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1 17050114 Lower Boise 573,637 75% 6 11 43 17060308 Lower North Fork Clearwater 662 41% 53
2 17040212 Upper Snake-Rock 107,887 52% 6 12 a4 17040218 Big Lost 3,998 13% 54
3 17050122  Payette 30,522 59% 5 13 45 17010306  Hangman 1,726 23% 55
4 17010302 South Fork Coeur d'Alene 11,035 44% 5 14 46 17040202 Upper Henrys 2,845 12% 2 56
5 17050124 Weiser 6,771 51% 5 15 47 17040215 Medicine Lodge 825 23% 57
6 17010304 St. Joe 8,738 40% 5 16 48 17060203 Middle Salmon-Panther 5,895 5% 58
7 17040219 Big Wood 23,221 23% 5 17 49 17040104 Palisades 761 15% 59
8 17010104 Lower Kootenai 10,481 8% 5 18 50 17060201 Upper Salmon 2,856 5% 60
9 17060306 Clearwater 45,898 75% 3 19 51 17040213 Salmon Falls 882 12% 61
10 17040206 American Falls 77,212 49% 3 20 52 17050121 Middle Fork Payette 1,350 7% 62
11 17040208 Portneuf 86,445 46% 3 21 53 17060101 Hells Canyon 21 23% 63
12 17040204 Teton 27,668 55% 3 22 54 16010102 Central Bear 135 15% 64
13 17040221 Little Wood 10,005 35% 3 23 55 17050113 South Fork Boise 261 13% 65
14 17060108 Palouse 31,487 80% 24 56 16020309 Curlew Valley 362 11% 66
15 17040201 Idaho Falls 33,155 71% 2 25 57 17050108 Jordan 78 14% 67
16 17010305  Upper Spokane 99,092 50% 1 26 58 17040217  Little Lost 333 9% 68
17 17010303 Coeur d'Alene Lake 34,838 59% 1 27 59 17050102 Bruneau 670 6% 69
18 17010214 Pend Oreille Lake 37,818 51% 1 28 60 17010213 Lower Clark Fork 1,619 2% 70
19 17040207 Blackfoot 58,074 48% 1 29 61 17010105 Moyie 925 4% 71
20 17050123 North Fork Payette 9,791 42% 1 30 62 17060202 Pahsimeroi 255 9% 72
21 17050112  Boise-Mores 3,416 21% 31 63 17040105  Salt 242 8% 73
22 17060204 Lemhi 1,881 19% 32 64 17050104 Upper Owyhee 381 5% 74
23 17010215  Priest 3,623 9% 1 33 65 17010216  Pend Oreille 1,321 1% 75
24 16010202 Middle Bear 14,847 50% 2 34 66 17010301 Upper Coeur d'Alene 481 4% 76
25 17040205 Willow 6,290 62% 35 67 17010308 Little Spokane 691 2% 77
26 17040209  Lake Walcott 37,901 33% 36 68 17060303  Lochsa 79 5% 78
27 17040203 Lower Henrys 30,196 38% 37 69 17050120 South Fork Payette 557 2% 79
28 16010201 Bear Lake 9,713 44% 38 70 17040216 Birch 18 3% 80
29 17050115 Middle Snake-Payette 11,145 35% 39 71 17050107 Middle Owyhee 21 3% 81
30 17050101  C.J. Strike Reservoir 26,527 23% 1 40 72 17060307  Upper North Fork Clearwater 0 4% 82
31 17050103 Middle Snake-Succor 18,071 23% 41 73 17060109 Rock 36 2% 83
32 17040220 Camas 1,034 62% 42 74 17060208 South Fork Salmon 64 1% 84
33 17060305 South Fork Clearwater 9,131 28% 43 75 17060207 Middle Salmon-Chamberlain 47 1% 85
34 17040214 Beaver-Camas 2,403 42% 44 76 17050111 North and Middle Forks Boise 44 0% 86
35 17040211  Goose 6,613 24% 45 77 17060302  Lower Selway 28 0% 87
36 17060209 Lower Salmon 1,858 41% 46 78 17060206 Lower Middle Fork Salmon 4 0% 88
37 16010204 Lower Bear-Malad 3,867 23% a7 79 17060205 Upper Middle Fork Salmon 5 0% 89
38 17060103  Lower Snake-Asotin 13,754 13% 48 80 17050106  East Little Owyhee 0 0% 90
39 17040210 Raft 1,877 35% 49 81 17050105 South Fork Owyhee 0 0% 91
40 17060210 Little Salmon 2,399 31% 50 82 17060301  Upper Selway 0 0% 92
41 17060304 Middle Fork Clearwater 1,598 36% 51 83 16010203 Little Bear-Logan 0 0% 93
42 17050201 Brownlee Reservoir 5,185 16% 52 84 17010101 Middle Kootenai 0 0% 94
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Index by Watershed Name

Rank HUC # Subbasin Name Page # Rank HUC # Subbasin Name Page #
10 17040206 American Falls 20 41 17060304 Middle Fork Clearwater 51
28 16010201 Bear Lake 38 52 17050121 Middle Fork Payette 62
34 17040214 Beaver-Camas 44 84 17010101 Middle Kootenai 94
44 17040218 Big Lost 54 71 17050107 Middle Owyhee 81
7 17040219 Big Wood 17 75 17060207 Middle Salmon-Chamberlain 85
70 17040216 Birch 80 48 17060203 Middle Salmon-Panther 58
19 17040207 Blackfoot 29 29 17050115 Middle Snake-Payette 39
21 17050112 Boise-Mores 31 31 17050103 Middle Snake-Succor 41
42 17050201 Brownlee Reservoir 52 61 17010105 Moyie 71
59 17050102 Bruneau 69 76 17050111 North and Middle Forks Boise 86
30 17050101 C.J. Strike Reservoir 40 20 17050123 North Fork Payette 30
32 17040220 Camas 42 62 17060202 Pahsimeroi 72
54 16010102 Central Bear 64 49 17040104 Palisades 59
9 17060306 Clearwater 19 14 17060108 Palouse 24
17 17010303 Coeur d'Alene Lake 27 3 17050122 Payette 13
56 16020309 Curlew Valley 66 65 17010216 Pend Oreille 75
80 17050106 East Little Owyhee 90 18 17010214 Pend Oreille Lake 28
35 17040211 Goose 45 11 17040208 Portneuf 21
45 17010306 Hangman 55 23 17010215 Priest 33
53 17060101 Hells Canyon 63 39 17040210 Raft 49
15 17040201 Idaho Falls 25 73 17060109 Rock 83
57 17050108 Jordan 67 51 17040213 Salmon Falls 61
26 17040209 Lake Walcott 36 63 17040105 Salt 73
22 17060204 Lembhi 32 55 17050113 South Fork Boise 65
83 16010203 Little Bear-Logan 93 33 17060305 South Fork Clearwater 43
58 17040217 Little Lost 68 4 17010302 South Fork Coeur d'Alene 14
40 17060210 Little Salmon 50 81 17050105 South Fork Owyhee 91
67 17010308 Little Spokane 77 69 17050120 South Fork Payette 79
13 17040221 Little Wood 23 74 17060208 South Fork Salmon 84
68 17060303 Lochsa 78 6 17010304 St. Joe 16
37 16010204 Lower Bear-Malad 47 12 17040204 Teton 22

1 17050114 Lower Boise 11 66 17010301 Upper Coeur d'Alene 76
60 17010213 Lower Clark Fork 70 46 17040202 Upper Henrys 56
27 17040203 Lower Henrys 37 79 17060205 Upper Middle Fork Salmon 89
8 17010104 Lower Kootenai 18 72 17060307 Upper North Fork Clearwater 82
78 17060206 Lower Middle Fork Salmon 88 64 17050104 Upper Owyhee 74
43 17060308 Lower North Fork Clearwater 53 50 17060201 Upper Salmon 60
36 17060209 Lower Salmon 46 82 17060301 Upper Selway 92
77 17060302 Lower Selway 87 2 17040212 Upper Snake-Rock 12
38 17060103 Lower Snake-Asotin 48 16 17010305 Upper Spokane 26
47 17040215 Medicine Lodge 57 5 17050124 Weiser 15
24 16010202 Middle Bear 34 25 17040205 Willow 35
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INTRODUCTION

Flood and seismic natural disasters are serious threats that
endanger lives and damage property in Idaho. The Idaho
Flood and Seismic Risk Portfolio (IFSRP) presents the
geospatial natural hazard risk inventory database as a desk
reference to convey a common vision of flood and seismic
hazards throughout the Gem State. Flooding and
earthquakes happen in all counties throughout Idaho.
Current data on flood and seismic risks in Idaho are
available regionally from FEMA’s National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP), the USGS’s earthquake hazards program
and the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program.
The IFSRP supports improved flood and seismic disaster
mitigation efforts by regionally analyzing flood and seismic
risks. This portfolio is published as a powerful geodatabase
and a paper general desk reference version describing the
flood and seismic risks in 84 watersheds. Seismic risks are
considered regionally within Idaho and in individual
watershed analysis by virtue of the inherent risk that
ground acceleration introduces on bodies of water. This
2012 update to the portfolio incorporates a broad seismic
risk assessment generally identified statewide at the
beginning of the portfolio. Flooding is a serious, frequent,
and costly natural disaster. Idaho is not immune to the cost
to life and property that occurs with flooding as many
Idaho Residents live near rivers, streams, and lakes.
Floodplains are inherently dynamic, a characteristic that
makes floodplain management and mapping a challenge.
Therefore, an evaluation must be conducted to determine
the flood risk of Idaho Watersheds so that precious funds
may be sequenced and prioritized where it will benefit the
most people and property at risk.

FLOODING

Flooding is perhaps the single most common, costly and
predictable natural hazard affecting Idahoans. Of the 23
major disasters in Idaho declared by the federal
government, 18 involved flooding.! Riverine flooding
remains a constant threat to Idahoans living near streams
and bodies of water, especially when spring rains
compound with snowmelt runoff to peak the volumes of
water coursing through stream channels to exceed their
bearing capacity. Ice and debris accumulating within spring
runoff waters can further complicate flooding in Special
Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA) and cause unpredictably
dynamic flood events. Flash-floods resulting from fast
moving rain storms and sheet flooding caused by low level
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Flooding in Pocatello on February 2, 1963. Photo courtesy of IDWR.

water accumulations over wide expanses of flat surfaces
can damage roads, canals and other infrastructure,
imperiling lives and property in Idaho. These are the
riskswe seek to further mitigate.

Through funding from the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA), the Idaho Department of
Water Resources (IDWR) created the 2011 Idaho Flood Risk
Portfolio to describe Idaho’s flood risk by watersheds
defined by the USGS Hydrologic Unit Code 8 boundaries
(HUC's). This original portfolio attempted to reach an
audience including numerous local, state and federal flood
risk reduction partners, engineers, surveyors, architects,
emergency managers and floodplain managers. The
greatest weakness of the first edition IFRP was the absence
of more robust input from the cities and counties in Idaho;
a weakness that IDWR sought to address by issuing a 23
question survey to every land use jurisdiction in the state.
IDWR asked local communities to identify the flood and
seismic risks in their community, gauge the perceived
usefulness of several risk reduction tools and ascertain the
community fiscal policy for developing risk reduction and
mitigation tools. The questionnaire respondents expressing
a local interest in assessing and mitigating their seismic
risks are displayed on several maps.

The IFSRP is published as a paper desk reference and
geodatabase format for ease in use and to enable the
IFSRP to be used as a template for the creation of
interoperable multi-hazard risk portfolios. Furthermore,
the IFSRP should be understood to be a ubiquitous tool: it
was specifically designed as a multi-hazard approach to risk
management. The IFSRP would easily be adapted to
represent avalanche, wildfire, straight-line winds and other
natural hazard risks in a multi-hazard risk portfolio. The
hazard specific data would not be deleted, but built upon
to become a more comprehensive vision for building
society. Finally, the IFSRP may easily be adapted to any
other state in the union and therefore constitutes one step
toward creating interstate, interregional and international
multi-hazard risk portfolios: observe that the IFSRP is multi-
hazard and ranks 35 watersheds that share an Idaho
border with in Washington, Oregon, Nevada, Utah,
Montana and Canada.

"Idaho Disaster History, the Federal Emergency Management Agency,
http://www.fema.gov/news/disasters_state.fema?id=16
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The IFSRP is published as a paper desk
reference and geodatabase format for ease in
use and to enable the IFSRP to be used as a
template for the creation of interoperable
multi-hazard risk portfolios. Furthermore, the
IFSRP should be understood to be a ubiquitous
tool: it was specifically designed as a multi-
hazard approach to risk management. The
IFSRP would easily be adapted to represent
avalanche, wildfire, straight-line winds and
other natural hazard risks in a multi-hazard risk
portfolio. The hazard specific data would not
be deleted, but built upon to become a more
comprehensive vision for building society.
Finally, the IFSRP may easily be adapted to any
other state in the union and therefore
constitutes one step toward creating
interstate, interregional and international multi-
hazard risk portfolios: observe that the IFSRP is
multi-hazard and ranks 35 watersheds that
share an Idaho border with in Washington,
Oregon, Nevada, Utah, Montana and Canada.

The IFSRP functions just like any other portfolio
simultaneously depicting assets and liabilities
(such as a checkbook, vehicle mileage and
maintenance record, financial management
portfolio, et cetera). A powerful component of
the IFSRP is the ability to convey an array of
highly advanced and technical information in
an intuitive and simple fashion to a variety of
audiences. The IFSRP data helps facilitate GIS
risk mapping and modeling activities and
serves as a general resource for all audiences
concerned with flood and seismic risks in
Idaho.

The watershed flood risk ranking is predicated
on three selection critera:

1) Population (Census 2010 Blocks)

2) Property (% private ownership)

3) Professional Judgment

The IFSRP engaged the Idaho Silver Jackets
core team, a team of expert member agencies
committed to flood risk reduction in Idaho.
The Silver Jackets’ professional judgment is
expressed in the vision statement in their
Charter, to “serve as a catalyst in developing
comprehensive and sustainable solutions to
flood hazard issues, including mitigation
planning, flood hazard mapping, risk reduction
activities and recovery planning”. Each team

Silver Jackets Prioritization Results - Top 10 Watersheds

HUC 8 Watershed IBHS IDWR FEMA NOAA NRCS USACE USGS TOTAL
Lower Boise X X X X X x 6
Upper Snake-Rock  x x x x x x 6
Big Wood X X x x x 5
Lower Kootenai X X X X X 5
Payette X X X X X 5
SF Coeur d'Alene X x X x x 5
St. Joe X X X X x 5
Weiser b X X X x 5
American Falls X X x 3
Clearwater X x X 3
Little Wood x X x 3
Portneuf X X X 3
Teton x X X 3
Idaho Falls x X 2
Middle Bear X X 2
Upper Henrys b X 2
Blackfoot x 1
C.J. Strike Rsvr. X 1
Coeur D'Alene X 1
North Fork x 1
Priest x 1
Pend Oreille Lake x 1
Upper Spokane X 1

agency (IDWR, IBHS, IDEQ, FEMA, NOAA, NRCS, USACE, and USGS) was
asked to review the IFSRP data as a working draft and recommend ten (10)
watersheds that were most important in addressing each specific agency’s
mission. Each agency provided different recommendations that weighted
the overall watershed rankings. All agencies carried an equal weight. IFSRP’s
ranking communicates all of these factors and the desired flood and seismic
risk mitigation needs identified by local floodplain managers and disaster
planners. The IFSRP also includes data gathered from the survey issued to
all land use jurisdictions in Idaho. The report considers national, state,
regional and local risk mitigation needs to guide the ranking of candidates
meriting future risk mitigation projects. All watersheds were not necessarily
prioritized by transportation corridors, dams, hot spots of destruction
potential and/or local participation. The IFSRP data helps facilitate GIS risk
mapping and modeling activities and serves as a general resource for all
audiences concerned with flood and seismic risks in Idaho.

An intended specific example of how the IFSRP is to be used by local
governments would be to assist in the validation of a flood or seismic
mitigation project while quantifying the potential reduced risk to life and
property in a grant application, public works project or enhanced land use
planning standard. The IFSRP goes a long way to increasing access to quality
data that increases public awareness and leads to action reducing hazard
risks to life and property in Idaho.



EARTHQUAKES

Idaho is seismically active and earthquake risks exist in all
counties within the state. Successful mitigation of seismic
risk requires the evaluation of all potential earthquake
scenarios. The seismic risk component of the IFSRP conveys
a common vision of earthquake hazards for the entire state
of Idaho. The seismic section of the IFSRP is very cursory,
and further consultation with geologists, volcanologists and
seismic risk experts is necessary for further work in this
area. The IFSRP lists the water bodies, water retaining
structures, property and populations that are subject to
damage caused by ground acceleration. The IFSRP draws
heavily on the work of the Idaho’s academic and
professional geologic communities, the report generally
summarizes the knowledge that local communities
reported to IDWR by questionnaire and the regional seismic
risks in the Gem State.

Centrally located between the Pacific Coast’s fault lines
and Yellowstone’s volcanic hotspot, all of Idaho’s counties
have a low to severe seismic risk hazard. Idaho itself has
several active faults that produce hundreds of earthquakes
each year. While most earthquakes in Idaho are too small
to feel, the 1983 Borah Peak earthquake registered a
magnitude of 6.9, caused two deaths, many injuries and
resulted in more than $25 million dollars in damages.!
Idaho’s earthquake hazards require serious risk mitigation
strategies.

While unmapped fault lines exist in Idaho, many
earthquakes do not actually occur along faults, making
seismic mitigation difficult. Moreover, Idaho does not have
a comprehensive state seismic monitoring network.
Earthquake monitoring in Idaho is a shared responsibility of
the United States Geological Society (USGS), the state
seismic monitoring networks of Montana and Utah, the
Yellowstone Volcano Observatory, Brigham Young
University Idaho, the University of Idaho, and, the Idaho
National Laboratory. Considering these factors,
earthquakes are underappreciated risks in Idaho that are
less well understood than in neighboring states.

Frankdin

©
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Earthquake hazard planning involves anticipating how
seismic disturbances may impact the built environment.
Vital infrastructure in Idaho, including buildings, roads,
utility systems and canals, are all at risk from earthquake
damage. Furthermore, the secondary effects of
earthquakes, such as landslides, avalanches, soil
liqguefaction and seiches (major waves within inland water
bodies) have the potential to destroy vital infrastructure,
compromise dams, rupture canals and inundate cities and
homesteads in Idaho.

The IFSRP maps regional seismic hazards and is a valuable
resource for individuals concerned with risk mitigation in
Idaho. The seismic data and risks identified are derived
from previous research on earthquakes in Idaho, with
qualitative feedback from risk mitigation planners in
counties across Idaho providing invaluable insight into local
perceptions of regional risks.2 The IFSRP considers
national, state, regional and local risk mitigation actions
and needs to help guide future seismic mitigation activities
in Idaho.

s

Earthquake damage to the IGA store in Mackay, Idaho in 1983.
Many attachments to buildings had strengthened in the vertical
direction only. Strong horizontal forces during the earthquake
knocked down this store-front cover and presented an extreme
hazard to people trying to exit the building. Photo courtesy of
Idaho Geological Survey.

' Earthquake Hazards, All Hazard Mitigation Plan 2010,
http://www.bhs.idaho.gov/Resources/PDF/SHMPFinalw-signatures.pdf

2 243 flood and seismic risk surveys were distributed to floodplain
managers and planners across Idaho March 12th through April 20th
2012. Feedback from 96 returned surveys informed the ranking of
regional risk hazards.
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SURVEY RESULTS

Questionnaire

One of the greatest strengths of the original Idaho Flood Risk Portfolio 2011
was the bottom-up approach to communicating, understanding and mitigating
flood risk: one glaring weakness of the first edition was the absence of more
robust input from the cities and counties in Idaho; a weakness that IDWR seeks
to resolve by compiling a questionnaire. Questionnaires were dispatched to
every county and city with a population greater than 10 persons throughout
the State of Idaho. Only counties and cities were surveyed because these
government units are capable of providing the most protection for the people
and property they govern, on account of their respective land use jurisdictions.
Indeed, the State of Idaho does not possess land use jurisdiction over counties
and cities, but the State of Idaho is interested in gauging the existing flood and
seismic risk reduction bandwidth and assisting these governments in achieving
access to the most effective tools for determining their own land use future,
hopefully a future with a reduced flood and seismic risk.

Methodology

243 cover letters addressed to every Chief Elected Official for every city and
county in Idaho complete with questionnaires, an IFRP 2011 leaflet (if available)
and a self-addressed stamped return envelope were mailed via the United
States Postal Service on March 12th, 2012. After 6 weeks, on April 24th, 2012,
the survey period closed with 96 respondents successfully completing the
survey. As per the Oxford Journals Public Opinion Quarterly (2004, 68 (1): 94-
101), the standard return rate observed for a mailed watershed questionnaire
was 31.5%. The IFSRP 2012 return rate was slightly higher at 39.5% and well
within tolerance for a valid sample.

Instrumentation

Each questionnaire contained directions asking for a respondent that was
familiar with flooding and seismic hazards in their community to complete the
survey and that the respondent answers questions to the best of their
knowledge. Results represent the number of communities that answered in
each category. Questions were designed and responses structured in a
scientific method to ensure the instrument was non-leading, composed of
short and simple questions with responses that had utility and could be
tabulated. Individual questions asked about individual issues that were all
printed in bold print. Respondents could select more than one response. Five
modes of responses were requested for five categories of inquiries (below
abbreviated):

Dichotomous

These questions are used for binary identification: whether the community
self-identifies a flood or seismic risk and if the community uses any enhanced
risk assessment.

Is flooding and are earthquakes a concern; Does flooding come up during
permitting; and, Does your community use flood risk or seismic risk
assessment tools?

Yes, No, Don’t Know\Not Sure
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Survey Results: Flood/Seismic Risk
Concern
80 44 72
70 65
o8 54
60
50
40 28 3 30
ig 20 -~ 16 M Yes
9 - 8
10 2 2 ™ No
0 T T T T 1 Not Sure
Is flooding a Has flooding Currently Are Currently
concern comeupas useFlood earthquakes use Seismic
anissue Risk tools, aconcern Risk tools
other than
FIRM
Community Concerns and Risk Management Tools Yes No Not Sure
Is flooding a concern 74 20 2
Has flooding come up as anissue 65 28 2
Currently use Flood Risk tools, other than FIRM 30 58 9
Are earthquakes a concern 54 30 13
Currently use Seismic Risk tools 16 72 8
Adequacy Rating Scale

This line of utility questioning asks about the usefulness of existing risk
assessment tools.

Questions asking about Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) and flood or
seismic risk assessment tools (if used).

Very Adequate, Adequate, Don’t Know\Not Sure, Inadequate, Very
Inadequate and Do Not Have

Survey Results: Flood Tools
Adequacy

50 41
40 M Very Adequate
30 H Adequate
20 16 15 13 17 14 d
7 7 !
10 - 2 5 T Don’t Know
0 - . T Inadequate

My FIRM/DFIRM maps are Flood Risk tool, other than Very inadequate

FIRM
Existing Risk Very Don’t Very Do not
Management Adequate Adequate Know Inadequate Inadequate have
U7 (IR TDIAIFY 3 41 16 15 7 13
maps are
Flood Risk tool, 17 5 7 1 14
other than FIRM
Seismic Risk tool 4 13 9 3 0 18

Concurrent Rating Scale

Only two questions were asked in this series concerning if the community
perceived that it would benefit from advanced hazard identification and
mitigation resources.

Questions asked if additional flood risk and/or seismic risk assessment tools
would enhance public health, safety, preparedness and awareness; and if
identifying areas of mitigation interest would benefit the community.
Strongly Agree, Agree, Don’t Know\Not Sure, Disagree, Strongly Disagree
and Do Not Have

Community Preferred Risk
Reduction Activities
50
40 M Strongly Agree
30 A
20 - M Agree
18 i Don't Know
Benefitfrom additional Benefitfrom additional Disagree
Flood & Seismic Risk Tool Floocfl & St.elsmlc Areaof Strongly Disagree
Mitigation Interest
Risk Assessment and Area Strongly Don't Strongly Do not
of Mitigation Interest Agree Agree Know Disagree Disagree have

Benefit from additional

Flood & Seismic Risk Tool 2 42 19 9 0 5

Benefit from additional
Flood & Seismic Area of 17 47 20 9 0 3
Mitigation Interest

Open-ended Questions

Four questions asking the respondent to identify specific enhanced flood
and seismic risk assessment tools currently used; which FIRM panels need to
be updated or contained errors; and which desirable seismic hazard
assessment tools they sought.
1. Identify specific enhanced flood risk assessment tools currently used;
2. ldentify specific enhanced seismic risk assessment tools currently used;
3. Which FIRM panels need to be updated or contained errors;
4. Which desirable seismic hazard assessment tools they sought.
The respondents were very insightful and informative, but the content was
too technical to be included in the printed version of the IFSRP. All
responses are contained in the database version of this IFSRP.



Fiscal Policy Scale

When asking about specific floodplain and seismic
management tools that may not be generally
understood, each question first began with a definition
of the specific tool that the question was asking the
respondent to consider. Each question asked the
respondent to gauge their interest and participation-
level in developing new, or enhancing existing,
floodplain and seismic management tools through
proven floodplain management strategies and best
practices. Respondents were asked to respond with
non-binding selections that described their fiscal policy,
vis-a-vis political will.

No Contribution, Staff Time, In-Kind, Cost Share and
Fully Locally Funded

Results

Each completed questionnaire was as unique as the
communities which constitute the State of Idaho and
no two were identical. What follows is a summary
narrative describing the survey results. The response of
local communities was immediate, 25% of the the
sample was returned to IDWR within 7 business days.
The responses to open-Ended questions were entered
verbatim; a data entry template was created to mirror
the appearance of the returned survey and data
entered forthwith. The results for Community
involvement are as follows:

CommunityFiscal Involvement
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Risk MAP Product Suite No Contribution Staff Time In-Kind Cost Share Fully Locally Funded Contribution
LiDAR 34 45 15 6 2 68
New Flood Risk Study 28 61 13 1 0 75
Improved Hazus Level Il Flood 37 53 10 1 0 64
Improved Special Flood Hazard Areas 35 50 13 7 1 71
New Flood Engineering Study 39 49 13 5 1 68
New Small Floodplain Study 31 54 15 8 1 78
FIRM - DFIRM Conversion 33 53 10 8 0 71
FIRM Redelineation using LiDAR 35 48 14 7 0 69
Improved Hazus Level Il Seismic 50 41 8 3 0 52
FEMA 154: Rapid Visual Screening 47 44 5 2 0 51
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Enhanced Elevation Maps

71% of Idaho respondents desired to
contribute to the acquisition of LiDAR
technology, 2 were prepared to fully locally
fund the acquisition, 6 wanted to participate in
a cost-share, 15 were willing to provide in-kind
consideration, 45 communities desired their
staff to be involved in support of this
endeavour and 34 communities did not desire
to contribute.

New Flood Risk Study

78% of Idaho respondents desired to
contribute to the acquisition of a new flood
study, O were prepared to fully locally fund the
study, 1 wanted to participate in a cost-share,
10 were willing to provide in-kind
consideration, 61 communities desired their
staff to be involved in support of this
endeavour and 28 communities did not desire
to contribute.
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HAZUS Flood

67% of Idaho respondents
desired to contribute to
creating a Hazus Level Il flood
model, 0 were prepared to
fully locally fund the modeling
effort, 1 wanted to participate
in a cost-share, 10 were willing
to provide in-kind
consideration, 53 communities
desired their staff to be
involved in support of this
endeavour and 37
communities did not desire to
contribute.

Improved Special
Flood Hazard Areas

74% of Idaho respondents
desired to contribute to the
creation of improved special
flood hazard areas, 1 was
prepared to fully locally fund
the project, 7 wanted to
participate in a cost-share, 13
were willing to provide in-kind
consideration, 50 communities
desired their staff to be
involved in support of this
endeavour and 35
communities did not desire to
contribute.
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New Flood
Engineering Study

71% of Idaho respondents
desired to contribute to the
acquisition of a new flood
engineering study, 1 was
prepared to fully locally fund
the study, 5 wanted to
participate in a cost-share, 13
were willing to provide in-kind
consideration, 49 communities
desired their staff to be
involved in support of this
endeavour and 39
communities did not desire to
contribute.

New Small Floodplain
Study

81% of Idaho respondents
desired to contribute to the
acquisition of a new small
floodplain study, 1 was
prepared to fully locally fund
the study, 8 wanted to
participate in a cost-share, 15
were willing to provide in-
kind consideration, 45
communities desired their
staff to be involved in support
of this endeavour and 31
communities did not desire
to contribute.

INFERENTIAL CONCLUSIONS

Idaho Chief Elected Officers or someone familiar with
flood and seismic risks were asked to complete this
survey and the highest response rate across any
category was contribution of staff time. So, either the
elected officials or those familiar with flood and
seismic risks want the community staff to be involved
in understanding and mitigating risks. More
communities identified flooding as a concern (74) than
seismic (50). Most questions had on average 37
communities that could or would not contribute to
developing a specific tool, except for a few outliers:
communities were much more likely not to fund the
Hazus Seismic model (50) or contribute toward FEMA
154 training (47); communities were much more likely
to fund a new flood risk study (28), DFIRM Conversion
(33) or LiDAR (34). Many of the communities that did
not indicate that they could or would contribute to
developing various risk and mitigation products had
expressed by email, letter, phone and questionnaire
that their community was small and did not have
discretionary budgets, the community was not at risk
or that the community was at such extreme risk that
non-structural projects were simply not being
considered at the time. This was also a consistent
comment for those communities responding that they
were prepared to fully locally fund a LiDAR, Improved
Special Flood Hazard Area, new small floodplain study
or new flood engineering project: they had already
identified a project and were taking steps to execute it
when the IFSRP questionnaire arrived. It is also likely
that the respondents answering “yes” to buying LiDAR
were more likely to commit to a “contribute” to the
redelineation, in order to use the LiDAR technology to
make better flood maps.
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DFIRM Conversion

74% of Idaho respondents
desired to contribute to a
DFIRM digital conversion, 0
were prepared to fully locally
fund the conversion, 8 wanted
to participate in a cost-share,
10 were willing to provide in-
kind consideration, 53
communities desired their
staff to be involved in support
of this endeavour and 33
communities did not desire to
contribute.

Redelineation based
on LiDAR

72% of Idaho respondents
desired to contribute to the
making new flood maps using
enhanced digital topography
such as LiDAR, 0 were
prepared to fully locally fund
redelineation, 7 wanted to
participate in a cost-share, 14
were willing to provide in-kind
consideration, 48 communities
desired their staff to be
involved in support of this
endeavour and 35
communities did not desire to
contribute.
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HAZUS Seismic

54% of Idaho respondents
desired to contribute to
creating a Hazus Level Il
seismic model, O were
prepared to fully locally fund
the modeling effort, 3 wanted
to participate in a cost-share, 8
were willing to provide in-kind
consideration, 41 communities
desired their staff to be
involved in support of this
endeavour and 50
communities did not desire to
contribute.

FEMA 154

53% of Idaho respondents
desired to contribute to this
training, 0 were prepared to
fully locally fund the training, 2
wanted to participate in a cost-
share, 5 were willing to
provide in-kind consideration,
44 communities desired their
staff to be involved in support
of this endeavour and 47
communities did not desire to
contribute.

FURTHER POTENTIAL
ANALYSIS

There are a number of other potential analyses that
could be completed using the results of this survey, but
were out of the scope of this portfolio. Some examples
include:- Satisfaction of FIRM by community mapped
with communities that do not have a FIRM

- Community involvement in acquiring enhanced
elevation maps

- Community interest in HAZUS Level 2 runs for
EQ/Flood

- Communities interested in Small Floodplain Studies
through USACE

- Community involvement in DFIRM Conversion

- Community involvement in Redelineation Based on
Enhanced Elevations

- Communities that perceive flooding as a risk vs those
that do not

- Communities that perceive earthquake as a risk vs
those that do not

- Communities with identified FIRM panels with errors
vs community satisfaction of FIRM

- Communities with high level of involvement vs
satisfaction with FIRM

- Community level of involvement for devolving a new
FIS mapped against community satisfaction of FIRM

- Communities unsatisfied with their FIRM vs IFSRP
State priority of watersheds

- Communities that would/would not benefit from
additional seismic/flood risk assessment tools/areas of
mitigation interest tools vs IFSRP State priority of
watersheds

- Communities level of involvement in a flood risk
study vs IFSRP State priority of watersheds

- Community level of involvement in acquiring more
accurate SFHA vs community satisfaction of FIRM

- Communities that will contribute in-kind local match,
cost share, full local funding vs IFSRP State priority of
watersheds
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Introduction

The Lower Boise Sub-Basin is home to hundreds of thousands of people who live in or near the Boise
River floodplain. The floodplain data is not readily available from the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA). The Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM) excludes the main
flooding source: the Boise River; and the map covers only a small area, including Meridian and Kuna,
but excludes Boise, Eagle, Garden City, and all other cities. This lack of flood data should be
addressed in the most populous sub-basin, with 574,339 people?, and funding is necessary to
remedy this problem.

What is the risk?

Spring flooding is a significant threat to properties and people located along the Boise River. While
the Lucky Peak, Arrow Rock and Anderson Ranch dams upstream of this basin provide flood control
and storage capacity for the Boise River and its tributaries, variable spring snowmelt patterns makes
it difficult to predict runoff levels and the dams often release high volumes of water that flood areas
along the river.

The Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) classifies dams according to their downstream
damage potential. With a combined reservoir volume of 1015.6 KAF#, each of the three dams
upstream of the Boise watershed is attributed with the highest damage classification®. Beyond these
three, there are 9 significant and 10 high risk dams within the Boise sub-basin.

Hundreds of thousands of people living downstream of the reservoirs are at risk of annual flooding.
Flooding of the Boise River could breach many of the other dams located throughout the watershed
causing great damage to people and property. Without a readily available DFIRM from FEMA, it is
more difficult for individuals and organizations to understand flood risks

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR elevation data is available along the Boise River within this sub-basin. This data helps
determine what depth flood waters will reach in a given area.

Conclusion

Because of the high population, flood risks, and incomplete flood data it is recommended that this
sub-basin be considered for future flood mapping activities.

Counties

Ada, Boise, Canyon, ElImore, Gem, Payette

Cities

Parma, Notus, Middleton, Eagle, Star, Caldwell, Greenleaf, Wilder, Boise City, Garden City, Caldwell,
Meridian, Meridian, Nampa, Kuna

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.) 1,371
Population (2010) 573,637
Miles of Stream 1,948
Miles of Canal 1,504
Number of Dams 23
Maximum Elevation (ft) 6,995
Minimum Elevation (ft) 2,172

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 75%
Federal 20%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 5%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 17
NFIP Policies 1,865
Total Coverage $462,378,164
Total Premiums $1,105,069
A Zone Properties 952
# Claims (since 1978) 52
Paid Claim (since 1978) $216,336
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 6
Local Fiscal Contributors 4
Prefer Risk Reduction 6
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Upper Snake-Rock

Rank: 2

Introduction

Subbasin Metrics

The Upper Snake-Rock Sub-Basin is home to tens of thousands of people, of which very few live in or

near the Snake River floodplain.

What is the risk?

Flooding within the Upper Snake-Rock Sub-Basin could affect life and property, especially along the
highly incised Snake River canyon, of which exists relatively few residents and property. Effected
properties can include residential, commercial, and agricultural lands along the river. No bankfull
flow values were available for this, or any other gage station near the city of Twin Falls, and so only
annual peak flows are available in the below plot. Besides flow values, another flood hazard includes

Area (sg.mi.) 2,488
Population (2010) 107,887
Miles of Stream 2,700
Miles of Canal 1,217
Number of Dams 14
Maximum Elevation (ft) 8,002
Minimum Elevation (ft) 2,500

a potential dam breach at Milner Dam in an adjacent sub-basin, which would flow into this sub-basin,

and flood the Snake River Canyon. The Milner storage volume is 36.3 KAF#, and the dam has a High
downstream damage classification®. Tributaries are a notable problem to the area, specifically Rock

and Clover Creek.

LiDAR data availability
No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

Subbasin Ownership

Although flood hazards are potentially great, relatively few residents or properties exist within the

incised Snake River Canyon, thus flood risk is lowered.

Counties

Camas, Cassia, ElImore, Gooding, Jerome, Lincoln, Minidoka, Owyhee, Twin Falls

Cities

Bliss, Hagerman, Wendell, Jerome, Buhl, Eden, Twin Falls, Hazelton, Filer, Kimberly, Hansen,

Murtaugh, Hollister

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 52%
Federal 45%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 3%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 11
NFIP Policies 88
Total Coverage $15,451,965
Total Premiums $57,723
A Zone Properties 60
# Claims (since 1978) 14
Paid Claim (since 1978) $22,223
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 4
Local Fiscal Contributors 3
Prefer Risk Reduction 5

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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Payette

Rank: 3

Introduction

The Payette Sub-Basin is home to hundreds of people who live in or near the Payette River floodplain.

What is the risk?

Flooding within the Payette Sub-Basin could affect life and property, especially the cities of Emmett,
Horseshoe Bend, New Plymouth, and Payette that have 16,235 residents, combined?. Effected
properties can include residential, commercial, and agricultural lands along the river. Flood hazards
can include high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage near the city of
Horseshoe Bend, this discharge is 12,700 cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak flow
events that exceeded bankfull discharge. Another flood hazard includes a potential dam breach at
Black Canyon Reservoir with a storage volume is 29.8 KAF*. The dam has a High downstream damage
classification®.

LiDAR data availability
LiDAR acquisition is planned for this area (see map).

Conclusion

Future flood mapping activities are highly recommended for the above mentioned cities due to their
adjacency to the potential floodwaters of the Payette River, planned LiDAR acquisition, and 16 miles
of CNMS streams. The recent flooding activity to the area in 2010 and threat of damage caused
makes this sub-basin top priority.

Counties

Adams, Boise, Gem, Payette, Valley, Washington

Cities

Payette, Fruitland, New Plymouth, Horseshoe Bend, Emmett

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

1,232
30,522
2,989
508

14
8,327
2,123

% Subbasin Area

59%
34%
0%
7%
0%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

9

67
$13,376,274
$35,044

24

11
$88,151

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
J
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South Fork Coeur d'Alene

Rank: 4

Introduction
Seven communities in this sub-basin are along the South Fork Coeur d'Alene River.

What is the risk?

The South Fork Coeur d'Alene Lake Sub-Basin has considerable risk to human life and property. There
are three multiple loss communities (Pinehurst, Wallace, Kellogg) in this sub-basin. At the USGS gage
near Kellogg, the bankfull discharge of the SF Coeur d'Alene River is 1,940 cfs8. As shown in the table
below, annual peak flows have exceeded 2,000 cfs many times in the past. There are 9 dams
considered by IDWR to be of High or Significant risk; Lucky Friday Pond No. 4 and Osburn dam being
the largest5. Many of these dams are located in populated areas and all are a flooding risk to
residential and farmland downstream.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

Population surrounding the South Fork Coeur d’Alene River is a critical concern. The high volume of
insurance within the sub-basin boundaries warrant a high priority for future study.

Counties
Benewah, Kootenai, Shoshone

Cities
Kellogg, Pinehurst, Smelterville, Wardner, Osburn, Wallace, Mullan

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sq.mi.) 297
Population (2010) 11,035
Miles of Stream 620
Miles of Canal 0
Number of Dams 10
Maximum Elevation (ft) 6,765
Minimum Elevation (ft) 2,156

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area

Private 44%
Federal 53%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 3%
Out of Idaho 0%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 10
NFIP Policies 843
Total Coverage $122,181,410
Total Premiums $496,426
A Zone Properties 719
# Claims (since 1978) 147
Paid Claim (since 1978) $1,354,616
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 4
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction 5

a USGS

USGS 12413470 SF COEUR D ALENE RIVER NR PINEHURST ID

1468868

126860 Fo)

1868868

il i) o

per second

6080 o
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Weiser

3 Rank: 5 . .
) Subbasin Metrics
™ 3 Introduction .
; ) o . . . Area (sg.mi.) 1,683
The Weiser Sub-Basin is largely privately owned with population and development concentrated -
along the Weiser River and the towns of Weiser (pop. 5507), Midvale (pop. 171), Council (pop. 839), Population (2010) 6,771
and Cambridge (pop. 328)2. The primary river system in this sub-basin is the Weiser River. There are Miles of Stream 3,932
several reservoirs in the sub-basin including Lost Valley Reservoir and Crane Creek Reservoir. Miles of Canal 243
. 1o
L L What is the risk? Number of Dams 19
Tamarack The majority of the development in this sub-basin is agricultural, mostly along the Weiser River with . | oo (f E
some on Mann Creek and the Little Weiser. Flood hazards can include seasonal high stream flows Maximum Elevation (ft) <L
. that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage near the city of Weiser, this discharge is 9720 cfs®. Minimum Elevation (ft) 2,093
Evergreen (— From the below graph one can see annual peak flow events that exceeded bankfull discharge. The . X
\’ = Weiser River exceeded its banks in 2011 resulting in the closure of Hwy. 9510. Subbasin Ownership

) ) ) ) N ) Owner Type % Subbasin Area
In this sub-basin, there are 19 dams considered by IDWR to be of High or Significant risk®. The

majority of the at-risk dams in this basin are a flooding risk to residential and farmland development Private 51%
downstream. Of the 73 dams in the IDWR database listed in this sub-basin, none are on the Weiser Federal 43%
River.

Iver Reservation/BIA 0%
LiDAR data availability State 6%
There is a planned LiDAR project for the Weiser River.

Out of Idaho 0%
Conclusion
The Weiser River is an unregulated stream that floods regularly resulting in flood damage primarily NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
to the City of Weiser. With repeated issues of flooding including that of Mann Creek, the Weiser sub- NFIP Communities 8
basin is a higher priority. .

NFIP Policies 45
Counties Total Coverage $6,186,865
Adams, Gem, Valley, Washington Total Premiums $30,975
Cities A Zone Properties 85
Council, Cambridge, Midvale, Weiser, Weiser # Claims (since 1978) 7

Paid Claim (since 1978) $236,865

Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 3
Local Fiscal Contributors 1
Prefer Risk Reduction 3

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS) Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
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Rank: 6

Introduction

St. Joe

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sq.mi.)

The St. Joe Sub-Basin is home to residents of St. Maries and spans much of Shoshone and Benewah

County. The St. Joe and St. Maries River is the major water system within the basin.

What is the risk?

There are two repetitive losses as a result of flooding from the St. Joe River. Flood hazards from the
St. Joe River include seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage at
the town of Calder, this discharge is 15,500 cfs®. From the graph below annual peak flow events that
exceeded bankfull discharge frequently do occur. At places further downstream like the town of St.
Maries, these flows will increase. Ice jams have also compounded flooding concerns along the St.

Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Joe River in the past14. In this sub-basin, there are no flood control structures to regulate the strong

waters of the St. Joe.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR coverage exists to the west of the sub-basin, including the town of St. Maries.

Conclusion

This is a repetitive loss sub-basin with unregulated waters. Engineering studies are recommended for
the St. Joe River, due to the potential floodwaters that affect property along its banks. Because much

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA

State

of the land belongs to the Coeur d'Alene Tribe, coordination with tribal and federal governments is

required for comprehensive flood mitigation activities.

Counties

Benewah, Clearwater, Kootenai, Latah, Shoshone
Cities

Plummer, Parkline, St. Maries

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Out of Idaho

1,845
8,738
4,674

18

7,687
2,116

% Subbasin Area

40%
52%
1%
7%
0%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

7

10
$1,463,500
$6,582

8

8
$123,734

St. Joe
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Big Wood

Rank: 7 . .
Subbasin Metrics

Introduction )
Custer . L L ) . Area (sg.mi.) 1,499
The Big Wood Sub-Basin is home to thousands of people that live in or near to the Big Wood River

floodplain. The populated areas within the Big Wood boundaries include Sun Valley, Ketchum, Hailey Population (2010) 23,221
and Bellevue. Miles of Stream 2,614
What is the risk? Miles of Canal 341
Flooding within the Big Wood Sub-Basin could greatly disrupt life and property to Blaine County. Number of Dams 7
Much of the population in the sub-basin lives along the Big Wood River. Annual precipitation in this . | on (f e
region is between 16 to 30 inches per year'. At the USGS streamgage in Hailey, the Big Wood river Maximum Elevation (ft) Ll
bankfull discharge is 2,290 cfs®. The table below shows a potential flood risk occurred recently when Minimum Elevation (ft) 2,700
high streamflows exceeded 7,000 cfs®. There are eight dams in the sub-basin categorized as posing a . .

high to significant risk of flooding. The dams are along tributaries to the Big Wood and Malad Rivers. Subbasin Ownership

The largest dams are the Magic Resevoir Dam and the Trail Creek Dam, which is within the city limits

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
of Sun Valley®.

Private 23%
LiDAR data availability p—
F 75%
No LiDAR data is available or planned. edera ’
) Reservation/BIA 0%
Conclusion
State 2%

Many residents of this watershed reside along or near riparian areas. The number of NFIP policies in
force is high. Because springtime flooding and the threat of dam breaches poses considerable risk to Out of Idaho 0%
local lives and property, there is a high need for further flood studies in this watershed. L

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

Elmaore Counties

. . . NFIP Communities 9
|] P Blaine, Camas, Custer, Gooding, Lincoln, Camas
I 0 NFIP Policies 613
LA | Cities
Crnmos Creet ) ) Total Coverage $162,252,740
Sun Valley, Ketchum, Hailey, Bellevue, Gooding
PJ"'_,_',/—’_"m—-H_.. Total Premiums $422,140
A Zone Properties 403
# Claims (since 1978) 107
Paid Claim (since 1978) $590,524

Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 3
Local Fiscal Contributors 2
Prefer Risk Reduction 3
Gooding
Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS) Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
» p h
ZUSGS / i
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Lower Kootenai

Rank: 8

Introduction

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.) 921

The Lower Kootenai is home to most of the residents of Boundary County including the communities

of Bonners Ferry (pop. 2543) and Moyie Springs (pop. 718).2
What is the risk?

The Kootenai River is the major water system in the area. USGS stream gages at Leonia represent
high stream flows.® There is a high risk dam at McArthur Resevoir, south of Bonner's Ferry. Land
along the banks of the river are used for agriculture and rural development.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR is complete along the Kootenai River from Moyie Springs to the US border.

Conclusion

High presence of human development along the Kootenai River and existing LIDAR makes the Lower

Kootenai a candidate for future flood study.

Counties

Bonner, Boundary
Cities

Moyie Springs, Bonners Ferry

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Population (2010) 10,481
Miles of Stream 1,101
Miles of Canal 107
Number of Dams 1
Maximum Elevation (ft) 7,694
Minimum Elevation (ft) 0

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area

Private 8%
Federal 13%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 1%
Out of Idaho 78%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 3
NFIP Policies 21
Total Coverage $5,186,665
Total Premiums $19,616
A Zone Properties 13
# Claims (since 1978) 1
Paid Claim (since 1978) $7,975
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 3
Local Fiscal Contributors 2
Prefer Risk Reduction 3

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Flood Damage

~foe— Streams
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\ Clearwater
Sheshoene
Rank: 9 . q
Benewah . Subbasin Metrics
— Introduction

o o . Area (sq.mi.) 2,345
The Clearwater Sub-Basin is home to thousands of people who live in or near the Clearwater River

floodplain, as well as its tributaries, which include the Potlach, Lapwai Creek, and Lawyers Creek. A Population (2010) 45,898
majority of the land and inhabited properties in this basin belong to the Nez Perce Tribe. Miles of Stream 5,594
--1/; - 'D"*"r.-‘ Us e F'"qr-fé T What is the risk? Miles of Canal 18
S : | NOTEh £ The largest flood event would be a dam breach at the Dworshak reservoir upstream of this sub- Number of Dams 5
- e basin. The volume of the reservoir is 3,453 KAF*. 164,208 people? live in adjacent sub-basins, . | on (f
Latah ) BN downstream of the reservoir, that would be affected by a catastrophic dam breach including the Maximum Elevation (ft) 6,047
WH“ cities of Clarkston, Richland, Pasco, and Kenewick. The Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) Minimum Elevation (ft) 719
classifies dams according to their downstream damage potential, and the Dworshak dam is . .
attributed with the highest damage classification®. Subbasin Ownership
. o ) . ) ) ) Owner Type % Subbasin Area
R el Other risks include regular flooding of properties along the tributaries of the Clearwater River.
) Private 75%
\@ LiDAR data availability
. . . . . T . . Federal 10%
~ (k=] LiDAR elevation data is available along the Clearwater River within this sub-basin. This data helps
Clearwater determine what depth flood waters will reach in a given area. LiDAR data also exists along three Reservation/BIA 7%
AR? small stream reaches (see map). State 8%
2y Southwick Teakean Conclusion Out of Idaho 0%
27 f ligetta Leland ey The D hak R irhasb ht flood control, and safety to life and ty, to th b
L ‘ e e Dworshak Reservoir has brought flood control, and safety to life and property, to the nearby oo
; 7 5, Mﬁﬁ/ downstream sub-basins, however flooding is still a concern for for properties along the Clearwater NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
/ -, } River's tributary streams. Mitigating flood risks in this watershed will require coordination at the NEIP Communities 21
Ao g E Agatha e :
L e ' / .f/ federal level. A
“ o ot / , £ i NFIP Policies 130
-~ = S0 mit i
(125 o Sk :ﬁ( i % Counties Total Coverage $22,393,702
3 ' Narth La'pwal WL g Giffor ; 3 B i , .
: d"E;-, ; ,fﬁ L Clearwater, Idaho, Latah, Lewis, Nez Perce Total Premiums $110,837
- Cities A Zone Properties 82
Ns Bovill, Deary, Troy, Kendrick, Juliaetta, Orofino, Pierce, Peck, Lewiston, Lapwai, Culdesac, Weippe, . .
"E'_;.. Reubens, Craigmont, Winchester, Nezperce, Kamiah, Kamiah, Ferdinand, Kooskia i€ 2l (S 7 14
i Paid Claim (since 1978) $78,030
s Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk 8
Local Fiscal Contributors 3
Prefer Risk Reduction 7
Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS) Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
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American Falls

Rank: 10

Introduction

The American Falls Sub-Basin is home to thousands of people, with the majority living near the main
flooding source: the Snake River. The cities of Blackfoot, American Falls, and Shelly, are the largest
cities.

What is the risk?

This sub-basin is susceptible to flash flooding due to its minimal slope and significant rural
agricultural and urban development along the Snake River. Flood hazards can include seasonal high
stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage near the city of Blackfoot, this
discharge is 19,200 cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak flow events that exceeded
bankfull discharge. In this sub-basin, there are three dams considered by IDWR to be of High or
Significant risk; Gem State Dam, Simplot Effluent Irrigation (El) Dam, & American Falls Dam®. Gem
State and Simplot El dams are a flooding risk to residential development and farmland downstream.
The City of Shelly is within five miles downstream of the Gem State Dam and the Simplot El dam is on
the outskirts of the City of Chubbuck. American Falls Dam will be addressed in adjacent sub-basin(s).

LiDAR data availability

Two projects within the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory in the northern portion of the sub-
basin; One project planned along Snake River above Am. Falls Reservoir.

Conclusion

Due to the variable flow of the Snake River near Blackfoot, and the number of flood insurance
policies in force, it is highly recommended further flood studies be considered in this watershed.
Counties

Bannock, Bingham, Blaine, Bonneville, Butte, Oneida, Power

Cities

Idaho Falls, Shelley, Basalt, Firth, Blackfoot, Aberdeen, Arbon Valley, Pocatello, American Falls

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

2,870
77,212
2,448
608

8,737
4,324

% Subbasin Area

49%
33%
11%
7%
0%

13
161

$28,894,274
$111,524

120
26

$114,340
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Portneuf

Rank: 11

Introduction

The Portneuf Sub-Basin is home to tens of thousands of people, of which the majority live in, or near
the Portneuf River floodplain. This sub-basin has the 6th largest population growth in the state?.

What is the risk?

Flooding within the Portneuf Sub-Basin could affect life and property, especially near the cities of
Lava Hot Springs, McCammon, Inkom, Pocatello, and Chubbuck that have 70,247 residents?,
combined. Flood hazards include high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS
gage near Pocatello, this discharge is 782 cfs®, however the below graph shows annual peak flow
events that exceeded bankfull discharge. The Portneuf Dam has a storage volume of 20 KAF4, and a
high downstream damage classification.® Moreover, flash flooding from the Rapid and Jackson
Creeks have cause a lot of damage in Inkom.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR elevation data is available surrounding the city of Pocatello. LIDAR acquisition is planned along
the Portneuf River from about three miles upstream of Lava Hot Springs to the tribal boundary, a few
miles downstream of Pocatello (see map). This data helps determine what depth flood waters will
reach in a given area.

Conclusion

High risk exists within this sub-basin because of high population and many properties near the
Portneuf River. Flood hazard mapping is recommended because of high risk, existing and planned
LiDAR data, and almost 50 miles of invalid stream engineering studies.

Counties

Bannock, Bingham, Caribou, Franklin, Oneida, Power

Cities

Fort Hall, Chubbuck, Arbon Valley, Pocatello, Pocatello, Inkom, Bancroft, McCammon, Lava Hot
Springs, Arimo, Downey

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

1,328
86,445
3,261
390

9,252
4,341

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 46%
Federal 25%
Reservation/BIA 26%
State 3%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 13
NFIP Policies 148
Total Coverage $29,460,854
Total Premiums $122,271
A Zone Properties 103
# Claims (since 1978) 25
Paid Claim (since 1978) $77,963
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 7
Local Fiscal Contributors 6
Prefer Risk Reduction 8

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
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Teton

Rank: 12

Introduction

The Teton Sub-Basin is home to tens of thousands of people with the majority living in or near the
Teton and South Fork Teton River floodplains. Both these rivers are unregulated, and hence no dams
exist to control floods.

What is the risk?

Flood events could be due to several causes including rain on snow events, localized intensive
rainfall, and inadequate urban drainage systems. No flood control structure exists (i.e. dams) within
the sub-basin, which structures are used to dampen the effect of these flood events on the 18,499
people? who live in or near the Teton and South Teton River floodplains. Flood hazards can include
high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage near St. Anthony this discharge is
3380 cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak flow events that exceeded bankfull
discharge.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR elevation data is available along the Teton and South Fork Teton Rivers, starting about sevenes
east of Sugar City and continuing west to the edge of the sub-basin (see map). Additional LiDAR
acquisition is planned near the cities of Rexburg and Victor. LiDAR data helps determine what depth
flood waters will reach in a given area.

Conclusion

Because of the high population near the unregulated Teton and South Teton Rivers, and the existing
LiDAR data, it is recommended that this sub-basin be considered for future flood mapping activities.
Counties

Bonneville, Fremont, Madison, Teton

Cities

St. Anthony, Newdale, Teton, Sugar City, Rexburg, Tetonia, Driggs, Victor

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

1,096
27,668
1,625
277

11,217
4,813

% Subbasin Area

55%
17%
0%
3%
26%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

8

111
$28,068,470
$73,799

73

6
$17,495
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Little Wood

Rank: 13

Introduction

The Little Wood watershed is home to thousands of people, of which the majority live in or near the
Little Wood River floodplain.

What is the risk?

Flooding can affect life and property of the 6,446 combined population of Carey, Richfield, Shoshone,
and Gooding.? High stream flow flooding is possible. The stream gage near Richfield has a discharge
of 331 cfs® however, as seen in the graph below, annual peak flow events exceed bankfull discharge.
A potential dam breach at Little Wood Dam or Fish Creek dams are also a source cause of flood risk,
particularly as the Fish Creek dam is in poor condition. Both dams have a high downstream damage
classification®. There is a US Army Corps of Engineers study currently being conducted in the city of
Gooding.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

Future flood mapping activities are recommended for the cities of Carey, Richfield, Shoshone, and
Gooding due to their adjacency to the potential floodwaters of Little Wood River and any associated
high flows or a potential breach of the Little Wood and Fish Creek Dams.

Counties
Blaine, Butte, Custer, Gooding, Jerome, Lincoln

Cities

Carey, Richfield, Gooding, Shoshone, Dietrich

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available

1,172
10,005
1,820
221

11,781
3,445

% Subbasin Area

35%
59%
0%
6%
0%

9
125

$27,017,370

$96,058
96
12

$34,094
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Palouse

Rank: 14

Introduction

The Palouse watershed includes rural and urban population areas. The sub-basin is located almost
entirely within Latah County in northern Idaho. 2010 census statistics report more than 26,000
people live within the Palouse watershed, the majority of which are in the city of Moscow.?

What is the risk?

The Palouse River flows from the eastern edge of the sub-basin, across the watershed, and into
Washington state. The historical average bankfull peak flow of water in the river is approximately
4,000 cfs, however the bankfull streamflow in 2011 was 6,130 cfs and the record high 14,600 cfs was
set in February 19968. There are two dams with significant risk hazard attributions within the
watershed, one of which is on the southern end of city of Moscow. Moscow issued a disaster
proclamation during March 2012 as high rain volumes and warm temperatures melted snow and
caused flooding within the town.

LiDAR data availability

The Moscow Mountain, Emerald Creek and Coeur d'Alene Reservation (Sanders) LiDAR datasets
cover areas within the Palouse sub-basin.
Conclusion

In consideration of high population levels residing in urban areas that have experienced recent flood
events, and because LiDAR data is available in certain areas, this watershed is a good candidate for
future flood risk studies.

Counties
Benewah, Latah, Nez Perce

Cities

Onaway, Potlatch, Moscow, Genesee

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.) 2,322
Population (2010) 31,487
Miles of Stream 1,419
Miles of Canal 2
Number of Dams 2
Maximum Elevation (ft) 5,325
Minimum Elevation (ft) 0

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 80%
Federal 16%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 3%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 5
NFIP Policies 221
Total Coverage $38,772,870
Total Premiums $169,773
A Zone Properties 185

# Claims (since 1978) 29

Paid Claim (since 1978) $210,775
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 4
Local Fiscal Contributors 3
Prefer Risk Reduction 4

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
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Rank: 15

Introduction

The Idaho Falls Sub-Basin is home to over 100,000 people, and has the 2nd largest population
growth in the state?.

What is the risk?

Flooding within the Idaho Falls Sub-Basin could affect life and property, including agricultural
properties along the Snake River. The city of Idaho Falls is the largest city, with 56,813 residents?, and
is adjacent to the floodplain. Flood hazards can include high stream flows that exceed bankfull
discharge. At the USGS gage near the city of Heise this discharge is 22,000 cfs®. From the below
graph one can see annual peak flow events that exceeded bankfull discharge. Besides high stream
flows, another flood hazard includes a potential dam breach at any upstream lake/reservoir (Ririe,
Palisades, Ashton, Island Park, and Henrys Lake) which could flow into this sub-basin and flood the
cities of Ririe, Rigby, Menan, Roberts, Idaho Falls, and Ammon. These dams have a High downstream
damage classification®. Also, two repetitive loss locations are shown on the map, and represent areas
of recurring flood claims.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR elevation data is available along the Snake River from city of Heise to the city of Roberts. LiDAR
acquisition is planned along the Snake River (see map). This data helps determine what depth flood
waters will reach in a given area.

Conclusion

High risk exists within this sub-basin because of high population and many properties near the Snake
River. Flood mapping is recommended because of high risk, existing and planned LiDAR data, and
repetitive loss.

Counties

Bonneville, Jefferson, Madison

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

1,248
33,155
342
338

7,077
4,698

% Subbasin Area

71%
24%
0%
5%
0%

8
224

$52,659,856

Idaho Falls
Subbasin

i

e Cities Transportation LiDAR Status

Levees " Interstate Complete
Dam Hazard «~__ 1.5 Highway Processing

L High ~~_, State Highway Acquiring
Significant Waterbodies Planned
Repetitive o Lakes Tribal Lands
Flood Damage . . groqms [ ] Counties

Map Extent of
[dahe HUCs

Total Premiums $128,452
Cities A Zone Properties 92
Hamer, Menan, R rts, Lewisville, Ri Riri n, Idaho Falls, Idaho Falls, Idaho Fall
amer, Menan, Roberts, Lewisville, Rigby, Ririe, Ucon, Idaho Falls, Idaho Falls, Idaho Falls # Claims (since 1978) 23
Paid Claim (since 1978) $143,400
Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk 4
Local Fiscal Contributors 2
Prefer Risk Reduction 5
Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS) Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
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Upper Spokane

Rank: 16

Introduction

The Upper Spokane sub-basin is heavily populated, largely privately owned, and is in both the States
of Idaho and Washington. Idaho cities within this watershed include Coeur d'Alene (pop. 44,137),
Post Falls (27,574), Hayden (13,294), Rathdrum (6826), Hauser (678), Athol (692), and State Line
(38)2. The primary river system in this sub-basin is the Spokane River. Interstate 90 follows the
Spokane River through this sub-basin. There is significant agricultural and residential development in
the Rathdrum Prairie.

What is the risk?

Water quality is an issue in the area with high levels of metal in the water. Flood hazards include
seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage near Hayden Lake, this
discharge is 319 cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak flow events that exceeded
bankfull discharge.

In this sub-basin, there are five dams considered by IDWR to be of High or Significant risk®. The dams
are associated with the Post Falls Dam power generation project. The Post Falls dams are located
just downstream of the City of Post Falls. Chilco & Kiblen North dams are a flooding risk to
residential development and farmland downstream.

LiDAR data availability

There is existing LiDAR in headwater areas of Quinnamose and Saltese Creeks, as well as proposed
LiDAR along the Spokane River and Hayden Lake.

Conclusion

There is significant agricultural and rural development in this sub-basin as well as downriver in the
City of Spokane, WA. Flooding can result in significant loss of life and property.

Counties

Kootenai

Cities

Athol, Rathdrum, Hayden, Hauser, Hayden Lake, Post Falls, Dalton Gardens, Dalton Gardens, Coeur
d'Alene, State Line, Huetter

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

562
99,092
394

21

5,643
1,716

% Subbasin Area

50%
9%
0%
5%

37%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

5

208
$44,593,877
$160,425

127

35
$293,123

Not Available
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Coeur d'Alene Lake

Rank: 17

Introduction

Coeur d’Alene Lake Sub-Basin is home to thousands of people in the cities of Coeur d’Alene, Fernan
Lake and Harrison, as well as unincorporated areas of Kootenai County.

What is the risk?

This sub-basin has two repetitive loss areas in the City of Coeur d'Alene. Primary threat from flood
damage is mostly to residential properties. Bankfull discharge of the Coeur d’Alene River near
Cataldo is 1,880 cfs®. The annual peak flows of this river are frequently exceeded, posing serious
flood risk to cities and private property downstream. Additonally, flooding has lead to spikes in heavy
metal concentrations in the Coeur d’Alene Lakel5.

There are no flood control structures in this sub-basin.

LiDAR data availability
LiDAR exists along the Coeur d'Alene River and is planned surrounding Coeur d’Alene Lake.

Conclusion

High human population along waterway property as well as the unregulated high annual flows of the
Coeur d’Alene River creates a high need for further detailed studies.

Counties
Benewah, Kootenai, Shoshone

Cities
Hayden, Dalton Gardens, Coeur d'Alene, Fernan Lake Village, Harrison

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

644
34,838
1,167
19

6,371
2,090

% Subbasin Area

59%
25%
1%
13%
1%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

6

106
$23,146,220
$83,494

68

24
$212,921
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Rank: 18

Introduction

The majority of Pend Oreille Lake Sub-Basin is privately owned. Population to the area is high
including the cities of Sandpoint, Ponderay, Kootenai, Dover, East Hope, Spirit Lake, and Athol.
What is the risk?

Risk to human life and property is high since much of the land use is residential property. Flood
hazards from the Pack River include seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At
the USGS gage near Colburn, the discharge is 2,500 cfs®. From the graph below annual peak flow
events that exceeded bankfull discharge have occurred in the past. In this sub-basin, there are 2
dams considered by IDWR to be of Significant risk®. Both of these are a flooding risk to residential
development and farmland downstream.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR exists along the banks of Pend Oreille Lake and Pend Oreille River.

Conclusion

Engineering studies are recommended for the cities of Sandpoint and Ponderay, due to the potential
flooding by of Sand Creek. Studies are also recommended for the Pack River and its impact on
agriculture to the north and water levels of Pend Oreille Lake.

Counties

Bonner, Boundary, Kootenai, Shoshone

Cities

Ponderay, Kootenai, Sandpoint, Dover, Hope, East Hope, Priest River, Oldtown, Oldtown, Spirit Lake,
Athol

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sq.mi.) 1,222
Population (2010) 37,818
Miles of Stream 1,414
Miles of Canal 4
Number of Dams 2
Maximum Elevation (ft) 7,539
Minimum Elevation (ft) 2,044

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area

Private 51%
Federal 27%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 18%
Out of Idaho 4%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 12
NFIP Policies 361
Total Coverage $83,643,365
Total Premiums $209,398
A Zone Properties 264
# Claims (since 1978) 29
Paid Claim (since 1978) $184,901
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 7
Local Fiscal Contributors 5
Prefer Risk Reduction 7
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Blackfoot

Rank: 19

Introduction

Although the Blackfoot Sub-Basin is largely privately owned, agricultural and residential development
is concentrated between the Blackfoot River and the Snake River in the Northern portion of the sub-
basin and the Blackfoot Reservoir near the center of the sub-basin. There is no city wholly within the
sub-basin with a 2010 population. The City of Blackfoot is on the Northern edge of the sub-basin as
is a portion of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation. The primary river system in this sub-basin is the
Blackfoot River.

What is the risk?

Flood hazards can include seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS
gage near the city of Goshen, this discharge is 5.3 cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual
peak flow events that exceeded bankfull discharge.

In this sub-basin, there are 2 dams considered by IDWR to be of High risk; Blackfoot Reservoir Dam
and the Blackfoot-Equalizing Dam?®. Both dams are a flooding risk to residential development and
farmland.

LiDAR data availability

A small portion of the Blackfoot River at its junction with the Snake River is part of a planned LiDAR
project.

Conclusion

There is no LiDAR currently in place along any major water system. A breach of Blackfoot Dam poses
the greatest risk to Blackfoot River and further downstream to the Snake River.

Counties

Bear Lake, Bingham, Bonneuville, Caribou

Cities

lona, Idaho Falls, Ammon, Blackfoot

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

1,089
58,074
2,632
280

9,377
3,251

% Subbasin Area

48%
20%
16%
17%

0%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

8

62
$11,634,094
$41,482

41

6
$18,600
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North Fork Payette

Rank: 20

Introduction

The North Fork Payette Sub-Basin is home to hundreds of people who live in or near the North Fork
Payette River floodplain.

What is the risk?

The greatest flood concern would result from a dam breach at Cascade Reservoir. The volume of the
reservoir is 693.2 KAF%. The city of Cascade is immediately downstream of the dam and is home to
939 people. 14,714 people live in an adjacent sub-basin, downstream of the reservoir, in the cities of
Banks, Horseshoe Bend, Emmett, and Payette?. The Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR)
classifies dams according to their downstream damage potential, and the Cascade dam is attributed
with the highest damage classification®.

The flooding of Dead Horse Creek has impaired access to northern sections of Payette Lake and is a

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

930
<), 7/l
1,824

101

27
9,009
.99

=atl MOTSE Owner Type % Subbasin Area
target for flood risk mitigation efforts.
Private 42%
LiDAR data availability
. e . . . " Federal 44%
LiDAR acquisition is planned along the North Fork Payette River between, and including, the cities of
McCall and Cascade (see map). Reservation/BIA 0%
Conclusion State 14%
This basin has experienced a lot of development during the past decade and there are concerns that Out of Idaho 0%
many Payette River tributaries, such as Dead Horse Creek, may not be adequately mapped for flood L
risk mitigation. While the Cascade Reservoir has brought flood control and safety to people and NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
property, the potential for flooding still exists and this area is a high priority for future flood risk NFIP Communities 8
studies. .
NFIP Policies 44
Counties Total Coverage $10,466,060
Adams, Boise, Gem, Idaho, Vall .
ams, Boise, bem, 1dano, valley Total Premiums $31,177
Cities A Zone Properties 19
McCall, D I
cCall, Donnelly, Cascade # Claims (since 1978) 1
Paid Claim (since 1978) SO
Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk 2
Local Fiscal Contributors
Prefer Risk Reduction 2
Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS) Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
E
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Subbasin
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Dam Hazard

L
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Flood Damage

Transportation
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Waterbodies

2+ Lakes

~-— Streams

LiDAR Status
Complete
Processing
Acquiring
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Tribal Lands

[ | Counties

Map Extent of
[dahe HUCs

Boise-Mores

Rank: 21

Introduction

The Boise-Mores Sub-Basin is largely federally managed and easily accessed from the City of Boise.
Much of the population is distributed in rural areas, outside the two cities of Idaho City (pop. 485)
and Placerville (53)2 The primary river systems in this sub-basin are Mores Creek and the Boise
River. Arrowrock and Lucky Peak Reservoirs impound the Boise River in this sub-basin.

What is the risk?

Recent flooding problems have occurred along Elk Creek in Idaho City, as well along Mores Creek,
affecting State Highway 21. Flood hazards include seasonal high stream flows exceing bankfull
discharge. At the USGS gage near Idaho City, this discharge is 215 cfs®. In this sub-basin, there are
two dams considered by IDWR to be of High risk; Lucky Peak and Arrowrock Dams®. Breach of either
Arrowrock or Lucky Peak dams are a significant flood risk to the City of Boise and other cities
downstream.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR exists for Bannock Creek near Idaho City.

Conclusion

A dam breach at Lucky Peak or Arrowrock Dams would cause major damage to property and
threaten human life downstream in the Treasure Valley.

Counties
Ada, Boise, ElImore

Cities

Placerville, Idaho City

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

USGS 13195500 MOORE (MORES) CREEK ABV GRANITE CREEK NR IDAHO CTY]
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per second

158

188
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

617
3,416
1,403

19

9,068
3,035

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 21%
Federal 66%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 13%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 5
NFIP Policies 32
Total Coverage $6,980,476
Total Premiums $17,840
A Zone Properties 14
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) $399

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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Lembhi

Rank: 22

Introduction

The Lemhi Sub-Basin is home to thousands people with the majority living in or near the Lemhi River
floodplain. This river is unregulated, and hence no dams exist to control floods.

What is the risk?

Local flood events are due to many causes including rain on snow events, ice jams, localized
intensive rainfall, and inadequate urban drainage systems. No flood control structure exists (i.e.
dams) within the sub-basin, which structures are used to dampen the effect of these flood events on
the 2,333 people? who live in or near the Lemhi River floodplain. Flood hazards can include high
stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage near the city of Lemhi (about halfway
downstream from Leadore to Salmon), this discharge is 910 cfs®. From the below graph one can see
annual peak flow events that exceeded bankfull discharge.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

Because of the high population near the unregulated Lemhi River, it is recommended that this sub-
basin be considered for future flood mapping activities.

Counties

Custer, Lemhi
Cities

Salmon, Leadore

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership
% Subbasin Area

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

1,261
1,881
2,574
358

1
11,316
3,911

19%
78%
0%
3%
0%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

4

24
$4,599,940
$18,600

16

4
$41,260
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BEenner

Priest

Rank: 23

Introduction

The Priest Sub-Basin is home to thousands of people, which includes those living in or near the Priest
River floodplain.

What is the risk?

Flooding within the Priest Sub-Basin could affect life and property, especially near the city of Priest
River. Flood hazards can include high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage
near the city of Coolin, this discharge is 5620 cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak
flow events that exceeded bankfull discharge. Besides high stream flows, another flood hazard
includes a potential dam breach at Priest Lake Dam, which would flood the downstream city
mentioned previously. The Priest Lake dam has a High downstream damage classification®.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR exists in areas away from major water systems and is planned for the Priest Lake Region.

Conclusion

Future flood mapping activities are recommended for the city of Priest River due to its adjacency to
the potential floodwaters of the Priest River, and the 3.44 miles of unknown and requested stream
engineering studies.

Counties
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Cities

Priest River

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

979
3,623
1,068

7,546

% Subbasin Area

9%
32%
0%
37%
22%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

3

50
$11,059,280
$31,411

31

3
$9,010

Not Available



Middle Bear
b Rank: 24
' kN ' Subbasin Metrics
Portn o ¢ pivel , CEC T i Introduction
e ey f RIV Caribeu ) ) . Area (sg.mi.) 1,288
LT i . Paga . Middle Bear covers all of Franklin County (pop. 12,786), the southern half of Caribou County (pop. -
— ‘. N 6,963) and their communities.? Large portions of land use in the valleys include row and grain crop Population (2010) 14,847
Turner r;, agriculture. Miles of Stream 1,700
Ly
l".L What is the risk? Miles of Canal 354
priter Bench Bear River is the main water system, flowing south across the watershed. The Idaho Department of Number of Dams 16
Bannock = L i Water Resources (IDWR) classifies dams according to their downstream damage potential. There are . | oo (f Y
Lagor— ]'k = at least 17 diversion dams controlling the flow of water in this region, 12 of which are high risk Maximum Elevation (ft) ¢
b structures, including Soda Dam to the NE which controls flow from Alexander Reservoir.> A breach or Minimum Elevation (ft) 4,393
dam failure would cause serious threat of flood loss to the community of Grace. The Strong Arm and . .
_mmThatcher) Twin Lakes Dams which lie north of Preston (pop. 5204)? that could result in loss of human life Subbasin Ownership
i A and/or damage to property. Owner Type % Subbasin Area
— Perry.k | . S
- -'; LiDAR data availability DRVELE 50%
Lo ! P . . . L
S F.#: y _EFE'_-'E/ No LiDAR is available or planned within this watershed. Federal 20%
=, Swanlaket Conclusion Reservation/BIA 0%
" / ¢ Bear Lake Due to the high number of dams within this watershed, and the risk to human life and property the — 6%
,_:M-:/ﬁ- : e :'I:'rﬂ'lda y dams impose, future flood studies may be warranted. Moreover, outdated maps for several cities, ’
w‘,mfurd : i HE S f/ and a lack of mapping in unicorporated areas, presents an opportunity to engage in flood risk Out of Idaho 25%
. & f Mink E“’*“ mapping in this watershed. —
A, Banmida | AL NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
-?-ﬁ e Counties
\ e / . . . NFIP Communities 9
r eliftan ’ __{'- 2 | Bannock, Bear Lake, Caribou, Franklin, Oneida o
: L Riverdale '|'\ — f" Cities NFIP Policies 7
- ' p 1
. Fyahfliv e ey :_‘5?5'_5:t e . ) Total Coverage $1,421,694
L & r Al J) Tk Grace, Oxford, Clifton, Dayton, Preston, Weston, Franklin
= L Total Premiums $2,940
Cayton L - {,.-l"-\
i & L Mapiton .~ . A Zone Properties 1
L i
15 “rditon L - ¥ # Claims (since 1978) 1
5 ; » .
b o id Claim (si
H. " ; Paid Claim (since 1978) $2,983
Franklin
f \"‘“‘\ Survey Results
Fairvigw Identified Flood Risk 6
Local Fiscal Contributors 4
iy Prefer Risk Reduction 6
f‘l )Iw Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS) Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
L aribou
a USGS caril
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Willow

Rank: 25

Introduction

The Willow Sub-Basin is sparsely populated although largely privately owned. There is no city within
the sub-basin with a 2010 population?. The primary river system in this sub-basin is the Gray’s Lake
Outlet to Ririe Lake via Willow Creek. There is significant agricultural and residential development
upstream from Ririe Lake in the adjacent sub-basin.

What is the risk?

The majority of the development in this sub-basin is agricultural mostly near Gray’s Lake and Ririe
Lake. Flood hazards can include seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the
USGS gage near the city of Ririe, this discharge is 1750 cfs®. From the below graph one can see
annual peak flow events that exceeded bankfull discharge.

In this sub-basin, there is one dam considered by IDWR to be of High risk, the Ririe Dam®. Ririe Dam
is a flooding risk to residential development and farmland downstream.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

With lack of community or residential property and no NFIP policy in force, the need for further
study in this sub-basin is moderate to low.

Counties

Bingham, Bonneville, Caribou, Jefferson
Cities
Ririe, Idaho Falls, Idaho Falls

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

647
6,290
1,437

69

9,777
2,234

% Subbasin Area

62%
15%
1%
23%
0%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

5

9
$1,739,596
$6,227

6

1
$6,711

Not Available
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Lake Walcott
futte Rank: 26 _ _
Subbasin Metrics
Introduction )
. . o Area (sg.mi.) 3,582
The Lake Walcott Sub-Basin is home to tens of thousands of people, of which the majority live in, or -
near the Snake River floodplain. Population (2010) 37,901
What is the risk? Miles of Stream 2,244
Flooding within the Lake Walcott Sub-Basin could affect life and property, including agricultural Miles of Canal 1,319
- properties along the Snake River. The city of Burley is the largest city, with 10,345 residents?, and is Number of Dams 5
adjacent to the floodplain. Besides high stream flows, another flood hazard includes a potential dam ) | on (F 9239
; breach at any upstream lake/reservoir (Minidoka, American Falls, Blackfoot, Ririe, Palisades, Ashton, Maximum Elevation (ft) 0
Blaine Bingham Island Park, and Henrys Lake) which could flow into this sub-basin and flood the cities of Burley, Minimum Elevation (ft) 4,085

Declo, Heyburn, and Paul. These dams have a High downstream damage classification® (Note:
Bankfull flow values are not available for this, or any other stream that is regulated/diverted, and so

Subbasin Ownership

only annual peak flows are available below). Owner Type % Subbasin Area
LiDAR data availability B— 33%
No LiDAR data is available or planned. Federal 64%
(]
Conclusion Reservation/BIA 0%
Risk to life and property exist within this sub-basin, especially due to high flows or a dam breach that
; . . . . State 3%
would affect the city of Burley and its surrounding residents and properties.
. Out of Idaho 0%
Lincaln Counties
o Blaine, Butte, Cassia, Jerome, Lincoln, Minidoka, Oneida, Power, Twin Falls NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
Cities NFIP Communities 16
S o W American Falls, Minidoka, Acequia, Rupert, Paul, Rockland, Heyburn, Burley, Declo, Albion NFIP Policies 87
Inidaoka
Total Coverage $23,699,380
Minidoka Total Premiums $62,487
A Zone Properties 34
. # Claims (since 1978) 8
s v Paid Claim (since 1978) $242,914
. L aid Claim (since ,
Jerome 1‘1|. " .
‘\_ r‘,_",f.'i'l' Rupsft,. MICkson = I
: Paul & Rockland e Survey Results
o [ = ‘k\_
J.._—T e b Identified Flood Risk 5
| Burle ri{i" m{ln .-'~-. Local Fiscal Contributors 4
ingd ;"'? ln. Prefer Risk Reduction 7
) ‘
I Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS) Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
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Lower Henrys

Rank: 27

Introduction

The Lower Henry's Sub-Basin is home to thousands of people who live in or near the Henry's Fork
floodplain.

What is the risk?

Flooding within the Henry's Fork Sub-Basin could affect life and property, especially near the city of
St. Anthony that has 3542 residents?. Affected properties include residential, commercial, and
agricultural lands along the river. Flood hazards can include high stream flows that exceed bankfull
discharge, as well as ice jams and debris disbursement from flood waters. At the USGS gage near St.
Anthony this discharge is 5930 cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak flow events that
exceeded bankfull discharge. Other flood hazards include a potential dam breach at any of the three
lake/reservoirs (Ashton, Island Park, and Henrys Lake) within or upstream of this sub-basin. The

combined storage volumes are 187.2 KAF*. Each dam has a High downstream damage classification5.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR acquisition is planned for the Henrys Fork (see map).

Conclusion

Although population in the Lower Henrys is low, flood hazards exist from high flows or a potential
dam breach. The Henrys Fork flow is inconsistent from year to year.

Counties
Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Madison

Cities

Ashton, Drummond, St. Anthony, Parker, Rexburg

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

991
30,196
706
305

9,259
4,800

% Subbasin Area

38%
23%

0%
10%
29%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

6

26
$7,633,030
$21,655

16

3
$5,685
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Bear Lake

Rank: 28

Introduction

Bear Lake is a multi state sub-basin with more than three quarters of its land area within the state of
Idaho. Almost half the land in the watershed is privately owned. The population of Idaho's portion of
the watershed nearly exceeds 10,000 people.?

What is the risk?

The Bear River meanders across this watershed from south to north and is unregulated as it flows
into Alexander Reservoir, west of Soda Springs. Primary flood risks exist for properties near
tributaries of the Bear River. The flood insurance rate maps (FIRMs) for some cities are outdated and
no FIRMs exist for unincorporated areas of Bear Lake County.

LiDAR data availability

No LidAR is available or planned.

Conclusion

Due to the growing population to the area and the recent entry into the NFIP, Bear Lake may warrant
future studies.

Counties
Bear Lake, Caribou, Franklin

Cities
Soda Springs, Georgetown, Montpelier, Paris, Bloomington, St. Charles

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.) 1,273
Population (2010) 9,713
Miles of Stream 1,512
Miles of Canal 212
Number of Dams 9
Maximum Elevation (ft) 9,865
Minimum Elevation (ft) S5

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area

Private 44%
Federal 33%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 2%
Out of Idaho 21%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 7
NFIP Policies 5
Total Coverage $471,850
Total Premiums $4,276
A Zone Properties 4
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) SO
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 5
Local Fiscal Contributors 3
Prefer Risk Reduction 5
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Middle Snake-Payette

Rank: 29

Introduction

The Middle Snake-Payette sub-basin is home to thousands of people, of which the majority live in or
near the Snake River floodplain. Thousands more also live on the floodplain in an adjacent state.
What is the risk?

The Middle Snake Payette Sub-Basin is home to the confluence of the Payette and Snake Rivers. The
area floods regularly, resulting in relatively high flood losses.

From the below graph one can see annual peak flow events. Other flood hazards include a potential
dam breach at any of the many lake/reservoirs (Lucky Peak, Arrowrock, Anderson Ranch, Swan Falls,
C.J. Strike, Milner, Minidoka, American Falls, Blackfoot, Ririe, Palisades, Ashton, Island Park, and
Henrys Lake) upstream of this sub-basin. When nearby reservoir levels are at storage capacity, there
exists a greater chance that dam breaches further upstream could affect this sub-basin. Each dam
has a High or Significant downstream damage classification®. (Note: Bankfull flow values are not
available for this, or any other stream that is regulated/diverted, and so only annual peak flows are
available below).

LiDAR data availability
A LiDAR acquisition is planned for this area (see map).

Conclusion

Future flood mapping activities are recommended for the cities of Fruitland and Payette due to their
adjacency to the potential floodwaters of Snake River and any associated high flows or potential dam
breaches from any upstream dam. (Note: flood mapping studies are also recommended for
communities in Oregon that are within this sub-basin.)

Counties

Canyon, Payette, Washington

Cities

Weiser, Payette, Payette, Fruitland

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics

Area (sq.mi.) 278
Population (2010) 11,145
Miles of Stream 273
Miles of Canal 80
Number of Dams 3
Maximum Elevation (ft) 3,451
Minimum Elevation (ft) 2,093

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 35%
Federal 6%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 3%
Out of Idaho 57%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 5
NFIP Policies 39
Total Coverage $7,103,889
Total Premiums $22,641
A Zone Properties 20
# Claims (since 1978) 7
Paid Claim (since 1978) $102,067
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 3
Local Fiscal Contributors 2
Prefer Risk Reduction 3

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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C.J. Strike Reservoir

Rank: 30

Introduction

The C.J. Idaho Sub-Basin is home to thousands of people, with less than half who live near the main
flooding sources: Rattlesnake Creek and the Snake River. The cities of Mountain Home and Glenns
Ferry are home to 12,754 people?.

What is the risk?

The largest foreseeable flood event would be either a dam breach at the Mountain Home Reservoir
or the Salmon Falls Reservoir. The Mountain Home Reservoir is located north of the City of Mountain
Home, with a storage volume is 5.5 KAF*. The Salmon Falls Reservoir is located to the east, in an
adjacent sub-basin, and the reservoirs’ storage volume is 32 KAF?. Since thousands of people live
downstream of these reservoirs, the potential risk to life and property is high. The Idaho Department
of Water Resources (IDWR) classifies dams according to their downstream damage potential, and
Mountain Home Dam and the Salmon Falls Dam are attributed with the highest damage
classification®. There is a history of flooding issues with Rattlesnake Creek through Mountain Home
which have resulted in issues with the NFIP. Storm water control worth $500,000 dollars is currently
pending approval.

C.J. Strike Reservoir is within this sub-basin, with 250 KAF* storage capacity, the risk to life and
property is in adjacent sub-basins to the west of this location (e.g. Middle Snake-Succor and Middle
Snake-Payette).

LiDAR data availability

No existing or planned LiDAR data.

Conclusion

Future flood mapping activities are recommended for the cities of Mountain Home and Glenns Ferry,
due to their adjacency to the potential floodwaters of Rattlesnake Creek and Snake River,
respectively.

Counties

Ada, Elmore, Owyhee, Twin Falls
Cities

Mountain Home, Mountain Home AFB, Glenns Ferry

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

2,140
26,527
3,428
146

12
7,415
2,385

% Subbasin Area

23%
69%
0%
8%
0%

5
116

$19,087,701
$86,151

95
4

$61,510
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Rank: 31

Introduction

The Middle Snake Succor Sub-Basin is well populated although over 50% federally managed. Larger
cities in the sub-basin include Homedale (pop. 2633), Wilder (pop. 1533), Marsing (pop. 1031), Melba
(pop. 513), and Grand View (pop. 452)%. The primary river system in this sub-basin is the Snake River
from C.J. Strike Reservoir to the Boise River. There is significant agricultural and residential
development along the Snake River upstream from Rabbit Creek and around Grand View
downstream from the C.J. Strike Reservoir.

What is the risk?

Flood hazards can include seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. In this sub-
basin, there are 9 dams considered by IDWR to be of High or Significant risk; Texas Basin Dam, Hulet
Dam, Hulet #2 Dam, Swan Falls Dam, King East & West Dams, Talor Upper & Lower Dams, & Macks
Creek Dam5. Breaches of these dams are a flooding risk to farmland and residential development
along the Snake River along with transportation corridors such as Hwy. 78 & Hwy. 95. Additionally,
C.J. Strike Reservoir is a significant flooding risk to communities in this sub-basin particularly the City
of Grand View.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR exists for the Renyolds Creek Experimental Watershed, southwest of Melba.

Conclusion

The lack NFIP involvement, and threat of a flooding event to cause damage to the basin makes it a
low priority for an immediate detailed study.

Counties

Ada, Canyon, EImore, Owyhee
Cities

Homedale, Marsing, Melba, Grand View

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.) 2,327
Population (2010) 18,071
Miles of Stream 3,104
Miles of Canal 723
Number of Dams 10
Maximum Elevation (ft) 8,399
Minimum Elevation (ft) 2,178

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area

Private 23%
Federal 59%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 5%
Out of Idaho 14%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 6
NFIP Policies 26
Total Coverage $5,630,101
Total Premiums $16,183
A Zone Properties 14
# Claims (since 1978) 1
Paid Claim (since 1978) $2,235

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk

Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction
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Camas

Rank: 32

Introduction

The Camas Sub-Basin is home to hundreds of people. Mormon resevoir that empties into Camas
Creek.

What is the risk?

The largest foreseeable flood event would be either a dam breach at Mormon Reservoir or high
flows on Soldier Creek (north of the city of Fairfield). A breach of Mormon Reservoir or high flows on
Camas Creek would mainly affect downstream agricultural properties. Flood hazards can include high
stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage about 10 miles east of Fairfield, this
discharge is 2660 cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak flow events that exceeded
bankfull discharge. The city of Fairfield resides on an alluvial fan at the foot of a drainage basin the
feeds into Soldier Creek, which flows into the city. High flows from rain-on-snow events or localized
thunderstorms could produce flooding.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

A flood mapping study is recommended for the city of Fairfield, due to its adjacency to potential
floodwaters of Soldier Creek. Moreover, there are no flood insurance rate maps (FIRMs) for
unincorporated Camas County, where much flooding has occurred.

Counties

Blaine, Camas, Elmore, Gooding, Camas
Cities
Fairfield

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

683
1,034
1,824

33

2
10,079
4,793

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 62%
Federal 32%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 6%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 4
NFIP Policies 10
Total Coverage $1,618,890
Total Premiums $6,520
A Zone Properties 7
# Claims (since 1978) 1
Paid Claim (since 1978) $9,113
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 2
Local Fiscal Contributors 1
Prefer Risk Reduction 2

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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South Fork Clearwater

Rank: 33

Introduction

The South Fork Clearwater watershed is sparsely populated, primarily federally owned, with
population concentrations in Grangeville (pop. 3141), Cottonwood (900), Stites (221), and Elk City
(202)2. Agricultural and residential development has been focused along tributaries of the South
Fork of the Clearwater River, such as Cottonwood Creek, Three Mile Creek, and North of Butcher
Creek. The Southern reach of the Nez Perce Reservation covers the northwestern portion of the sub-
basin.

What is the risk?

Flood hazards can include seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS
gage near Golden, this discharge is 91 cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak flow
events that exceeded bankfull discharge. In this sub-basin, there is one dam considered by IDWR to
be of Significant risk; Spencer Dam®. Spencer Dam is a flooding risk to residential development
within the City of Grangeville as its drainage reaches town within 0.75 miles and goes through a
culvert under Main Street.

LiDAR data availability

There is LIDAR coverage for the South Fork of the Clearwater/Cottonwood Creek/Rabbit Creek.

Conclusion

Future mapping projects are recommended for the city of Stites, which is part of the Nez Perce
Reservation and will require coordination with federal and tribal governments.

Counties
Idaho

Cities

Kooskia, Stites, Cottonwood, Grangeville

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

1,174
9,131
2,622

8,858
1,224

% Subbasin Area

28%
70%
2%
0%
0%

5
15

$2,994,504
$17,748

12
3

$9,921
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Beaver-Camas

Rank: 34

Introduction

The Beaver-Camas Sub-Basin is home to the city of Dubois, Hamer, and Spencer. Camas Creek is the
main river system that feeds irrigation to agriculture in the south.

What is the risk?

Annual rainfall for this sub-basin varies greatly from 9 inches in the lower elevation to 43 inches in
the high mountainous region'. The major tributaries that run into Camas Creek run north of Spencer
and are all perennial streams. Few water diversions exist in a region that is principally spring runoff
and precipitation driven. The bankfull discharge capacity of Beaver Creek recorded at Dubois is 264
cfs®. The peak flows often exceed this limit, as shown in the USGS table below.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR exists along portions of Beaver Creek.

Conclusion

The area does not have any flood control structures, yet Beaver Creek does not yield high flows in
populated areas.

Counties
Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Madison

Cities

Spencer, Dubois, Hamer, Mud Lake

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

1,002
2,403
1,633

232

9,872
4,777

% Subbasin Area

42%
47%
0%
11%
0%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

6

6
$1,357,760
$3,294

3

1
S5,783
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Goose

Rank: 35

Introduction
The Goose Creek Sub-Basin is home to the city of Oakley, through which Goose Creek runs.

What is the risk?

The city of Oakley is the population center for high intensity agricultural production which covers the
northern end of the sub-basin. Flood hazards can include seasonal high stream flows that exceed
bank full discharge. At the USGS gage near Oakley, this discharge is 251 cfs®. The graph below
routinely shows frequent peak flows that exceed this discharge. Oakley Dam provides irrigation
storage for agricultural properties. The dam is designated with a high risk due to flood risk concerns
to the farm lands and the City of Oakley.

LiDAR data availability
No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.) 1,146
Population (2010) 6,613
Miles of Stream 1,104
Miles of Canal 322
Number of Dams 1
Maximum Elevation (ft) 9,997
Minimum Elevation (ft) 4,137

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Conclusion )
o . . . . Private 24%
Concern for the basin is the stability of Oakley Dam. This poses moderate risk to agriculture and
residential property. Federal 35%
1 0,
Counties Reservation/BIA 0%
Cassia, Twin Falls State 2%
- Out of Idaho 40%
Cities
Burley, Oakley NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities 4
NFIP Policies 6
Total Coverage $1,522,600
Total Premiums $5,499
A Zone Properties 3
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) SO
Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk 1
Local Fiscal Contributors
Prefer Risk Reduction 1
Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS) Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
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Lower Salmon

Rank: 36

Introduction

The Lower Salmon Sub-Basin is home to hundreds of people, of which the majority live in, or near
the Salmon River floodplain. This river is unregulated, and no dams exist to control floods.

What is the risk?

Flooding within the Lower Salmon Sub-Basin could affect life and property, especially near the city of
Riggins, home to 419 residents?. Flood hazards include high stream flows exceeding bankfull
discharge, as well as flooding in the numerous tributaries of the Salmon River. At the USGS gage near
Whitebird, the discharge was 61,600 cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak flow
events that exceeded bankfull discharge. No dams exist within the basin, to dampen the effects of
these flood events, especially for the 419 people who live in or near the Salmon River floodplain?.
LiDAR data availability

LiDAR elevation data is available within the sub-basin, but not along the river (see map).

Conclusion

Because of the moderate population near the unregulated Salmon River, it is recommended that this
sub-basin be considered for future flood mapping activities.

Counties
Idaho, Lewis, Nez Perce, Valley

Cities
White Bird, Riggins

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.) 1,186
Population (2010) 1,858
Miles of Stream 2,628
Miles of Canal 6
Number of Dams 0
Maximum Elevation (ft) 8,802
Minimum Elevation (ft) 892

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 41%
Federal 48%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 11%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 5
NFIP Policies 8
Total Coverage $2,014,858
Total Premiums $9,501
A Zone Properties 5
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) SO
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 5
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction 4

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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Lower Bear-Malad

Rank: 37

Introduction

Lower Bear-Malad is home to nearly 4,000 residents including Malad City (pop. 2,130).2 One half of
the land use is rangeland. Other areas are are used in grain or row crop.

What is the risk?

Malad River is the largest water system in the sub-basin. USGS stream gauges at Woodruff show low
water flows as waters move south and away from Idaho communities into the neighboring state of
Utah.® Several dams are deemed a high to moderate risk however, Including Devil Creek Dam, and
pose a flood to local properties.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR is available or planned.

Conclusion

Scattered population and development below dammed waters may influence future flood studies, as
does the fact that no flood maps currently exist in Oneida County.

Counties

Bannock, Franklin, Oneida, Power
Cities
Malad City

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.) 1,256
Population (2010) 3,867
Miles of Stream 1,032
Miles of Canal 72
Number of Dams 8
Maximum Elevation (ft) 9,363
Minimum Elevation (ft) 4,183

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 23%
Federal 16%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 1%
Out of Idaho 60%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 5
NFIP Policies 1
Total Coverage $280,000
Total Premiums $378
A Zone Properties 0
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) SO
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 4
Local Fiscal Contributors 2
Prefer Risk Reduction 4

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
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Lower Snake-Asotin

Rank: 38

Introduction

The Lower Snake-Asotin sub-basin is primarily forest service lands, free of human habitation and

inaccessible except by boat. The city of Lewiston (pop. 31,894) lies partly within its north boundary.?

What is the risk?

The Snake River is a major water system in the northwest. Land along the banks of the river are
cleared from human development until one reaches the Lewiston area. The USGS stream gage at
China Gardens show various stream flow in the past decade.®

LiDAR data availability
LiDAR has been completed along the Snake River.

Conclusion

Presence of human development is significant in the Lewiston area. Existing LIDAR makes the Lower
Snake-Asotin a candidate for future flood study.

Counties

Idaho, Nez Perce
Cities

Lewiston

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

696
13,754
600

6,204
719

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 13%
Federal 5%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 8%
Out of Idaho 74%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 3
NFIP Policies 17
Total Coverage $4,365,208
Total Premiums $21,348
A Zone Properties 9
# Claims (since 1978) 3
Paid Claim (since 1978) S5,646
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 2
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction 2

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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Rank: 39

Introduction

The Raft Sub-Basin is sparsely populated. The largest city within the sub-basin is Malta (pop. 193)2.
The primary river system in this sub-basin is Raft Creek. Approximately 18% of the sub-basin is in
Utah, mostly the headwater tributaries of Raft Creek.

What is the risk?

This sub-basin is susceptible to flash flooding due to the large alluvial fans that have developed along
the surrounding mountains and extend to the Raft River Valley floor. The majority of the
development in this subbasin is agricultural and within two miles of the Raft River. Flood hazards can
include seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage near the city of
Malta, this discharge is 150 cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak flow events that
exceeded bankfull discharge.

In this sub-basin, there is one dam considered by IDWR to be of Significant risk; Sublett Dam?®. Sublett
dam is a flooding risk to residential development and farmland three miles or more downstream.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

Any flooding event would cause damage to crop land surrounding Raft River. There is a moderate to
low need for future study here.

Counties
Cassia, Oneida, Power

Cities
Malta

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

1,490
1,877
3,294

74

10,325
4,196

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 35%
Federal 44%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 3%
Out of Idaho 19%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 4
NFIP Policies 5
Total Coverage $1,347,600
Total Premiums $5,205
A Zone Properties 3
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) SO
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 2
Local Fiscal Contributors 1
Prefer Risk Reduction 2

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available



Little Salmon
. . Rank: 40 . X
iggins”_ i Subbasin Metrics
v Introduction .
! . o . ) . Area (sq.mi.) 577
The Little Salmon Sub-Basin is small, well forested sub-basin that is largely privately owned. The -
WEJ primary river system in this sub-basin is the Little Salmon River. The town of New Meadows (pop. Population (2010) 2,399
?" 496) is completely within the sub-basin and a portion of the city of Riggins (pop. 419) is as well.? Miles of Stream 1,281
d_-ﬁq Agricultural development is concentrated around New Meadows. Miles of Canal 21
. 1o
[dahe Pollock What is the risk? Number of Dams 8
., Flood hazards include seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage . | on (f -
- near the city of Riggins, this discharge is 4900cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak Maximum Elevation (ft) =
flow events that exceeded bankfull discharge. Flooding along the Little Salmon River can result in the Minimum Elevation (ft) 1,706
[ @?"‘ closure of Hwy 95. . .
Pinéhurst : Subbasin Ownership
P In this sub-basin, there are three dams considered by IDWR to be of High or Significant risk; Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Brundage Dam, Goose Lake Dam, and Hancook Dam?. Breach risk of these dams is flooding of ‘
residential development and farmland downstream in the Meadows Valley. Moreover, Goose Creek, Private 31%
Hazard Creek, Boulder Creek, Elk Creek and Rapid River are tributaries of the Little Salmon River and Federal 66%
are flood risks because their high elevation and the threat they pose to Highway 95, the main route )
. . Reservation/BIA 0%
north/south transportation route in Central Idaho.
. e State 4%
LiDAR data availability
0,
LiDAR exists for the area near New Meadows along Mud Creek. it gk 028
Conclusion NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
Nearly all of the land along the Little Salmon River is privately owned, with a mix of both residential NFIP Communities 5
and agricultural use. The frequently high discharge of the river and lack of flood control structures .
. . . NFIP Policies 16
makes it a flooding risk.
. Total Coverage $3,763,648
Counties -
Adams, Idaho, Valley Total Premiums $13,297
A Zone Properties 6
Cities - -
Adams Riggins, New Meadows # Claims (since 1978) 2
Paid Claim (since 1978) $1,750
Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk 3
Local Fiscal Contributors
Prefer Risk Reduction 3
‘:' r{ Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS) Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
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Middle Fork Clearwater

Rank: 41

Introduction

The Middle Fork Clearwater Sub-Basin drains to the west, through the town of Kooskia. Human
population in the area is low. The Middle Fork Clearwater River is a large tributary to the Clearwater
River.

What is the risk?

The Middle Fork Clearwater River is a large river without significant flood control structures. Much of
the land is forested public property. Focus of study should be concentrated to the west of the sub-
basin, as population and private property exist in this region.

No bankfull discharge data with consistent 2 year data could be found for the basin.

LiDAR data availability

A large portion of LiDAR coverage exists, but coverage is over mountainous region in the south which
does not include the major water system of the basin.

Conclusion

Future flood mapping activities are recommended for properties, including residences that are
adjacent to the potential floodwaters of the unregulated Middle Fork Clearwater River and town of
Kooskia.

Counties
Idaho

Cities
Kooskia

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

221
1,598
431

6,601
1,224

% Subbasin Area

36%
49%
1%
14%
0%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

2

13
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Brownlee Reservoir

Rank: 42

Introduction

Subbasin Metrics

Brownlee Reservoir Sub-Basin runs along the Adams and Washington County border with Oregon.

The Snake River is the major water system that runs through the basin.

What is the risk?

Flood hazards do include seasonal high stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS
gage at the city of Weiser, this discharge is 45,600 cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual
peak flow events that exceeded bankfull discharge. Flows that exceed this amount often lead to

flooding of residential homes and farmland. Highway 95 has recorded closures due to high water
levels. Mann Creek is a tributary into the Weiser River known for causing dangerous water levels.

In this sub-basin, there are 4 dams considered by IDWR to be of High or Significant risk; Scott Creek,
Brownlee, Oxbow, and Copper Cliffs Dam®. Brownlee dam is a flooding risk to residential

development and farmland further downstream and into Oregon.

LiDAR data availability
No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

Area (sg.mi.) 1,296
Population (2010) 5,185
Miles of Stream 1,468
Miles of Canal 23
Number of Dams 6
Maximum Elevation (ft) 9,557
Minimum Elevation (ft) 1,608

Subbasin Ownership

Future flood mapping activities are recommended for the City of Weiser due to its adjacency to the

potential floodwaters of the Snake River. Further study of the Snake River due to the large amount of

water it carries is recommended.

Counties
Adams, Washington

Cities

Weiser

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 16%
Federal 29%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 5%
Out of Idaho 49%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 3
NFIP Policies 66
Total Coverage $9,117,175
Total Premiums $52,997
A Zone Properties 48
# Claims (since 1978) 7
Paid Claim (since 1978) $585,448
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 2
Local Fiscal Contributors 1
Prefer Risk Reduction 2
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Lower North Fork Clearwater

Rank: 43

Introduction

The Lower North Fork Clearwater Sub-Basin contains Dworshak Reservoir and Dworshak Dam. Land
in the basin is mostly federally managed.

What is the risk?

Primary concern for this sub-basin is the large dam located in the SW corner. The storage capacity for
the Dworshak Dam is 3,468 KAF?, It is the source of and tributary to the Clearwater River. The effects
of a dam breach or failure would be felt greatly by populated communities in the neighboring
Clearwater Sub-Basin. Elk River, a tributary of the Clearwater, is also a flood risk.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

This sub-basin is an upstream component to a downstream risk due to a potential dam failure at
Dworshak Dam. Within the sub-basin however, risk to property and life is relatively low.

Counties

Clearwater, Latah, Shoshone
Cities
Elk River

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Lower North
Fork
Clearwater
Subbasin

o Cities

Dam Hazard

L High
Significant

Repetitive
Flood Damage

Transportation
= Intarstate
- U5, Highway
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available

1,149
662
2,642

7,044
958

% Subbasin Area

41%
34%
0%
25%
0%

S0
S0

S0
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Big Lost

Rank: 44

Introduction

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.)

The Big Lost Sub-Basin is home to hundreds of people who live in or near the Big Lost River

floodplain.
What is the risk?

Flooding within the Big Lost Sub-Basin could affect life and property, especially the cities of Mackay
and Arco that have 1512 residents, combined?. Affected properties can include residential,
commercial, and agricultural lands along the river. Flood hazards can include high stream flows that
exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage near Mackay Reservoir, this discharge is 1560 cfs®. From
the below graph one can see annual peak flow events that exceeded bankfull discharge. Another

Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

flood hazard includes a potential dam breach at Mackay Reservoir within this sub-basin. The storage

volume is 45 KAF*. The dam has a High downstream damage classification®.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR data is available for a minimal amount of stream reaches, none of which covers the Big Lost

River.

Conclusion

A breach of the dam at the Mackay Reservoir would cause serious flooding in Mackay. Also, the

annual stream flows of the Big Lost River vary greatly. For these reasons, future
warranted.

Counties

Bingham, Blaine, Butte, Custer
Cities

Mackay, Lost River, Moore, Lost River, Arco, Butte City, Atomic City

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Ownership

1,983
3,998
3,650
353

2
12,605
4,770

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 13%
Federal 86%
Reservation/BIA 0%
flood studies may be State 1%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities 6
NFIP Policies 27
Total Coverage $4,736,394
Total Premiums $17,714
A Zone Properties 17
# Claims (since 1978) 1
Paid Claim (since 1978) $3,104
Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk 1
Local Fiscal Contributors 1
Prefer Risk Reduction 1

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
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Hangman

Rank: 45

Introduction

Hangman sub-basin is home to residents of Worley (pop. 257) and Tensed (pop. 123).2 All land within
this watershed is tribal and held by the Coeur d'Alene Tribe.

What is the risk?

Hangman Creek is the main water system within the sub-basin. This creek runs through the south
end of the city of Tensed. Little risk is associated due to much of the land along these water systems
are not developed or used.

LiDAR data availability

LidAR in the area is complete.

Conclusion

Dangerous waters are not a threat to human life or property in Hangman HUC. Future flood studies
are not an immediate concern.

Counties
Benewah, Kootenai, Latah

Cities
Worley, Tensed

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sq.mi.) 692
Population (2010) 1,726
Miles of Stream 653
Miles of Canal 0
Number of Dams 0
Maximum Elevation (ft) 4,915
Minimum Elevation (ft) 1,716

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area

Private 23%
Federal 1%
Reservation/BIA 11%
State 1%
Out of Idaho 65%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 5
NFIP Policies 34
Total Coverage $7,292,308

Total Premiums $29,570
A Zone Properties 27
# Claims (since 1978) 12
Paid Claim (since 1978) $181,297
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 2
Local Fiscal Contributors 2
Prefer Risk Reduction 2

Not Available

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)




Clark

Fremont

Upper Henrys

Rank: 46

Introduction

The Upper Henrys Sub-Basin is home to over 5,000 people, with less than 300 people who live near
the main flooding source: the Henrys Fork of the Snake River2.

What is the risk?

The largest foreseeable flood event would be either a dam breach at Henrys Lake Dam or Island Park
Reservoir. The lake is located upstream of the city of Island Park, which has a population of 215
people?. Henrys Lake and Island Park Reservoir storage volumes are 58.7 KAF and 127.6 KAF,
respectively*. 64,511 people? live in adjacent sub-basins downstream of the Henrys Lake Dam and
Island Park Reservoir including the cities of St. Anthony, Idaho Falls, and Blackfoot , which would be
affected by a catastrophic dam breach. The Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) classifies
dams according to their downstream damage potential, and the Henrys Lake and Island Park dams
are attributed with the highest damage classification®.

Other risks within the sub-basin include dams with a Significant or High downstream hazard
classification.

No other foreseeable large flood risks exist within this sub-basin.

LiDAR data availability
A LiDAR acquisition is planned for the Henrys Fork.

Conclusion

Although this sub-basin has a relatively small population compared to other sub-basins, two dams
exist with a combined storage volume of 186.3 KAF*. 64, 7262 people? live downstream of these
dams, mostly in adjacent sub-basins.

Counties
Clark, Fremont

Cities

Island Park, Warm River, Ashton

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Fremont

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sq.mi.) 1,111
Population (2010) 2,845
Miles of Stream 1,769
Miles of Canal 84
Number of Dams 6
Maximum Elevation (ft) 10,407
Minimum Elevation (ft) 5,148

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area

Private 12%
Federal 78%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 7%
Out of Idaho 2%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 2
NFIP Policies 5
Total Coverage $1,132,920
Total Premiums $4,523
A Zone Properties 3
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) SO

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
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Medicine Lodge

Introduction

The Medicine Lodge Sub-Basin is home to hundreds of people, of which none live in or near the

Medicine Lodge Creek floodplain.

What is the risk?

No foreseeable large flood risks exist within this sub-basin, because zero residents and very few
agricultural properties exist along the Medicine Lodge Creek: the main flooding source.

LiDAR data availability
No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

The lack of NFIP interest, threat to residents and property in this sub-basin does not warrant an

immediate detailed study.

Counties

Bingham, Bonneville, Butte, Clark, Jefferson, Lemhi

Cities
Mud Lake

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Medicine
Lodge
Subbasin

# Cities

Dam Hazard

L

High
Significant
Repetitive
Flood Damage
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

972
825
1,660
223

0
11,388
4,751

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 23%
Federal 76%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 1%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 6
NFIP Policies 8
Total Coverage $1,625,634
Total Premiums $4,316
A Zone Properties 4
# Claims (since 1978) 1
Paid Claim (since 1978) $6,985
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 4
Local Fiscal Contributors 3
Prefer Risk Reduction 4

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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Introduction

Middle Salmon-Panther

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.)

The Middle Salmon-Panther sub-basin is a rural region within Lemhi County. The city of Salmon,

population 3,112 (2010 census) is only major populated center within the watershed.?

What is the risk?

The Salmon River flows through the entirety of this sub-basin, receiving additional volume from the
Lembhi River, which merges with the Salmon River just north of the city of Salmon, as well as from
Panther Creek, which flows into the Salmon River in the northwestern region of the sub-basin. There
are two dams along Blackbird Creek, the higher elevation of the two being high risk classified
structure because of the 54 acre feet of water it can retain.* ®> A breach of the higher dam would

Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

imperil the lower structure and flood the entire Panther Creek valley down to where a permanent

human settlement is situated along the banks of the Salmon River. The yearly peak streamflow
measured at this section of the Salmon River ranges from 5,000 to 25,000 cfs&.

LiDAR data availability

There is no LiDAR yet available for this watershed.

Conclusion

Due to the high risk nature of the dams along Blackbird Creek, along with the potential for flooding

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA

State

caused by ice jams and debris flowing within rivers, there is good reason to consider conducting

flood risk studies within the Middle Salmon-Panther watershed.

Counties

Custer, Lemhi
Cities

Salmon

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Not Available

Out of Idaho

1,790
5,895
4,012
61

2
10,955
3,018

% Subbasin Area

5%
94%
0%
1%
0%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

3

60
$10,265,480
$45,439

40

9
$89,028

MO0 310 15 20 Miles—McTeF

Luster }
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Madison

Bonneville

©

Rank: 49

Introduction

Palisades

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sq.mi.)

The Palisades Sub-Basin is home to hundreds of people, of which the majority live in, or near the
Snake River floodplain.

What is the risk?

Flooding within the Palisades Sub-Basin could affect life and property, especially near the cities of
Irwin and Swan Valley that have 423 residents?, combined. Flood hazards can include high stream

Population (2010)
Miles of Stream
Miles of Canal

Number of Dams

flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage near the city of Irwin, this discharge is 19,500

cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak flow events that exceeded bankfull discharge.
Besides high stream flows, another flood hazard includes a potential dam breach at Palisades dam,

Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

which would flood the downstream cities of Swan Valley and Irwin. The Palisades storage volume is
1768 KAF*, and the dam has a High downstream damage classification®.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR elevation data is available along the Snake River from a few miles upstream of the Palisades
dam to 15 to 20 miles downstream. LiDAR acquisition is planned along the Snake River downstream

Subbasin Ownership

from the dam (see map). This data helps determine what depth flood waters will reach in a given

area.

Conclusion

Future flood mapping activities are recommended for the cities of Irwin and Swan Falls due to their

adjacency to the potential floodwaters of the Snake River and existing and planned LiDAR data.

Counties

Bonneville, Madison, Teton

Cities

Swan Valley, Irwin, Irwin

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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1] 5 DMiles
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LiDAR Status
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Y Acquiring

0 Planned

Tribal Lands
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929
761
1,769

9,984
5,020

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 15%
Federal 75%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 1%
Out of Idaho 9%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 5
NFIP Policies 9
Total Coverage $1,974,739
Total Premiums $6,934
A Zone Properties 2
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) $1,051
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 3
Local Fiscal Contributors 1
Prefer Risk Reduction 3

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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Rank: 50

Introduction

The Upper Salmon Sub-Basin is over 90% by federal land with forests to the west of Clayton and
scrublands to the east. Over a third of the population lives in the city of Challis (pop. 1081) with the
next largest town being Stanley (pop. 63)2. The primary river system in this sub-basin is the Salmon
River upstream of the Pahsimeroi River.

What is the risk?

The majority of the development in this sub-basin is agricultural, mostly near the city of Challis.
Valley Creek is a tributary known to flood the city of Stanley. Flood hazards can include seasonal high
stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage near the city of Challis, this discharge
is 7660 cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak flow events that exceeded bankfull
discharge.

In this sub-basin, there are six dams considered by IDWR to be of High or Significant risk: Bar D,
Bruno Creek, Clayton, Grouse Creek North, Grouse Creek South, & Mosquito Flat®. Breaches of the
Bruno Creek, Grouse Creek North & South, and Clayton dams are contamination risks due to mining
waste. The Bar D & Mosquito Flat dams are a flooding risk to farmland downstream.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR exists for Red Fish Lake and Pettit Lake south of Stanley.

Conclusion

Future flood mapping activities are recommended for the cities of Stanley and Challis due to their
adjacency to the potential floodwaters of the Salmon River.

Counties
Blaine, Boise, Camas, Custer, EImore, Lemhi

Cities

Challis, Clayton, Stanley

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sq.mi.) 2,427
Population (2010) 2,856
Miles of Stream 5,654
Miles of Canal 58
Number of Dams 6
Maximum Elevation (ft) 11,739
Minimum Elevation (ft) 4,636

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 5%
Federal 94%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 2%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 7
NFIP Policies 88
Total Coverage $5,624,460
Total Premiums $20,629
A Zone Properties 22
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) SO
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 2
Local Fiscal Contributors 2
Prefer Risk Reduction 2
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Introduction

The Salmon Falls Sub-Basin is relatively unpopulated, with privately owned agricultural properties
located along Salmon Falls Creek.

What is the risk?

The Cedar Creek and Salmon Falls Reservoirs have a 261 KAF combined storage capacity,* which
poses a risk to downstream agricultural properties. The Salmon Falls canyon is highly incised, and
capable of quickly channeling water downstream, toward the Snake River.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR exists for two sections within this watershed: the Hollister section covers an agricultural area
east of the creek, while a lower section of the Salmon Falls Creek, near the confluence with the
Snake River, is also mapped.

Conclusion

The limited threat to residents and property in this sub-basin lessens the immediate need for
detailed flood studies.

Counties

Owyhee, Twin Falls

Cities

Castleford

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Salmon Falls
Subbasin

Cities

Dam Hazard

L
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

2,085
882
1,647
144

2

10,167

2,900

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 12%
Federal 31%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 2%
Out of Idaho 56%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 1
NFIP Policies 1
Total Coverage $365,290
Total Premiums $974
A Zone Properties 0
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) SO
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 1
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction 1

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available



Middle Fork Payette

Rank: 52

Introduction

The Middle Fork Payette Sub-Basin is home to over a thousand people. This river is unregulated, and
hence no dams exist to control floods.

What is the risk?

Flood events could be due to rain on snow events, localized intensive rainfall, and inadequate urban
drainage systems. Many of the structures in the sub-basin are second homes built in the floodplain
due to much of the valley being flood zones. No flood control structures (i.e. dams) exist within the
sub-basin to dampen the risk flooding poses to the 162 people who live in the city of Crouch, located
near the Middle Fork Payette River floodplain?.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

Future flood mapping activities are recommended for the city of Crouch due to its adjacency to the
potential floodwaters of the Middle Fork Payette River.

Counties
Boise, Valley

Cities

Crouch

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Flood Damage

[ ] Counties

ifem Vallew
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Y
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\f}
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=
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

340
1,350
743

8,625
2,976

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 7%
Federal 90%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 3%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 3
NFIP Policies 16
Total Coverage $3,635,670
Total Premiums $7,292
A Zone Properties 5
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) SO
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 1
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction 1

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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Rank: 53

Introduction

Hells Canyon Sub-Basin is home to only 42 people, according to the 2010 Census. The Snake River is
the major water system that runs through the basin.

What is the risk?

The Snake River is a powerful water source which has flood hazards due to seasonal high stream
flows that exceed its bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage near the town of Joseph, this discharge
capacity is 44,000 cfs®. From the graph below annual peak flow events that exceeded bankfull
discharge have occurred in the past. There is one dam considered by IDWR to be of High risk; Hells
Canyon Dam®.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

The lack of residents and property in the Idaho portion of this sub-basin does not warrant an
immediate detailed study.

Counties
Adams, Idaho

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities

NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)

Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available

538
21
2,617

9,337
902

% Subbasin Area

23%
39%
0%
2%
36%

S0
S0

S0
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Rank: 54

Introduction

Central Bear

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.)

Bear River and the Thomas Fork are two meandering streams that run freely through the Central

Bear Basin. Valley terrain keeps the systems in place.

What is the risk?

Irregular stream flows are represented in the USGS table below. Stream gauges near Border,
Wyoming show flows that range between 300 and nearly 4,000 cfs in the past decade.® Little risk is
associated to the area due to lack of homes near any main water system. Flooding of pastural land

is the only threat within the area.

LiDAR data availability
No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

Little risk is associated to the area due to lack of development near any main water system. Flood

studies in the area are not an immediate concern.

Counties

Bear Lake, Caribou

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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824
135
448

69

0
10,722
5,991

% Subbasin Area

15%
11%
0%
1%
73%

$1,350
$13
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Rank: 55

Introduction

The South Fork Boise Sub-Basin is home to just a few hundred people who are far removed from the
South Fork Boise River floodplain.

What is the risk?

The largest flood risk event would be a dam breach at the Anderson Ranch Reservoir within this sub-
basin. The volume of the reservoir is 474,942 KAF*. 240,465 people? live in adjacent sub-basins,
downstream of the reservoir, which would be affected by a catastrophic dam breach including the
cities of Boise, Garden City, Eagle, Star, Middleton, Caldwell, Notus, and Parma. Since hundreds of
thousands of people live downstream of this reservoir, the potential risk to life and property is high.
The Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) classifies dams according to their downstream

damage potential, and the Anderson Ranch dam is attributed with the highest damage classification®.

LiDAR data availability
No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

This is an upstream component to a downstream risk. Even though high downstream population and
flood risk exists, funding would be better spent on mapping activities in populous areas, with
accompanied LiDAR acquisition.

Counties
Blaine, Camas, Elmore

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

USGS 13191000 SF BOISE RIVER NR LENOX ID

1868868

9680 <

il i)

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.) 1,304
Population (2010) 261
Miles of Stream 3,339
Miles of Canal 43
Number of Dams 2
Maximum Elevation (ft) 10,315
Minimum Elevation (ft) 3,205

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 13%
Federal 83%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 4%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 2
NFIP Policies 4
Total Coverage $731,390
Total Premiums $2,800
A Zone Properties 3
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) $836

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

# Cities

South Fork
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Not Available
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Curlew Valley

Rank: 56

Introduction

Curlew Valley watershed is home to a few farmers who reside in this area of southern Idaho. Much
of the land is undeveloped.

What is the risk?

Rock and Deep Creek are the main water systems within the Curlew Valley watershed. Deep Creek
flows into Stone Resevoir and there is a significant hazard dam at the southern end of the resevoir
which poses a risk to properties along the southern Idaho end of Deep Creek.

LiDAR data availability
No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

The lack of residents and private property in the Idaho portion of this sub-basin does not warrant an
immediate detailed study.

Counties
Cassia, Oneida, Power

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

a USGS
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities

NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)

Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available

2,266
362
1,549
20

9,485
4,186

% Subbasin Area

11%
20%
0%
1%
68%

S0
S0

S0



Jordan

Rank: 57

Introduction

The Jordan Sub-Basin is sparsely populated within Idaho. There is no city within Idaho in the sub-
basin with a 2010 population. The primary river system in this sub-basin is Jordan Creek. Although
mining activities are part of the history of this sub-basin, there is minimal current agricultural or
residential activity in this sub-basin in Idaho.

What is the risk?

The majority of the development in this sub-basin is agricultural mostly near Jordan Creek on the
Oregon/Idaho Border near the town of Jordan Valley, OR. Flood hazards can include seasonal high
stream flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage near the city of Jordan Valley, this
discharge is 1960 cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak flow events that exceeded
bankfull discharge. In this sub-basin, there are six dams considered by IDWR to be of High or

Significant risk; Delamar Holding Pond, Delamar MTIS, Lone Tree, Pershall, Spencer, and Rock Creek®.

Several considered a risk to wildlife and fish because of mining tailings, others due to downstream
ranches and rangeland®.

LiDAR data availability
No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

The lack of residents and private property in the Idaho portion of this sub-basin does not warrant a
detailed study.
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available

1,221
78
1,186

8,330
3,363

% Subbasin Area

14%
24%
0%
8%
54%
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Little Lost

Rank: 58

Introduction
The Little Lost Sub-Basin has hundreds of residents, none of which live in incorporated cities.

What is the risk?

Flooding within the Little Lost Sub-Basin could affect life and property, especially residential,
commercial, and agricultural lands along the Little Lost River. Flood hazards can include high stream
flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage near the city of Howe, this discharge is 309
cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak flow events that exceeded bankfull discharge.
LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

Future flood mapping activities are recommended for properties, including residences that are
adjacent to the potential floodwaters of the unregulated Little Lost River.

Counties
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Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities

NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)

Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available

966
333
1,859

148
0

12,155
4,780

% Subbasin Area

9%
89%
0%
2%
0%

S0
S0

S0
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Rank: 59 . .
N Subbasin Metrics
P Introduction )
Brurnesu . . . Area (sq.mi.) 3,304
Bruneau Sub-Basin is sparsely populated with less than 1000 people?. There are no incorporated -
communities within its boundaries. The Bruneau River is the major water system to this sub-basin. Population (2010) 670
Hot.5pring What is the risk? Miles of Stream 4,819
There are 4 dams considered by IDWR to be of significant flood risk; the Grasmere North, East, Miles of Canal 101
South, and Middle®. These dams contain and manage Grasmere Reservoir. The bankfull discharge of Number of Dams 4
the Bruneau River near Hot Springs is 2,200 cfs®. Peak annual flows shown in the USGS table below . .
e Maximum Elevation (ft) 10,764
s regularly exceed this limit.
I =0 - .
Winter Camp e LiDAR data availability Minimum Elevation (ft) 24451
No LiDAR data is available or planned. Subbasin Ownership
e han Vilicka han ey { Conclusion Owner Type % Subbasin Area
o L The lack of NFIP involvement, residents and private property in this sub-basin does not warrant an Private 6%
ﬂ immediate detailed study.
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Rank: 60

Introduction

The Lower Clark Fork is home to residents in the city of Clark Fork (pop. 536).2 Land outside of the
community is not used or developed.

What is the risk?

Cabinet Gorge Dam is identified by IDWR to be of high risk.> USGS stream gages below the dam
represent a river passing large amounts of water.® A dam failure at this location would be bad for
the residents of Clark Fork. Lightning and Spring Creeks, north of Clark Fork, also represent a source
of flood risk.

LiDAR data availability

LiDar exists and is complete along the Clark Fork River and into Pend Oreille Lake. No other LiDAR is
available or planned for the area.

Conclusion

Presence of human development along the Clark Fork River and existing LiDar makes the Lower Clark
Fork a candidate for future flood study.

Counties

Bonner, Shoshone

Cities
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Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

2,336
1,619
389

8,697
2,047

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 2%
Federal 7%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 0%
Out of Idaho 91%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 3
NFIP Policies 19
Total Coverage $4,204,948
Total Premiums $12,058
A Zone Properties 13
# Claims (since 1978) 1
Paid Claim (since 1978) $3,153
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 3
Local Fiscal Contributors 2
Prefer Risk Reduction 3

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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Moyie

Rank: 61

Introduction
The Moyie River straddles Idaho's northern border with Montana and British Columbia.

What is the risk?

The flow the Moyie River is quite variable with stream flow measurements where the river enters
Idaho ranging from 2,000 to 10,000 cfs®. The Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) classifies
dams according to their downstream damage potential. The Moyie Dam has a high risk classification
owing to the immediate threat to life and property of people residing downstream of the dam along
the Kootenai River, and in the town of Bonner's Ferry. The dam, built in 1949, has a storage volume
of 540 acre feet of water?.

LiDAR data availability

There is no LiDAR sequenced for the Moyie sub-basin at the present time.

Conclusion

Due to the high risk classification of the Moyie Dam, and the significant contribution of water a
breach would contribute to the Kootenai River, this watershed may benefit from a future flood risk
study.

Counties

Boundary
Cities

Moyie Springs

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

k.
2 USGS
USGS 12306500 MOYIE RIVER AT EASTPORTID
S0 o
o
, 9908 o
ﬁ o o
o soen o
3 ° o
=
@ 7000 o o = e
= ° g o ° o G
> 2 o o 2o e}
3£ coee G a0 a © o [
— o o o
£ 8 ° ° o0 o
2. nees | © 5 s o o o
s & o o o
& o o o o o oo o
fo
%  qe00 o
g oo d o0 ©
6 o o
T 3068 [ o o a
g o @ o
=
2080 o
o
1948 1952 1964 1976 1988 2000 2012

Page 71| IDAHO FLOOD AND SEISMIC RISK PORTFOLIO

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.) 329
Population (2010) 925
Miles of Stream 271
Miles of Canal 0
Number of Dams 1
Maximum Elevation (ft) 7,697
Minimum Elevation (ft) 0

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area

Private 4%
Federal 19%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 0%
Out of Idaho 77%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 1
NFIP Policies 1
Total Coverage $182,035
Total Premiums $764
A Zone Properties 1
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) $420

Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 1
Local Fiscal Contributors 1
Prefer Risk Reduction 1

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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Pahsimeroi

Rank: 62

Introduction

The Pahsimeroi Sub-Basin is home to a few hundred people, for whom ranching and agriculture are
primary economic activies. Most land within the watershed is federally owned.

What is the risk?

Water flows are highly related to the amount of snowmelt. The USGS bankfull discharge at Morse
Creek has not recorded enough data to provide a bankfull discharge. There are no dams considered
by IDWR to be of High or Significant risk.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDar data is available or planned.

Conclusion

While most of the land in this watershed is federally owned, there have been a significant number of
NFIP claims considering the low population levels. Future flood studies may be warranted.
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

836
255
1,987
177

0
12,585
4,636

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 9%
Federal 88%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 4%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 2
NFIP Policies 8
Total Coverage $1,534,895
Total Premiums $5,336
A Zone Properties 4
# Claims (since 1978) 1
Paid Claim (since 1978) $10,859
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 1
Local Fiscal Contributors 1
Prefer Risk Reduction 1

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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Rank: 63

Introduction
The Salt Sub-Basin has a couple hundred residents, but no incorporated cities in Idaho.

What is the risk?

The largest foreseeable flood event could be due to many causes including rain on snow events, and
localized intensive rainfall. The Salt River appears to be unregulated for both the Idaho and Wyoming
reaches, except for two dams on a tributary to Salt River. Flood hazards can include high stream
flows that exceed bankfull discharge. At the USGS gage near Etna, Wyoming, this discharge is 2310
cfs®. From the below graph one can see annual peak flow events that exceeded bankfull discharge.
Other flood hazards include a potential dam breach at Smokey Canyon dams. The combined storage
volumes are 23 KAF*. Each dam has a High downstream damage classification®.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

Coordination with FEMA Region VIl and the State of Wyoming for flood mapping activities is
recommended for the affected cities, near the unregulated Salt River.

Counties
Bear Lake, Bonneville, Caribou

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities

NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)

Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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242
908
9
2
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5,614

% Subbasin Area
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0%
0%
54%
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| Upper Owyhee

Rank: 64 . .
Subbasin Metrics
Introduction )
L . L Area (sq.mi.) 2,167
The Upper Owyhee Sub-Basin is home to a few hundred residents, primarily located on the Duck -
Valley Reservation. There are no incorporated cities within Idaho's portion of this watershed. Population (2010) 381
What is the risk? Miles of Stream 3,352
Consistent data could not be found to give a bankfull limit to this region. The Owyhee River is the Miles of Canal 53
main water system to the sub-basin and poses little flood risk to human life and property. Number of Dams 4
LiDAR data availability Maximum Elevation (ft) 9,098
A small portion of LiDAR exists to the west of the sub-basin, but does not cover any major water Minimum Elevation (ft) 4,236
system.
Owyhes Conclusion Subbasin Ownership
The lack of NFIP involvement, residents and private property in this sub-basin does not warrant an Owner Type % Subbasin Area
immediate detailed study. Private 59
Counties Federal 55%
Owyhee Reservation/BIA 9%
Cities State 5%
Out of Idaho 26%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 0

NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

i | -, " Total Premiums
A Zone Properties
# Claims (since 1978)

Paid Claim (since 1978)

i
itk lie) by
J
Survey Results
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Pend Oreille

Rank: 65

Introduction

The Pend Oreille sub-basin is located primarily within Washington state, however its eastern reach
extends into Bonner County, northern Idaho. Many of the Idahoans within this watershed reside in
rural areas, however the urbanized border area of Oldtown, Idaho / Newport, Washington is 2,300
people.

What is the risk?

The US Army Corps of Engineers operates the Alberni Falls Dam which was built in 1955 and
regulates 1,153 KAF*. The Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) classifies dams according to
their downstream damage potential and the Alberni Falls Dam is attributed with the highest risk
classification owing to the immediate threat to life and property of people residing in
Oldtown/Newport.® Furthermore, the Pend Oreille River at Oldtown/Newport has an annual peak
flow of 100,000 cfs making it one of the largest rivers by volume in the state®.

LiDAR data availability

The US Army Corps of Engineers has sequenced the entire reach of Lake Pend Oreille and the Pend
Oreille River, flowing across the northern panhandle of Idaho, through the southern reach of this
watershed.

Conclusion

In consideration of the high risk significance of the Alberni Falls Dam, the urbanized population
immediately downstream of the dam, and the fact that LiDAR data exists for the entire stretch of the
Pend Oreille River, this watershed is a good candidate for future flood risk studies.
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Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.) 1,096
Population (2010) 1,321
Miles of Stream 21
Miles of Canal 0
Number of Dams 1
Maximum Elevation (ft) 7,546
Minimum Elevation (ft) 0

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 1%
Federal 0%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 0%
Out of Idaho 99%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 3
NFIP Policies 7
Total Coverage $1,658,892
Total Premiums $4,712
A Zone Properties 5
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) $1,351
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 2
Local Fiscal Contributors 2
Prefer Risk Reduction 2

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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Rank: 66

Introduction

The Upper Coeur d'Alene watershed is the headwater of the Coeur d'Alene River which flows
southeast, parallel to the Idaho Montana border, before diverting west and merging with the South
Fork of the Coeur d'Alene River at the bottom reach of the sub-basin.

What is the risk?

There is great variability of stream flows from the Coeur d'Alene River. While most yearly flows range
between 10 through 30,000 cfs, there was a registered bankfull flow of almost 56,000 cfs as recently
as 19962, While the risk of flooding to communities downstream of the Coeur d'Alene River is
adequately controlled at present, future flood risk studies may be merited.

LiDAR data availability

Two LiDAR datasets have been sequenced in the Upper Coeur d'Alene sub-basin: the Jack Waite
Mine area in the southeastern section of the watershed, as well as northern reach of the Coeur
d'Alene River in the southwestern part of the watershed.

Conclusion

The great variability of water volumes flowing through the Coeur d'Alene River may merit future
flood risk studies, particularly to communities immediately outside the watershed where the Coeur
d'Alene River merges with its South Fork.
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities

NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)

Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available

895
481
2,048

6,795
2,162

% Subbasin Area

4%
95%
0%
1%
0%

S0
S0

S0
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Little Spokane

Rank: 67

Introduction

The City of Oldtown (pop. 184) lies within the Little Spokane sub-basin.? 1.6 miles of Pend Oreille
River runs through the north end of the watershed. Other areas of the Little Spokane are rural
populated.

What is the risk?

Human life and property are present along both sides of Pend Oreille River. A flood event may be the
effect of a large snowmelt in northern Idaho. There are no dams considered by IDWR to be of high or
moderate risk between the small stretch of river and its source, Pend Oreille Lake.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR exists and is complete along the Pend Oreille River. No other LiDAR is availabe or planned in
the Little Spokane.

Conclusion

Considering that LiDAR exists along the Pend Oreille River and the presence of community, the Little
Spokane may be a candidate for future flood studies.

Counties

Bonner

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Not Available

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities

NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)

Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available

709
691
25

5,863
1,522

% Subbasin Area

2%
0%
0%
0%
97%

S0
S0

S0
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Lochsa

Rank: 68

Introduction

Lochsa covers a large north portion of Idaho County that is mostly federal land. Lowell is an
unincorporated community along the Lochsa River. US Highway 12 passes along its river banks
What is the risk?

The Lochsa River is a major waterway that runs through the mountains of north Idaho County. USGS
stream gauges taken near Powell Junction are highly irregular and represent a river with high annual
peaks.® Risk to human life and property exist to people near Powell and highway 12. There are no
structures to regulate the threat of a flood event.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR is available or planned.

Conclusion

Due to the lack of risk to human life or property and high waters contained in mountainous terrain,
immediate interest in future flood studies does not exist.

Counties

Clearwater, Idaho

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities

NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)

Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available

1,181
79
2,005

8,727
1,460

% Subbasin Area

5%
95%
0%
0%
0%

S0
S0

S0
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South Fork Payette

Rank: 69

Introduction

The South Fork Payette sub basin is a relatively unpopulated part of Boise County that includes the
City of Crouch, and the unincorporated settlements of Banks, Lowman and Garden Valley. The sub-
basin is home to a few hundred residents almost all of whom live directly beside the South Fork of
the Payette River. Almost all the land in this sub-basin is federally owned.

What is the risk?

The South Fork Payette includes two significant waterways: the Deadwood River and the South Fork
of the Payette River. The South Fork Payette originates in the far eastern reach of watershed, while
the Deadwood River begins in the north and flows south, through Deadwood Reservoir, before
merging with the Payette near Lowman. The Deadwood Dam stores 162 KAF*. The Idaho Department
of Water Resources (IDWR) classifies dams according to their downstream damage potential and the
Deadwood Dam is attributed with the highest risk classification.® The threat to human life from a
dam breach is low within the watershed, however thousands of people residing downstream in the
cities of Horseshoe Bend, Emmett and Payette, would be significantly impacted by a breach of the
Deadwood Dam.

LiDAR data availability
There is no LiDAR available within this watershed.

Conclusion

Due to the high potential loss of life and property that might result from a flood and/or dam breach
within this watershed, future flood studies may be warranted within the South Fork Payette.

Counties
Boise, Custer, Elmore, Valley

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities

NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)

Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available

820
557
1,696

1
1

10,561
2979

% Subbasin Area

2%
98%
0%
0%
0%

S0
S0

S0
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Introduction

The Birch watershed is home to residents of Nicholia and Blue Dome Idaho. Populations within this
area are small.

What is the risk?

Birch Creek is the main water system within the Birch watershed. This creek is not regulated and
flood risks could occur along its tributaries.

LiDAR data availability
No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

Due to a lack of residents and private property, an immediate detailed flood study is not warranted.

Counties
Butte, Clark, Jefferson, Lemhi

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

707

18
1,153
14

0
12,152
4,770

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 3%
Federal 96%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 1%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 4
NFIP Policies 6
Total Coverage $1,312,430
Total Premiums $4,911
A Zone Properties 4
# Claims (since 1978) 1
Paid Claim (since 1978) $10,859
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 2
Local Fiscal Contributors 2
Prefer Risk Reduction 2

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available

IDAHO FLOOD AND SEISMIC RISK PORTFOLIO | Page 80



e Subbasin Metrics
Introduction .

. . . Area (sq.mi.) 1,494
The Middle Owyhee sub-basin is sparsely populated, and relatively undeveloped.

Population (2010) 21
What is the risk? T 693
iles of Stream

Juniper Creek flows into the North Fork of the Owyhee River in the northern part of this watershed,
while the Southern Fork of the Owyhee River flows across the southern reach. Flash flooding is a Miles of Canal 0
primary risk within this watershed, a potential result from the overflow of the several resevoirs that Number of Dams 1
are utilized by local ranchers and farmers. The Idaho Department of Water Resources has registered - El on (¢ e
one dam at Dougal Resevoir which is a significant risk hazard to the human settlement located aximum Elevation (ft) ¢
immediately south of it.’ Minimum Elevation (ft) 3,337

LiDAR data availability
Three LiDAR datasets have been sequenced at South and Juniper Mountains within this watershed.

Conclusion .
X X . . Private 3%
Human settlements are scattered across this sub-basin, particularly close to resevoirs and stretches
of the Owyhee River. Flood risk studies may be considered for riparian areas where LiDAR digital Federal 16%
elevation models are currently available. Reservation/BIA 0%
Counties State 1%
Owyhee Out of Idaho 81%
NFIP Communities 0
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS) Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Middle s Cities Transportation LiDAR Status Map Extent of Ngt AVHII@ Ie
OWYhEE Dam Hazard ., Interstate 5 Complete Idaho HUCs
Subbasin L High .- US Highway  Processing
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FloodDamage g fakes Tribal Lands
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Upper North Fork Clearwater

Rank: 72

Introduction

Upper North Fork Clearwater Sub-Basin is largely (95 %) public land of mountainous and forested
region. There are no cities within the UNFC boundaries, which has a total population of less than
1000.2 The primary river system is the Clearwater River.

What is the risk?

Development in the area is primarily to the west used for pasture or hayland. Bankfull discharge of
the Clearwater River is 16,300 cfs®. USGS data shown below displays frequent peak flows that exceed
this limit.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR data is available or planned.

Conclusion

The lack of NFIP involvement, residents and private property in this sub-basin does not warrant an
immediate detailed study.

Counties

Clearwater, Idaho, Shoshone

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sq.mi.) 1,300
Population (2010) 0
Miles of Stream 3,080
Miles of Canal 0
Number of Dams 0
Maximum Elevation (ft) 7,851
Minimum Elevation (ft) 1,673

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 4%
Federal 95%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 1%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 3
NFIP Policies 3
Total Coverage $405,400
Total Premiums $1,737
A Zone Properties 1
# Claims (since 1978) 1
Paid Claim (since 1978) $822
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 3
Local Fiscal Contributors 2
Prefer Risk Reduction 3

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
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Rock

Rank: 73

Introduction

The southeastern reach of the Rock sub-basin is a sparsely populated, rural part of northern Idaho,
however the majority of the HUC is located within Washington state. There are no Idaho cities within
the HUC, however the city of Farmington, Washington is situated along the Washington-ldaho
border.

What is the risk?

The flood risk within this watershed is negligible as a majority of the local populace resides on
farmlands not near any notable bodies of water, however the North Fork of Pine Creek originates
within the watershed before flowing into the city of Farmington. Also, the southwestern corner of
the Coeur d'Alene Tribe Reservation covers the norther reach of the watershed.

LiDAR data availability

The Coeur d'Alene Tribe may have LiDAR sequenced over their territory in northern reach of the
watershed.

Conclusion

Because of the small population size and rural character of this HUC, it is not presently a priority for
flood studies.

Counties

Benewah, Latah

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Not Available

Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.) 954
Population (2010) 36
Miles of Stream 49
Miles of Canal 0
Number of Dams 0
Maximum Elevation (ft) 8,570
Minimum Elevation (ft) 0

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area

Private 2%
Federal 0%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 0%
Out of Idaho 98%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 2
NFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage SO
Total Premiums S0
A Zone Properties 0
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) SO

Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 2
Local Fiscal Contributors 2
Prefer Risk Reduction 2

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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South Fork Salmon

Rank: 74

Introduction

The South Fork Salmon sub-basin is a largely uninhabited area located directly east of McCall, Idaho.
The South Fork of the Salmon River originates at the southern reach of this sub-basin, flowing
entirely north across it, before joining the main of the Salmon River at the northern boundary of the
watershed.

What is the risk?

While there are no major towns, there are a number of private lodges and retreats within the HUC,
some of which are inhabited year round. The South Fork of the Salmon has a fairly controlled and
predictable stream flow however. Average peak flow near the Krassel Ranger Station is 3,000 cfs,
though the 2010 peak volume was three times larger than this (9,700 cfs)2.

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR imagery is available for two sections of the South Fork of the Salmon, along with the Secesh
River (a northern tributary of the South Fork). As a result of the LiDAR imagery already available, and
the relatively small size of this sub basin, this area may be opportune for future flood risk studies.
Conclusion

While the immediate risk to human life and property is limited within the South Fork Salmon HUC,
the presence of year round settlements, and the relative proximity to highly populated areas of
Valley County make this sub-basin a candidate for future flood studies.

Counties

Idaho, Valley

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

1,317
64
2,325

9,288
2,110

% Subbasin Area

1%
99%
0%
0%
0%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

2

2
$459,140
$1,277

1

0
S0

Not Available
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Middle Salmon-Chamberlain

Rank: 75

Introduction

The Middle Salmon-Chamberlain watershed is a largely unpopulated stretch of the Salmon River
flowing through the Idaho Primitive Area. The North and Middle Forks of the Salmon merge at the
eastern edge of the sub-basin, and Southern Fork joins them in the western section of this sub-basin.
What is the risk?

Due to the absence of any major towns within this sub-basin, there is limited risk to human safety
caused by flooding within this watershed, however the considerable variability of streamflow volume
in the Salmon River may be a risk to people downstream at Riggins. Over the past 15 years, peak
stream flow has varied by as much as 20,000 cfs in the eastern reach of the sub-basin with a peak
streamflow of 28,600 cfs measured in 19968,

LiDAR data availability

There is no LiDAR currently available within this sub-basin.

Conclusion

FEMA does not map flood hazards on federal lands. Because almost all the land in this basin is
federally owned, the watershed is a low priority for flood hazard mapping.

Counties
Idaho, Lemhi, Valley

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Not Available

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

1,674
47
3,335

9,288
1,873

Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Private 1%
Federal 99%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 0%
Out of Idaho 0%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 3
NFIP Policies 6
Total Coverage $1,540,378
Total Premiums $8,075
A Zone Properties 4
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) SO
Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 3
Local Fiscal Contributors 1
Prefer Risk Reduction 3

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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North and Middle Forks Boise

Rank: 76

Introduction

A mountainous and relatively unpopulated sub-basin, the North and Middle Forks Boise River
watershed is the headwater for two of three arms of the Boise River. The sub-basin straddles the
border of Elmore and Boise Counties.

What is the risk?

While there are few residents within this sub-basin, hundreds of thousands of people live below the
Arrowrock and Lucky Peak dams, immediately downstream of this sub-basin.? The population along
the Boise River would be imperiled by a flood event originating within this watershed. Spring
snowmelt runoff, coupled with debris build-up within high stream flows, constitute the greatest risk
of flooding.

LiDAR data availability

There is no LiDAR available within this sub-basin.

Conclusion

Considering the significant population living below the two dams immediately downstream of this
watershed, future flood studies may be merited within this watershed.

Counties

Blaine, Boise, Camas, Custer, Elmore

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities

NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)

Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available

762
44

1,692

0
0

10,344
3,451

% Subbasin Area

0%
99%
0%
0%
0%

S0
S0

S0
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Rank: 77
Introduction
The Lower Selway is completely federally owned property. This area is not populated or developed.

What is the risk?

The Selway River is a major water system of the sub-basin. USGS stream gages show an unregulated,
highly irregular stream flow near Powell Idaho.®

LiDAR data availability
No LiDAR is available or planned.

Conclusion

FEMA does not map flood hazards on federal lands. Due to the lack of risk to human life, and
absence of private property in this mountainous terrain, immediate interest in future flood studies
does not exist.

Counties
Idaho

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities

NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)

Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available

1,028
28
2,120

8,530
1,457

% Subbasin Area

0%
100%
0%
0%
0%

S0
S0

S0
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Lower Middle Fork Salmon

Rank: 78

Introduction

The Lower Middle Fork Salmon watershed is an uninhabited region that comprises a sizeable portion
of the Frank Church-River of No Return Wilderness Area.

What is the risk?

Melting ice and landslides depositing earth and debris into the Middle Fork of the Salmon River
poses the greatest flood risk within this sub-basin. There is great variability in streamflow levels in
this watershed, with ranges of 8,000 to 28,500 cfs recorded during the past twenty years.®

LiDAR data availability
There is no LiDAR available for regions within this watershed.

Conclusion

FEMA does not map flood hazards on federal lands. To the extent that this watershed is almost
completely undeveloped, it is not a priority for flood risk studies.

Counties
Custer, Idaho, Lemhi, Valley

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

USGS 13310199 MF SALMON RIVER AT MOUTH NR SHOUP, ID

e 5]

o O

25680

200608 o

per second

15888

18888 o

Annual Peak Streanflouw, in cubic feet

56880
1994 1996 1998 20608 2082 2084 2886 2088 2818 2812
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Subbasin Metrics

Area (sg.mi.) 1,375
Population (2010) 4
Miles of Stream 3,008
Miles of Canal 0
Number of Dams 2
Maximum Elevation (ft) 10,046
Minimum Elevation (ft) 3,018

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type % Subbasin Area

Private 0%
Federal 99%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 0%
Out of Idaho 0%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 4
NFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage SO
Total Premiums S0
A Zone Properties 0
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) SO

Survey Results

Identified Flood Risk 3
Local Fiscal Contributors 1
Prefer Risk Reduction 3

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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Valley

Upper Middle Fork Salmon

Rank: 79

Introduction

The Upper Middle Fork Salmon is a relatively uninhabited watershed in the Salmon-Challis National
Forest.

What is the risk?

According to the Northeast Regional All Hazard Mitigation Plan, flooding due to spring runoff is a
yearly threat along the Salmon River. An earthen dam generates hydro electric power for the
Diamond D Ranch in the eastern part of the watershed. The significant risk dam and resevoir, which
feeds into Loon Creek, are potential flood risks.®

LiDAR data availability

LiDAR data is available for an area near Bear Valley Mountain in the southwestern part of the
watershed.

Subbasin Metrics
Area (sg.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Conclusion )
o o . . . . Private
Due to the limited availability of information on stream flows in the Upper Middle Fork of the
Federal

Salmon, it is difficult to make an accurate determination of flood risk that exists in this watershed.

Counties
Boise, Custer, Lemhi, Valley

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

/ _'--:-'.-':i'_!?‘:.l,_.‘ R -
I | o
Boise
0 ] 10 DMMiles ry 9
) = !
i
Upper Middle o Cities Transportation LiDAR Status Map Extent of
Fork Salmon Dam Hazard ~\_, Interstate Complete [dahe HUTs
Subbasin L High - U5, Highway Processing
Significant ., State Highway Acquiring
Repetitive Waterbodies Planned
Flood Damage o | pes Tribal Lands
~e— Streams [ ]Counties

Reservation/BIA
State
Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities

NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)

Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

a USGS
USGS 13309220 MF SALMON RIVER AT MF LODGE NR YELLOW PINE ID
25000
g 20000
8 o .
o © Not Available
E L 10680 o © o°
= e
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1,494

3,183
1
1

10,305

4,012

% Subbasin Area

0%
99%
0%
0%
0%

S0
S0

S0



East Little
Owyvhee
Subbasin

Cities

Dam Hazard

L
L

*

High
Significant
Repetitive
Flood Damage

Transportation
= Intarstate
- U5, Highway
., State Highway
Waterbodies

2+ Lakes

~e— Streams

LiDAR Status

B Complete
i Processing
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Tribal Lands

[ ]Counties

l}: Map Extent of
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#;.ﬂ N
i AT A
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Rank: 80

Introduction

East Little Owyhee

Subbasin Metrics

East Little Owyhee covers roughly 90 sq. miles of the SW corner of Idaho. This small area is not

developed, used, or populated.

What is the risk?

The Little Owyhee River is the main water system to the sub-basin which poses little flood risk to

human life and property.

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR is available or planned.

Conclusion

Area (sq.mi.) 922
Population (2010) 0
Miles of Stream 204
Miles of Canal 0
Number of Dams 0
Maximum Elevation (ft) 8,369
Minimum Elevation (ft) 4,347

Subbasin Ownership

The lack of residents and property in the Idaho portion of this sub-basin does not warrant an

immediate detailed study.

Counties
Owyhee

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Not Available

Owner Type % Subbasin Area

Private 0%
Federal 9%
Reservation/BIA 0%
State 0%
Out of Idaho 90%

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities 0
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)

Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available
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e Subbasin Metrics
Introduction .

. . . . . . Area (sq.mi.) 1,876
The South Fork Owyhee HUC is an arid region with only the South Fork of the Owyhee River flowing -
through it. The region has no incorporated cities, however some ranching families reside along with Population (2010) 0
river's edge. Miles of Stream 517
What is the risk? Miles of Canal 1
Most of this watershed lies in northern Nevada with a small section falling in southeastern Idaho Number of Dams 0
where the South Fork of the Owyhee River meets the Owyhee river main. Due to limited levels of - El on (¢ AT
human habitation, the primary risk in this watershed relates to flash flood events and high water aximum Elevation (ft) ¢
flows during the spring runoff. Minimum Elevation (ft) 4,236

LiDAR data availability

No LiDAR data is available at this time, nor are there plans for LiDAR acquisitions within the
foreseeable future.

Conclusion S L
That no incorporated communities exist within this watershed and very little land is held privately, Federal 13%
indicates there are likely no NFIP policies in effect and little imperative for flood studies. Reservation/BIA 0%
Counties State 0%
Owyhee Out of Idaho 87%
NFIP Communities 0
NFIP Policies
Total Coverage
Total Premiums
A Zone Properties
# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors
Prefer Risk Reduction
Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS) Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
ZUSGS
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South Fork o Cities Transportation LiDAR Status IMap Extent of 3T
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[ o o
Subbasin ‘\ High ~~_. U.S Highway ' Processing 22 1500 P .
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©

Upper Selway

Rank: 82

Introduction

The Upper Selway HUC is the headwater of the Selway River, a tributary of the middle fork of the
Clearwater River. The sub-basin is located within the Bitterroot National Forest in Idaho County and
is largely uninhabited. There are no towns within the Upper Selway HUC.

What is the risk?

While the risk of flooding in the Upper Selway is of little threat to human life or property, there is
great variability in the recorded annual stream discharges. Over a ten year span from 1995 through
2006, the stream flow has varied between less than 6000 cfs and almost 20,000 cfs®.

LiDAR data availability
There is no LiDAR currently sequenced for the Upper Selway watershed.

Conclusion

Although the variability of stream flows in the Upper Selway is notable, it has negligible impact on
human health and future studies in the Upper Selway are of low priority.

Counties
Idaho, Lemhi

Cities

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS)

Upper Selway
Subbasin

o Cities
Dam Hazard

L High

. Significant

# Repetitive
Flood Damage

Transportation
= Intarstate
- U5, Highway
., State Highway
Waterbodies

2+ Lakes

~e— Streams

LiDAR Status

B Complete
© - Processing
Y Acquiring

0 Planned

Tribal Lands
[ ]Counties

Map Extent of
Idahe HUCs

a USGS
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186860
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126860 <

per second

18688

fislils] e
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2
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Subbasin Metrics
Area (sq.mi.)
Population (2010)
Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams
Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Subbasin Ownership

Owner Type
Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk
Local Fiscal Contributors

Prefer Risk Reduction

Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Not Available

1,030

2,131

9,301
2,188

% Subbasin Area

0%
100%
0%
0%
0%

S0
S0

S0
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e Subbasin Metrics
Introduction )

. . . . Area (sq.mi.) 888
Little Bear-Logan covers roughly 45 sq. miles of the SE corner of Idaho. This small area is not -
developed, used, or populated. Population (2010) 0
What is the risk? Miles of Stream 45
Beaver Creek is the main water system to the sub-basin which poses little flood risk to human life Miles of Canal 0
and property. Number of Dams 0
LiDAR data availability Maximum Elevation (ft) 9,934
No LiDAR is available or planned. Minimum Elevation (ft) 4,393

Conclusion

The lack of residents and property in the Idaho portion of this sub-basin does not warrant an
immediate detailed study.

Counties Private 0%
Bear Lake, Franklin Federal 4%
Cities Reservation/BIA 0%
State 0%
Out of Idaho 96%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities 2
NFIP Policies 0
Total Coverage $65,590
Total Premiums $122
A Zone Properties 0
# Claims (since 1978) 0
Paid Claim (since 1978) S0
SurveyResus
Identified Flood Risk 2
Local Fiscal Contributors 1
Prefer Risk Reduction 2
Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS) Mitigation Projects (IBHS)

Little Bear- » Cities Transportation LiDAR Status l}: IMap Extent of N@t AVHII& Ie
Logan Dam Hazard " Interstate B Complete 5&‘ Idaho HUCs
Subbasin L High .- US Highway  Processing
. Significant ., State Highway B Acquiring
*  Repetitive Waterbodies 0 Planned
Flood Damage g [akes Tribal Lands
~e— Streams [ ]Counties




Middle Kootenai
Rank: 84 . .
Subbasin Metrics
Introduction )
) Area (sg.mi.) 2,243
The southwestern reach of the Upper Kootenai watershed straddles the northern border between -
Idaho and Montana. The majority of the watershed is located within Northwestern Montana. Population (2010) 0
What is the risk? Miles of Stream 175
There are many small lakes and streams within the Upper Kootenai sub-basin, however due to the Miles of Canal 0
uninhabited nature of the watershed, and because most waters flow away from inhabited parts of Number of Dams 0
the Idaho Panhandle, there is limited direct threat to human life and property from a flood in this . .
. Maximum Elevation (ft) 8,632
sub-basin.
LiDAR data availability Minimum Elevation (ft) o
There is no LiDAR sequenced for this region and none planned at this time. Subbasin Ownership
Conclusion Owner Type % Subbasin Area
Due to its limited footprint within the boundaries of Idaho, there is little flood risk emanating from Private 0%
the Upper Kootenai watershed.
Federal 2%
Counties )
Reservation/BIA 0%
Bonner, Boundary
State 0%
Cities Out of Idaho 98%
NFIP Statistics (2011-2012)
NFIP Communities 2
NFIP Policies 0
3¢
Total Coverage SO
.‘_‘ {/ Total Premiums SO
r A Zone Properties 0
# Claims (since 1978) 0
BEoundarz N
Ji Paid Claim (since 1978) SO
Survey Results
Identified Flood Risk 2
bl Local Fiscal Contributors 2
Prefer Risk Reduction 2
snner Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS) Mitigation Projects (IBHS)
-
a USGS
USGS 12392155 LIGHTNING CREEK AT CLARK FORK ID
20060
I a5
MO0 3 10 15 20@Miles . ©
:é' 15008
(1} [ ]
: Not Available
I"'-"Iifl{llE' # Cities Transportation LiDAR Status Vap Extent of SE
. QQ
(e -
. Dam Hazard ., Interstate Complete [dahe HUCs ¢ § 10800
Kootenai _ _ et 5.
Subbasin L High - U5, Highway Processing &=
f i o ’ . - ; L ® o ©
Significant ~—_, State Highway Acquiring 2 oo L o ©
s . o o
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Draft Rank: B

Introduction:
(o)
What is the risk?

(o]
LiDAR data availability

(o)

Conclusion

(o)

Counties
M
Cities

Area (sq.mi.) G
Population (2010)

Miles of Stream

Miles of Canal

Number of Dams

Maximum Elevation (ft)

Minimum Elevation (ft)

Private

Federal
Reservation/BIA
State

Out of Idaho

NFIP Communities
NFIP Policies

Total Coverage

Total Premiums

A Zone Properties

# Claims (since 1978)
Paid Claim (since 1978)

Identified Flood Risk D
Local Fiscal Contributors D

Prefer Risk Reduction D

Annual Peak Streamflow (USGS) Mitigation Projects (IBHS)




Reference ID
A

REFERENCES

Reference Description

Watershed Name associated with 8th field hydrologic units (HUC-8) ranked for flood risk. Used
by FEMA in algorithm that weighs flood risk, need, and available topographic data to develop a
ranking of the HUC-8 watersheds nationwide.

Idaho Department of Water Resources. (2012). Watershed priority ranking completed using
population, percent private property and perceived priority by SilverJackets members.

Idaho Bureau of Homeland Security. (2011). Mitigation Project Locations [Data file]. Retrieved
from Idaho Bureau of Homeland Security.

Idaho Department of Water Resources. (2012). Survey of Idaho communities regarding flood
and seismic risks.

National Flood Insurance Program - Community Information System (CIS). (2011, March).
Retrieved from https://portal.fema.gov/famsVuWeb/home

U.S. Geological Survey. (2011). Peak Streamflow. [Data file]. Retrieved from
http://nwis.waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/peak/

GIS Area of 8th field hydrologic units ranked for flood risk received from FEMA.

Derived from High Resolution NHD (http://viewer.nationalmap.gov/viewer/) clipped by 8th
field hydrologic units ranked for flood risk. Canal miles derived from segment length for FTYPE =
336. Stream miles derived from segment length for FTYPE = 460. Accessed 02/08/2011.

Summed block population value by sub-basin. Where blocks were not completely contained by
the subbasin, population was based on the percent area of the block contained within the
sub-basin. etrieved from http://2010.census.gov/2010census/data/

Derived from Land Management dataset
http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/Geographicinfo/GISdata/admin_boundaries.htm. Clipped Land
Management dataset by 8th field hydrologic units ranked for flood risk. Grouped by attribute
Mgnt_agency by general management agency (Federal, Indian Reservation, State) and Private.
Percents derived by GIS areas (GIS area of general management area/total GIS area in
sub-basin). Basins with large amounts of water (usually large lakes) will not total 100%.

Derived from USGS National Elevation Dataset 10 m tiles (1/3 arc-second)
http://seamless.usgs.gov/. Calculated zonal statistics for areas clipped by HUC-8 ranked for
flood risk. Sub-basins 17010215, 17040213, and 1705102 were not completely analyzed due to
areas outside of the extent of NED tiles for Idaho.

Idaho Department of Water Resources. (2012). Dam Hazard Classification [Data file]. Note: Only
high and significant hazards dams included in this count; hazard classification does not refer to
the structural integrity of the dam.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service. (2003). 24K County
Boundaries. [Data file]. Retrieved from internal server.

U.S. Geological Survey. (2011). Geographic Names Information System. Retrieved from internal
server.

Idaho Department of Water Resources. (2012). Communication and personal knowledge from
staff and consultants.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service. (2011, March). NRCS
Rapid Watershed Assessments. Retrieved from
http://www.id.nrcs.usda.gov/technical/watersheds.html.

U.S. Census Bureau. (2010). Retrieved from http://2010.census.gov/2010census/data/

Reference ID
3

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Reference Description

Derived from High Resolution NHD (http://viewer.nationalmap.gov/viewer/) clipped by 8th
field hydrologic units ranked for flood risk. Canal miles derived from segment length for FTYPE =
336. Stream miles derived from segment length for FTYPE = 460. Accessed 02/08/2011.

Idaho Department of Water Resources. (2011). Dam Safety Website. Retrieved from
http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/WaterManagement/StreamsDams/DamSafety/dams.htm on March
14, 2011.

Idaho Department of Water Resources. (2011). Dam Hazard Classification (contact John Falk at
IDWR for more information). (Note: a high classification does not refer to the structural
integrity of the dam)

USGS StreamStats, Big Lost River Ungaged Site Report (2-year return peak flows), Retrieved
from
http://streamstatsags.cr.usgs.gov/gisimg/Reports/FlowStatsReport483254 201131884733.htm?
cmd=ComputeFlows (Accessed March 18, 2011)

USGS StreamStats, Payette River Ungaged Site Report (2-year return peak flows), Retrieved
from
http://streamstatsags.cr.usgs.gov/gisimg/Reports/FlowStatsReport483709_201131811101.htm?
cmd=Co

mputeFlows (Accessed March 18, 2011)

USGS StreamStats National Data-Collection Station Information, Retrieved from
http://streamstatsags.cr.usgs.gov/gages/viewer14.htm?stabbr=GAGES (Accessed March 17,
2011)

Dunne and Leopold. (1978). Water in Environmental Planning. W.H. Freeman an Company, New
York

Weiser River reaches flood stage and continues to rise. (2011). Retrieved from
http://www.ktvb.com/news/local/Weiser-River-reaches-flood-stage-and-continues-to-rise-1180
83434.html

Army Corps of Engineers. Retrieved from
http://www.nww.usace.army.mil/html/OFFICES/PA/FactSheets/DWO_2008dpi72.pdf

U.S. Census Bureau. (2009 estimate) Washington City Population. Retrieved from
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qgfd/index.html

U.S. Census Bureau.(2000). Clarkston Washington Population. Retrieved from
http://censtats.census.gov/data/WA/1605312630.pdf

Idaho Silver Jackets Group. (2010). Idaho Floods! A Flood Awareness Guide for the GEM State.
P.7

Flooding Spiked Lead Levels in Lake Coeur d’Alene, March 24,2011; The Spokesman- Review.
Retrieved from http://www.spokesman.com/stories/2011/mar/24/flooding-spiked-lead-levels/

Idaho Statewide NAIP Coverage may have been reviewed when evaluating each sub-basin.
Retrieved from http://www.insideidaho.org
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APPENDIX A: Mitigation Projects

Label Program Application Title

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

35

FMA
PDM
LDPM
PDM
FMA

Unknown

PDM
PDM
HMGP
PDM
Unknown
PDM
Unknown
PDM
PDM
PDM
PDM
Unknown
Unknown
PDM
Unknown
PDM
PDM
Unknown
PDM
PDM
PDM
HMGP
HMGP
PDM
PDM
Unknown
Unknown

PDM

PDM

Ada County-2008 FMA-Hazard Mitigation Plan Update
Ada County, All Hazard Mitigation Plan-Update
Highlands Estates Wildfire Mitigation Project
Adams/Washington County 2011 AHMP Update
Bannock County FMA 2009

Bannock County Wildfire Mitigation Phase 1 Johnny Cr / Old
Orchard

Pocatello Wood Shake Roof Replacements

Bear Lake Pre-Disaster Mitigation Project

St. Joe Baldy Early Warning System

Benewah County St. Maries River Road Elevation Project
Benewah County Update Mitigation Plan

Bingham County Pre-Disaster Mitigation Plan Update
Weaver Flood Mitigation Project

Blaine County Pre-Disaster Mitigation Project

Blaine County Courthouse Seismic Retrofit

Sun Valley Wildfire Mitigation

Deer Creek Bridge/Bank Protection Project

BSU Multihazard Pre-Disaster Mitigation Planning Sub-Grant
Boise Warm Springs Water District Mitigation Project
Bonner County Mitigation Plan

Antelope Creek Flood Mitigation

Canyon County AHMP Planning

City of Bellevue PDM project

2009 FEMA Bellevue

Boise City Hall-Seismic Structural Retrofit

City of Bonners Ferry Sewer Lagoon River Bank Repairs
Rapid Creek Bridge Enlargement

Kamiah Storm Water Master Plan

Miller Road Culvert Replacement

City of Kamiah — Pine Street Stormwater/Drainage Mitigation Project
City of Lewiston Stormwater System Improvements
Lewiston Idaho St & G St Storm Drainage Mitigation
Moscow Project

Tiger Alley, S 14th East and E 12th South Stormwater Corridor
Improvement

City of Mountain Home E 8th N Storm Water Corridor Improvement
Project
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Label Program

36
37
38
39
40
41
42

43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52

53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70

Unknown
FMA
HMGP
PDM
Unknown
Unknown

PDM

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown
PDM
PDM
LDPM
PDM
PDM
PDM

Unknown

Unknown
PDM
HMGP
Unknown
Unknown
PDM
Unknown
FMA
PDM
Unknown
Unknown
PDM
HMGP
HMGP
PDM
PDM
PDM
FMA

Application Title

South Oakley Flooding Mitigation

City of Preston Flood Planning

City of Weiser Water Intake Flood Mitigation

City of Weiser Water Treatment Facility Flood Protection
Kilgore Flooding Project

Clark County FMA 2009

Comprehensive update of the Clearwater County Hazard Mitigation
Plan

Loffs Bay Road Flood Mitigation Project

Coeur d'Alene Tribe Pre-Disaster Plan

Custer County Power Line Protection Project

Elmore County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 2011 Update

Franklin County Pre-Disaster Mitigation Project

Harriman State Park Fire Mitigation Project

Fremont County Roadway Flooding

Gem County, ID All Hazard Mitigation Plan - Update

North Idaho Correctional Institution Multihazard Mitigation Project

ICLP Middlefork Wildfire Mitigation - Powerline Conversion to URD
System

Idaho County All-Hazards Mitigation Plan

Jerome County Pre-Disaster Mitigation Project

Tubbs Hill Hazardous Fuels Treatment Project

Latour Creek Road Pre-distaster Mitigation Project

Kootenai County All Hazard Multijurisdictional Mitigation Plan
Latah County All Hazard Mitigation Plan

Latah County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 2010 Update
Lemhi County Howarth Multihazard Mitigation Project

Lewis County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 2010 Update
Lewis County, All Hazard Mitigation Plan Comprehensive Update
Lewis County Multihazard Mitigation Planning Project
Minidoka County Pre-Disaster Mitigation

S. Viola Bridge Replacement

Viola Bridge Flood Mitigation Project

Oneida Pre-Disaster Mitigation Project

Oneida County Seismic Planning

Owyhee County All Hazard Assessment and Mitigation Plan

Payette County AHMP Revision

Label Program Application Title

71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78

79
80
81
82
83

84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
9%
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105

PDM
PDM
HMGP
Unknown
EHRP
EHRP
EHRP
EHRP

EHRP

HMGP
PDM
PDM
PDM

Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
FMA
PDM
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
HMGP
PDM
PDM
Unknown
Unknown

PDM

Payette County AHMP Revision

Power County Pre-Disaster Mitigation Planning Project
Silverton Stormwater / Flash Flood Project

Shoshone County All Hazard Mitigation Plan

2009 National Earthquake Program Manager’s Meeting
2010 National Earthquake Program Manager’s Meeting
Idaho Science Teachers Seismic Lesson Plan

National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program Soil Classification
and Liquefaction Maps

State of Idaho Earthquake Structure Dataset Creation

5% Initiative Project — Bring Back the Guberif

2010 ID State Hazard Mitigation Plan update

Idaho BHS Server Room Nonstructural Seismic Mitigation Project

State of Idaho Public Safety Communication Sites - Wildfire
Mitigation

Management Costs

2009 PDMC Management & Technical Assistance

LPDM 2008 Management / Technical Assistance

Idaho 2007 PDMC - Management / Technical Assistance
Idaho 2009 FMA Management / Technical Assistance
Idaho: 2010 PDM Management / Technical Assistance
BHS management/TA

2011 Idaho FMA Management / Technical Assistance
2011 Idaho PDM Management / Technical Assistance
Idaho 2010 FMA Management Cost Grant

ICRMP/BHS Structures Inventory Project

Teton Creek 2011 FMA

Teton Creek Flood Mitigation Project

100E, 300W Bridge and Culvert Flood Mitigation Project
Badger Creek Bridge Flood Mitigation Project

Archer Bridge Lengthening Project

Dead Horse Creek Bridge Project

Valley County Bridge Project

FireCorps: Fire Mitigation and Education in Valley County
Valley County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 2010 Update
Valley County AHMP Flood Section Update

FireCorps Idaho: Wildfire Mitigation and Education in Valley County



Greg Adams, Teton County
Joyce Allgaier, City of Ketchum
Walt Appell, City of Jerome
John Bechtel, City of Wilder
Bill Belkugo, City of Moscow
Ellen Berggren, USACE
David Blain, City of Ucon
Wayne Bredehoft, City of Grace
Russell Brooks, City of Parma
Barbara Brown, City of Spirit Lake
Erik Brubaker, City of Ponderay
John Burg, Franklin County
Dwight Butlin, Camas County
Charles Buttcane, City of Richfield
Remington Buyer, IDWR
Craig Cardwell, City of Nez Perce
Don Carter, City of Sandpoint
William M. Cleveland, City of Priest River
Susan Cleverley, IBHS
Susie Colthorp, City of Mountain Home
Bob Crump, City of Riggins
Trevor Davey, City of Ririe
Linda Davis, IDWR
Jim Desmond, Owyhee County
Robert Dickerson, Washington County
Mark Dietrich, IDEQ
Gordon Dobler, City of Coeur d'Alene
Denis Duman, City of Cottonwood
Richard D. Dunn, Twin Falls County

Meeri Durand, Regional District Central Kootenay
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