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Introduction 
One of the original purposes for establishing the National Forest System was to protect our nation’s 
water resources. The 2012 planning rule includes a newly created set of requirements associated with 
maintaining and restoring watersheds and aquatic ecosystems, water resources, and riparian areas in 
the plan area. The increased focus on watersheds and water resources in the 2012 planning rule reflects 
the importance of this natural resource, and the commitment to stewardship of our waters. As such, the 
HLC NF has developed an aquatic conservation strategy to address watersheds and water resources on 
the Forest. 

The 2012 planning rule requires that plans identify watersheds that are a priority for restoration and 
maintenance. The 2012 planning rule requires all plans to include components to maintain or restore 
the structure, function, composition, and connectivity of aquatic ecosystems and watersheds in the plan 
area, taking into account potential stressors, including climate change, and how they might affect 
ecosystem and watershed health and resilience. Plans are required to include components to maintain 
or restore water quality and water resources, including public water supplies, groundwater, lakes, 
streams, wetlands, and other bodies of water. The planning rule requires that the FS establish best 
management practices for water quality and that plans ensure implementation of those practices. 

Plans are also required to include direction to maintain and restore the ecological integrity of riparian 
areas. The Nez Perce-Clearwater proposes to maintain riparian areas through riparian management 
zones, and related components. This direction will also protect native fish and further strengthen the 
watershed conservation network. 

This appendix includes four sections. The first section is watershed condition framework and priority 
watersheds. Watershed condition framework is a national strategy designed to restore watersheds to 
their natural potential condition. The 2012 planning rule requires that plans identify watersheds that are 
a priority for restoration and maintenance.   The second section discusses the impaired waterbodies on 
the state 303(d) list and total maximum daily loads plans. The third section covers municipal watersheds 
and source water protection areas. The final section is the conservation watershed network, which is 
designed to provide long-term protection, connectivity, and survival of native fish. 

Watershed Condition Framework and Priority Watersheds 
Watershed Condition Framework 
In 2011, sixth-level watersheds (typically 10,000 to 40,000 acres) across all NFS lands were classified 
using the national watershed condition framework. This framework was designed to be a consistent, 
comparable, and credible process for improving the health of watersheds across all NFS lands. The first 
step was to rate the watershed condition of each watershed, utilizing existing data, knowledge of the 
land, and professional judgment. Watersheds were rated using a set of indicators of geomorphic, 
hydrologic, and biotic integrity relative to potential natural condition.  

Watershed condition was evaluated for each the subwatersheds, typically 10,000 to 40,000 acres, across 
the Nez Perce-Clearwater utilizing Watershed Condition Framework (USDA, 2011), a methodology that 
characterizes watershed condition based on characteristics and attributes related to watershed 
processes.  Subwatersheds were ranked in one of three discrete classes that reflect the level of 
watershed health or integrity (Potyondy and Geier, 2011). Watershed health and integrity are 
considered conceptually the same (Regier, 1993). Watersheds with high integrity are in an unimpaired 
condition in which ecosystems show little or no influence from human actions (Lackey, 2001). 
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Within this context, the three watershed condition classes are directly related to the degree or level of 
watershed functionality or integrity:  

• Class 1 - functioning properly: watersheds exhibit high geomorphic, hydrologic, and biotic 
integrity relative to their natural potential condition.  

• Class 2 - functioning-at-risk: watersheds exhibit moderate geomorphic, hydrologic, and biotic 
integrity relative to their natural potential condition.  

• Class 3 - impaired: watersheds exhibit low geomorphic, hydrologic, and biotic integrity relative 
to their natural potential condition.  

The Watershed Condition Framework (USDA, 2011) characterizes a watershed in good condition as one 
that is functioning in a manner similar to natural wildland conditions. This characterization should not be 
interpreted to mean that managed watersheds cannot be in good condition. A watershed is considered 
to be functioning properly if the physical attributes are adequate to maintain or improve biological 
integrity. This consideration implies that a class 1 watershed that is functioning properly has minimal 
undesirable human impact on its natural, physical, or biological processes, and it is resilient and able to 
recover to the desired condition when disturbed by large natural disturbances or land management 
activities (Yount and Niemi, 1990). By contrast, a class 3 watershed has impaired function because some 
physical, hydrological, or biological threshold has been exceeded. Substantial changes to the factors that 
caused the degraded state are commonly needed to set them on a trend or trajectory of improving 
conditions that sustain physical, hydrological, and biological integrity. 

Watershed conditions vary across the Nez Perce-Clearwater with conditions ranging from those 
unaffected by direct human disturbance to those exhibiting various degrees of modification and 
impairment. In 2011, the Nez Perce-Clearwater completed the watershed condition classification for 220 
HUC12 subwatersheds. In summary, 140 watersheds were rated as functioning properly, 73 were rated 
as functioning at risk, and 7 were rated as impaired.  

Priority Watersheds 
The 2012 planning rule requires that forest plans identify watersheds that are a priority for restoration 
and maintenance. Priority areas for potential restoration activities could change quickly because of 
events such as wildfire or the introduction of invasive species. Therefore, the 2012 planning rule 
includes priority watersheds as plan content, so that an administrative change could be used to quickly 
respond to changes in priority. 

Watersheds that are a priority for maintenance or restoration include: 

• Upper Elk Creek (HUC12 #170603080701),  

• Upper Clear Creek (HUC12 #170603040102),  

• Upper Little Slate Creek (HUC12 #170602090301).  

Future priority watersheds will be determined throughout the life of this plan. Priority watersheds 
identified would require the development of a watershed restoration action plan.  
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Impaired 303(d) Listed Waterbodies and Total Maximum Daily Load  
IDEQ 303(d)/305(b) Integrated Report  
The IDEQ 303(d)/305(b) Integrated Report is a compilation of information about the water quality status 
of all Idaho waters and is a requirement of the Clean Water Act.  Integrated reports are compiled 
biennially and are submitted to the US Environmental Protection Agency for approval. There are two 
main parts to the integrated report: 1) the 305(b) list, which summarizes the current condition of all 
state waters; and 2) the 303(d) list, which identifies those waters that are impaired or water quality 
limited and needing a total maximum daily load. 

Both lists are named in accordance with the sections of the CWA where they are defined. Impaired 
waters listed on the 303(d) list are simply a subset of those on the 305(b) list. The Integrated Report 
places all state water bodies into at least one of five primary categories, which are shown in Table 1. 
These categories describe how a water body relates to its beneficial uses.  

Table 1.  Integrated Report categories and miles occurring of each occurring on the Nez Perce-
Clearwater (IDEQ, 2019).  

Category Description Assessed Miles 

1 Waters are wholly within a designated wilderness or Idaho roadless 
area and presumed to be fully supporting all beneficial uses. 1,691 

2 Waters are fully supporting those beneficial uses that have been 
assessed 2,839 

3 Waters have insufficient or no data and information to determine if 
Beneficial uses are being attained or not 1,698 

4A Waters do not support one or more beneficial uses, but a TMDL is 
completed and approved by EPA 1,309 

4C 

Waters do not support one or more beneficial uses. Waters are those 
failing to meet applicable water quality standards 
Due to other types of pollution, such as habitat or flow alteration, not 
a pollutant., and thus a TMDL is not required 

333 

5 Waters of the state that are listed as impaired on the 303(d) list and 
for which a TMDL is required 150 

The most current US Environmental Protection Agency approved report is the 2016 Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality 303(d)/305(b) Integrated Report (IDEQ, 2019). All lakes on the Nez Perce-
Clearwater that the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality has assessed are fully supporting 
beneficial uses and none are listed as impaired (IDEQ, 2019).  The Idaho Department of Environmental 
Quality has identified about 8,000 miles of stream on the Nez Perce-Clearwater, of which 21 percent 
have yet to be assessed for water quality (Table 2). Approximately 4,527 miles of stream are determined 
to be fully supporting beneficial uses, while 1,786 miles of stream segments on the Nez Perce-
Clearwater are not supporting beneficial uses (IDEQ, 2019).  
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Table 2. Beneficial use categories and miles of each occurring on the Nez Perce-Clearwater (IDEQ, 
2019). 

2014 Integrated Report 305(b) Category Stream miles Percent of total stream miles 
Fully Supporting 4,527 57 
Not Assessed 1,693 21 
Not Supporting 1,786 22 

Streams not supporting beneficial uses do not meet applicable water quality standards for their 
designated beneficial uses and are termed impaired or water quality limited.  They are assigned 
Category 4 or 5 designations. Table 3 displays the miles of stream on the Nez Perce-Clearwater that are 
designated as category 4 or 5 and the pollutants or pollution for which the water body is impaired.   

Table 3. 2014 Integrated Report category 4 and 5 stream miles and related pollutant or pollutions by 
subbasin occurring on the Nez Perce-Clearwater (IDEQ, 2019). 

Subbasin 
Total 
Miles 

Assessed 

Category 4A 
(miles) 

Category 4C 
(miles) 

Category 5 
(miles) Pollutants or Pollutions 

Hangman 14 14 0 0 sediment, temperature, 
bacteria 

Palouse 190 4 52 0 

sediment, temperature, 
bacteria, flow regime 
alterations, physical 
substrate habitat alterations 

Rock 4 0 0 0 none 
Middle 
Salmon-
Chamberlain 

846 53 0 0 temperature 

Lower Salmon 467 3 0 0 bacteria 
Little Salmon 83 0 0 0 none 
Upper Selway 451 0 0 0 none 
Lower Selway 1297 0 0 0 none 
Lochsa 1378 0 0 137 temperature 
Middle Fork 
Clearwater 167 0 0 0 none 

South Fork 
Clearwater 1170 922 176 0 

temperature, sediment, 
physical substrate habitat 
alterations 

Clearwater 334 99 81 3 
temperature, flow regime 
alterations, physical 
substrate habitat alterations 

Upper North 
Fork 
Clearwater 

1422 191 5 5 
temperature, sediment, 
physical substrate habitat 
alterations 

Lower North 
Fork 
Clearwater 

186 23 19 0 

temperature, sediment, 
bacteria, flow regime 
alterations, physical 
substrate habitat alterations 
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Total Maximum Daily Load  
As directed by the Clean Water Act, each State agency must develop a total maximum daily load for all 
waters identified on the section 303(d) list of impaired waters. Total maximum daily loads provide an 
approach to improving water quality so that streams and lakes can support and maintain their State-
designated beneficial uses. A total maximum daily load determines pollutant reduction targets and 
usually covers a basin or subbasin. In instances where total maximum daily load assessment includes 
NFS lands, the Forest Service is listed as a designated management agency and is relied upon for 
creating water quality management plans that identify strategies and actions to attain water quality 
standards. The State of Idaho is the lead agency for total maximum daily load development and 
approval.  

The total maximum daily load process has three distinct steps: 1) subbasin assessment, 2) loading 
analysis, and 3) implementation plan development. A loading analysis is needed only for those water 
bodies and their watersheds that were documented in the subbasin assessment to be water quality 
limited and only for those pollutants causing impairment. In addition to a loading capacity and 
allocations, a loading analysis sets out a general pollution control strategy and an expected time line for 
meeting water quality standards. For each of the subbasins with a developed total maximum daily load, 
the IDEQ works with agencies and local landowners to develop a total maximum daily load 
implementation plan. As shown in Table 4, only four subbasins have completed all steps of the process.   

Table 4. Status of subbasins in the total maximum daily load process. 

Status Subbasins 
Completed subbasin assessment, 
but no TMDL established Lochsa River 

Completed subbasin assessment 
and TMDL established 

Lower Selway, Middle Salmon River–Chamberlain Creek, Lower 
Salmon River, Potlatch River, South Fork Palouse River, Palouse 
River tributaries, Lolo Creek Tributaries, Upper Hangman Creek, 
Upper North Fork Clearwater River 

Completed subbasin assessment 
and TMDL established; TMDL 
implementation plan completed 

Potlatch River, Little Salmon River, South Fork Clearwater River, 
Lower North Fork Clearwater  

 

Once an approved total maximum daily load is established, waterbodies are moved from Category 5 to 
Category 4A in the integrated report. Impaired waters without a completed TMDL remain as a Category 
5 water body on the 303(d) list.  

As shown in Table 4, the Lochsa River subbasin does not have a total maximum daily load established. 
The Lochsa Subbasin Assessment (IDEQ, 1999) identified water temperature concerns, but 
recommended that the Lochsa River be removed from the 303(d) list because temperature exceedances 
were natural and that the river and its tributaries supported their beneficial uses.  Further analysis of the 
streams did determine that for some of the streams the temperature exceedances were natural and 
those segments were delisted.  For other streams it was determined that roads and openings near 
streams due to timber harvest had reduced shading.  In October 2012, the Lochsa River Subbasin 
Temperature Total Maximum Daily Loads:  Addendum to the Lochsa River Subbasin Assessment was 
published (IDEQ 2012).  This report has not yet been approved by the US Environmental Protection 
Agency and no total maximum daily load implementation plan has been established. The Lochsa River 
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and several tributaries in the lower portion of the subbasin are still listed as impaired for water 
temperature in the 2016 303(d)/305(b) Integrated report (IDEQ, 2019).  

Municipal Watersheds and Source Water Protection Areas 
The following discussion will provide an overview of Municipal Supply Watersheds and Source Water 
Protection Areas, which are two separate constructs for drinking water protection that are applicable to 
NFS land management.   

Municipal Supply Watersheds 
Direction for management of National Forest System watersheds that supply municipal water is 
provided in 36 CFR 251.9 and Forest Service Manual 2542. The Forest Service is directed to manage 
watershed lands for multiple uses while recognizing domestic supply needs. Municipalities may apply to 
the Forest Service if they desire protective actions or restrictive measures not specified in the Forest 
Plan. Formal written agreements to ensure protection of water supplies may be appropriate when 
multiple use management fails to meet the needs of a water user. The Forest recognizes the following 
municipal watersheds: City of Elk River; Clearwater Water Association, Wall Creek; and Elk City Water 
District, American River. The Clearwater Water Association and Elk City Water District have a municipal 
watershed protection plan developed with the Forest.  

City of Elk River 
In 2003, the city of Elk River, Idaho, began diverting water from Elk Creek 0.25 miles downstream from 
the Forests boundary. Groundwater wells were the previous source of water. The water is treated by a 
slow sand filter and disinfection and delivered to approximately 100 connections. The Nez Perce-
Clearwater manages 79 percent of the watershed above the intake. The Nez Perce-Clearwater 
maintained stream gage located 700 feet upstream of the City’s water supply intake has discharge and 
suspended sediment records. The Source Water Assessment (PWS #2180013) was completed by the 
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality in 2005 (IDEQ 2005). 

Clearwater Water District  
The town of Clearwater diverts water via a concrete dam in Wall Creek on the Nez Perce National Forest 
into a holding tank with a special use permit for the intake. The water is treated with a direct-pressure 
mixed-media filter and chlorine. This water is provided to 96 households. The Forest Service manages 
100 percent of the watershed above the intake. The Source Water Assessment (PWS#2250011) 
completed by the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality listed two potential contaminant sites, 
both related to mine prospects (IDEQ 2001).  

Elk City Water District  
The town of Elk City diverts water from Big Elk Creek downstream from the Forests boundary. About 100 
connections are provided by the Elk City Water District. The Forest Service manages the majority of the 
watershed above the intake. The Source Water Assessment (PWS#2250017) completed by the Idaho 
Department of Environmental Quality listed several potential contaminant sources related to mine 
prospects and a comprehensive environmental response, compensation, and liability act site (IDEQ 
2002). 

Source Water Protection Areas 
Source water protection areas protect public water systems from contamination in accordance with the 
1996 amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act. Public water systems are defined under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act as entities that provide "water for human consumption through pipes or other 
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constructed conveyances to at least 15 service connections or serves an average of at least 25 people for 
at least 60 days a year.”   

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality’s Source Water Protection Program provides guidance and 
approval of source water protection areas within the State of Idaho.  A source water assessment serves 
as a foundation for public water systems to prepare source water (drinking water) protection plans.  It 
also defines the zone of contribution (source water protection area delineation), which is that portion of 
the watershed or subsurface area contributing water to the well, spring, or surface water intake.  Public 
water supplies and source water assessments can be found on the Idaho Department of Environmental 
Quality website: http://www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/source-water/. 

Source water is the untreated ground water (aquifers and springs) and surface waters (rivers, streams, 
and lakes) used to supply drinking water for private, domestic wells and public water systems. 
Groundwater and surface water used for drinking water supplies are often vulnerable to contamination 
from land use practices and potential contaminant sources within the vicinity of drinking water wells 
and intakes.  

The State of Idaho has completed a source water assessment for each of the 36 public water systems 
derived from the Forest. These assessment reports include information on the potential contaminant 
threats to specific public drinking water sources, the likelihood that the water supply will become 
contaminated, and suggested management planning actions for communities and landowners. 
Community or use groups can develop a written plan to document drinking water protection activities at 
the intakes and within the appropriate source areas. 

There are 14 public water systems that have surface water intakes located on Forest lands or have 
surface water source water protections areas that extend onto Forest lands (Table 5).  The communities 
of Elk River, Clearwater, Elk City, Kamiah, Orofino, Lewiston, Juliaetta, Pierce, and Riverside derive their 
domestic water supply directly from the surface water originating from within the Forest.  

Table 5. Public water systems that have surface water intakes on Forest lands or have surface water 
source water protections areas that extend onto Forest lands. 

Public Water 
System 
Number 

Public Water System Primary 
Name Subbasin Water Source Class of Public 

Water System  

218001 Ahsahka Water and Sewer 
District 

Lower North 
Fork Clearwater 

North Fork 
Clearwater 

Non-
Community 

2180007 Big Eddy Marina, Clearwater 
County, Idaho (2001) 

Lower North 
Fork Clearwater Dworshak Pool Non-

Community 

2180009 
Dworshak Power House, 
Clearwater County, Idaho 
(2001) 

Lower North 
Fork Clearwater Dworshak Pool 

Non-
Community 

2180010 
Freeman Creek Campground, 
Clearwater County, Idaho 
(2001) 

Lower North 
Fork Clearwater Dworshak Pool 

Non-
Community 

2180013 City of Elk River (2005) Lower North 
Fork Clearwater Elk River Intake Community 

2180024 City of Orofino (Surface 
Water) (2001) Clearwater Clearwater River Community 

http://www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/source-water/
https://www.deq.idaho.gov/water-quality/drinking-water/
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Public Water 
System 
Number 

Public Water System Primary 
Name Subbasin Water Source Class of Public 

Water System  

2180027 City of Pierce Clearwater Clearwater River Community 

2180032 Riverside Independent Water 
District (Surface Water) (2001) Clearwater  Clearwater  

River Community 

2180035 
USFWS Dworshak National 
Fish Hatchery, Clearwater 
County, Idaho (2002) 

Lower North 
Fork Clearwater Dworshak Pool Non-

Community 

2250011 Clearwater Water District 
(Surface Water) (2001) 

 South Fork 
Clearwater  Wall Creek Community 

2250017 
Elk City Water and Sewer 
Association (Surface Water) 
(2002) 

 South Fork 
Clearwater Big Elk Creek  Community 

2290018 City of Juliaetta (Surface 
Water) (2001) Clearwater  Potlatch River  Community 

2310003 City of Kamiah (Surface Water) 
(2002) Clearwater Clearwater River Community 

2350014 City of Lewiston (Surface 
Water) (2002) Clearwater Clearwater River Community 

There are 22 public water systems withdrawing groundwater from wells/springs within Nez Perce-
Clearwater lands (Table 6).  The communities of Grangeville, Kooskia, and Potlatch derive groundwater 
that drains from Nez Perce-Clearwater lands. 

Table 6. Public water systems that have groundwater intakes or delineated zone of contribution 
located within Nez Perce-Clearwater Forest lands. 

Public Water 
System 
Number 

Public Water System Primary Name Subbasin Class of Public 
Water System 

2180041 USFS Canyon Work Center (2001) Upper North Fork 
Clearwater  Non-Community 

2180046 USFS Kelly Forks Work Center (2001) Upper North Fork 
Clearwater  Non-Community 

2180047 USFS Musselshell Work Center (2001) Clearwater  Non-Community 

2180056 USFS Elk Creek Campground Lower North Fork 
Clearwater Non-Community 

2250003 Middle Fork Cafe Middle Fork Clearwater Non-Community 
2250023 Grangeville Water Dept. South Fork Clearwater Community 
2250032 Kooskia Water Dept.  Middle Fork Clearwater Community 
2250035 Lochsa Lodge (2001) Lochsa  Non-Community 
2250036 Wilderness Inn Lochsa Non-Community 
2250047 Rapid River Fish Hatchery IDFG Little Salmon Non-Community 

2250050 Rapid River Homeowners Water 
Sewer Dist.  Little Salmon Non-Community 

2250051 Red River Hot Springs South Fork Clearwater Non-Community 
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Public Water 
System 
Number 

Public Water System Primary Name Subbasin Class of Public 
Water System 

2250052 
2250078 USFS Powell Campground (2001) Lochsa  Non-Community 

2250056 Shearer Lumber Products South Fork Clearwater Non-Community 
2250062 River Dance Lodge Lochsa Non-Community 
2250063 Three Rivers Resort Lochsa Non-Community 

2250074 USFS Lochsa Historical Visitor and 
Work Camp (2002) Lochsa  Non-Community 

2250075 USFS Lolo Pass Visitor Center Lochsa Non-Community 
2250081 USFS Wendover Campground (2002) Lochsa  Non-Community 

2250082 USFS Whitehouse Campground 
(2002)  Lochsa Non-Community 

2250085 USFS Wilderness Gateway 
Campground (2002) Lochsa  Non-Community 

2250088 USFS Castle Creek Work Center and 
Campgrounds (2002) South Fork Clearwater  Non-Community 

2250091 USFS Fenn Ranger Station and YCC 
Camp (2003)  Lower Selway  Non-Community 

2250098 USFS O’Hara Bar Campground (2002) Lower Selway  Non-Community 
2250101 USFS Red River Campground (2002) South Fork Clearwater  Non-Community 
2250102 USFS Red River Ranger Station (2003)  South Fork Clearwater  Non-Community 

2250105 USFS Slate Creek Ranger Station 
(2001) Lower Salmon  Non-Community 

2250125 Three Rivers Mill Clearwater Non-Community 
2250132 Riggins Hot Springs Lower Salmon Non-Community 
2290003 Bennett Lumber Company Palouse Non-Community 
2290006 Camp Grizzly Boy Scouts Palouse Non-Community 
2290021 Mineral Mountain Rest Area IDT Palouse Non-Community 
2290030 City of Potlatch Palouse Community 

2290051 USFS Giant White Pine Campground 
(2002) Palouse  Non-Community 

2290052 USFS Laird Park Campground (2002) Palouse  Non-Community 

Groundwater is an important resource in Idaho, and it will likely become more important in the future 
as the State’s population and industries grow. Ground water is the source of drinking water for 95% of 
Idaho citizens (IDEQ, 2019).  Idaho uses over 12,384 million gallons of groundwater per day for domestic 
use, public water supplies, irrigation, livestock, and industry (Murray, 2018b). Water generated in the 
mountains of the Forest is an important source of recharge for downstream aquifers and is therefore an 
important ecosystem service to local communities.  The Forest contains all or portions of the following 
groundwater flow systems: Palouse River, Hangman Creek, Clearwater Uplands, Clearwater Plateau, Mill 
Creek, Little Slate Creek, Elk City, and Red River (Graham and Campbell, 1981).    

Water from the Forest drains into six Idaho counties (Table 7).  Total groundwater withdrawn for public 
and domestic water supply is 17.2 million gallons per day (Murray, 2018a).  An additional 12.7 million 
gallons of groundwater per day is utilized for irrigation, livestock, aquaculture, and other industry.  In 
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comparison these same counties use 55.6 million gallons of surface water per day for public supply, 
irrigation, livestock, aquaculture, and other industry (Murray, 2018a). Consumption is limited to special-
use permits, Forest Service campgrounds or administrative sites with domestic wells, private in-holdings, 
and in-forest communities.  

Table 7. Groundwater Withdrawal Amounts by County. 

County Population 
served 

Public and domestic 
groundwater 
withdrawl (Mgal/d) 

Total groundwater, includes 
public, domestic, irrigation, 
livestock and industry (Mgal/d) 

Percent 
NFS lands 
 

Benewah  9,218 0.5 0.8 4 
Clearwater  8,373 0.7 6.3 50 
Idaho  15,697 2.6 3.1 56 
Latah 34,714 6.8 9.3 21 
Lewis 3,750 0.7 1.2 Less than 1 
Nez Perce 37,931 3.1 6.0 Less than 1 
Shoshone 13,157 2.8 3.1 3 
Total 122,840 17.2 29.8  

Conservation Watershed Networks 
A conservation watershed network is a designated collection of watersheds where management 
emphasizes habitat conservation and restoration to support native fish and other aquatic species. The 
goal of the network is to sustain the integrity of key aquatic habitats to maintain long-term persistence 
of native aquatic species. Designation of conservation watershed networks, which should include 
watersheds that are already in good condition or could be restored to good condition, are expected to 
protect native fish and help maintain healthy watersheds and river systems. Selection criteria for 
inclusion should help identify those watersheds that have the capability to be more resilient to 
ecological change and disturbance induced by climate change. For example, watersheds containing 
unaltered riparian vegetation will tend to protect streambank integrity and moderate the effects of high 
stream flows. Rivers with high connectivity and access to their floodplains will experience moderated 
floods when compared to channelized and disconnected stream systems. Wetlands with intact natural 
processes slowly release stored water during summer dry periods, whereas impaired wetlands are likely 
less effective retaining and releasing water over the season. For all these reasons, conservation 
watershed networks represent the best long-term conservation strategy for native fish and their 
habitats. 

Selected Conservation Watershed Network watersheds are expected to provide a pattern of protection 
across the landscape where the habitat of migratory salmonids receives special attention and treatment. 
Criteria used to identify these watersheds included the following: 

1) Designated critical habitat for one or more Endangered Species Act listed species over large 
portions of the stream network. Examples include the Columbia River bull trout, Snake River 
steelhead trout, and Snake River spring and summer Chinook salmon. 

2) A local bull trout population identified in the final Columbia River Bull Trout Recovery Plan 
(USDI-FWS 2016).  

3) A major or minor spawning area for Snake River steelhead trout or Snake River spring and 
summer chinook salmon or both identified in the draft Snake River Recovery Plan (NOAA 2016).  

4) 1980/2040 Climate Shield modeled reaches for bull trout (Isaak et al, 2015) 
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5) Municipal watershed 
6) Important spawning and rearing habitat for one or more aquatic species 
7) Isolated allopatric westslope cutthroat trout population with high genetic integrity 
8) Important spawning habitat for kokanee within the Lower North Fork Clearwater subbasin only 
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