic and current steelhead run. Chinook spawn Aug. - Sept. In Aug.
and Sept., the stream water temperature criteria for salmonid spawning
was exceeded 95% of the time. Steelhead spawn April - June. There is
no temperature data for April or May, however, in June, the stream water
- |temperature criteria for salmonid spawning was exceeded 97% of the time.
1175 40 rish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble
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to list.

‘Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment
Name Unit No. Letter No. e ———l0AMENt 7 Response Action

Eidorado Creek 1175 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller. Teted Siraam no information provided to mdicate that eep listed.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment. See
segment is a manageable watershed. Appendix A, General Response "Q".

Elk Creek 1189 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan} exceeded. Actual cobble Keep onTlist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 53%, objective 30-35%.

Elk'Creek 1189 41 Data (reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Insufficient information provided to remove. See Keep listed.
supplied. Criteria used for listing is 20 years old; corrective measures have Appendix A, General Response "B".
improved quality; meets Forest Plan standards, has observed salmon.
Should delist.

ETk Creek Reservoir 1190 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add [Already on list. Keep listed.
to list.

[ETk Creek, W.F. 17060308 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, Tisted stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large - beneficial uses are protected for this segment. .

_ segment is a manageable watershed.

Elk Creek, W.F. 17060308 30 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 78%, objective 30-35%. ' .

Falls Creek - 39 Data [reports, survey, eic.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Not included in any documentation used for draft 303(d] " |Do not add.
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez |list; not cataloged by state. Need supporting information .
Perce National Forests - Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon to support a new listing.
spavw'/ning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration

roblems.
Feather Creek 17060306 40 Elsh habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
g embeddedness 95%, objective 50-55%. _

Feather Creek 17060307 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, Tisted stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep Tisted.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment. See
segment is a manageable watershed. Appendix A, General Response "Q".

Fish Creek 1242 40 Waterbody Is a stream segmeni of concern [SSOC].  Therefore, add to list. Though Tisted as SSOC, water fully supports Do not add.

. . designated/existing uses.
Floodwood Creek 1198 7 17060308 48 Commenter submitted data showing that temperature standard is met. This waterbody is not listed for temperature. No data Keep listed.
: : submitted to delist water for parameters listed.

Floodwood Creek 1198 41 Data {reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Insufficient information provided to remove. See Keep listed.
supplied. Criteria used for listing is 20 years old; corrective measures have |Appendix A, General Response "B".
improved quality; meets Forest Plan standards, has observed salmon.
Should delist. - .

Gold Creek 17060308 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Hesponse "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 92%, objective 35-40%. . -

Gold Creek 17060308 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep onTist, no information provided to indicate that -|Keep Tisted.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is a manageable watershed. :

Grasshopper Creek 1172 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore add |Already on Tist. Keep listed.




PNRS. No/ Catalog

Johnson Creek

segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large

segment is a manageable watershed.

Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that
beneficial uses are protected for this segment.

Waterbody Comment .
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
Gravey Lreek 1229 40 Fish habitat sediment standard (Irom Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep on list. See Appendlx A, General Response "G Keep listed.
. embeddedness 56%, objective 30-35%. _ :
Grizzley Creek 17060307 40 Fish Rabitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C™. Keep listed.
embeddedness 46 %, objective 30-35%. :
Ham Creek 17060307 67 Ham Creek has had very few management activit:es in the past. Instream |Insufficient information provided to remove. Keep listed.
fines and water quality are approaching natural levels. This stream meets
State Water Quality Standards and beneficial uses are protected.
Hamby Creek 17060302 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
‘ : below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is pollitant of concern. :
Hamby Fork Creek 39 Data [reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Insufficient information provided to locate thls stream Do not add.
: supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez |under this name.
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon
spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration
problems. v
atwai Creek 1142 40 Listed on the 1983 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment Therefore, add [Already on list. Keep listed.
' ) to list.
Hem Creek 17060307 40 "[Fish habitat sediment standard [from Forest Plan) exceeded. Actual cobble |[Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C”. Keep listed.
embeddedness 41%, objective 30-35%. -
Holes Creek 1140.01 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add [Already on list. Keep listed.
to list. .
Isabella Creek 17060308 40 Fish habitat sediment standard (irom Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
_ embeddedness 38%, objective 30-35%. ! '
Isabella Creek 17060308 67 [sabella Creek has had relatively few management activities in recent years. |Insufficient information provided to remove. Keep listed.
There is sufficient energy to remove stored sediment from the channel.
Isabella creek is approaching the natural level of water quality and instream
fines. This stream meets State Water Quality Standards and beneficial
uses.are protected.
Isabella Creek 17060308 41 Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not See response to Comment 40. Keep listed.
supplied. Criteria used for listing is 20 years old; corrective measures have .
improved quality; meets Forest Plan standards. Should delist.
Jacks Creek 1163 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add [Already on list. Keep listed.
: -to list. )
Jerome Creek 40 Stream does not meet Forest Plan objectives based on field observations.  |Already on list. Keep listed. .
. |Jersey Creek 17060207 . 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", and decision Add.
Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. - |document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.
Jim Ford Creek 1177 30 LlsFed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore add |Already on list. Keep listed.
to list. .
Johns Creek 1295 67 Relatively undisturbed systems which really do not belong on a reasonable |Delete from list based on information provided. In Remove.
list of impacted streams. The Forestwide watershed condmon analysis addition, no pollutant listed. See Appendix A, General
suggested that these streams are in the "low concern” category. Response "S".
Johns Creek ~ 1295 40 |Waterbody is a stream segment of concern {SSOC). No polfutang specified. See Appendix A, General F.emove.
Response "S*
Tributary to Elk Creek 67 {[ustmg tributary streams is redundant.” Drop smaller, listed stream

Keep listed.
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. Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment
: Name Unit No. - Letter No.
ohnson Creek Tributary 10 EIK Creek 40 dard
I embeddedness 50%, objective 30-35%. .
essler Creek ~ 17060209 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U', and decision Add.
: Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.
apwai Creek 1143 4C Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add |Already on list. Keep listed.
. to list. . ' ’ -
pwai Creek 1167 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add - |Already on list. Keep listed.
' to list. )
aundry Creek 17060307 40 Fish habitat sediment standard [from Forest Plan) exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep on Tist. See Appendix A, General Response CT. Keep listed.
embeddedness 65%, objective 25-30%. :
aundry Creek 17060307 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
‘ segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is 3 manageable watershed. :
awyer Creek T180 & 1180.7 —40 Lislted on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add  [Already on list. Keep listed.
to list. :
Little Elk Creek 39 Data (reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not  Already on list. Keep listed.
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon
spa;\lming are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration
roblems. : :
itile Elk Creek 1304.1 ~ 67 eceived a "high concern” rating in the watershed condition assessment Already on list. Keep listed.
. and the recommendation to designate them is probably consistent with the :
. concept of water quality limited segments. )
Cittle Mallard Creek 17060207 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", and decision Add.
, Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards®. A
ittle NUF. 1196 40 Waterbody is a stream segment of concern {SSOC}. Therefore, add to fist. |Information provided does not show that it is not Do not add.
Clearwater River ’ . supporting an existing use. See Appendix A, General
: Response "H".
ittle Sand Creek 1131 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan) exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep on Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 80%, objective 50-55%.
Little Smith Creek 40 Stream that currently exceeds estimated Geomorphic Threshold, or has a Inadequate information to determine impairment. Hemove.
bank stability rating of two or less (30% or more of the stream banks of
- |the critical reach is unstable).
Little Tinker Creek 17060304 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response U, and decision Add.
Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.
Lodge Creek 17060304 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Keep on list. See Abpenalx A, General Response "C". Add. .
‘ |below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. v " |Sediment is pollutant of concern.
Lolo Creek 1173 40 Fi<h Fabitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep onlist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 49%, objective 30-35%. '
Lolo Creek 1174 40 Not supporting salmonid spawning, stream water temperature criteria for Keep on list due to temperature and sediment concerns. Keep listed.
salmonid spawning exceeded 87% of the time between April and
September. Partially supporting cold water biota, stream water
temperature criteria for cold water biota was exceeded during 25% of the
. measurements in 1991 (October - April). ' ' )
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Waterbody
Name_

PNRS. No/ Catalog
Unit No.

Comment
Letter No.

ucas Lake

202

&)

Tisted on the 1089
to list.

Response

Action

~Listed on JDEU NONPOINt Source Assessment as Impairea.

ACO.

aggie Creek

1280

Tributary to WMeadow

40

Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add
to list.

Listed on IDEQ Nonpoint Source Assessment as impaired.

Add.

Marnering Creek

Creek, E. F.

67

Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large
segment is a manageable watershed.

Keep on Iist; no information provided to indicate that
beneficial uses are protected for this segment.

Keep listed.

Mannering Creek

Tributary to Meadow
Creek, E. F.

40

Stream currently exceeds estimated Geomorphic Threshold, or has a bank
stability rating of two or less (30% or more of the stream banks of the
critical reach is unstable). Stream does not meet cobble embeddedness
objective, based on actual instream data. Degraded to the point that it
does not meet the USFS fish habitat objectives.

Keep onlist. See Appendix A, General Response "C".

-

Keep listed.

Marten Creek

17060307

67

Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large
segment is a manageable watershed.

Keep on list, no information proitidgd to indicate that
beneficial uses are protected for this segment.

Keep listed.

Marten Creek

17060307

40

Fish habitat sediment standard [from Forest Planf exceeded. Actual cobble
embeddedness 75%, objective 30-35%. ,

Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Hesponse "C".

Keep listed.

Maurice Creek

69

Commenter supports listing for sediment and habitat alteration.
Commenter references documents but no data provided.

Insufficient information provided to add waterbody to list.

Do not add.

Meadow Creek

1265

39

Data Ireports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter Gut not
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon
spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration

Meadow Creek

1265

67

No pollutant listed. See Appendix A, General Response
"S".

Remove.

roblems, .
%elatlvely undisturbed systems which really do not belong on a reasonable
list of impacted streams. The Forestwide watershed condition analysis
suggested that these stream are in the "low concern” category.

See response to Comment 40.

Remove.

Meadow Creek

1265

41

Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not
supplied. Area has little activity other than limited recreation. Should
st.

See response to Comment 40.

Hemove.

Meadow Creek

1265

40

deli :
V&Eterbody is a stream segment of concern [SSUC]. Therefore, add to list.

See response to Comment 40.

Remove.

Meadow Creek, E.
F.

40

Streams that currently exceed estimated Geomorphic Threshold, or streams
that have a bank stability rating of two or less (30% or more of the stream
banks of the critical reach is unstable). Stream does not meet cobble
embeddedness objective, based on actual instream data. Degraded to the
point that it does not meet the USFS fish habitat objectives.

Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C".

Keep listed.

Middle Creek

17060307

40

Fish habitat sediment standard [from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble
embeddedness 50%, objective 35-40%.

Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C".

Keep listed.

Mill Creek

1283

39

Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in fetter but not
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon

spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration
problems. _ ‘ .

Ng pollutant listed. See Appendix A, General Fesponse

Remove.
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segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large

segment is a manageable watershed.

beneficial uses are protected for this segment.

- Waterbody | PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment :
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
il Cree : 3 - o7 Heceived a "high conqem" rating in the watershed condition assessment No pollutant listed. See Appendix A, General Response Hemove.
and the recommendation to designate them is probably consistent with the |"S".
concept of water quality limited segments. However, no pollutant is listed.
Mill Creek 1293 76 $tréams on the west side of the Payette National Forest are water quality  |See response to Comment 39. Remove.
limited based on the judgment of Forest Service biologists. However, data
proyided is not specific to waterbody. .
Mission Creek 1147 40 Lis'ted on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add [Already on list. Keep listed.
to list.
Moose Creek 39 Data l(reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Not included in any documentation used for draft 303{d] |[Do not add.
) supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez list; not cataloged by state. Need supporting information
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon to support a new listing. Not added to list.
spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration
. problems. ‘ A
Mox Creek 40 Stream documented by the Clearwater National Forest to have sediment Values applicable to S. F. Salmon River not necessarily Do not add.
conditions worse than those in the SF Salmon River. applicable elsewhere. Insufficient information provided on
: sediment conditions to add to list.
Mud Creek 17060306 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
. segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
. segment is a manageable watershed.
Mud Creek 17060306 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 50%, objective 35-40%.
Musselshell Creek 1177 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Flan] exceeded. Actual cobble Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
: embeddedness 61%, objective 30-35%.
Musselshell Creek 1177 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
' segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is a manageable watershed. . i
Mystery Creek 17060303 40 Fish habitat sediment standard (from Forest Plan) exceeded. Actual cobble Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
: embeddedness 565%, objective 30-35%. :
Mystery Creek 17060303 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is a manageable watershed. :
Newsome Creek 1301 . 30 Waterbody is a stream segment of concern (SSOCY. No pollutant specified. See Appendix A, General Remove.
Response "S". : A
Newsome Creek 1301 39 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not No pollutant specified. See Appendix A, General HRemove.
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez Response "S".
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon
spa;;rning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration
: roblems. : .
Newsome Creek 1301 67 Estea in the Salmon River basin, but is located in the Clearwater Basin. Already listed in Clearwater Basin but see Appendix A,
General Response "S”. i
Nut Creek 17060303 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep onTist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
: , embeddedness 45%, objective 25-30%. :
Nut Creek 17060303 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant.” Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on Tist, no information provided to indicate that - |Keep Tisted.
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PNRS. No/ Catalog

Waterbody Comment .
Name Unit No. - Letter No. Comment Response Action
"hara Creek 1264 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions See Appendix A, General Response 'C . Sedimentis Keep listed.
’ below Fishery Water QUality Objective for that stream. pollutant of concern. -
"Hara Creek 1262 39 Data (reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Already on list. Keep listed.
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon
spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration .
problems. ' .
rogrande Creek 1215 41 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not Insufficient information provided to remove trom list. Keep listed.
supplied. Criteria used for listing is 20 years old; corrective measures have |Also, see Appendix A, General Response "B".
improved quality; meets Forest Plan standards, has observed salmon.
Should delist. v ;
rogrande Creek 1215 40 Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add Already on list. Keep h_sted.
to list. :
Orogrande Creek 1215 67 Cobble embeddedness is within the Forest's Desired Future Condition. This |Insufficient information to r'emove. Keep Tisted.
. stream meets Forest Plan standards for sediment. ‘
Orogrande Creek 1215 39 Data (reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not  |Already on list. Keep listed.
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon
spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration
. problems.
Osier Creek 1225 40 Fish habitat sediment standard (from Forest Plan) exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 62%, objective 30-35%. :
Palouse Creek, N. F 1133 40 1Fish habitat sediment standard [from Forest Plan) exceeded. Actual cobble |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
: embeddedness 47%, objective 40-45%. :
Palouse River 1120 40 . Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore add  |Already on Tist. - Keep listed.
: to list.
Papoose Creek 17060303 40 Fish habitat sediment standard (from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 45%, objective 30-35%. . :
Parachute Creek 17060303 40 Fish habitat sediment standard (from Forest Plan) exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
. ' embeddedness 100%, objective 30-35%. :
Parachute Creek 17060303 67 [isting tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed: -
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
_ segment is a manageable watershed. .
Parachute Creek 17060303 68 Data (reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Conflicting information. See Appendix A, General Keep Tisted.
: ) _ supplied. Commenter's sediment & fish population data support delisting. |Responses "B" and "CC".
Parachute Creek 17060303 68 Commenter requests delisting creek. Reference to survey showing Conllicting information. See Appendix A, General Keep listed.
cutthroat trout and fine sediment data. v Response "CC". ’
Partridge Creek 17060308 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is a manageable watershed. '
Partridge Creek 17060308 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan) exceeded. Actual cobble |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response *Cr. Keep listed.
embeddedness 75%, ob,ective 50-55%.
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supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon
spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration

problems.

Comment 41, -

‘Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog Comment
' Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment o - Response “Action
easley Lreek 39 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited i letter but not  JINot included in any documentation used for draft 303[{d] [Do not add.
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez llist; not cataloged by state. Need supporting information
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon to support a new listing.
spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration
problems. :
ete King Creek 17060303 40 Fish h:bitat sediment standard [from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C™. [Keep listed.
embeddedness 36%, objective 30-35%.
Pete King Creek, 17060303 40 — |Fish habitat sediment standard [from Forest Plan) exceeded Actual cobble |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
W. F. embeddedness 80%, objective 25-30%.
Pete King Creek, 17060303 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
W. F. : segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large . beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is a manageable watershed.
Pine Creek 11671 & 11671 40 Streams that currently exceed estimated Geomorphic Threshold, or streams [Keep on list. See Apeendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
that have a bank stability rating of two or less (30% or more of the stream
banks of the critical reach is unstable}. Stream does not meet cobble
embeddedness objective, based on actual instream data. Degraded to the
point that it does not meet the USFS fish habitat objectives.
Pine Knob Creek 17060304 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list. See Abpendix A, General Response "C". Add.
. below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is pollutant of concern. _
Placer Creek 17060303 40 Fish habitat sediment standard (from Forest Plan) exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 42%, objective 25-30%. i
[Placer Creek 17060303 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is a manageable watershed.
Poor Man Creek 17060108 40 Stream currently exceeds estimated Geomorphic Threshold, or has a bank |inadequate information for listing. Remove
stability rating of two or less (30% or more of the stream banks of the
_ critical reach is unstable). ]
Porcupine Creek =~ |[Tributary to the Potlatch 40 Fish habitat sediment standard (from Forest Plan) exceeded. Actual cobble |[Keep onlist. See Appendix A, General Respbnse C~. eep listed.
River embeddedness 97 %, objective 50-55%.
Porcupine Creek Tributary to the Potlatch 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
River segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is a manageable watershed.
Potlatch River 1149 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble |Already on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C".  [Keep listed.
embeddedness 100%, objective 50-565%. Listed on the 1989 Nonpoint
o Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add to list.
Potlatch River, 17060306 40 Fish habitat sediment standard (from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C'. Keep listed.
W. F. embeddedness 96%, objective 50-55%. . .
Quartz Creek 1213 41 Data (reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not No pollutant identified. See Appendix A, General Remove.
supplied. Criteria used for listing is 20 years old; corrective measures have |Response "S*”
improved quality; meets Forest Plan standards, has observed salmon.
Should delist.
Quartz Creek 1213 39 Data (reports, survey, etc. ) or other documertation cited in letter but not Insufficient information provided. See also response to Remove.




The temperature conditions measured during three years of monitoring are
believed to be largely of natural origins. The Selway river was being

considered for Outstanding Resource Water Status two years ago.

vvaterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment . :
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment ___Response Action
Uuartz Creek 1213 b/ Cobble embeddedness is within the Forest s Desired Future Condition. This |No pollutant identified. See Appendix A, General Hemove.
_ stream meets Forest Plan Standards for sediment. : Response "S". . _
Rackliff Creek - 17060302 40 Listed in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to Tist. See Appendix A, General Response "C". _ Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. : Sediment is pollutant of concern.
Red River 1306 67 Received a "high concern™ rating in the watershed condition assessment No pollutant Tisted. See Appendix A, General Response Remove.
and the recommendation to designate them is probably consistent with the ["S".
concept of water quality limited segments. However, no pollutant is listed.
Red River 1306 40 Waterbody is'a stream segment of concern (SSOC). Therefore, add to list.” |Delete from Tist, no pollutant specified. See Appendix A, |Remove.
General Response "S".
Red River 1306 39 Data [reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Insufficient information provided to keep listed. Remove.
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon
spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration
problems.
Red River, S_'F. 1307 67 Received a "high concern™ rating in the watershed condition assessment - [No pollutant listed. See Appendix A, General Response Remove.
and the recommendation to designate them is probably consistent with the |"S".
concept of water quality limited segments. However, no pollutant is listed. . ,
Red River, S. F. 1307 40 Stream segment of concern. These are streams nominated by the public as |No pollutant specified. See Appendix A, General Remove.
: deserving of heightened levels of water quality protection. However, no Response "S".
pollutant specified.
Red River, 5.F. 1307 33 Data [reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Insufficient information provided. Remove.
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon
spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration
problems.
Red Rock Creek 1289 40 Listed on the 7989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add  |Already on list. Keep listed.
to list. )
Reeds Creek 1193 41 Data (reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Insufficient information provided to remove. See Keep listed.
supplied. Criteria used for listing is 20 years old; corrective measures have |Appendix A, General Response "B".
improved quality; meets Forest Plan standards. Commenter has observed
salmon. Should delist.
Reeds Creek 11393 40 Listed on the 7989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add Already onTist. Keep listed.
to list. ’ : . .
Rhett Creek 17060207 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U™, and decision Add.
Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards".
Sears Creek 17060305 64 Commenter' requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U™, and decision Add.
Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, “Forest Service Plan Standards".
Selway River 17060301, 17060303 67 The Selway River is one of the least impacted rivers in the lower 48 states. [Remove from list based on information provided. Hemove.
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_ Waterbody PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment :
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment Response Action
bevenmlle Creek 1181 40 Listed on the TﬁNonpomt dource Program Assessment, Insutticient information provided to remove. eep histed.
Sheep Creek 40 Streams that currently exceed estmated Geomorphic Threshold, or streams Insufficient Tocation information provided. Do not add.
that have a bank stability rating of two or less (30% or more of the stream .
banks of the critical reach is unstable). Stream does not meet cobble
embeddedness objective, based on actual instream data. Degraded to the
point that it does not meet the USFS fish habitat objectives.

Shingle Creek 17060270 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", and decision Add.
Forest Service Plan StandardsIObiectives._ document, "Forest Service Plan Standards”.

Shoot Creek 17060303 . 40 Fish habitat sediment standard (from Forest Plan) exceeded. Actual cobble See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 32%, objective 25-30%. _

Shoot Creek 17060303 67 Shoot creek is a steep gradient stream with high energy to remove stored Insufficient information provided to remove. See Keep.
sediment. Existing instream fines and water quality are approaching the Appendix A, General Response "CC".-
natural level. This stream meets State Water Quality Standards and
beneficial uses are protected.

Shotgun Creek 17060303 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan} exceeded. Actual cobble |See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 38%, objective 30-35%.

Silver Creek 39 Data [reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in Tetier but not " [Not included in any documentation used for draft 303(d]  |Do not add:
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez list; not cataloged by state. Need supporting information
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon to support a new listing.
spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration

: problems. :

Sixmile Creek 1179 40 Listed on the 7989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add  |Already on list. Keep Tisted.
to list. i '

Skookumchuck 17060209 64 Commenter requests adding water based on waterbody not achieving See Appendix A, General Response "U", and decision Add.

Creek ’ Forest Service Plan Standards/Objectives. document, "Forest Service Plan Standards".

Skull Creek 12711 41 Data [reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not No pollutant identified. See Appendix A, General Remove.

. supplied. Criteria used for listing is 20 years old; corrective measures have Responses "S" and "B".

improved quality; meets Forest Plan standards, has observed salmon.
Should delist.

Skull Creek 1211 39 Data {reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Insufficient information provided. No pollutant of Remove.
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez concern. See Appendix A, General Response "S".
Perce National Forests. Beneficial uses for cold water biota and salmon
spawning are not met; sediment, temperature, and habitat alteration
problems. ; ;

Skull Creek 1211 67 Cobble embeddedness is within the Forest's Desired Future Condition. This |No pollutant identitied. See Appendix A, General Remove.
stream meets Forest Plan standards for sediment. Responses "S" and "B". '

Skull Creek 1211 40 Waterbody is a stream segment of concern (5S0C). See Appendix A, General Response "H™. Remove.

Sneak Creek 17060307 40 Streams that currently exceed estimated Geomorphic Threshold, or streams Keep on Tist.  See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
that have a bank stability rating of two or less {30% or more of the stream
banks of the critical reach is unstable). Stream does not meet cobble
embeddedness objective, based on actual instream data. Degraded to the
point that it does not meet the USFS fish habitat objectives.

Solo Creek 17060304 40 Disted in the Nez Perce Forest Plan as having existing habitat conditions Add to list.  See Appendix A, General Response "C". Add.
below Fishery Water Quality Objective for that stream. Sediment is pollutant of concern.
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Waterbody | PNRS. No/ Catalog | Comment : ' S
Name Unit No. Letter No. Comment ' Response Action
ourdough Creek 17 67 Listing tributary Streams 15 redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream eep on hist, no information provided to indicate tha eep hsted.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large |beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is a manageable watershed. i
ourdough Creek 17060308 40 Fish habitat sediment standard (from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble |Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response C". Keep listed.
' : embeddedness 74 %, objective 30-35%. 7
Spruce Creek 1256.01 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan} exceeded. Actual cobble Keep on fist. See Appendix A, General Response C". Keep listed.
) embeddedness 78%, objective 30-35%. _ _
Spruce Creek 1256.01 7/ 17060303 68 Commenter requests delisting of creek based on macroinvertebrate data, Dick Jones, (personal communication, 9/20/94), stated eep listed.
personal knowledge, and personal communication with Dick Jones, _|that cobble embeddedness in the stream was 78%. Mr.
Clearwater National Forest hydrologist. , Jones said it was not known if this was due to natural
: conditions. .
Squaw Creek 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan} exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep listed. See Appendnx A, General Response "C"/ Keep listed.
embeddedness 45%, obiective 30-35%. ,
Strychnine Creek 1130 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan} exceeded. Actual cobble [Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C'. Keep listed.
embeddedness 66 %, objective 50-565%. 3
Sugar Creek - 17060307 67 Listing tributary streams is redundant. Drop smaller, listed stream Keep on list, no information provided to indicate that Keep listed.
segments that are tributary to larger, listed segments when the large beneficial uses are protected for this segment.
segment is a manageable watershed. i
Sugar Creek 17060307 40 Fish habitat sediment standard {from Forest Plan] exceeded. Actual cobble - [Keep on list. See Appendix A, General Response "C'. Keep listed.
embeddedness 64 %, objective 30-35%.
Swamp Creek 1192 41 Data [reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Insufficient information provided to remove. Also, see Keep listed.
! supplied. Criteria used for listing is 20 years old; cofrective measures have |Appendix A, General Response "B".
improved quality; meets Forest Plan standards, has observed salmon.
Should delist.
Swamp Creek 77060307 67 There have been very few management activities that produced and Keep on list. Insufficient information provided to remove. [Keep listed.
delivered sediment to Swamp Creek. Momtonng over the past several
years indicates the stream water quality is very good. Levels of instream
fines are approaching natural. This stream meets State Water Quality
Standards and beneficial uses are protected.
Swamp Creek 17060307 40 Fish habitat sedlment standard {from Forest Plan) exceeded Actual cobble |See Appendix A, General Response "C". Keep listed.
embeddedness 44%, objective 30-35%.
Swamp Creek 17060307 41 Data {reports, survey, etc.] or other documentation cited in letter but not According to USF5S, creek exceeds embeddedness - Keep listed.
supplied. Criteria used for listing is 20 years old; corrective measures have |standard specnflcally for the Clearwater Natlonal Forest.
improved quality; meets Forest Plan standards. Should delist. See response to Comment 40.
Sweetwater Creek 1145 & 11451 40 Llslted on the 1989 Nonpoint Source Program Assessment. Therefore, add [Already on list. Keep listed.
3 to list l
Swiftwater Creek 39 Data {reports, survey, etc.) or other documentation cited in letter but not Not included in any documentation used for draft 303{d] |Do not add.
supplied. Commenter is a former fisheries biologist for Clearwater and Nez |<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>