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U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 

Washington, D.C. 20240 

U.S. Department of AgriwItum 
Forest Senrice 

Washimton. D.C. 20090 

Date: February 24, 1995 

Dear Reader: 

The USDA Forest Service VS) and the USDI Bureau of Land Management (BLM) are 
pleased to provide you with the enclosed Decision NoticelDecision Record @N), 
Environmental Assessment (EA), and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for interim 
management of anadromous fish-producing watersheds on Federal lands in eastern Oregon 
and Washington, Idaho, and portions of California Our intent is to provide an interim 
management W e g y  (commonly referred to as PACRSH) for an 18-month period while long- 
term management strategies are developed through several geographically-specific 
environmental analyses. We want to make every effort to see that nothing done by the 
Agencies in the next 18 months would lead to the extinction or further endangerment of 
anadromous fish stocks, or otherwise limit options that will be considered in the 
environmental analyses for long-tern management This action does not apply to areas that 
are subject to the Record of Decision for Amendments to Form Semce and Bureau of Land 
Manaement Plannine Documents Within the Range of the Northern S~otted Owl, which 
provides a comprehensive aquatic conservation strategy for those areas. 

The EA evaluates a range of interim management strategies designed to arrest the 
degradation and begin the restoration of habitat for Pacific salmon, steelhead, and sea-run 
cutthroat trout (anadromous fish). The EA explains the purpose and need for the action, 
describes the alternatives, analyzes their effects on the physical, biological, and human 
environments, and identifies the Agencies' preferred alternative. 

The Agencies have completed consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service on the effect of the Agencies' preferred alternative on 
species listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Appended to the EA are the 
Agencies' Biological Evaluation (Appendix G) and Biological Assessment (Appendix H), 
which describe the expected effects on species listed as threatened or endangered or identified 
by the Agencies as sensitive species, and the expected effects on designated critical h a b i t .  

The Agencies made the EA and the proposed FONSI available for public review and 
comment on March 25, 1994. In response to public comment and ESA consultation, the EA 
has been modified to provide greater clarity and consistency, to provide additional 
information, and to correct e h n .  A summary of the public comments and the Agencies' 
responses can be found in Appendix F of the EA. 



The FONSI concludes that the Agencies' preferred alternative would not have significant 
impact on the human environment as defined by the National Environmental Policy Act. 

The DN documents our decision to non-significantly amend the affected FS forest plans 
and Regional Guides and to supplement the affected BLM land use plans with additional 
riparian goals, management objectives, standards, and guidelines during the interim period 
The DN identifies the alternative selected and states the reasons for selection. 

Please feel free to contact your local FS or BLM office if you have any questions 
regarding this action. 

Sincerely, 
r 

.' JACK WARD THOMAS 
Ahief 

USDA Forest Service 

h4IKE DOMBECK 
t ' Direaor 

USDI Bureau of Land Management 
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DECISION NOTICElDECISION RECORD 

INTERlM STRATEGIES FOR MANAGING ANADROMOUS FISH- 
PRODUCING WATERSHEDS ON FEDERAL LANDS IN EASTERN 

OREGON AND WASHINGTON, IDAHO, AND PORTIONS OF 
CALIFORNIA 

USDA Forest Senice and USDI Bureau of Land Management 



INTERm SlgATEGIES FOR MANAGING ANADRonOUS 
FISH-PRODUCING RATERSREDS ON FEDERAL IANDS EASTEM 

OBEGON Al?D WASHINGlDN, IDAHO, AND PORTIONS OF 
CALI= 

8 The United States D e p m t  of A g f i ~ ~ l t u t e ,  Forest Service (FS) and tbe 
United States D e p m n t  of the Interior, Bureau of Land Manag-t (U) 

I 
(hereinafter referred t o  as the Agencies) are adopting an interim 
strategy for  management of a~drol~ous'fish-producing vatersheds on lands 
they manage. The FS v i l l  implement the strategy through its f ie ld  offices 
as amedments to Regional Guides and Land and Resource Management Plans 

I (forest plans). The BZn v i l l  issue an Instruction 1Iemoran&m to f ie ld  
offices to implement this sdategp as management guidance in conformance 
vith Land use p h  (Urns). This strategy vill be applied to project 

I proposals which must also conply vith requir-nts of the m g e r e d  
Species Act  (ESA) . the National Endmrmmtal Policy Act (=A)', the 
National Forest Management A c t  (HRU). the Federal land Policy and 

I 
Haaagement Act (PLFSi), and other applicable lavs . 

I The Agencies-are engaged in developing long-term strategies to protect 
and restore aaa&omus fish-producing vatersheds on Federal lands in rhe 

I Columbia River Basin and in other watersbds sumortine amdmwus fish 
I (EA, Appendix 2 ) :  The Becord of becision for &ndnen& to F-t 

Service and Brrreau of LBad Hunagement Planning m n t s  Uitfiin the Rmp;e 

I of the Northern Spotted O w l  (Northcm S p o a d  Owl BOD) conprehensively 
addresses mima~ement of aaadromus fish-producing vatersheds & Federal 

I lands in western Washineton and Oreaon a& wrti& of northern - 
California. 

I Recmt and pending l i s t ings  of &OIWUS fish stocks. combined vitb the 
Agencies' om internal sfudie~. 0s ell as iafornatim produced by other 

I sources, indicate a need for  prorpt action by the Agencies. Recoe ing  
the need to address the vatersheds conprehensively, the Agencies are 
undertaking ertpimzmemd analyses m examine long-tern manag-t 

I 
strategies for protecting and restoring aaadromms fish-producing 
vatersheds. Given the c r i t i ca l  nature of the situation, the Agencies 
b e  decided to ins t i tu te  an interim strategy designed to halt the 
degradation a d  begin tbe restoratioa of anadrmou f ish habitat and see 

I that future opportunities are aot  foregone by management decisions taken 
w e r  the next 18 mnths while comprehensive studies and NEPA analysis aud 
documentation are completed for  the Long-tern management strategies. 

I Utilizing Agency scientists  and related f ie ld  persormel, the Agencies 
developed actions to apply during an 1 8 - m t h  interim period. In  
accordance vi th  the requirements of =A, an Envirorrmental Assessment 

I (EA) vas prepared t o  examine the likely effects-of proposed protection 



strategies,  and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FYSSI) was 
concluded. The EA and a proposed FONSI were published in March 1994 and 
circulated for  public review and comment. The Agcocies also undertook 

I 
consultation vith the United States Department of -. National 
Wine Fisheries Service (e) and the United States DqpaRPent of the 
Interior. Fish and Wildlife Service (FVS) in accordance vZth the 

I 
requirements of the ESA. I 

11. Decision 

It is the decision of the Agencies to select Alternative 4 in the 
Environmental Assessment fo; the of Interim Strategies fo r  lIanaging 
dnadromous Fish-producing Watersheds in Eastern Oregon and Washinzton; 
Idaho, and Portions of Califo~afa. Baeed on public camaent and 
consultation with the N E S  axxi the IWS. Alternative 4 bas been modified 

I 
from the Preferred Alternative described i n  a publkkd -ion of the EA 
dared March 18, 1994, to provide greater c lar i ty  and consistency. 

This  decision amends Regional Guides fo r  the flOs Barrbern. 
In+enmm+ain. Pacific Southwest. and Pacific Rzthest &.#on. and 15 
forest  plans in the affected &tianal Forests a d  pravides mawgement 
direction applicable to the 7 BLM LUPs. The FS and the BTX w i l l  apply 
the following v t  -85 to a l l  proposed or  men projects and 
ac+ivitias* arPd ongoing projects and activities thrt pose an unacceptable 
riskn involving the -gemeat of timber, roads. m, recreation 
resources, rip& areas, buds, f i r e  and fuels, and Lsrd uses atch 

leases. permits, rights-of -vay and ease~cencs, as va&l 8s restoration 
of watershad, f ish.  and wildlife habitet vithia dl f i sh  
habitat occMing in +he States of Oregon. W-. Idaho. and 
California (except for those areas under the diractian contained in the 
lsorthern Spotted Oul BOD) dusiag tbe inatin period (18 m c m t b  from the 
effectioe date of this decision). 

* gRoposed o r  n w  +ojeets and actfvities* are defiaad is those actions 
%isat have not been implemented, o r  for  vhicb wntraczs bave not been 
awarded, o r  f o r  which pexmits have not bzm issued, ar (within the rauge 
of listed anadromous fish) continuing actions for wk i& the Biological 
Assessments have not been prepared and submitced fo r  d t a t i o m  prior 
to sim of this decision (a. pp. 17 and G l o w - 5 ) .  

n 'Ongoing projects and activities' axe defined as those actions that  
have been implemented, or that have coauacts ruprdcd, ar permits issued. 
and (within the range of l i s ted  aaadromous fish) fot uhieh Biological 
A s s e s s m e a t s  have been prepared and ' W t e d  f o r  consultation, prior  to 
the signing of this decision (EA, p. Clossarg-5). a Glossary defines 
'Prurcceptable risk' as a level of r i s k  from aa angoing activitp or group 
of ongoing ac t iv i t i es  that is determined thr- lPEPd dysis  or  the 
preparation of Biological Assessments/Eoaluations, o r  thtir subsequent 
reviev, to be: 'likely to advexsely affectg listed f i sh  or  
their designated c r i t i ca l  habitat,  or 'likely to -y iPlpact9 
non-listed auadromow f i sh  (EA, p. 18 sad p. Glossary-7). 



1 A. Establish riparian goals to maintain or  restore f i sh  habitat (EA, 
ADDendixC, P. C-3 - C-4). . - - 

1 B. Establish Riparian thagement Objectives (BnOs) for  sue-  in 
watersheds with anadromus f ish  (EA, Appendix C, p. C-4 - C-6). 

I C. Delineate Riparian Habitat Consemation &ens (=GAS) aaadromous 
fish-producing watersheds on lands administered by the Agencies using 
interim widths for four categories of s+reans'or water bodies (EA, 

I A p p ~ ~ d i ~  C. pp. C-6 .- C-9). 

D, Establish standards and guidelin- to govern management actions 

I vithia IUICAs or degrading UCAs (a, Appendix C, pp. C-9 - C-18). 

m 
Ei Establish gener,al cr i ter ia  and ideatify a process to designate Key 

I 
Patershhds w i t h i n  the extent of the anadrowus fish-producing 
watersheds (EA. Appendix C, p. C-19). 

F. Establish general cr i ter ia  and identify a process to guide 

I development and application of Watershed Aadyses (a. Appendix C, 
pp. C-19 - C-21). 

G. Establish requirements for implementatioa and effectiveness 
monitoring (U. A p p e d h  C, pp. C-22 - C-23). 

These -es essentially provide for mitigation of emironmental 
effects of future decisions. No additional measures .to mitigate the 
euvircmmental *act of this action bwe beea identified in the EA or 
+his decision. 

Alternatives 

Besfdes the selected Alternative 4 described above, t&e Ed considers four 
other alternatives in detail  (EA. pp. 28 - 30). 
Alternative 1 represents the 'no actLong alteraative. The Agencies vould 
manage national forest and public land resources uder direction 
specified fn current forest plans and BIlI LVPs witbout any adjustment 
during the interim period. except as required through consultation vith 
ALIFS or TPS on projects and act ivi t ies  which q affect l i s ted  species or 
designated cr i t ica l  habitat (EA, p. 29). md project-level HEPd and Clean 
Water Act compliance. 

A l t e r n a h e  2 vould include standards and guidelints for road systems 
construction and reconstruction, logging slash treatment and prescribed 
f i r e ,  livestock grazing, aad riparian and -fish-habitat restoration. 
Alternative 2 provides standards and guidelines for a more oarrow range 
of land managemeat act ivi t ies than Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. It vould 

I t** The standards and guidelines attempt t o  ensure that adequate 
emir-ntal safeguards are applied t o  proposed or new and ongoing 

I projects and activi t ies that  pose unacceptable risk vithin RE& or that 
degrade RHCAs. 



provide riparian protection zones of approximately 300 feet on either . side of fish-bearing streams, 150 feet on either si& of permanent water 
courses, and SO feet on either side of i n t e d t t e o t  streams in areas with 
moderately to highly unstable soils (EA. pp. 29 - 30). 

Alternatives 3 and 5 contain largely the same features (items A. throu& 
G.) a6 the selected Alternative 4. Altermioas 3. 4, and S provide 
strmdards and guidelines for a range of land management activities. 
including nanagement of tirnbar. roads. grazing, recreation. arfoerals. 
ffre/fuels, land uses (such as leases, p e d t s ,  rights-of -way, and 
eas-ts), riparian areas, watershed restoration, and fisheries and 
wildlife restoration. Alternative 3 vould be applied to a l l  proposed or 
n e w  projects, but to no ongoing projects and activities. Alternative 5 
would be applied to all proposed or new projects and to al l  ongoing 
projects and activities (EB. p. 30). 

IV. Rationale for Selection 

The purpose of the interim direction fs to take prudeat -es to 
arrest the  &gradation and begin the restoration of tfpatian and aquatic 
ecosystems in watersheds where anadrowus fish habitrr is presmt or 
easily could be reestablished (EA. pp. 6-8). Interiu direction was 
developed to maintain manag-t options for b fish habitat 
while the Agencies are developing long-tern papagernt strategies. 

The deciding officials considered the ability of each alternative to: 
neet the stated purpose and need of the action: --ly with applicable 
laus, statutes, regulations, executive orders. and policies; and respond 
to issues and public comnents about the altunatioc suaregies. A 
critical.factot relevant to thfs decision P P ~  tbC ability of the 
alternatives to respond to tbe issues identified in the E2I (pp. 21 - 22): 

Issue 1. &uqe habitat to eontribute to PPintroaocP of anadromous 
fish srodEs in the interim period.. 

Issue 2. M d e  management directiom to insure consistent. 
effective, and efficient ESb c o d t a t i c m  in tbt interim period. 

Issue 3. Consider the ability of aatioual foxes= and BLH districts 
to  provide traditional amounts 8 4  kinds of goods sud services in the 
interim period while long-tern managemeat diswtion is under 
Qvelopumt. 

Issue &. Integrate interim management of au&mmas fish hsbitat 
w i t h  otbCr plaxming efforts in the interim period. 

Issue 5. In-grate new scientific knovledge into the management of 
aaadromous fish babitat. 

The in+erdisciplinary teams that prepared the EA have reviewed the best 
available scientific infoxmation and used this i d o m t i o n  in formulating' 
the alternatives, evaluating the effects of tbe alternatives, and 
ideucifying the preferred alternative. Altboq$ tbere is not a complete 
scientific understanding of the relationships between land management 



act ivi t ies  and aquatic ecosystem processes, or between aquatic ecosystem 
processes and anadromous f ish  habitat, e%isting information on these 
relationships is sufficiently extensive to p e d t  a reasoned choice song 
the alternatives presented in  the EA (EA pp. 2-6, 8-11, 36-39. Appendix 
A, Appendix C). New informa+ion may pernit the development of more 
specific protective measures, but it is unlikely that nev information 
vould reverse or nullify vhat 1s understood about these relationships. 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not provide sufficient protection to h a l t t h e  
degradation and begin the restoration of anadromus fish-producing 
watersheds. Alternatives 1 and 2 may result in Agency actions chat 
foreclose management options for protecting species while long-term 
strategies are being developed. Finally, Alternatives 1 and 2 do not 
respond t o  several issues: +hey.vould not provide for consistent, 
efficient. and effective ?SA consultation; they vould not provide 
anadromous fish habitat management that is consistent w i t h  other plarming 
efforts; and they would not integrate. nev scientific knovledge into the 
management of auadmmw f i sh  habitat. . 
Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 differ  from each other most significantly in 
whether they apply interim direction to aone, some, or a l l  of the ongoing 
activities. Alternative 3,- not apply interim direction to any 
ongoing activi t ies,  and thus it is l ikely that managesent options for 
protecting species vould bt foreclosed a l e  the long-tern strategies are 
being developed. l b t b n n o r e ,  because Alternative 3 does not apply 
interim direction to ongoing activities, it vould not contribute to a 
-istent or eff icient  approach to ESIL c d t a t i o n  on those 
activities. Alternative 4 provides more habitat protection than 
Alternative 3. Alternative 5 applies interim direction to all ongoing 
projec-, regardless of whether hueh act ivi t ies  pose a risk t o  &weus 
f i sh  stocks. Thus, Alternative 5 vould unnecessarily affect all &sting 
contracts, permits and other outstanding obligations i n  the affected 
areas. Moreover, Alternative 5 would result in a loss of wmagement 
adaptability o r  f lexibi l i ty  and night res t r ic t  the abil i tp of 
Agency-administered lands to provide traditional amounts and kinds of 
gooQ and serpices. 

d l t e r ~ a i i v e  4 vould apply tbe inter* d k c t i o n  to only some ongoing 
projects -- those that pose an unacceptable risk to aaadromus fish. The 
deciding officials  have d e t e h d  tbat +he most reasonable approach to 
&lying interim direction is for f i e ld  nsnagers to make case-by-case 
judgements as to whether s & d f i c  ongoing projects pose an tmacceptable 
r isk  t o  anadromous fish. This alternative provides' the best opportunity 
among the alternatives analyzed topro tec t  f ish habitat Qving the 
interim period a l e  still allowing for  d t i p l e  use management. . 

Alternative 4 meets the purpose of the i n t e r i m  direction, vbich is to  
arrest the degradation and begin the restoration of riparian and aquatic 
ecosystems. Alternative 4 rcrpoadr to tbe wed to insure that management 
options are not foreclosed vhfle the long-tern strategies are being 
developed, because it applies interim direction to all nev act iv i t ies  and 
ongoing act iv i t ies  that pose an unacceptable r isk to anadrowus fish. 
Alternative 4 represents the agencies' judgement of the best balance 
-g competing interests: it responds to the need to provide a high 
level of protection for anadromous f i sh  habitat, vithout urmecessarily 



restricting &sting contracts, pennits and other authorizations, 
management flexibiliq, or the flow of goods and services. Alternative 4 
provides for consistent, effective, and efficient ESA consultation*'n*; 
is consistent vith other planning efforts; and integrates new scientific 
knwledge into the management of anadrownrs fish-probing watersheds. 

Alternatf'Pe 4 is in full compliance with applicable law, statutes, 
regulations, executive orders, and policies of both Agencies. 

Alternative 4 has been modified based on public cormeats and ESA 
consultation to provide increased c h r i q  and consistency awng standards 
and guidelines, to provide additional infqmation. and to correct errors. 

Public Imlvement 

As described in the EA (p. 72, CDNSUCllTION lTIlg OPIEBS), public 
involvement efforts consisted of a series of briefings for Members of the 
House and Senate and State agency officials, Tribal gove-nts and a 
oarieq of other organizations. Written input was both from persons who 
were briefed and from others who were not. Appendh E of the EA COP- 
a list of briefings and correspondence from April 1992 to June 1994. 

An EA and proposed EDHSI mere completed in l k d a  19% and distributed for 
public review and c-t. The Agencies hinre considered the cwaents 
received and modified the EA in response (Appedlx F). A list of the 
individuals and organizations submittlag m t s  on the EA and proposed 
FUNS1 is found in Appendix E. Ttte FQliSI is based on the analysis in +he 
EA and on consideration a d  analysis of all infoxmation submitted in 
public q, from consultation, and from info~+ion found in 0- 
related embxmmtal documeats as aoted in the -1. 

S v - o f  Modificatims Ha& to the EA Dated Harch 1994 

The EA vas modified based on public wments, consultation vith the RIS 
and the RMS, and additional review of scientific literature. These 
modifications vere Mdc to provide greater clarity and consismmcy among 
standards and guidelines, to provide additional ipfoxmation, mni to 
correct errors. lhese modifications do not alter the analyses of effects 
described in the Wch 1994 a. These M i c a t i o n s  are -ed here 
rmd are discussed in amre detail in the responses to public ctmmenw 
(Appendfx F) . 

* The Agencies have concluded conniitation with the-NS aud the HMS 
on the effects of Alternative 4 on threatened and endangered species. 
The RIS, through a letter of concurrence, formd that the proposed action 
vodd have a neutral or beneficial effect on listed species under their 
jurisdiction. The HKFS, duough a biological opinion, folmd +bat the 
proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
listed species uuder their jurisdiction or result in the destrvction or 
adverse modification of critical habitat. The doeuaents are included as 
Appendix J to the m. 



- Additional discussion has been a e d  to explain the circumstances 
for md i f i ca t im  of RMOs and MCAs (Appendix C, pp. C-5, C-7). 

- The Timber management standard has been clarif ied to identify that  
Watershed Analysis w i l l  be conducted prior t o  salvage cutting i n  
IUiCAs in watersheds with l i s ted  saloon or designated c r i t i ca l  
habitat. A Becreation Managent standard (EX-1) has been similarly 
clarified tp identify that Watersbed Analysis v i l l  be conducted prior 
to construction of nev recreation faci l i t ies  i n  MCAs. The standards 
as originally drafted stipulate that these act ip l t ies  w i l l  be allowed 
only *ere tbey would not adversely affect Ws. Watershed Analysis 
v i l l  provide tbe means by vbicb these stipulations w i l l  be observed 
(Appendix C, pp. C-10. C-13). 

- A standard has been added t o  tbe General Bipatim Arei &nagenent 
standards and guidelines that  addresses storage of fuel aud other 
toxicants and refueling in 88- (AppmUx C, P. C-17). 

- Discussion has been added to the chapter on Affected Environment 
aud Enviroumental Consequences to  detail how cumulative effects hwe 
been analyzed in the I% and how cumulative effects w i l l  be addressed 
a t  other plarming l w e l s  (EA. pp. 38 - 39). . 

- Discussion has been added to the e d c  analysis section to 
provide greater docuaentation of how the analysis was conducted, imd 
to correct errors in tbe calculation of anticipated tinber harvest 
reductions and the interpretation of timber prices (EA. pp. 65 - 67, 
Appendix P, pp. F-23 - F-24). 

- Several terns bave been added to .the glossaxy aad some definitioas 
have been clarified to fac i l i t a te  more consistent application of the 
interin direction (EA Glossary). 

- T6e Riparian Uanag-t Objectioe (BMO) for  vater temperature has 
been changed w provide a more effective objective aud to provide 
greater detail (EA, Appendix C, p.C-6, Appedix F, p. F-15). 

- The wording of mauy stsndards and guidelines has been modified to  
provide greater consistency rmong the standards and guidelines (EX. 
Apperdir C, pp. C-10 - C-18). 

- discussion of tbe application of the in te r im direction has 
been PodLfied to clarify which ongoing projects and which new 
projects vill be subject to the-standards and guidelines (-%A, 
Appendix C, p. C-9). 

- The c r i t e r i a  for  identification of Key Watersheds bave been 
clarified t o  provide the general cri teria,  and describe tbe process 
by M c b  more specific c r i t e r ia  will  be dwelopcd (EA, p. 17. 
Appedix C, p. C-19. Appendix F, p. F-21). 

- Discussion has been added t o  the Watershed Analysis section t o  
C l a r e  the process by which Watershed Analysis protocols v i l l  be 
developed aad applied during the interim period (FA, p. 17. Appendix 
C, p. C-19 - C-21, Appendix F, P. F-21). 



- Monitoring requir-nts have been more explici t ly defined (EA. 
Appendix C, pp. C-22 - C-23). 

- In response t o  Conservation Recqmmendations i n  the HKES Biological 
Opinion, tvo standards and guidelines. MI-1 and RF-3c, have been 
reworded to provide greater clar i ty  and consistency. 

- Clarification has been provided that the decision amexhis FS 
Regional Guides fo r  the Northern. Intermountain, Pacific Southvest 
d Pacific Northvest Regions as well as .individual fores t  plans. 

VII. NR!lA Finding of Non-Significance for AmenQKnt of Regional Guides 
and Forest Plans 

For the Forest Service only: tinder the National Forest Hanagememt A c t  
@Flu) (16 U.S.C. 1604(f)(b) Begional Guides and forest plans must -be 
awndd in any lumner vhtsoever after final adoption and after public 
notice, and, if such amendment vould resul t  in a significant change in 
such plan, in accordance d t h  subsections (e) and (f) of this section and 
public involvement comparable to that required by subsection (d) of this 
section: The NRIB regulations at 36 CFB 219.10(f) state: -Based on an 
analysis of the objectives, guidelines, and other contents of the forest 
plan, tbe Forest S u p e m o r  shall detezmine ubether a proposed -t 
vould result in a siguifiumt change in the plan.' Nei- RRM nor its 
hpleoart ing regulations define tbr tezm -siguifi~mt~. Instead, the 
regulations place f u l l  discretion to de- wbether or  not a proposed 
amendwnt w i l l  be significant in the haw& of the Forest %mice. 

Under ERfA and its regulations, au -t that does not result in a 
significant change in a fores t  plan must be d t h  public notice 
a d  appropriate NEPA compliance. If a change to a forest plan i s  
determined t o  be significant. the Regional Forester must follow the s~ne 
procedure required fo r  the bevelopeat of tbe forest  plan, including 
preparation of an EIS. 

The Forest Service Land and Resource Management Planning Bandbook (FSE 
1909.12) provides =re & W e d  guidance for exercising this discretion. 
This guidance offers a framework for eonsideration, but does not denmd 
mechanical application. No one factor is &terminatfoe and the guidelines 
make clear that other factors may be considered. 

Under section 5.32. FSH 1909.12 lists four factors t o  be used when 
determining vhether a proposed change to a forest  plan is sisnificant or 
not significant: timing; location a d  size;  gods, objectives, and 
outputs; and management prescriptions. It also states that -[o]ther 
factors may also be considered. depending on-the -circumstances: The 
detenuination if a proposed changed to a forest  is significant o r  not 
depends on an analysis of all of these factors. W e  these factors are 
to be used, they do not werride the statutory cri terion that there be a 
s ignif iumt  change i n  the p h .  Basically, the decision-maker must 
consider the extent of the change in the context of the ent i re  plan 
affected, and make use of the factors i n  the exercise of his o r  her 
professional judgement. l k e  Forest S d c e  has carefully evaluated the 
interim strategy and concluded that it does not constitute a significant 



amendment of the Regional Guides for the FS's Northern, Intermountain, 
Pacific Southwest, and Pacific Northvest Regions and 15 forest  plans i n  
eastern Oregon and Washington, Idaho, and portions of California. 

The timing factor examines a t  what point, over the course of the forest 
plan period, the plan is amended. Both the age of the underlying 
document and the duration of the amenbent are relevant considerations. 
The handbook indicates that the la ter  i n  the the period, the less 
significant the change is likely to be. A l l  of the forest  plans here are 
at leas t  half-way through the f i r s t  planning period. Even so, because the 
interim direction v i l l  be in place for only 18 months. we do not expect 
the direction to be in place for the remainder of the planning period. As 
noted in the EA (p. 1) .  the action is limited i n  time und changes to the 
plans are not intended to be permanent. The fac t  that these interim 
guidelines, by definition, vil1 only be i n  place un t i l  the current 
analysis of a longer-term strategy is completed supports the 
determination that they do not constitute significant amendments of the 
Regional Guides and forest plans. 

Location and Size 

The key to the location and size is context or *the relationship of the 
affected area t o  the overall plannfng -earn (FSH 1909.12. sec. 5.32(d)). 
A s  further discussed in EW 1909.12. sac. 5.32(d): 'the smaller the area 
affected, the less likely the change is to be a significant change in the 
forest  plan: As discussed in the FOHSI (pp. 1 and 2) and the EA (p. 
16). the interim strategy applies only to  projects within Riparian &ea 
Conservation Areas. (BHChs) or projects outside the mCAs that  would 
degrade BBCA condition. The size of the area affected is. very d l - w h e n  
compared to the wera l l  planning area. 

The appropriate inquiryvhen considering the significance of plan 
amembents is the change nade on each Forest, and not the d t i v e  
change on all the hwlved  Forests. The d a t i v e  change on a l l  the 
involved Forests is assessed to detenniae vh the r  the amendment of the 
Regional Guides is significant. In both cases, the areas in the planning 
unit affected by the interim stadmls and guidelines is not so large in  
s ize  as to mandate a significant amendment (EA. pp. 12-U). 

Goals, Objectives, and Outputs 

The goals, objectives, and outputs factor involves the detesmination of 
'whether the change a l ters  the long-term relationship between the levels 
of goods and services in the overall planning area. (FSH 1909.12, sec. 
5.32(c)). This criterion concerns-adysis of +he overall forest plan 
and the various d t i p l e  use resources that may be affected. There is no 
guarantee under HRIB that output projections w i l l  actually be produced. 
As discussed in the FONSI (p. 2) -and the EA (pp. 17-19), the interim 
strategy vould apply only to proposed or new projects and activi t ies and 
ongoing projects and activities that pose an unacceptable risk. Thus. 
the interim strategy does not significantly a l t e r  the long-term 
relationships beween the levels of goods and services projected by the 
forestplans.  For example, the effects on timber supply and other 
c m o d i t y  resources are short-term. The interim strategy w i l l  have 



short-term beneficial effects upon some resources such as water puality 
and riparian resources. Table 3 i n  the EA (p. 66) shows tbc relat ively 
small estimated changes i n  recreation use, timber harvest4 and animals 
grazed w i t h  adoption of the interim strategp. There u]r k opportunities 
to substitute other areas and act iv i t ies  for  those ongoing or proposed 
projects affected by PACETSH. The interim suategy does mot involve a 
d d  for any n e w  service or  good not discussed in or conrrrplated by 
the existing forest  plans o r  Regional Guides. ?brtbr=ro. rhc interim 
strategy v i l l  only be in  effect  un t i l  a longer-term s t r a t a n  is developed 
and examined in an &IS -- approximately 18 months. T b  gdd.nce i n  FSH 
1909.12, sec. 5.32(c) explains: *In most cases. &mgw l a  outputs are  
not likely to be a significant change in the forest plan lmless the 
change would forego the opportunity to achieve an o u w r  In b e a r  years*. 
Any short tern ternporarp reductions in outputs do m c  f o r u l o n  
opportunities to achieve such outputs in later yeus.  Z b u .  tbm interim 
strategy does not foreclose the achievement of exioclnf pals md 
objectives . 

The management prescriptions factor involves the &c.rpimtlcn of (1) 
%tether the change in a management prescription 1s sly for opecific 
situation or whether it would apply t o  future decisiom (tUruLbout the 
p l a m h g  area. and (2) 'uhether or  not the chauge d u e s  tL &sired 
fuaue condition of +he land and resources of &a l a d  u4 m.aaeas or  
the anticipated goods and services to be produced. (FSM 1 m . U .  oec. 
5.32(d)). 

Zhe desired f u M e  d t i o n t  and long-+ern lmk ef F.d. ad s e r v i c s  
projected in current plans would not be substaatblly c w  tht 
interim strategy. llre interim strategy v i l l  work to r r ~ 1 i . h  .n 
el-t of the multiple use desired future coPditios m i  thr Ls1op.l 
Guides and forest  plans by propiding fo r  protection e t  riuut.ad. 
endsagered, and 'sensitive species.. As w t a d  aboP.. z& LarrLI srrategy 
is temporary and applies only to a portion of the a r d 3  ?lamlag area. 
Thus, the 'anticipated goods and servicesm vfll mot b greatly rffected 
by interim direction. The interim strategy only rff- L h 1 t . d  uurs 
w h r e  selected projects are or  may be p r o p o d  .ad does not 
alter the msnagemeat framevork fo r  the vast majoricy of Lad. w i t h i n  the 
w e r a l l  planning area. In adopting the interin s . o g  ~ ~ 0 0 8 n c i d l y  
mitigation measures) until a longer-term strategy is brrtoprd,  the plan 
amendments retain or improve the emdromeatal sum quo a portion of 
the affected national fo re su .  

otber Factors 

The handbook guidauce allows- f o r  +he consideratiea of eber factors. It 
is crucial that the agency be able to  respond to s c i m t i f i c  lnfornation 
and changing exMnnmental conditions. By r e spodhg  to cbai&ing 
circumsta~?~es. the Forest Service vill be better  able to -ge the 
national forests for  multiple use resources and asnne r eontfrmous 
supply of goods and services from the national fo re su  for the long term. 

In  the case of the inter& strategy. the *other factmrs' foclude the 
abi l i ty  of tbe Forest Service to adapt to changhg coDditfrmb and protect 
threalhed,  endangered and sensitive species for  a &om period of time 



unti l  a longer-term strategy can .be analyzed and adopted, The interim 
strategy is merely a temporary attempt to  preserve the environmental 
status quo, thereby maFntaining management options, while longer-term 
direction can be evaluated. By taking the active step. of adopting 
interim guidelines pending the development of longer-term options, the 
Forest Service is better able t o  achieve its -goals of maaaging the 
National Forests for  sustainable multiple uses, and t o  m i d  drastic 
e r g e n c y  measures i n  the future. 

The process of adapting forest management to changing social and 
environmental conditions is not finished. The long-term envir-ntal 
impact statements w i l l  also analyze similar issues concerning 
environmental protection and c o m d i t y  'production. The interim strategy 
provides a short-term response to complex, changing circumstances. 

V I I I .  Site-Specific Project-Level Decisions 

The Agencies w i l l  employ different appr'oaehes to interim msnagement 
direction (EA. pp, 19 - 20). This strategy applies to proposed and nev 
projects and act ivi t ies  and to ongoing projects aad act ivi t ies  that pose 
an unacceptable risk involving the management of timber, roads, grazing, 
recreation resources, riparian areas. minerah, f i r e  and fuels, and land 
uses such as leases permits, rights-of-way and easements, as well as the 
restoration of watershed, fisheries, aad wildlife habitat within BllCAs or 
that degrade REGAS on lands administered by the Agencies within 
anadromous watersheds in Oregon, Washingtoll. Idaho, and California 
(excluding areas under &e firthern Spotted Ovl  BOD) (EA, p. 17'. Appendix 
C, p. C-9). This is 81 3a+uiP strategy and will expire in 18 nonrhs 
from the date of this Decision Noticel Decision Record. 

The Regional Foresters for  +he Pacific Northvest. Pacific Southwest. 
Northern, and Intermomtain Regions are responsible fo r  compliance this 
decision on the Bittenmot. &be .  Challis. Clearwater. Lassen. LOS 
Padres, W e u r .  Nez Perce. Octtoeo. Okanogan, Payette. %bone Savtooth. 
Umatilla, and Wallova-Whitma H a t i d  Forests as vell as the Savtooth 
National Recreation Area and the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 
Area. 

Under the authority of 36 CFB 219.10(f), this decision amends Regional 
Guides for  the FS's Aorthern. Interwuntain. Pacific Southwest. and 
Pacific Borthwest Regions and 15 forest plans (EA. Appendix D, pp. D-3 
to D-6) t o  add explici t  goals and objectives for anadromouti f i sh  habitat 
condition and function. and identify BBCbs where management activi t ies 
w i l l  meet w comprehensive standards and guidelines f o r  an 18-month 
period following the date of this decision (FA, Appendix C). These 
interim standards and guidelines replace existing conflicting direction 
described in these 15 forest plans except vhere the forest  plan direction 
provides more protection for  anadromous. f ish habitat (EA, p. 14). The 
decision do-nts fo r  projects where these new standards and guidelines 
are applied w i l l  contain a finding that the project is consistent with 
the LIWPs as amended by these interim standards and guidelines. 



BLn Approach: . , 

The State Directors for California. Idaho. and Oregon/vashingtm are 
responsible for c o m p l e e  with this decision on the Bakersfield and 
Ukiah Districts in California: the S- a d  beur  dlAlene Districts i n  
fdaho; and the Prineville. Spolume, a d  Vale-Districts in 
Oregonpashingtm. Following this decision the BUS director will issue 
instruetion to state directors to review the conformance of the interim 
direction w i t h  existing LUPs. 

The BIlI will' incorporate the interim direction (Alternative 4) +hat i s  
consistexit with current LUPs into all proposed and nev projects and 
activities, d certain ongoing projecra and activities. 

If the interim direction is not consistent w i t h  existing IRPs, the BU4 
v i l l  seek t o  amend or revise the LUP so that the interim direction is 
consistent w i t h  the YIP. Until the IRP is gmded or revised, the BIl1 
vill use the existing KP direction, or w i l l  attempt to implement the 
management direction for certain ongoing projects and activities through 
negotiation with the use authorization holders (e. g. . grazing pedt t ee s ,  
right-of-way holders, reaeation permit holders), or will seek other 
r-dy vithin the +ems of the existing authorization, including 
nodifyiqg, suspending, or cancelling authorization. 

IX. Administrative Beoiew Oppornmities 

These decisions ate the final &cisions of the Agencies. Parties may 
petition for administrative review in accordance with tke folloving 
procedures. 

-t of Ap;riculture: This decision may be appealed in acardauce 
via the provisions of 36 CFB 217.7(a) by filing a written notice of 
appeal, in duplicate, w i t h i n  45 claps: of the date of publieation of the 
legal notice of availabilitp for tbis decision. The Decision is 
eff ec+ioe 7 days after publication of legal notice. 36 CFB 217.10(a). The 
appeal must be filed nith +he Seaetaxy of Agriculture. Beview by the 
Secretary is wholly discretionary. 

The notice of zmveal must include sufficient narrative evidence and 
argument to sho;-vhy this decision should be changed or reversed (36 CFR 
217.9). 

Department of the Interior: 'Ibis decision may be appealed t.m the 
-t of the Interior. Board of Land Appeals, in  accordence with the 
pravisioos of 43 GFB 4.20 to 4.31 and 43 CFB 4.400 to 4.415. by f i l ing a 
written notice of appeal. This mtiee- must be f i led w i t h  +he Director of 
the BXX within 30 days of the date of publication of the legal notice of 
availability for this decision. The notice of appeal may include a 
statement of reasons for the appeal, a statement of standing, and arq 
argmwnts the appellant wishes to make. A pa- fi l ing an appeal may 
request a stay of +his decision. in accordance with 43 CFB 4.21. The 
notice of appeal, request for stay. and other documents shall be semed 
as specified in 43 CFS 4.433 and 4.401(c). 



I X. Administrative or Supporting ~ecord 

Records documenting the preparation and review of this interim strategy 

I are available at: 

USDA FOREST SERVICE 

I WILDLIFE, FISH AND RARE PLANTS STAFF 
AUDITORS BUILDING 
14TH AND INDEPENDENCE AVENUES, SW 

I 
WASHINGTON, DC 20250 

XI. Signatures 

I By signing this Decision Notice/Decision Record together, we exercise our 
respective authorities over only those portions relevant toour 
authority. 

.n> 

JAM WARD THOMAS - -  

bief, USDA Forest Service xcting ' Director, USDI Bureau 
of Land Management 

Date: February 24, 1995 Date: February 24, 1995 



F'INDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

FOR THE 
INTERIM STRATEGIES FOR 

MANAGING ANADROMOUS FISH-PRODUCING WATERSHEDS 
IN EASTERN OREGON AND WASHINGTON, IDAHO, 

AND PORTIONS OF CALIFORNIA 

USDA Forest Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management 



For The 
Iaterb Strategies For 

Managing Anadroamus Fish-Producing Watersheds 
In Eastern Oregon And Washington, Idaho. 

And Portions Of California 

The Chief of the Forest SerPice and the Director of the Bureau of Land 1 Management (BIX) have analyzed a proposal for interim direction inteaded to 
arrest the degradation and begin the restotation o i  habitat for  Pacific 

I snadromous f ish  (salmon, steelhead and sea-run cutthroat trout). The proposal 
ad4esses babitat on lands administered by the Forest Service and the Bureau of 
Land Management in Eastern Oregon d WasMqton, Idaho, and portions of 
California. The proposal does not include areas uader the Record of Decision 
for  Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management P1 I Documents W i l b i .  the m e  of the Northern Spotted owl (Northern z d  ikl 
ROD). 

m 
I The proposal for  interim mauagement and four alternatives, associated design 

features, and potential mitigation measures were described and analyzed in cm 

I ~ ~ t a l  Assessment (EA) dated Mar& 18. 1994. .The Roposed Mnding of No 
Significant Impact (FOIPSI) and the EA were made available for public review and 
c-nt. Although the public comeneb d i d  not warrant a nodification la the 
EUNSI, the EA has been wdified to disclose the nature of the c-ts and the 
Agencies' responses to them. .The modified EA also affords the Agencies 1 "ppo-tp to provide clarification on se lecad  points. 

I Other r e l a w  environmental documents which were taken into accormt include: 
Regional Guides. Land cmd Resource Management Plans (forest plans) and 
associa@ National Fmiroxuaental Policy kt (1Wb) documeats fu the LS 
national forests. the Land Use Plans (LUPs) and associated REPA documents i n  
the 7 BIlI distr icts ,  and the Northem Spotted owl ROD aod associated WPA 

I 1n.consideration of the analysis documented-in the EA-and in  l igh t  of the 
reasons s e t  forth below, we find that adoption of Alternative 4 as the interia 
strategy v i l l  not significantly fopact the human emrir-t. 

I 1. The interim s t ra tem would be limited in geographic application (40 CFR 
1508.27(a)). .The fnterim strategy vould apply to projects within Riparian 



Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) or that  degrade RHCAs on lands 
administered by the Agencies in the States of Oregon, Uashfngton, Idaho. 
and California (excluding those areas tmder the Northern Spotted Owl BOD) 
( p. 16 and Appendix C, p. C-9 ) .  

2. The interim strategy vould be limited to certain projects and act iv i t ies .  
The interim strategy would apply only to  proposed or new projects and 
activities* aud ongoing projecrs and act iv i t ies  that  pose an unacceptable 
riskw i n v o l ~ g  tbe managecwnt of t-r, roads, grazing, recreation 
resources, riparian areas. minerals, f i r e  and fuels. and land uses such as 
leases permits, rights-of-way and easements, as w e l l  as the restoration of 
watershed, f isheries,  and wildlife habitat (EA, p. 16 and Appendix C, p. 
C - 9 ) .  Thus, resource effects  would not be significant, given the short  
duration of h a d m  direction and the ab i l i ty  of the Agencies to  relocate 
act iv i t ies  outside the BBCAs. The interim strategy w i l l  reduce the 
potential eadmummtal impacts of project decisions. 

3. The interim s t r a t e g ~  would not s i d f i u m t l v  affect  public health or  safety 
(40 CIB 1508.27(b)(2)). The interim strategy does not, on its own. 
&thorize any g&d-disturbing act iv i t ies  d i rect  changes to the 
-tal status quo. Instead, it provides progr-tic direction and 
mitigation measures to be applied to  site-specific projects and 
activi t ies.  New project decisions wi l l  be preceded by site-specific NEPA 
and Endangered Spscics A c t  (EUL) analysis (EA, pp. 17. 36). Thus, the 
selected altexnative does not have significant effects  on buman health and 
safety beyond h s e  already docmented in existing plan H S s  aM 
site-specific analyses of ongoing projects and activities or might be 
identified i n  such future d p e s  of proposed projects cmd activi t ies.  
hvlmmmtal effects  on SOISI? resources (e.g., aquatic, ripariarr) vill be 
reduced. These beneficial effects wil l  not be s ignif iumt  due to tke abort 
tise frmme irnmlved. the Lfofted area affected, a d  the limited inteasitg 
of +he beneficial effects. 

*'Proposed or  new projects and sctlvitiesm are defined as 'those actions 
that have not been bp1-ted, or  f o r  vhlch contracts have not bcm 
awarded, o r  for which permits have not been issued. or (vithin the range of 

I 
listed llpadromous f ish) continuing actions f o r  which the Biological 
Assessments have not been prepared and submitted for consultation, p r io t  to 
signing of this decision (EB, pp. 17 and Glossary-5). I 
**gOngoing projects and act ivi t iesm are defined as those actions that have 
been hplerwnted, o r  that have contracts awarded, or  permits issued, cmd 
( w i t h i n  the range of l i s ted  a n a d r d  f ish)  fo r  vhich Biological 

I 
Assessments have been prepared and submitted for  consiiltation, pr ior  to the 
signing of &is decision (Eh, p. Glossary-5). The Glossary defines 
gunacceptable risk* as a l e v e l  of risk froxu an ongoing activity o r  group of 
ongoing ac t iv i t i e s  that is determined through REPA analysis or the 

I 
preparation of Biological Asses-ts/Epaluatiops, or their subsequent 
review, to be: --'likely t o  adversely affectg l i s t ed  anadromus fish or  
their  designated c r i t i ca l  habitat,  o r  --'likely t o  adversely impactg 

I 
non-listed anadromous f ish  (Eh, pp. 18 and Glossary-7). I 



1 4. The interim strategy would not simificantlg affect any unique 
characteristics of the geographic area (40 CFB 1508.27(b)(3)), does not 

I adversely.affect anything l is ted or eligible for l i s t ing in the National 
Register of Historic Places, nor does it cause loss or destruction of 
significant scientific. cultural, or historic resources (40 CER 

I 1508.27(b)(8)). As discussed i n  the EB. thednterim strategy does not 
alter the environmental protection afforded to such unique lands and 
resources as wild and scenic rivers (EA, p. 61), ecologically i q u r t a n t  

I 
plant commuuities such as are found in riparian areas (Eb, pp. 45. 48 - 49, 
52. and 55). cultural resources (EA. p. 60). nnd Tribal herftage s i t e s  with 
archeological and religious importance (Eb, pp. 61 - 62). The interim 
strategy is not applied to any park lands or prime faam land. 

m 
I 5. The interim strategy does not irnrolve physical or biological effects that 

a r e  likely to be highly controversial (40 CFB 1508.27(b)(4)>. The 
I scientif ic  basis for  this interim direction has been thoroughly evaluated 

I (EA, pp. 2 to 6, 8 to 11, aud Appendix A). The declines ofndix&omus f ish  
stocks and degradation of their associated freshwater habitat have not been 
disputed. Any ~01ltr0versy pertains to the best approach to correct the 

I problems or  maintain the status quo while the long-term environmental 
analyses are completed. not the magnitude of the problem (EB, Appendix F. 
Response to Public Comeats). 

I 6. The interim strategy does not ixnmlve social or economic effects that  are 
likely to be highly controversial (40 CFB 1508.27(b)(4)). Controversy in - this context refers to t o e s  where there is substantial dismate as to the 

I size, nature, or effect of the Federal action, rather tfian & opposition to 
its adoption. Sone individuals vho are likely to experience adverse 
ecommic effects, however. have taken exception to the proposal (Eb, p. 59 

I and dependix PI. Mhen argued for  more restrictive protective measures 
than the proposed action, aud urged the adoption of Alternative 5. On the 
acres affected, the short-term nature o f  the effects is within alloved 

8 fluctuations in the ten year plmming period. 

I 7. The interim s t ra tem would not impose any hipfily uncertain. unique. or - Mknm environmental risks (40 CFR 1M8.28(b)(5)). Tbe best available 

.I scientif ic  infoxmation provided the fouadation for designing the interin 
strategy (Eb. pp. .2 to 6. 8 to 11. 36-39. A p p e n d i x  A. Appendix C). 
lleasures similar to the ones described in ~ppendix C are-used for 

I management of madromous f ish habitat in areas subject to the Northern 
Spotted Owl  ROD. 

a retain the envir-ntal status quo while the Agencies develop and evaluate 
long-term strategies. The interim strategy v i l l  be applied during a 

I limited period of 18 months from the date of the decision. The temporary 
nature of the interim strategy wil l  limit its effects (EA, p. 12). The EA 
discloses the d a t i v e  enviropmental effects of short-tern incremental 



improvements fm habitat conditions and trends on lands within the 
cmad+ollous Watersfieds that are adminiztered by the Agencies (EA, pp. 38 - 
39). 

The environmental analyses being prepared for the long-term environmental 
strategies w i l l  produce long-tern cumdative effects  information. Because 
recwery processes vithfn riparian ateas and aquatic habitats a r e  gr-, 
such short-tern adjustments i n  management practices are unlikely to resu l t  
in significant effects on f r i w e  actions on these Federal lands (EX, pp. 38 - 39). The interim strategy is not binding on any future decisions made on 
long-term suategies  (EA. p. 20). 

9. The interim strategp w i l l  not adwersely affect  an endangered or threatened 
species o r  its habitat that has been determined t o  be c r i t i ca l  under the 
Endangered Species A c t  (40 CFB 1508.27@)(9)) .  A Biological Evaluation and 
a Biological Assessment completsd by the Agencies' sc ient is ts  have 
coneluded that adoption of the proposed measure would not produce 
signiiiutnt hpacts. Because f i sh  l i s t ed  pursuant to the ESB are 
irmolved, the Agencies have consulted dth the United States -nt of 
the Interior. Pisb and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the United States 
Deparment of Co=erce. National Maribe Fisheries Sexvice (RUES) in 
accordance uith established re-ts. Tbe FUS, through a lec te r  of  
concurrence, found that the proposed action would have a neutral o r  
beneficial effect on listed species under their furirrdiction. The HLIFS, 
through a biological opinion.-has & = e m  thai the proposed actlon is 
not likely to jeopardize the contiaued existence of l i s ted  species undei 
their jurisdiction or +t in destruction or  8dVe-e modification of 
c r i t i c a l  habitat. Fhe EA reflects the results of these d t a t i o p s ,  and 
the consultation documents are included as Appendix J to the EA. S i t e  
specific projects all be preceQd by biological ex%bations vhere l i s t ed  
species nay be effected. 

- 
10. The interim s t ra tem does not threaten a violation of Federal. State or 

local  lav or requirements *osed for  the protection of the euvironntent (40 
CFB 1508.27(b)(lO)). The Forest Service and the Bureau of Land llananement a - - -  - I have jointly i s 4  potice3 armoullcing the development of the long-tern 
-tal d g s e s  (Eh. A p p e d k  I). In accordsnce vith Section 
1506.l(a) of th+ Council on Favirouneatal Quality regulations bpleoenting . 
=A, upon issosace of a Rotice of Intent, and d l  issuance of a Record 
of Decision, the Agencies w i l l  take m actions which have an a&erse 

I 
emhmmental bpact  or  l i m i t  the choice of reasonable alternatives. 
Additionally, adoption of the preferred al ternative vould mt significantly 
affect  the following elements of the humsn -nt, which are specified 
in sta+utc, regulation, o r  executive o d r :  Air Quality, of Critical 

I 
Emhmmental Coneem. C u l t u r a l  Resources. Faxm Lands (prime or  uuique). 
FIoodplaZns. Native Americtzn Religious Concerns. Threatened or  Endangered 
Species. s r  Solid-Wastes,. R a t e r .  Quality, g i l d  and Scenic Rivers. 

I 
and ilildenle5s. I 



DETERMINATION 

On the basis of the information and analysis contained in the attached EA 
and all other information available as summarized above. it is our 
determination that adoption of the interim direction over the next 18 
months (while environmental analyses of long-term strategies are being 
prepared) does not constitute a major Federal action significantly 
affecting the quality of the human environment. Therefore, an 
Environmental Impact Statement is not needed. 

. . 
- - 3  ,<C 

MIKE WPIBECT 
,' pief. USDA Forest Service using Director. CS2: Bureau of 
.i i - -  Land lianageunt 
: /' 

Date: February 24, 1995 Date: Febr-a*, . . :;35 
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1. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

1 INTERIM STRATEGIES FOR MANAGING ANADROMOUS 

I 
FISH-PRODUCING WATERSHEDS ON FEDERAL LANDS IN EASTERN 

OREGON AND WASHINGTON IDAHO, AND PORTIONS OF 
CALIF~RNIA 

I. USDA Forest Service and USDl Bureau of Land Management 
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PURPOSE OF ANI) NEED FOR ACX'ION 

The U.S. Department of Agridtme Forest Service (FS) and the U.S. Depment of the 
Interior Bumm of Land Management (BLM) bereinafter jointly refezred to as "the Agendes"] 
are developing an ecosynem-based, aquatic habitat and rip--area management stategy 
(commonly referred to as PACFISH) for Pacitic calmm, d e a d ,  and sea-nm cu!thr~st trout 
h a b i i o n l a n d s t h q ~ .  Thestrategyisbeingdevdapedinrrsponse~new 
infomaim documdug broad declines in natrwlty reproducing P&c salmon, steelhead, 
and sea-nm Nahroat trout [herrinafter referred to as ana&omoas fish], and widespread 
degradation of the habii upon which t k e  anadromoas MI depend.' This mvironmental 
assessment snatyzes a mge of interim smtegies for arresting the degradation and b+ginning 
the restoration of aquatic and riparian ccosgstems dPring the next 18 m e  M e  a longer- 
term strategg is developed and e v a l d  Recmt studies warrant consideration . . ofan intaim 
s&ategy for managemeat of aquatic and r i p a h  ecosystems on lands admmlstered 
Agencies 

h e  

In March-April 1991, the American Fisheries Sod* (AFS), a professional society of 
iisheris rrseareh scimtists and fisheries manages, ~ubtished a report' that identified 214 
stocksofnatm$ly anadromoas fi;h id -&fomia, O&n, Washington, and 
I a o ,  th. ra .at &. of extinction or .of ~4 collcena m e  report 
aiso docrrmeatal 106 additional acks that already are exha The d e p d  status of 214 
stocks reflects the intendon of inhamtty variable amironmental conditions, such as ocean 
productivity and d e r  wi& a variety of managcmmt activities. In general, stock 
~ v a l i s d m o b m e d b y s a m t c o m b ~ m o f d a m ~ m a n d o ~ o n , w a t a  
diversions, hsbita! modifications, iish h d ~ a y  operations, and fish hawest. Reasons for the 
decline of anadromons fish vary by species and geogmphic area (e.g., dams are a primary 
factor affecting the status of some stocks, but have a negiigiile &at on others), however, 
degradation of fhhwater habitat is a common feature aEechg ail st-risk stocks. A 1992 
repod calcufated that of the 192 stocks of auadromw MI in the Columbia River Basin, 
35 percmt arr exiind. 19 perceat were at high risk of extidon, 7 percent were at moderate 
risk of extinction, 13 percent wexe of special concem, and 26 paceat were presumed secwe. 

'USDA Forest P.fifis Slum W d  Group sod Field Team 1992. t r /omand Repon - Buekpund 
Rcpan for ph Drvebpmrnt o/ ph Faur Smier  A6-au Semgy fmPae$u Sobam? mad Skelhod 
Habizat. 

'w. Nehlan, J. E. William and J. A L.khatowid~ 1991. Paaru Soham ar rhc C m d :  Sto& at Risk 
frat Cdif- (h80n. Idaim, mad W d - .  Fishaics 16 (2): 4-21. 

3 ~ ~ .  I V i l b s ,  J A  LkUowicl~. and W. Nehtsm 1992. De- Saimm mad Steelhod P o p h c k a ~ :  New 
. i k b g d  spnu ca~unr for a k  W c a .  h i a n g a d  S+ Update. 9(4):1-8. 



Subsequent surveys m California4, OW', and Washington6 confinned the scope but 
broadened the magnitude of the dedine. 

Assessments by reseamhers indicate that stream systems hagholb Cdifomia. Oregon. 
Washington, and Idaho, have been degraded considerabiy by hmnm-mM c p m ~  
effects from such activities as livestock use, road amsmxdon, timba harvesf recreational 
use, channeiization, pad 0the.r watersbed management projecfs and activities (based on the 
following studies listed m Appeadix A: Platg 1989; Platq 1991; Meehau, 1991; NMFS 
1993; and Idaho Department of Fish and Game, 1992) . For example, from 1987 to 1992, 
resead~ers Srom the M c  Northwesf Reswrd~ Forex and Range Experiment Scation 
resmqed 1 16 saeam sys&wm m Oregcm. W8shingm1, sod Zdaho, and compared the nmnber 
of large, deep pools per stream mile-a primary indicator of high quahi, m-chanuel habitat 
adiiion-to the number documenmi during sarveps am- between 1935 and 1945. 
~eirreport'doe~mentssPbstantiat decreasesinthequality and quantity of large, deep pools 
h~utmanagedarcasofrhereg ion  lbenrrmbaoflargc,d#ppoolsdecmsed58 
percent m the Cow& Riva Badn, 41 percent in dre Lewis River, 84 pcrccat in lhe 
Elochoman River Basin, and 85 percent in the Yakama River Basin, all m Wa&agton State; 
78 perrent m the Lewis and Clark River and 85 percmt in the CIatEiranie Rim, both in 
Or~gon; and 52 pacmt in the Salmon River BaEin of Idaho. Pool-riflle ratios have dweased 
from historic levels of about 50:50 to 20:80 or 1O:W according to Oregon Game Commission 
surveys in the 1%Os aad Forest Service s~rvegs in the 1970s (~mpnblishcd data). 

Despite impi~llentatim of gdm& improving kst management practices through national 
rorrst Lend and ReEoraEc Managaacat Plans (forest p h )  and BLM Land Use P h  @Ups), 
riparian and aquatic habiat conditions on F e u  h d s  have . . .  contirmed to dediae. Generally, 
anadrom0u.s habitat on lands ' .id by the Agmcies have 30-70 percent fewer 
largc,deeppook,morefine~ent~inspawninggravds,~grrata~anaof 
r i p a r b  vegetation than is acceptable. Such &IS reflect a general reduction m i31 habitat 

' P . ~ ~ . D o b r t s & a n d D . F P l i a .  1 1 9 9 2 F o a a n i n N o r P k c m ~ f ~ l X  . ~Sroatc  W i m t r i n m f a  
A - F i i  Society, HmuboIdt Chapm. 25 pp. 

%E Nickdam, J.W. Nlsbobs AM McGic. RE. Lidmy. DL Bortom, RT. EaLa, and SE. Jasobr 1992 
Smrns d.4-w Sdmanidr in h g r n  Goad Basins Qegm Dcpt of Fh .nd WiM. Po&& 83 pp. 

6Wadbgbn R-t of Fishaiq Wdhgtm Deqmbm& of WiIdEfc, and Westan Wdthgon Tzmty 
brciian T n i  1993. W--Stme SuhnmrordSteelhrd Stock -Invmroy. -W&iqmn Dcpt of F i  
oippk 212 pp. 

' B A ~ ~ o &  JR s e w  JE. E.RC. W-SE. C ~ ~ ~ G H ~ ~ L A B I V W U .  
M m q + ? ~ ~ m i  3iua~y of .&uai& Eeosyarems: Ci&mgu in Fi'i Babht over SO y-, 1935-1992. USDAfFS 
PNW Rescar& Station, G c n d  Tcsfrnisal Rcpon PNWGTB-321. Fdmary 1994. 
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capability.' Many streams have become simpWe& having lost the structural complexity vita 
to the productivity and well-being of many @c species. 

. . 
Agency--ed lands provide subsadd habitat for rrmaining stocks of snadromolls 
fish. The Agencies estimate that of  the 214 stocks i d d e d  in the AFS p~lblished report as 

lands end 109 on BW-- . . 
at* of 134 occaronFS- ' ' *.*d ed 
lands9 The National Maxine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has that the-Snake River 
sockeye salmon is endangered," and the Snake Riva Eall and springhmmer chinook salmon 
is tfirratened" purma to provkiom of the Edmged Species Act of 1973, as mended 
(ESA). Since initial publication of this a w i r m m d  assesmrent @A), NMFS announced an 
r m u g m c y a c t i m t o + P d a c s i f v ~ ~ o f & e S ~ R i v a ~ g ! ~ c f i i n o o k s ~  
and fall chinook saimon from thateaed to endaagedU The emergency action will be in 
&ect Pnril April 15,1995. DPcing this h e ,  NMFS will  publish a propod rule to rrclassify 
these chiaook stocks. The NMFS detumidon was based on a projected dedine in adult 
Snake River dinook &on abuudauce. The S848ment~ Riva winter chinook salmon was 
listedasthrratenedUin1990. T h e N M F S ~ d e t e m h e d t h a t ~ g t h e  
Sacramento River winter chinook salmon as mdangaed was warranted" Additional stocks 
hawbten,orarcerp+cted~be,pe&ionedforlisting.'~ Furtber,BUanadrom~~~fiShinthe 
Snake River Basin have been designated as sensitive species by the FS and are being 
considered for such desigdon by the BLM 

The 1994 adult spring chinook salmon colmt at BormRriUe Dam was 20,132 (Fish Passage 
Cents 1994). about 43 percent of the previous record low ream. The apected 1994 re- 
of d i n e d  Snake River Spring and summer chinook salmon runs to Lowcr Grrmite Dam is 

%.~.imaq~~.ac+shi5LEBrnda,ad 1992 .PmdatdEInn-o/EcdqlicollyHcoWy W e d &  
in t k  P W i  NaPhruz CwmdEaugim Pp. 1-188 .  In: Naiamn. BJ. cd Wac&dM-enr 
B- Samaindi@v adEnviraaentd -. New Yod; NY. --Vcrkg P A  B k  TP. 
QPins G E  I k v a ,  md S.V. Crcgay. 1992 ButM-ent- CmYhDie Werrr. d Lang-zem 
T m d s  in Fd A- in P& NaPkrutRRcrSy-. Pp. 189-232. k N h a n ,  RJ. cd W e  
Mol4praent B- S d i &  mi Envinrrsmrol Cirogc. New Yo& NY. --Vcdag 

"& 
. . in 57 FR 146% April 22,1992 [Cazutd m 57 FR 23458; hmc 3.19921. M ' t o  

list in 58 FR 49880, Scptembcr 23.1993. Qirial Hrbitat in 58 FR 68543; Decaaba 28.1993. 

UNMFsd 
. . 

'um in 55 FR 4651% November 5.1990. Ad& to iLt in 55 FR O W ,  Novunba 30.1990. 
Critifal Habitat k i p a t e d  in 58 FR 33212; h 16.1993. 



projected to yield only 14 to 28 percent of the recent 10-year average for spawning redds 
(NMFS and Fish and Wddlife Service W S )  1994). Based on the 1994 spnng shmook jack 
count at Bomeville Dam, the 1995 nm will l i i  be ewn lower than in 1994. The projected 
1994 retmn of listed EaIl d h m k  salmon to the Columbia Riva is 803. the wcond lowest on 
d When mortaIity is considered, NMFS &mates that d y  300 duia will nach Lower 
Granite Dam The 1995 forecast suggest that the fall chinook run will k .bout 60 percmt of 
1994 (NMFS and FWS 1994). 

Iht Agencies have taken a number of independent actions m rrspond m daima m 
=acbmons &b stocks and the degradation of habitzt Both participoed m chc 1990-1991 , 

'Salmon Snmm&" which was convened by Senaiwr Mark m e l d  to aumrac renomion of 
Columbii River Basin anadromor~ WL The Agaaes were inmummd m dcvdopmg the 
Habitst S d o n  of the Summit Report,16 and have rmdatalren a numbs of rbc n u ~ - t a m  
actions i d d e d  in that report 9 have developed and are implcmattmg 8 vancty of 
anadromors fish program irritiatives' for msrregemcnt oftheir ~ s p e a m  mrbromola fizh 
habitat fcsowces To date, howevex, cven in light of ongoing &om oumh cb. I P L ~  of the 
norttrem spotted owl, neither Agency has implemmted a annprehmovr vpm& *, 
ecwgstem-bawd managematt of aquatic and riparian h a b i i .  In Pdmocs r mqu~red by the 
ESA, projects and activihies on 10 national forests and 4 BLM distnca m m 
consultation with the NMFS on thatend and endamzed snadromorrr firb m cb. Snake - - -  

Rim B a d  Drning d t a t i o n  the Agencies have &und that ado- d b.hm protection 
standards similar to those explored in this cuvinmmaual arsemnmt gmadhy ). h r m e  the 

On Janllay 25,1994, the Agencies joined with the National Park S m a  ( h U L  TWS, and 
N W S  in signing an Intesagency Memom~dmn of Undusmnding (In- MOU) to 
coopaateinxwaagemeatoffederaUyar' . . . ~laa&fortheco~ofipeda&at 
are -ding owanfs Federal W g  as -ed or endangered puravla rp aW E5A The 
Intaagmq MOU describes the prattcrion and proper msnaganem of brb- m s rmpottant 
toolforpmcntingaddiiional W g s o f s p e c k  Zheintcragency M O L ' r r d m  
fkdhate comphuce with ESA S d o n  7(a) obligations rrqrdring dl F d d  m a  to 

manage lands. snd resources within thcir jurisdictions for b e  v of rare 

The stmtegy being developed by the Agencies would provide a.conzirtcar pprovh for . . . .  
LIZ and restorins aauatic and riparian habii conditions, and d d  crmmbute to the 

sasiained i;atmal p d o n - o f  anadt.on;olls WL The Agmcics -csnb- ho ochnial 
teams-the F-LM Field Team and Washington 0 5 s c  Work GPo- au WIchingm 
0 5 c c  Policy h a p ,  to cooniioate &velopment AU three rvsr oxupad of 
Agency d scientists and managers. I h e  information devdoped by h gmrps 
provided the foundation for the aquatic and riparian componentr of the Saaafu Anrtysis 

'%JSDI B- of Land MHnagemcrrt 1993. A h o r u F d  Habitat Managmenf ad Sw~egy for 
PllC C o h b i a  d S&e River B e -  USDA Fomt Saviss R&om 1.4, and 6.1991. Cot.rbia River B& 
Anaimmoru m Habitat Mcmapucln PdiLy mu?Isrplcaarnmlian Cirdk. 



Team Report" and the Forest Em- Management Assessneat Team @EMAT) ReportIg 
Measures for maintainia~t and restork andmoous fish habitat are indudPd in the R d  
Supplementrrl Eminmm&taI Impact ~-~ement on Mmgement of Habital for 
~ - S u e c e s s i d  and OkEGmwth Folesi Relared S '  Within ihe Range of ihe NoIthem 
Sponed Owl o h e m  Spotted Owl FSEZS) for all or paris of the 15 national forests and 6 
BLM dimi $ that are within the mge of the northem spotted owl and which accommodate 
l l m l d b  rqmnhing s t ~ c k s  of amdmmous fish. 

Over the next 18 months, the Agencies will coapaatively prcp8re several geographidy- 
swdfic eavinmmental adwes e n v h m e d  imoact statements ms)) to examine 
1kger-tenn management s&q$esCSfbr ptechg  or &ring anadrokus il&-producing 
watersheds m areas considered m this emhmmtal  acs-cnnent" These adyses will build 
on the infomaion developed by the Agencies' tecbcd teams and poticy group, and 
daermine if ameadmeuis m forest plans. LUFs, or regional guides in W o m i a ,  Idaho, 
Oregon, aud w8shi.ngmn are necessary. 

Because new idonnation documents that nearly o n M  of the anadromous fish stocks are at 
risk of &on, and habitat degddon is a connnan ca.usai h r ,  the Agencies are 
analyling a range of interim saafegis, based on the work of the technical teams aud policy 
map, for ' arresring the dscline in habitat conditions, initiating habitst restoration, 
d p-y- high quality habitat amtiI h geographicaUy-spedic envimnmentd 
~ a r e m m p l e t e d .  The Agenaeswamrn~~besteffortmmamthatnothing 
doneon~onal~~andBLMpllbticlan&intheinoaimrrsuttSinthe~onor 
frntha~ofat -I i skaaadmmonsf i shstockSorathawise~&opt ionsthat  
will be arnsldered in the geo&caUy-spe&c mvinnmmtal anatyss Improved 
menaganentofaquaticandxip~ecosysrrmsonlandcadmmrstffed . . 

by the Agencies, 
combined with improvements in hydmpowu opdons,  hawby practices and fish harvest 
managema& can prrvcnt.additional stocks from bewming extina and p d u d e  the need m 
atmdtheptcnio11ofthe~EndangcrrdSpeciaAstmotha~ousfish~in 
Californiq Idaho, Oregon, and W d h g b m  

InPccordancewithcongrrsional~onproVidedmtheF~Yaa1994Intaioraud 
Related Agencies Apprqniations Act, the FS d not hplenwat new anadromous fish habitat 
manageme direaim during k a i  year 1994 on the Tongass National Fomt in Alaska, but 
will~s&diesand~cPrmrtmanagemcutpracticesontheTosrgass In 

"J.w. 'Lbomu, MG. Raph&4 RG. Anthony, ED. Fomma AG. Gdasm RS. Holdmmen, B.G. MBsof 
G E  RCRI. J R  SCdtlS a d  D M  Solis. MPsh 1993. Viebiiiy A-mu OrdMpugclltmt C-mu 
f a S p c c i c r A z r o c i c n r d w i r h M ~ d O ~ p h F o r r m ~ p k P d f x N ~ - ~  Repanof 
the Scienffii Analysis T-. U- F m  S w v k .  Pozthd, OK& 

'%omst Ecoyem M r v r  Team 1993. FoMEoayaan M m q u n t n c  m.Eeobgicd 
EcaMnie, mniSodolAsucraau.USDA.ForrrtSavk PmtknQOg 



subsequent years, as determined n e e  for ste&d&ip of ~ m o u s  fish habitat in 
Alaska and evaluated asrequired by 'the National En-mtal Poiicy Act (NEPA), both 
Agencies will incorporate &ri& meawes into regional guides and forest plans and 
LUPs for management of aU lands and resources within their respective jurisdictions in 
Alaska 

Although neither Agency has jauisdiction over other factors affecting aaadr~mops fish, each 
will remain alert . . for oppodties to wordinate its efforts to improve habitat condition on 
Ageaq-admmskd lands with the efforts takm by others to address suEh factors ar dams, 
hatehems, fish harvesting, and privatdand habitat wnditiw. F d  recovay of Iisted 
~ m o w ~ a n d ~ o n o f o t h ~ ~ m o ~ ~ f i s h t h a t a r r a t r i s k o f ~ c t i ~ ~ ~ w i l l  
depend on the development of a response to all f a am affecting their decline, indudmg those 
£actors oatride the Agencies' jmisdictions Regardess of any adon  or inaction by other 
mqmsible agencies or organizations that might affect popuhtions of auadmmo11~ fish stocks, 
the Agencies have m p m i i i t i e s  to proceed witb action to restrue degraded habitat and 
protect good-qrraiity habitat 

The FS, BLM, snd National Marine Fisheries Service and others signed a Manorandm of 
Und-ding m Janpary, 1994 to '[wlork togetha and participate in the amserVation of 
selededpiantandenimalspeciesandtheirhabitarsto~miti~d@b~diminatP 
the need for their listing tmder the ESA by M o p i n g  habitat amsexdon assessments 
lcading to Consavation Agreemmtr.' This MOU was signed to hemare the agcacics 
working cooperatively to assess and protect habitat in an &on t~ consa~ at-risk species, 
avoiding the need to list them as dmatmcd or auia~~gaed under the ESA . 

In recognition of the alarming dwiine of some Pacific Norhes t  salmon stocks and the need 
for the federal government to respond in a coordked fasbon, the Depamnats of the 
Inmior and Agricultm signed a Manormdam of Agreement with other hqmzmen9 the 
W h i t e H o u s e ~ a n  Emironmmtal Policy, and the Emmomnmtal Roteaim Agmcy to 
establish a framework to facilitate the developmmt of a coordinat#l and c~mpebsive 
salmon restoration plan m October, 1994. The Agreement is intended to ensare that federal 
agencies work togetha in a aJmdinated manner that msximim the use of federal 
&d resources, and diminarPc mmece~~ary duplication and inefficiencies. The ~gr&mt 
established a plan for salmon, and a regional CooKiinating Cosllmittce to g~ p- 
r q o n s i b i i  for developing and impl&eming a coodin& Federal effort to c k  &I 
restore Pacific salmon and their aoociated h a b i i '  

The putpose of this m n h n m d  -ent is to provide decision malras with analysis of a 
rauge of interim smegies for arrsting the degradation and beghhg rhe restomion of 
riparirm and aquatic ecosystems m watershedswhere anadmmous fish habitat is present or 
easily could be reestablished @meh&er refarrd to as anadromoPs watersheds>; to publicly 
disclose the possible e n v i m m d  ~ c e s  that adoption of each mategy d d  bring, 
and to provide continuing opportunities to incorporate the latest scimdific infomation into 
fesource plans and management practices., Altenmk strategies p m t e d  in this 
d n m m t a l  assessment are designed to maintain Ootions for more mmoreh& mitieation - - 
or e a v i r o m d  pmtedon measures that may be f&d neassary h u &  the ' geographically-specific environmental analyses that will be prepared for the affected area 



To protect the good quality anadromous fish habitats, arrest the degradation, and begin 
restoration of anadromous fish habitat, as well as to respond to a wide array of new scientific 
i n f o d o n  on the status of various anadromous fish mcks and the condition of aquatic and 
riparian habitat. the Agencies are reevaluating all management projects and activities in 
anadromom wa!ersheds not considered in the Northem Spotted Owl FSEIS. Because the 
prepdon of geographicaUy-specSc emhmed mdyses that will examine longer-term 
options for protecting this habitat is scheduled to take 18 months, and because recent 
assessments of the short- and long-term risks to maintenance and remvery of anadromous fish 
stocks under an~ent management direction are high, the Agencies believe that a range of 
intaim smttegies must be examined for possible adoption. Sucb s@ategies are an attempt to 
ensmethat~ementaaionstaLeninthemtaimdonothaveadver~een~d 
effects that could remit in extinction or fader endangemem of anadromous lish stocks or 
otherwise limit the m g e  or number of d l e  altemstives that are to be evaluated in the 
geographicaUy@c emironmead analyses (40 Code of Federal Reguidons (CFR) 
1506.1). Tke iuterim snategies are intended to bridge the time gap between &g forest 
p l a n s ~ ~ l o n g - t a m n r a t e g y i s ~ a d o p t e d  

The FS, in accordance  wid^ 36 CFR 219.19, dewlops land and resource management plans to 
manage fish and wildlife habitat to maintain viable popuiations of ertisting native and desired 
non-nativt vcrtebrare species in the panic& planning area Because of the complexity and 
dynamic nature of the national forest resouras managed under the NFMA, there is no specific 
orprecise aandardor techniqueforddykgthis Rqairrment, asraognized by the scientific 
commmity and many courts (see Record of Decision forAmendinents to F o ~ a  SerPice cmd 
BURLEI of Lad M-ent Plaming Documents Within the h g e  of the Northem Spotted 
Owl (NSO ROD))), pp. 4347). Tke BLM, in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and 
Managanent Ad of 1976 (FLPMA), 43 U.S.C. 1701.8, is Rqairrd to manage pablic lands to 
protect the quality of s c i d c ,  scenic, historical, ecological, environmeatal, air and 
atmospheric, wata resource, and ad~eologicd values Both agacia are requid by the 
Clem . . Water Ac!, 33 U.S.C. 1251,1329, to see that aaivities occmring on lands thy  
arimmtna comply with umceming the didmgc or mn-off of pollatantr In 
compliance with their own laws and ~~ and in aecohnce with the 
MOU, the Clean Water Act, and applicable Council on m d  Wty (CEQ) 
ngalations, tht Agencies jointly propose to M o p  and adopt a wordkted, intaim strategy 
h r  protecting quality anadromous fish habitst, and amsting the degdation and beghming the 
restoration of aquatic and riparian ecosysDems that consritlde anadromous fish habitat 

Interim d i d o n  also would fadlitate the abiiity of managas of Federal land widin the range 
of l i d  auadmm'olls fish to more efficient& snd prepare project&c decisions 
t h a t w i U ~ m e e t ~ a n s o f t h e E S A .  BccanscdtationwiththeNMFS 
aud the FWS on the intaim direction has been complebd prior to sny adoption, the in* 
direction w d d  establish guidance that incoprats dming initial project design those 
mensures gmaaUy determined necesary Eor compIiaPce with the ESA This would result in 
an approacfi to project design that is more efficient and cost-cfF& than awaiting project- 
sp#ific consultation to incorporate all necessary provisions. Inmim direction also would 
increase Agency consistency with and responsiveness to riparian and aquatic habitat concnns 
840s the m g e  of anadromous fish habitat in the westem contipus United Sta!es. This, in 
arm, would redm the probabiity that some a d d i t i d  stocks of anadromous fish will need to 
be iisted as heateaed or endangered. 

There is a noted and continuing decliie of Mi elements enential to anadromous fish; and 
not all forest plans or LUPs include guiddines. and procedures that allow managen 



to efficiendy and & e d d y  address measlms nggeskl by the NMFS for p m ~ ~ n  of listed 
anaeitomous fish species. Fmtha, not all these piamring documents enmre the maintenance 
and mstoxation of habitat for other smdromons iish stocks To bter  meet rrsponsibiiitie-s to 
provide habitat for listed and other at-& anadromo~s fish stocks, and to avoid gridlock m 
the managemart of the national fom and BLM public laads and help stab* the flow of 
goods and services from these lands., both Agendes believe there is an immediate need to 
d e  appropriate modifications in management dkdon .  

The need for iataim management has been made dear by ih rapidly dediniag status of 
numerous anadnnnow 5sb stodrs aad nuatemus ' ~ c s  that have demostmtd tba! dedining 
freshwater habitat condition is a cornmom causal f a c t ~ ~  in those '&dines Furthermore, 
in-dart investigations . by . Agency scientists have confirmed the declining habitat 
~ ~ n s o n A g e r r c g - ~ l a n d s a n d i h ~ c g o f ~ ~ ~ ~ u p o n h i g h  
quality habitat conditions. Because of this decline in habitat demaa, there is a need to 
adopt an interim stmtegy now. 

In 1991; the AFS published the fim mqmhensive report on the starus of auadromous &h 
The AFS repon documents &e results of a 4-year &nt by the AFS Endangered 

Species Cornmime to &a, intcrprrS and summark idommion compiled h m  previously 
published Iitcratare and ~mpubbhed data on the statns of ~ m o u s  WI in Cdifbmia, 
Idaho, Orrgon, and W s b g t m  Information ammined in that rrport was gathered h m  fifh 
managemcat agencies, Native Americaa m i  Oregon and Idaho dupers of the AFS, and 
~ g a n d ~ o n g r o u p s a s w d l a s ~ @ ~ e d s c i m t i f i c j o m n a l s .  
procedngs, and books ' h e  authors used a wide variety of available data, including 
qaming ercapemat.c redd copna, addt cmm@ d o n a l  gtc4 dam axmls, and 
anecdotal information. lhe rcwrt docamemed 1 stock that in 1991 alrradv wss listed 
pursuant to the E S ~  another301 SOCICS at high risk of a k t i ~ ~  5s at moderate  rid^ of 
edinction,nnd54ofsp+cialt0ll~~e ~ - 1 1 i n e o f t h e s e ~ o c c r a i n ~ 5 8 a n  
¶he Oregon Coaa. 76 in the ColumbiaRiverBasia, a d 4 1  inthe Washiugt~n CoaWhgu 
S o a d  zm~. iht present or lfinaened destmdon, modification, or curmilmat of habitat or 
r s l g c w a s c m d a s o n e o f t h e p r i m a q c a m a l ~ i n t h e ~ o f  195(91 pacens)ofthe 
at~mla&mnoPsfishstDcks 

Smce the AFS Endangered Species Commirtee report was published, three ~Ertpspedfic 
reviews of at-& aua&omom fish stacks have b e a  soadPcted Sn nohem California, the 
~ h ~ o f t h e A F S @ ~ a ~ i d e n t i f y i n g 4 9 s t ~ c k s o f & m o m W I  
stocks in smams between the R u s h  Riva and the borda. That npoa madly 
agrredwiPh~AFSrepor taccept tha tcos s ta~atwerrcons idaedbythe~I& 
Chapter to be more seriously affected and were mhsified from 'of special concern" to 'at 
moderate &kg of extinction, and many of the saunmer and Wima steelhead s&cks were 
subdivided into smatler stock uaits. 



I 
For the Oregon coast, the Oregon Depar&nent of Fish and Wiidlife (ODFW) conducted a 
review of anaalromous iish stocks in the coastal basins" In this repott, the ODFW ranked 1 aprlrrdiaerentiytitiirdthe*Fsmi~eHmntmltChapmrepm n e o ~ ~ u s x i t b .  
tenns "of sptcial amcan' to note a high-xisk stock, and "depress& to note r mode-risk 
stock. The ODFW report also included the terms 'unknown" and "healthy.' Although they 
agreed with documentation of the widespread decliaes nported by the AFS. the ODFW added I ~ a d d i t i o n a l ~ t o d r s ~ t h e L n h m t h e * r s ~ ~ a n d h c o ~ d d ~ ~ ~ & t o  
be in a somewhst better condition than rrported by the AFS. Because tbe ODFW report 
reviewed only coastal stocks, all of their data applied to stocks within thc nap of the 

aalsrrccrmcnr 

?he Washingten Depraneat of Fishaies (WDOF) report& on the ams of ndromous fish 

Wrldlife and technical st& of 23 Native Amexican tribes also conaibureQ o Bc mport That 
reportided5ed78 saimonand44 s & e e l h e a c I s t o c k s a s m ~  (-4 Bc same as "at 
modaate~-af~ctioninthe~ppbwreport),and11srlmoaaDcL.adl 

pubiished rqmt). Ofthe 134 stDckr in Washington identified by WDOF m dcprrrrcd and 

I Critical, 71 occm in the Coltlmbia River Barin 



i 

The FEMAT reportf6 reviewed and compared the. above r e f d  'rrperts. In general, each 
m d g  report added or subdivided stocks h m  the ori* list in tke AFS pnbiiched 
report Including data from the AFS report, the Htdmidt Chapta report, the ODFW report, 
and the WDOF report, FEMAT found a total of 31.4 a~mdmnola &it necks at-risk just within 
the mnge of the northem spotted owl, more than doubling thatnuder Origid ly  reported for 
thesameareainthe AFS report(aninaease0f 178 overtfitariginal: 13a 

~ ~ b y d e l s i n d i c a t e t h a t s t r e a m s y s t e m s t h r o l l g b o l d . ~ O r r g o n .  
Warbingtos and Idaho have been w e d  considerably by f lced cumuia~ive 
etfkls. Suchclctiviriesas~lae,road~on.tbnkrharvesSddrrse. 
chaauuon,  and other watershed management projeds and dvities are the most common 
wnsalfacmrs. 'Iheeffecsofhestockgrazingandtimbaharvest~aetivioieson 
rmadromous fish and their habitat have been specifically in the geographic raage 
of the interim direction. For example, in the Upper Grade Rode River basin in northeastern 
Oregon, over 80 percent ofthe clrainage is considered to kin a d a a i d  state because of 
high water bxqemtares, high &at lads, and low levds of aroody debris cwsed 
p r i m a r i l y b y l k t o c k ~ g , t i m b e r ~ r o ~ ~ a n d o $ I e r f a r d n m n a g e m e u t  
aUivitia (WaUowa-Whiman Ndonal Forest 1992). C ~ ~ ~ I W I  d Wmp (1993) cite wmk of 
Rich et a 1  (1992) a c h  demonmated that, in the Middle Fork of the hbnm River, streams 
not grazed by livestock possessed ten times the number of jvvcrdk cldeaok &on compared 
m Bear and Elk Creeks, which receive heavy grazing prrssrrrr. The Idab Department of Fish 
and Game (1992) found that Chamberlain Cxeek, a tributary of the Wmaia River which has 
beui protected from major human impacts by wilderness desigoatiaa, ha higha pan densities 
h u  o t b e r s i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ w h i c h h a v e  been expodto r d t i p 1 e ~ i m p a U s .  

Between 1987 and 1992, reseacbas from the Padfic Northu t  RCSBtCb Foxes and Range 
Experiment Station (PNW) resurveyed 116 stream symms m Oregon, Wasbgton. and Idaho, 
and compared the number of large, deep pools per stream mile-a primary indimr of high- 
quality, h-chmho-charmtl habitat ccmdition, to the number doamad - nwys conducted 
between 1935 and 1945. The PNW reporf' doclmreatr s&anhI ckcrrares in the qualii 
snd qnmiay of large, deep pools throughout m8uaged areas of ah rCgiQlL The number of 
large, deep pools deaeased 58 percent in the C o d  Riva Bsri4 41 pacmt in the Lewis 
River, 84 pacmt in the Rochaman Riva Basin, and 85 pacent in hYstpma River Basin, 
all in Washington State; 78 percent in the Lewis and Clark River d SS pasent in the 
Qatskanie River, both in a and 52 percent in the S h  Biva Bssin ufIdaho. 

Pool-riffle ratios are a gauge of aquatic habitat divasitg. a d  are sn inacprn of the degree to 
which streams are capable of pmducing and supporting a vazied .and ampiex community of 
fish species. According m Oregon Game Cammision smvqs in thc 1960s and Forest 
Service nwys in the 19705 (unpublished data), pool-rifne hwt deawsed from 
historic levels of about 5050 to 20:80 or. 10:90, indicating a clranatic lass of divers& and 
dimii~ution of fish habitat capability. BLM scientists found tbat of the 21 1 mila of 
aaadromous fish habit@ in tbat Agency's Salem Dimid of -.42 perca~t was in 



poor condition, . . 35 percent in fair caditian. and 23 percent in good conditimfl On Forest 
S e x v i c e - a d d  lands, 80 percent of fish habitat m the upper Grande Ronde Basin fails 
to meet cumem forest plan staudards and guidelines for water temperatrrrr, sediment levels, 
and riparian condition Seventy perrent of sheam habitats of the Middle Fork Clearwater md 
Lochsa Rivers on Idaho's Clearwater National Forest fail to meet current forest plan standards 
and guidelines. These results provide amfhation that Agency-administered lands also have 
experienced deteriodou of anadromom fish habitat condition. 

Several papers lecesdy haw rwiewed and d e d  h e  dependent of fedthy 
.adromom fish stocks on higtt-qaality freshwater hab- Studies by RJ. Naiman and 
others defined ecologicslly healthy watersheds by the delivery and routing of wa!er, &sediment, 
and woody debrirw Heaifhy riparian areas provide the primary mntrol for this delivery and 
muting. Riparian areas are aitical to the maintEnanrr of wata tanpaabae, habitat 
complexity, pools, sediment levels, and instream styawe, which are necessary for the natural 
~ o f a a a d m m o u s ~ ~ ~  

The Agmcies independentiy haw exaruined the resttls of these and otha studies (Appendix 
A) and believe that the amdusions regdug dedining stattrs of anadromous fish stock, 
degmbion of aqnatic and riparian habitat condition, and the c d  link between the two are 
Consistmt with the Agmcies' own studis Forest plans and LUPs were intended by 
Congress to be readily adaptable to new infonuation to make adjustmeats that asmn sound 
mo~uce management A reasoned response to new i a f o d o n  is c m d  to the Agencies' 
suixess in meeting the bminrting compliance' obiigations ofNEP4 National Forest 
Management Ad of 1976 @IFMA), FLPMA, ESA, and otha 

. 
-1- BYIS& 

the la tw scientific hformtion, the Agenda will h be able to comniute to the long-term 
asemation of amdmuous fish species and the continuing prod& of goods and services 
h m  public lends 

Analyses and findings described m this emimmmtal assessment wiU help the Agencies 
decide: 

(1) whether to continue with managematt diredon descrikd in cmrent forest plans and 
LUPs, or to increase proteaion through inmim mausgemem-direction until longa-zerm 
management options proposed m the geographicaUy-speci6c awimmmtai analyss arc 
evaluated and an alternative is approved and implemented; 

(2) what d i d o n  would be necessary to arrest the degradation, begin the restoration oS and 
protea aquatic and rip& ecosystems dmhg the interim period; 

30 S.V. -, FJ. S- W A  MCKCC, and KW. C~DBU&~ 1991. An Emsysree~ Penpeefive o/R- 
Zmu. BioSsicocc. 41540-551. IU. Naimarr. and H Degmp~ (cdr). 1990. The Mogy m d  Mmwgcmari of 
A q m t k ~ E c o m n r r . . U N E S C O . k  Bcpor tbyIU.~TJ .Bdk ,LE.&nd4e t s l . c i t ed in  
fwluorc 8. 



(3) which watersheds would be snbject to interim .direction; and 

(4) whether in* direction would apply m: 

a only proposed or new projects and activities; 

b. all proposed or new projects and aaivities and all ongoing projects and activities; 
or 

c , 
all proposed or new projects and activities and some ongoing projects and aaivities. 

The g ~ h i c a U y - ~ c  embnmenral anaiyses will evaluate longer-term management 
direction for auadmmous fish habitat within all or portions ofthe 15 national forests and 7 
BLM M c t s  +bed under P n p s P d  Action, and mag include dtemativcs that are not 
considered for interim appIication in this envimumd awsmmt 'Ihe geographically- 

amhmmmtal analyses win complement aquatic and riparian provisions of the 
Norrhan Spotted Owl FSEIS and provide Si,und habitat nmagawa practices on 

~ ~ ~ b g t h e ~ m c i e s t i w o p g h ~ & e o f a a d m m o u s f i s h i n ~  
Oregos WaBingros and Idaho. The Agmcies are m g  the need for NEPA anatyses of 
possible longer-tam ~ ~ ~ E d o n s  in anadromons &h habitat management direction for the 2 
naiional~and5BLMdislIiasinAlasLa 

The proposed action in this environmental assessment is m estabIish interim management 
direction that would arrest the dqmbion and begin the restorationof madmmolls fish 
habitat within all or portions of  15 national foresd' in 4 Forest Service Regions in 4 States, 
a d  7 BLM dktaias in 4 Stltcs while the Ageaacs aamine longer-tcrm options that will be 
*oped in geographidy-spcific envinmmd adyses The geographically-spdc 

1~ses8rescheduledmbec0mple&in18months. Thepmposedaction 
Dgffher with the NSO ROD would prdde an aquatic aad riparian management ~trategy for 
all auadromous fkh-prodpcing wamsheds on FS- and BLM-uhhkaed lauds in the wc~rem 
contiguous United St- The pmposed adon woold be a short-tam effort m p m  or 
initiate improvement in the m v i r ~ ~ ~ ~ d  srah~ quo while the Agauies develop and evaluate 
a longer-term poIicg. The temporary natare of the proposed action wodd limit effects of the 
i n 6  dircdon 

"~hrtafedS ~ r ~ a n o f k * f o r r m l b t n i m A p p r n d i x ~ o f t h c ~ - & ~ e ~ a n - - ~ ~  
Rcpon for phc Devebpmrnr q f d u  FmaScRiec M m a g m m t  Sbmgy for Pa@= Saimopr audSteelheai 
Hobimr (Decaak 1992). w5kh arc not indodcd ia thc Nonhcm Spottcd Owl FSEIS. This -t 
~ o n d a p p ~ t o a n y a n a d r o m o P r ~ ~ l o g n d m W . W s n h i n g t o n . O R g o s a n d  
W ~ & t h c r r t l s i m p ' r e m c i t i r c N ~ S p o o c d O r a l R O D .  



Areas considered m the proposed action are those anadromom watenheds m the western 
contiguous United States excluding areas implemedng the Nonhern Spotted Owl ROD 1 (Figure 1). The national forests considered in &is asesmmt idude: 

STATE REGION NATIONAL FOREST 

5 LBssenaudLosPadrrs 

Bittana, Clemvata* Nez Pace. 
Boise, Challis, Payate, Salmon, and SawtoothP 

I (hm 6 Malhem, Ochow, Umatilla, and 
Wallowa-~ 

Wadliagtm 6 ok=tW 

By State, h B1M M i s s  id&: 

I STATE BLM D-CT 

B ~ d d a n d u k i a h P  

I Cowr d'Alme and Salmon 

R k d l e  and Vale 

spa- 

I Appendix B displays the eaimated ancage in anadmmous warnsheds for each of the 7 BLM 
dirnicts and 15 &anal forests. Approximately 16 S o n  acres of anadromous watasfieds 
rat considered in this environmemal assessnmt; however, the standards and gaidcbes 
proposed mder the various altem&ves aumrined wodd apply only to protect the defined 
Riparian Habitat 'on Areas (RHCAs) witbin anadromous fish watersheds. Projects 
I d ~ a M ~ ~ ~ e d B B C * r s d d o o l l d . p l ~ ~ m d p d i r r c l i o . ~  
cnueat forest plans and LUP- in those cases whue NEPA anatyscS (or screeakg of 

I ongoing actions) indicate bat those projects and actkitis w d d  degrade RHCA conditions. 
As a consequence, there would be few effesn upon atisting resource users o d d e  the defined 
RHCk 

1 % ~ ~ & * p r u u o f k ~ ~ ~ ~ a a a n d k ~ ~ s ~ ~ t h a t r a n o t  
* I ~ J  & NoRhem SpotDcd owl ROD. 



As part of the analysis for the Northern Spotted Owi FSEIS, merves" were modeled 
using substantidly the same citeria as is &ed for RECAs ia tbt proposed action In 
Kq-water&eds,ihe reserves generally encompassed 40-50 peram of thi wesfside 
watersheds, in non-key we&& watersheds the resaves generanY eacompassed 25-45 
percentY Within the pmposed action area, this eshate muld codtute 4-7 miIlion acres in 
RE% Because dminage networks genedy are less dense within the propod action area 
~ w i t h i n t h e r a n g e a f t h e n o ~ a n s p o t t e d ~ t h e a c r P a i m a ~ a s ~ C A s d  
l i k d y b e l e s s t h a n t h i s ~  

Ihe Agencies propose to adopt mitigation and mrmsganent mcswcs &ed rmda 
Altemah4-). Thisal~whichisdaaibedinderaitmAppendixC,  
would provide in* management direction that would suppIement LUPs and would amend 
c m r r n t n g i o n a l g r r i d s a n d 5 0 r r d p l a a s o ~ a d d n e w ~ ~ i n m i m ~  
-eat Objectives (RMOs), and srandards and @Wacs for application to all new and 
proposed and some ongoing projects and add ies  m protect the c c d i f h  and function of 
RHCAS The standaTds and guidelines serve m provide adeqmre m 6 m m d  safeguards 
for proposed or new and angoiag projeas and achdits tbat pose m lmactcptable risk witbin 
RHCAs or that degrade RHCAs. For &e FS, thes immim s&adarclr and gaidelines rep& 
~ct ing~ondcsaibedintheadst ingforcstp~cq~eptwkrethatdirect ion 
provides more protecrion for anaclromous &b habitat No acblitiorrrd mitigation wssma are 
identified here. It also would provide for identification of a mhmk of K y  W d e d s  and 
development and l&I application of a prot~col for W a e d d  Andy&. 



I 
Figure 1. General Location of Proposed Action Area 



Riparian Goals d d  establish a common set of characreriaits of healthy, functioning 
watersheds, riparian areas, and associated fish habitats. Because the quality of water and fish 
habitat in aquatic systems is inseparably related to'the integrity of upland and ripark areas 
wiihin the watersheds, the proposed action articulates severaI goals for watershed, ripean, 
and stream h e 1  conditions, including the mahmaw or restoration of water qushty, 
~channelinregrily,clIaanelprop~ocesses,eat~insa;mrflows,naMaltiming 
and waiability of the water table elevation in meadows and wedands, and the divashy and 
produdivity of native and desired non-natiw p l a  vakbme. and bmnebme communities. 
These goals focPs on ecological processes and firnetions under which the rip& and aquatic 
ecosystems developed and the unique genetic anadromps fish stocks evolved 

RMOs would establish measurable habitat parametas .that togetha & h e  good ana&omops 
fish habitat and serve as incticstors against whichstmixma& or prom toward attainment, of 
the goals can be m d  The proposed action d d  establish 6 lauQcape-staleinterim 
RMOs ( i i d u g  1 key and 5 s q p l a n d  featllrrs) that are indicdve of emsysem health 
and are easily quantified and subject to accllrate, rrpeetable messmema& For dl ares 
(imduding forested and non-forested ecosystems) the k j  texture is the number of deep pools 
per mile of stream and supplemental featares indude water empemm andwi&bmdq& 
ratio. In forested ecosystems the amomt of woody debris in the meam also is a 
~ l e m c a t a l  feature. In non-forested ecosgstems, meam bank s t n b i  and lower bauk angle 
also are s~pplemmtal featnres 

Pmposcd standards and @&lines have been M o p e d  for msnagement of thnba, roads, 
g r a z i n g a n d r r c r e a t i o n r ~ ~ ~ ~ m i n ~ ~ a n d ~ a n d g e n a a l  rioarianarrar.aswdl 
as for land uses mch as thwe govexned by leases, pamits, righ-of-v&, and & 
Standards and guidelines also have bem developed far the d o n  of watastred, fishais, 
and wiidIife habitat The proposed standards and gnideiiues wodd provide management 
direuion believed necesary to halt degdation and begin d o n  to meet Rip& Goals 
and RMOs for meam cham~ei, r & k  area, and watadmi Standards and guidelines 
specified under the proposed &IS tor sctivities and projects within RHCAs or that degrade 
RHCAs, in combmation with standards and guidelines mat have b e a ~  established in c.mrcnt 
forest plans and LUPs. have been designed to provide a kncfimark for mitigation of 
management &ties, to rrcognize the need for incrrased sed i vhy  to ecological balances, 
and to foster a continuing commitment to caqstm The complete text of the 
standards and guidelines specified lmda the proposd adon is induded in Appendix C, pages 
C-9 throllgh C-18. 

The proposed action wodd establish intaim RECAs m idcdfy areas in w e d e d s  that are 
most sensitivt to management The standards and guidelines of the proposed adon would be 
applied withio. all RHCAs and to projects and activities d d e  RHCAs that wodd de&e 
RHCA condition Interim RHCAs would be b a d  on geomorphic featares d as the edges 
of the & stream channels, the top of the imur gorge, the m t  of the 100-year flood 
plain, the outer efiges of riparian -on. the height of shpotcntial trees, andthe extent 
of unstable s o h  Generally, interim RHCAs would indude the following areas 300 feet on 
either side of =-bearing stream, 150 feet on either side of v e n t  non-fisbkrbg 
stream, and around ponds, reservairs, and wethds greata thaa one acre, and 100 feet in 
Key Watexsheds (50 feet in non-key watersheds) on eitba side of seasonally flowing or 
intermittent sneams, and around wetlands less than one aae, and IandsIides and 
landslide-prone areas. In non-forested rangeland ecoqmzms, the interim RaCA width for 
permanently flowing fish-bearing and non-fkb-beariag s&esnns would be the exteat of the 
1 00-year flood plain 



The proposed action would provide for Key Watasheds within the proposed action area 
Actual designation of Key Watersheds will be addressed in the geo~raphically@c 
environmmtal d y s e s  m be prepared for estem w a s h g t o n ,  Idaho, and portions of 
Wifomia o h &  of areas implementing the Northmi Spotted Owi ROD. DeSigdon would 
be bawd on informdon M o p e d  duotlgh ecological asssmmts (e-g., Intaior Columbia 
River Basin Assessment). Key Watersheds would likely be s e i d  6rom among those that 
are impomat to at-risk snadromous fi stocks, or those that are providing. or are readily 
capable of being restored to provide "good" adromous fish hbitat, and that wdd 
conmiute to a network of watededs aaoa the landscape that provide for the long-term 
c o n d o n  of auadromom fish Dming thepexiod of intaim direction, all watersheds with 
listed anadromous fish or with designated critical habitat for auadmmous fish will be trea!ed 
as if they are Key Watersheds. Identified Key Water&& would receive priority for 
Watershed Anahlsis, as well as maheamce and restoration p r o j e  and activities . RECAs 
within Key Watersheds would include a larger area than in ncm-ky watemheds. SpecScdly, 
more area muad s e a w d y  flowing or inmdtmt stnems. wcdands, and landslide or 
landslide-pnme areas would be included within RHCAs in Key Wat~&& The proposed 
action would provide for watershedqe&c tailoring of the interim RMOs and RHCAs 
duough watershed and sitespecific analyses or as a &t of ESA  on. 
A W d e d  Anatysis protocol would be es&abli&ed tmder the proposed action to 
cfiaraanize wa%ershedlfish habitat conditions and contribuhg fauors, and identify areas that 
an in need of immediate, comstive management As per d u n  recommendations 
provided by NMFS in anmitation on &e proposed action, the guideIines and procedural 
 pals developed by the hteragmcy Watershed Anatysis  coo^ Team and other 
pormtially relevant procedrms (cg, the CIIlnolative Watashed EfFects Process for Idaho, 
cb.) will be amsidered and used, where appropriate, in developmeat of the pmow1. This 
more complete assessment would idmtify watershed restoration objcuivcs, smcgies. and 
priorities, d would provide &e s c i a e c  basis for watnshed-qx&c actj~ntments m the 
interim BMOs and in& RHCAs. To provide accouambili~~, the proposed action would 
stabiish a certification process to that the r d y &  has bem omduued and completed 
sct~rding to expected scientific standards 

The proposed action includes both maaagement mesams (e.g., Watershed Analysis) and 1 ~tigati011~11~8~~1~~(~g.,~audguiddines). Adoptionofin&dirrs6onwouid 
establish a mauagemat regime and of mitigation-measures that w d d  maintain or 
protect awhnmmta conditions uatil the more geographidly-spdic mvironmmtal 1 ana~ysesarecomp~eted ~.krtiwpmposedactiossutwpmt~onsthataouida~ect 
the cmrinmmmt be., proposed projects and aaivitia within RECAs or that degrade RHCAs) 
w d d  be subject to the interim standards and guidelines Evaluation of ail proposed projects 

I and &ties would continue though s&q&6c adyses that are required by NEPA to 
assure wnshency with interim RMOr Further, the smndxds and guidelines aLo would 
apply to highprioxity, ongoing projects and activities within RHCAs or that degrade RBCAs. 

I . . 

. - 

- 
Proposed or new projects and acrivities include those iDitiacd dming the intaim p a i d  as 
well as those that have been approved but not y a  implemmtedpr for wbi& conlmds have 1 mtbemawarded,orforwhi&pCnnmhawnotbemissued. W i ~ ~ r a n g e o f l i a d  
anadromous fish, continuing actions for which biological assessments @As) have not been 
prepared and submitted for consdtation, prior to signature of the decision notice for the ) pmposedudon,a i l l .Labetrcatedasaprojectsor~s  



"Ongoing projecs and activities that pose an lmacceprsble .riskm are ihos detPmrsined a fhe 
&ofa~h~evaldato~sermacceDtablerisktoeaartromolls6sth 
U n a w l e  risk is defined as a l e d  of risk frdm an ongoing activitg tu of a p i n g  
dvities tht is detemined through review of biological m be: 
" ~ 0 ~ & e c t " l i 5 t e d ~ m 0 1 I S f i s h o r t & i r d e s i ~ c r i t k a f ~ o r  
likely to a d m d y  impacr non-listed amdnmous fish. Biologicat -ens 
or mvkonmd adyses f o r d  ongoingprojects and a c t i v i r i s d  benvinaedwitha 
chc&& to screea for -1e risk When applyiq these saccns matagas will 
c o n s i d a s u c h ~ r ~ a s ~ ~ ~ l l ~ o n o f t h e ~ t h e s c a t ~ r o f ~ ~ ~ s t ~ c k s  
in the water&& and the -de, -, M a n ,  andtiming ofthebpaas cansedby 
the ongoing project or activitg. 

Thermneceptable risk determinatiod biggas applicatiun of the interim aandords and 
~ ~ e s m o n g o i n g p r o j e c ~ T h a P w i l l b e a p p ~ l e v d o f i n v o ~ i a ~ p c e s ~  
for antract holders and those whose ongoing projects are a 8 F d  A mrmamr raKiasLanding 
oftbetamisaidicaltoconsisrentapplicabionofintpim~on Whacoagoiagprojects 
and aaivities may dect  listed admmom i5sh, this common " g a k o ~ ~  
effects d*crmioatons made in BAS prepared by Forest Service and BLM bialogirrr &st can 
be concurred with by NMFS. Defiuifions of "adverse effect" (for l i d  &h) and 
"advase impact" (for nodisted anadromons fish) provided in the glossy- aa a bcg 
comment of evalnatine 1nmxaab1e risk The fo11owine euidelina baiid w tke 
& a o f n ~ ~ d b y t h e ~ o r e s t ~ & c e & ~ ~ a , a n h r ; r ~ 7  
conspitations These more explicit guidelines are provided to f a d h e  apdient review of 

actions that may aE& k d  anadromousksh or their dcsiguarcd~uikd habitat and 
promote coks&at dekmhda of mmcqmble xisk 

for U~~ Risk 

 he&& to semen ongoing projects and aukdies for unaacpable riSt d? be &doped 
SDr bo& within and outside of the area of listed anartromom fish 

foreseeable as a d o f  an ongoing action orgroup ofaaions,that&argrdPpof 
dollswill be cansidered to pose an rmscceptablerisk and theinterim s a m k k P d  
guidelines would be applied 6 avoid sdvasc effcus. 

2. T h e a c r i a o r g r o ~ o f a a i o l l s ~ i n i n a e a s c d m o r t a l i t y , ~ ~ o r o t b u  
advasc physiological changes, harassnent of iish, physical dkmba of xulds, Rduccd 

ongoing actions orrtside OfRipah Habitat Co- Arras thot may &at ktd 
snadromorn fish or their designated aitical habitat may also pose an -e risk based 
on whether these results are probable or foreseeable. 



OIlbide the A m  of Iisted hdmmorrr F& If either of the follow& results is 
probable or foreseeable as a result of an ongoing action or group of actions, that action or 
group of actions will be considered to pose an unacceptable risk and the interim standards and 
guidelines would be applied to avoid adverse imp- 

1. Ea~vironmmFal chauga that may cause a spaies to become threatmed or e a d g n g d  

2. ~entdchangesthatdeaeasethee~b~ednmbasand~butionof 
mroductivc individuals such that the continued existrmct of the D O D ~ O ~  throughout its - - - 
&ting range 4 at risk. 

Draft copies of the d~cheddists for screening ongoing actions within and outside areas with 
listed anadromous fish are provided in Appa~dk K 

Applicarionof~saeentoidentifyon~proj~andamvities~~edswith 
listed fisb that pose mrYcepfable risk will be completed within 30 days of publication of the 
decision notice for the proposed action. Application of the screen to identify ongoing projects 
andactivitiesmorherwatashedsthatpos~rmasKptableriskwillbecomplctedwithin60 
days of publication of the decision notice. 

Those ongoing projectr and activities that may pose an mawepmble risk might require 
additional NEPA analysis to incorporate the irrterim direction encompassed by the proposed 
action W e  the nmge of iisted salmon, ongoing p r o j e  and activities that may pose an 
lmacceptable risk shall be smpended until complchn of ESA anmdtaion. Mfected contract 
or pennit holders will be notified of thdr applicant satus and ri* m participate in rht 
consultation Depending on the importamx and sope of 6 projects, it is possible that 
s a m e m a y n e c d m b e a a m i n e d a s p ~ r t o f t h e g c o ~ ~ c ~ d d y s e r  
Ongoing projects considered not to pose macqmblc risk will be ailowed to continue during 
the interim paid under the diredon that was in &kt at the time of projest approval, even 
if such projess-are not fuliy in compliance with ~ d a r d s ,  guidelines. and 0th provisions of 
the propod action 

The FS snd the BLM propose to apply intaim direciion by .means of differcm amninimative 
P- 

BLM Appro& 

UnQr the provisions of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, BLM will 
incorporate management direction (ie, goaf objeciiveg RElCAs, standards, guidelines, 
and procedurrs) that are condstent with crrmnt LUPs into certain ongoing and ail 
proposed or new projects When proposed management d i d o n  is not consismt with 
exding LUPs, BLM will ammpt to apply proposed standards, guidelines, and procedures 
for applicable ongoing projects through negotiation If agreemmt with the &d 
perminet or applicant cannot be reached, direction as described m the existing LUP d l  be 
applied 

Management direction, &t with the edsting LUPf would be incorporated during the 
site-spdc analysis and documentation process for all faturr projects, including those that 
have not yet been h o d  (e.& contracted, permittab=). Additionally. in accordance 



with NEPA regulations (CFR 1506.1), upon kaance of a Notice of Intent, and lmtil 
issnaucc of a ROD, BLM will take no actions tb limit the choice of reasonable 
Pttaqatins being snalyzed or that have an dwrsc awironmental impact 

For the FS, mder provisions of the NFMq the pmposd intetim direction would amend 
regional goidesandf'orestplausforeach of& 15 nstionalfbrestsiistedtoincorporate 
new coals- obiectives. standards enidehs. a d  manasemeat direction (see Aowndix L 
for O&M& &FOG Service Gd mamginmt &). 'Ihese new Standa;;is, 
guidelines, and direction will supersede or repiace d - g  direction desnibed in forest 
~h that-provide less pmtea i i  There&: ~ ~ B R C  ad, d&dhg on the altanative 
selected, some or all ongoing projects and advitis d d  be e v a i d  to detwmine if 
modifications are waaanted. The FS believes the prrfarrd aitemath would not be a 
sipSaat amendmait as defined by NFMA for tht fdlowhg rrasonr (1) It would be 
applied for a limited thnt. (2) It w d d  rcsujt in oafy minor modificatims to standards and 
guidelines in existing forest planr (3) It w d d  not d s i d d y  modify the go& and 
objectives developed in the aining forest plans. (4) It would not alta long-term levds of 
pxkandservicespmjectedby w r e n t f o n s t p b  

On m owq noni of the altmwives aramined in this a r v i m m d  assessment would h g e  
A n y s l l b s q P e m p m p o s e d ~ f b a t w o P l d ~ t h e  

- 
the physical cmrimnment 
~virOnmentwillbesabisttomiti~onmesarrrs~kdrmda&ehaaimdLFsrion 
adopted. Any action proposed & lands da&kd by the Agencies during &e imaim 
mod muld k subject to appqrb ,  a d y s s  rrqoirrd by NEPA and, whac 
a p p r o p r i a t c , ~ o n s o f t h e E S A , a s w d l a s ~ e r n n t ~ . r s g a l a r i o n r  ==the* 
specific effects of application of the nanddsand guiddhs qcc&d ~mder any dtemahe 
would be disclosed at the project I d  of decision making, depending cm dre previous level of 
awinmmentalpnaiysis. Suchprojearoract iv i ths~be~edontonlyattathe  
Agenda havt rmdewkm the qpqmiae l e d  ofNEPA Far more idomation on - .  
this procas (imdnding provisions for public noiice, review aud cornmatt, and admm&ve 
appeal) refa to 40 CFR 1500-1508 as dl as lhe FS NEPA 3andbook FSH 1909.15 end FS 
Maud FSM 1950 and the BLM NEPA Bandboo4 hbmrd 1792. Farher, those ongoing 
projects and auivities -that pose an rmacKptable risk OD quatic a d  r i p e  habitat mi %-risk 
snadromousi%hsDoClpwoddrCqPirCddilbdNEPA.nalpsispiior.to~g 
modit5cations in project d i d o n  in addition, canadtPrion with the NMFS and the FWS 
pufsnant to the ESA will be completed by the Agencfes prior to project level decisions 

The geagraphicaUy-spdc anironmd analpsa for long-term managanen!, which are 
scheduled to be ~w~oleted in 18~mamhr could d k Qcisiont that would nanrsede the 
intCrimdiredionaednquire~ermo&cabionsto~andaetivities. Tkidecisian 
regard@ which altemativc is appropriate for the imaim paiod d d  not preclude - 

consideration in the g e o & r a p h i d y ~ c  emmomncntpf ardyses of any ahrmadves that 
may be dewloped for long-term managem* 



I F r o m q ~ a a i o n s ~ i b ~ & g s r i t h M m b ~ o f c D . ~ e p a n d i . ~ ~ o 1 1 ~ d  
comspondence with employees of the Agencies, as well as wifb representatives from other 

I Fcderal and State agencies, Tribal governments, service and commodity iamesrs. and 
wwrvation m i r n y  the hteni&pbay Team Team) identified five isues as 
devant to the proposed action These issues, wbicb have been ad- in formdating and 
evaluzting d o 1 1  al- are: 

I 
I 1. M . ..  st^& of madmmom fish: A number of anahmom fjs& stocks have been 

listed by the &S as tbeatmed or endangered, in pan as a d t  of habitat modifications 

I caused by past and ongoing resource management practices on Federal, Seate, and private 
land Damconsrructionandopedon,watcrdiversions,fishhatehayopenrtions,~harvest, 
and random n a t d  events (e.& drought, unfavorable ocean d o n s )  also have -bated 

I tothehings A & d ~ m o w t i s i ! s t o d s h a v e b c e n i d e n ~ e d r s a t r i s k o f  
extinuion, and in the near future may be peritioned for Iisting pumaut to the ESA The 
Agencies have an obligation to provide habitat conditions necesarg to cansave the viabiIity 

I 
oflistedanadromo~fishsrodrsand~or~r~dcri~aiticalhabitat They also 
have Seaion 7(a) obligations to conserve andnmous fish stocks not now b e d  under the 
ESA and to manage habitat in ways that wodd halt or revase treads toward fiaure listing. 

- c o n d P * e d ~ c m r r n t f o r r s t p l a n s a n d r . . u p s m u a r m d a g o ~ o n ~ t o t h e  

I 
ESA-inuqbahg. when appropriate, protective mearmes identified by NMFS as neeessay 
to avoid jeopardy to limd species or advase of designated critical habitaz or 
mhbke & e m  effects Protective measures i-ed during ESA consultation may resnit 
in changes m project design andlor project-qedic am~~dmems of regional guides and f o m  

I p b  and LUPr Rather tim desigaing projects onfy ~aording to ~sndards desaibed m 
CUITUI~ forest plans and LUPs, and risk having to redesign projects Mowing consoltation, 
land managers and projest propom18 may find it more efficient and cost-effective to 

I munporate intoinitid project planning those meaams that -neeessay to Pvoid jeopardy to 
listed sp#ies or adverse modification of aiticd habitat 

I 
3. Cod- ttw f i t y  of nntioad fo- d BIM disbid 0 pmvi& - 6 o d  pnolm6 
d kin& of goods and Jurrices: The adoption of cmy pToposed iMaim smcgy, iucluding 
the dtemative to continue mauagement nuder clment forest plan and LUP -on, may 
affect the flow of goods and services that are provided fkom Fedaal lands and msy directly or 

I in- aftect management aUivities amduc&d on other Federal, State, and private lands 
Any interim managemeat matea must consider the demand for and the sapply of goads a d  
services, aad the ohen conflicring issues that can rbfect supply. It is imporram to note, 
however, that the production of goods and services from the national forests is contingent 
upon compliance with the maudates of federal mvinmmental laws such as the BA,-CTean I Water Act, and 36 CFR 219.19- If wmmobg pdudon  -ot3 wi?hin bc 

I 
~etesoftheselaws,thendevclopmentwiUnotgoforward - -  rrsrrttinginan 
i r r e t r i d e  or M b 1 e  commitment of resomas are made during project-level phmhg. 
Thus, there is no -teed or assmed level of commodity production in national forest 
piarming It is important to note, however, that the produdon of goods and services from 

I FS- and BLM-admrmsrend 
. . lands is contingent upon compliice with the mandates of Federal 

environmental jaws, such as the ESA, Clean Water Act, NFMA, and FLPMA If commodoity 
production cannot be conducted within the pparaeters of these lam. then development will 



not go to& Dedsions resuIting in an irretrievable or i n e v e r s i ~ e ' d t  of 
resources are made dming project level plauning Thus, there is no md or amPPd 
level of commodity pmbtion m forest plans or LUPs 

4. ~ p l o p o s e d i m c r i m d h c i i o n f o r ~ o f ~ l a ~ l r r ~ l m b i i a t ~  
otbuphmingcctorb: Thedevelopxnentofanqqmprheintaim~for =w@% 
aadromo~s &b Wtat must take.im act011~t other strategies and~apprqaehes.W have beea 
proposed or implemented within or adjacent to the areas considered in thss ummmentd 
assessment The Northern S p d  Owl FSELS, pending legddw or 

. . action on 
Rangelaud Rcfox mining d r m ,  etc, has desaibed the nted fuz fkrible, coord.kted. 
resource management stmegk that would help maiaain and restore &e heaitb of 
a n d a q t l a t i c ~ t h a t r m n e c m a r y f o r t h e s w i v a l J f l i s b d r m d o t h a ~ ~ ~ p s f i s h  
stocks. A n y i n t a i m s f m e g y f o r t h e p r o p o s e d a c r i o n a r e a m m t k ~ ~ d e r  
habitat managanat a r t s  aud be based on coopaative maaegrmmt of aqaaic aud r i p a h  
~ ~ t h r o ~ ~ l l t t h e r a n g c ~ f ~ m o u s f i s h .  fnadciitioslmyintaimmategymW 
taLeimD~~audbecoardinatcdwithefforts~~adrirrss .ot ircr-tat  
facton infipmcing the status of anadmmons &h (e.&;:dam amstmah and opedon, water 
~an$&hhatcfiayopaations,alld~harvestpraaices). 

5. ~ a e w s d e n f i i i ~ l m o n h a g e i n b P m c ~ O i ~ 6 i z h :  As 
explaiued above, new scientific knowledge on the darns of anactromom fisfr sacks and the 
condition of adnmous fkb habitst has become adable. Rescad on aud other 
maaasisongomg. Anyinterimstra~egymndaUowfortheappJiationofmvsticntific 
k o o w l e d g e a n d p r o v i d e a m e c h a n i r m f o r ~ m m g e n m t ~ m ~ c  
conditions Further, any interim smegy must include "implemamk and cf&&mes 
~ m r i n g ~ a n d m 9 a i n c l u d t m e c h a n i n n s f i m ~ g ~ ~ m ~ ~  
theinfondongsined. 

The devdopmmt of aitandves i n d d  in this emmOnmental- BDqsCd sronnd 
thrr+ comuonat mats that dcfine h e  mmze of alternatives for intaim These three 

(1) the geographic rmge of the proposed & 

(3) h e  rang of projects and ach& to whirh interim sbmdads, g u W k s ,  end procedures 
would apply. 

F o r n a b k g  a k d v e s  mtmd these three anupanem was not a h i a d s i d  pmess, ic 
deciding on the range of projects and activitieg thtn prescribing diredm and geography, or 
vice vasa Ratha, the alternatives for interim W o n  were Solmntated thcoogh an itera!ive 
process, which considered various combinations of the three aspects @tg@ys managmeat 
directioq and projecb and activities wvered) b t  fit logically t ~ g e t k .  



( I h e D T - ~ e d ~ m ~ o f ~ e n m i n f & m ~ g ~ e ~ h ~ m ~ u ~  
fish stocks and the dezdation of aauatic and riparian habitat is more relevant m changes of 
habitat within the & conligao& United St& than m ihe State of Alaska -at 
direction has already bees evaluated for that part of the anadromous iisb mge m the western I c o n t i ~ u s W S a a M k h + ~ t h e m g e d t h e 1 1 & e m l p n t r d d  Asa 
rrsPltinterimdirrctionismooosedforlandsadmrmsterrd 

. . 
by the Agencies withia 

I A o u s  in--mia, Oregon, Washington, d Iddio, exduding areas 
implementing the Northem Spotted Owl ROD. 

The range of standards, guidelines, and procedmrs considered for interim direction is based 

I 
on 10 prrliminarg pmposats, or mauagement direction options, dewloped by Agency 
mearchers and managers fnrm Oregon, Washington, CaIifo- Idaho, and Alaska The 
management d i d o n  options contain one or more of the sevm components defined below. 

I Ripakm Go& Riparian g& establish a common set of the -a of healthy, 
fnuctionine watdte&. xkxkn areas. and anodaoed fish habitats ( e . ~  znd8hing OI - 
restoring quality; sdeam chima& integrity, &anad 'sidimmt &P inmeam 
flows natlaal timing and variability of the water table elwanon m meadoars and wetlands, I and the divashy and pmddviq of plant commdes). 

Ripakm Maqemmt Ob,j#tioes: RMOs establish a number of in- and 
fl smarnsi-i amditkms that togetha &fine good admmo11~ ii& habiiat at the 
I landscape scale, d sm ac indidrs against wbich attainment, or pro- toward 

attainment, of the goats csn be mtawed These objeaivcs consist of sPch pam~~aas as the 

I number of deep pools per mile of siream, water temperatl~~ amount of woody debris in fhe 
stnem, stream bank stability, width-to&p& ratio, and bank angle Several dtemdws 
provide for -e imerim objectives that can be r&ed and t a i i d  to specific 
waterstred conditions throPgh the W d e d  Analysk pnxcs or be modified as a r e d t  of 

Stdank  ad Gtlidebes Standards and guidelines amsrrain how -and &a 

I hiportant areas (such as landstide and landslide-prone areas) arc managed They provide 
managemeat direction believed neassary to meet Riparian Gods and RMOs for ~ m a m  
channel, riparian, sndwatadd ccmditio~u. 

Several alterdves establii interim RHCAs with widths dependent on the type of stream or 

I areaand which, an -vary from 50feetto 300 feeton tithaside ofthe water body. 
Interim RHCAs can be refmed and tailored to specific uatexshed coditions h u g h  the 
Watashed Analysis procss or be mo&ed as a result of ESA ainsultariozl 

. Key W d e d s  are selected from among those watersheds important to 1 ~ ~ m ~ - o r t h o s , a r e ~ d i g m a r e ~ S . a b e o f ~ - r e d t o  



provide 'good" anadromomfisb habitat Key Watenheds are selected m co~~tniute to a 
network of  watersheds across the landscape that provide for the long-term consendon of 
anadmmo11~ fish. Kev watenheds r#eive urio& for W d e d  as well 
maindcnance and &ration projects and &ti& Key Watersheds be afforded stricter 
v e n t  srandards, guieiinees, and procedures than naat-ky watersheds 

W m  Annlysir: Waershed identifies areas within a watershed that need 
immediate corredve managem and ~t provides a more complete assessment of cumulative 
&ecfs. Waiamed Aoatysis also provides the scientific basis for watersbed-specific 
adjustmats to the I n k  RMOs and in* RBCAr The egent of Wateasbed An&& will 
V W  by ~~- 
WPoClsbCd RCStDlati011: Several alternatives provide guidance for landscape/watmshed-scale 
restohm Key Wstdmds w d d  receive p ~ t y  for aquatic and riparian habitat 
remratim 

For &e app l idon  of interim msllagrment direction to projects and activities within REiCAs 
on Agarcy- .' 

. . 
a w d  Ian& this environmmtal ssesmmt d d e r s  thee options: 

1. .Apply the standards, guidehes, and proccchaes to proposed or new projects and 
acrivities (it., those projects and activities hitiakd drPmg the interim period, at well as those 
that have been approved but not yet implemented, or for which amtracts have not been 
award+d, or for which pamitr hsve not been isslled, dwitbin the range of listed 
.nadromots fish, continuing do l l s  for which BAS have not been prepand a d  snbdted for. 
consultation, prior to signature of the decisionmotid* record for the proposed action.) 

2. AppSttu:~dards,~es.andprocedmestopmporcdornewprojec~sand~ties 
snd to rhose ongoing projesb and &ties tiuf through wse-by-case evahmtion, me 
deteminedtoposeanrmarEcptablerisLtoauadnnwusfishSocks 

3. ~ p p l y  &e starrdard~, guidelines, and procedures m proposed or near projes~s and 
activities, and all ongoing projests and activities. . . 

ALXERNA- CONSIDERFJ) BUT EUMEUTED FROM D- SIUDY 

oneide Agcnry Jluisdiction Option P' ' ' 1 

One option was considered that wuld address all the principal factors limiting a d r o m o ~ ~ ~  
aocksauvivalthatw~redisclmedonpage1,buttbeoptionwasduMlatai 

. . from dttaied 
w- 
This option would have -consiM?he broad-geo~raphid-area within therange-of Pacific 
anadromous fish and evaluated the principal h m  d a s  that inftuc~ce madmrrm~~ fish 
populations, including dam consmaion and operation, water diversions, habitat modifications, 
fisfi hatchery operations, and fish barvest 'Ibis ophn wouId have FvaIuated mmagemmt 
direction for aU limiting fadon. and would have involved the coordination of a number of 
Federal and State agencies that have jurisdiction over commacial, sport. and subsistence fish 



harves?, hatcheries, dams, and habitat; including, for example, the NMFS, FWS. State fish and 
game d e p a r i m ~  and Federal and State water qualily reguhtoly agencies This option was 
not anatyzed in detail because efforts by responsible agencies to develop management 
matcgies for dam amstruction and operation, water diversions, fish hatch- operati- and 
fish hwest practices, although underway, are at the formative stage. The time reqmred to 
M o p  d e  akmziives that address all factors afl* anadromous fish stocks and 
complete the coordinated and highly complex analyses would d s t d d l y  delay application 
of meanms wcessary to &eUively manage habitat on Agency-administered lands. Both 
A g m k  nmein alert for #ties to coordinate their efforts to improve habitat 
conditions with efforts by 0 t h  Federal and State agencies to evaluate the non-habitat related 
factors. Each will take into consideration the evaluations of the other Federal and State 
agmcies 

A k n d v e k  l h e o p t i o n . o f a p p l y i n g i n t e r i m ~ o n t o l a u & ~  
. . 

by the 
Agencies only w h b  specific, designated Key Watenheds of the westem contiguous United 
States &st contab at& stocks of auadmmm fish was dlmmahA . . 

from detailed study 
becanse it fkib to provide a levd of pro!edon ne~ssrny to provide habitat conditions that 
d d  qpxt viable and .mthinahle anadmmons fish popu&tiom, and faik to assme 
~wataqoai i ty innon-keywarersheds .  Byapp~interimdirutiononiytoKey 
WatasWs thae would be no asmane that options that will be considered in the 
g e o ~ ~ c . ~  analyses would not be compromised by actions taken in 
non-ky~ckningtheLaterimperiod 

Aled i ve  B: Ihe option of appm'intetim direction to Agmcy-- 
. . 

. - lauds in 
Alsskrrwasehmtnstedforthefo~grrasonr 

1 GeMally,  mops fim stocks and habitat conditions in Alarka are not as degraded as 
rhos in the d g u o n s  United S- Agency biologisLs and others have demmined 
that thes stocks generally are not in need of in* proteaion to maintain future options are 

2. Tht F d  Year 1994 Interior and Related Agauies Appmprhions Act contains language 
that prohibits tHe application of PA- standards and guidelines to the T o n p  National 
F o e  dming fwxl year (FY) 1994" 

3. During FY 1994, the Agencies conducred sham mdyss and studies and reviewed 
procedures rrgarding land mauagement to evaluate the &&enes of current stream 
protaaion . . aud detennme the need for additionat protection of lands and resources d q  

in Alaska hdys is  of these -gs will'be completed in FY 1995. -- 

AlrcmftRc C The option of applying interim direction to watenheds beyond the range of 
a n a d m ~ ~ u s  fd, but where there is habitat important to at-risk resident fish species-such as . . 
the bull m-aras  ehmmatd because it is beyond the scope of !his environmental 

91. 103-138. Novunba 11.1993. I07 Stst 1379. -of htaior and R&td Agcack . . AppmpNman Act of 1994. 



m m t .  and beamse independent initiatives to address resident fkb habitat management 
alrrady have begun.= This option will be further aamined in the geographically-specitic 
&mad enatyses, being prepared for long-tam mmganezit, which will d d e r  local 
conditionsandtbestatusofvariousresident~.uoeks. 

' Mlic inv01vement chaing the #oping process for the ge~graphicaUy-specific eminnmental 
anatyses will examine options for mamgement rdter tfre interim paiod and . may . pduce . 
altemaths tbat indude some of the geographic options d d e r e d  but ehmated from 
detailed stndy. 

A number of management direction options for standards, gPiddhes, and procedures were 
considered, mging from curreat direction to al tanahs  specifying riparian goals, i n 6  
riporian mmagemat objectives, standards and piddins, a new dehhion of rip- area, 
Key Watershed idenfifidan, aad inaeaSing levels of road andlor watershed aaaiysis. 

. . Six numaganent diredon aitemdves were drmmakll detailed stn& 

Alienm6veA: ThisahemativegmedyasnrmedthstSmatpianandLUPgoalSobjectinS, 
srandardr, guidelines, riparian sms, and procedures are d a e n t  for inmim proteaion 
However, it wodd have modified current ciirrctiaa by (1) applying Qaft Forest Sewice 
m c  Southwest Region @S) minaals manegement -dads and gniddks within riparian 
m, and (2) qukiug the idcntScation of Key W a t d d s  and spcdtging ho net gain" in 
road mileage withia them This a l t w d v e  wodd have p d d e d  for neither road nor 
warnshed*. 

Al&math B: S i  to A i t a d v e  4 this ahcmorirr would have modified amat 
directionwithR5minaaLmanaeementstandardssndenidelineswidhriDarianareas. IT* 
would have applied riparian s d a d s  aud guidelines &t were developed b r  the W h e t &  
N a t i d F o ~ a n d  ~ a m i u c i i o n i n r o a d m i l ~ ~ e e w i t b i n K e v W ~ f h i s  - 
al- wodd not ha& -ded for road ordedw& Adyses- 

AlemptmC T h i s a l t e m a i v e w a s d e r i v e d h m R 5 ~ s t a n d a r d s a n d ~ ~ f o r  
rip& management It would have imposed staadds, guidelines, and pmcedms adopted 
hmR5'sriparianmanagemcntdirectionforZana 1 and2" Itwouldhaw required 
identification of- WstasheQ Roads sandads wollld have qcdied -on that 

% m e * r m p l c . a & b i t a t b n o a s a t i o n ~ ~ ) t o r k s m i . r W t l ~ m h t b i ~ t  - md 
h a b i m ~ h s s b c a s o m p ~ m d H C A s f o r ~ i a i . n d ~ m m t s p c s i + s ~ c m d a r a q .  In 
addit ion,thcTWS.BI.M.NPS.FS,NMFS~~p." ' . jphnning&toiniriatt 
~ o f a n ~ ~ h a b i t a t m s n a g e m m r O ~ o m c ~ c W ~ ~ ~ r a n g c .  Ihe 
B- of Indian ~ f f a i n  and the SoitCQlscnatmn sarrisc-~rr aptdtojointht c&on 



would accommodate 100-year flood wen6 m non-key watersheds and 155yesr flood evens 

I in Key Watersheds. It provided for road anaIysis, but not for Watershed Analysis. - 
A l e n d v e  D: This attenmike would have modified crarent direuion by applying the 
m i n d  area management guidance descxibed in Appendix C for A l t a n ~ ~ ~  3 and 4. 
Further, it would have applied the nmaining stan* and guidelines a ~ d  RXCAs descri'bed I i n - d i x C b m A l ~ 3 r d 4 h ~ W d e d s a n d n u m m - p ~ l e n  

I 
standards and guidelines. In all other watersheds, Alteudve D would haw applrcd the 
riparian guidance desaibed Mder Alternative C. This alternative would have provided for 
watershed Analysir 

E: This altematk w d d  have moditied clmmt direaion by rpptymg the goals, I ?-%Os, standards aad guiddiDes, interim RHCAs, Peg Wmenbd idrsnfidon, and 
WatershedAnatys i sprotocol~edmAppendixCfbrAltnnat i~13~~d4.  Thir 
al differedfmm es3and4byspedfy inga185m2OO-yr~amkrro~  ) r n ~ w a e d e d s  -=ve would have provided for W a t d d  hdyas  

Aim R This altemative is identical to Alternative 9 in the NordmnSpoaad Owf Draft 1 Supplemental Environmental h p a ~  Statement (Dm). The gods, swhb rd guidelines, 
Riparian Resems, Key Watershed identification, and Watershed Adyau prawd of t i i s  
altemative are substantidly the same as those d e s c r i i  for Altemamm 3 a d  4 m Appendix 
C. However, it differed from Altematives 3 and 4 in w ways ( I )  Almamaw F wuld I havelimitedthe~onofnewmadsilo.Bc.nqapwuomtmdu&d~ 
Almnativa3and4. Nonetheles,thepmenceorabsnceofthispmmma raddaotmdce 

I 
a substantial d&rence, becabse anrent direction rcqnk a projeakrJ e d p s  of my eauy 
i n t D d e r r r m a s t h a t w u l d b e # t o o r e n d b y d r t K m ~ p r r O a d  
A l m  3 and 4 atso require completion of W d e d  Anatysir o rod or landing 
amsindon m an RECA (2) Alemahe F would not have included i s a m  RMOI (the 

I objectives specified for this ahemstive were comparable to dre gods eratmsd m Altamives 
3 and 4), but instead would depend on Watashed Analyss to csrabkrh WOI I.*. interim 
RMOs would not have been estabiisi~ed to guide decisions prior to &w of Wrrcrshcd 

u A l ~ e s & B , ~ d € w e r e n o t ~ i n d e r a i l ~ r ~ c i i ~ k . . . I . t h y w o u l d  
not have provided comprehensive direction addressing the fall sthe of hens 

I &atcanocnrronlandsadmxus&a . . 
ed by the Agencies Further, t h e  drrr Jmau~ves would 

not have included a Watershed A d y s k  protocoi providing for a compdmaw md 
consistent evaluation of wate&ed condition, which would fhditate oliomu i.ndtape-scale 

I infodm and arp#tations zo the capabilities of specific d c d r  By dDpoaO my of 
h s e  alemdves for a short, interim period, there would have been m - drm options 
to be considered m the geographidy-speciiic cnvironmd anatyvr *dd oot be 

I 
compromised by managemat aaivilies not covered by the dircuion daenbd by than In 
addition, the &dads, guidelines, and procedures of Altemafives A B. ad C =-not 
believed to be sufficient to faditate succesdul ESA coamhation with the NMFS on projects 
and activities in hose areas where auadromops fish are listed as thr-ad or &d - 

I Altana!ives D, E. and F were not analyzed iu detail for bad. direaim brvr they iaclude 
managemat direction similar to tiat contained in Altemativa 3.4. and 5. wkcb ue carried 
forward for detailed evaluation in this environmental assessnett Also. u above, 1 the diffanca among Altematives D,.+ and F, d e n  compared to Altanuivcs 3.4,  r d  5, 
weie not considered substantid over the interim period. 



This awimnmental essemnmt examines five ahenratives in detail. The dternafives 
considered in detail rrpresent wmbixiations of fom options for management direction and 
threeopti~~forther~llgeofprojects~dactivities W r a ~ a p p l i e d & t o b  
anaclromoas watersheds outside the range of the northan owl and within the westem 
amtiguo~~ United States 

This area induds anadromons watersheds on the I5 Mtional forms and 7 BLM dishicts 
listed under the PROPOSED ACTION. The five altudves ~IE compared in Table 1. 
~tauda&grrideIiues, and proeedmes specitid for the five ahemativc; am desaibed in detail 
in Appcnclix C, and the spedal r i p a h  m s a a g e m m t m  are.depid in Figmcs 2-4. The 
altemmks were designed m p k d e  pmgreskdy inore pmtedon of habitat and resources 
WithintheafFeUuilpta Forui.%mp1e,riparian~eodobjectivS,spedalaandardsand 
guidehag riparian areas, specid procedPrrs, and otha mamgemcnt actions afford more 
habitat proteuion under Altemafk 2 than under the no-don a b m a t k  and p r o d on is 
increased fanha under Altematiw 3. A l t e m h  5 sfEordr the most p d o n ,  although 
certain~~inre~~~o~atrmaymalreitmor~imprastical~an~thaahernatim 

A smamery discusion of the s c i d c  basis and ecoio$cal principies qqmthg demems of 
rhefivealmnatirrsiiindudedinthemocessncordr T h t a l t e r d v s d w l a r l ~  
Altermivs 3-3, include provisions m'fadhte m&poration of new i&rkirn and Agmcy 
~ ~ c h a n g e d ~ c e s .  Thefive ssame that geographically- 
spesific I .ul~a to d u a t e  the neat%-- &cations to 
m a n a B e m e n t ~ ~ w i l l b e t o m p l ~ a n d ~ d e d d o n s ~ g f r o m t h e l o n g a - t e r m  
a n a t y s s d d m o l t i n  dmgesmforatplans.~ms,orrcgid guides 

A k a d v e  t Under &is altemtk, the Agmcies d d  maaege national forest and public 
laudrrsoracsrmder~onspesifiedin~~lmnt~plansandLUPfarithwtany 
adjustment during the imcrim period NEPA compliance would be rrqPirrd for dl projectr 
anddvhi+ U n d t r ~ o ~ u o f t h e E S ~ ~ o i l ~ & t h t N M T S ( f o r  
~mo~fishspedesdmarinemnnmlic)or~F\KS(tormrrsnialandMwata 
~es)wooldbenecssarywhacprojea~andactioiticsmagaff~listed~esor 
d e s i m  critical habitat Reqmasible o f f i i d s  Plso w d d  be rrqrdrrd to idmfifv my 
rrarontble a d  pxudent atmnatives that may be needed to avoid jeopardy to a listed species 
or the Man or adverse modification of slitica hsbirst 

Altumtiw 2. This ahanative would pmvi& mamgattrgt direaim that would modify 
c ~ m m  direUion (as d e d  in Ahemative 1). It would include s t d a d s  and eaidelines for 
road systems &on aad rmamction, logging slash treatmmt and presaiied fire, 
livarpdr gnsing, and riparian and &h-habii nstoration. It d d  pmvide riparian . 
protection wnes of 300 feet on eitha side of fi&ha~@ smms-150 feet on 
~ a & o f ~ ~ ~ a n d 5 0 f ~ a ( O . a d & o f ~ ~ ~  
areas with modemrely m highly unstable soils It also wodd require the identitication of Key 

*A Forest S ~ C C  - USDI B- of Land Managcmmt 1994. Smmnary of .prinipla f o m  
mchAphg.ttcmatinsforan E n s i r r n s r m m l A z t c t s e n r l n m b r S ~ f o r M ~ A ~ o u r F &  
A P d v e i n g W ~ r a r F ~ ~ m E p m m O r r g a n d W & ~ ~ d p ~ ~ ~ f ~  
kdanJreporttothcIDTcam 



Watersheds and provide for road- and ~mulative-efiecb analyses. The direction provided 
under this a l d v e  includes the riparian and aquatic provisions of the watershed and fish 
habitat emphasis option detailed in the October 8, 1991, report by the Sciesrtific Panel on 
L a t e - S d a n a l  Forest EeosgstPms (Scientific Panel Report), whirh was presented to the 
Apriculane Cam&ee and the Merchant Marine and F i e s  Committee of the U.S. House 
of Rcpnsunhes." Standards, guidelines, and procedures specified under this aItanatiVe 
would apply only to proposed projeks and &ties . and would kave no effect on ongoing 
projects and activities. 

Aleclnntivc 3. This alternative would provide managerneat direction that would modify 
anreat direction (as specified in Al-e I). It would indude riparian go& interim 
RMOs. and sadds and gaidelina for all kinds of projects and activities. Interim RHCAs 
would be establkhed to identifL areas of watenheds most d v e  to m e m a  RBCAs 
would be based on geomorphic fkatures and wuId indude the hllowing (-) areas: 
300 feet on either side of fisfi-bearing stmyts, 150 feet on &ha side of pamaneat non-fish 
bearingsoeams,and~maadponds,~1rs.andwetlandsgreatcrthanoneane,and100 
feet in Key Watersheds (50 feet in non-key wazersbPds)'on either side of seasonally flowing 
or inmmitta~t smams, and around wetlands less rhan one acre, as weIl ar landslides and 
landslide-jmne areas In non-forested rangeland ecosynemg the interim RHCA width for 
permanently flowing sneams would be the extent of the 1Wyear floodplain. This alternative 
also would require identification of Key Watersheds and developmeat of a protocol for 
Watershed Anafgsis. It is not anticipated bhat extea+e W&ed Analysis would be 
initiated under this altenmive. The standards, guidelines, and protxdum would apply ody to 
proposed projects and actkitis lhey would not apply to ongoing projects and &ties. 

Al 4 -): This alternative would provide managanent dirution that I -= cumat direction hs m d e d  in Altematiw II mdb the ~ e e n t  direction 
that is spec&& rmda Altanati\;c 3.- It would include rip& guals, interim-~~os, and 
standards and guidelines for all kinds of projects and aaivities. RHCAs would be established 
to identify areas of watenheds most sensitive to management RHCAs wolald be bawd on 
geomorphic features and would indude the following (-) aress: 300 feet on either 
sideoffish-beslingsueams, 15Ofeeton e i t i l ers ideofp~emnon-~b+ar ingmeams,  
and m m d  ponds, resemoirs, and wetlands greater than one acre, and 100 feet in Key 
Warededs (50 feet in non-key watersheds) on either side of seesonally flowing or 
intamiaent stmms, and amund wetlands less than one acre, as wdl as Idslides and 
hadslide-prone a .  In non-forested rangeland ecosystrms, the interim RHCA width for 
~emmentlv-50- streams would be the extent of ihe 100-vcar floodnlain It also would 
irovide foiidentiii&on of a network of Key WatnsheQ ad devdopmmt and td 
application of a protocol for Watershed Ambk Dmkig the period of interim direction, the 
~&ncia will co-mplete at least four or five prototype w&rsh;d d y s c s  within the Snalce 
Riw Ba* 

&mgement direction would appiy.to all uew and proposed projects and activjaesand 
ongoing projects and activities determined, on a case-by-case evaluation, to pose macqmble 
lisktoanadromousfishstodu 

. 
"a. Jokuw& Jl. Fxadh, J.W. Tboma$ and J. Gordon 1991. Al&mmivu forMpugearmt of 
~ n e - ~ m  F .  of the Paciific Nadncst .  A report to the Agtkdtme Commiaa and Mercbnt 
MariacFiicQlnmittecofihc U S . H o r r a 0 f ~  



Al- 5: This alternative -dd provide management direction that would modify 
current Man (as &ed in Altematke 1). It would indude tk s ~ m e  rip& goals, 
interim RMOs i d  skdards and guideliaes 61 all kinds of projects and .chiitis & 
qecSed in Aitanatives 3 a d  4. RHCAs would be established to identify wmshed areas 
m ~ n ~ t o m c m a g e m e o t  RHCAs would be based on &eomorphic f m  mrd would 
include the following (approximate) areas in ail w a t d d s  300 feet 01- crtha a& of 
%-bearing rmams, 150 fect on either side of pamanent m-M beanng suwns, a d  
around ponds, reservoirs, and wedaads than one acre, and 100 feet aa oba side of 
~ f l o w i n g o r i m e r m i t t e n t s m a m s . a u d ~ t m d w a t a n d s i m h o n e  m a s  well as 
landslides and laudslideprone rtrear In non-forested mgeiax~d aosyacmr. tbc mIcrim 
RHCA width for pemmdy-flowing mold be b e  extent of thc 100-year floodplain 
It also wo111d require ideatifieation of Key W-eds and require tht, W-d Analysis be 
initiated in dl Key Watededs dming the imerim period and be mmplercd pwr m mitiation 
of new projects snd a&vities in these areas. m e m a t t  direction wuld k @:cd to dl 
ongoing and proposd projects and aaivities. 
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I Boundary m each side of stream 

I Figure 2. Schematic Deiimeation of R i i a r r  Area Under 
Alternative 2. Hatch area denotes landslide-prone area. 



Boundq on each side of stream 

Figure 3. Schematic Delineation of Riparian Habii  Consenration 
Areas in Non-Key Watersheds Under Alternatives 3 and 4. Hatch 
area denotes landsfide-prone area 



I Boundary on each side of stream . . . . . . 

I 
Figure 4. Schematic-Delineation of Riparian Habitat Consewation Areas 
in Key Watersheds Under Alteratives 3 and 4, and all Watersheds 1 Under Altema!ive 5. Mch area denotes lands-- a m .  : 



dFFECIP) ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

None of the a l e  exambed in this environmental assessment wo~ld, on its own, 
change the physical environment within RHCAs. However, any sllbsequent pmpsed projects 
and activities within RECAs that would change the mviranment would be subject to 
mitigarion measures prescri i  under the in* direction adopted Such projects and 
d v i t i e s  w d d  be canied oat only after the Agencies have undertaken the appmpriate l e d  
of NEPA analysis and completed ESA Section 7 combtion Depending on the alternaive 
selected, some or all ongoing projects and activities within RHCAs also would be subject to 
the mitigation meamm foilowing appropriate NEPA and ESA analysis. 

To mde the decision maker with a means of compaiag the possible effects of the 
theIDT~prrparedreportron~mtsofthe~~'e,pfiyde$, 

w a n d  human) tb.1 m d d  by the proposed actioa ihc fillowing 
dhasion hi the dire, indirect, and armutativc effects tbat the alternatives would 
have on each -cut dming the interim period V i  an of the environmanal 
amseqwmces disclosed in this environmmtd assessment are "crrmuktiw effects,* because 
they are the avironmental and management impacts of an a#~raddon of management 
actions dm would occnr locally riritfiin the proposed 4 0 1 1  area Appendix D lists those 
forest plans and LUPs that have been prepared for lands w i f i h  the proposed action srea that 
are amder the Agencies' jmisdictions and the EISs from which thos plans were developed. 
On a q e d - w e & c  basis, those forest plans, LUPs, and EISs descrii cufrent riparian 
andaqr~mccnvimnmemriagreaterdetaiittranispnsEntEdinifris~entaiasscssmmt 

N~KS of CII- unmquences are based p r i m e  on esemratcs ofthe effects of 
predicted changesinIivestDJrgrazingdonSl w , a n d r i m b c r ~ g , a s w e i l a s t h e  
mad Lxnwndon and recmamd011 activities assOci9bcd with those uses, which wouid d t  
from impiemeatzdon of eacfi of the altemaives. A report of ttre estimated changes in these 

ompefor each aitrxnative k included in the process recordsa The cbges were 
determined as fbIIows: 

fhe &mated effects of each altermive on timba, range, and d o n  programs were 
based on preliminary adyses4 coz~ducted by field and resea& economists who collected 
daa . from . %be 15 a f f d  national foresrs and 7 BLM distrids: -As origidy conceived, the 

considered mvironarexttal &em over a lO-year pexiod. The astrmpfion 
llndaiyingrheprrlrminarg~siswas~dming~time.managemcnt~ononthe 
scope of projests and sakities would be consdent with that which is described for 
Al-ve 4, the preferred a l e  in this e a - d  anmmatt The results of the 
pdhimry analyses were based on forest plan and LUP omput projections, as well as data 
ftom ammf actual outputt A key concept of the study was the incremental change that 

%A Forrd Scrrrisc - USDI Bureau of Land Mauagcmcnt 1993. Dezaninarion of M m q c d  Acfivities 
Affected by Ahmnives Dem'kd in the t r v u w n n d  A-cntfraMaaaging A n d m m o l ~  F&pm&cmg 
. W d d  on F c d d  Lands in &&em Oregar ad W d i q m n .  bWw, OrdPmtimu of GdiTom& Aocas 
papr0thcIDTarm. 
43 CS. IXanscn-Mnuay, N A  Bolon, and RW. Bapocs. 1993.7% Brimdud hpom on 9hc Timber, m. m d  
Rcorrniolr Aqpws mrN~'azolFacaond3nrrrnr oflandbi~mtLmdtFmar A d q n i g z k h q o d  
PA- S m g y .  Ddt  internal rrpolt to the WO PACRSB Policy Grollp. 



wodd r e d t  from adoption of new management direction The economists foliowed a 3-step 
process that includd (1) identification and delin4on of auadmmous watersheds, (2) 
definition of interim boundaries for =As, described in tenns of width-in-feet for each 
category of stteam or water body, and (3) estimated changes in management activities and 
ouiput levels within the RBCAs, whicb would result 6rom applying proposed standards and 
Paiddines m achieve RMOs. Fadl consideration of chan~es in outputs will regoire the more 
&&$dcmdyses that will be developed, analyzed, ad display& in the separ(ne and 
distinct geograpticaUy-qecSc emironmental analyses and project level NEPA documents. 

Data from the preliminary analyses were used as a basis for e d m h g  the effec!s, in terms of 
the physical outputs and the costs to the Gowmmmt, of i m p l e m d g  Alternative 4, the 
preferred altemak, doring the interim period. The changes in outputs described in 
A l ~ e s ~ 3 , a n d S , w a c ~ ~ f r o m d a t a t h a t w e r p c o m p a t W i f o r A l ~ e 4  
(Referred) by an mtaagency, intadisciplinaly technical *w group. 

All cost data in this awimnmmtal assessment are rrportcd in 1993 d o h  Costs and effects 
not r e p o d  include thos dated to addi t id  impam to road and trail systems d o n ,  
r e c o d o n ,  and mainteamce, minerals extradon, and water management p r o m  as 
well as costs i n 4  by private opemtors and uses. More complete costs will be ddoped, 
analyzed, and displayed in economic reports prepared for and included m the geopphically- 
s p e s i f i c m v i m d ~ s e s .  

The Agenda have participated in extensk wnsulEation wib  the NMFS about listed salmon 
in the Snake River Basin and the effects of ongoing and proposed acrivities t h e  These 
cmsuhfions indicate that the greates changes to resource ordputs wodd be expected in 
timber, range. and d o n  resources. Nonddsr,  some minor changes in other 
activities-such as mining. wildlife habitat improvement, and the use of prescribed %also 
would be cxpeaed 

1. On their om,  the altemhes considered will not result in any pun-mg activities 
or direct changes m the en-ental status quo. The a l e  provide a rang of 
managematt regimes and mitigation measures m be applied to projects and aaivities l l e  
mitigation measures may result in the delay or modification of projects and activities. New 
projectdecisi~~l~willbepreded,asappnpiate,bysite-spedficNEPAanalysis. 

2 A l t a n h e  1 no W o n  from the I d  and intat& of ongoing or proposed 
projecs ard aaivitics Cmditions and trmds w d d  llDt chaage . and all ongoing 
and proposed projjrrr. and acthities would pmced, in BCmrdana?~ved hfon.1~ 
and LUPs, and in compliance with Agency regalatiom, provisions of the ESA, and direction 
provided by the Congress 

3. The affected eavimnment is the present environment Adyses in this environmental 
assesment consider trends snd changes a d  p h a d y  with ongomg and proposed 
timber hawedug, hesock grazing, and recreation uses drning the interim paid Net 
changes to the affected ermironment are the basis for amp* of 

4. Emrironmmral effects of the alterna!ives ansidered in detail an based solely on the 
1 implementation of my new q the geographic scope of the proposed action 



Mamgement direction desxibed for each al-e wuld apply only to lands within 
anadfomo~ watersheds, that are admb&zd by the Ag& 

5. The &ects of the alternatives are considered only for fhe interim paiod Because 
.NXOWXY proccses within riparian and aquatic habitats are gradual short-term adjustments m 
management practices may not result in dramatic habitat improvement during the interim 
period However, redirection of trends, shifts i ;~  rates of change, estabkhmmt of different 
risk h n ,  or changes in the time hmes of ongoing or pmposed projectr and activities may 
occur. Incremental impmvement in habitat condition and trends is necessary to amtribute to 
the protection or resoration of some anadmmous fish stocks. 

6. @ changes m en ironmPnral omditicns thst may result ZKC a r t n i l e  m modifications 
in msnagematt practices within RBCAs and iaawsed mdasaading of watershed condition 
thatisgaintdhngh Wate&edAnaiyds l k Z D T e a m ~ . t h e n e t e f f e t Z o f  
modifications in management practices, based on d i f f n  smong the altem8tives in the 
size, number, aad disaiirrtion of RIICAs, as well as in the bread& of staudards aad 
gnidehs, the scope of pmjec~ and adivities &'.and the degree to which Watershed 
Anaysisisconduded 

7. No Aitanmive C4addered in Detail would require the d or oblmerabion of roads or 
fadhies dming the i n h  period However, dosure or a redudon in use of sPch fadiirie 
may occm. 

8. Proje& and auivitis the range of l i d  anadromnn fiis4 and for whi& ESA 
d t a t i o n  with the NMFS has been completed will be considered to be in compliance with 
anpinterimdirectional~tharisselectPd 

9. impiemmration of any interim arategy for pmteuing anadmuom fish wodd not begin 
4 analysis of the public's comments an this eminnmental assessment is completed, and 
ESA amsnltsrim provisio~ls are m a  The Agencies have inuxpomed coned- ck&@ 
hguage, and &or modifications based on these reviews. 

ammtnsa ECiecb 

cmdatin effects result fmm the i n ~ c m d  impad o f i n f i e  miaor,'but colleui* 
effect% taking place over a paid of time. V i  all of the mvbonmmd 

CowqueaCeS disclosed in this e o ~ e n t a I  assessment an *cumulative  CIS,. as they are 
the potmtial anfinmmanal impacts of managemat a u h s  which mag occm h a ~ g h o u t  
a d r ~ m o l ~  6sh-pnxWng watd~eds  on FS- and BLM-admhk&d lands. '2bose 
cuumhtk effects thar are m l y  foreseeable st at p-c sage of phaiug are 
dknsed on a resourceby-resource bads for the various altadves in the following sections 
of this chapter. 

The potcn13.I cumulative effects of this aaion would be limited by the natnk of i e  interim 
dinaioq itseK No grounddaubing actions would be ami~~rized, fimded, or canidout by 
the intaim direciion -l%e-interb .-on ~ 0 u M ~ m t - i n ~ 0 1 v e ~  hevemiile or irret~ievable 
commitment of resources. In ihis programmatic eavimnmemal assessment, the Agmaa are 
merely considering the impacts of various interim Srrategies for pmteaing anadromous fish 
habiiova an 18-montb period. The intended effect of the interim elirection is to mahain 
the enviromnmtal status quo while long-term management seategies are being developed 



The shmdds and guidelines presented in the various altenuuives are intended m limit or 
hitigate . . the effects of human activity on anadromous fish habitat on FS- and BLM- 
aclmuustcnd lands. The potentiat cumulative &ects of this action would also be limited by 
the short dime period in which this interim direction will be in effect 

The in- direction w d d  not be the sole or fmal direction for anarlromolls fish habitat 
protection on FS- and BLM-- . . laads Po& cumdative effects of habitat 
-on m- would continue to be assessed at several plenning I d .  For example 
the environmental analys for the long-tam management strategies will asses cumulative 
e&cts at a broad scale. Seveai altematim for interim direstion indude procedures for 
W a t e d d  Analysis and monitoring which d d  provide more detailed analysis of 
aunulative effects (Appendir C). AdditionaUy, cumnhivc effects will be arsssed as specific 
project and activities are proposed and and& SitPspccific; detailed cmnulative effects 
rmaiysiS can only be conducted as specific projects and adivity proposak crystab the 
mvironmmtrd consequmces of the project decision At the pro-c level of t i is  
interim diredon, analysis of these cumdstive effects is not possible, because such analysis 
would rrqrrirr speudmion as to the scope, chacm, and tmrimnmczual amsequmces of 
fuiaue project and activity decisions. Because it is not pomile to provide a meaningful 
rmaiysiS of potential site-specific &em at this interim, progammasic level, analysis of the 
~mndative effects of projects and actifis wiU not be complete until particular projects and 
activities are pqased and analyad 

Other Fedaal agencies that have jurisdiction over &tors that influence Pa&c anarlromous 
fish populations are preparing management p k  operxtion plans, or arha asrions that may 
h a w a n ~ e e f f e c t o n ~ m o l l s f i s h p o p u l 8 t i ~ l l ~  However,atthisstageinthe 
preparation of those actions, it would be q e d a t k  to atmnpt m analyze wbat cmnulativc 
cffect an madmmous fish populaiolls may result Furt+nore, however these actions might 
d d o p ,  they would not have a reasonably foreseeable cumdative effect on anadromous fish 
habitat tm FS- and BLM-- lands 

Rs%%mably foreseeable rdated ham action$ such as the development of long-tam 
managelaeat straUgies for amdromolls fisil-producing wamshccis, wae considered in the 
anaiysis prrsmted in this chapter. At this time, the prepadon of these long-term 
management s&ategies is not complete, and it would be spcahiw to attempt to adyze 
what, ifany, c ~ t m m  effectsmay result Itisnot dear atthis timeifany part ofthe 
iDtaim wilI be adopted as pan of the long-term suatcgies. There is no precedent 
established by this interim strategy. Moreava, in the procss of developing the long-term 
Strategies, additional aaaiyses are now underway which will produce addit id  scimtific 
information and may effed the amrmptions underiying the imerim -. Any actions or 
mitigation measures adopted in the long-tam smegy will be based on the best scieaik 
hfmmhnavailableatthattime. Anycumula~iveeffec&thatdoaxisefromsuchrrlatcd 
fimne ac!ions wodd likely be beneficial m the proteelion of saadromots fisb habitat and 
other related natursl resoraces 

This analysis incorporates by ref- the anaysis and discusion of potmtial cnmulativ~ 
effects inexistingEISs-indpdingthe discusion of crrmPiative &easof watersbed 
protection measures - prepared for the aected tedforrn plans and LUPs (Appa~dix D). 
Similariy. this analysis incorporates by reference the analysis and diswssion in the NSO 
FSEIS of cum-ve effects of an aquatic cmserv&on strategy similar to s e v d  alternatives 
presented in this analysis (NSO FSEIS, Chapters 3&4, pp. 51-82). 



WATERSHED & WATER RESOURCES 

Important water resource issues are related to water qPaIity @rimariIy the deIivery. movement, 
and dkpodion of sediment); -e changes ( m e s  and fl@ons); flow regimen 
~&MIIIQIS (fioodhg and low flows); stream channel conditions (including the stabiiity 
-a of msion and deposition); and channel morphology (stru*mal componmq 
opidth-dcpth ratio, bank angle). These elemms often are fmctionally relatedU F~zrther, t h y  
~ inf l~ccdbynatrrra lso i laos ionbazards .potmt ia ldd~stabi l i tybazards ,  
gc~m~rphology, and the statps of 6 s  *-area c o ~ m t s  including Bood-prone areas, 
waland$ end upslope or tenestrial lands that buffer or dirady influeace riparian 
areas. 

lhe respoase of water and sssodated aquatic and riprnian resomces is a fimction of the eatin 
+basinand&ecPmulative&ettrofactivitiesm&erivabarie TheimaimstrmdarQ. 
andgoi~evaloaOdinthis~sisapply~~bwithinriparianana~orRBCAsor 
degmiing RBCAs; however, their application may inclirrctiy dect or be a&med by 
mauagemmt Pmvities elsewhere m the watershed 

The proposed d o n  enamparses mu& of the Colmnbia River Badn upsueam and cast of 
the CPwsdt Mommius m Oregon and Washingtoq and large areas of Idaho, as well as 
portions of the Sacramento, .- . San hqub, and soath coastal Qainages in CaIifomia Below 
are Sammay ofthcsffecredarras. M w e s o m p l * w r t a s h ~ c  

ofZZEL p.4 avironmmt are h . l a  in the forest p h  L m  md 
nsslinedinAppendixD. 

Colamb Bioer Bash lhe Coimbia snd its tnbumies flow tbmugh s e v d  g#rmoxpbic 
provinces. The orra wit&in .the scope of ohe proposed Paion is do* by the intrusive 
granites and mebsdments assodatcd witb the Idaim Batholith and Bimnoat Ranges, the 
extmded baraits and other igneous rods assodattd with.dxe Collnnbia Plateau, and various 
sedimenrary and wind-depsitd fonmions. i%cial actions and mormtsin uplift defined the 
morphoiogy of most of the higher e l m  Volcanic a&hy ~ ~ # s  mn& of the 
~ s n d c c l m a l ~  

Streamflow from the germaUy is sum-dominated A significant snowpack 
accnmulatcs h m  late fall through spring Snow mdt in spxing and esriy smnmer results in a 
natable&smgtthat~ismadnedwdlintothesummer. Watertanpaahmstad 
to be cool year-round. Generally, water quality is excellent in the headwams 

In general, the rivers and streams are relatively steep in the headw&s, amkIled by bedrock' 
and glaciaUy4eaived formations. FsUs, step& and casedes are nor nncommon IIigb 
mountain lakes sre mmmasl in 'the head-. Relatively gentie gradient meadow reaches 
are fkpmt, but they am not dominant over most mbutary lengths near the headwatar 

%. .J&op~Id, MG. W O ~  and JP. Milk .  1964. I.luvid lhee.uu in G n t r a o r p w .  W E  F m  md 
a, Sari Fransioco. CA 



Lower m the dminage drainageere gradients are len, channels are not as e e d ,  and depositionat 
landfbrms dominate, the streams often exhibit meanderkg W c s  with lateral 
adjustments taking place. Wide flood-prone areas become more frequent Channels tend 
toward pool-ritne-ran systems. 

Ssrsrmcn6D River Basin: The Sacramento River and its tributaries drain four geomorphic 
provinces: the Coast Rauge on the west side of the Sacrammto Valley; the Siskiyou 
Mouutains to the n o d  and north- the southern Cascade volcania on the northeastan 
side of the valley; and the northern Sierra Nevada monutaias on the east side. The area of 
the proposed action-the soathem racrJlllec-is derived from layers of quammq and Plioccae 
volsenia werfaying extensions of some Sierra Nevada formations, with Mt Shada and Mt 
Lassen being dominant terrain featrrres. The lower reach of the Sacramento flows mosdy 
duough recent allwim drat fhm the floor of the Ceatd Valley. 

Main chamrel 'flows are heavily regulated by releases from major dams, including Folsom. 
Chwille, and S h a .  Most of the m i  sfreams arc obmacrcd at multiple locations by 
-dams for hyhydroeledric power and irrigation In the area proposed for action Deer Creek, Mill 
Creek, and Antelope Creek are the las& mobsuucted admmom streams in interior 
Womia- They all dmin s o d e m  Cascade volcanic formgtioas and flow sodwest, dkct ly  
into the Sacrameam River below Shasta Dam S h o w s  in &ese triiutaries mostly arc 
supplied by snowmelt, with mtahing base flows fnrm springs aad groundwater w a g e .  
Deer, Mill, and Antelope Creeks are d. young d d q c s ,  with few perermial tributaries to 
their main cham& and without a well-developed, denQitic nibutary drainage pamrn 

~ a n p n a t l r n ~ g i m e s i n t f i e ~ u s  %mporr reachesofthe ~scrammto ~ i v & a t c  
dected mimariiy by release flows from Shasta Damand bv imeation diversions and rrtmns 
Deer, Idl. end &&lope creeks have a minor effect on tht-taqkmxx of the !%cramam. 
compared to that of other major mintaria and m olrteows from Sharta Dam. 

Teqwmtms in Deer, Mill, and M o p e  creeks are detamiacd atmost entirely by elevation. 
Their llprnr and middle reaches have cold watg. flowing mostly in dccbk-incised. - 
~ c a n y o n s t h r o a g h m o d e r a t e g r a d i e a t ~ a . - ~ a r e d o m i n a t c h b y r 1 8 n e s ,  
imerspefied with deep pools scoPrrd into volcanic bedrock Their uppa reaches include a 
few alluvial meadows on the main h e l s .  The lower rrarhcs m&& somewhat wsrmcr 
trmperrmms in similar gradient and meambed amditi- without cooling perrrmial 
tributaries The lowest reaches have general warming though their lowest canyon and foorhi11 
d o n s  o &e valley floor snd their conflnencs with the Saaammto River. Wam quality is 
d e n t  on dl three streamr 

Sm bqub Rivu Bask The San Joaqnin River drains the Sierra Nevada mountains to the 
eaRtherrlatedT~ifiu~mthesourh,andtheWRan~mthewen The 
primary.somce of flows is wwmelt Srom tke high momtain s~lowpaeks in the Sierra 
Geology in the major t r i b b e s  is dominated by -ve areas ofgrauitia, witfi.notabIe 
areas of .mctavolcanic and mttssedimentary bedrock. On the arid west side of the San 
Joaquin Valley, small ephemeral streams drain the east side of the Coast Range but rarely 
reach the San JoaqPin River. From the wetter Sierra Nevada, west slope snowpado mpply 
numaom streams and three major rivers-the Merced, Twlumne, and Stsnislarrr Riven. The 
Cansumaes, Mokelunpe, and Calaveras Rivers are s i ~ ~  smaller tniutaries. The San 
J o e  and its major miraaries aU are obstructed by one or more large dams in their deep, 
middle reach cauyons. Below the impoundments, the rivers' gradients are m o d e ,  and their 
channels include a variety of boulder rapids and gentle pool-riffle sequences 



The anadromous, "tmsport" reaches of the San Joaquin River are a f f d  by nutrient, 
mined, tmd heat loading from agricultural retnm flows end by pumped impon flows from the 
Saaamento River system Riparian woodlands aad floodplain areas haw been Mniy reduced 
by agricultural M o p m e n t  and expanding  on. The San Joaqana rysrrm. which 
once maintained one of the largest spring-ran chinook salmon fisheries on the Pacific Coas!, 
now pro* habitat for only a limited escapement of fall-run chinook dmoa m the footbill 
regions below the triiutaq dams. Most of the eastern tributaries have a i d  flow. witb good 
0 dcntwaterqusIity. 

Soldh.Coatsl D- Most of the coastal watersheds in central d wdcban California 
once supported substantial mns of steelhead C o d  watersheds in carlni Uiforni. also 
supported coho salman These mns haw been reduced @Saty and come ary m long- be 
in existence Dams, cbmmbtion, and habitat modification, combined n r b  pmd and 
srafacc water withdrawals, have limited steelhead nms. 

The So& Coasr Ddmges flow dmugh several geomorphic provinces Tbe plr within the 
range of tht proposed action is dominated by metamorphic rock i0ten-d ub &us 
~ e u t n y f o r m a t i o n s a n d i g n e o u s d o f t h e ~ C o a n S u b ~ r d ~  

ihmiom intarnixed with metamorphic md igneous rocL of bw Saab Coast 
and Tmisvusc Ranges The bedrock of the area has been intensively f o b 4  heawl and 
faahed Major fads in the area are considered active or potentially van Seumu activity 
influaias rrmeh ofthe morphology of the area 

&nerdyf s&eamftow from the headwaters is rakkoxm-event domkad C- -dares' 
in the bigha elevations but is not a si@cant part of the winta p- Yan 
~ a r e d e p e n d a n t o n ~ ~ a n d y e a r ~ r m d s p r i n g s . a d ~  -.water 
q o a i i t y i s & d t h o p g h i i m c ~ o n o f t h e ~ e i t h e r h s r a r J  maned 
amtent or upstream mining opexationf may canse degmhtion of M l a m  ammer water 
flows and high may become limiting in some arras. F b d q  -ma ocnm 
dong major stream courses and following extended rains The rorr iboBng Rsults 
fromhighintmsitywiuterrpinsfallingon bmnedwamshedsincrrrpal PJ mod 
~I ing~traqqtofsed iment loadswi th inthechaune l .  k r p ~ o o f n a d a t  
river months o h  fonn coastal lagoons and sand ban that may block frS during low 
flows l[)llring periods wfim river mouths dwe. dissolved oxygeu lNdr md 
ocmperabPesmaysaesstrappedaqpaticlife. 

hgcnapl.&rivasandstrramsflowdmrrghdecpandrrlativdy modaPm h& gndient 
B h c k  c a s d e ~ ,  end fallS historically iimited hsb prrrrgr m rk 

hradwaras. Deep pools separated by dun?, shallow glides and IargclobbldsnsU-boulder 
rifnes end rims, dominate the hisorically accessible reaches. 

~ o ~ i n t h e d ; a i n a g e s w f i ~ ~ e ~ a r p ~ e s , ~ e l ~ ~ n a t a s c o h f i a d ~ ~  
landfmns dominate the streams and stream wauses o h  exhibit mcaadunu chncPnm . . 

cs 
with htaal adjustments taking place. Wider floodprone arras become nmr~-fri&ent. 
Chmels tcnd toward pool-rime-nm systems 



- 
E N V I R O ~ A L  CONSEQUENCES 

( p . r t d ~ l r i n g ~ e n - c e s ~ n . g e m s i o n a n d ~ ~ o n ~ w i o c .  
forms and by varying degrees throughout the project ares In central Idaho, for example, 
where granite bedrock rapidly weathers into hi- mobile, -coarse sand, these phenomena are 
pmalcnt inadequately located, designed, and constructed rods, as well as p r i y  designed 
timber-hwes UI&, have pxwided a arbstantial mechaaim for dehaing sediments to and 
through major stream throughom the project area 

I 

I Mas erosion has been aderared in - locations where instability is a common natural 
featme of ihe landscape. Reduction of tree mot holding capacity, increases in dope 
mbsdke water, and undercmrhrg the toe of unstable dopes have resulted in significant 

( so- of downstran sedimentation and local *el damage. 

Local extremes in water temperature have been significantly increased by a red~~ction of 
shading h m  b d  and other vegetation, fhttming of bank angles, and reduction of overall 

Tempemme effects tend to be localized in the mrmtainous areas, bnt in the lower gradient 

I and non-timbcred stream reaches, temp- change csn be geographidy c x k a s k  
I 

Chamel condition and channel nability have been and amtinue to be affected, especially in 
arcs of QLtmsiw or long term management Grazing aninds, load conmuction, 10- 1 p ~ c s , m d d o n a l o c i n r o n e r a . L M ~ W ~ ~ ~ t i n g m b d  
uasion, loss of cover and widening and filling of cham&, and accelerated lataal 

- 
' migration Re* devdoped aad implemeated Best Mamgemeat Prdces, forest p k  
andLUPshaverrducedtht~~~cywith~&nearstream~~onocclas;however, 1 existkg h d  ad i f i on  and stability problems n a cxpeced to be sigdicaudy 
c o m c t # i i f ~ p c n & e o n t i u u e  . 

( Qannelmlldrhta.mnlco-1m-hrmd.llbmg-Miwandthe 
stream's ability to handle floocling and r n d e  f i s h ~ h a s b t e n w i d d y  
m a d  throughom h b.rir forested --tat mplexity and *el mwmre 
arc created and mairttained largdy by the effects of large woody debrir In nw-forested I ; n r p s L e s l t h y ~ ~ m m ~ e s - % ~ t o t b e ~ o n ~ d ~ c e o f ~ -  
mdcomploEityasexhib'mdbp&prrsenceofdeeppookaad~~banlcr 

I Logging and ither associated timber managamat actidia can s f k t  wata resomccs in 
scveral ways Removal of trees and stream-side b d  can reduce the camplexity of habita! 
and dmmd stmcb~e by iaflnmcing the amom of large woody debris available for ( ~ c n t . t t o s & e a m ~  B y a l r e r i n g 1 1 1 1 . ~ ~ I . E b . s 6 y i d e s ~ ~ a f f e c t w a k x  
temperah~c regimes and eliminate stream habitat cover. Removal of vegetation also can 
d d i l i p  marginaUy stable dopes by increasing the subsurface water load, l e g  root 
smngth, and altering water flow pattern in the siope. Skid trails, logging roads, and road I mssings am be direu sources of sediment to the creek mi cau provide d i r k  con& for 
wakx yield and sediment from other local sources. Roads, road crossings, and skid also 

I can parrially constrict or channelize fiows and impede a stream's ability to maintain pools. 
I 

Grazing patterns in end around ripaim areas can alter vigor, composition, and amount of 
the natural vegetation This in tum can affect the site's ability to control erosion. provide 

1 d f i q  to rnrrruo b ~ h .  and provide a and cover to &e ~e ~ ~ a r h m i c a ~  compaction 



can reduce the productivity of the soils appreciably and cause bank slough and erosion 
Mecbauical bank damage often leads to charmel widening, lateral migation (channel erosion), 
and CXESS sedkeatation 

~ o n s i t c ~ i n r i p ~ a r e a s a m a n a n d ~ h r m r a n l l s c m a n d ~ 1 0 r m d 4 t r r a m  
charm& Ecavy and continuous use o h  resuhs in swere compaction and bank sloughing, 
not d i k e  the elf+ctr of heavy lives~~ck use. Erosion and gully f h d o n  can follow. Bank 
and near-bank e o n  often is damaged and the for importaut woody fipiau 
veguaion replacem* can be compromised. 

. 

Water &vmioas and impoundments that aher flow regimes (iie., peaks flows, low flows, and 
M a n  of flows) dirtaty reduce lnrailable % habitar, and reduce the strean's ability to 
move d i m a t  and woody debris mn;ntain its strPctPral impgrj.:and fozm, snd prevent 
vegctabiw- 

AI- 1: B q  this a k d v e  is limited to providing only those proteuion measures 
provided in cwrmt p h s  and though NEPA and ihe ESA, present treads in rip- and 
*c habitst codiion w d d  be kected to &OC. hbdiilcatians m projects and 
P c t l v i t i e s m ~ ' l y w i t h t h e ~ a t s o f c m r r a t p l a n s o r t h e E S A m a y ~ ~ o n  
visitor days (RVDs), animal unit months (AUMs) of permined e g ,  or timba brvest. 
Ho~,mrhemartthseredPstiolrsoccm,thcgarrin~dentofanydtcisionbyihe 
Aga~cies ngarcling &@ia of in- diredon 

Whcn soil is compacted from hesvy ISC, additional erosion and smrrm w d d  be 
apec&. ~ ~ r o d d b e ~ ~ D r r . p ~ ~ ~  

AIkmsdive2: ~ t h i s ~ i s l i m i t e d t o c c r t a i n k i n d s o f p r o p o s e d p r o j e & ~  
aaivitics, expeed effects on watershed and water resources would be limited aud randomly 
ciispased ova rhe planaing area Eowcvcr, modifications to w s c d  projects and &ties 
woPld~tinfewerRVDsandrecfPcedtimkrhaMsr IhelevJofpamimedgrsdng 
Wopid not be &%xed. 

This~e'wodd~pplystan~andgtridelinesthatarrdesi~edtopment~a 
s&cau~ degradation to some s p d e d  kinds of proposd projects and activiries within ripariaa 
amas would meet'. Those measure would be t a b  to amtribe to the mainrmance of 
&emw habitat 

In some areas, where soik have wt been ampacted by heavy ISC, and ongoing activities are 
not contriiuting to substantid habitat depdatian, r w e g a a h  would begin. L o d i d  
hefits  could be large whae a large number of proposed projests and astivites occur vdhh 
tbea€Fectedriparharear Howewr,itisnotWcelythathprovancntsin~widewater 
resotmxs snd stnam conditions would be measurable as a result of adoas takq during the 
int- paid 

Albunntivc 3: Because.additiona1 .standards and-guidelines-wdd apply-to dl pmposed 
projects and activities within RHCAs or that degrade REUS, localized risks associated with 
allproposed pmjcsts or -ties would be reduced 



Modifications to proposed projeas and atxidies would lead to reductions in some resource 
outputs. These modifications would account for fewer RVDs and a modest reduction m 
timber harvest The level of permitted grazing would not be affected. 

In areas where soils have not been compacted by heavy use, and ongoing activities are not 
contribotinr! &shmtiaU~ to habitat demdatiion. =etaion would begiu. Localized benefits 
could be l&e where a iarge number & propospd proTects andactivities are conducted within 
the &d REICAS. 

Although mesmbIe improvements in basin-wide water resource and stream conditions would 
be unlikely, became stitadads and guidelines would be applied to all proposed projects and 
acrivities, and RHCAs would indode more of the watershed than would be p r o d  amder 
A l t e m d k  2, some additional proteaion of aaadmmus fish would occnr. 

Altanath 4 (PREFERRED): On a cady-case basis, laud managers would evaluate 
ongoing urojects and activities wi&in RHCAS and modifjr those &a! are determined to be 
~ g ~ l e  risL Moctificafions to proposed e jec ts  and activities and to some 
ongoing projects and advdies would lead to a duction in resource output% Those 
modifications would account for fewer RVDs, a reduction m timber harvest, and fewer AUMs 
ofpermittedgmtingwirhincatain~dearear 

Several exisring dispersed and M o p e d  d o n  &es, where cmthued use w d d  prevent 
attainment of Management Objectives or adv- affect listed madrmi0~ fish, 
would be dosed during the interim period Such doslms would allow some r#ovey in 
riparian arras and stresms where heavy human uses have degraded rip& and a q d c  
habit% although soil cornpaaim rcdtiag fiam extended use d d  i n h i  such teaway. 

Wtiere grazing and timber harvat have cansed impans, adoption of this altanativP would 
provide imprmrcd soil d i t y ,  a d d i t i d  stream shading. and umhrring supplies of large 
woody deb& to affected & Where grazing has wdbuted to & l e e ~  banks 
loss of wgaative cover and shade, and increased sedimentation, the trend toward such habitat 
degy+n would be reversed This adon would be expeaed to arrest habitat degradation 
and rmtiate recovery. 

Protection measures prescribed for timber-, remation-, and grazing-relaud activities, as well 
asotheradivitia,woPldbewiddyrlirpasedhpsbo~rtthearraofthtpmposedacrion 
Where sllch measllra are applied, arrociatcd risLs to wxtcr r r s o m  would be redud. 
Wherethyarenotapplied,associated&wiUbefew. Risks~is~ssssociatedsedimmt 
loding, bank damage, loss of shade, and water incrwsc~, or the loss of large 
woody debris fmm the riparian ana would be redaced from c ~ m t  and expecred 
levels. Thedegneofre~~verywouldbe-ecxtentofdmugthsedbity 
of the affected site and stream chaunel to modifications in mmgement dkdon, and the 
availabiiity of moisture during the interim period. Although improvmrents to w%t&eds and 
water resouxs could be noticeable at a few sites, mcmmble improvement in habitat 
condition d&g the interim period would not likely be substantid because reco~ay processeS 
are gradual. 

Alkmative 5: Watershed Analyses would be r e q u i d  within all Key Wata&eds prior to 
initidon of proposed projects and activities m RHCAs, and all activities within RHCAs in all 
watersheds d d  be modified to comply with new s~mdards and guidelines. ModifiCatio~~~ 
to ongoing projwts and activities would lead to a reduction m resource outputs. Those 



modifications wuld result in fewer RVDs, a reduction in timber h a m  and fewer AUMs of 
l ivestDckgrazingwithin~deareas. 

Many d i p e r d  and developed recreation sites likely would be dosed during the interim 
period S h  closms wouid &ow some ncway in riparian arras and me am^ where heavy 
hmnan uses have degraded riparian and aquatic habw although soil wmpadon' resulting 
from cxmded use would inhibit s d  recovery. 

Adoption of this altematiw would provide improved soil stability, additional stream shading 
and continuing mpplies of large woody debris to atTexted streams Where gxazing, timber, 
and other acrivities have contcibnted to ~mstable stream banks, loss of  vegctaive wva and 
shade, and baead &bmtAon, the trend toward d hab'i  dtgradation would be 
stowed or mas#L This d o n  +d be aqncDed to amst habitat dtgradation and initiate 
==="w. 
Protection mcasmcs p r e s u i i  for timber-, remaion-, and gmzhtg-related activities, as well 
as other activities, would be dispersed widely dmughont the area considered in this 
envinmmeatal asemneat Associated risks to water resoarcs would be rrdaced Risks 
asscuhd with suiiment loading, bank damage, loss of shade and water temperatme 
in- or the 10s of large wwdy debris fnrm the riparian area would be mbsantiaUy 
reduced from amat and expected levels. The degree of m v a y  wouid be &gent on the 
extent of damage, the sensitivity of the atTec!ed site and sh.eam c h d  to modifications in 
managemmt direaim, and the availability of moisture daring the interim period, aWo@ 
measurable hqnwemcnts to watersheds and water rcsamcs a d d  be noticeable at a few 
siocs Thtovaall hedthofaffectcd areas andauyds tadd  impnovrmeatin habitat 
conditions wodd o c ~  gmdnaUy, and would not be cqeaed to improve m k m i d y  dming 
the in* paiod 

AmClwmommvT 
. . - - -  - 

Non-for&ed nphds within thc affe##l area comsist mosdy of s a g e b d  plant communities. 
W y o ~ ~ B i g , ~ ~ B i g ~ a r r t h e m o n c o m m m s p k i c s .  0 t h  
common shrubs indnde biacrbrmh, wild rose, and xabbithsk Typical perrnnial gns~s are 
Blueblmcb wheatgrasf Idaho fescue, Westem wheagms, and Giant wild rye Vaioas Torbs, 
indudbig bu- daisies, phiox, and dandeIioa5 are mmmon4 Upland sagebrush 
commmitiestypically o#minareasarhereprrciPitatiaa lnraages 10-18 inchespyear and 
comesassuoworsaininthewiuterand~g. 

Ripariaaveguationmnan-fod ams cDnsinsmainly ofhbceous @a such as 
Kentndky bluegrass, although sedges, forbs, and woody species sucb as willow, alder, and 
amomds are common V e g d v e  cover is absent or much dhukkheii in sewdy  
degraded m a n  areas, and stream banks in smb areas have been increasingly exposed to 
severe erosion Mod* degraded areas typically have a good wver of Kentucky 



I 
bl~egrass and other plant species but often are Iacking in woody species. Riparian areas in 
good amdition have a cover of sedges andlor a variety of diffennt age of willows, 

( aldes and, in some cases, cottonwoods. 

Non-forested vegetation in.the Saaamento Valley is principally of four cover types The 
Valley Foothill H d w o d  type is u+qnid of variom oak species (blue, valley, Engleman. 1 iaterior live, mast live and canyon h e  oaks). The Vdey type k co--4 
CaIifbmia sycamore, and valley oak as dominant species; with white alder, boxelder, and 
Oregon &.as subcanopy-types. The mixed chap& type is by .species which -1 r n p * ~ o n , a s p e c t , a n d r a i l t y p e .  uuietin--o&+d 
o& mrm.ranita species, m o d  m a h o w ,  eamthus specis, and chemise. 

1 The non-forested vegetation along the P d c  coast is represited by c h a p d  and 
oalr--d types, with cottonwood and willows occmring in riparian zones 

) More complete, watershed-qccific -om of the &ecd -forested vegetation 
envinmmmt are included in the forest plans, LUPs, and EISs listed in Appadix D. 

Most n m  effects to riparian vegdon have been tamed by excessive grazing, although 

I a~rnm recreaional meis important in some areas pop* summer remation areas, as 
wdl as 5 where year-round grazing or grazing during tbe hot, mid-summer mwths occms, 
have experienced degradation of riparian and aquatic habitat Normally, changes in ecological 
umditicm d t i n g  from a m o d i f i h  in the perrent compdion of plant species do not I oroninthe*- -rinecological~radido.~almsy-andinnor 
sases 10 or more year& 

) ~ednhi*&m&lebprslbeapcndisdrpmwonthpaipMon 
zone and the olant comnumity. In higher mecioitarion areas (where more than 12 inches of 
M i o n  year is conuhon), &m& mkgemeat &mes in upland plant 
c 0 m m d ~  mag effea chaages m ecological condition within 5-10 yega. In drier, more 1 d d  areas (what less tbm 10 inches of precipitation pi year is common), e n  in 
ecological umdition may talce 30 years or longer. Unlike the uplands, where ecological 
r r a , v a y m a y t a l n 5 - 1 0 y ~ o r l o n g e r , v t g e t a t i v e ~ e m e 0 t i n ~ a n a s m a g o c c l r r  1 dibarrlmirrhrbonh~lrPmc.nnrdyis&leforolplantpbdurbgthe 
eatire growing season 

1: Effects on non-forested uplands wodd continue, as modified in some areas by 
p d o n s  of th =A. Uplands d d  not be apr)cd to show mcsmble  

hpmvement in overall ecological amdition, although some proposed projects or activities I * . n d c l c r a b r d ~ t o a f f e c t W ~ m o m o ~ ~ s p # i e s w o u l d b e ~ ~ e d o r  
modified as a result of ESA consultation The result of consultation -add be the application 
of standards, guidelines, and procedures demmiued by the NMFS as necesay to conserve 
Iisted species and their habitat 

Due to the proximity of water and the resultant mncentdon of hestock and people, uplands 
adjacent to riparian areas, whi& are typically some ofthe most pmductivg have been some 

( of the most advedy affected In those upland areas not receiving additional protection, a 



continued c o n d o n  of iivestoek gazing and dispened recreational lse wuld continue to 
cause degraddon of upland vegetation 

N O D - f o d  rip& areas would not be expected to show measurable imprwemmt Clment 
forest plan snd LUP dirdon would apply to all ongoing and proposed amoar The 
condition of riparian areas where appmpriate proteaion meamrrs sre taka (e.p. 'riparian 
emphasisareas"andthoseaceaswherepr0jectsandactivitiesaresubjeum amsuitmionunder 
provisions of the ESA) would improve somewhat But the condition of npurm and aquatic 
habitatnotdesignatedasripariaa emphadsarras,as well ssthosearrasfor wb~cb 
consultation does not occur, would not be errpected to improve A d o w a d  Pend may be 
evident in some of those areas. In other, severely d u e d  arcas, dae Joqbmg banks and 
erosion have rrmlted m a major loss of sod, degdation would continue 

Al&adivet: Undathisahanatme,~newscandarcisandguiddmawddcpplyto 
some kiads of activities. 0th  proposed projecb and activities and onptag prcycas and 
activities would amtinue, as modified in some areas by &ons of thr ESA Uplmuk 
would not be expecred to show measurable impmvaneat m their overall a d o p a l  adi t ion ,  
although some projects and activities that are w e d  likely to &eu 1 1 r d  frrb spedes 
would be cancelled or modified as a result of consnltation, and some odur popoad projects 
and activities would be mowed as a result of the new standards and gsaddma S~adards, 
guidelines, . - .  and procedmes would apply only to some proposed projeas md -cat 
~andnottormyongoingprojectsandactivities. 

-& timba hmvesting, and d 0 n a l  Pses would COntmPr 8 ira-CU7alt 
levels. However, during the interim period proposed projects a d  rauld be 
modified. Some hummental duction in the risks to upland and rip.nr veguma~ vould be 
a p e a e d ; ~ f b r t h e d n r a t i o n o f t h e i n m i m p a i o d t h e ~ r b r b r o l  
conditions wodd be negligible. 

Altemaive 3: During the interim period, the cffccts on non-forestul- d d  d u e ,  
~ m o c i i f i e d i n s ~ m e - b y p ~ ~ l l ~ o f ~ E S A a n d i n d ~ C h ~ ~  
guidehes, and procedmes.applied to proposd projects and manage- unnar  These 
more comprehensive! meisms would help see that all new projects and - wuld be 
Q v d o p e d i n a m a r m a ~ i s R s p o n s i v e t o n e w ~ o n o n s t o & ~ d h b m t  
condition Houmva, because ongoing projects and ac$vities would c~mmw IDQ dlfeQio11 
prescribed in cunmt forest p h  and LUPs, there Would be negligible d i e  ol, mucb of the 
upland and riparian e o n  

Livcsrock @g, timber handng, and h o d  uses d d  amtiau m aerr-amat 
lev&. Howqw, dming the the H o d  all proposed projects and -as W d  be 
subject to new standards and gniddines. Some imemeatal reduction in th llJL o riparian 
vegetdon would be expected, aWollgh adopiion for ihe ohPation of the numm priod would 
d t  in ncgligiile improvement in habii conditions 

A l t e m h ~  4 (PREFERRED): Undn this almnative, the nega&e effects aa b o a - f o d  
uplands would be somewhat reduced, not only by modifications of pmposai projects and 
activities within RHCAs, but also by the application of standards and gmddraa m those 
ongoing projects and activities within RHCAs hi are determined to be posing m 
anacccptable risk to aquatic and riparian habitat and anadromous fish stocks. '2bis more 
comprehensive application of direction w d d  heip see that ongoing projcas and .aivities, as 



well as dl new projects and activities, would be carried ou! in a manner tbat is responsive to 
new infomation on stock status and habitat condition 

According&, livestock gnzhg, for example, would be mo&ed if current grazing practiws 
pose an rmaffeptable risk Modification in sucb practices could include such things as a 
rrduccion in nlrmbefiof livestock or season of ase, changes in handling practices, or the 
complete ranoval of livestock from RECAS. Similsr modifications m v e n t  of 
recreation and other activities w d d  occur as needed The amo~mt of improvement of 
n o n - U  uplands would be dependent on the type and nPmba of modifications adopted 

In riparian areas where current projects and'acrivities are modified or halted, habitat 
conditions would be m improve, atthough the amouat of improvement would depend 
on h e  extent of degradation that has occurred and the overall health of the ripariaa 
commuuity. In some areas, the vegetative response m impmved managemat would be 
expectd m b+ m d l e ,  and in some less degraded area$, substantial Most wgeta!d 
riparian~wouldbe~mshowanin~indesirableriparian~~~~EIlChas 
sedges andlor young willows. 

WA the mociificaiion or diminatian. daring the k a i m  period, of projects that are 
determid m be caning macupable ri& as wdl  as&e application of protective marsraes 
in all fntnre projects and activities, some imptwement m upland and habitat would 
be and new causes of Qgradaton would be avoided. 

Akmative 5: Btca~tt standards and guidelines would apply to all ongoing projects and 
e e s  as well as all proposed projects and &es, and lag- RHCAs would be 
established wittrin all watersheds, land managers wDPld be more likely m see that projects and 
anivifi~S~ded~rrtina~~&kfe'spondvetone~info&onnocknat~sand 
habitat condition 

~ i v e s t o c l r g r ~ r i n g & u l d b e e e d b ~ a m m & k t h e n m n b e r o f ~  
or the season of use, changing handling practices result in habitat degradation; and, m 
some casts, mpirhg the complete removal of livestock from previously pcnnittcd areas 
Reaeational uses, as well as other activities, also could be modified or. if neesaw. redreduced 
The atmuat of improvement m n o n - f o d  uplands would be depend& on the 6 and 
number of modifications implemented 

hbsurs required under this altematke would fmiha contribute m improwment of the 
ecological ed i t i on  of dl non-forested upland and riparian mas. In areas when current 
projects and ocrivities arc modified or halted, habitat conditions wuid be expected to 
impmve, aWough the amount of improvement would depend on the extent of degradation that 
has occuxred and the relative health of the upland or riparian community. In some areas the 
wgetatk rrsponse ti improved management would be apeaed m be meanaable, and in 
some less degraded areas, substantial. Desirable rip* vegetation, such as sedges-andlor 
willow, would be expected m maease in most affected areas 



FORESTED VEGJXATION 

The major forest ty&s found in the effected areas include F~Spnw, ~ ~ d e r o s a  pine, and 
LodeeDole ome in eastem and eastem Washington; Fir-Spruce, PonQrosa pine, 
~o&&le -pine, White pine, ad Larch in 1- Fir4pruce and -kndemsa pine id north- 
California; and Montaey pine, Redwood, and Valley h a n h d s  in somhan Catif~mia~ 
Although the pre&mh&ttree species are softwoods, *e also are hardwoods s& as arpes 
~ W O O d  willow. and vazious oaks associated wiih mansr of the fomoing forest N P ~ S  as 
well as a A& rang. of rmdestory plant spedcs. More &pIete, @e&pecific - 
descriptions of the affected forested vegetation anhmcnt  ilrr included m the forest plans, 

~ ~ r e s t t g p e s t h a t ~ ~ d b e ~ ~ a r e p r i m a r i l y ~ f o r m d i n ~ d s h o , b e c a r s e ~ ~ ~ t ~ f t h e  
timba hamsting that would be affected by the proposed imerim d h c h  is within RECAs 

the national forests in Idaho. 

Forrsts in the affected arias developed over time nuder conditions of periodic d h r b i m a  by 
&e (natlaal and hmnan-caussd), catasfmphic insect and disease infestations, windnonns, and 
logging. hmmsoftrregrodrates~dbiomass~on,thefo~arrvay 
pmktkq  part icptarfythoseareasmornearxiparkasysrems~oftenare~by 
deep soils ad high-moismrt regimes. Forest -on provides habbt for many species of 
w i l ~ d i s a i t i c a l m c n S m i n g t h e i n t P r r r i t y o f ~ c t o ~ d t h e l i f ~ - f o r m s t h w  - - - - - - 
srrpport. 

 he condidion of forrsts on tiw areas varies ollsidembiy. ~ s e  forrm represent a 
~ m g e o f d o n a s t a g s , ~ y o u n g ~ n a n d s m ~ s t a n d s  
approaching the end of.tbeir biological life-spaq often refwred t~ as old growth Old-growth 
foreas range in-age from 100 years for species st& as aspen, to many hundreds of years for 
@essnchasDouglarfir. T h e ~ o f t r e e s n d ~ ~ ~ v t ~ c s v a r i c s  
considerably, on a site+& basis, ss does the extent of canopy ti- and vertical and 
harimntal stmcbm. Forest health as viewed in tams of endemic tree moreaiity gena$iy is a 
~ o f m e a g e ; h o w m r , i n s e c t a n d ~ i n f d ~ ~ ~ d a d v c n e d i m a t i c ~ ~ l l d i t i m  
cause mortatiry in both yo- and old foresis. l3gh morrality --are panictllariy p d e a t  
inth+~dareasintammOregoslandarede~~lbedindetailintheEonsidPForrsr 
Ecoqvstem H w  ~ssemncnr" 

%'A& Harim, ES. Bsrrar, ,and F X  White. 1979. Tarbook MDndidogy.  hill. 
CS. Mmpmqa .  1989. Srcdr of W o d y  Pkmts in the United Stmu. Ag H8udbmk 450. 



Forest riparian areas normaliy constitute a strip along and adjacent to water co- 
meadows, and water bodies. T i e r  harvesting wDuld be penniaed m some of these areas- 
uring best mmapnent practices and in considedon of other re@ementr described under 
Alternative 1: Ahemativcs 2 b u g h  5 prescribe pro- wider riparian areas 
or RHCAs, in which timber hanrestiag is not p e r m h i  In general, when viewed m 
the wntext of forest-wide vegetathe conditions and succesional time scales, adoption of any 
of the 5 . a I t a m h s  . dpring the interim paiod would have lhde ef6ect on forest -&OIL 

Altmdve 1: Under this altemah, implementation of forest plans and LUPS would 
continue. All proposed projects and management activities would rmdngo NEPA 4- 
which muld be presented for formal public review and comment; and all proposed projects 
and activities tbat may affect listed species or advasely affect  d e s i w  critical, habitat 
would be subject to condtation provisions of the ESA 

The ma& environmental impact on forest e o n  would result from timber h a r v h g ,  
which intmnps natmal successional stages of stand development and reduces biomass and 
s t m d  d i e ,  Became timber harvest would continue to the extent prescribed in anent 
forest plsns and LUPs, with modifications made necessary by d t d o n  provisiom of the 
ES4 adoption of this alternative would result in a continuation of the rate at which 
degrad&on of riparian and @c habitat is o d g .  Species composition and strPcbaal 
diversity of forrrt ngaation foIiowing timber hrwcsr is dependmt, in part, on the harvest 
method prrsa i  in forest plsns and LUPs aud employed in affected areas The number of 
livingauddeadtrresandtheamolmrdmaoerialthatisimtol~~&kcomprised~f&~ 
woody matPial and other vegemtion that remains on c u t o v ~  areas alsb depends an the 
harvcstmethodseieued. I n g e n e r a l , i i m b e r h a r v e s t s i m ~ n a t m a l M n t r ~ ~ a n ~  
eady-seral stage in forest d m .  Under this more overaU acreage would be 
retutned to those early stages &an under the action atkmatks. 

Ahmatiw 2: ~ n d &  this altemhe, specific new standards and guidelines regding timber 
managemm! projeers and activities, logging& treab~mt and the use of prescribed firr, as 
well as road commub~ rrconmaaion, and livwock grazing, and riparian and 
&h habitat restorstion, w d d  apply to proposed projects and achdies. 

Generally, timba hamdug muld not be pembd  within riparian areas. The exclusion of 
proposed timber hamsring in the areas muld permit the natmal sllccssion of forrst 
v e g d o n  and rely more heavily on natmal events, sucb as fire and insect and disease 
infa&- to influence or shape farest d m .  Comapdy, increases in tree mortality 
a n d & e ~ e r s o c i a t e d d o f ~ a n d W m d d b e q e c r c d a W o & l e s s t t r s n  
would be apexed under my of the other action attemativcs, which provide more anensive 
protktion to riparirm areas. However, during the inmim period the effect would be minimi. 

Altclrrrrbvc 3: Specific new standards and guidelines regarding !hba manageme actions 
described under Alternative 2 would ~ D I Y  to all ~rowsed projects and activities within 

limber harvesting generally would not be permitted within R H C k  The exdusion of 
proposed timber hawestkg in RHCAs would pennit the nanrral d o n  of forest 
vegetation and rely more heavily on natlnal events, such as fire and insea and disease 
infestations, to influence or shape forest succession -dy, tree mortality and the 



associated risk of fire, insectF, and disease could be expected to increase somewhat froin 
levels expee& under Alternative 2. However, dming the interim period the effect would be 
minimal. 

Ahxnath 4 -I: S~ecific new standards and apideliues remrdb timber - - -. - . - 

managrmem &ectrectraad &i&es a a d & a i i  under A i d  3 w o ~ I d - ~ l y - t o  some 
ongoing projects and adivitis within RHCAs, as well ss all proposed projects and aaivities. 

T i  harvesting generaUy would not be permitted within RHCAs The exclPsion of 
pmposed timber hamsting in RHCAs-and in other areas when it is determhed that such 
activities wmld pose an mmxqtabie risk to a q d c  and riparian habitat or anadromous fish- 
mold permit the natural d o n  of forest - and rely more h e  on n d  
e v c n t r , ~ a s f i r r a n d i n s e c t ~ a n d d i s e a f e ~ o n s , 0 i n t l ~ ~ o r s h a p e s u c h d 0 1 ~  
hwqnedy, tree mor*rlity gd the associated risk of fae, iuseUs, and disease could be 
e x p e c t e d t o i n a e a W s o ~ f n n n l e v e i S ~ l m d e r A l ~ 2 o r 3 .  However, 
during the interim period the effect would be minimaL 

Abmfbe  5: Specific new standards and guidelines ngardiag timber managemem p r o j e  
and auivities k c x i h i  rmder fitematbe 3 would mly to all onPninz and ~rouosed projects 

T i  harvesbg geaedly would not be pamined within RHW The exclusion of timber 
hamesting would permit the nsttPal rmccession of forest wgetaton and rely more heaviiy on 
~ e v e n t s , ~ a s b r e a n d ~ a n d ~ i n f ~ o n s , t o ~ o a ! c e o i s h a p e h r e s t  
d o n .  ~iIy,tnemodityandtheassociatedriskofh,inseca,anddisease 
could be cxpectcd to increase from l e d  crpected under the orha aaion altanativcs. 
However, dPring ihe interim period the effect would be mmimat 

ElSaEW RESOURCES 
A r n C T E D E N V I R O ~  
W i t h i n t h e a r c a a m s i d e s c d i n ~ m v i m a m e n t a l ~  16 million acres 
of lr& provide diverse ripmir and aquatic habitats fbr a m=&es, induding 
cmthroat. rainbow, brook, brown, golden, and b d  tro* sockeye, din004 and coho salmon, 
andst#lhcadtro~lt;andwhitesmrgeon.northemsqsmdi&sockcn,chubs,dase,sbinas, 
scPlpins, and athcr lesser bmm speciesU More complete, watershdqxdic desaiptions of 
the~d~agrrsomcemviromn~arrind~inthefmcstp~LupSandEZSs 
listed in Appadix D. S e v d  6ish species, including m a g  salmon and trout s t ~ c l q  arc 
~ed,mdaqe&,State-ansitiw,oratrisLofb#Pming"spedalstatmwspesies Ofthe 
214 aaadrornons fish idedtified in the AFS p u b M  report as st-risk or of special aincem, 
39 are from Cdifbrnia, 58 are from the Oregon cost, 76 are from the Columbia River basin 
in Idaho. Oregon and Washington, and 41 are from the Wasbgton coastfPugd Sound area 
~ v i t i e s i n r r r r a s P s e d b y t h d w s p e d e s t h a t a r e ~ ~ ~ o r p m p c s e d ~ r  
listing, are djen m ESA pnwkions that require onndtation or special considersiion See 

~~.MoJrk.1976.InbdFrrku#Colr~ondP~~.CAPleqB~, C E . ~ 1 9 7 3 . K c p r m O r r g o n  
Frrdnacr Frdiu. Tech B d  58. OStf Ag Exp. S g  th rvdb ,  OR RS Wydaxki and RR. Wkitaey. 1979. 
Idmi F* of Wmkingmn Unip. WAPrrs. Scaah. X Simpson and R WsIka. 1978. Frrku #Uah, 
Univ. Efess of ID. Mosaw. 



I . .  
pages 1-11 above for further description of nxmt studies on aquatic and r i p a h  habitat 

I &gaddon and anadramom fish population declines. ' 

Generally, State agencies manage fish resources, although sovereign Tribes md some 
regnbry Federal agencies atso have responsibihy for management of frshay resources. The 
A g m a d  mpmibiiities are focused on management of habitat that is wthm thar 

jdctiolls is n e c s s q  to provide proper management of fishery rcso~rra 

I M m o u s f i s h n . w i ~ W b d b & o u t t h e - d a d r h a m W  
are charactaistic of most watersheds within the area of consideration Fagure 1 bows 
known anadromous watersheds within the. proposed area Anadromous fuh I marine I envimament to complete their life cycles, and they q m d  amoms of ome in the 
ocean cbrring their major growth phase. Over the past 550-0 yeas, fmb-mu &mou 
fish habitats have been a d v e d y  affected by hmnan population growlb md fvlrrn associated 

Generally, anadromous fish streams cnrrendy contain 30-70 percent fnm Lrtt decp poo4 
more fine sediments in spawning grawk, and greater distPrbance of npmm -on than ) is-table. A s a d ~ t h e f i s h h a b i t a t c a p a b & y o f t h o s e ~ h a & ~  The 
nllmberofanadromousfishrermningm~~~hasdcelmd~bfrom 
the levels recorded in years pan This decline stems from a vari y of k a m  duding 
d e  ocean and hhwata hams, habitat losses fiom logging .m.ru 1 ~ o n , a n d & e r ~ g a u i v i t i e s , g c n e t i c a n d ~ ~ r P p P C d  
with hatchery supplememation efforts, and problems with d ibr d with 
hydropower i n d h i o n s  and other impomdment and d-on Wrou buPd m cntical 1 -#is. ~ u t m e ~ - ~ o n ~ i s ~ t o m m i n u t m ~ o n  
theschabkss. ~ e n t c b a m g e s r h a t w o r k t o i m p r o v e h a b i m ~ ~ d ~  

I populations will be necessmy m ameliorate these plesmcr 

I Anticipated eEects on anadromous fish a d  ripariSn and aquatic baht- mhmdb have 
beeadmatedbythee f f e~6onrep~hab i ta trandspec i e s  By arrurny Wmch 

I rcpresentativc habii and species are ad- consided, suffiocm h&tm qwiny and 
diwnityarrprrsmnedtoadstwtrerrallspeciesrrsiagsimilarhabi~prpmrad~ldlor 
rcsmmi Adoption of altanalives presented here would save, by wymg dcZnq rn preserve 
orrestore c x i s f i n g ~ a n d a q u a t i c h a b i t a t ~ a n d r e l a ! e d a q u a t i c ~  ulh rpeaal 
emph&sonanadromous&hhabitat Togainacmcialpaspeaivcmborbeamm~lagc 

habitats and species, but also on those h a b i i  procsses and fanctiorrr 
m 
I Mauagement activities can adversely affect fish- habitats and fish populrnaar by &ring 

riparian vegetation a m o w  composition, d i v e  and vigor, reducing vegetation 

I and cover, rrducing streambanlr & i ,  modifping water qaantity, om- rad quality, and 
by cbanging delivery of sbaama elements, nlmieats, and sediments to the WOQ. Livestock 
gming timber harvest, and remdonal use, with their associaad road buildzag znd site 

I 
development, are the most prevalent activities rdfechg riparian and aqumc hab~ms and 
auadromous fish populations. Application of management constrain0 or prescriptions serves 
to alleviate problems with habitat and anadramous fish p o p ~ o n s .  Improvematts in habitat 



quality and qnautity'and anadromons fish population divasitg and a b h  cau result from 
amlicafion of marwemerit prescriptions that & i ~ ~ ~ r o v e d  riparian h d h  and increased 

Altemdve 1: Under this a l e  the effects of cmgoing and pmposd projects and 
activities wodd continue, pumau! to guidance provided in cllmat hest p h  and LUPs, ad 
in com~Iiance with NEPA procedures and ESA wvisions Direct, hkst. and c~muIative 
effesbb &bay resomce&orn gmiug. timbe; harvesring, na$tion uses, mining, and 
other d k c t i q  activities-would be expected to conhue at t~mnt ievds 

~smriiycf&~onWeriesandaqaaticdriparianhabitstdd beproportid to 
t h e l e v d o f g r o r m ~ ~ e s ~ w i t h m g o i n g a r d ~ & e s ~ a r e  
p e m i t t e d ~ ~ a r e a s .  O v e r a l l ~ d s i n h a b i t a t ~ o n x d d c d i r r c s i n  
aaadromous &it popuIations indicate that ESA provisions may resuIt in modifications to 
proj+ctrdactmities,ammclmentstocllrrrntrrgionalgrddadforrstp~adLUPs 
where snadmmous W already are listed, and the listing of d i h d  species in the near 
future. 

~ & ~ o f t h i s d ~ o n ~ m o n s f i s h h a b i t a t w o P l d b e ~ m t h e l m l o f  
pammedgr~ PaivitiesaaociatPdwahfixmre~gmzimg,logging~ 
~ d ~ % , r o a d ~ ~ x i p a r & m a n d t i s h & a b i t a t ~ a u i v i t i e s  
within riparian anas. It would see that these kinds of proposd projects a d  dvit ies would 
mtet srandards and gniddina that are designed m preveat fmrhcr saerm dqgdation. 

Because the scope of dtis altkaive is limited to certain kinds of proposd projccs and 
~ a . c J q w e w l b m e f l c i a l e f f e c t s a n a M f l r o m D p s f i s h h a b i t s t ~ b e ~ d  
mQmIy & s p u d  over the planning area l a d z e d  bmefhs .to' ansrtromotls &h habitat 
codd be large w h e  large paca&ges of proposed projas and a d v & k  oanr widin 
affectedwa!ededs. H o w c v a , i q m v e m e n t ~ i n ~ ~ ~ f i s h b a b i n t ~ r t r e  
gTadu&ald~tskeriuarler: 

A k n d w  3: Because this altemath would broad- ihe scope of mamgmw~t dimaim to 
i n d u & n e w ~ a n d g p i ~ f o r a l l p m p o s e d p r o j ~ a d ~ ~ R B C A s o r  
that degrade RHCAs, and because RHCAs would be established in aU w a t d d s  and would 
be larga in Key Watersheds, some measmt of additional pmtech of zipah and aqtlatic 
habitat and anadromons fish would occar- 

Adoption ofthis dtemative~uld not-&t-b ~ - f o r c g o i e g ~  proposed activity 
within the RHCAs, bat some actions could be defemd or d e d  dming the intssim period, 
d t i n g  in a slighf short-term beneficial effect on terrain anahnxm fish speck Ongoing 
projects and activities wodd not be m o s e d  as a resoit of interim dirraioa No measurable 
effects on riparian or aquatic habitat would be expected, although pot&d knefits would 
indude incremental improvements resulting fiom modifications to prop& projects a d  



activities and from proposed riparian restoation projects. Although improved aquatic habitat 
condition aud the attainment of RMOs eventually would be an expected result of this 
management direction, such benefits would not be achieved though adoption during the 
interim period, nor would the rate of restomion be i d  substantially. 

A l e  4 ( V b ) :  Because this alternative w d d  broaden the application of 
management diredon by including new standards and guiddines.m all pro@ projects and 
activities and some ongoing projects and activities within RHCAs or that degrade RBCAs. 
and because large RHCAs would be established in ail Key Watersheds, adclitionai protection 
of riparian and aquatic habitat would occur. 

Although there would be no permanent d o n  of activities in RHCAs, some d o n s  would 
. be modified or deferred dwing the interim period. As a mdt, some adwne eff- on 
riparian and aquatic habitats within BHCA. e u l d  be nxhxA Because the restoration of 
r i p e  and q d c  habitat anuplexity typically occms ova a much longer time than is 
considered in this envinmmentai assessment, b e n h  h u g h  adoption during the in& 
period would be expeaed to be negligible. However, because case-by-case reviews would be 
made of ongoing actions, and those actions determhed to pose an nmxepmble risk would be 
modified, some benefits to madmmous fish populations, including a reduction in risks, would 
be expected 

Potmtial he f i t s  wodd inct~~de the initidon of xiparh vegetative recomy dmt would result 
from a rehaion in human m e s  and livestock use within riparian areas. Although this 
mstnally would d t  in improved aquatic habitat condition and the attainment of RMOs, 
mcb b e a h  would not likely be apparent dming the interim period. 

A l e  5: B& this alternative would broaden h e  swpe of management direction m 
mdnde new nandards aad gniddines for all p r o p d  and ongoing projects and activities 
within RECAs or that degrade RHCAs, and becanse large RHCAs would be established in d l  
watersheds, additional protection of riparian and aquatic habitst w ~ d d  occur, and the 
assodated risks associared with management muld be redncui 

Although there would be no permanent cessation of activities, some actions would be 
modified or deferred drPing the interim p d o d  As a result, some admse effects on riparian 
and @c habitats within RHCAs would be &wd Because the restoration of riparian and 
aquatic habitat -complexity typically occurs owr a much longer time than is considered in t i i s  
m h e a t a l  assessment, benefits tivough impiementation during the interim p a i d  would 
be acptcted to be negligible. However, because large RHCAs would be established in all 
auadromous wamsheds, and because all ongoing and proposed actions wodd be modified as 
needed to comply with the management direction, some benefits, including a rduaion m 
risks to anaQomous fkh populations, would be expected. 

Potmtia beaetits wodd include the initiation of riparian vegetative recomy that would d t  
h m  a rehaion in human activities and livestock I& withinriparian areas -Although this 
evenndy would result in improved aquatic habitat condition and the attainment of RMOs, 
such benefitr would not iikely be apparent though impIementation during the interim period 



Numerous dueamed, endaagered, and d t i y e  plant specits occur within he proposed 
project area (50 CFR 17.12)." Projects that might affect piant species listed as keatemed or 
mdaagered under the Endangered Species A a  are subject to d t x t i o n  with FWS. To 
avoid negative effects on individual plants or popdstions, projects sometimes are modified or, 
in some ran insumces, cancelled Generally, plant species designated as "seasitiwW by the 
Agencies are inventoried dming project planning, so that potmtial impacs can be avoided or 
mitigated. None of the pmposed sltematks would affect this diredon 

A nmnber of tbreatmed, endangered, and sensitive terrerrrial .vertebrate and invertebrate 
species occm on lands amniniccnrd by the Agencies (50 CFR 17.11). Among the 
federaUy-lis&d thmted and endangered species &at occur within the area are bald eagle, 
peregine falcon, grizzIy bear, and gray wolf More complete, w a t e d ~ c  desmiptions 
of~affected~#5mdangaed,andsenritive~s~entsrrindudcdinthe 
forestplans,LIPs,andEISslistedinAppendkD. 

U n d e r t h e E S ~ ~ e s t h a t m a y h a w a n e f f e E t a n ~ ~ e d o r m d a a ~ d d l i f e  
species are subject to consdtation with F W S  or NMFS. Rquiremeatr for codtation wotlld 
remain in effect under any of the interim strategies. hhnagement of sensmive wildlife species 
vmies by national forest or BLM district, and usually is conduered in coopaation with State 
wilmitesgencis O n i a n d s ~ b y t h e A g a r a e s , ~ ~ ~ a r e d i r e u e d t o p h a n d  
i m p l m  projects in ways which would avoid impacs which mold move z q  &a 
t o u d s F e d e r P i ~ g  

The Agencies .have concluded consultation with FWS and NMFS on the e&rt of the 
proposed action an listed species. The lWS, thro~lgh a letter of conanrace, Eormd that the 
proposed action w d d  have a neatral or beneficial effect on listed species lmder their 
jmiscliction" NMFS, through a biological opinion, has determined that the proposed adon is 
n o t ~ ~ 0 j ~ & t h e ~ u e d ~ c e o f L i s t e d @ c s l m d a t h e i r j ~ o n o r  
result in deshuaion or adverse modifcation of d e a l  habitats1 

%J. Meinkc. 1982. T w  mi rndrngmd v d p h  of- m inPrmncdgddc. US. FA .nd 
wwc Sarris+. 



I WILDLFE RESOURCES 

- 
The 15 national forests and 7 BLM districts mdnded in the proposal provide an array of 
wildlife habitats, ranging from the alpine meadows end mesic, old-growth d e r o m  forests I of northem Washington and Idaho m the semi-arid s&m& Bpp.. alkali flats, and 
volcanic formations of the Great Basin and northern Calif& These diverse landforms and 
plant commmities, in turn, support a large number of spies For example, ova 400 species 
of tarestrial vertebrates have btm identified on the Okawgan National Forest (Okaaogan I Land and Resource h h a g  Plan, 1989). Mm. complete, watushed-spedic descriptions 
of the affeced wildlife mvhtmeat are indnded in the forest plans, LUPs, and EISs listed m 

I - 
Dming the preparation of forest plans, indicator species wae s i d  to qresent either 
feaMed species or groups of species that respond m envimnmcmal variables in dmiiar ways. 
Specific allocations and management practices wae established m c o n e i i  m the continued 
viability and s n d a h b i i  of indic~toxs and the spuies groups they represeat MOE than 30 
bird, mlrmmal. and amphibian indicator species arc identified in the finest plans. Many of 
these species have ather complex habitat rquhnents or = dosdy ' Wimrmique 1 or scarce habitats. Xipmh habitats are dpl to the amsenmian of=&= in the 
more arid interior poriions of the West a d ,  in geaeral, support greater species richness and 
densitg thau any other habitat type. Biparian habitats in the West are in shon supply, both I ~ ~ d ~ a l b s m o f h . r m ~ p ~ o n , a n d - r r f ~ l c . t h r l O p - t O f t b c ,  
totdisndbaseconsidercdm~ l ralasesmm~ 

Many indicator species are considered old-gm- a oid-gmwibdependent A 
combination of Sirrmnsrances (idfading steep dopa, k x s s i b i i  andlor long fbre!wn 
intervals) have resulted in the survivalof ~ ~ o l d - g r o ~  stands dong many stnams in . 

I the bland Nohwes~ Although often highly fragmem4 these &gas of l a z e - d o n a l  
endforestnr~ctllrrimporrant~avarietyofspecies-from 

Any of the action a l temalb  would have p o t d  beneficial effects on wildlife habitats and 1 popnlmions, d e r  by avoiding habitat 1 0 4  dowing kcremental improvement of degded 
habii in the absence of further dis&t&nce, providing the p o d  for increased reproductive 
success (on a siaspedic basis), or simply by the ruemiom of options for future protection ( under measnres prescribed in the geographicaUy-spw5e envimnm~~tal p.hn.r I35wever. . 
the degree of benefrt varies by alternark. 

( 1: ~arent  forest plans and LUR would remain in e ~ e a  Standanis rd 
guidelines within those plaus call for protedon of wildlife qredes and their habitaq as do 
ESA provisions. Both would govern proposed and ongoing projects and activities No I change of benefit or risk would be expected m d from project implementation. 



lULralirn 2: This alternative applies the aquatic and riparian ofthe "warershed 
aiulfishhabitatemphasisoption," whichweredeveiopedbytheSdentmcPantl onLate- 
S- Forts Emsystems, to atndmmous wamdds amdcd ia this emhnmental 
ars~swnt This strategy would augment ~serve arras altendg in pIsce far indicator species 
snd mahtb impo-t refugia for other species, including bi- over. 

. - .  ihrbirrt- Becansetbe a m m c t k  ofnewroads would be and minced 
stmses on big-game species would increase, parricnlaxiy dn!iug krntmP UaanS. 

B ~ m t r i d ~ o n l i v e s t o d : g m i n g t i m b e r m a o a g e m a r t . ~ ~ I r c a t m e a t a n d  
p r r s c r i k d 5 r e , r o a d s y d e m s c o m t m U i a n a n d ~ a a d ~ d f i s h - h a b i t a t  
r s t m h n  would apply to proposed projects and achities ody, sdskdal  -cats in 
riparianwiidIifehabitxbwouldnotbeexpecteddmhgduinSrimperiDd 

Alfunnfk 3: Standards, guidelines, and pmdms for a amsendm would 
applytod~sedprojectsgndacrivities.  S u e h m e a m m s ~ a W s h t c t o t h e  
pmtection of wildlife species and heir habi!ats, although the eft- ofdophn drning the 
intaia, paid wuld likely not be measurable. 

A k m t h  4 (-j): Standards, guidelines, and Proargws * habitat 
amsemak would apply- all praposedprojectsandactMkdQIscaagaingprojects 
m d ~ a ~ R B C A s t h a t a r p ~ e d m p o s e ~ r i S t & ~ m ~  
stocks BkPllsRBCAswoddbedesignatedwidhallmatdds,sd~RHCAs 
d d k d W i n K e y  W a e s b k , t h e d i s u i i a n d s i z c o f r f i o s . ~ s s d d  
m u h i  m the pmeaion of d d l i f k  species snd their habitas -, the inrerim 
paiod the ef6rctr of adopiion likely wodd not be mearmabk 

.. - 
~ c ? t i 0 l l ~ m l i v ~ ~ g p r 0 g r a m ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r r p r r s e n t i n g ~ ~ 4 p e r r e n t o f  
aumzt AUkls, arc witbin RHCAr Generally, this sm+U decrease wcdd have vay iitde 
e f f e s t a n d d l i f k h a b i r a s a c c e g t ~ ~ t h o s e ~ l o c d p j a t ~ w h m  
lmncscptoMe~arrocemring. Somebenefirstohabitarzd ' woddresnIt 

road dmres, bar o v d  bcficial c f t e  wodd be q e c e z i i  be 4 

Altemdk 5: ~tandar&, guidelines, and p d n m s  for ripdm b&zt FoePasPtion would 
applytodpropo~projects~d&ties,ardasall~~ccLsaa.cbivities 
Becaase large RHCAs w d d  be designated within all watdds+ the dkk ldon  and size of 
rhoscaesr~uldcollmbutemthep~anofwildiifeqnciesd~hrbitats. However 
the &as of adoption during the ininterim iikeiy would not be 

C h a n g e s ~ l i v c s t l K k ~ g p r r , ~ d d r o o g h ~ g ~ ~ & I O p a c c n t o f t t r e  
totd AU- m d d  be within RECAs Generalty, &is snail dazwze d d  han vwy litde 
~ectmwiidiifehabirat.execptperhaps~~osespecifici#alprojtctarraswherr 
macqmble impacts are occmrfng. Some benefits m Witas aud paplliaaiom w d d  &t 
hm road closures, but ovaall beneficial effects would be e q c c d  0 be smali. 



SOCIRL VALUES 
. . 

A wide range of social values are assigned m the rem~rces d m m s k d  by the Agencies. 
More complete, wa!eded-spe&c descriptions of these values are included in the forest 
plans, LUPs, and EISs listed in Appendix D. 

Hoover (1993)~ has prdvided an overview of non-economic values that are assigned to 
anadromom fish m the Pacific Northwesf by both native and n d e  peopler Symbolic 
values, dtd and s p i h d  values, subsistence uses, and psychological and social badits 
hi some of the importance that people assign m those species. 

In an attempt to preveat furha degradation of ans&omous fim habitat and dedines in fim 
populations, the Agenaes also are seeking an appropriaie means of p d g  losses in the 
social, cultural, and psychological investment that people have made m adromous fish. 

However, chaing the iaterim period, adoption of any of the alteumtks likely w ~ d d  have no 
direct or immediate effect on any human values associated with anadmmous fidL Such 
e t f e  w d d  be brought about by the preseme or absence of fish Modifications in . 
mmmgement practices affect habitat conditions only gmddly, and changes in h a b i i  
omditions, whetha positive or negative, bring about b u g s  in fish popPlations only over a 
paid of yean For this reason, the best available informmion suggests that adoption of any 
of the aimnatives considered in this mvinmmental assessment wodd be of littie ameqme 
duringtheinruimperiod. Perhapsthegreat&effectfhatadoptionofaniaterimsaate?y. 
would have on those people and commmities thst value anadromous fish wodd be sssoslated 
with the perception that action war being taken to protect a valued resource. 

0th- in the Paci6c Northwest feel that their lifestyle md economic d i t y  are thataed  
by d o n s  such as are proposed in this emmDnmmtal  en?, as well as a vaxiety of other 
Federal actions, such as Rangeland Reform, Noahem Spotted Owi ROD, and provisions of 
the Eadangaed Specis Act Some local coxnunmilies and individuals believe that nccat 
changes in natural resource management on FFedersllands are designed to remove users and to 
define the relationship betwem Federal land managemmt agenaa and traditional user 
grow 

~ A ~ v s r i a y o f ~ ~ c o n n i b ~ m s o c i a l ~ a n d ~ o a . b ~ p n h a p s n o n c i s n ,  
pavasive as the prospect of rmprradmted change. h o l m m y  changes in lifestyle, 
*ding thnats m independence and financial stability, and direct confirmtation with dues 
and motives 0 t h  rfian our o q  often lead to stasis and social mxtady.  Tht prospects 
seem 1111*: . . . ~ .- 



job losses, a kind of Federal management that wouid sean to be taking awry the availability 
of ~redictable volumes of raw nkrials and our men access to d c  lands md resources- for 
&possible protection of species other t h  our o k  

- 
~ Effects that the in- saategies considered in this mvhmmd assauncnt wuld have on 

the hmnan community m d d  villy, depending on the Aga~cia' capacity to adapt m internal 
and extend forces, as well as the consequences of adoptkg say of thcm A eommunxty's 
capacity m adapt m such forces depends'on its ability m pursue deenve p.l. the skills, 
hence, and educational levels of people in the w e ,  the s k  rad &-ty of local 
b ~ , a n d a c c e s m f i n a u c i a l c a p i t a . ~ o n , m a r l r e t s , d n w m r t e n . l s .  

Generally, small, isolated communities are more vnlnerable m extend forcu du m their less 
a c r i v e l e a d a s h i p , w e a L c r l i n l P m c e n ~ o f p o W d d c i ~ ~ b w c r l ~ ~ & o f  
#anomis divedy,  and lack of control over resources and capitd. S W  cunmrplna are 
more likely to experience mwqlayment, increased poverty, a d  snd sod.l m the f'ace 
of shifis in natPrPl resome mauagement policy. 

Tke social &#ts of adopting any of the dtemaks d d  be manif& m r *may of 
ways Because the amount of real h p  in resource use dming the rnonm pnod would be 
rrlativdy small, it is not anticipated that adoption of any of the ahnmrer rdd hm 
substantid posiiive or negative social implications. - FPrrher, any soarl dl- w d d  differ 
from individual m individual and community m community. 

W M e a b q e d i c  desa&ions ofthe cllttDal resources (eg. a d  Weal 
sites) within the pmpod action area are included in the forrst fUh. a d  EIfr listed 
inAppdkD.  EffeCtSmcultatalres,nrcesitesinclrrdtciirrqbb~d~llraoiPlvt 
i m p l c s t h a t w o o i d R S I l l t f r o m e i t h Q i n t d d o r ~ ~ m ~ b o r ~  In - 
general, s d ~  effects d d  be the result of gro - ~ m i v h o m B . ~ o f  
a h m l f ~ ~ ~ m # s  S u d l r t i r i d . a T e ~ ~ p l n n o d 1 U I ~ o d  
guidelines. S w y s f o r a r c t r a e o l o g i c a l r e s o ~ a r e s a o ~ p n a o q p w ~ o f  
g r o ~ p r o j e C t S d ~ c s  H o w e v e r , t h a c i s a ~ f o r d i r o ~ t h i s  
reso- whm gro-g projects and dvitics are implanmod ib u a a ~  
~ ~ b g ~ Q g r e e s , w d d p r o v i d e a d d i t i o n r t , ~ p o o c o a , m c ~ ~ ~ a l  
resources in riparian and associated upland areas, depending oa the .ppl~uaol, of nrmdards 
andgPi~esandthesizeofriparianarrasorBBCAsin~ct,~aplsopltyrpplid 
H~WWQ, during the interim period, no alternative would be cxpcstcd m thrratm 
orhefitadtmlresoarrs A l ~ 2 a n d 3 w o d d o r o r r i d e s o m c ~ o o d m c m ~ t a f  
protection m culaual resources by applying a d d i t i d  smhrds, g n i e  ladJrin+k 
proposed projects and activities Alternative 4 0 wouid incrrrr B. bcaefm bv also 
applying these provisions to some ongoing actiiities A l h  5 would offa-rk m& 
additional protection by applying management direction m an propwed d ' o g o m g  projects 
d activibies, and by establishing large RHCAs within all ~ m 0 1 0  wPabcdr 01 lands . . 
a d m m e d  by the Agencies 



I 
WILD AND S W I C  RNERT 

I Watershed-specific descriptions of tke Wid and Scenic Riven System dtha bn proposed 
action area are included in the forest plans, LUPs, and EISs lisred in Appendix D. Wstas 
included in, or detedned eligible for inclusion in, the National Wiid and Scenic Rivers 
System are govrmed by legiddon. regulations, and managcmmt pians designed to achieve I g o a k a n d o b j ~ r i m i l r t o t h o ~ ~ d e r e d i n ~ 2 - 5 .  Anadr~m~usfkh 
typicaUp EIIE considered, to be "oastandingly remarkableg featprrs of waters in the System 
Wid aad Scmic Riva conidors always are wholly included wilhin the -on of ripdim 
areas described in Alternative 2, and of RECAs hi in AltEmativcs 3-5. M r e .  
adoption of any al- would have e s s d d y  no direct &ect on the eondition or 

I rrspoase of Wid and Sceic Riwss hdirect and cmnulativt effects also w d d  be negligi'ble. 

I n d i a n T n ' b a l ~ i n O r r g o n , W ~ d I d . h a h a n i n m e m i n & t p l P m i n g ~  
srea (see Table 2). S d  of these go~mmam have reserved c a s h  & - d o n  rights 

I invoiving rtsonrces on Federal lands mauaged by the Agdes ;  the Klamath T n i  exercises 
rights in fonner resewdon lands. All of the Tribal govunments maintain interests in the 
nmagemmt of Federal lands and resources, beyond the scope of t m a y - d  rights, which 

I indude protection of sacred areas, b d  locations, and archaeological sites, as well as the 
-011 of  izditional practices Further desziptio11 of the Indian Tribes are 
included in the forest plans, LUPs, and EISs listed in Appatdix D. 

I Treaties negotiated in Oregon and Washiugo~n betweea 1851 and 1855 enumerated a variety 
of rpccific rrwnrrd rights in addition to the rrsavarion of lends as homes for the mies. 
Treaties with the Warm Springs, UmahiUa. Nez Pace, arrd Yalolma reserve the right to lish, 

I hunt, gatha and baries, pasrmp horses and de, and erect tempomy buildings for 
cming fish in off-leservation areas. More spedfic to hb& the Wamr Springs and Umatilla 
nesties State as f0Uows. 

~ ~ d a l s o , ~ t h e c r d ~ s i ~ e r i g h t o f t a ~ i n g ~ i n t h e ~ s r r r a m ~ ~ ~ p g h  
d b ~ g ~ d r r r e r n d o n L h ~ d a r d d h ~ d r d a b e r a u l  
md accusmmed stations in common with dtizms of the .- States, and of erecting 

I suitable buildings for Ming the same." 

The Y h  and Nez Per= W e s  include slight variations of the k a m e .  The scope and 

1 extait offishiag at "d aad a ~ a a ~ m e d  places in common with dtirms" have been defined 
ihroogh numerous coant decisions. Exclusive r igh  to terrain reso- are limited to streams 
running through or bordering M o w  dmeas other rightr off-msudon. sre to be 

I 
shared with non-Indians. One primruy intent of the M a  was to provide a right of accm 
lo tbt!ribes' rerom~ps and a cenain share of those resources The Fon Bridga treaty only 
address off-resennuion hmting but has been held by &e Supreme Court of Idaho m include 
the right to as well as the right to hunt 

I 

1]1 Evar though the Klamath Tribe was terminated in 1964, the mum have held that the Tribe 
retained hunting, fishing, and trapping rights on fonner rrsenation lands still m public 
ownership (the Wmema National Forest). The glamath T n i  was restored to Federal 
recogairion in 1986. I 



The courts, Federal legislation, and policy of the Department of the htaior ~~CO@Z that 
Federal land mamgiug agencies have a continuing trust respomi'bility to honor the of 
the aaties and to protect the rights of Indian governments, as well as the fcs)urces subject to 
those rights. In addhion, a number of l a m  court decisions, and executive orders have 
in&& sustained the rights of T n i  gowmments in public rrsomca. There is an 
obligation and a reqxmsib'ility for Federal agencies to amsnit, coopgate, and foordinare 
resource management programs and aaivities open pnblic laads with Tribes witb resenred 
tnatyrightsorotherinteresinthoselands. 

The five &emttives offer kre&agly proteehe mmqexuent saategies for trpn resources, 
with A l r e m t k  5 being mod pmteaiva Pexpe!&on of the ddhy to cxcrch treaty r i g k  
is iegdy pmnteed mder dl alternatives, but Altemdves 3-5 offa greater f l c x i i  in the 
aacise of those rights and the conducting of other udkional praciiccs on Feded lands. 
'Ihe seaions address& water quality and water resouras, fisheries, pfamr. 1iplPian ares, and 
wildlife address the impacts more specifically. 

Other Tribal heritage concenu, including protectim of aichaeological shes and locations of 
religious importance, are amsidered in the dtd resoprcs and social values 4 0 0 s  



I 
Table 2 - Tribal Governments Affected by Proposed Interim Direction 



The economic effects anatysis presents, by a l e ,  itformation about impacts to resources 
that wodd k +xgected to result from interim direction as it applies to timber, mnge, and 
reacation pmgnnns F ' - d effects on physical output lev& and budget costs to the 
Agencies rhat would d t  from inmixu dk i i on  are reported by alternative. Further 
amsideration of cltauges in outputs and costs to the Agcacies will be developed, d y z e d ,  
and displayed in morc complete economic studies, which will be prepared for the 
g e o g r a p h i ~ ~ c  c n v h m m d  analyses 

An e s d d  amcept used to conduct the economic analysis is incrrmusl change. The 
resomteimpaas~areeshatesamibutableonly to theadoptionofinterim direction 
Deckions already made and actions already takm-ta provide some degree of protection to 
aqneticandripariane~osgstemsand~mo~~tish~-arepartof&e~for 
asesirgrheeconomiceffecbofinterimdirecli~~ lhoscpriordecisionsandactioasalready 
arempiacelslddl~uemhavetheireffect,~essof~&erinterim~onis 
adouted ' I h e f o c m o f t b e e c o n o m i c e f f e c b ~ o n i n t h i s ~ a r s e s r m e n t i s m  - ~ - -  ~ 

i&t& t& d d i t h d  or iucremental effects that may be expected as a resuit of interim 
dirraion ~ O f E S A r e q U i r r m e n t s a n d t h c p r r + m c c o f l i s D e d ~ u s f i s h s t o c k s .  
both Agencies' field nnh in the Snake River Basin gea- are operating under more 
h g e n t  mauagement qnimnents than are called for under current forest plans or LUF's. 
These units already have cxpe&aced reductions in many auivitics and ovtp~t levels as a 
rrsllh of consdtaih and otha ESA provisions This anhmcntal examines the 

' i n c r r m a t J e s o n a m i c & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ b e ~ o v c r a e d a b o v e t h o s e b r o p B h t a b o ~ ~ t b y ~  
actions that will procted regadless of interim direaion 

WirhapmpoPiofthis~thereare~main~esof-micinterrst Thefirst 
fategoryisarnscrnedwirbshangesineconomicdec~society,asrrflerredbycltau~m 
actual mmuc sad caB flows (market prices and d 

. - . - fees)endbychangeSin 
-mic vsik t~ individuals whish are not m d  by market prices (nonmarket values). 
Thesecond~indlldeschangesinleveisofeconomicactivity(emp1oymmtand 
insome) that are psswatai . . withpoteat ia l~~mmauagementact ionsMore  
complete of the affected economic Cmduding economic values and 
. e c o n o ~ c = ) n i n d u d # i m t h e ~ p l m g L ~ ~ a n d ~ l i r a d i n ~  - 
The ahematives .satp.rA in this document irrdpde management and mitigation measures that 
m a y e - t ~ a n g & s Y -  

. . iardsarearcd A s a R s p l S ~ o f a n y  
~ w w l d i n s r m e w a y a f f e c t t h + ~ ~ o f ~ a g o o & a n d  
savicesfromthosehds. E f f e c t r o n ~ e m d g o o c i s a n d s n v i ~ ~ a s h t a l ~ a n d  
abundant sdmmous fish populations and dean water, are considered in previous diwassions 
of the effeds on the physical Hnd bioiogid enviromnent Consmner goods and.senices have 
economic Aaes asso&ed with them. They may be marketed diredy, as is &e aoe with 
timberstrrmpage. Theymaybesubjecttopricesrhatarcabmhhdy 

. . 
set,snchasfOr 

besock . . gazing on pubtichds or-forcamping m develope&cmp&s These 
dve fegs do not generally capture the full -mic value of the goods or services 

FinaUy, some g w &  or services may provide aesihetic or other benefits that are not pmcbad 
direcdy but for which people would still be willing tD pay, such as river floating or driving 
for pleasure. This 'conmmer surplus" is another way to meawe economic value associated 
w i t h g o o d s d d c e s .  



The al- also would have direct budget costs associated with t h d .  These are 
ecunomicaliy rdemat, but are discussed mder Agency Effec& 

The geographic area descr i i  m this cmhmental assessment includes lrrge p.ns of 
four States, and is e#,nomicaUy complex There are substantid amouuu of timber, forage, 
remaion, wster, firh, wildlife, minerals, and other resources or resource uses provided from 
national forest and BLM lands in the area under considemiion The eamomtc d u e  
associated with these resources uses is substantial State and private lmds provide additional 
amolmts of many of those resources and resource wes, but those usa ut not ddrrssed m 
this document because the management direction applies ody to lands drmnlaaed by the 
Ag=i= 

The totat geographic area also mcompasses many cities, towns, and d popul.Pd areas. 
Each of these population centers or areas has its own economic stmaum h c h  n integrated 
with a wider subregional emnomy, which, in turn, is part of an even krfa r r p d  economy. 
AU sue affected by Stare, national, and i n d o n a 1  economic activity ad r w t r  XI a greater 
or lesser degree 

The Agencies used preliminary adyses conducted by field and rrvrrcb d and 
modified for the purposes of this e n v i r o h  a d y s i ~ , ~  to assar pomod dims of the 
pmposed alkmaks on market and non-market economic values lh aval.blc m f o d o n  
rebesp-to qectedchangesoverthemterhperiodino~uo af-. use of 
grazing lank and remation use on the national forests and BLM Qsmm Some mfonnatim 
plso is available regarding cbanges in minerd exploration and dnrrlogracar -ma The 
esrimarcd resource changes clispla~red in Table 3 focus on timber. mup. ad -on 
aaivities because the grratest impacts d e g  the interim period would h e x p a d  there. 
Impac~ from m i n d  explodon and development aaivities, developm~t of ndl 
hydroeleehic sites, or new mad or td commaion would not be a p t a d  m h aabsnatial 
during the inmim paid Lang-tam monrce impacts will be cummd m d a d  m the 
geographicaUy-spi6c envimmtatal awlyses 

Some indidon ofthe estimated direct revenue and non-market cmnomx nlvrr .srodated 
with the timber, raage, and reereaim programs is possile. T h e  6- & not constitute 
t h e b a d s ~ r b r d c ~ m i n ~ c d s m s e o f d h e t a p  IL.rhcr.&quebroad 
inclicators of the magnitude of eumomic value changes that may be rmrrr( OW the interim 
puiod. There are otha t~momic'benefits and values that will be apmcncsd m the longer 
tum if andmmops fish habitat degdatim and the dadhe of fiB p o p ~ o n s  is 
dowed, stopped, and d Tbese values would include i n d  rscrrroaaJ fishing 
o p p o ~ e s ,  success rates, and quality of experience; increased fd~ rvrrl.bily for 
commercial and subsistence fisheries, and mueased a c e  and opaoa valuer (passive-use 
values) for people who would not necesarity use the fisheries d i e .  bus d u e  the fact that 
thy exist and would e&t in a healthier state. 

%pxt by CS. v, NABolon, and RW. Haynq cited in footnote 43. 

% x u s  p q a  cited in footnote 4 2  



There ae a h  otha economic direct aad oppommity corn that may be apaia~ced in the 
intaim period that were not measured or available. These could indude such things as higher 
W of o p d o n  of minerais development, changes in opedon of e i h g  permiaed 
hydroelectric facilities, and delay m development of proposed hydro 5 A major cost area 
not a d y z d  for this mvironmentai asse~ment is tb! of road dorrrrrs and the probable 
effec~s on various resource activities and uses. These will be aamined in the 
geographicdy-qccific environmental analyses. 

Under narrnt law, 25 percent of the gross receipts collected by the Forest Scrrrisc h m  
timbersaIes,grariagPamm,campgrodfeegandathcrspesiallltcpcrmitrprs~edto 
the cormties which contain the National Forest System laads (based on A receipts over an 
entire year for the forest). The payments to counties an b a d  on gmss rrcciptr in the case 
of timbamrmpagepapmma, grossrrceiptsaredefindby iawm indudeaotodythe 
mrmpagepay~n~bntalsothepmchaserroad~goingmtimkrpllrshssm 
~ r o a d s r r d i t r d ~ w t i m b a p P t d r a r a s t o d e d p s r a ~ ~ o f r h c o s t s t h e y  
inar for building h b e r  haMst roads from the price they pay m the US. pmnmcnt for the 
timbermrmpagetheyhaveplrrcbascd) Thespaymentsmanmtiesarrtmdkrpayments 
fnnn the Federal govcmmmt back to the local govanmmts. They ac not dditive to revenue 
&#XS from changes m rs+ of the Federal lads,  but ae a subset of rhe b g e s  in the level 
of those revmues collected. 

For BLM lands within the geographic scope covered by this EA, timber re@ts are not 
shared with local govemrnmts. However, under the Taylor G h a g  Act, rrcciprs from . . @g permits and lases adnunmered by the BLM ace shared with the he Stamere the fees 
are collected. For fees from gazing pennits within grazing dimicts 125 paccnt is returned 
to the States. For fees from grazing leases outside grazing d . c & ,  50 paant is ntrrmed to 
the States. The cbanges in resource onputs and associated market and economic 
values for timber, range, and recreation resources are d k w d  below. 



Hkeb en T h  The timba hst cfrange estimate refl- the number of 
timber sales that Wopid be partly or totally deferred, sppgmded, or relocated during the 
interim period Oaly the Clestwatcr, N u  Perce, and the Malhem Nstional Forests and the 
BLM C o w  M e n e  Dimia reported expected deferment of phoned or amcellation of Ytive 
thnba sales; of that total, about 90 perrent would be from the Cleamkr. It is apected that 
I u s  th 2 pcrceat of the affected sales would be on BLM-- 

. . lands. Timber yields 
d d  be reduced by 27 million board feet ( m w  under Aitanative 2, by 36 mmbf under 
~ 3 , 5 8 m m b f r m d e r A l ~ 4 , a n d b y 8 1 & ~ ~ v e 5 .  In 
&%on, up tu 50 miles of road co- Hnd -on would be affected. 

Recatt timber price dadations made for the upcoming Rcsoorces Program snd Assesmeat 
@PA) 1995 updates indicate that strrmpage values forrgone (which reflect gross menues) 
umdd be about S3.7 million under Alternative 2 and iDcreare to about $11.0 million under 
Ahcmative5(im1993 dollars). Recentadysisoftimberpridalsoindicatesfkeisabout 
a 20 paccnt increment of consumer surplus value on timber prices, sompsrcd with straight 
shmpge values Timber values foregone for the intaim period, including #marma smplus, 
d d  be about S42 million under Albmaiive 2 and b m s e  to about 512.6 million under 
Attemativc 5 (im 1993 dollars). 

Trmbahavcst~0ll~wo~beaccompaniedbydPctiontintbe25per#ntpaym~to 
comics hm timber hamesed on National Forest System landr For the IS-month period of 
intaim dhchn, this reduction in paymats to c o d a  would mp from &OR! S900,OOO. 
p l P s ~ p a c c n t o f ~ p P r r h a s a r o a d ~ g h ~ Z q m O a b o m ~ 7 ~ o n , p l o s  
Zpcrrartofauypanhaserroad~forAtbemative5. Thisimpaawouidbe 

in the 1 1 0 ~ ~  Idaho counties that have National For& System lands m the 
Q~dNaP-NationalForrsr~as~twoforrstsaccolmtfor~94p~ 
o f t h e ~ t i m b e r h a r v e a ~ o n s t h a t w o o i d b c a s s o c i a t e d ~ t h e a d o p t i o n o f t h e  
proposd i n t a b  d i d o n  

Ibe Agarsics might incur costs for compensating timber pmdsers holding admng anitnu% 
for Paivt or awarded sa la  (des under contract). Fidd uaits report that sales under contract 
a r c ~ ~ 4 5 m m b f o f t i m b a o n t h e C l e a r w a t a N ~ F o r c s &  UndcrAhcmatives 1.2. 
d 3 . a o ~ ~ ~ d e s ~ d b e ~ ~ l l c e l l d a n d t h a e d k a o o o t c n f i a l c o s t  
fotc&xas&n 'Zhe-micadysisassrrmsthattlndcr~t~~,h&ofthesaies 
mukr coatmet (223 mmb0 might be cancelled, and t h ~  under Ahemative 5, all saia under 
contract (45 rmhbt) might bt Cancelled. The potmtid cost for co+m for cancelled 
coWr8us would depend heady on sale-specZc conditions and on the ~ S ~ ~ I C C  between 
nscnt 6-nmuh average bidpricesfor stumpage andthevalaeofshrmpageuada omtract st 
thethetimeofdecauceUati0~ Whilespecificcost~arenotpombletomakeat 
this time, the raage of sale cancellation costs would be about $225,000 m 5450,000 for 
Ahanatk 4, and S450,000 m $900,000 for Al&- 5. - 

Me& Range Rcsoarres: Alternatives 1-3 m d d  not require adjusting ongoing iivestock 
gradng &es Therefore, no changes in grazmg use dming the inrerim paid as . 
measured in AUMs, would be expected The changes in gazing use under Altemhes 4 and 



5 would be spread across 13 of the 21 national forests and BLM districts and would occur 
within the anadromous watersfieds Individual unit *ges raage from under 5 percent to 
ow30percent F o r o h e m t i r e ~ g p ~ ) g r a m m ~ ~ ~ e d s s a o p a ~ ~ r m i t s  
ansidered m this ednmmmtal assessment, estimabd b g e s  would range from 6-12 
pacmtdemzses Thistrsnslates0decreasesof421thodAUMsm~~ve4, 
and 842 thousand AUhds under Alterdve 5. A p p e y  9 percmt of the estimated 
reduuion m AUMs is anticipated to o c w  on BLM- ' ' . rd lands. 

Fee income from grazing use that would be foregone by the Agmdes would be SO for 
Altemahs 1-3, and from about S90 thousand under Alterdve 4 (Referrrd) to about Sl8O 
t h o ~ u n d e x A l ~ 5 ~ m 1 9 9 3 d o l l a r s ) .  Gra?jngfetsmse!byamnmt?rrrative 

. . 
formah and are significantly below c o m l e  private &st values The *fair market 

to be2-3 timeshigherthanthe 
. . 

mtal valuesm are estimaDed pricC. There are 
not good umsumer surplus smdies for mge values, although a st& lsing linear 
progxamming and ranch budgeting" showed shadow prices of forage rsnging between % and 
S12 (1993 doIiars) per AUM for the geographic area amsided m this cnvh.omneatal 
assessment "Fair market values" from gazing me that d d  be foregone wonid be SO under 
Altemdvcs 1-3, about St30 thousand under Alternative 4 (Refared), and abom E460 
t h o d  under Alterdve 5 (m 1993 doh). 

Gradng reductions w d d  be accompanied by redridions in the payments sharrsto counties 
a n d S t a t t i p r i m a r i i y i n 2 5 p e r c m t p a y m e n t r 0 c o r m t i e s - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o n N a t i d  
Forest Sgstcmlandswoddaccomforabo1~t94pacmtofthetospL Forthe I&& 
p a i d  of her im direciion, there would be no reduction in these papments for A k a a i k s  1- 
3. The r eddon  would be about -00 for A h w i v e  4 and aboa 545,000 for Altcmative 
5, s p r r a d o a a r s a l a r g e n ~ ~ m k o f t h e c o r m t i e s ~ t h t ~ c ~ o f r h i s E A  

Me& on lkacsdion Bcso-: Changes m remaion use w d d  be soaEmtrated along 
rivers and streams Areas most affected world be devdopcd and &pad camping, boating 
and floating. sad iishing. 5 g e s  would come from seasonal closures or pcmra~ent closures 
acccsny t~ mect the proposed alternative standards and guideiines sad riparian managemem 
objedives 

A l m o s r 8 5 ~ o f t h e e a i m a t e d c h a n g e i n ~ ~ 0 1 p r e ~ t h e i n m i m ~ d w o r l d  
be on the WPUowa-Whitman, Lus Padres, and Boise N d d  Forests The b k u e  of the 
eqectd  dmges world occm on the Rinedle BLM Disuia and the ClearwPm and 
Malheur N d d  Forrsb Abon! 9 percent of the ca;makrl rcdnch in m . - use would 
occur on B L M - a *  -ed lends Individual lmit changes wodd range from d e r  5 percent 
toova30pacent FornaCationuseinaMdnnnoos~edsacrwsPU~cDvcndby 
the proposed action, the cnimaded changes mge be- 5 pemat aad 6 paant ?his 
translaas to 710.4 tho& RVDs under Alternative 2,7893 ohomad RVDs llnQr 
Al- 3 and 4, and 8682 thousand RVDs under Alkmath 5. 

As suggested by these figures, there would be lid; apected diEerence k g  tde altema!ives 
duriug fhe in* Mod Altemah 2 wodd provide for somewhat less s h g a i t  
consideration of remation uses in the auadromous e e d s  Almmtive 5 would atend 

S 6 ~ ~ .  Bahq TL. Cmwfforb KE Nelson, and RA Bow. 1989. UglR Ecmcaric Resend S W R e p s r  89- 
Sl. (Aka e l e  h n  Range Mansgrmmt Staff, USDA Forat Savicc, W M  D.C.) 



I 
more proteciion to intennittent sfreams and small && This would result m a some* 

fi greater effect, p r i d y  on d i q m d  camping uses m those areas. 
a 

SaEaent data were not available to determine expected revenues foregone h m  developed 
campground use that would not be allowed during the in* puiod Recreation values are 
represented primariiy by consumer surplus, because only a small part is paid as fee-for-use, I t y p i d y b d e v e i o p c d ~ s e t t i n g s .  T h e y n ~ t l y ~ k e t " . v a l u e s .  
RecmAm values foregone, based on consumer surplus arc around $19 million 
1 m d e r A l ~ 2 , a b o u t S Z 2  n 1 i l l i o n l m d a A t ~ 3  and4,andalmostS24 million I br Atemalive 5 (d in 1991 dollars) during the interim period. 

' 1 ECONOMIC QIPd CTS ON B@LOlWEh'T 

Irnpac~ on anploymait arc very difficult to eshate arith any degree of co&dmcc because 
oftheshortchrrafionofthis~acrion,thescopeofaaatgsis,thewiddyvarid 
d e s  (both in size and in complexity), and the rrlative conccntrarim of &hated &ecb 
in eaesin geographic anar The employment multipliers or "nspoa# coefficiaus" developed 
dming earlier plauuiag a r t s  are generally based on inputoptput models. These models 
provided estimates of direct, Mki, and induced employment changes In rrafity, sPch 
k g e s  geaaaUy take piace over a period of sewral years, as the changes in economic 
activity work their way through the economy. Therefore, thy are Iikely to overs&& the 
eff#trforanl&month6meframe. The~respanSecieatsaisowaedsvdopedforanar 
of lo& economicidut.mce, a n d a n n o t t e c h n i d y ~ w i t h o t h ~ ~ o w r & i s m o c h l a r g a  
geographic area 

Bowew,itisposlileto give anindido11 o f t h e n l a t i n ~ o f w h a t m i g h t b e  
~ f m m a d o p t i o 1 1 o f t h e a l t t m a t i v s c o n s i d e r c d i n d c t a i l , b o t b b y ~ 8 n d b y  
rrswrre aea Employment respanse co&aeats (again, iaduding clirrq hidkc& aud 
induced employment) for timba-stmnpage sals average in the n ' of 10 jobs pa 
~ f ~ f t i d e r ~ ~ o n a b a s k o f ~ r m d j o b s .  - r q p e s r t o  
be between 03 and 0 4  Dtal jobs per thousand AUMs grazd Recreation &a& vary 
wide@, with devcIopcd rccrdm providing more total jobs per thomad RVDs &sn 
dispased mom* or dispased nonmomxized d o n  Gmedy, the more equipment, 
toad, lodging, etc,. aEsociated with a r e d m  activity (e-g., developed camping, huming, 
skiing), he iarga rfie sssDEiatcd empbyxuent factor. Sample rcpmsc coefficientp for 
secrdon rangefivmmrmd 1 jobperthousandRVDsfordispersed,nonmom~ 
rematian, to mtmd 6 jobs for dwdoped, e q n i p m a t t ~  rrcrration. Agsia, these 
figxues sre highly dependad m the san&ue, size, and diversity of the 1 0 4  economy. 

Giwn.the above discusion, and iooidng at the variops rcsomce oatplds rrportcd by 
attanatin, one can amdude that over the emire geographical area the magnitude of jobs 
affcded on an annual baris would probably be m thelow tens for range, the low for 
timber, and the low ttr0usaad.s for recrdon. 

. . 



The best available i u f b d o n  indicates that adoptim of A l m  5 a d d  cwt the 
Agw~cies up to SS4 million. Ho-, both Agencies limiad experience conducting the 
new, more rigorous Watershed Aoaiyses indnded under some of the alamativcs. in addition, 
difhat  levels of tecimical skills, invcluory completcnes~ and nmbriw capability exists 
betaRcn the Agencies as well as among the 15 n d d  foruls d 7 BLM districts F m ,  
no fm& have been budgeted spedfically for adoption of inderim direction. It was assumed 
~ f o r & ~ p e r i o d , f r m & l a r g e l y w D u l d n e e d t o b e ~ h ~  nnrent 
fanding levels regardless of which altendve is adopted However, new funds probably 
would be rrqilirrd to IbUy implement the more ahcmativcs Qabk 4). The mge of 
costsvariafmmno&dcos1s~mdPAl~l&aboldr54~o~dathemost 
expensioeahanative(AIU5). I n d i t i o ~ t h e g o ~ ~ m a y b c r r q r r i r e d t o p a y  
coqamion  t~ limber pmchasen for timber sales under contract that c d d  not be relocated 
under Almmiva 4 and 5. This co&on d d  mge Erom ratda S100.000 to sewrat 
million do& depending on salc-speci6c cimmsmces. lbcsc costs bmdc o m  in the 
following iiu# Eategoria 

Wdcrshcd - Up o S20.0 miliion.  or simplicirp, a m  co~a annpkte invimr~tories-and 
~Qlasnppl~baiaingwereinddedasanatySiSc~as  P' " wascaimlnHiasa 
~ ~ ~ r y o f s o 4 . 1 ~ ~ a ~ ~ m o f t h o P 0 0 m ~ ~ t o t h e ~ ~  
Watershed Analysis. The BLM makes up abom 40 percent of total Watashed A&ss costs, 
d e s p i t e ~ g a b o l d 1 2 p a c e n t o f t h + ~ 0 1 1 ~ ~ d ~ ~ b y ~  
proposed inmim direction. The BLM dmates  rrprrrent the faIl coar d m a t d  to conduct 
w ; l t a s h e d ~ i n d n d i n g ~ i n v m ~ ~ w b i & i s n a t ~ w i r f i i n s P r r e a t  
budge! lmlr Becmse some of the auivities wsesaxy to c c d n ~  WatusW Anaiysis 
alrradgarekaddinsr~rrntFSbrrdgets,theFS~rrprr~emoeIga30pcrcmt 
ilurementai increase ova narrnt frmding levels withold a u l d  apsiaue amducting the 
more rigorous Watenbed Analgses anticipated, these -j cast esinaes w d d  be 
!&stmayova-orvndanated 

T o c s t h t t e t h e t h e o f o f d u c f i n g W a m s h e d ~ r m Q I A ~  3 and 4, coss 
~ d ~ a s 5 p e r r e n t d 1 0 p e r c m t , ~ , o f ~ f f D ~ ~ f o r  
A l t e m a h 5 .  A~dhdSofSlJ&onwaeaddedtorhtr;r;mnrrhAl~4 
(Referred), based on the asaqhm that analyses of all aagoing projecrr md aaivities would 
need to be conducted for dl w!e&eds to identify projects d macccpble lmls of risk 
W ~ e d ~ m u l d b e o p t i o n a l r m d a ~ 3 , d ~ ~ Z c o s s  
would be incurred only for roads invemny and adysk on a limited mamber of new projects 

Monitoring - Up to 525 minioa Complete monitoring aws b& JMR bccn &oped by 
atha w y .  However, given historical underfunding of this m, and bared on ameat 
levels of investment for managing timber, recreation, and range resarre~ a 15 
percent increase was calculated to cover additional monitoring aetivitia. This estimate 
arsumes that much of.the progammatic monitoring w d d  be cowed rmda ongoing program 
budges The increase repraents the increment associated with dopha of interim diredon, 
80 pacent of which would be maned by the FS. Under Ahematins 3 and 4, costs were 



estimated at 20 p a f e ~ t  and, a p q c a t ,  rrspectivdy, of Alrandve 5. Almnuivej 1 and 2 
d d  mCUT Yl6 d d l t l d  IIl~tOMg COStS. 

h g ~ m  ~~ - Up do S9 million A h a  80 pacent of these e ~ a r  w d d  be 
i n d  by the FS. These costs may be significandy omstated for the uipnm paiod. ll~ey 
were d a i d  from prrliminaty estimares devdoped for multiple-yuu mira~a of 
A l t a d v e  4 and, thenfore, comain costs associated with miag.poa of dfccts on 
timkr, range, and remation program resources that would not be snaapuad during the 
in* period For ktaace, the bvstock-pzhg componmt of the nbon figure is 
ovasatd due to the assumed cost of fencing that would be mxsq m resmct livestock 
access to riparian zones Dming the in& period, however, l ivead my k kepi off the 
range to avoid the additional cost of fence building. Arrrmal corn, ippropnw mduded as 
corn dm would be m d  during the interim p a i d ,  include a d d i a d  pro- . . enforcement, and educational eqmse. Site and ful lrfy  mobfiaaon. or 
rcamsmdan, and o&er mitigation costs w d d  not be incurred to r spfiemr exrent during 
theintaimpaiod. ~ o f ~ 0 5 6 u n d e r ~ v c s 2 ~ 3  m m b d f r o m  
Al-4(Refemd)by25mteachandind25pacartladr Altauaive5. 
The previous %commie Values' section disusss b g c s  m res~m m more detail 
P o t d d  cw6 m the Ageaaa of ampensting timber for caalld cmmcS 
range from 5225,000 m S450,WO for Alternative 4 and from S450.000 m S W0.W for 
Almnativc 5. 

RtrtPch - Not etfimmd. In. keeping 4th a p p ~ ~ x h a e  amounts tho b v a  br hdgctcd m 
implclncnttbeNorthanSpoaed OwlROD, itwas asarmcddmfimb wuld 04 ID be 
r r d i r r c t t d o a r a r d s p p i i c d r r s e a r c h o n e ~ o s y s t e m ~ e n t I t ~ m ~ r k r h a n r w  
funds wodd be r e q u i d  or if cdsting fun& would be 'rcprogmmmd hoa arrrat projects. 
For the intaim p a i d  the investment could probably be l e s  thm, C mallam The i d  of 
invcsmcut would ptobably not differ subsrantially among the altanz~- 



The Agencies' public involvement &ow began with a series of briefings for Memben of the 
House and Senate, Federal and Siate agency officials, Tribal governments, and a variety of 
othaorganidons WritteninputwasreceiwdfmmhdembasofCangrm,andfromo&~ 
for whom briefings were held and from those not briefed. The briefings held and 1- of 
cornmeat received are listed in Appendix E. 

Such initial public involvement is conshat with guidance isPed by the Cormcil on 
Ea - 1 QuaIity. Summaries of these meetings, letters, and other idonnation relative 
to the Agenciu' ppbiic imrohrrmmt effortr are &cum& in the proces d 

. . 
The process of apprapriate direction included a period for public comment, and 
~ ~ r i b = ~ n U i v c a t h e & ~ o f t h e ~ . s d o n o n ~  
@es. Thcdoaandmfromthesedrati~ll~withNMFSandFWSisprrsentedas 
a d i x  3. Ihe 4Edav rmblic comment h o d  was ataded by 15 days to fadlitate broad 
&ew of the dircuion b;ing proposed hithe interim Mod cbnnrldon with NMFS took 
placc ova several months and examined all aspens of the intuim direction Modifications to 

&e intaim direstion were made in r e  to public comments and consultation with 
NMFS and FWS. An overview of the comments r ece id  and Agaaes' respow to those 
commanr are m t e d  as Appendix F. 

The public aiso will be involved in the development of the longer-tem strategy and future 
regional guide, fines pian and LUP amendme&. Additional abmsuaa . . 

'veappeel . 
-a will be avaihbk The public is mumraged to provide any information they fed 
is relevant m the considedon of imaim direction and the dmlopm=t of future plan 
amendmulls. 



I 
GLOSSARY 

I *heme Meets - Adverse meas include siwn- or long-em, or indirect mmgcmmt- 
related impac~ of an individnal or cum* name, such as mortality, reduced 

I growth or other adverse physiological changes, harassment of fish, physical 
distprbance of redds, reduced reproduch succss, delayed or prematrae.migration, or 
other adverse behavioral changes to listed anadromous fish ar any life stage. Adverse 

I effects to designated critical habitat include effects to any of the esential feanaes of 
critical habi i  (e.g, s descriied in 58 FR 68543) that would dimhi& ?he value of - the habitat for the d v a l  and rrawag of lisrcd amdmmom fi& 

A d v e s e ~ - l u d t o d e h e ~ ~ e d 4 t h c w r e f r m m a u a g e m e n t -  
&on- or long-tern, dirut  or indinct inpcs of au individual or camdative 

I . name that is likely m amtdmte to h need for listing of a non-lisred anadromons 
salmonid populsti~11 

I l k  Agerui~s - US: ~qartmmt of h Inmior B & ~ U  o f h d  Mmgemmt and US 
Departmeat of Agriculture Forest Service. 

( ~ ~ ~ i - ~ ~ ~ . n ~ r . s n c ~ r e a m ~ i n ~ ~ ,  movetothe-to 
grow and matmc, and re- to -water to reproduce. For purposes of this 

I 
Envimmd Assessma "auadmmom fish' &as to Paciiic salmon, szedhead, and 
seanm cumboat trout 

I Admmors Watedud - Wamsheds where ana&omous fish habitat is p m t  or esrity 
could be reestablished 

At Risk Stocks - Stodo of Padfic anadromous fbb &at have been identified by umfessional 
I societies, fish mauagemcnt agencies, and in the scientific litaaturr as didg in need of 

special management consideralion because of low or dedining popatations 

I A t a  Raub - Meet rip- mimagant obj.rdves for the given .mi%- For habit& 
Mow the objective level, rrarwy will be initiated during the period the intexim 

I matcgsrisinplace. Forhabitarsstorbeacrdrantheobj~levd,maintainatleast 
the cmrrnt condition Actions that ' d m  habitat conditions (as defined elsewi~ere) 
would be considered inconsisrent with the concept of atmining RMOI - 

1 A n i d  - Apph, pre-project plmukg, best .nl.ble L l o g y .  m a n a g  pntui& aad 
scientific knowledge to eliminate laom managem& induced impacts to the greatest 

I extent practicable and the risk of other potential impacts 

Best Condonal  - Most effective existing techuiques, methods, &lor management 

I practices. 



Biological D i i t g  - The variety of life forms and proeses, including the complete n d  
complex of species, communities, genes, and ecological functions. 

Codtsdion - A formal interacton behvem the National Marine Fisheries Service or U.S. 
Fish and Wddiife S M c e  and anotber Fedaal agency when it is deermined that the 
agency's action may rbfect a sp&a.tbat.has been 1isted.a~ tbreatmed or endangered 
or its aitical habitat 

Weal Habitat - Under the Eadmgered Species critical habitat is defjned as (1) the 
specific areas within the geographic area occupied by a federally lined sped= on 
which are found physical and biological f e a ~ e s  essential to the amservation of the 
spec ies ,andtbtmayrrqPirespec ia lma~gematdder~t iomsor~d(2)  
~areasomsi&thegeographicalarea~dbytheI is tedrpedcs ,whai t i s  
dctcrmineddratmCharesarcesentialforthedonofspedes. 

Chmdah Mlem - Those &eds on the mvironment that result from the inmemental effect 
of the action when added to the past, present, d rwsonably forrseeable fuMe actions 
regardless of what agency (Fcded or nodedad) or person lmdertalres such Offia 
ac!ions. Cmulative effects m nmlt from individually minor but coIl&ely 
significant actions taking place over a p a i d  of time. 

D q d e  - Ahsuably change an RMO feat& in a way that : 

-further reduces habittt quality where exking conditions meet or are worse than !he 
ObjectiveValus. 

-reduces habitat qudi@ whae exis@ amditions are better than the objective values. 

D&gmakd M c a I  Hebitrt - Those habitats d c s i w  by the National Marine %Aeries 
Service or US. Fish and Wildlife Service 1111der the provisions of &e Endangered 
Species Act that include (1) the specific arws within the geographical area occupied 
by a fedadly listed @a on which are found physical or biological featrncs 
essntial to the wmemd011 ofthe @q and that may rrqpirr special mauaganent 
considerations or protdan. d (2) specific ms omside the geographical area 

. uaqied by a iisted species, rrpolr demminarion by the S u m m y  of Commerce or 
I n t e r i o r t h a t s u c h a r e a s a r e ~ f o r t h e ~ o n o f ~ s p e c i e r  

D-e - An area (basin) mostly bounded by ridges or other similar topographic featPres, 
encompassing paxt,.most, or all. of amateded 

W d e  - Generally, east of the crest of the Cascade Range in the States of Oregon and 
wasbingtun 

GLOSSARY - 2 



I E c ~ * p p m ~ - A ~ ~ ~ p l m t o ~ ~ ~ a n . t o p m v u * f o ~ m - c i a t c d  
or&BniSm$ as opposed to a smtzgy or plan for maaaging individual species 

1 Meets - Eff*, impacts, and consequents, as used h this environmental a s e s k ~ t ,  are 
svnonvmous. Effects mav be cfirest indirect or cumulative. . - 

1 FdS--d.grp&esofplptor-&edthro&ilaEndr&Spcda 
Act as being in daager of exrinction throughout all or a si&cant portion of i s  raage, 

I and published m the Federal Regher. 

B m i m d  Amipis - An ai&& of aitanhe actioas and their predictable short-term 

I and long-term'advnmcntaI Effects, incorporating physical, biologid, cummic, and 
social consi&olls. 

B m i m d  Assessment @A) - A systematic of site-specific or p m ~ ~ c  
activities used to determine whether msh activities have a sign5cmt &ect on the 

I 
quality of the physical, biological, and human environment and whether a formal 
atvironmental impad statement is & and to aid an agency's compliance with 
the National Emimmemd Policy Act when no envkmmtal impact ststement is 

- 
F e h R i l L s a d P o l i c y a m d ~ A c t ~ )  -A law&m 1976 applyingto 

I the BLM h e  managrment of lands amninizmcd by that egmcy including the 
requiw~ent to develop land use plsns and prepare rcgdatiams to guide that 
development 

1 F o ~ - - - ~ d B s o ~ ~ r + ~ - P h M o p e d ~ ~ F - S . r V i s ~  
pursuant m Rqrriremcntr of the N a t i d  Forest Mmgement Aet to guide land 

I management 

~ o ~ h ~ d A ~ 6 + s ' I h e t P o s c ~ U n r c a p t r b l + R i s k - I h o s p m g o ~ p r o j ~  . 

I 
. . 

ilnd activities occmTing on knds admmted  by the Agencies that are -ed an 
a case-by- e x m i d o n  to pose an macqmble risk to &mouS iish stocls, 
Such fhams as the condition ofthe waterd14 the status of anaQomous fidr stocks in 

I & e ~ ~ a n d i l a ~ ~ , d m a t i o n , d t i m i n g o f t h e i m p a E t r  
caused by the ongoing action shaU be amsidered when dtterminiag if an unacceptable 
threat is being posed. 

I 



Eligb Wakr Qnality - Water with the physical, bioiogical, and chemical amibntes necessary 
to meet tfie MeAstorg reqnirmmts and provide for the natudy nnainahie 
productivity ofamdromous fish. 

3omdkipiinmy Team - A group of individuals with vaxying areas of spedahy assembled to 
solve a problem or perf- a task The team is assembled om of recognition that no . 
one s c i d c  discipline is dEciattiy broad eno* to &qu&y analyze the problem 
and propose action. 

h k z b  Dizedi01) - Managemmt direction that w~11ld 5 d e  amazement &ons m lauds . . aelmrmsta~aby th;: ~ ~ e n c i e s  dmingthe 18 &periodt&at ~d~ 
Stamuu~ts are being prepand to eXamint longa-tan OpCim for management 

Inkrmidhnt Stmam - Any non-permauent flowing drainage featme havinga definable chaand 
audevidenceofannoal~ordepoation Thisincll ldeswhatare~esreferred 
to asephemeral sbeam~iftheg meetthesetwo uiteria 

Key .Wateded - A watershed that (1) is important t~ st risk anadromous fiSb or (2)' 
provides good snadromops bsh habitk, or (3) is readily capable of pr&ding 
anadturnom fish habitas and is selected to contribute to a network across the 
lau-.thar provides for the long-tern conservation of anadromous fish. 

UTPIl-LandU~ePlans~opcdby~B~otLand~entpurmant~~e 
Fed& Land Policy and Management AU 

. - 
Mi- - Apply Pre-Pmje* p m g ,  best available tecimoiogy, management practices, and 

scientific kno~edgt  to h i t ,  0 the greatest acrent practicabie, the msgaitude, extmt, 
and/or duration of an activity andlor &ect 

Mitigation Me~smes - Modifications of actios &at (1) m i d  impacCr by not taking a certain 
action or pmts of an adon; (2) m h i m k  impam by limithg the degree or magnitude 
of the actions and is impiementation; (3) rrctifil impasrs by repairing, ~ ~ g ,  
or -ring the af%cted (4) r e h e  or diminatP impacts over time by 
-011 and m a i n ~ e e  aperations chaing the life of the aaim or (5) 
compensate for impacts by repacing or providing sobstimte rrs~mces or.envhmments. 

Momtohg - A pmwss of collecting info&on to evaluate if objeuive and anticioated or - 
&cd -&IS of a management plan are being naiired ~effeaivenss &ring) or 
if component achities are pzoaeding as p h e d  ( i i l e ~ ~ a m i 0 1 1  mmiming). 



National h v i m m  Poiicy Act - ~n act passed in 1969 to &cisre r k i o d  poiicy 
that enwmages productive and enjoyable harmony between humtnkind md the 
mvkonmez& promotes eEom that pRvent or e l imiw  damage to the mvimnment and 
biosphere pad stimulate the health and wdfirrr of humanity, mrjcba rbe -demanding 
of the ecoiogicd sgffems and natural resources importaut to the mioa  md Mablishes 
a Council on EnvinmmenFal Qdity. 

N d o d  Fo- - Lands acbmmed 
. . 

by the USDA Forest Service. 

N a t i d  F o m  Management Act (NFMA) - A law passed in 1976 K P! ammdmcnt to the 
F o e  and Rangeland Renewable Resources PLanning Act, m p n q  Bc -011 of 
Forest Plans and the prepadon of rcguiations to guide &st dndopmcm 

Nou-folrrtwl Raugelands - Land on which the native v e g d o n  is prrdommady passes, 
grass-like pfanfs, forbs, or shrubs in demmking what.minimum mpnm RBCA 
bormdarg width appb, thae may be instances where the widrhr for aoeforcsted 
rangelands apply to one side of a stream and the widths for fotsod leh  q p t y  to the 
other side of the strram (based on the vcgetaive wwr of -1. 

Oqoing P l o w  sod Activities - Those d o n s  that have been impl- ar have 
c o n a a c t s a w a r d e d , o r ~ ~ a n d ( w i t h i n t t r e ~ g e o C l r r r d ~ ~ ~ f i s h )  
for which biological assessments have been prepared and rubmmd fa -on, 
prior to signature of the dedsion notice for the proposed acnoa (IAQISH I a A  
Direction). 

PACFISH - An inter-agency ecosystem management approach for ~ l a o l ~ y  md restoring 
heehtry, functioning watexsheds, riparian arras, and aquatic &bxpo uQn rhe range of 
Pacif ic~mo~sf ishonFedwilandsmsnagedbytheUSDI-B~oTLmd 
lhagement and the USDA-Forest Savice. 

Pemamdy Rowing, Non FA- Stteams - Stream segments (brt oamm nmning 
water throughout a typical year, but do not support fish d m g  any porooa of a typical 
Year- 

I """ ' 
aamment of RMOs - M u d e  ' ' t of habitat conditiarr tbi meet RMOs. 

Permanent or long-term mociification of the physicallbiologial proatra or conditions 
that detamine the RMO f- would be~wmidered to prevent atmumtent of RMOs. 

1 Proposed o r ~ e w  P m j k  a d  AMLI - Those aclions that have not been implemented, ' 

or for which contracts have not been awarded, or for which pami8 have not been 

I issued, or (within the range of listed audtomous fish) continuing d o n s  for which 
biological assessments have not been prepared and submitted for codtation, prior to 



sign8tnre of the decision notice for the proposed action (PACFISH Interim Direction). 

Pllbiic I;mdP - Lands nmnmrstered 
. . by the USDI Burean of Land hhagemmt 

Rrtsld Amimnent of RMOs - bhmrably slow of auy identified RMO feature 
(e.g, pool frequency, water eqemtm,  ea.) that is worse dtan the objective level. 
Degradation of the physicalbiological process or conditions that determine RMO 
features would also be d d e r e d  to d attainment of RMOs 

RipPrisll hea - A geographic area cDntaining an aquatic' tcosyst~m and the adjacent upland 
areas that diredy &kt it This includes floodplain, and assodated woodland, 
~d,orotharelateduplauiareas  

Ripism Goads - lhe -cs of heal*, functioning watarheds, riparian areas, and 
associated fish habitats thst are established as a common e x p d o n  

RipPrisll Management Objectives (RMOs) - QIlantifiable meanms of stream- and sfrean- 
s i d e ~ t i o n s t h a ! f f i e @ ~ ~ ~ ~ a n d s a v e a s i n d i c a t o f i  
against which acrsinmeat, or p r o w  toward 8 c s t t t ,  of the goals will be 
m d  

R i * ~ C o d o n a ~ a ) - P ~ o t & e Q w h a f i a e r i p a r i a n -  
~ d e m r e s o m ~ e ~ r r c c i v e p r i m a y c m p l d s , a n d m a m g e m ~ ~ a a r e s u b ~ e c t  
to s p S c  standads and guideliacs RHCAs indude tdhional ripariaa corridors, 
wetlands, in- headwata saeem~, and otha arcas where proper ecological 
fmaioniag is crucial to mainrenrmce of the stream's wnter, sedimat, woody debris 
and autzitxit dehwy systems 

RipPrisll h- lhose tmcstrial areas what the e o n  complex and microciimgte 
amdi t ionsa~~of thecombinedprrsmccandinf l~ofperrnnia ldor  
i-t water, associated hi& water tables, snd soils that &'bit some wemess 
Ehanctaistics. No& used to 6 to the nme within which plants grow rooted m 
the watu table of these xkws, streams, lakes, pands, reservoirs, spxings, marshes, 
s#ps,bogs,andwetmeadDws. 

S k n  Smnmit - A regional effort comrmed by Senator Mark Hat6eld tha! involved all 
interrsred parties in an eEort during 1990-1991 to examine r&oration.of Columbia 
River Basin zdromous fish, and identify those actions that could climinlrP the need 
to list Colmnbia River Basin awdmmous &h under the Endangem3 Species Act 

Smsitioe Species - Those plant or animal species for whi& populatioa viability is a concan 
as evidence by a significaut ammt or p o t d  downwards trend in population 
numbers, disaiiution, density, or habitat capability. 

GLOSSARY - .6 



Short-tam Eabht hpms - Impacts of shon duration-geady days or weeks-that would 
notntardorpreventattainmentofRMOs 

Spdnl Sbhrr Species - Those p h t  or animal species that are listed or are candidate or 
proposed for listing pmsaant to the Fedaal hdmgered Species Aa; or those e e s  
that are lined punwan! to a State law or regukdon, or those species that are 
designated as sensitive by the Forest Service or the BLU 

Stdank rmd Clddelinw - l b e  primary inrrmctions for land managers. Strmdards address 
mandatory actions, while gaidelines are recommended actions necessary to a h d  
menaganent *on 

Stock - A p u p  of fish that spawn in a particular river system (or portion of it) dming a 
parti& season, and do not -reed to any subsbutid degree with any other group 
of&&. 

lhstemd Species - Those p h t  or mind species likely to become endangered species 
throughout all or a s i f l m n t  portion of their range within tbe foreseeable hire. A 
plant or animal identified and deiined in accordance with the 1973 Endangered Species 
Act and published in the Fedend Rtgiber. 

U l l s ~ c e p t P b i e ~ - A l w e i o f ~ ~ g l o n g o i n g ~ t y o r g r o ~ p o f a & t i e s ~ i s  
&embed through NEPA analysis or the p@on of biologic$ 
asesmmts/duations, or their dsquea t  review, to be  

-"likely m advedy affect" Iincd  moos fish or their designated critical habitat, 
or 

-.lik* .to advedy impact non-lisD#l aluhmous fish. 

V i e  Popdation - A viable population is one wbich has such numbers and distribution of 
rcpmhak individuals as to pmvide a high likeiihood that species wiU continue to 
exist and be wdl-dis&ibuted throughoat its range. 

Wntushed -The draioage basin contributing water, organic matter, dissolved nrmimts, and 
sedimemtstoastreamorlake. 

1 Waedml Analysis - A #c proudm b r  chmc&&kg watershed and emlogid 
moceses to meet spaiiic management and social objectives. W d e d  analysis is a 

of ecosy& managemit planning applied watersheds of & 20 

I to 200 square miles. 
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Ws6ushcd Restordon - Actions taken to intpzwe the current conditions of watershed to 
mbre degraded habitat, and to provide long-term proteaion to n d  resources, 
induding riparian a d  aquafic resources. 

W&& - Generally, west of the Cascade Range in the States of Ongw, and Washington 
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APPENDIX B - AMOUNT OF ANADROMOUS WATERSHED ACREAGE 

I 'Any discrepancies are a resub of rounding. 
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APPENDIX C - DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

Alternative 1 is the "no action" alternative. Management of all ongoing and proposed 
projects and activities would continue pursuant to current direction contained in 
existing Forest Service (FS) Land and Resource Management Plans (forest plans) and 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Land Use Plans (LUPs) as modified by 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 7 consultations in those situations where there 
are species listed pursuant to the ESA Under this alternative, goals, objectives, 
standards and guidelines, and special areas (such as riparian management areas, 
wilderness areas, roadless areas, wild and scenic rivers, etc.) would be as defined in 
existing plans. No Watershed Analysis would be required. Grazing, minerals, and 
other activities would be managed with existing levels of administration. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 

Alternative 2 applies the aquatic and riparian components of the watershed and fish 
habitat emphasis option from the October 8, 1991, report to the Agriculture Committee 
and the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee of the U.S. House of 
Representatives by the Saentic Panel on late-successional forest ecosystems 
(footnote 41, EA, p. 29) to all proposed projects and activities. Ongoing projects and 
activities would continue to be managed in accordance with current management 
direction specified in existing forest plans and LUPs. The main points regarding 
aquatic. and riparian management from the Saentific Panel Report are summarized as 
follows: 

Within the geographic area being considered in this environmental assessment, the 
Saentific Panel Report specifies that Wilderness, W~ld and Scenic Rivers, and the 
most ecologically significant late-successional, old growth forests be identified as 
"reserve areas." Reserve areas would be managed to maintain andlor enhance their 
ecological integrity. In general, removing merchantable timber from reserve areas is 
not appropriate. Such prohibitions are applied to timber sales under preparation but 
not yet awarded to buyers. Many other management activities may be appropriate in 
reserve areas during the interim, including fire suppre~sionlprescription~ -preeornmercial 
silvicultural treatments of young stands, and restoration of aquatic habitats. Public use 
of these areas, such as for recreation, hunting, and fishing, may be allowed to 
continue as long as the activities are managed so that they do not impair attainment of 
the overall objectives. Scientific use of reserves is encouraged. 

The Scientific Panel Report watershed and fish habitat emphasis option specifies the 



following Riparian Management Areas on lands administered by the Agendes: 

(1). Wild, Scenic, and Recreational rivers designated or under study: no-harvest 
area 114 mile on each side of the stream or the width of the 100-year 
floodplain, whichever is larger, where water quality, fish, or other ecological 
values are  described a s  part of the stream's outstandingly remarkable features. 

(2) Major streams draining a t  least 30 square miles: no-harvest area 118 mile on 
each side of the dream or the width of the 100-year flood plain, whichever is 
larger. 

(3) Fish-bearing streams: 300-foot no-harvest area on each side of the stream. 

(4) ~ermanent ly  flowing non-fish-bearing streams: 150-foot no-harvest. area on 
each side of the stream. 

(5) Seasonally flowing or intermittent streams: 50-foot no-harvest area on each 
side of the stream in areas  of moderate and high soil instability. 

No-harvest a reas  kill vary with topographic and on-site conditions, but the 
horizontal width of such areas, implemented in practice, should reach the objectives 
expressed as averages here. 

The Saentiftc Panel Report watershed and fish habitat emphasis option specifies the 
following additional standards and guidelines to augment those in current forest plans 
and LUPs: 

For road systems and related road-drainage problems: 

(1) Reduke and minimize road system mileage: 

(a) Minimize construction of new roads, and construct no new roads in 
current roadless areas  identified in the forest plans and LUPs. 

(b) ~ e m o v e  (return to a natural condition) spur roads and other 
nonessential roads. 

Conduct a forest road-system analysjs by national forest and BLM district to 
identify road locations and practices that will reduce impacts to riparian areas  
of existing and new roads. 

(3) Road drainage: 

(a) Increase maintenance of road network during the rainy season. 



(b) Upgrade culverts to larger sizes on existing and planned roads. 

(c) Increase frequency of culverts on new and existing roads. 

For logging slash treatrnenffprescribed fire: 

(1) Eliminate hot bums on steep grounds. 

(2) ~liminate bums in riparian management areas. 

For livestock grazing: 

(1) lndude temporary and permanent exdusion from riparian areas to promote the 
reestablishment of shmbs, hardwoods, and fringe wetlands, and maintenance 
of stream-bank integrity. 

For riparian and fish-habitat restoration: 

(1) Establish a program that will contribute to long-term stream-habitat stability. 

For cumulative effects: 

(1) Conduct an analysis by national forest and BLM district to aid in the timing and 
location of timber hawest and location of roads and landings. 

ALTERNATIVES 3 AND 4 

Goals, objectives, standards, guidelines, and procedures (together referred to as 
"management direction") are the same for Alternatives 3 and 4. In Altemative 3, the 
management direction is applied only to proposed projects and activities. In 
Alternative 4, the management direction is applied to proposed projects and activities, 
as  well a s  ongoing projects and activities that pose an unacceptable risk. 

The adoption of these alternatives could lead to defemng or suspending some 
resource management projects and activities within the Riparian Habitat Conservation 
Areas (RHCAs, described below) or that degrade RHCAs during the interim period. 
Adoption of these requirements during the interim period would not lead to the 
pemanent removal of any project or activity from the RHCAs. The potentiat for 
permanent removal or elimination of any activity fmm the RHCAs is being examined in 
the geographically-specific environmental analyses. 

RlPARlAN GOALS (GOALS) 

The goals establish an expectation of the characteristics of healthy, functioning 

C-3 



watersheds, riparian areas, and associated fish habitats. Since the quality of water 
and fish habitat in aquatic systems is inseparably related to the integrity of upland and 
riparian areas within the watersheds, Alternatives 3 and 4 articulate several goals for 
watershed, riparian, and stream channel conditions. The goals are to maintain or 
restore: 

(1) water quality to a degree that provides for stable and productive riparian and 
aquatic.ecosystems; 

(2) stream channel integrity, channel processes, and the sediment regime 
(including the elements of timing, volume, and character of sediment input and 
transport) under which the riparian and aquatic ecosystems developed; 

(3) instream flows to support healthy riparian and aquatic habitats, the stability and 
effective function of stream channels, and the ability to route Rood discharges; 

(4) natural timing and variability of the water table elevation in meadows and 
wetlands; 

(5) diversity and productivity of native and desired non-native plant communities in 
riparian zones; 

(6) riparian vegetation to: 

(a) provide an amount and distribution of large woody debris characteristic 
of natural aquaticind riparian ecosystems; 

(b) provide adequate summer and winter thermal regulation within the 
riparian and aquatic zones; and 

(c) help achieve rates of surface erosion, bank erosion, and channel 
migration characteristic of those under which the communities 
developed. 

(7) riparian and aquatic habiiats necessary to foster the unique genetic fish stocks 
that evolved within the specitic geo-climatic region; and 

(8) habitat to sxpport populations of well-distributed native and desired non-native 
plant, vertexate, and invertebrate populations that contribute to the viabiirty of 
riparian-dependent communities. 

RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES (RMOs) 

Landscape-scale interim RMOs describing good habitat for anadromous fish were 
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developed using Stream inventory data for pool frequency, large woody debris. bank 
stability and lower bank angle, and width to depth ratio. Applicable published and 

1 non-published scientific literature was used to define favorable water temperatures. All 
of the described features may not occur in a specific segment of stream within a 
watershed, but all generally should occur at the watershed scale for stream systems of 

1 moderate to large size (3rd to 7th order). 

lnterim RMOs may be modified to better reflect conditions that are attainable in a 

I specitic watershed or,stream reach based on local geology, topography, climate. and 
potential vegetation. Generally, RMO modifications will require completion of 
watershed analysis to provide the ecological basis for me change. However. RMOs 

( may be modified in the absence of watershed analysis where watershed or stream 
reach spedfic data support the change. In all cases, RMO modifications, trie rationale 
supporting those changes, and the effects of the changes will be documented. Within 

( the range of listed salmon, modification of RMOs will be done in consultation with 
NMFS. 

The interim RMOs for stream channel conditions provide the "criteria" against which 
attainment, or progress toward attainment, of the riparian goals is measured. lnterim 
RMOs provide the target toward which Agency managers will be aiming as they 
condud resource management activities across the landscape. However, interim 
RMOs are not to establish a ceiling for what constitutes good habitat conditions. 
Actions that reduce habitat quality, whether existing conditions are better or worse 
than objective values, are inconsistent with the purpose of this interim direction. 
W~thout the benchma* provided by measurable RMOs habitat suffers a continual 
erosion. As indicated parenthetically below, some of the objectives apply to forested 
ecosystems only, some to non-forested ecosystems, and some to all ecosystems 
regardless of whether or not thev are forested. Objectives for six environmental 
features have been identified, including one key feature (kf) and five suppomng 
feature's (sf). these features are good indicators of ecosystem health, are quantifiable, 
and are subject to accurate, repeatable measurements." 

Interim RMOs apply to streams in watersheds with anadromous fish. Each of the 
interim objectives must be met or exceeded before general habitat conditions would 
be considered oood for anadromous fish. However. amtication of the interim RMOs . . .  
requires thorough analysis. That is, if the objective for an important feature such as 
pool frequency is met or exceeded, there may be some latitude in assessing the 
importance of the objectives for other features that contribute to good habitat 
conditions. For example, in headwater steelhead streams with an abundance of pools 
created by large boulders, fewer pieces of large wood might still constitute good 
h a b i t  The goal is to achieve a high level of habitat diversity and complexity. through 
a combination of habitat features, to meet the life-history requirements of the 
anadromous fish community inhabiting a watershed. 



INTERIM RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 

Habitat Feature Interim Obiectives 

Pool Frequency (kf) Varies by channel width, see below. 
(all systems) 

wetted width in feet: 10 20 25 50 75 100 125 150 200 
number pools per mile: 96 56 47 26 23 18 14 12 9 

Water Temperature (sf) No measurable increase in maximum water temperature.' 

Maximum water temperatures below 64F within migration 
and rearing' habitats and below 60F within spawning 
habitats. 

Large Woody Debris (sf) Coastal California, Oregon, and Washington. 
(forested systems) >80 pieces per mile; >24 inch diameter; >50 foot length. 

East of Cascade Crest in Oregon, Washington, Idaho. 
>20 pieces per mile; s12 inch diameter; >35 foot length. 

Bank Stability (sf) >80 percent stable. 
(non-forested systems) 

Lower Bank Angle (sf) >75 percent of banks with c90 degree angle 
(non-forested systems) (i.e., undercut). 

WidWDepth Ratio (sf) 40, mean wetted width divided by mean depth 
(all systems) 

'7-day moving average of daily maximum temperature measured as the average of 
the maximum daily temperature of the warmest consecutive ?-day period. 

- - - -- 

RlPARIAN HABITAT CONSERVATION AREAS (RHCAs) 

Interim RHCAs will be delineated in every'anadromous watershed on Agency- 
administered lands within the geographic range of the proposed action. RHCAs are 
portions of watersheds where riparian-dependent resources receive primary emphasis, 
and management activities are subject to specific standards and guidelines. RHCAs 
indude traditional riparian corridors, wetlands, intermittent streams, and other areas 



that help maintain the integrity of aquatic ecosystems by (1) influencing the delivery of 
coarse sediment, organic matter, and woody debris to streams, (2) providing root 
strength for channel stability, (3) shading the stream, and (4) protecting water quality 
(Naiman et al. 1992). 

Interim RHCA widths adequate to protect streams from non-channelized sediment 
inputs should be sufficient to provide other riparian functions, including delivery of 
organic matter and woody debris, stream shading, and bank stability (Brazier and 
Brown 1973, Gregory et al. 1984, Steinblums et. al 1984, Beschta et al. 1987, 
McDade et al. 1990, Sedell and Beschta 1991, Belt et al. 1992). The effectiveness of 
riparian conse~ation areas in influencing sediment delivery from non-channelized flow 
is highly variable. A review by Belt et al. (1992) of studies in Idaho (Haupt 1959a and 
19599 Ketcheson and Megehan 1990. Burroughs and King (1985 and 1989) and 
elsewhere (Trimble and Sartz 1957, Packer 1967, Swift 1986) concluded that non- 
channelized sediment flow rarely travels more than 300 feet and that 200-300 foot 
riparian "filter strips" are generally effective at protecting streams from sediment from 
non-channelized flow. 

The interim RHCA widths may be increased where necessary to achieve riparian 
management goals and objectives, or decreased where interim widths are not needed 
to attain RMOs oravoid adverse effects to listed salmon. Generally, RHCA 
modifications will require completion of Watershed Analysis to provide the ecological 
basis forthe change. However, RHCAs may be modified in the absence of 
Watershed Analysis where stream reach or site-specific data support Me change. In 
all cases, RHCA modifications, th,e rationale supporting those changes, and the effects 
of the changes will be documented. Within the range of listed salmon, modification of 
RHCAs will be done in consultation with NMFS. 



STANDARD WIDTHS DEFINING INTERIM RHCAS 

Four categories of stream or water body, and the standard widths for each are: 

Category 1 - Fkh-bearing streams: Interim RHCAs consist of the stream and 
the area on either side of the stream extending from the edges of the active 
stream channel to the top of the inner gorge, or to the outer edges of the 
100-year floodplain, or to the outer edges of riparian vegetation, or to a 
distance equal to the height of two site-potential trees, or 300 feet slope 
distance (600 feet, including both sides of the stream channel), whichever is 
greatest. 

Category 2 - Pennanentiy flowing non-fish-bearing sbeams: lnterim RHCAs 
consist of the stream and the area on either side of the stream extending from 
the edges of the active stream channel to the top of the inner gorge, or to the 
outer edges of the 100-year flood plain, or to the outer edges of riparian 
vegetation, or to a distance equal to the height of one site-potential tree. or 150 
feet slope distance (300 feet, including both sides of the stream channel). 
whichever is greatest 

Category 3 - Ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wethnds greater than 1 a&: 
lnterim RHCAs consist of the body of water or wetland and the area to the 
outer edges of the riparian vegetation, or to the extent of the seasonally 
saturated soil, or to the extent of moderately and highly unstable areas. or to a 
distance equal to the height of one site-potential tree, or 150 feet slope distance 
from the edge of the maximum pool elevation of constructed ponds and 
reservoirs or from the edge of the wetland, pond or lake, whichever is greatest. 

Category 4 - Seasonally flowing or intermittent streams, wetlands less than 1 
a m ,  landslides, and landslide-prone areas: This category includes features 
with high variability in size and site-specific characteristics. At a minimum the 
interim RHCAs must include: 

a. the extent of landslides and landslide-prone areas. 

b. the intermittent stream channel and the area to the top of the inner 
gorge. 

c. the intermittent stream channel or wetland and the areato the outer 
edges of the riparian vegetation. 



d. for Key Watersheds, the area from the edges of the stream channel, 
wetland, landslide, or landslide-prone area to a distance equal to the 
height of one site-potential tree, or 100 feet slope distance, whichever is 
greatest. 

e. for watersheds not identified as Key Watersheds, the area from the 
edges of the stream channel, wetland, landslide, or landslide-prone area 
to a distance equal to the height of one-half site potential tree, or 50 feet 
slope distance, whichever is greatest 

In non-forested rangeland ecosystems, the interim RHCA width for permanently 

1 flowing streams in categories I and 2 is the extent of the IOOyear flood plain. 

1 STA~DARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Project and site-specific standards and guidelines listed below will apply to all RHCAs 

( and to projects and activities in areas outside RHCAs that would degrade them. The 
combination of the standards and guidelines for RHCAs specified below with the 
standards and guidelines of existing forest plans and LUPs will provide a benchmark 1 for management actions that reflects increased sensitivities and a commitment to 
ecosystem management. 

1 Under Alternative 3, the standards and guidelines would be applied only to proposed 
projects and activities. Ongoing projects and activities would continue during the 

4 interim period in accordan& with management direction in current forest plans and I LUPs. 

Under Alternative 4, the standards and guidelines listed below would be applied to 1 proposed projects and activities, as well as ongoing projects and activities that pose 
unacceptable risk to anadromous fish. Due to the short-term duration of this interim 
direction, provisions for development and implementation of roadhansportation 1 management plans and the relocation, elimination. or reconstruction of existing roads, 
faalities, and other improvements (i.e., RF-2 c, RF-3 a and c, R F 4 ,  RF-5, GM-2, RM- 
1, and MM-2) will be initiated but are unlikely to be completed during the interim 1 period. Where existing roads, facilities, and other improvements found to be causing 
an unacceptable risk cannot be relocated, eliminated, or reconstructed, those 
improvements will be closed. The option of relocation, elimination, or reconstsuction of I existing improvements will be explored as part of the long-term strategy Wng 
developed in the geographically-specific environmental analyses. Also, due to the 
short-term duration of this direction, adjustments to management not within the sole 1 discretion of the Agencies (ie., RF-I, LH-3, RA-1, WR-2, FW-3, and FW-4) will be 
initiated but are unlikely to be completed during the interim period. 

I 



Timber Manaaement 

TM-1. Prohibit timber harvest, including fuelwood cutting, in Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas, except as described below. Do not include Riparian 
Habitat Conservation Areas in the land base used to determine the 
Allowmle Sale Quantity, but any volume harvested can contribute to the 
timber sale program. 

a .  Where catastrophic events such as fire, flooding, volcanic, wind, or insect 
damage result in degraded riparian conditions, allow salvage and fuelwood 
cutting in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas only where present and 
future woody debris needs are met, where cutting would not retard or 
prevent attainment of other Riparian Management Objectives, and where 
adverse effects on listed anadromous fish can be avoided. For watersheds 
with listed salmon or designated critical habitat, complete Watershed 
Analysis prior to salvage cutting in RHCAs: 

b. Apply silvicultural practices for Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas to 
acquire desired vegetation characteristics where needed to attain Riparian 
Management Objectives. Apply silvicultural practices in a manner that does 
not retard attainment of Riparian Management Objectives and that avoids 
adverse effects on listed anadromous fish. 

Roads Manaaement 

RF-1. Cooperate with Federal, Tribal, State, and county agencies, and cost-share 
partners to achieve consistency in road design, operation, and maintenance 
necessary to attain Riparian Management Objectives. 

RF-2. For each existing or planned road, meet the Riparian Management 
Objectives and avoid adverse effects on listed anadromous fish by: 

a. completing watershed Analyses prior to construction of new roads or 
landings in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. 

b. minimizing road and landing locations in Riparian Habitat Conservation 
Areas. ~. . 

c. initiating development and implementation of a Road Management Plan or 
a Transportation Management Plan. At a minimum, address the following 
items in the plan: 

1. Road design criteria, elements, and standards that govern construction 



and reconstruction. 

I 2. Road management objectives for each road. 

3. Criteria that govern road operation, maintenance, and management. 

4. Requirements for pre-, during-, and post-stom inspections and 
maintenance. 

5. Regulation of traffic during wet periods to minimize erosion and 
sediment delivery and accomplish other objectives. 

6. Implementation and effectiveness monitoring plans for road stability, 
drainage, and erosion control. 

7. Mitigation plans for road failures. 

I .  d. avoiding sediment delivery to streams from the road surface. 

1. ~utsioping of the roadway surface is preferred, except in cases where 
outsloping would increase sediment delivery to streams or where 
outsloping is infeasible or unsafe. 

I 2. Route road drainage away from potentially unstable stream channels, 
fills, and hillslopes. 

I e. avoiding disruption of natural hydrologic flow paths. 

f. avoiding sidecasting of soils or snow. Sidecasting of road material is 
prohibited on road segments within or abutting RHCAs in watersheds 
containing designated aitical habitat for listed anadromous fish. 

( RF-3. ~et=rrnine the influence of each road on the Riparian Management 
Objectives. Meet Riparian Management Objectives and avoid adverse 

1. effects on listed anadromous fish by: 

a. reconstructing road and drainage features that do not meet design criteria 
or operation and maintenance standards, or that have been shown to be 
less effective than designed for controlling sediment delivery, or that retard 
attainment of Riparian Management Objectives, or do not protect designated 
critical habitat for listed anadromous fish from increased sedimentation. 



b. prioritizing reconstruction based on the current and potential damage to 
listed anadromous fish and their designated critical habitat, the ecological 
value of the riparian resources affected, and the feasibility of options such 
as helicopter logging and road relocation out of Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas. 

c. closing and stabilizing or obliterating, and stabilizing roads not needed for 
future management activities. Prioritize these actions based on the current 
and potential damage to listed anadromous fish and their designated critical 
habitat, and the ecological value of the riparian resources affected. 

Construct new, and improve existing, culverts, bridges, and other stream 
crossings to accommodate a 100-year flood, including assodated bedload 
.and debris, where those improvements would/do pose a substantial risk to 
riparian conditions. Substantial risk improvements indude those that do not 
meet design and operation maintenance criteria, or that have been shown to 
be less effective than designed for controlling erosion, or  that retard 
attainment of Riparian Management Objectives, or that do not protect 
designated critical habitat from increased sedimentation. Base priority for 
upgrading on risks to listed anadromous fish and their designated aitical 
habitat andthe ecological value of the riparian resources affected. 
Construct and maintain crossings to prevent diversion of streamflow out of 
the channel and down the road in the event of crossing failure. 

Provide and maintain fish passage at all road crossings of existing and 
potential fish-bearing streams. 

Grazino Manaoement 

GM-1. Modify grazing practices (e.g., accessibility of riparian areas to livestock, 
length of grazing season, srodting levels, timing of grazing, etc.) that retard 
or prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives or are likely to 
adversely affect fisted anadromous fish. Suspend grazing if adjusting 
practices is not effective in meeting Riparian Management Objectives and 
avoiding adverse effects on listed anadromous fish. 

GM-2. Locate new livestock handling ahdior management facilities outside of 
Riparian Habitat conservation Areas. For existing livestock handling 
facilities inside the Riparian Habitat ~onservation~reas, assure that facilities 
do not prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives or adversely 
affect listed anadromous fish. Relocate or dose facilities where these 
objectives cannot be met. 



I GM-3. Limit livestock trailing, bedding, watering, salting, loading, and other handling 

I 
efforts to those areas and times that will not retard or prevent attainment of 
Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect listed anadromous fish. 

I 
GM-4. Adjust wild horse and burro management to avoid impacts that prevent 

attainment of Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect listed 
anadromous fish. 

I 
Recreation Management 

) RM-I. Design, construct, and operate recreation facilities* including trails and 
dispersed sites, in a manner that does not retard or prevent attainment of 

I the Riparian Management Objectives and avoids adverse effects on listed 
anadromous fish. Complete Watershed Analysis prior to construction of new 
recreation facilities in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. For existing 

I recreation facilities inside Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas, assure that 
the facilities or use of the facilities will not prevent attainment of Riparian 
Management Objectives or adversely affect listed anadromous fish. 

I - 
~elo&te or dose recreation facilities where Riparian Management 
Objectives cannot be met or adverse effects on listed anadromous fish 
avoided. 

1 RM-2. Adjust dispersed and developed recreation practices that retard or prevent 
attainment of Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect listed 

I anadrornous fish. Where adjustment measures such as education, use 
limitations, traffic control devices, increased maintenance, relocation of 
facilities, andlor specific site closures are not effective in meeting Riparian 

I Management Objectives and avoiding adverse effects on listed anadromous 
fish, eliminate the practice or occupancy. 

RM-3. Address attainment of Riparian Management Objectives and potential effed 
on listed anadromous fish and designated critical habitat in Wild and Scenic 
Rivers, Wilderness, and other Recreation Management plans: 

Minerals Management 

1 MM-I. Avoid adverse effects to listed spedes and designated critical habii t  from 
mineral operations. If the Notice of Intent indicates a mineral operation 

I would be located in a Riparian Habitat Conservation Area, or could affect 
attainment of Riparian Management Objectives, or adversely affect listed 
anadromous fish, require a reclamation plan, approved Plan of Operations 

I (or other such governing document), and redamation bond. For effects that 



cannot be avoided, such plans and bonds must address the costs of 
removing fau'lities, equipment, and materials; recontouring disturbed areas . . .  
to near pre-mining topography; isolating and neutralizing or removing toxic 
or potentially toxic materials; salvage and replacement of topsoil; and 
seedbed preparation and revegetation to attain Riparian ~anagement 
Objectives and avoid adverse effects on listed anadromous fish. Ensure 
Reclamation Plans contain measurable attainment and bond release criteria 
for each reclamation activity. 

MM-2. Locate structures, support facilities, and roads outside Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas. Where no altemative to siting facilities in Riparian 
Habitat Conservation Areas exists, locate and construct the facilities in ways 
that avoid impacts to Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas and streams and 
adverse effects on listed anadromous fish. Where no alternative to road 
construction exists, keep roads to the minimum necessary for the approved 
'mineral activity. Close, obliterate and revegetate roads no longer required 
for mineral or land management activities. 

MM-3. Prohibit solid and sanitary waste facilities in Riparian Habitat Conservation 
Areas. If no altemative to locating mine waste (waste rock, spent ore, 
tailings) facilities in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas exists, and releases 
can be prevented and stability can be ensured, then: 

a. analyze the waste material using the best conventional sampling methods 
and analytic techniques to determine its chemical and physical stability 
characteristics. 

b. locate and design the waste facilities using the best conventional 
techniques to ensure mass stability and prevent the release of acid or toxic 
materials. If the bed  conventional technology is not sufficient to prevent 
such releases and ensure stability over the long term, prohibit such facilities 
in Riparian H a b i t  Conservation Areas. 

c. monitor waste and waste facilities to confirm predictions of chemical and 
physical stability, and make adjustments to operations as needed to avoid 
adverseeffects to listed anadromous fish and to attain Riparian 
Management Objectives. 

d. redaim and monitor waste facilities to assure chemical and-physical 
stability and revegetation to avoid adverse effects to listed anadromous fish, 
and to attain the Riparian Management Objectives. 

e. require reclamation bonds adequate to ensure long-term chemical and 
physical stability and successful revegetation of mine waste facilities. 



1 MM-4. For leasable minerals, prohibit surface occupancy wmin Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas for oil, gas, and geothermal exploration and 

I development activities where contracts and leases do not already exist, 
unless there are no other options for location and Riparian Management 
Objectives can be attained and adverse effects to listed anadromous fish 

I can be avoided. Adjust the operating plans of existing contracts to (1) 
eliminate impacts that prevent attainment of Riparian Management 
Objectives and (2) avoid adverse effects to listed anadromous fish. 

.I MM-5. Permit sand and gravel mining and extraction within Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas only if no atternatives exist, if the action(s) will not 

I ' retard or prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives, and 
adverse effects to listed anadromous fish can be avoided. 

( MM-6 Develop inspection, monito"ng. and repoding requirements for mineral 
activities. Evaluate and apply the results of inspection and monitoring to 
modlfy mineral plans, leases, or permits as needed to eliminate impacts that 

I prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives and avoid adverse 
effects on listed anadromous fish. 

FireFuels Manaoement 

FM-I. Design fuel treatment and fire suppression strategies, practices. and actions 
so as not to prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives, and to 
minimize disturbance of riparian ground cover and vegetation. Strategies 
Should recognize the role of fire in ecosystem function and identify those 
instances where fire suppression or fuel management actions could 
perpetuate or be damaging to long-term ecosystem function, listed 
anadromous fish, or designated critical habitat 

FM-2. Locate incident bases, camps, helibases, staging areas, helispots, and other 
centers for inadent activities outside of Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. 
If the only suitable location for such activities is within the Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Area, an exemption may be granted following a review and 
recommendation by a resource advisor. The advisor will prescribe the 
location, use conditions, and rehabilitation requirements, with avoidance of 
adverse effects to listed anadromous fish a primary goal. Use an - - 
interdisciplinary team, including' a fishery biologist, to predetermine incident 
base and helbase locations during presuppression planning, with avoidance 
of potential adverse effects to listed anadromous fish a primary goal. 

FM-3. Avoid delivery of chemical retardant, foam, or additives to surface waters. 
An exception may be warranted in situations where overriding immediate 



safety imperatives exist, or, following a review and recommendation by a 
resource advisor'and a fishery biologist, when the action agency determines 
an escape fire would cause more long-term damage to anadromous fish 
h a b i t s  than chemical delivery to surface waters. 

FM-4. Design presaibed bum projects and prescriptions to contribute to the 
attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives. 

FM-5. Immediately establish an emergency team to develop a rehabilitation 
treatment plan to attain Riparian Management Objectives and avoid adverse 
effects on listed anadromous fish whenever Riparian Habitat Conservation 
Areas are significantly damaged by a wildfire or a prescribed fire burning out 
of prescription. 

Lands - 
LH-1. Require instream flows and habitat conditions for hydroelectric and other 

surface water development proposals that maintain or restore riparian 
resources, favorable channel conditions, and fish passage, reproduction, 
and growth. Coordinate this process with the appropriate State agencies. 
During relicensing of hydroelectric projects, provide written and timely 
license conditions to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
that require fish passage and flows and habitat conditions that 
maintainlrestore riparian resources and channel integrity. Coordinate 
relicensing projects with the appropriate State agencies. 

LH-2. Locate new hydroelectric ancillary facilities outside Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas. For existing ancillary facilities inside the RHCA that 
are essential to proper management, provide recommendations to FERC to 
assure that the faciliies will not prevent attainment of the Riparian 
Management Objectives and that adverse effects on listed anadromous fish 
are avoided. Where these objectives cannot be met, provide 
recommendations to FERC that such ancillary facilities should be relocated. 
Locate, operate, and maintain hydroelectric faciliies that must be located in 
Riparian H a b i t  Conservation Areas to avoid effects that would retard or 
prevent attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives and avoid 
adverse effects on listed anadromous fish. 

LH-3. Issue leases, permits, rights-of-way, and easements to avoid effects that 
would retard or prevent attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives 
and avoid adverse effects on listed anadromous fish. Where the authority to 
do so was retained, adjust existing leases, permits, rights-of-way, and 
easements to eliminate effects that would retard or prevent attainment of the 



Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect listed anadromous fish. 
If adjustments are not effective, eliminate the activity. Where the authority 
to adjust was not retained, negotiate to make changes in existing leases, 
permits, rights-of-way, and easements to eliminate effects that would 
prevent attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives or adversely 
affect listed anadromous fish. Priority for modifying existing leases, permits, 
rights-of-way, and easements will be based on the current and potential 
adverse effects on listed anadromous fish and the ecological value of the 
riparian resources affected. 

LH-4. use land acquisition, exchange, and conservation easements to meet 
Riparian Management Objectives and facilitate restoration of fish stocks and 
other species at risk of extinction. 

General Ri~arian Area Manaaement 

RA-1. Identify and cooperate with Federal, Tribal, State and local governments to 
secure instream flows needed to maintain riparian resources, channel 
conditions, and aquatic habitat. 

RA-2. Trees may be felled in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas w e n  they pose 
a safety risk Keep felled trees on site M e n  needed to meet woody debris 
objectives. 

RA-3. Apply herbicides, pesticides, and other toxicants, and other chemicals in a 
manner that does not retard or prevent attainment of Riparian Management 
Objectives and avoids adverse effects on listed anadromous fish. 

RA-4 Prohibit storage of fuels and other toxicants within Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas. Prohibit refueling within Riparian Habitat Conservation 
Areas unless there are no other alternatives. Refueling sites within a 
Riparian Habitat Conservation Area must be approved by the Forest Service 
or Bureau of Land Management and have an approved spill conta~nment 
plan. 

RA-5. Locate water drafting sites to avoid adverse effects to listed anadromous 
fish and instream flows, and in a manner that does not retard or prevent 
attainment of Riparian Management Objectives. 



Watershed and Habitat Restoration 

WR-1. Design and implement watershed restoration projects in a manner that 
promotes the long-ten ecological 'integrity of ecosystems, conservesthe 
genetic integrity of native species, and contributes to attainment of Riparian 
Management Objectives. 

WR-2. Cooperate with Federal, State, local, and Tribal agencies, and private 
landowners to develop watershed-based Coordinated Resource 
Management Plans (CRMPs) or other cooperative agreements to meet 
Riparian Management Objectives. 

WR-3. Do not use planned restoration as a substitute for preventing habitat 
degradation (i.e., use planned restoration only to mitigate existing problems, 

. not to mitigate the effects of proposed activities). 

Fisheries and Wlldlife Restoration 

FW-1. Design and implement fish and wildliie h a b i t  restoration and enhancement 
actions in a manner that contributes to attainment of the Riparian 
Management Objectives. 

FW-2. Design, construct, and operate fish and wildlife interpretive and other 
user-enhancement facilities in a manner that does not retard or prevent 
attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect listed 
anadrornous fish. For existing fish and wildliie interpretive and other 
user-enhancernent facilities inside Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas, 
assure that Riparian Management Objectives are met and adverse effects 
on listed anadromous fish are avoided. Where Riparian Management 
Objectives cannot be met or adverse effects on listed anadromous fish 
avoided, relocate or dose such facilities. 

FW-3. Cooperate with Federal, Tribal, and State wildliie management agencies to 
identify and eliminate wild ungulate impacts that prevent attainment of me 
Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect listed anadromous fish. 

FW-4. Cooperate with Federal, Tribal, and State fish management ag-encies to 
identify and eliminate adverse effects on native anadromous fish associated 
with habitat manipulation, fish stocking, fish hawest, and poaching. 



KEY WATERSHEDS 

Key Watersheds already have been designated in California, Oregon, and Washington 
within areas implementing the Northern Spotted Owl Record of Decision (ROD). 
Similar criteria will be considered to designate Key Watersheds in the 15 national 
forests and 7 BLM districts: 

(1) watersheds with stocks listed pursuant to the Endangered Species Act, or 
stocks identified in the 1991 American Fisheries Society report as "at risk" or 
subsequent scientific stock status reviews; or 

(2) watersheds that contain excellent habitat for mixed salmonid assemblages; or 

(3) degraded watersheds with a high restoration potential. 

Key Watersheds will be identified through broad scale ecological assessments and 
addressed in the geographically-specific environmental analyses. During the period of 
interim direction, all watersheds that contain designated critical habitat for listed 
anadromous fish will be treated as Key Watersheds. The intent of designating Key 
.Watersheds is to provide a pattern of protection across the landscape where habitat 
for anadrornous fish would receive special attention and treatment. Priority within 
these watersheds would be to protect or restore habitat for listed docks, stocks of 
special interest or concern, or salmonid assemblages of critical value for productivity 
or biodiversity. Areas in good condition would serve as anchors for the potential 
recovery of depressed stocks, and also would provide colonists for adjacent areas 
where habitat had been degraded by land management or natural events. Those 
areas of lower quality habitat with high.potentia1 for restoration would become future 
sources of good habitat with the implementation of a comprehensive restoration 
program. 

I WAERSHED ANALYSIS 

Watershed Analysis is a systematic procedure for determining how a watershed 
fundions in relation to its physical and biological components. This is accomplished 1 t h m h  consideration of history, proscsses, landform, and condition. Because 
management direction applies only to proposed projects and activities under 
Alternative 3, it is not anticipated that extensive .Watershed Analysis would be initiated 1 under this alternative. Generally, under Alternative 3 Watershed ~ n a l y & i  would be 
initiated where the interim RMOs and the interim RHCA widths do not adeouatelv 
reflect specific watershed capabilities. Under ~ltemative 4, the guidelines and 

. 
I procedural manuals being developed by the Interagency Watershed Analysis 

coordination Team and other potential$ relevant eocebures (e.g., the ~urnulative 

I Watershed Effects Process for Idaho, etc.) will be considered and used, where 



appropriate, in development of a Watershed Analysis protocol. As per consultation 
with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), during the period of interim 

I 
direction, the Agencies will complete at least four or five prototype Watershed 
Analyses within the Snake River Basin. I 
Watershed Analysis is a prerequisite for determining which processes and parts of the 
landscape affect fish and riparian habitat, and is essential for defining watershed- 
specific boundaries for Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas and for Riparian 

I 
Management Objectives. Watershed Analysis forms the basis for evaluating 
cumulative watershed effects; defining watershed restoration needs, goals and 
objectives; implementing restoration strategies; and monitoring the effectiveness of 

I 
watershed protection measures. Watershed Analysis employs the perspectives and 
tools of multiple disciplines, especially geomorphology, hydrology, geology, aquatic 
and terrestrial ecology, and soil science. It is the framework for understanding and 

I 
carrying out land use activities within a geomorphic context, and is a major component 
of the evolving science of ecosystem analysis. Watershed Analysis is a n  iterative 
process which includes monitoring, evaluation, and adjustment to incorporate detected 

I 
changes. I 
Watershed Analysis consists of a sequence of activities designed to identify and 
interpret the processes operating in a specific landscape. The components and 
intensity of the analysis will vary depending on level of activity and significance of 
issues involved. The overall goals of Watershed Analysis are  to: 

1. Screen current watershed condition: 

a. Characterize the geomorphic, ecologic, and hydrologic context of a 
watershed, and i d e n t i  the uses in the watershed. 

b. Determine the type, extent, frequency, and intensity of watershed 
processes, induding mass soil movements, fire, peak and low streamflows, 
surface erosion, and other processes affecting the flow of water, sediment, 
organic material, and nutrienis through a watershed. 

c. Determine the distribution, abundance, life histories, habitat requirements, 
and limiting facton for fish and other aquatic and riparian dependent 
species. 

. - 

d. Identify parts of the landscape, induding hill slopes and channels, that are  
either sensitive to spedfic disturbance processes or are critical to beneficial 
uses, key anadromous fish stocks or other species. 

2. Interpret watershed history, including the effects of previous natural 
disturbances and land use activities on watershed processes. 



3. Provide information necessary to establish ecologically and geomorphically 
appropriate boundaries of Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. 

4. Provide information necessary to establish ecologically and geomorphically 
appropriate Riparian Management Objectives. 

5. Identify potentially necessary adjustments to resource output projections 
(e.g., board-feet, animal unit months, and recreation visitor days projected in 
forest plans, LUPs and other planning documents). 

6. Identify appropriate watershed restoration objectives, strategies, and 
priorities. 

7. Provide information necessary to design approaches to evaluate and 
. monitor the effectiveness of standards and guidelines for mitigating impacts 

of current uses and contributing to the attainment of Riparian Management 
Objectives, and the effectiveness of restoration efforts in correcting past 
degradation. 

8. Monitor and identify appropriate modifications to projects and activities to 
improve or maintain watershed condition. 

To provide accountability, Watershed Analysis indudes a process by which the 
Agencies certify the analysis has been conducted and completed according to the 
expected sdentifrc standards. The certification process will be addressed in the 
geographically-specific environmental analyses. 

WATERSHED RESTORATION 

Watershed restoration comprises actions taken to improve the current conditions of 
watersheds to restore degraded habitat, and to provide long-term protection to natural 
resources, including riparian and aquatic resources. Alternatives 3 and 4 assume that 
no additional funds will be available for watershed restoration during the interim 
period, but .that some existing funds. will be retargeted, as necessary,' to establish a 
watershed restoration management program that,indudes: 

1) A regional strategy that looks across landscapes and ownerships within the 
watershed to identify where restoration efforts are likely to be.most effective. 

2) Use of Watershed Analysis to adapt restoration strategies to specific 
landscapes, taking into account unique watershed histories, conditions, and 
resources. 



3) Use of Watershed Analysis to establish a specific set of habitat objectives 
for each watershed. 

I 
4) Restorationlmitigation practices based on the results of Watershed Analysis, 

which are designed to ameliorate the impacts of human activities within the 

I 
watershed. I 

5) Monitoring and evaluation to define and refine restoration objectives and 
track the effectiveness of restoration efforts. 

Priority in conducting watershed restoration will be given to Key Watersheds. 

. I 
MONITORING . . 

Monitoring is an important component of the proposed interim direction. It will be used 
to verify that the standards and guidelines were applied during the project 

I 
implementation (i.e., implementation monitoring) and to assess whether those 
protective measures are adequate to attain Riparian Goals and Management 
Objectives (i.e., effectiveness monitoring). 

I 
I 
I 

Those national forests and BLM districts adopting interim direction will be required to 
conduct implementation monitoring as outlined in the Section 7 Monitoring Protocol for 
the Upper Columbia River Basin (USDA Forest Service 1994) for each project. 
Implementation monitoring will entail onsite verification and wTitten/photographic 

I 
documentation that standards and guidelines were applied. The format provided in 
the Section 7 protocol, which serves as a basic outline for implementation monitoring, 
will be refined and used for monitoring implementation of the interim direction. 

I 
Assessing effectiveness is logistically more complex and difficult than implementation 
monitoring, and in many cases will require a time period greater than that of the 

I 
interim direction. Individual national forests andlor BLM districts will focus their efforts 
and combine resources to address the most important effectiveness issues. 
Stratification based on eco-regions, watershed characteristics, and the presence of 

I 
listed or at-risk anadromous fish will be used to identify specific monitoring sites and 
priorities. Study designs with dear objectives, statistically valid sampling techniques, 
replication, and comparisons with "reference" conditions will direct effectiveness 

I 
monitoring efforts. I 
The Section 7 monitoring protocol provides detailed desaiptions of how each RMO 
element is to be monitored. This document is to be used as a guide. Individual 
monitoring efforts will be coordinated by the Interagency Implementation Team to 
make every effort to ensure applicable effectiveness issues are addressed. Monitoring 

I 
results will be summarized annually, with conclusions drawn in regard to how effective I 



standards and guidelines are in contributing to meeting Riparian Goals and 
Management Objectives. Complex ecological processes and long time frames are  
inherent in the RMOs, and it is unrealistic to expect that the planned monitoring will 
generate conclusive results within 18 months. Nevertheless, it is critical to begin 
monitoring to establish a baseline against which effectiveness can be assessed 
through time. - 
A third type of monitoring (i.e., validation monitoring) is intended to ascertain the 
validity of the assumptions used in developing the interim direction. Because of the 
short-term nature of the management direction, no specific requirements are included 
for validation monitoring. The geographically-specific environmental analyses will 
address longer-term validation monitoring and research needs. 

Altemative 5 applies the same riparian goals, interim Riparian Management 
Objectives, Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas, and standards and guidelines; uses 
the same protocol for Key Watershed identification and Watershed Analysis; and 
applies the same criteria for watershed restoration a s  Alternatives 3 and 4, with the 
following exceptions. In Alternative 5: 

1. Interim RHCA widths are the same as in Alternatives 3 and 4, except that for 
category four (seasonally flowing or intermittent streams, wetlands less than 1 
acre, landslides, and landslide-prone areas). Alternative 5 does not distinguish 
between Key and non-Key Watersheds. For category four areas in all 
watersheds, Alternative 5 specifies that the interim RHCAs must include: 

a. the extent of landslides and landslide-prone areas; . 

b. the intermittent stream channel and the area to the top of the inner gorge; 

c. the intermittent stream channel or wetland and the area to the outer edges of 
the riparian vegetation; and 

d. the area from the edges of the stream channel, wetland, landslide, or 
landslide-prone area to a distance equal to the height of one site-potential tree, or 
100 feet slope distance, whichever is greatest . . 

2. Watershed Analysis, although conducted as described for Alternatives 3 and 4, 
must be completed in Key Watersheds prior to initiation of any new projects and 
activities therein. 

3. The management diction is applied to all proposed and all ongoing projects and 
adhities. 



Appendix D 

I List of BLM Land' Use Plans and FS 
I Land and Resource Management 
I Plans 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ~ 



APPENDIX D - LIST OF BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT'LAND USE PLANS AND 
FOREST SERVICE LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANS (FOREST PLANS) 

Bureau of Land Management 

CALIFORNIA 

BAKERSFIELD DISTRICT 

USDl Bureau of Land Management, California State Office. 1984. Hollister 
Management Framework Plan. August 1984. Bakerstield District. Hollister 
Resource Area. Bakersfield, California. 

UKlAH DISTRICT 

USDl Bureau of Land Management, California State Office. 1993. Redding 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental lmpad Statement. June 1993. 
Ukiah District, Redding Resource Area. Ukiah, California. 

IDAHO 

SALMON DISTRICT 

US01 Bureau of Land Management, ldaho State Office. 1979. Challis 
Management Framework Plan. July 1979. Challis Resource Area. - Salmon 
Distrid Salmon, Idaho. 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, ldaho State Office. 1982. Ellis-Pahsimeroi 
Management Framework Plan. September 1982. Challis Resource Area. Salmon 
Disgid' Salmon, Idaho. 

USDl Bureau of Land Management, ldaho State Offree. 1984. Mackay 
Management Framework Plan. January 1984. Challis Resource Area. Salmon 
District Salmon, Idaho. 

USDl Bureau of Land Management, ldaho State Office. 1987. Lemhi Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental lmpad Statement. April 1987. Salmon 
District, Lemhi Resource Area. Salmon, Idaho. - 



COEUR D'ALENE DISTRICT 

USDl Bureau of Land Management, ldaho State Office. 1981. Chief Joseph Management 
Framework Plan. November 1981. Coeur d'Alene District, Cottonwood Resource Area, 
Coeur d'Alene, ldaho. 

PRINEVILLE DISTRICT 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Off~ce. 1985. John Day 
Resource Management Plan and Envimnmental lmpact Statement. August 1985. 
Prineville District. Prineville, Oregon. 

USDl Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 1986. Two Rivers 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. June 1986. 
Prineville District. Prineville, Oregon. 

USDl Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 1989. Brothers Lapine 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental lmpact Statement. July 1989. 
Prineville District. Prineville, Oregon. 

SPOKANE DISTRICT 

USDl Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 1987. Spokane 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental lmpact Statement. May 1987. 
Spokane District Spokane, Washington. 

VALE DISTRICT 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 1989. Baker Resource 
Management Plan and Envimnmentallm~act Statement. Julv 1989. Vale District. . . . 
~ a k e i ~ e s o u r c e  Area. Vale, Oregon. 



I 
Forest Service 

CALIFORNIA 

I LASSEN NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific. Southwest Region. 1992. Final Environmental 

I lmpad Statement for the Land and Resource Management Plan - Lassen National 
Forest. 1992. Lassen National Forest. Susanville, California. 

I USDA Forest Senrice, Pacific Southwest Region. 1992. Land and Resource 
Management Plan - Lassen National Forest. 1992. Lassen National Forest. 
Susanville, California. 

1 LOS PADRES NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Sem-ce, Pacific Southwest Region. 1988. Final Environmental 
lmpact Statement, Land and Resource Management Plan - Los Padres National 
forest. March 1988. Los Padres National Forest. Goleta, California. 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region. 1988. Land and Resource 
Management Plan - Los Padres National Forest. March 1988. Los Padres 
National Forest Goleta, California. 

IDAHO 

BI7TERROOT NATlONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1387. Final Envimnmenial lmpact 
statement forthe Bitternot ~ational  ores st Land and Resource Manaoement Plan. - 
September 1987. Biiemot National Forest. Hamilton, Montana. 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Bitternot National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan. September 1987. Bittemot National Forest. 
Hamilton, Montana. 



BOISE NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Region. 1990. Final Environmental lmpact 
Statement for the Boise National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. 
April 1990. Boise National Forest Boise, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Region. 1990. Boise National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan. April 1990. Boise National Forest. Boise, 
Idaho. 

CHALLIS NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Region. 1987. Final Environmental lmpact 
Statement for the Challis National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. - 
June 1987. Challis National Forest. Challis, Idaho. 

USDA Forest S e ~ c e ,  Intermountain Region. 1987. Challis National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan. June 1987. Challis National Forest. Challis, 
Idaho. 

CLEARWATER NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest SeMce, Northern Region. 1987. Final Environmental lmpact 
Statement for the Clearwafer National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plan. September 1987. Clearwater National Forest. Orofino, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Clearwater National Foresf Land 
and Resourn Management Plan. Spetember 1987. Clearwater National Forest. 
Orofino, Idaho. 

NEZ PERCE NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Nez Perce National Foresf Plan. October 1987. Nez Perce 
National Forest. Gangeviile, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Nez Perce National Forest Plan. 
October 1987. Nez Perce National Forest. Grangeville, Idaho. . 



I PAYET7E NATIONAL FOREST 

I USDA Forest Service, lntermountain Region. 1988. Final Environmental lmpact 
Statement for the Land and Resource Management Plan for the Payette National 

I Forest. May 1988. Payette National Forest. McCall, Idaho. 
I 

USDA Forest Service, lntermountain Region. 1988. Land and Resource 

I Management Plan for fhe Payette National Forest. May 1988. Payette National 
Forest. McCall, Idaho. 

m SALMON NATIONAL FOREST 
m 

USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Region. 1988. Final Environmental lmpact 

I Statement forthe Salmon National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. 
. January 1988. Salmon National Forest Salmon, Idaho. 

I USDA Forest Service, lntermountain Region. 1988. Salmon National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan. January 1988. Salmon National Forest. 
Salmon, Idaho. 

( SAWTOOTH NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Region. 1987. Final Environmental lmpact 
Statement for fhe Sawtooth National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plan. September 1988. Sawtooth National Forest. Twin Falls, Idaho. 

8 USDA Forest S e ~ c e ,  Intermountain Region. 1987. Sawtooth National Forest 
Land and Resource Management Plan. September 1988. Sawtooth National 

1 Forest. Twin Falls, Idaho. 

MALHEUR NATIONAL FOREST 

I USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. Final Environmental 
lmpact Statement - Malheur National Forest - Land and Resource Management 

I Plan. May 1990. Malheur National Forest. John Day, Oregon. - 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. Malheur National Forest - 
I Land and Resourw Management Plan. May 1990. Malheur National Forest. 

John Day, Oregon. 



OCHOCO .NATIONAL FOREST I 
USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1989. Final Environmental 
Impact Statement - Land and Resource Management Plans - Ochoco National 
Forest and Crooked River National Grassland. August 1989. Ochoco National 

I 
Forest. Prineville, Oregon. 1 
USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1989. Land and Resource 
Management Plans - Ochocu National Forest and Crooked River National 
Grassland. August 1989. Ochoco National Forest. Prineviile, Oregon. 

I 
OKANOGAN NATIONAL FOREST 1 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1989. Final Environmental 
Impact Statement - Land and Resource Management Plan - Okanogan National 
Forest. 1989. Okanogan National Forest. Okanogan, Washington. 

I 
USDA Forest Service, Pacitic Northwest Region. 1989. Land and Resource 
Management Plan - Okanogan National Forest. 1989. Okanogan National Forest. 

I 
Okanogan, Washington. I 

UMATILLA NATIONAL FOREST 
USDA Forest Service. Pacitic Northwest Region. 1990. Final Environmental 
lnipad Statement - Forest Land and Resouroe Management Plan - Umatilla 
National Forest. 1990. Umatilla National Forest Pendleton. Oreaon. 

1 
- 

USDA Forest Service, Pacitic Northwest Region. 1990. Forest Land and 
Resource Management Plan - Umatilla National Forest. 1990. Umatilla National 

I 
Forest Pendleton, Oregon. I 

WALL0 WA-WTMAN NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. Final Environmental 
Impact Statement - Wallowa-Whitman National Foresf Land and Resource 

I 
Management Plan. April 1990. Wallowa-Whitman National Forest Baker, 
Oregon. I 
USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. ~allowa- hitm man 
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. ~ p n l  1990. Wallowa- 
W h i a n  National Fortist Baker, Oregon. 

I 
I 



Appendix E 

List of Briefings and Correspondence 



I Name of Organization Briefed I Date of Bliefina I 
Hou8e and Sccute 
Senate Agriculture Committee May 24,1993 
House Agriadture Committee - Subcwnminee on S-i Crops 

and Nahnal Resources October a. 1993 
House MereMnf Marine and F i  Committee - 

F i r i e s  Subcommittee October 7,1993 
P e m d  staffs of Alaska Congressional delegahbn August 5,1993 
House and Senare Congressional staff Apfil 1992 January 1993 
staffs ID. OR, CA Congressional dekgaion March 25,1994 

Q i i  and Washington, DC offices) 

F~~~ 
Cwncil EnvhmwW Quality 
Environmem PrcQeQion Agency 
USDA &merm&n Senrice 
U S E  National Marine Fsheries Service 
USDl Bureau of Indian Affairs 
USDl F i  and Wlife Service 

National B i i i  Survey 
Bureau of Indian Affahs. Washington. DC 

and Pontand, Oregon 
Otfice cd American Indian TtusVDept of Interior 
USDI, Bureau d Redamation 
USDA Agriadarre Stabiliration and Consewaim 

~ c a m o m i a  
USDA Faest Service. Padfic ScuUnvest Region 
USDA Soil ComeFvation Service, CaIifania 
USDC National Marine F i i  Service. Santa R c s a  
USDl Bureau of Rectamation. Mi iac i t i c  Region 
USDl F i  and WUlife Service, R e g i i  1 
USDi Nabional Park Senrice, Westem Regii 
Bull Tmt  Interagency Meeting (BLM. FWS), Idaho 
FlSHNETCorderellCe.ldah0 
BLM/EPA workshop, ldaho 

sUth Agcncles 
Alaska Gcnemds Office (et aL) 
Alaska Dept of Commerce and Economic Develcpnent 
A&& hpatmnl of F i  and Game 
Columbia Basin F i  8 Wddlife w. 
Intermbra hsoaabm . . 

of Fish 8 W~Mliie Agencies 

January 8 March 1994 
August 1993:June 1994 

~ 4 8 1 0 , 1 9 9 3  
~ u i y  1992; October 15,1993 

August 4,1993 
Joly 1992; July 28,1993; 

Febnmy 10, 1994 
Oaober 1992, Summer 1993; 

Febnrary 1994 
March2 1994 
M e 2  1994 

March 2 1994 
April 15.1994 

June 1994 

JUne 1994 
June 1994 

May 10,1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 

March 10.1994 
June2 1994 
JUne 28, 1994 - 

September as, 1993 
SePt* 8-9.1993 
September 69,1993 
AprilOctobw1993 

Aail1992: SeDtember 14.1993 



' ~ c r r p o i r n ~ o o r e e ~ ~ ~ ~ o n a o r i n g ~ ~  
O ~ D e p g a n e r n d F s h 8 W i l d i i l e  
U ~ d W a y l i q o n  
V i S l a e U n i v e r s a y w d P ~ ~ e  
W e s t e m ~ F o r e s y T a s k F c r e e  
c a 5 c m i a ~ d C o m e n r g i o n  
Wibmia d F& and Game 
caaomiaDsparrmern~Foodand~griadbae 
CagomiaDawmemdForeayandFue~  
CagomiaDepamnentdParksand- 
blircrniaDepamnendWaterReacsces 
WibmiastaebndsCommsson . . 
CaaaniastateResarreesm 
l d Y l o ~ s S t a n  
-Gmemor 
lQhoOeplmnerPdF&andGsne 
~d ldaho(NaDt ra lResocr r resC0rderence )  

 power^ 
-ResKJdmABiance 
Naianlcatnem&skssomml . . 
-ResuEes-Caata 
-FaasyAfsoaaba, 

. . 
N u m w e s r ~ A r s r a a n o o  . . 
-PanrphmingCMd 
O r t l s a , . ~ s A E s o o a t w n -  . . 
Pacilic Coast F a  d Fshemws ~rs~aabons . . 
-FSuerscomca 

I PubficWoMeetb?qr:BQe.LwistoRGangwise 
L ( c c a a ~ M e a d o w s . ~ ~ . c h a B o .  
Sabnon, and k ? a t ~ ~  Fillt$ ID 

sepember 1953 
April1992April14,November 
15, sepember 16,1993 

June 1993 
May20,1953 

sepembern. 1993 
seplember 16,1953 

A w -  1993 
fekriaryz 1953 

Jlne 1e June 1993 
September 1992 
September 1993 

@ 1992 Apa 14. 
-2 1993 

Apr. 6-27. ¶994 

Januav 4,1993 
sepember 1993 

11,1993 
F W  1.1994 

-ember 18.1993 
Juna 1994 
JUne 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 
Jim@ 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 

.,- 10, 1994 
Mach25.1994 
March 26. 1994 " 

Manlr 30,1994 



' S e M l o r J i b n ~  
Senator Ted Stevens (News Release) 
SeMtor Ted Stevens ( N e w  Release) 

Table E-1. External BlleAngs (cent) 

I September 30.1993 
September is. 1993 

October 6, 1993 

Name of Organhation Briefed 

Pubk Lands CouncJ 
Soclery for Range -gemant 
Soaery of American Foresters 
 council 
Sport FDhing lrPtiMe 
Trwt Uwilni& 

UnaedFshermanofAiaska 
wey- 
The WJdemess Society 
TheWildfaeSodety 

of Resource 
CMserv;aion D i i  

California CBtlemen's AEsoci*ion 
Calilwnia Farm Bureau 
Ca@omia Indim Legal Service 
-0miaSheepboWers 
~dahocameArsoaah#L . ' -fwrmeetings: 

Salmar- 
orangevJle.1- 
Bake. Idaho 
Emmea Idaho 

lcraho conrervawn Leagw 
ldah0SpatingCongress 
The Wlldemess society, Idaho 
PaEilicRiversCouncJ 
westem k@sWve Task Force 

SM~C 

Date of Briefing 

September 19e June 9.1993 
June 9.1993 
J ~ n e  9. 1993 

September 19.1993 
APrir 1- April 14. 1993 

Apr., Aug. 1992; Mar., Apr. 
A U ~ .  0a.1953 

September 3 1993 
september 19.1993 

April 1992 
June 9,1943 
June. 1994 

May 23, 1994 
May 23,1994 
May 1& 1994 
May 23,1994 

April 16,1994 
April 18,1994 
Apnl 19. 1994 
May 1Ql994 
March 26. 1994 
Mard 26. 1994 

26, 1994 
March 2 1994 
April21. 1994 

%Govcmmmto 
Alaska DePamnera of Commerce and Economic Deve4opment 
AiaskaORiceofmeGovemor 
Board of Comrr~sson . . en-countyofCoca.oresm 
calaaniapepamnentof Foremy 
Columbia Basin F& 8 Wddlife &t.imi~ 
Oregon Water Resources Depamnent 
Westem Leg'kktive Forestry Task Force 

Fedenl Agencles 
Emhmem Protection Agency 
Em+funmental Monitoring and Assessment Program 
OfIice ofthe Chief Scientist 
USDC N m  Marine F m e s  Smce 
USDl Fkh and Wildlife .Sewice 

. . 

September 27,1993 

October 14.1943 
12 1993 

January 27,lSW 
November 1993 

August 26.1993 
December 14, 1953 
January 27,1994 
November 8.1993 
Ausun a- -1 993 



Tdbd QowmmeId8 
ccmfdmted Tribes and Bands d the Yakima Ln&an Neion 
NerPefmTrbaltrecrPiveCommiltee 

or- 
The AfSEEE Activities (News Anide) 
AkSkaCerOertame- 
AkSkaCentsrformeEnvbwtment. . . e r a l ~ e w s ~ )  
AMpTrollers- 
AtaskaCMcPdTIoralblbnited 
AmericanFsheriesSocl6ty-AIasJcaChapter 
AmerieanFimeciessociey- nianboMtchapter 
AmericanFimeciessociey--Chapter 
-Fisheries--ViTechChap~ 
AmecicanFisheriersociey,€u.aL' 
A m e r i c g l m  
Americglm(Nem-) 
BAS.S. h 

IndMdmb 
-Angenent 
PaawBlehl -- 
Stew chu&wea 
uarsaret- 
WJliamandRamonaCrooks 
JamesHDehno 
Maw D. m 
Bob Fvrhaur 
Does- 
Lf?tter to me Pnerior Appopiatbm Conference. 

- 1993 
Sepember 3: 1593 

september28.1993 
Sepember 18.1993 

OaObellO. 1993 
sepember a. 1993 

Apd 24.1953 
sepember 19 1993 
September 1.1593 
Sepember 2l. 1993 

Ausust 5.119n3 
sepember28.1983 
September 27.1993 
sewmtera 1 ~ 9 3  

Mardl 26.1993 
Nwemk 5.1993 
January 27. ID94 
January=. 1m 

septwber 24.1993 
AUgua9. 1993 
Ausun 9.1993 

Jarwary 27.1994 
Oaober# 1993 
sepembera 1993 
sepembera 1993 

Augusl20.119n3 
$e@emW 7.1993 
Novembec 1m 
Augue27.1953 

Septemkf3 1993 
Ausua 30,1993 
Auaar 29,1993 

updated 
undated 
Undated 



Date of Leaer 

September 10,1993 
November2 1993 

Undated 
AusustP1953 

UpQted 
August 26.1953 
Aupun 27,1953 

aptember 10.1993 
January 27,1994 

September 1 6,1993 
August 27.1953 
Sep- 8.1993 
AuBusl28.1993 

sea- 9, 1993 
A@S 28,1993 
Ausun 25,1993 

sept-21993 
septembsr 8.1993 
JanUary 27.1994 

September 25.1993 
August a, 1993 

September 1.1993 
August 28,1993 
-25 1953 
Auga34 1993 

UnaaM 
unaated 

January 27.1944 
27.1993 

Ausust2R 1953 
September 2 1993 
August 31,1993 
January 27.1994 
Febnrary 23.1953 

I I Name of Conespondent 

IndMdual8 (Cant) 

Oay- 
Mw 
JohnHurhaj 
Robert R Janrmes 

James Uchatwwich (Mobrand Biombics) 
Tad Mastersen 

m T .  Myren 
John and Karyn Netson 
Kyle - 

1 
Dr. Robett L Otson 
David Patenawl 
D . ~ A P e t e ~ ~ & J u a n i t a L l a D  
David W. 
P w  Robinnxl 
Ron and Martha Robinson 

ms--wl 
Dr. Dan S W  

Kemen Tanner 
sa~ ~romba 
Roben Tuck 

1 
Jau S. Wakefield 
Bud Waketand 
-J.Whkaker 
Ray white 
Ron YOckim 

I - 



Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal 

I 
Name of Respondent 

Arkansas 
Charles F. Gauvin 
Victoria E McDonald 
John Peterson 
Steven A Brink 

Alaska 
Roger D. Snippen 

Arizona 
David E McGillivary 

California 
v. Lou' i  Knom, 
Odean Griffin 
Doris E. Cole 
James L. Woods 
Joarvra Nefson 
Rodney M. Fujita 
W.JamesEdwards 
Not Signed 
R. Brett Matzke 
Felica Pace 
Susie Van Kirk 
Betty Ball 
Richard W. Harter 
Ed MY 
Hamid Madsen 
StevenLEvans 
T i  hidby 
Edwin P. W r  
Barbara C. Turner 
Kevin Turner 
*Lm 
-Hedge 
EticP.Sbnmen 
Andrew J. & Elois FIscher 
Binoevan 
John 8. Merz 
~ i ~ ~ d s o n  
V i  Russell 
Stephen C. Vdker 
Ryan M. Henson 
Marcia H. Armstrong 
John Nelson 
KarynNelson 
Barbara Paseoe 

Organization 

Trout Unlimited 
Seafsh 
Greater Ketchiin Chamber of Commerce 
Tongass NF Plan Revision Team Leader 

state of Alaska Projed Analyst 

U.S. Department of the Interior F M  

Environmental Defense Fund 

W i i  1- Inc Siena Nevada M g  
Kiamath Forest Alliance Pgrm.Coordinator 
Siena Chrb Redwood Chapter North G w  
Mendodm Environmental Center 

c a ~ ~ n i a  ~ ~ o c i a t i o n  of ~ W D  urtbs. I~C.  

Friends of the River - &nsetvaiirn Dir. 
TheNorthcoast EnvimentaICenter 
Desert Fishes Counca 

Caiitomia Cattlemen's Association 

9X Ranch 

Sacramento R i i r  Presentah Tnist 
~odoc Cwnty Cattlemen's h. 

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, tnc. 
Wilderness W i o n  

Siskiyw County Farm Bureau 

- 
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1 1 Idaho 
Richard Scullv 

Name of Respondent 
California (Cont) 
Kent Pascoe 
Janet Reynolds 
John M. Richards 
Randy Bailey 
Keny L Burke 
Daniel Hall 
Circle S Ranch 
James Sinton 
Steve Sinton 
R i i r d  S. Cincino 

Colorado 
Keny L Burke 
Jim Connolly 
Paul Wilben 

District of Columbia 
%mas J. Cassidy, Jr. 
Charles 8. Rumburg 
Ruth 1. McWaams 
Lanycaig 
Jerry 1. Wrllliams 
W K i  G. Myers Ill 
Larry E. Craig 

Marvin Park 
Lam L Ellsworth 
Jacqueline E. Moore 
Dam Daniis 
Bill Steele 
Sabrina Ellsworth 
MariAne Evans 
Randy Hess 
H.L Solom 
Dan C r a m  
Darcy Es- 
Eward Smith 

Organization 

American Fisheries Society 

The Pacific Forest Trust 

Avenales Cattle Co. 
Avenales Cattle Co. 

Connolly Pmperties, Inc. 

American Rivers 
Society tor Range Mgmt Geartive VP 
U.S.DA Forest Service 
United States Senate 
U.S.DA Forest Service 
Public Lands Councii-e Director 
United States Senate 

American Fisheries Society 

White Otter Outdoor Adventures 1 .  
Hutchins Lumber, Inc. 
Hutchins Lumber, Inc. 
Cled~vater Forest Watch Coalion 

Geo Pdeson 
Robert Manhill 

I 
I 

Gerald Lohman 
Elwin Hutchins 
EmeraldHutchii 
Lisa Lombardi 
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Name of Respondent 
ldaho (Cont.) 
Randy Hartshorn 
M. Clemenhagen 
James Sofenson 
Verle Pf efferkom 
Linn Kincannon 
George Kurts 
Sabrina Elkworth 
IGp Diihger 
Wade Gmhl 
Wendell M. Stark 

Espinasa 
Alan S. Wright 
Ray& Jacobsen 
Robert C. Sears 
Kathy Richmond 
Pam Lewis 
Roland Craft 
Phillip L Mikemy 
D i i  Kdbrener 
M. Keene HueM 
Michael Fsh 
Lyle Maynard 
Ed CcateS 
Helen Rice 
La- Amcost 
Richard Uberuaga 
J0Vce-d 
Bin Summers 
Patrick Donivan 
Jeff Carlson 
Danial G Johns~n 
Neil R. Rimbey 
Jadc Buell 
Rudy J. Verschoor 
Dennis Baid 
Hadley 8. Roberts 
E- penden 
DonPkGhner 
Steve Paulson 

Thompson. 
James W. Guthne 
James D. Wassmuth 
Russ Moritz 
Robert L Leffen 
Mike Mihetich 
Jane M. Miller 

Omanization 

Idaho Conservation League 

Idaho Farm Bureau Federation 
Idaho Cattle Assodation 

LouiiPadfic Corporation 

R.O.O.T.S. 
Unw. of ldaho Cooperative Extansion 
County of Benewah 

Idaho Emironmental Cwnca 

CilyofstMaries 
orittwood Heights Ranch 

Kaniksu Bioregional Council 

NationaiAudubonSociety 
- 
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Homer Hasfurther 
Jerry Klemm 
Brenda Dammarell 
Kris Nesbii 
Josephine Brown 
Peter De Lisser 
Ivan 1. faytor 
Elaine D. Hedenstyom 
Paul A. Lang 
Dan C. Miller 
Jasper Purdey 
David C. Bums 

Name of Respondent 
Idaho (Cont) 
Michael Kirk 
Nick R. Butler 

Organization 

Pulp & Paperworker's Resource Council 

Custer County Bwrd of Commissioners 

I ' 
' 

Snake River Cutthroats-VPIConservation I Warren Rice 
William K. Terry 
Lori Barnes 
Lany Isenberg 
Geoff Schneider 
Karoiyn R. Zierold 
Alan Peterson 
Tim Christopherson 
James R. Bennetts 
Char Roth 
Joan Vanhom 
Bill DeVeny 
Julia lrby 
Mark Klingennan 
Lynne K. Stone 
Class 
Dous- 
Shirley Getback 
Debra L Yeoman 
Gene P. Deasy 
Fred L Edmiston 
6arbara Fabin 
Win Green 
James N. Hawkins 
Mtke Medbeny 
Shaun Robertson 
Tom mates 
Steve B l i  
Joe Osbome 
Steve P i i  
Jack Linnemeyer 
Lany Linnemeyer 

Clearwater Resource Coalition 

Landscape Ecology 

County Extension Agent 

Custer County Extension Agent . . .- 

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 

Mack Xmber, lnc. 
Mack  Timber, Inc 
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I I l 
Organization 

wack T i r ,  inc. 

- 

I US Forest Ser. Clearwater NF Supervisor 
Cleamatar Soil &Water Consewation 
Idaho Cattle Assodation 
Idaho F m  Bureau Fedemlion 

Name of Respondent 
Idaho (Cont.) 
Myma Linnemeyer 
Stieg Gabrielsen 
Richard K. Kelly 
Jon Johnson 
Suezette Zenner 
DarmU Daubert 
Elma 8 Kenneth Bradbuly 
Jason Charley 
N.M. Stigum 
PatridtYwng 
~ o b  Smeltz 
Scott K. Campbsll 
Bill Vargovich 
H e  L P a r !  
Kenny Howell 
David Duto. Jr. 
Kevin Paris 
Rocky Vargovich 
John A Curtis 
John A Curtis 
David N. Stamper 
David N. Stamper 
James L Caswefl 
Alex Irby 
Bobseals 
TmOeary 
Janice R. M g  
Raymond F. Coon 
Ron W. Hartig 
David L Fwrshee 
Joseph M. H i  
N& Chenoweth 
T e d  B. Chiiders 
Patricia M. Duren 
John Goffinet 
Shirley J. Johnson 
MoniiJ.Jones 
Paul Lang 
Amn 0. Osterberg 
Deniece M. Osterberg 
Lee C. Peppinger 
Paul Pe~~enger 
Gordon A Thiessen 
Dennis Thompson 
Jeffrey Wkks 
Nancy Spencer 

Intennounrain Forest Industry Assoc 
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Name of Respondent 
ldaho (Cont.) 

Julie Chenoweth 
Dennis Harper 
Steve Law 
D o ~ M  R. k C h  
Amy London - 
Rob 0. Miller 
David L. Washbum 
Charles E. Pace 
Pat Ford 
Off. Of The Gover 
John McCarthy 
Charles Ray 
Rhonda Norland 
Ron Norland 
Mike Hanna 
Norman West 
Sharon Arnold 
Wayne 8 Sue Thornton 
James A Little 
Wayne 1. Stelles 
V. James Wilson 
Mike Kerttu 
Chet Bowers 
Bill Mulligan 
Tom Lanrnan 
Oh Vevle 
Jonathan H. Mawel 
George L Rawiey 
Damon M. Carpenter 
Cheryl Woehler 
Frank Woehler 
Dave Elliot 
Kenneth G. Watson 
Dale Adams 
Lorene Sutbn 
Ron C. Meredii 
Carl Ellsworth 
Pete Ellsworth 
Andy Frei 
Arlene C. Kolar 
Julie Hershey 
Peter M. K Frost 
Stanley P. McCoy 
P h i i  H. FeucM 
G ~ I Y  W. Heringartner 
Todd Riggers 

Organization 

Regional Services, InC. 

State of Idaho 
Idaho Consenation League 
Idaho Rivers United 

Board of County Commissioners 
BennetI Lumber Products, Inc. 
Bowers Aero-Photo 
Weyerhaeuser - Resource Manager 

County of Boise District Court 

Potlatch Corporation 
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Joel E. Coursey 
iarry Isenberg 
Glenn A. Smith 
Ardis Fugate 
Ron Fugate 
Lynette B. Asay 
R e e d  Z Asay 
Ambase Kudronowea I Tcdd McCdlum 
Richard G. Heediman I 
Ronald J. Peterson 
Kim Uhiom 
Steve Uhiom 
lary BnJm 
Howard Znwne~man 
Randymge- 
Larry Amold Zbnmerman 
Marty- 
David L Brown 
Jay (YLaughlii 
Kenneth T. Kohr 
Mike Miragiio 
M iK ing  
Janice M. Donley 
Margaret L Drake 
*NDyer 

Rieffenberger 
Lb Sedler 
Lisambardi 
Craig Ames 
Dave Behrens 
M i  N. Norton 
owen Squires 
Ornar J. Sarbacher 
John LGrasham . 
Wenden M. Stark 
J.D.& Gay Craig 
Mark H. Johnson 
George M. Rauch 

York 

Name of Respondent 
Idaho (Cont.) 
Karen 1. Vallejo 
Wendy Wedum 
Grace M. Brown 
S i b  C. W h i m  
Lka Konrad - 
Beckv Brooks 

Crown Padfic Inlanb'iimber & Lands 

Organization 

Nez PwceTribe 

U.S. Forest Service - Nez Perce NF 
Boise County Bd. Of County Commissioners 
BoisaCoontyBd.OfCountyCommffsKm . . err 
B o i s e C o u n t y B d . O f C o u n t y ~ o n e ~ ~  
Salmon N a M  Forest 
Aniice for the WiM Roddes 
Clearwater Forest Watch Coaiition . 

Bennett Lnnber Products. Inc 
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Idaho (Cant) I 
DOUS cia* . 
Donald Jones 
Linda D. Rauch 
Jim Henhey 
Thomas L Snyder 
Andy Gilder 
Vem Uhlom 
Ron Wetmore 
Terri Rothwell 
E.D. Coy 
Albert Low 
B. Hoidal 
James T. Vandegrifi 
J. L Ross 
Jerry D. Chambers 
B. Rauch 
Michelle Poesy 
Brilt Carpenter 
Gillis Kelly 
Teresa M. Quimby 
Tom Wolny 
Ahrin Minden 
Roger Caubie 
Suzanne R. Wilson 
Doug Mfield 
Bill Lundgrem 
Darrell Turnelson 
Hal R. Covey 
Will lngram 
Gordon Fulton 
Richard C. Reimers 
Gary Cantrell 
Zella Cantrell 
Patick E. Long 
Gordon E. Mohr 
Gwold E. Ciionte 
Marvin L Hutchins 
William C. Liedkie 
Robert A Saulls 
Gary W. Riddle 
Ike Coleman 
Elaine Cook 
Patricia Dobson 
Shannon Eisenrneth 
Bob Hyde 
Marlene Hyde 

GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
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Idaho (Cont.) 
Sandra L Lawrence 
Kathyn Lefferts 
Sandy Luts 
Lori McMillen 
Mike McMillii 
Patty J. Ramey 
M i e I  D. Snyder. 
Shannon Snyder 
Shelly Stewart 
Billie L Waide 
Chris Walsh 
Ted Walsh 
R. D. Willhite 
Marguerite McLaughlin 
Thomas B. s e a m i  
Maurice Pae 
Ed Hall 
Calvin J. Whittaker 
Card Whittaker 
Paul Belzer 
Ben Salisbury 
Lyle Ailhywd 
Jim Hayes 
Craig Nelson 
Maine 
Jim Gerbsr 
John R Swanson 
John R Swanson 
P.JohnMarryan 
T I  Dodson 
Walter Lindsey 
Gary Estlund 
Missy Keys 
Duane Ash 
Steven G. Libey 
Janet crowley 
Ron watters 
Jenniir Davis 
Jack R Palmer 
RwemaryMcQueen 
Brian Nesbii 
Mike D. Moore 
Patey Acree 
Dartyne Nice 
Teny E. Byrd 
Ray K. Ongstad 

Proposal (Cont) 

Organization 

GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 
GEM Community Committee 

Idaho State Senate 

Idaho County Farm Bureau 

cennecting PointforPubiicLends 

1 
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Name of Respondent 
ldaho (Cont.) 
Don Wilson 
Jess Mooney 
Erin Doniey 
Cathy Baer 
Kathy Richmond 
Stew Churchwell 

I 
Montana 
John R. Swanson 
Arlene Montgomery 
Patrick Graham 

N&& 
William ~at r ic  
Kevin Whitener 

Olqanization 

Sawtooth W~ldliie Council 

Salmon River Environmental Ed. & Defense 

, 

Friends of the Wild Swan 
Montana Dept of Fish, Wildlife & Parks 

Oregon 
Diane Valantine 
J.F. Edrnonds 
CJ Andersen 
George 1. Gant 
John Swanson 
James McCauley 
John 1. Cheslock 
W ~ l l i i  MacKenzie 
Steven J. Courtney 
LE. Bedell 
SluaIt J. Shelk, Jr. 
Dale Whte 
Jack L Beebe 
Bev Owen 
Gordon Ross 
Arleigh G. lsley 
Pat Wortman 
Kevin Campbell 
Bob Kimberiing 
Sondra Lino 
Barry Carter 
Dale Oberhg 
Louis A Carlson 
Joyce Morgan 
Doug Robertson 
Doris Wadsworth 
John J. Howard 
Terry Thompson 
Paula Burgess 

Mineral Policy Center 

Oregon Natural Resources Council 
American Fisheries Society 

I Associated Oregon Loggers, Inc. 

Oregon Small Woodlands Association 
Malheur Timber Operaton, Inc. 

Ochoco Lumber Company 
County Court for Hamey County 
Coos County Board Of Commissioners 
Coos County Board Of Commissioners 
Coos County Board Of Commissionen 
Wallowa County Court 
Wallowa County Court 
Countv Court of Grant Countv 

I COW& hurt of Grant 
County Coufl of Grant Countv 1 Blue &.- ~at ive Forest ~llia6ce 

~ & n t y  Court, Morrow County Judge 
Board of Commissioners 
Board of Commissioners 
Board of Commissioners 
IAC Idaho Assn. of Oregon Counties 
IAC ldaho Association of Counties 
Office of the Governor 
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John Shaver 
Dave Somers 
Maxine Keeslmg 
Bill Burley 
Johnny M. noon 
S. Pacha 
Ralph Coyle 
Mike Eridcson 
Kurt 8811 
Dennis Lebdd 
Don M. B a i i  
Ross Emery 
Jim R. Schroeder 
Chuck Parker 
David K I ' i  
Bfuce Kenyon 
Richard Weber 
Ed Harris 
Greg Paris 
Thomas L Vandevanter 
Wayne Hirschel 
Norm M c c h  
Lovem Payton 
GarVw- 
Henry A Burt 
Gary E Johnser 
Jadc A. Aubrey. Jr. 
Marcie Jo Oppenheimer 
JohnASaip 
Made Sharp 
Mehnie Warland 
No Name No Name 
Teny &aden 
Steve Bhnldnshi 
Dan Peer 
Cherylene J. Engle 
Gary Van Seotter 
Brad Hollenbeck 
Mike Baiiey 
Ronald S. Yockjm 
Bonnie Laweme 

Name of Respondent 
Washington (Cont) 

R.C.G.N.W. - United For Multiple Use 
The Tuialip Tribes 

Organization 

BUSE Timber 8 Sales, Inc. 
Tonasket Forest Watch 

I Washington Rangehnd Committee 

I Grant and Hamey County Courts 
OkanoganResource~i  
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Name of Respondent 
Washington (Cont.) 
David Long 
Brian Fox 
Joe Labelle 
Steve Purcell 
Don Weza 
Clinton Carlyle 
Lori Long 
Robert Freres, Jr. 
Beny L Whiie 
Mary L. Water 
Georgia Columbia 
Bobbi Turner 
Laun Vigue 
Jack McClellan 
Stella Renald 
Renea Martin 
Doug 8 Lucy Pearce 
Wley Hollingsworth 
Bonnie PhilliHoward 
Derek Luh 
Richard A. McNeilly 
Guadalupe FIores 
M i i  Friedman 
David A. Hoppens 
Bill Erickson 
John R. Notberg 
Brad AlBoucq 
Marshall Ward 
Georse Boyd 
James D. Tank 
Doug Campbell 
Kaare Nodand 
James N. Hall 
Kad F. Moore 
Kathy Veit 
Alfred Amyotte 
James W. Simpson 
Adam Berger 
John P. McMahon 
Ken Davis 
Ron Mason 
Decker K Johnson 
Cam11 Palmer - 
Deborah A. Si, Esq. 
David L Scott 
Thomas A. Weza 
Robert D. Wilcoxon 

Orcrankation 

Gnnde R Adventures 

Freres Lumber Co., Inc. 

. 
Pilchuck Audubon Society 

Mdleilly Ranch, Inc. 

Greater Ecosystem Alliance 
David A Hoppens - ENGINEERS 

U. S. Dept Of Interior-Bureau of Mines 

Pacific Northwest Ski Areas Assoc. 

U.S. DOT Fed Hwy Adm. Division Engineer 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, lnc. 
Weyewuser 
Washington Cattlemen's kcciat ion 

Yakima Indian Nation 
Inland Empire Public Lands Council 
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Name of Respondent 
Washington (Cont.) 

John Shaver 
Dave Somers 
Maxine Keeding 
Sill Burley 
Johnny M. Roon 
S. Pacha 
Ralph Coyle 
Mike Eridcson 
~ u r t  Ben 
Dennis Lebdd 
Don M. Badly 
RQ65 Emery 
Jim R. Schroeder 
Chuck Parker 
David K i i i  
B N C ~  Kenyon 
Richard Weber . 
Ed Hanis 
Gmg Paris 
Thomas L Vandevanter 
Wayne Hirschel 
Norm McClure 
Lwem Payton 
Gary Wamedce 
Henry A. Burt 
Oary E. Johnser 
Jack A Aubrey, Jr. 
Marcie Jo Oppenheimer 
John A. Sharp 
Margie Sharp 
Melanie McFarland 
No Name No Name 
Teny Braden 
Steve Blankinshi 
Dan Peer 
Cherylene J. Engle 
Gary Van Scatter 
Brad Hollerbeck 
Mike Bailey 
Rona)ri S. Yoddm 
Bonnie Lawrence 

1 
Orqanhation 

R.C.G.N.W. - United For Multiple Use 
The Tulalip Tribes 

BUSE Timber 8 Sales, Inc. 
Tonasket Forest Watch 

Washington Rangeland Committee 

U. S. Forsst S ~ M C ~  - Lassen NF 

Grant and Harney County Courts 
O k a n o g a n ~ r c e C o M d l  
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APPENDIX F - RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

A. Summary of  Public Comments 

A notice of availability for the Environmental Assessment (EA) and proposed Finding 
of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was published in the Federal Register March 25, 
1994 (58 FR 14356), with a 45-day public comment period scheduled to dose May 9, 
1994. A notice published May 4, 1994 (85 FR 23049), extended the public comment 
period for two weeks, until May 23, 1994. 

The Forest Service (FS) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) received 
approximately 500 written comments. Over 90 percent of these were from within the 
geographic range of the proposed action (ldaho, California, Oregon, and Washington). 
Over hatf of the comments were from ldaho alone. The remaining letten came from 
areas outside the range of the proposed action, including the District of Columbia, 
Pennsylvania, Alaska, Virginia, Minnesota, Arizona, Colorado, Montana, Nevada. Ohio, 
and Alabama. Commenton included individuals as well as representatives of national 
and local interest groups, other Federal agencies, State, local, and Tribal 
governments, and the academic community. The length of written comments received 
ranged from several sentences to over a hundred pages. 

Comments reflected a wide range of positions from recommendations to take no 
action (Alternative 1) to recommendations to take greater protective measures than 
proposed in any of the five alternatives. Some felt the standards and guidelines 
(SBGs) were too restrictive, while others felt they were not restrict& enough. Many 
commenton questioned the interim widths for Riparian .Habitat Conservation Areas 
(RHCAs); some felt that they were arbitrary and too wide, and others felt the RHCAs 
should be wider. Some commenton proposed strategies for management of 
anadromous fish habitat other.than the altematives considered in the EA. The 
Agenaes reviewed these proposals, and though some were quite detailed, none 
adequately addressed the purpose and need of the interim direction or adequately 
responded to the issues identified in the EA (pp. 6-1 l,21-22). 

The limited scope of the proposal and alternatives concerned some, who noted that 
the EA does not address other causes of fish decline (dams and excessive fish 
harvesting, for example); focuses-only on freshwater (and not marine or estuarine) 
habitat focuses only on anadromous fish; applies only to lands administered by the 
FS and BLM; and is limited to an 18-month time period. Some commenton 
expressed skeptiasm that the interim direction would be applied for only 18 months. 
Many commenton felt the geographic range of the proposal should be extended to 



indude the range of the bull trout (which extends into parts of Montana). Some 
suggested extending the geographic range of the proposal to indude Alaska. Others 
wanted afl watersheds to be included. Many of the comments were more applicable 
to the longer-term strategies that will be analyzed in geographically-specific 
environmental analyses for long-term management. Accordingly, those comments will 
be forwarded to the appropriate interdisciplinary teams working on the environmental 
analyses for long-teh management. 

Native Ameridans described restoration of salmon populations as a significant benefit 
to Tribal social and economic conditions, but expressed concern about access to 
Tnial use areas and consideration given to inherent treaty interests and 
trealy-reserved rights. 

Many fisheries and conservation groups commented on the soaal and economic 
impact of the dedine of anadromous fish. Other cornmentors expressed concerns 
about the costs assodated with adopting PACFlSH and impacts to local economies. 
Others expressed objection simply because adoption would impose more Federal 
regulation. 

Additional concerns jnduded potential adverse impacts to the grazing, timber, mining, 
and associated service industries; whether the measures prowsed in the preferred 
alternative would be adequate to restore h a b i  whether restoralion of habitat would . 
affect anadiomous fish populations; and whether an environmental impact statement 
(EIS) was required instead of an EA. 

This appendix contains a distillation of the concerns identified by the commenton and 
the Aaencies' resDonse to these concerns. In addition, this apvendix docirments 
wh&darifrcatiok and pertinent addifional information were added to the EA in 
response to public comments. 

B. Response to public commenfs on PACFlSH interfm dihdion 

Concern 1 
. - 

WheIher interim fiction is the appropriatemanagement aclion .. 

Response: 
The need for immediate action has been made dear by the rapidly declining status of 
anadromous fish stocks; the contributing role of degraded h a b i t  condition in these 
dedines; and the poor h a b i t  conditions on Agencyadministered lands (EA pp. 8-1 1). 



The Agenaes are proposing the interim direction while geographically-specific 
environmental analyses are being developed for long-term management of 
anadromous fish-producing watersheds. The analyses for long-term management are 
underway, but these will not be completed for 18 months. While these analyses are 
being prepared, the Agenaes should take no actions which would have an adverse 
environmental impact or limit the choice among reasonable alternatives for the long- 
term management, as directed by the implementing regulations promulgated under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

The Agencies are attempting to facilitate their compliance with the Endangered 
Species A d  of 1973 (ESA) and foster a more consistent and effiaent project-level 
ESA consultation process. In developing the interim direction, the Agenaes are 
working to maintain stocks of anadromous fish, while giving consideration to the ability 
of national forests and ELM districts to provide goods and services. The long-term 
provision of goods and services from Agency-administered lands will depend in part 
on avoiding the need for further listings of anadromous fish under the ESA. 

la :  The Agencies have the necessary authority now to do the job if they wwld follow 
existing regulations 

Response: 
The proposed interim direction is consistent with existing regulation and seeks to 
provide a consistent approach across Agency-administered lands as part of a multi- 
step planning process. Existing goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines for the 15 
national forests and 7 ELM districts are not all consistent or detailed enough to 
address the purpose of the proposed action. Each of these national forests and 
districts could individually develop standards and guidelines for management of 
anadromous fish-producing watersheds (and conduct the requisite NEPA analysis), but 
this would be a burdensome and redundant effort, and would not insure a consistent 
approach. The interim direction will bridge the time gap between the existing forest 
plans and LUPs and the development of long-tenn management strategies that are 
now underway. 

The proposed interim direction will also foster project decisions that meet the 
requirements of the ESA. The completed consultation with the Fish and Wildlife 
Service (FWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) on the 
programmatic interim direction will fadlitate site-spedflc, project-level consubtioris; 
the standards and guidelines of the interim direction mil insure that those measures 
generally determined necessary for compliance with the ESA will be incorporated 
during initial project design, rather than awaiting results of project consultation. This 
will result in a more efficient and effective project consultation process. 



lb: The Agencies do not have adequate stafiing and funding to conduct the 
necessary adhns, such as Watershed Analysis, monitoring, and restoration, to 
implement interim direction. 

Response: 
Implementation of this strategy will not require significant additional staffing or funding 
on the interim basis. The Agencies will need to shift some existing funds and staff to 
meet short-term requirements. The Agenaes have recognized this requirement and 
feel that interim direction is the appropriate management action. The long-term 
management may require significant additional funding or re-allocation of staff and 
funding. If so, these needs will be identified in the geographically-spedfic 
environmental analyses and assodated decision documents. 

lc: The FS. cannot adopt the proposed interim direction without amen&ng'exjsting . '  

Reg-Wit Guides. 

Response: 
Based upon public comments and FS review of existing regional direction, the FS has 
determined that the Regional Guides should be amended pursuant to 36 CFR 
219.10(fj. Thus, the proposed interim management direction would amend the 
Regional Guides for the affeded Regions (Northern, Intermountain, Pacific Southwest, 
and Pacific Northwest Regions) and the forest plans for the 15 affected national 
forests. Implementation procedures for the proposed interim direction will be 
discussed more fully in the Decision NoticeIDetision Record. 

Id: The 5LM cannot adopt the pmposed interim dhection v&ho& amending edsting 
Land U s e  Plans (UPS). 

Response: 
The proposed interim diredim would not amend the existing LUPs. The Biological 
Assessment for the EA is incorrect on this point: adoption of the proposed interim 
direction would amend FS forest plans, but not BLM LUPs. The guidance in the 
existing LUPs in the geographic scope of the proposed action does not need to be 
changed, but instead requires additional, more Specific direction to assist managers in 
achieving the goak of the existing LUPs. 

Under the provisions of regulations developed pursuant to the Federal land Policy . 
Management Act, BLM will incorporate the proposed interim direction following a 
review of the conformance of the adion with existing LUPs. Fobwing a decision on 
the proposed interim d i d o n ,  the BLM Director wwld issue instruction to State 
Diredon to review the conformance of the interim direction with existing LUPs and, if 
in conformance, adopt the interim direction into all proposed and new projects and 
activities, and certain ongoing projects and activities. 



If the interim direction were found to be not in conformance with existing LUPs, ELM 
would seek to amend or revise the LUP so that the interim direction would be in 
conformance with the LUP. Until the LUP were to be amended or revised, BLM would 
use the existing LUP direction, or would attempt to implement the management 
direction for certain ongoing projects and activities through negotiation with the use 
authorization holders (e.g., grazing permittees, right-of-way holders, recreation permit 
holders), or would seek other remedy within the terms of the existing authorization, 
including modifying, suspending, or cancelling authorization. However, preliminary 
review of existing LUPs has indicated that the interim direction would be found to be in 
conformance and therefore could be adopted directly. Implementation procedures will 
be discussed more fully in the Decision Notice/Deasion Record. 

Concern 2 

Whether an EA is adequate for the proposed interbn direction 

Response: 
An EA is adequate for the proposed interim direction because the nature of the 
proposed action is to maintain the environmental status quo. m a t  is, the intenm 
direction would restrict disruption of natural processes and avoid degradation of the 
physical environment The proposed interim direction does not authorize any ground- 
disturbing activities, and in no way obviates the need for site-specific, project-level 
NEPA analysis. 

The EA meets the twin aims of NEPA, informed decisionmaking and disclosure of 
potential environmental impacts. As noted in the NEPA regulations, 40 CFR Sec. 
1500.1(b), (c), the purpose is not to generate paperwork or create encydoped~c 
documents. NEPA documents are to concentrate on the issues that are truly 
important to the action rather than amassing detail. An environmental assessment is 
to be a concise document, 40 CFR Sec. 1508.9. The detail required in disdosing 
potential environmental effects depends upon the nature and scope of me proposed 
action. This EA was prepared for temporary, programmatic measures to retatn the 
environmental status quo while the long-term deasionmaking process (indudmg 
preparation of additional environmental analyses) underway is completed. The intent 
of the proposed action is to prevent adverse environmental change. The therough 
discussion of potential environmental effects arising from the programmatic decision 
considered in this EA is adequate. 



2a: An EIS should have been prepared for interim didion because it is a highly 
controversial, major Federal adion which would significantly affect the human 
environment 

Response 
The proposed FONSI, which was made available for public comment in March 1994, 
presented the reasons why this interim direction, through the use of goals, objectives, 
standards and guidelines, would not have a significant effect on the human 
environment NEPA regulations provide for the preparation of an EA under certain 
ararmstances. An EA is a conase public document which serves to: 

-briefly provide evidence of analysis sufiiaent for determining whether to 
prepare an EIS or a FONSI, and 

-fadlitate preparation of an EIS when one is- needed, or aid Agency compliance 
with NEPA when no EIS is needed. 

The standard for determining whether an ElS is needed is the significance of the 
environmental impacts of the adion, 40 CFR 1508.27. 

As was discussed in the proposed FONSI, the proposed interim direction would not 
have a significant impact because it is limited both in scope and time. The proposed 
interim direction does not affect all projects throughout entire planning amas, but 
instead provides standards and guidelines for certain projects on certain lands. The 
proposed interim direction will remain in effect for only 18 months until the 
geographically-spec3c environmental analyses for long-term management are 
prepared. 

As was d i i d  in the proposed FONSI, the proposed interim direction does not 
involve effeds on the quaiii of the human environment that are likely to be highly 
controversial. Controversy in this context refers to substantial dispute as to the size, 
nature, or environmental effect of the proposed action, ather than to opposition to the 
adoption of the proposed action. In the preparation of the EA, the Agencies examined 
all relevant information to determine the short-term and long-term effects that would be 
expected to result from the proposed interim direction. Because the interim period is 
limited to 18 months, there will be l i e  impact on the affected environment; the goal of 
the proposed action is to avoid degradation of the physical environment during ttie 
interim period. Though the proposed interim direction is antit5pated.b cause a 
decrease in resource outputs of some areas in the short-ten, resource output levels 
projected in forest.plans and'LUPs may still be attainable over the long-term. 



2b: An EIS should have been prepared for interim direction because the action is 
progammatic rather than site-specific. 

Programmatic deasions do not necessarily require an EIS. The interim direction is 
programmatic in that the proposedaction does not make site-s~'ecific deasions or . - . . 
commitment of resources that result in environmental effects. A h rammat ic  NEPA 
document may be prepared as part of a large-scale, muiti-step process to address 
actions which share common goals and objectives andlor share a common timing or 
geogaphy. Programmatic documents, such as this EA, are followed by additional 
NEPA analyses for site-specific projects within the broader geographic area. This 
planning concept, referred to as tiering, is provided for in the NEPA regulations and 
FS NEPA Procedures FSM 1950.3, paragraph 4; FSH 1909.15 Chapter 42.1. 

The programmatic nature of the proposed interim direction limits the level of detail that 
must be disclosed at this level of deasionmaking. As noted above, site-specific 
effects will be disclosed in environmental analyses prior to any decision at the projed 
level. The proposed interim direction would not involve any resource or ground- 
disturbing action, but instead would guide future decisionmaking by providing direction 
for additional resource protection. Further mitigation measures might be necessary for 
.some site-specific proposals; this would be determined by project level environmental 
analyses. The proposed interim.direction does not propose, authorire, fund, or cany- 
out any site-specific project decisions. The proposed interim direction would maintain 
the environmental status quo. It would therefore be premature and speculative to 
assess possible site-specific impacts in this programmatic NEPA doarment 

2c: An EIS should have been prepared for interim diction because the action would 
constlMe a signifcant amendment of forest plans. 

Under the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and the NFMA regulations, a 
significant amendment of a forest plan requires the preparation of an EIS. - However, 
an amendment that does not result in a significant change in a forest plan only 
requires public notice and appropriate NEPA compliance. As was discussed in the 
proposed FONSI, an EA constitutes appropriate NEPA compliance for the proposed 
interim direction. 

The proposed interim direction would not result in a significant change in the 15 forest 
plans because: (1) it is limited in time and will only be in place until the-current 
analysis of a longer term strategy is completed; (2) the size of the area affected is 
very mal l  when compared to the overall planning area because the interim strategy 
applies only to projects within RHCAs or projeds outside the RHCAs that would 
degrade RHCA condition; (3) it will not alter the long-term relationship between the 
levels of goods and s e ~ c e s  in the planning area because it would only apply to 
proposed or new projects and activities and ongoing projects and activities that pose 



an unacceptable risk until a longer-term strategy is developed and examined in an EIS 
within 18 months; (4) any short term reductions in outputs do not foredose 
opportunities to achieve such outputs in later years; (5) it only applies to site-specifrc 
areas where selected projects are occurring or are scheduled to occur and does not 
alter the management framework for the vast majonty of lands within the planning 
area; (6) it is merely a temporary aftempt to preserve the environmental status quo, 
thereby maintaining management options while a longer-tern policy can be evaluated; 
and (7) by taking the adive step of adopting interim guidelines pending the 
development of longer-term options, me Forest Service is better able to achieve its 
goals of managing the national forests for sustainable multiple uses, and to avoid 
drastic emergency measures in the future. 

The Decision NoticelDeasion Record will more fully discuss the significance under 
NFMA of the amendments to forest plans. 

2d: There should have been a formal public scoping process, .and other agencies 
andlot groups should have been invoked in the preparation of the EA 

Response: 
Although a public scoping process is not required for actions whictl do not have a 
significant impad on the human environment, the Agenaes held various meetings and 
briefings with members of Congress, other Federal and State agencies, Tribal 
governments, and a variety of organizations and individuals (EA, Appendii E). This 
public involvement is consistent with guidance issued by the Counal on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) for proposed actions that would not have a significant impac! on the 
human environment. Appendix E of the EA identifies the briefings held and letters 
received prior to completion of the revised EA. Consultation under Section 7 of the 
ESA has been conducted with FWS and NMFS. 

Concern 3 

Whether the alternatives were addressed adequately 

3a: Alternatives were not given equal treatment 

Response: . . 

As detailed in the EA (pp. 28-30), each of the five alternatives Considered in detail was 
desaibed by the same components: 



-Riparian goals and objectives. 

-Special standards and guidelines. 

-Treatment of riparian areas. 

-Special procedures. 

-Management adions affected. 

These components are summarized in the EA for comparison of the alternatives 
(Table 1, DR. 31-32). The environmental consequences of each altemative are 
analyzed in the E A - ( ~ ~ .  43-71), detailing consebnces for the physical, biological, 
and human environment The consistent desaiption of alternatives and analysis of 
consequences provides a suffiaent basis for a reasoned choice among altematives. 

3b: Alternative 4 should not have been identified as Ute prefened alternative. 

Responser 
An altemative is identified in the EA as the Agencies' prefened alternative to help 
focus public comments and Agency consultations. The identification of a preferred 
alternative in the EA does not constrain the selection of an alternative. The selection 
of an alternative and the rationale,for selection will be discussed in the Deasion 
NoticelDeasion Record. For this selection, the alternatives will be evaluated based, in 
part, on meeting the stated purpose of the interim direction within the context of the 
five issws identified in the EA (pp. 21-22): 

(1) Maintaining stodrs of anadmmous fish. 

(2) Providing management direction to cbmply with consultation required by. the 
ESA. 

(3) Considering the ability of national forests and BLM districts to provide 
traditional amounts and kinds of goods and services. 

I (4) Integrating proposed interim difedion for management of 'riadromous fish 
habitat with other planning efforts. 

(5) integrating new scientific knowledge into the management of anadmmous 
fish. 



3c: The range of alternatives for interim direction is too nanow. 

Response: 
The EA considered five alternatives in detail, induding a no-action alternative. An 
additional 10 alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed study. The 
range of alternatives analyzed in the EA was directly related to the scope of the 
proposed action. The range of alternatives that must be considered decreases as the 
environmental impad of its proposed action becomes less substantial. The scope of . . 

the proposed adion, an interim strategy for managing anadromous fi~h-~roducin~ 
watersheds, does not involve adverse environmental effects or an irretrievable 
commitment of resources. The Agencies have focused their analysis of possible 
alternatives on a manageable but broad range of alternatives, making the best use of 
the Agencies' limited resources. Moreover, the Agencies' ability to accomplish the 
purpose and need of the interim strategy would not be enhanced by me addition of 
further attematives, particularty those that are infeasible under federal environmental 
protection Lam (e.9.. ESA and 36 CFR 219.19). 

The EA set forth alternatives sufficient to permit a reasoned choice. The Agencies are 
not required to examine alternatives whose adoption is remote or speculative, nor are 
they required to analyze alternatives that would not achieve the purpose of the 
proposed adion. The discussion of the five attematives in the EA met NEPA's twin 
aims of informed decisionmaking and disdosure of environmental effects. The EA 
considered a broad range of approaches to interim management of anadromous fish- 
producing watersheds. 

The range of alternatives considered in mis EA for interim direction will not constrain 
the range of alternatives that will be considered in the geographically-specific 
environmental analyses for long-term management Those analyses will consider a 
broad range of alternatives for management of anadromous fishproducing watersheds 
and will be developed with public participation and early opportunities for public 
comment. These alternatives may indude some of the interim direction alternatives, 
induding those considered but eliminated from detailed study. . 

Concern 4 

Whether the proposed interim dimetion addresses the true causes of detfbres of 
anadromws fish 

Response: 
The proposed interim direction addresses anadromous fish h a b i t  on Agency- 
administered lands. The EA acknowledges there are numerous other factors, both 
biological and physical, which are contributing to the dedine of Pacific salmon, 
steelhead, and sea-run cutthroat trout. Most, if not all, of the observed dedines are 



due to a mmbination of freshwater and ocean conditions and management activities. 
Nonetheless, all anadromous fish require freshwater habiit to complete their life 
cycles. Even where nonaabitat factors contribute to decline, the highest egg-to-smolt 
survival o w n  in watersheds with the best habitat (Chapman and WW 1993). As 
discussed in the EA, research has indicated that land management activities can 
degrade anadromous fish habitat. The EA has been modified to i'ndude additional 
discussion of the impacts of land management activities on anadromous fish habitat 

The Agencies are required by law and regulation to maintain freshwater anadromous 
habitat, regardless of which factor is determined to be the most limiting to fish 
production in a given situation. The Forest Service is required to manage freshwater 
habitat on national forests to maintain viable populations of anadromous fish and other 
native and desirable non-native speaes. The BLM is required to protect the quality of 
the water resources of lands under its administration. Relevant to all Federal 
agencies is the ESA, as amended, which: (1) identifies the responsibilities of Federal 
agencies in the recovery and conservation of the four anadromous fish stocks that are 
currently listed as threatened or endangered species within the geographic range of 
the interim direction, and (2) prohibits Federal actions which might contribute to the 
potential listing of the candidate or sensitive listed species as threatened. 

The Agenaes cannot, during the interim period alone, restore h a b i t  necessary for 
the recovery of at-risk anadromous stocks. Furthermore, in parts of the geographic 
range of interim management, the Agencies administer a highly fragmented land base 
that constitutes only a small portion of the regional anadromous fish h a b i  and 
cannot, by themselves, restore habi i t  conditions necessary for recovery of at-risk 
anadromous st*. The Agencies must act to arrest degradation and begin the 
restoration on Agency-administered lands, but the Agencies must also encourage 
others to join in partnerships to develop strategies amss watersheds and river basins. 
These partners must include other Federal agenaes, States, local governments, Tribal 
governments, and private landowners. 

In October, 1994, the Departments of the Interior and Agricutture signed a 
Memorandum of Agreement with the Whiie House Oflice on Enviromental Policy and 
other federal government agencies to establish a framework to facil'ite development 
of a coordinated and comprehensive salmon restoration plan. The agreement is 
intended to ensure mat federal agenaes work together in a coordinated manner mat 
maximizes the use of federal expertise and resources, and eliminates unnecessary 
duplication and inefficiencies. The Agreement established a Task Force to address 
policy issues governing the restoration plan for salmon, and a regional Coordinating 
Committee to "assume primary responsibility for developing an implementing a 
coordinated Federal effort to conserve and restore Pacific salmon and their associated 
h a b i i . "  The interim strategy for anadromous fish h a b i i  is consistent with the 
purposes of the October, 1994 Agreement 



Concern 5 

Whether the scope and geographic range of the EA should be changed 

5a: The geographic ange-of the interim dict ion should be expanded to indude 
Ah*. . 

Response: 
As d ' i s s e d  in the EA (pp. 5-6, 25), the option of applying interim direction to 
Agency-administered lands in Alaska was eliminated for the following reasons: 

-Research in Alaska has not identified dedines of anadromous fish stocks and 
degradation of habiit conditions comparable to those in the western contiguous 
United States. 

-The Fiscal Year 1994 Interior and Related Agenaes Appropriation A d  
prohibits the application of PACFISH standards and guidelines to Agency- 
administered lands in Alaska during fiscal year 1994. 

The Agenaes will condud stream studies and will review land management activities 
to evaluate the effectiveness of current fish habitat protection measures and needs for 
additional protection of resources on Agency-administered lands in Alaska. 

5b: The scope of the interim direction should be elcpanded to include ather species, 
such as bull tmut and other resident fish 

Response: 
Though the, interim direction is focused on anadromous fish, it will also benefit resident 
fish, as well as other aquatic and riparian-dependentterrestrial species. The Riparian 
Goals of the interim direction have the underlying principle of maintaining or restoring 
aquatic and riparian ecosystem health and function, which will promote conservation of 
all components of the aquatic.community within the geographic range of the interim 
direction. . . 

As d i i s s e d  in the EA (pp. 25-26), an option was considered that would apply interim 
direction to watersheds beyond the range of anadromous fish, but were  there is 
habitat important to at-risk resident fish species. The option was eliminated from 
detailed study because it is beyond the scope of the stated purpose and need of 
interim direciion, and because independent initiatives to address resident fish habiit 
management (such as habitat conservation agreements in Idaho and Montana) have 
already begun. The geographically-spedfic kvironmental analyses for long-term 
management for the Eastside Ecosystem Management Projed and me Upper 



1 Columbia River Basin Project will consider the management of h a b i t  for resident fish 

I 
as well as other species. . 

I 
Sc: The interkn d ic t ion  k not ecosystem-based, because it deals onJy with riparian 
management in watersheds contaming anadromws fish 

I 
Response: 
The primary PUQOSe of the proposed interim direction is to arrest the degradation and 
begin the restoration of aquatic ecosystems in anadromous watersheds. The interim 

I 
direction would reach well beyond the stream channel to provide proper functioning of 
aquatic ecosystems. Interim RHCAs indude not only the immediate riparian zone, but 
extend to the 100-year floodplain on all permanently-flowing streams and to the 

I 
headwaters on all intermittent streams, and incorporate all wetlands and landslide- 
prone areas. The interim direction also proposes a landscape-scale network of Key 
Watersheds. All watersheds in which NMFS has designated aitical h a b i t  for 

I anadrornous fish will be treated as Key Watersheds for the interim period. These 
components of the interim direction combine to create an aquatic-based management 
strategy that will initiate restoration of the structure, fundion, and processes of healthy 

I 
aquatic ecosystems. 

I Concern 6 

Whether other goals and objectives should have been used 

I Response: 
The goals and objedives were selected because, for the interim period, they best 

I address Agency intent to: 

-minimize imwcts to anadromous fish habitat 

-provide a amistent approach to the management of anadromous fish habitat; 
and I . ' .  
demonstrate the commitment of the Agencies to protecting anadromws fish. 

Goals and objectives for long-term management of anadromous w r c i d u d n g  I M t e M e d s  be developed fi the geographically-rpe&c environmental anabses. 



6a: There should be goak for fish population numbers. 

Response: 
The focus of the proposed interim direction is habitat management, not fish population 
numbers. Important factors other than habitat affecting anadromous fish population 
numbers, such as hydro-power facility operations, fish harvest, and hatchery 
operations, are beyond the control of the Agencies. However, the Agenaes are 
required by law and regulations to manage habiit within their jurisdictions. Thus, 
within the context of this proposed interim direction, it is appropriate for the Agencies 
to establish goals for habit ,  which is under the control of the Agencies, rather than 
goals for fish population numbers, which are only partially under the control of the 
Agencies. 

However, goals for fish population numbers are being established through other 
efforts. For example, under the auspices of the Northwest Power Planning Council, 
fish population goals and objectives were developed for 32 sub-basins in the Columbia 
River Basin (USDA 1993). Population goals and objectives are also being established 
collaboratively far the Snake River Basin, where NMFS is coordinating salmon 
recovery (NMFS 1993). in both instances, population goals are established across 
jurisdictions and not on the basis of a single production factor, such as freshwater 
habi i t  

6b: The Riparian Management Objectives (RMOs) are not adequate forthe purpose 
and need 

Response: 
The interim RMOs make an essential contribution to meeting the purpo& of the 
proposed action, which is to develop a consistent approach for arresting the 
degradation and beginning the restoration of anadromous fish h a b i t  while long-term 
management strategies are being developed. Interim objectives are needed until 
Watershed Analysis provides data on which more spedfic objectives can be based. 

The interim RMOs were selected because they are reasonable indicators of 
ecosystem health, are easily quantified, and are subject to accurate and repeatable 
measurements. Pmtocols for monitoring these variables are found in the Section 7 
Monitoring Protocol Procedures for the Snake River Basin Forests (USDA 1994). The 
interim RMOs are bmad averaaes developed from data collected in over 100 - ~ 

watersheds. R is recognized k t  aq~atic's~stems are naturally dynamic and diverse. 
Therefore, the interim RMOs are not intended to represent fared threshold levels of 
h a b i t  components, but are criteria against which managers can measure progress 
towards attainment of riparian goals. Measurable RMOs help prevent me dedine in 
habitat wndiion that may occur without such a benchmark 
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The interim RMOs provide an initial framework which can be tailored to watenhed- 
specific conditions by Watershed Analysis. Additional or a l t e m a t i v e ~ ~ ~ ~ s  may be 
selected based on local conditions following completion of Watershed Analysis and 
site-specific analysis. Finally, the geographically~specific environmental analyses for 
long-term management will address riparian objectives, which may include refinements 
of the interim RMOs, or development of additional or alternative riparian objectives. 

6c: The riparian objective for water temperature k not adequate to protect Pa& 
anadromous fish. 

Response: 
Based on public comment, consultation with NMFS, and additional review of scientific 
literature, the interim RMO for water temperature has been changed to provide a more 
effective and detailed obiective. The RMO now consists of a temperature obiedive for 
migration and rearing habitat, and a temperature objective for spawning habiit, and a 
clause identifying the objective of no measurable increase in maximum water 
temperature (& Appendix C, p. C-6). This latter clause is consistent with the 
purpose of the proposed interim direction, which is to arrest the degradation and begin 
the restoration of anadromous fish-producing watersheds, and is particularly relevant 
given pervasive water temperature problems throughout the geographic range of the 
proposed interim direction (USEPA 1992). This change does not alter the analysis of 
environmental effects. The temperature objective values were developed through 
consultation with NMFS and were based on review of current scientific literature (Brett 
1971, McCollough 1993). The temperature values are below those demonstrated to 
result in dired mortality to anadromous fish, and were selected as necessary to 
maintain heaithy anadromous fish populations capable of carrying out all life history 
requirements, including spawning (McCollough 1993). The temperature RMO, like all 
of the interim RMOs, provides broad values that may not be appropriate in all stream 
sections of all watersheds, but together with the other RMOs provides a picture of 
good habi i t  for managers to work toward during the interim direction period. This 
interim temperature RMO can be refined for local conditions through Watershed 
Analysis and site-spedfic analysis. 

6d: There should be a riparian objective for s e d i i n t  

Response: 
Good quality habitat for Pacific anadromous fish is in large part dependent upon the 
balance among delivery, storage, and transport of sediment in stream systems. 
Although several measures are possible for evaluating this balance, the interim RMOs 
best meet the aiteria of being reasonable indicators of ecosystem health, are easily 
quantified, and are subject to accurate and repeatable measurements. Dired 
measures of sediment delivery to streams or stream substrate condition would not 



provide effedive interim RMOs, because they are naturally too variable both within 
watersheds and aaoss the range of the interim diredion (Reid 1993). 

A synthesis of the interim RMOs for pool frequency, large woody debris, bank stability, 
and widwdepth ratios is particularly useful in direding management activities to avoid 
sediment impacts to anadromous fish habitat. Pool frequency and widthldepth ratios 
integrate the delivery of sediment with the capacity of the stream to store and 
transport sediment. Frequent pools and low widWdepth ratios indicate that sediment 
delivery to the stream dois not exceed storage and transport capacities, and thus, 
indicate that excessive sediment is not acarmulating in the stream channel. Large 
woody debris helps create pools, and thus, more pieces of debris indicate a greater 
capacity of the stream to store sediment. Highly stable banks indicate a reduced 
potential for erosion and subsequent sediment delivery to the channel. 

RMOs are only one mechanism in the interim diredion to maintain and restore the 
sediment balance in Stream systems. Interim standards and guidelines for timber 
management, grazing, and road management were designed to minimize sediment 
delivery to streams. Furthermore, the riparian goal addressing sediment instructs 
management to maintain or restore stream channel integrity, channel processes, and 
the sediment regime (including elements of timing, volume, and character of sediment 
input and transport under which the riparian and aquatic ecosystems developed). 

It may be appropriate in some watersheds to develop riparian objectives directly 
related to sediment delivery to streams or stream substrate condiion. in such 
situations, changes or additions to the interim RMOs would be made through 
Watershed Analysis. 

6e: Them should be a riparian objeclive for dissdved oxygen 

Response: 
The interim RMO for water temperature should facilitate d i i  oxygen 
concentrations meet requirements of afiadromous fish. Some management adivities 
may increase biological or chemical oxygen demand. However these conditions are 
generally associated with water temperature increases, which are addressed by the 
interim RMOs. Should it be determined that dissolved oxygen concentrations are 
inadequately addressed by the temperature RMO, a watershed-specific RMO for 
d i i l v e d  oxygen would be developed through Watershed W s i s . .  - - -  



Concern 7 

Whether the Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) and standards and 
guidetines are adequate for the purpose and need 

Response: 
Interim minimum widths for RHCAs and the standards and guidelines were developed 
by an interdisciplinary team and are based on the best available saence to meet the 
purpose and need of interim direction. Most of the standards and guidelines direct 
management adivities so as not to retard or prevent attainment of the RMOs and to 
avoid adverse effects to listed species. 

71: lntelim RHCAs should apply to an stream seelions in a watershed 

Response: 
The RHCAs do apply to all streams within watersheds (approximately 20200 square 
miles) containing anadromous fish. For example, if only the lower mile of a stream or 
river contains anadromous fish, then RHCAs would be applied to all tributary streams 
within that watershed. Within anadromous-fish produang watersheds, tributary 
streams which do not themselves support anadromous fish contribute to the 
functionality of downstream sections. Proper function in downstream sections is in 
part dependent upon delivery from upstream sections of water, nutrients, sediment, 
and woody debris. To halt the degradation and begin the restoration of anadromous 
fish habitat, it is necessary to guide land management adivities in upstream areas to 
avoid altering the natural delivery pattern of these materials. Therefore, i t  is 
appropriate that riparian-dependent resources receive primary emphasis during the 
interim diredon period in RHCAs throughout the watershed. 

7b: The effecfivenessof the interim RHCA Mths has not been prwen. 

Response: 
Interim RHCA widths have been designed to protect aquatic ecosystems against 
unforeseen events and to incorporate scientific uncertainties. The Agencies are 
attempting to make every effort to see that management activities on Agency- 
administered lands over the next 18 months do not result in further endangerment of 
at-risk fish stocks, or othenvise preclude options that will be considered in the 
geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term management. The 
interim RHCA widths are consistent with this purpose. The EA has been modified to 
provide additional discussion on the factors considered in the determination of the 
interim RHCA widths (EA, Appendix C, pp. C-6-9). 



Riparian areas are particularly dynamic portions of the landscape, subjec! to 
disturbances characteristic of uplands, such as fire and windthrow, and disturbances 
unique to streams, such as lateral channel erosion, deposition by floods, and debris 
flows (Naiman et al. 1992, Gregory et al. 1991). To avoid foredosing the development 
of alternatives for longer-term management, the interim direction provides measures 
that minimize disturbances to aquatic ecosystems from management activities and do 
not exacerbate the effects of natural disturbances. The interim direction provides a 
level of riparian protection that allows for scientific uncertainties and information gaps 
until Watershed Analysis can provide a basis for watershed-specific RHCA widths. 

Some ammenton argued that the interim RHCA widths are arbi i ry  and too wide 
and cited scientific studies that they feel support their argument These studies were 
considered in the development of the proposed interim direction. Manv of these 
studies are specifically cited in  the.^^: Most of the cited studies suggest that 
particular individual stream functions (such as water temperature as influenced by 
stream shading) could be largely protected with narrower RHCAs. Atthough RHC-& 
narrower than the interim widths might be adequate to protect certain individual stream 
functions. the EA states that interim widths need to be sufficient to protect a variety of 
stream functions. Spedfically, the EA identifies that interim widths adequate to protect 
streams from non-channelized sediment inputs should be sufficient to protect other 
stream functions (EA, Appenspc C, p. C7). 

7c: Designation of RHCAs must be site-specific according to NFMA 

Resoonse: 
~ntehm RHCAs, standards and guidelines, and the Watershed Analysis process for 
modifying RHCA widths are consistent with NFMA direction which stipulates that 
streams be protected from degradation. Regulations to implement ttie NFMA state 
that specialattention shall be given to land and vegetation for approximately 100 feet 
from edges of all water bodies, and that this area shall at least correspond to the 
recognizable area dominated by riparian vegetation. The regulations go on to state 
that site-swcific conditions. as well as manaaement obiectives and other fadon. shall 
be considered in determining what management may be performed within 
these areas, but that no management pracfices that cause detrimental temperature 
increases, sedimentation, or other degradation are to be permitted. 

NFMA does not require site-specific RHCAs or site-specific plan amendments of any 
kind. With regard to amendments, NFMA, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(f)(4) merely states 
that forest plans shall "be amended in any manner whatsoever after final adoption 
af&er public notice, and, if such amendment would result in a significant change in 
such plan, in aceordance with the provisions of subsecfions (e) and (f) of this section 
and public involvement comparable to that required by subsection (d) of this section." 
Other NFMA provisions require protection of water resources (Section 1604(g)(3)(E)). 



However, the NFMA does not require plan amendments or standards and guidelines 
which are site-spedfic. 

The interim strategy indudes standards and guidelines (essentially mitigation 
measures to guide future decisions) to prevent adverse environmental effects. 
Additional site-speciftc mitigation measures may be developed during project-level 
analysis. 

7d: The standards and guidelines and interim RHCAs should have been developed 
based on the ldaho Forest Practices Act and the ldaho daft Cumulative Watershed 
Effeds (CWE) process. 

Response: 
The ldaho Forest Practices Act may not provide a level of fish habitat protection 
sufficient to meet the legal and regulatory obligations of the Agenaes (Idaho 
Department of Lands 1990, Belt et al. 1992). For Class I streams (those used for 
domestic water supply or "important" for the spawning, rearing, or migration of fish), 
the protection zone is the area encompassed by a slope distance of 75 feet on either 
.side of the ordinary high water marks. For Class II streams (headwater streams or 
minor drainages used by only a few, if any, fish for spawning or rearing), the 
protection zone is the area encompassed by a Slope distance of 5 feet on either side 
of the ordinary high water marks. Based on the ldaho Forest Practices A d  standards, 
many perennial and all intenittent streams identified for protection in the PACFISH 
interim direction would fall into the Class I1 category and receive only a 5-foot 
protection area. This level of protection would be inadequate where fish habits are 
at risk of degradation or where habits have already been degraded and need to be 
restored. 

The draft CWE process establishes procedures for making watershed assessments 
and does not involve an analysis resulting in riparian protection standards, riparian 
conservation area delineation, or riparian management objectives. Thus, it does not 
serve the purpose and need of the interim direction. However, the CWE might be 
used to sueen those management activities contributing to h a b i t  degradation, and 
managen might utilize me CWE procedures as part of the Watershed Analysis and 
assessment of restoration needs. 

. . 
. - 

7e: standards and. gr;ideimes should prohibi new road tonsbuction in a1 
imenkxied roadless areas. 

Resoonser r - -  
Programmatic decisions prohibiting all road-building in all roadless areas within the 

1 geographic scope of the proposed action would be beyond I e  rmpe of an 



environmental assessment for interim diredion on management of a'nadromous fish- 
produang watenheds. The issue of road construction in roadless areas will be 
considered in the geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term 
management. The road management standards in the interim direction will maintain 
op'tions for management of apadromous fish-producing watenheds during the interim 
direction period and are adequate to meet the purpose of the interim direction. 
Additionally, any project deasions that indude road-building will be made only with the 
requisite NEPA analysis and, where appropriate, consultation under Section 7 of the 
ESA. FS NEPA proczdures, FSH 1909.15; 20.6, require preparation of an EIS prior 
to development of roadless areas of SO00 aaes or more. 

I f :  The standards and guidelines should prohibit aU mining in R H C k  

Response: 
The Agenaes' authority to prohibit mining is limited under existing laws and 
regulations. However, consistent with the Agenaes' authorities, the standards and 
guidelines: 

-prohibit sand and gravel extraction within RHCAs; 

-prohibit surface occupancy in RHCAs for exploration and development of 
leasable minerals where contracts and leases do not already exist; 

-require mining structures, support faalities and roads to be located outside of 
RHCAs; and 

--prohibit placement of solid and sanitary waste faaliies in RHCAs 
unless no other options exist, and the RMOs can be attained, and adverse 
effeds to listed anadromous fish can be avoided. The standards and 
guidelines also indude monitoring and reclamation requirements to assure !hat 
attainment of RMOs is not retarded, and that adverse effects on listed 
anadfomous fish are avoided (EA, Appendix C, p. C-14). 

79: it is not clear which ongoing adivifhs am subject to the standards and gtddelinez 

Response.- 
The standards and guidelines apply to ongoing activities that pose an unacceptable 
risk to anadromous fish. The definition of unacceptable risk has been darifieQ in the 
modified EA, based on public comment and consultation with NMFS (EA, Glossary-7). 
Also, the EA describes an approach to promote a consistent determination of 
unacceptable risk (EA, pp. 18-1 9). 



Concern 8 

Whether procedures for Watershed Analysis and identilication of Key Watersheds are 
adequately defined 

Response: 
Watenhed analysis protocols, suitable for application to a broad range of ecosystem 
management issues, are being developed for the geographic area of the interim 
direction. As discussed in the EA, these protocols are being addressed by the 
Interagency Watershed Analysis Coordination Team in cooperation with the Eastside 
Ecosystem Management Projed's Science Integration Team. Regionally specific 
pmcedures for Watershed Analysis will be developed compatible with guidelines in the 
Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest S e ~ ~ c e  and Bureau of Land 
Management Planning Documents WRhn the Range of the Northern Spoffed Owl 
(Northern Spotted Owl ROD). Other potentially relevant processes, such as the Idaho 
"Cumulative Watershed Effects" process and the Washington "Watershed Analysis" 
process, will be considered in.the development of regionally-specific procedures. The 
modified EA also identifies that during the period of interim direction, four or five 
prototype Watenhed Analyses will be conducted in the Snake River Basin (EA, 
Appendix C, p. C-20). 

The EA identifies general aiteria for identification of Key Watersheds (EA, p. 17, 
Appendix C, p. C-39-21). More spedfic aiteria and data with which to identify a 
network of Key Watersheds will be primary products of the scientific assessment being 
prepared for the Columbia River Basin. Designation of Key Watersheds will be 
addressed by geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term 
management Until a network of Key Watersheds is designated, all watersheds 
containing critical habitat for listed anadromous fish or in which NMFS has designated 
critical habitat for listed anadromous stocks will be treated as Key Watersheds, as 
desaibed in the proposed interim direction (EA, p. 17, Appendi C, p. C-19). 

Concern 9 

I Whether the elleck analyses are adequate to support the proposed interim direction 

I 9a: The anatysis of emrbwunental, economic, and social em& k . bmmpkte, ~ 

inadequately quantgied, andlor is not site-specilic. 

I Response: 
According to NEPA regulations, an EA is to be a concise public doarment that shall 
indude brief discussions of the environmental impacts of the proposed action and 

I alternatives. This EA has been completed in accordance with NEPA to determine 
whether the proposed interim direction would significantly affect the human 



environment while the geographically-spedfic environmental analyses for long-term 
management are being developed. The effeets analyses in me EA are necessarily 
general because of the broad scope and programmatic nature of the EA. The effects 
analyses are suffiaent to allow the Agenaes to make a reasoned choice among 
alternatives for interim direction. 

The analysis of the effects of adopting the proposed interim direction on timber, range, 
and recreation programs was based on the best available information provided by the 
affected national forests and BLM districts. The estimates are based on the proposed 
RHCA widths and on the actual resource uses versus expected uses in those RHCAs, 
with and without the proposed interim direction. The analysis of a proposed adion 
was of the incremental change expected if the action were adopted, compared to what 
would happen if the action were not adopted. 

As disdossed in the EA (pp. 38-39), the Agencies have considered actions which may 
have a cumulative or synergistic environmental effed Based on this analysis, the 
~gencies have concluded that there would be limited, if any, adverse cumulative 
effeds resulting from the adoption of the proposed interim direction because of the 
nature of the adion and its limited time and applicabiri. 

The geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term management will 
comprehensively evaluate and document long-term environmental. economic. and 
social effects. ~roject-level analyses will evaiuats site-specific effects, induing 
quantitative measurements of environmental and economic effects. 

NEPA requires the Agencies to be infomed of and d i i ose  the potential 
consequences of the interim strategy with regard to the environment The Agenaes 
are not required to assess impad or effect of the proposed action, but only the 
effed w impad on the environment NEPA does not contemplate detailed monetary 
cost-benefit analysis. 

"Human environment" in the NEPA context is interpreted comprehensively as the 
natural and physical environment and Me relationship of people with the environment 
Thus, economic or social effects are not intended by themselves to require preparation 
of an environmental impact statement The EA disclosed the potential socio-economic 
effects that were interrelated to me natural and environmental effects of the proposed 
action, including the potential impact upon estimated timber and grazing production. 
The level of socio-economic analysis in the EA provided a reasoned consideration of 
the relative differences between alternatives by the public and the decisionmaker. 



9b: The impacts on timber programs are understated or not fuBy disdosed, and 
should indude the allowable sale quantity (ASQ) of timber that Hlia be foregone. 

Response.- 
The current actual operating annual ASQ for the field units within the geographic 
scope of the EA is about 740 million board-feet (mmbf), or about 1,110 mmbf for an 
lsmonth period. A 58 mmbf reduction (Alternative 4) would be about 5 percent of 
this total. The timber harvest redudions were calculated as follows for Alternatives 1- 
5, respectively: 

(1) No change. 

(2) 75 percent of the reductions in Alternative 3 (27 mmbf). 

(3) All harvest from currently proposed sales over the next 18 months (36 
mmbf). 

(4) All harvest from currently proposed sales plus 50 percent of harvest from 
a~rrently active sales over me next 18 months (58 mmbf). 

(5) All harvest from both currently proposed and currently active sal& over the 
next 18 months (81 mmbf). 

There was an error in the timber harvest redudions shown in Table 3 for Alternatives 
2, 3, and 5 because of a mistake in the Nez Perce figures reported in the process 
paper. These totals, along witn the related values cited in the text, have been 
corrected in the modiied EA 

As remgnized by several courts, the NFMA's ASQ found in forest plans is simply the 
maximum amount of timber or "ceiling" on the level of timber that could possibly be 
sold over a 10-year period, taking into account other multiple-use resources and forest 
plan standards and guidelines. Forest plan standards and guidelines take precedence 
over program outputs if there is a conflid between them. The Forest Service is not 
mandated by law to offer any particular level of timber for sale. Project decisions must 
be consistent with forest plan standards and guidelines as required by NFMA and 
Forest Service policy (Chiefs Letter of February 23, 1990). 

Since NFMA and FLPMA do not mandate the production of any particurar level of 
timber, there is no mmmibnent or guarantee in forest plans or LUPs to sell any 
specified volume of timber. The ASQ level in a forest plan is merely part of a 10-year 
management framework which assumes that many adjustments will be made over the 
planning period. Thus, without any certain level of timber guaranteed in the existing 
plans, any change resulting from the interim strategy is more apparent than real. 
While it is appropriate to estimate the possible consequences of the interim sfrategy in 



the EA, the volume of timber that would have been sold in the absence of the interim 
strategy, cannot be predicted with certainty. The effect of the interim strategy on 
timber volume offered therefore can only be approximately estimated, since there is no 
guaranteed level to be offered in the existing forest plans, regional guides, or LUPs. 
(See, Preamble to Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 36 CFR Part 2 1 9 , s  
Fed. Reg. 6519-20 February 15, 1991). 

The ASQ is calculated as an annual average maximum allowable sale level over a 10- 
year period for an entire national forest or BLM district, not by watershed. Because 
the duration of the proposed interim direction is only 18 months, expected changes in 
ASQ for the national forests and BLM districts were not used in the EA. Rather, 
information from the field units on expected timber sale cancellations or modifications 
within the 18Jnonth period was used. For this 18-mnth period, it is expected that, in 
most field units, sales which would have been located within RHCAs could be 
replaced by other sales outside the RHCAs. 

An error was made in the interpretation'of the timber prices for the' 1995 Resources 
Program and Assessment (RPA) update (Haynes 1993, EX, p. 67). The comcted 
version of the prices is taken from the 1995 RPA update. The prices used are dose 
to recent "art* prices for timber in me Northern Region (northern ldahoand Montana); 
better reffed the timber revenue and associated payments to counties that will be 
foregone in the 18-month implementation period of proposed interim diredion; and are 
not subject to a particular high or low in the timber price cyde. The timber values 
foregone have been corrected in the modiied EA (p. 67). 

Two addional discussions have been added to the modiied EA: the potential cost to 
the Agencies of compensating timber purchasers for canceled contracts (EX, p. 67) 
and estimates of payments to counties (EA, pp. 66-67). 

9c: The impacts on grazing programs are understated or haamate, and the 
economic analysis used for gnring k flawed 

Response: 
The RPA values for grazing are dose to the wrrent grazing fees and are appropriate 
to use for this analysis. It was assumed for this analysis that no grazing allotment 
permits would require renewal during the lgmonth period, that addional structures 
would be deferred, and that no existing structures would be removed. - 

There would be no changes to grazing under Alternatives 13, since grazing 
constitutes "ongoing" activity. Under Alternative 4, interim standards and guidelines 
would be applied to some ongoing amties (-42.1 thousand animal unit months 
(AUMs)), an overall 6 percent reduction in grazing within the anadromous watersheds. 
Under Alternative 5, interim standards and guidelines would be applied to all ongoing 

i 



activities plus an additional reduction in grazing caused by constraints in more of the 
uplands (-84.2 thousand AUMs). This increased Constraint on uplands would be 
caused by the greater RHCA widths along intermittent streams. 

NFMA and FLPMA do not mandate a particular level of livestock grazing. Issuance of 
livestock grazing permits is discretionary and does not aeate any right, title or interest 
in federal lands-or resources. Thus, the projected grazing levels in the existing forest 
plans and LUPs are mere estimates based upon the best information available and 
professional judgment It is appropriate to estimate the potential impacts of the interim 
strategy upon the projected level of livestock grazing. However, it is not .certain what 
the level of grazing would be in the absence of the interim strategy, since there is no 
guaranteed level of grazing in the existing forest plans, regional guides, or LUPs. The 
impad of the interim strategy can only be estimated, since there is no guaranteed 
level of livestock grazing in the existing plans or regional guides. 

9d: The impacts on employment are underestimate& 

Response: 
The employment response coefficients for timber and range indude dired, indirect, 
and induced employment (EA, p. 69). 

limber employment response coeffiaents developed for the 1991 Forest Service 
Timber Sale Program Information Reporting System (TSPIRS) showed coefficients for 
national forests along the eastern edge of Oregon and Washington (within the scope 
of !he proposed interim direction) that ranged from 8 to 10 jobslmmbf. In addition, the 
timber employment response coefficient for the Clearwater National Forest plan, based 
on 1980 data, was 11.7 jobslmmbf pf softwood sawtimber h a w t  The use of 10 
jobslmmbf as an indicator of the relative magnitude of the timber-related employment 
changes that may occur during the interim period is reasonable and supported by the 
above figures. 

The range-related employment response coefficients (0.3 to 0.6 jobs per thousand 
AUMs) are for total jobs. These response coefficients were taken from forest planning 
documents comple~d'during the 1980s and were generally for multkounty areas of - 

influence around a national forest 

9e: Adoption of proposed Merim diidion would have a serious tnpad on kcal 
communities and ecorromies 

Response: 
Because the duration of the proposed interim direction is only 18 months, the overall 
economic effects of adoption of interim standards and guidelines would be marginal 



and short-term. Adoption of interim direction may have some localized negative 
impacts on communities, particularly in the area of the Clearwater and Nez Perce 
National Forests in north-central Idaho, related to reductions in timber harvesting. The 
effects of adoption of the interim direction on grating would be relatively minor. over 
the 18-month period, the reduction from total current grazing use within anadromous 
watersheds would be about 6 percent This reduction would be spread relatively 
evenly across anadromous fish-producing watersheds on Agency- administered lands 
and would be a smaller percentage if expressed in terms of all grazing allotments, 
including those on non-anadromous watersheds. 

Concern 10 

Whether the kng-term management sbategies should consider other species besides 
. . 

anadromous fish 

Response: 
The scope, geographic range, and range of alternatives for long-term management will 
be determined with public participation and will not be cocstrained by the proposed 
interim direction. Notices of Intent (NOls) to prepare an EIS for the Eastside 
Ecosystem Management Projed (EEMP) for eastern Oregon and eastern Washington, 
and an EIS for the Upper Columbia River Basin Projed (UCRBP), which indudes ' 

Idaho, have been published. For portions of California outside the area implementing 
the Northern Spotted Owl ROD, a notice has been published requesting public 
comment on the development of a long-term management strategy for anadromous 
fishsroducina watersheds. Codes of these notices are induded with this document 
( ~ ~ , ' ~ ~ ~ e n d k  I). For the EEMP, the Agencies have already determined'through the 
-ping process that the €IS will address a wide range of ecosystem management 
issues, well beyond the d i m  needs of anadromous fish. For the UCRBP, the 
Agencies are &sidering expanding the scope similarly, and.wil1 make this 
determination through the public scoping process. 

Concern 11 

Whether the proposed action violates the ESA by designathrg aitical habitat 

- 
~he'pro~osed interim direction does not designate aitical habitat for any listed 
species, nor doesit contradict the &tical h a b i t  designated by NMFS on December 
23,1993. The Agencies will comply fully with the ESA and are committed to working 
within existing laws to avoid the need for future listings. For example, on January 25, 

I 
1994, the Agencies joined the National Park Service, RNS, and NMFS in signing an 
interagency Memorandum of Understanding (MOu) in which they pledge to coordinate I 



efforts on Federally-administered lands that will conserve species tending toward 
extinction. The  MOU desuibes the protection and proper management of habitats as 
important tools in preventing listings under the ESA. The interagency MOU was 
executed to make the best effort to ensure Agencies Comply with ESA Section 7(a) 
obligations that require all Federal agenaes to manage lands and resources pro- 
actively within their jurisdictions to conserve rare speaes. Any adoption of the 
proposed interim direction will be made in accordan& with the ESA, the MOU, and 
Agenq laws and regulations. 
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BIOLOGICAL EVALUATION 
FOR ME 

mIRONWPRAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE 
INTERM SraAtEGfE.5 FOB BANAGING ANADROHOUS 
FISH-PRODUCING VAmHEDS ON FED= W S  
IH..F+STERN O W O H  AND YASfnNCrON, I D W ,  

AUD PORTIONS OF CALIFORNIA 

U.S.D.A. Forest Seroica md U.S.D.I. Bureau of Laad Hanagemat 

A. INIRODUCIION 
This Biologfcal Evaluation (BEE) analyzes the potential effects ,  from a 
progr-tic standpoint, of tba alternatives considered and developed in 
the E n v i r o ~ n t a l  ksessment (U) on species l i s ted  under the Endangered 
Species Act (ES.4) and those species identified u sensitive by ehe 
U.S.D.A. Forest ScrPier (FS) and U.S.D.I. Bureau of knd Haaiganwt (BIN), 
( eo l l ec t i e ly  referred to as Agencies.). The purpose of &is evaluation 
is t o  deternine if fmplementation of the alternatives considered and 
developed in the EA would r d t  in  a 'may effecto or  .no effectg to che 
apee iu  and/or c r i t i ca l  habitat l i j ted  or proposed un&r fhe ESA; the 
evaluation w i l l  r lso detersfne i f  hplamentation of the alternatives 
eonsidered and developed in the U vould result in a loss of v iabi l i ty  of 
the sensitive species or  move sensitive species coward federal l i s t ing 
&er the W. 

8. UtEACOOEREDBYTEEWALOAIION 
lhis evaluation vill only address those species d their habitats hunm 
or  suspected to be vitbin rhe caadro- f i ~ h - ~ r o d u e i n ~  vatershedr on all 
or  part of 15 National Forests and seven BLM Dipcrictl Ln rbe four states. 
Those &faistraifpe u d t s  are: 
Bureau of Idad lSanagcoent 

State - B I J  District 
California Bakersfield and mci& 
X daho Coeur d' Ale= md Salmon 
Oregon Prineville a d  Vale 
Vashinaum sookane 

Forest ~ e G i e e  
-State - National Forest 
California Lassen md Los Padres 
Idaho B i t t e r r o o t .  Cltanater. Eez Perct. Sobe, Challis, 

Payette. S h ,  Sawtooth. and Sawtooth B a t i d  
Recreation &ea 

Oregon h lbeur ,  Ocboeo, Umatilla. Wallova-Wman. arid 
Columbia Gorge National Scmic  are^ 

ffashington Olunogan (area ourside of spotted o w l  h a b i u t )  

For a more specific deteriptlon of the areas ewered refer te the U. 

C. SPECIES CONSIDERED IN TBIS EVAWATTON 
((E) -endutgered. (T) -chreatewd. (PI-proposed. ( a ) - c r i t i c a l  habitat) 



Species lisred under the ESA are: Snake River sockeye s a k  (Oncorhvnthus 
nerka) (E.CH). Snakt  Uver f a l l  and Sprinp/.sumer chinook salmon (L 
tschavgtscha) T Sacramento River winter chinook s a h  (0.  
tschavytscha) ( I  northern bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocep~lus)  
I California condor ( m o m s  californianus) (E). tmerican peregrine 
falcon (Falco peregrinus anam) (E). grizzly bear (Ursus actos) (I), gray 
wolf (Canis lupus) (El. WacFarland's four-o-cleck (Wirabilis mcfarlanei) 
(El, California l e u =  tern (Sterna ontillarum brovni) (E). lwt Bell's 
vireo (Vireo be l l i i  pusillus) (E.M), vestern snowy p l w e t  [Charadrius 
alexandrinus nivosus) (I). tidewater goby (Eucyelogobius nevtnrrpi) (E), 
unarmored threespfne stieklebaek (Casterosteus aclunur  villi88soal) IE), 
s a l t  marsh bird1. bedr (Cordylmthu saritimu ssp. o a r i t b )  (E), marsh 
sandvort (Arenaria ~aludicola)  (E). Ganbcls's vater cres t  (Rorippa 
g=bellii) (El, delta smelt ( m s r u  transpacificus) (TI, Cllifornia 
freahvater shrimp (Smcaris pacffiea) (El. valley elderberry longhorn 
beatle (Desrsoeew californicus dloorphus) (I), loch lemad coyote-thistle 
(Eryngium conscaacei) (El. Burke's goldfields (fasrhenia burkei) (E). 
soutiwestern v f l l w  flycatcher (Empidonax t r a i l l f f  u+W) (P). 
California redlegged frog (Bans aurora drrgtwii) (P). arroyo souchvestern 
toad (Bufo nicrosca~hus californicru) (P), California r u b l f t e  (= 
ealifornica) (P) . Sacramento r p l l ~ t 6 i l  (PogonLchthps macrolepidocus) (P) , 
v e d  pool fairy shrinp (Branehinect6 lyachi) (PI, vernal pool tadpole 
star* (Leuidunrs ~ ~ k a r d i )  (P). California l inderiel ls  (Lindcriella 
occidentalis) (P). Hoover's spurge (Chamaesyce hooveri) (-Orcutc 
grass (Oreuttia ofloss) (P), slmder Orcutt grass (0. tenrzis) (P), and 
Greent's usetoti. (Tuctoria greenei) (PI. d NS species lisu) 

For a list of sensitive species, h i - m t e d  by +bt Agencies, see the FS 
knd rad Btsouree l k m g t l ~ m t  Plms (L--SPs) and B U  h a d  Use Plans 
(LUPs) (collectively 'Plans) for the administrative tmiu l is ted above. The 
progr-tie mat re  of this evalution doer not vorrant the lfsting of 
those species here. 

D. m n o m  OFTHIS ~ ~ T I O I I  
Iht  BE process vas designed to w a l u t e  the Dotentid effect. of - ~ . -  
site-sp&ific dctiviciei on lisced and sensiiive species and their 
habitat.. The prose- does not lead i t s e l f  vell  to assessfag potential 
e f f e c u  of a prop-tic deeislon. Potentirl .  site-apecffic effects of 
lmpl-nting any of thc alternatives. on .ap gfven apecies or habitxt, 
w i l l  be evaluated in  a second level project analysis. Ihcrefore, tbe 
.dfscussionr in -.BE w i l l  be qualitative, not quant iut iv t .  

E. EFFECTS OF TX€ ALmTIWES aR X.1- AND PBOGED SPECIES hUD 
cRxnca ~ I U T  
(Fox a -1 description of the d tema t ives ,  see the EL).- -- 

The proposed action ir to inpluent  direction, on .o i n t e r i s  basis. 
through tbe amendment of existing Plans, that vould establish interim 
B i p a r h  Habitat Consemation Areas WW) md r e d s  and guidelines 
for  amaging resouras vichin them. m e  B B h  by defiDition vould be 
*lied to that part of d wrtershed needed to maintain the hydrologic. 
geomorphie, d ecological process of riparian ecozpttems. 

Inplementation of the No Action Alternative would continue the direction 
. out l iwd in the existing Plans. On a project by project basis. the 



implementation of the current direction has the potential to  affect l i s ted 
and proposed species and/or designated c r i t i ca l  habitat. Therefore, the 
imple-mentation of the No Action Alternative would eorutitute a *may 
affect. under the ESA. Implementation of tha four Action Alternatives, on 
a project by project basis, could lead to potential effects to l is ted and 
proposed species and/or designated cr i t ica l  habitom. l'taerefore, the 
implementation of the Action ~ l t e r n r t i v e s  wuld corrrtitute a -may affect' 
under the ESA. 

The four Action Alternatives wuld have less of an impact thu! the No 
Action Alternative duc to the more constraining nature of the proposed 
interla direction. Due to the interim nature of the R H C b  and a lack of 
sita-specific infomation, thc relative degree of potential effects from 
the Action Alternatives is assumed to  be inversely related t o  +ha 
consaaints that MUld result from the implementation of proposed 
standards and guidelines, and the actions those constraints are applied. 
Therefore, Alternative 5, being the most constr.ining md applying to a l l  
ongoing .ad proposed acttoria, wuld have the least risk. followed by 
Alternatives 3 and 4, w i t h  Alternative 2 having the most risk. 

F. WIENRIIl. mcps OF TfE A L = m  ON s m s m  SPECIES 
ns stllted above the criterion for evaluating poteat id  effects to - - 
sensitive species are: 
1. Would implementation of thc rltesnafives result in a loss of 

viabil i ty or distribution throughout the pLarming UM of thc 
sensitive species: or 

2. Would implementation of the altcmatives m e  s w i t i v a  species 
w a r d  federal l is t ing under the ESA. 

An assumprion =& here 'is that all regulations, policies, md direction 
of the Agencies would be followed vith the implementation of any 
altexaatlve. Sherefore, nome 'of the alternatives, ff fully implemented. 
vould f a i l  to  meet thc tuo criterion. However, impacts to sensitive 
species could occur, to  sume extent, with the inplementation of the 
alternatives. As with thc l isted species, specific fopacts ta a given 
sensitive species carroot be determined due to the prop-tic nanm of 
the Interim direction. 

Relative to  the No Action Alternative, the Action Alternatives, w i t h  more 
constraining interin direction. vould hiwe potentially less bpacu to 
sensf t ive species. Among tkt Action Alternatives. Alternative 5. being 
the most c ~ n s t r ~  and applying to the most actions, wuld bme +he 
least rfsk to  sensitive species. f o l l d  by Alternatives 3 a d  4. vith 
Alternative 2 baving the most rfsk. .- 

I J.6 
Frank Bird Dace Rick Boberrs D a t e  

I Fisheries Biologist Wildlife Biologist 
D.S.D.I. Bureau of Land Management U.S.D.A. Forest Servfce 
Salmon, Idaho Portland, Oregon 
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EN'JIRONMESTAL ASSESSlENI EOR IiE 
INTERM SmfEGI&S RIR W G I N C  ANADROMOUS 
FIM-PRODUCING VATFBSHDS ON FED- URDS 
IN USTISLN OREGON AND PASxINGroN, IDAHO. 

AND PORTIONS OF WIFoRNL4 

U.S.D.A. Forest Seroica m d  U.S.D.I. Bureau of Land Management 

mIR0WcnON 
lbfs Biologiul Assessment (M) analyzes the potentfal effects. from a 
pr0gZaImatic standpoint, of Alternative 4 of ihe Environwntal Assessme lt 
(FA) on species listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) andor 
designated critical habitats. Implementation of Alternative d wuld 
result ia  -ndoents, on an faterim bash, of Forest Service h d  and 
Bcsoutce &magwent Plans (tRltPs) a d  B U  hnd Use Plans 
(UPS) (collectfvely Plans). 

AFm COVEBEO BY mE  ASSES^ 
Ihfs BA w i l l  only address those s~ecies d &eir hrbitatt k n o w n  or 
suspected to be iithia tht aaadroks ffsh-producing vatcri.heds on a11 or 
part of 15 National Forests and seven S U  Districts in tf;e four states. 
Those rddnfstrative units arc: 

Bureau of Land h g c w n t  
Sea* - 'BLn Dfsairt 
Califomfa Bakersfield and Ukiuh 

Forest Service 
Sate - National Forest 
California Lassen ud LPs Padres 
Idaho Bitterroot, Cl-ater. Nez Peree. Boise. Cbllis. 

Payette, Salmon. Sawtooth, and Savrooth Rational 
Recreation be. 

Oregon X.lheur. WMO. Umatflla. Oallwa-Uhlmm. and 
Columbia Gorge National S c d c  Area 

Washington Olcanogan (uea outside of sported w l  h b f u e )  

Fora more specific description of the areas covered refer to the U. 

SPECIES COlPSIDEBEO IN MIS ASSESSENT 
(NLIFS m d  N S  species list; (E)-endangered. (1)-threatened. (a) -critical 
habitat) ~ ~~ 

species-listed uder the ESA are: Snake Btver sockeye salnon (0ncorhvachus 
=rk) <E.CB). Sash River fall md sprix&umez ehinook + a h  (O, - 
tscbargueba) (T, a). Sacramento Rfver rinttr chinook salmon (L 



rschavytscha) (T.QI), northern bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucoce~halus) 
(T/E). California condor (Gymnogyps calffomianus) (E). American peregrine 
falcon (Falco wregrinus anatum) (E) , grizzly bear (Ursus actor) ( I ) ,  gray 
wolf (Canfs - -) ( E l ,  IfacFuland'c four-o-clock ( M m c f a r l a n e i )  
(E) . California leas t  tern (Sterna antillarum brovni) (E) , least  Bell's 
vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) ( E v a ) ,  vestern snowy plover (Charadrius 
alexandriaus nivosus) (I).  tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius nevberryi) (L) . 
unarmored threespine stickleback (Gasterosceus aclcatus williamsoni) (El. 
s a l t  marsh bird's beak (Cordylantbus maritirau ssp. marit-) (E). marsh 
sandwort (Arenarfa paludicola) (E). Gambels's water crest IRorima 
gambellfi) (E), del ta smelt (flypoocsus transpacificus) (I).  California 
freshwater shrfmp (Syncarfs paeifica) (E), valley elderberry longhorn 
beafle (Democents californieus diaorphus) (I). loch leaend coyote-thistle 
(ErJmzim constancei) (El, and Burke's goldfields (Lasthenfa burkei) (E) . 
Species proposed fo r  Federal list* are: southvestern v f l l w  flycatcher 
( b i d o n a x  trafllii utinnur). Califomfa redlegged frog (Raaa aurora 
d r a m i f ) ,  arroyo southwstern toad (Bufo nicroacaphua californieus), 
h l f f o r n l .  seablite (Sueda cdlifornica). Sacramento sp1ittnf.l 
<Pogonichthy. macrolepidohu), v e d  pool fafry ohrinp (Brsmhimcta 
lgaehf). vernal pool tadpole shrbp (Lepidusus paekardi) , California 
lilrdcriells (lfnderiella occident.lfs). hover's spurge (-e 
booocri), pilose Orcutt grass (Oreuttia pilosa), slender Oreutt grass (0. - 
+enuis). and Greene's tuctoria (lbctorfa g.rcenei). - 

D. LIUITA'TIONS OF ZIIIS ASSES- 
The M process was designed to  evaluate tbe potential effects of 
si te-specific a c t i v f t i e ~  on l is ted species rbd their habitats. The 
process does not lend i t s e l f  vel l  u, assuring potmtial  effects of a 
programatic decision. Potentfal, site-specific effects of iaplementfng 
Alternative k on any given l i s t e d  species of c r i t i ca l  habitat, would be 
evaluated in second level  project uulyaes. Iherefore, the dfscussions i n  
this M w i l l  be qualitative, not quantitative. 

E. DESCRIPnON OF A I . ~ ' T l V E  4 
Altematfve 4 *c i f fu  riparian goals md riparian -gemeat objectives 
(8110.): specifies stmduds and gufdeliorr: provfdes Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Arw @HCAs) with mi* interin vidths (on each side of 
+he stream) of 300 feet fo r  &onow f i sh  bearing s u m .  S O  feet  for  
permanent wn-ffsh bearing streams, ponds, reservoirs. and wetlands 
greater than one acre, 100 feet in K e y  Watersheds (50 feet  in non-Key 
Watersheds) for  seasonally floving or intermittent streams. vetlaads l ess  
than one acre and landslides a d  imdrlide-prone uw; requires 
identification of Key Watersheds; and provides for Watershed Analysis. 
The standards, guidelines, procedures. md other requirements wuld  apply 
to some high p r i o r i q  mgofng projects and activi t ies,  as uel l  as proposed 
projects and a c t f v i t i u ,  md projects 6md u t i v i t f e s  that have been 
decided but for  which contracts or permits have not h e n  issued. The high 
pr ior i ty  ongoing projects and activi t ies would be identified as those 
determined. on a ease-by-ease basis, as having tn unacceptable r i sk  to  
species and/or habitats. See Appendfx C of the U for the specific 
standards and guidelines and the cr i ter ia  for establishing the width of 
the RR*. 



F. POIWTIAL EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVE O OR LISTED SPECIES OR CRITICAL HABITAT 
me proposed action fs to bpltaent direction, on an inter- basis,  
through the amendment of existing Plans ,  that would establish interim 
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (IurUlo) and standard. and guidelines 
for managing resources within then. Ihc RHCAs by definition would be 
applied to  that part of a watershed needed to maintain the hydrologic, 
geomorphic. and ecological process of r i p a r h  ecosya-. 

bplcwntation of Alternative 4, on r project by project basis, could lead 
to poeential effects to  lis+td species. Due to  the interim nature of the 
RHCAs, the constraining nature of the associated direction applied to 
activiCies vithia +hen. and the inteat of hpropinghabitat  conditions for 
aaadro&us fish. the degree of potential direct and indirect effects, 
during the interim period, from Alternative 4 are considered to be 
ins igaif iunt .  

The er i te r la  for evaluating potential ef fecu t o  designated critical 
habitat is vhethtt or not the action would result in adverse modffiutfon 
or dutntc t ion of c r i t i d  habitat. Ibe progratmuatic tuture of 
Alternative 4 docs not all- for specific evaluation of effects. flwever, 
the implementation of Alternative 4 would have the potential to '..y 
affect' my such cr i t i ca l  habitats vichin the BIICA.. but would not result 
in the adverse d f f i c a t f o n  or disauction of c r i t i c a l  habitat. 

C. ~ E f i E C l S T Q W O P O S E D S P E C I E S  
Zhe question to be unsvered is whetheror not tbe bvlewdtation of 
Alte&tfve 4 would jeopardize the continued d s & e  of the proposed 
species. Due t o  the interim nature of the RHCAs, the eanaeafaiag nataue 
of the associated direction applied to activities within them, and the 
intent of improving habitat conditions for auadrwous fish. c h  
inplementation of Alternative 4 would not result fn the jeopardy of any of 
the proposed species. The improvement of habitat conditions for  
8aadromus f ish  wuld also result in improvement of habitat eonditiorn for 
riparirn dependent species. 

H. nmRREuTEDAuD nmmEPEEIPEHTacna?s 
There are no fnterrelated or fnterdeuendent actions associated with the 
bplemencation of Alternative 4. 

I. ~ r n E F F U s r s  
The proposed action is put of 8 1Mc array of act iv i t ies  tokina eke 
thro&&t the ramp aimadroooru fLh ,  ri;hin the area cornred-6 chb 
analysis. I n  addition to Federal interests, private. s ta te ,  .nd local 
interests u s  interspersed vithfn Q u a a  utrich u e  e s s a t h l l y  
unregulated by federal agencies. l b e  actions of private land -rs 
include livestock managesent ~KI  W r  management, nining. agriculture. 
recreation a d  private residences, md other comercirl ores. The typc of 
actions conducted or allowed by State qeneies are  s i m i l u  to those on 
private lands. State ageacies and a number of private land ovners' are 
Caking positive steps to reduce potmtial inpacts to l i s ted species; 
hovevet, it is impossible to  estimate thc potentfal d a t i v e  effects 



I associated with these act ions  due to  the interim nature of the proposed 
action.  

I ' 
J . DETERHINATION 

We have determined t h a t  the implementation of Alternative 4, which would 
amend the Plans on an  interim basis ,  would const i tute  a .may effect '  t o  
l i s t e d  species and designated c r i t i c a l  hab i ta t  within the anadromous f i s h  

I producing watersheds covered by t h i s  analysis. 

Q ?  d' &8h:e 
rank Bird Rick RobeEts Date 

F isher ies  Biologist Wildlife Biologist 
U.S.D.I. Bureau of Land Management U.S.D.A. Forest Service 
Salmon, Idaho Portland, Oregon 
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(3410-11) 

DEPAR- OF AGAICm.TURE 

Forest Service 

Eastside Ecosystem Management Strategy, Pacific Northwest Region, 

DEPAR- OF IlPPERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management, States of Oregon and Washington 

[OR-015-94-4410-02; G4-0471 

A ~ C I E S :  Forest Service, USDA; Bureau of Land Management, USDI 

Acmoar: Revised Notice of Incent to prepare an enviromnental impact 

statement 

- 

-Y: At the time the original Federal Reaister and local media 

announcements of cur Notice of Intent vere published (FebruaIy 1, 1994, 

59 FR 4680), the geographic area to be addressed in this enviramaental 

W c t  statement (EIS) had mt been c~mpletely identified. The 

g e m h i c  area to be included in the analysis for the EIS has now been 

decided by the Oregon/Uashiagtox, Bureau of Land Management [BLM) State 

Director and Forest Sen?ice Regional Forester. It rill include all land 

east of the crest of the Cascade ~~ in the States of Oregon and 

Washington managed by the Forest Service and the BLEI. The areas being 

added include lands managed by the BIM uithin the Vale, Lakeviev, and 

Buzns Districts in partions of Halheur, Harney, and Lake counties in 

southeast Oregon. The subject BUf managed lands are covered by the 
. - 

Northern u u r ,  Southern Malheur, Audrems, Hi* Desert, and Warner 

Lakes Managexnent ??riamework Plans, all of which may be amended or revised 

to incorporate the new ecosystem management strategy and rangeland 

reform standards and guidelines. The entire BLM Prineville District 

area in north central Oregon and all portions of the Baker Resource Area 

in northeastern Oregon will also be addressed in the EIS. 



It has also been decided to hold additional public meetlings 

throughout this area for the purposes of identifying public issues. 

These scoping meetings will be held in the following locations: 

M ~ v  23. 1994 K a v  24. 1994 

- Walla Walla, Washington Bead, ~regon 

~ o h n  Day, Oregon 

Uenatshee, Washington 

Mav '25. 1994 I B V  26, 1994 

Lakeview, Oregon Klamath Falls, Oregon 

Burns, Oregon vale, Oregon 

Okanogan, Washington 

&v 31, 1994 

Spokane, Washington 

Colville, Washington 

June 1. 1994 

p k l a n d ,  Oregon 

June 2. 1994 

Seattle, Washington 

specific locations for  he meetings .vifhip *se ccmmunities will be 

published in local newspapers of record. All meetings start at 7:00 PI5 

PDT except the a e  in Vale, OR which starts at 7:00  PH m. 

DAZE: It is important for camenth to be postmarked by July 2, 1994 to 

@e wnsidered in the formulation of alternatives in this envimmnental 

+act statement. 

aDDRESS: Send written c9mnents concerniag issues to be.-addressed in 

this EIS to Eastside Ecosystem Hanagem~t Project, Attn: Scoping, 122 

East Poplar Street, Walla Walla, Washiaytcm 99362. 



FOR PURTER ~OIU3ATION CONTACT: George R. ~ozzuto, EIS Team Leader, 

122 East Poplar Street, Walla Walla, Washington 99362, phone (509) 

522-4030. 

Deputy Regianal Forester 

/s/ Robert D .  Rheiner, Jr. 

ROBE#P D. RFLEINER, JR. 
Associate State Director 

BY 17. 1994 

Date 

17 .  1994 

Date 



DEPARTMENT OF AGP.INLNRT 
Foresr Service 

DEPARMENT OF IKTERIOR 
Bureau of .Land Management 

Opportunity to  comment on development of long-term st ra tegy for  
management of anadromous fish-producing watersheds i n  California 

AGENCIES: Forest Service. USM (lead agency), and Bureau of Land 
Management. USDI (cooperating agency) 

ACTION: Notice; opportrmicy f o r  public cowment 

- 
SUMMARY: The USM Forest Service (TS) (lead agency) and the USDI 
Bureau of Land Haaagement (BU) (cooperating agency) w i l l  develop 
and implement a long-tern s t ra tegy  for  management of anadromous 
fish-producing watersheds Ln California. The objective of the 
s t ra tegy is to  maintain and res tore  ecological h u t i o n s  and 
processes chat create  good hab i t a t  fo r  Pacific s a h n  and 
steelhead trout. The area t o  be addressed includes portions of 
M i l l ,  Deer, and Antelope Creek watersheds managed by the lassen 
Narional Forest; portions of  nine watersheds managed by +hc Los 
Padres National Forest; portions of Che Reddiag Resource Area, 
Ukiah Dis t r ic t ,  of the BM; and portions of chc Carwl River 
Watershed i n  the Holl is ter  Resource A r a .  Sakersfield D i s t r i c t ,  
of the BM. A r w  m g e d  by the FS and Bll! already inplementing 
direct ion from the Res iden t ' s  Forest P h  for the Pacif ic  
Norrhvesr are not included because long-fera management direction 
fo r  anadromous fish-producing vatersheds Ls ilrcrdp provided. 
The Wendocino. Shasur-IriPiq, W t h ,  and Six Rivers H a t i d  
Forests and other a r e a  managed- by the FS and B U  virtcin the 
range of the northern spotted owl are therefore excluded. Ihe 
geographic area t o  be addressed is tbnt covered by PACE'ISH 
interim management direction for  fish-producing 
watersheds in  California. (PACFISH refers  t o  the proposed 
interim management s t ra tegy analyzed in thc krrrirozmental 
Assessmenr for  the Implementation of &tea Sttategies  f o r  
-gin& &adromous Fish-producing Uatershedr in &tern Oregon 
and Washington. Idabo, d portions of Califorrih (PACRSH a)). 

Reliminary review indicates +hat i m p l m t . t i o n  of FS land and 
resource aanagemenr p l s w  and Bll! resource managemear plans f o r  
rhe affected areas already provides protection of &omus fish 
habi ta t .  Houever. the adequacy of those plans and consistency 
among plans and between the FS and BLH is being reviewed in l i g h t  
of information developed f o r  the PACFISI . Ihe imalysis 
conducted for  the PACFISH EA indicates that -1-tation of 
PACFISH w i l l  have minor eavironmental effects  in California 
because of the re la t ive ly  small s i ze ,  discontiguous, and 



geographic;llly dispersed ovnership pattern of the affected FS .nd  
B U  administered lands. and because of the pro tec t io~  already 
afforded by the implemcncacion of existing management p l u s .  

The PACFISH i n t e r h  management strategy is intended to  arrest 
degradation of riparian and aquatic habitat urd in i t i a te  
ecosystem recovery across four vestern States rtrile long term 
strategies are prepared. In addition to the relatfvely small 
area ia California, rhe interfa strategy also covers an 
extensive area of ES and llLn adainistered lands in  Oregon. 
Washington. md Idaho. Loag-tern stratagies for ths management 
of  anadrowus fish-producing v~tershcds w i l l  be devalopad for 
those u*u w i t h i n  the eontext of eh. LuUi& EcoSystelI 
Muugcwnt EYojeet rod th. Upper Columbia Piosr Auin P ro ju t .  

For tha d.oulopmnt of I--am w e m n t  s t r a c e g  in 
W i f o r n i r .  tbi. -t proeus v i l l  bo used by dm PS md BUf 
to help deu rd rm h t h r  acltiry ~ a a g e a a a t  pplmr (dth or 
w l t b a  eh. 8dditioo of PACPISH h u e  direction) d a q a a u l y  
p r o u c t  uudrooour fish Mi-t; a t ,  if mp. ddft ioad  NOS 
need to be addressed; the rppropriace level of H.+L& 
knriroamenul Policy &t d p i .  for  the developiwot of such a 
strategy; md eke level of Lateragency eoordfaation rmcas.up to 
insure a e o ~ ~ f s t e n t  approach to management on PS 4 B7.a 
administered lands in California. 

DATE: CoPPaau ecneemfng tho mulysi. should be r ru ivad  in 
writing by [insert dace 90 days from &ta of publieation in +h. 
Federal Register]. 

FOB INFOM4IION COKACT: mebrine Cl-t. Director. 
laad Haoags6ent Pluming. (OU) 705-1634. 

SnPmmmm ImaKUIOH: 
Pacific salwn and s u a ~  trout o c ~  froo s & h m  
Cllfforrria oorthvud to thr Arc+ie OCOUI. Them fish populations 
eoclprisa a l u g e  rnmnber of r e ,  o r  populations dut arigiaatt  
from specific watersheds during specific t h s  of year u 
juveniles, -grate to tbt oe-, md &estr&lly Z O h l l l !  t~ 
reproduce in the i r  natal watersheds. O f  che .ore thm 600 stocks 
from California. Idaho. Oregon. md Wuhington recently evalueted 
in a repon published by tbc - r ia  Fisharias Socfrty. 106 Vera 
found to be extiact, 21& vere coxsidered to b r+ *mdet&te* or  
'high' r i sk  of extinction or of 'tpcchl concM.. md h u t  l20 
were considered gsecure.. 

The analysis eonductcd for rht PACFISH U i n d i u t t r  chat 
inplementatiob of thc interim -geoerrt vill tuve minor 
emironmental effeecs i n  California because of the relatively 
small size. discontiguous . and geographically - dltpcrrsad ownership 



geographically dispersed ownership pattern of rha affected FS md 
BLn administered lands. and because of the protection alrcrdy 
afforded by the bplementation of existing management plans. 

The PACFISH interim management strategy is intended to  a k r e s ~  
degradation of riparian and aquatic habiut  d i n i t i a t e  
ecosystem recovery across four western St.=$ while lung term 
srrrtegies are prepared. In addition to  &e relatively small 
area i n  Cblifornir, the interim suategy also covers an 
extensive area of FS and BLW admlnlstered lands in Oregon, 
Washington. a d  Idaho. Long-tern r a a t a g i u  for the nmug&t 
of anadromoua fish-producing watersheds w i l l  ba developad for 
those a r a u  within rh. con- of th. Eutrid. Eeosystea 
Management Project u i d  the Vppor Columbi. Rivet h a i n  Project. 

For th. d n n l o p ~ n t  of 8 bag- t6Zm oump=nt atr8ug9 in 
California, chia m t  ptocou rill ba uud by tb. FS md m 
w help &urmb rh.tb.r -dry unag-t p b  (ria or  
vithoot oh rdditioa of PA- interin direction) d q a a t a l y  
p r o t u t  ~&~ fidl m i t a t ;  rtYt. if mp. .ddi+ionil i.8U.a 
need to  be addressed; tbe appropriate 1-1 of % d d  
LrrPiromental Policy kt analpis for th. d.o.1qm.z~ of mub a 
suategy; md the level of interagency coordination a a w a u y  to 
fasure a eooslstent approach to naaagemtnt on PS rrd B U l  
administered lands in U o r n i r .  

DATE: *nu concerning ttta dpfa abculd h reuiord fa  
writing by [insert &t. 90 days fr- dace of publiutlon in ch. 
Federal Register]. 

FOB mEnlEK IRForwTSOIa =CT: Xathcriae C l o s n t .  Director, 
k n d  Management P-, (4s) 705-l8%. 

-Rtmmaxm: 
P u f f f e  sal#a d stnfbud trwe occur - f P t J l f  frm routbern 
c&liforni. Borthvud to dm Aretie Ourn. nn.. f k h  popil.tiaM 
comprise r l u g e  number of stoekr. or +dona char originate 
from rpeeific mtcrsheds during r p ~ f f l c  t i m a  of y u t  as 
jweniles.  migracc t o  sht ocean. d gmerdly re- to 
reproduce fn their artrl warcrsbedr. Of &e mra t lua &OO stoeka 
from California. Idaho. Or*gori. and V u h i a g t o a  recently evaluated 
in a report published by tbr Aserfu~ Ffsheriu Sociey. 106 m t a  
f o d  t o  be ptinet. 21b were eonridt rd  to k at %oderauD or 
'high' r i sk  of utirrction or of 'specid coee~ , '  md .bout 120 
were considered 

Tht rnrlysir  conducted for the PbCRSB U fndiutcl tb.t 
bplcocnucioo of the intarin maa8s-t v l l l  rill minor 
environmental effects in Cilffotnfr beaure of rb+ relatively 
-11 size, diseontiguous . and geographldly dfSptrsed ovnership 



pattern of the affected BW and FS administered lands. and 
because of the protection already affordad by the implenentation 
of exisring EaMgtmenC plans. &mils follow. 

Lassen National Forest - H l l l .  Deer, and Antelope Creek 
vacersheds . 

The existing Lassen Raciorul Forast Plan includes d l rac t iw 
for protection and improvement of uudromous fish h.bit.t. 
Three madrowus fish-produefag waterslied. exist on the 
Forest: H i l l .  Dear. .ad Antdopa Creak. Aloag most of 
their lengrhr, these c reek  u a  nuuged u proposed Pfld and 
Scenic Rivers u d o r  tha oxistfng foroat p h .  Gttald. the 
Wild .od Seaale Pivar corridors ut8blish.d by tb. p h .  
uatershed diraubanca Ir linfud by other atandud8 and 
yidelfnts escabllshd by eb. pl.a. A l l  lmdm im md 
adjacent m a s .  s-, a p h u r a l  md prerdal 
weel.ndr. bop. ...ps, and pothole ktru rt. us- tha 
riparian/ffrh p r ~ ~ r f p t i o n .  A e t i v i t f ~  dthfn rlprrl.n 
zones are limited m thou dut .rrhmo rlpuiaa 
objactivas. Final wid* of rfparlaa ronu set 
following site-rp.efffc evdw+iart. fbs f o r u t  p l m  dlt.cta 
preparation of d e u i l e d  anadromo~ flab .nd Wild and k.aie 
giver -gcsent p t a r  folloving site-.p.eifLc 8sdf.u. 
O t h e r  prasaiptioas r&t l i m i t  vatersbd di.t&rbace include 
primitive recreation. l a c e - m ~ u s i o ~ l .  r u u r c h  natural 
uu. axid d a c f n g  aad proposed Pfldernua. 

In addition. th. turar! Hatfonrl F o r u t  P h  u i l l  b. awndod 
by rba C~l i fornfa  Spottad O w l  EIS t h e  L. tnd.r prepastion 
for  the ten wtioa8l forests in th. Sforrm p w .  
Aleera8civas considorad la tb8t H S  irrlud. mhaced 
r ipar im stmdard. and .gaf&linas, vith .p.ctrl p h i m u  
for che anadrovnas firh-producing mrrhadr  w th. hasen. 
Iha scandud. rrd @&lLou u o  b u d  on tb. - t ie 
bnservacioa Stratmgr in dm Roaid.nteS Forur: Plan for tb. 
Pacific Rorthmest. .rd 08 &8 proposed PACFXSH fatarla 
msug-t dlnction. A drci8ion oo tbk X S  i s  .qwctui in 
1995. Tho durnacfva sol .cud y ftutbt m t  
disturbance tn ~ 0 . 0 ~  flrh-produefag vatrrshcd.. 

ios Padres Natio-1 F o r u t  - N i n e  Wul Wacershcd &SU 

The existing Lor Padres I i a t i o d  Forest Plan ineludts 
direction for protection md fnp ro~oao t  of &amow f t J .  
hab iu t .  The forest hu developed a Piparim C~tm~rrat ion 
Strace= to aid La implementation of tho f o r u t  p& 
direction. S u o d u d t  d y i d e l i w  for +rturh.d 
protection md programs for in-saco b8bitat laprosgcnu 
and prescribed f i r e  for  & p d  management u s  ineluded in 
thc plan. Uildfirer fn & p u r J  a d  riparian voodl.ndr are 
identified iE the plan u having +hc geattst effect  on 
anadromus fish Witat. Scheduled tfmber huvtst f r  not 



permitted under the plan (the allowable sa l e  qurntity is 
zero). 

BLn - Reddfng and Hollister Resource k 0 . p  

In  Califoraia, BLn -get No a r a u  v i th  u~dromoru 
fish-producing watersheds outside the area f m p l m t i n g  ths 
President's Forest P1.n for  the Pacific Northvest. BU hu 
reviewed the current resource managemant plans ( W s )  for  
the Redding Resource Area, Ukfah Diszrict. .ad th. Bollistor 
Resource Area, Bakersfield Distr ic t ,  and baa deternfDcd th.t 
PhCFXSX in te r in  managwent direction is in conforemca virh 
the existlag p k .  

Sh. 8.ddi.q bsoureo Arur fne1ud.s h t  224 .L1u in 
s a t t a r e d  p u c e h  a o a g  du Upper Surammtto linr & 
a i b u t u i u ,  ineludky Eattlo. Cl-. Dnr, .rd p w s  
Creek.. Tho uhmcen~t of rrYdraoru f-du L. 
identified u m objeetLvo lri tho Xmddbg PIIP. 

The Hollister Besourc~ A r u  iocludss a puc.1 of 
approxfaately 1300 u r e s  of uphad area vithin m -wou~ 

fish-producing watershed in the upper Cum1 River 
dzainage. i he  Bol lbecr  i d a n t i f i u  watershed 
Mhanccocnt u a najor laad w objective. 

E l - u  of the PACECSII in tad  -gemant, includiry intc- 
Riparian h g - n e  Objec+i- BLprrlau U i ~ f  consamation 
Area widths, nay need to be refined f o r  long-urn  p.ny-t, in 
l i g h t  of specific coadftforu in Californf.. 

Written comments frw tha public on thir uulpk &KQU b. 
submitted u i a d i u t e d  a t  th. begt.udag of t%a m-. 
would be most woful  if sear by th. &u rp.cifiod md if b y  
address e l u r l y  tho proposed action: dwmlopwnt . 2 ~ d  
impimrrtr t ion of r long-urn a t r a u g y  for th. -at of 
mrdro~tu  fish-producfng v.ursb& on PS a d  U rginircad 
lmdr Ln California. outrid.  8r.u f ~ ~ l . o u l t h g  g b  f n t i d m t ' a  
Forest  P l a n  for  dm Paelfie Borzhast. Alf.nutives tb.t up b. 
considered include continuation of a r l t t h g  mumg-t diroctim 
f o r  the rffected =tioral forosrt  md B U  r e s ~ u r ~ o  uw; 
lntegracion of PACRSII i n t e r f ~  mamagammat rith fuuuu of 
ex is t ing  p k  that provide equnl or  g a r t o r  lory-tam pmteetfm 
of  androaous f i sh  hxbitat; Pd 8pp l fu t ion  of  the Aquae 
Coeservstion Strategy froa tbc Rui&ut8s Forest P h  for the 
Paci f ic  Northwst in dl ~~ fish-produclrtg watsnhed. of 
the Lassen tiaticnrl Forest .ad Redding %source Aru. Ih 
analysis  of public c-nts .nd r c v i e w  of  ulrtky uaagesent 
plans could reaffirm the adequacy of ex is t ing  p h  dfreesion. or 
it could lead to &meadmat of those p h .  -tad vith oae or 
more enviro-t.1 aualyses. ff nore th.n one andpis  is 
conducted. they may be structured by -it, by agency, or by 
geography. For example, tw joint  an lysea  right be 



condueced - -  one for  portions of the Lassen National Forest and 
Redding Resource Area, and another fo r  portions of the Los Padres 
Nacional Foresc and Hol l i s t s r  Rssourea Araa. A decision on tha 
nature, scope, Md srrue~re of thC malysis neeessay  fo r  
long-term managzmenc is expected by April 1995. 

The responrfble o f f i c i a l  fo r  the FS is C. Lym! 'Sprague. Regional 
Forester. 630 S l n t o w  Screat. S.n Francisco, CA 96111. The 
responsible o f f i c i a l  fo r  che BIN fs Ed Hastey, State Director.  

Q S S E P  1996 
Data 





.. . - 
Notices , F - ~  

in the Interim Columbia River Brdn" 
m d ~ n c s i . s d ~ t h e  
publi~arltuiS~rrsue&-- "g 
aod kp SintegIk 
Mditid -on may be 

- - 

0 1 m  ~ o m m a m r ~ t . ~  
of the analysis rbaJd be mcaivd in 
~by3Odapf011o~ingchedatsof 
t h e b n s c D p i n s ~ t o r r o i V 0 ~  
copddention in the ~0~ of 
dtmativa I*& of those srrrings 
w i n b p u b W i n l o d m d r c g d  
nnrrpaprr 
mD&sS% Scnd written anments 
c m = e n g t h L . ~ t o S l c p b e n P .  
M c a l c p . ~ M u r a g o . J D c N a n h ~  
st.. Rom 253. Bohs U o  83102. 
FmRRI)(ERmfoauAnalcon1C1:Cay 
W y b m C m d y D a a m W ~ . E I S  

C d d C U .  3M N& 8th St. 
Room 2f3,BOis. W o  83702, phone 
~?OB1334-lftO. . -- 

-.of-- 
~ - u i t b i n t b s r m e s o f  ~ . I I I w o n u I I Q 1 : T h e  
- m c m d M -  ofthirwobrr is todevelop and 

-gal- 6rhthYWhannuhnmktoFmcrn z a c i m t i 6 o l l v ~ ) ~ ~ d  

mnrgp 6m h ~ r i d  FXsystem and 
BLM~~U~kndrlhissmten~willbe 

s m p l n c d b y r h S S o ~ c ~ o n  
Tcamoftbe~Ecospnem 
Manse RoaQ The EIS that wil l  ~- 

i e c o m - ~ y  this hirtegy will use the 
inflmution h rbe " t i S c i ~ c  
-t fm kosystem Management 

p z l b l i c ~ t b s o m p i n e ~ - '  
Thirgrtidmesdlhadopteda 
lmmdmsstorbeFmeascrrria 
R e g i 0 l l d C t d d c r 6 r a ~ i m d 4  
O d l m ~ t o F Q e S l s e n - i c e  
m d B L M L n d u a p b  
CnIc~paRofthcsaategymsg 

idmtifp-tothovrpcwmt 
pkns am impfernenmi m bud- 
dcpriopa that an impma aptbility 
to .chiwe emsystm management 
objectives. The smrcgg may a h  help 
esnblithpricoitiaforrwising fomr 
pkns .nd developmg or amending 
rrsouroc marusema vlans. This oan of 
the ~ ~ & e g y  dois not 

e=+d=d:Srn 
m m s r s m a n ~ L n d r ~ u n l b y  
rheuaitwdStltaDeplrcmaotof 

~ t b ( 0 s i n t h e L C R E i n  
I d r b a ~ ~ ~ U f a h . m d  
N d  . . ad thm panion of W a s b g m  
dmrmstwd by tbs Fomt Service's 

mdpcopokd*willsenntofoarr 
- - e E ~ b p g i v i n g ~  
public a bcrrar ' ofrbe 
m e u i g = a o r i n i d  
ap pmimetiop~ of. xbst the UCRB 
e&pcm -=might k Tbe theme 
ofthcpropavdrctionrillbethe 
rrnmation of aokgid rrdlimcy in 
f m  Rngeknd a d  aquatidripam 

witbin the UCRB. IAldo 
=hisasavThehn4mc. 
d&es the health oirhe land as '.the -~ 

capacity of che-&~d for self-rend:' 
We speak of ecological resilicon. as the 
ca&ty of an ecoiysem. k1uding its 
phydcal. biological aod human 



63672 Fedenl R e g i h r  I Vol  59. No. 234 1 Wednesday. December 7. 199q 1 Sotices . I 
cornponenu. for self-&ewaL We do not To the utent possible. those plarrninn Envimamentai Policv Aci I h P A I  W 
]mpiy cbat dl humur warm d l  be efforts will k-euordjnated with 

- 
implemenung rcgukhons to ide::~f! a 

sausfied by a resilient emsystem.) development of the UcaB emsystem m g e  of rsasonable aIteraatir.es 
Allemanves m (be D& ouim rjU maramen1 s t r a w .  The UCRB EIS Lsuescharaieexpeuedtobe ' I  
be&&pedhr@\*c.ann.ptn mayl&ma&dDecrwrotha d k d i n d a ; l l l - h u g h r j e  
public commenls on the proposed amen& one or mare of those five p h  development and dyes of 
a a i o n m h c d  5 m x a S k i  follornrg -dm d oa- a l t e r a a t i r a b d a k a t o t h e .  

T b k E E u i i l ~ . U B U 4 h h  ~knni.ea&rtrYtbUt3BPSn of .kdrrman fish 
I 

withrpIb.-Riu&&e=td k & & p r p l m t ~ ! d w d  h a b i l a t ) i n d d e ~ h e s l t h a n d  
~ a r d W ~ ~ ~ ~ a k I  rbcS..-* *; is brut. ,rmg&rd .nd aquarid 
~ F o r e a S v n e m ~ i n c b c  mavbemdcm-hm riparian v u  with a p h a s i s  on 1 & &&eocy&&,-thc - - C d u m b i . R i r a r b ~ & b c h e  pipultian &hUy and hng-iers 
ag=J's k&am 4 q. izuudaqd-. 

.rc -- Y E Z Z Z p t e n a a i ~  en-dseDitive speues. 
- S y s t e a d Y Y p d A k  ~ ~ u g b t b V I B & a t  u.ofpubkhdsandmource-.ir 1 
lauds in dl of Idaho accpt tPc lotd ' t c l y ~ 4 ~ ~ i 1 z  pduc~anafgoodEand~dicesu~.~ 
sou- cnrner ibt dni;P. i m o h  fie sriiar ihaN&icad Fates S- ihe context of kraaiaabilitv wil! aiso be 

people's expeaatinns for public lands 
and mo-. a h g  uith the capabilit! 

these rlra;rffmqh-~ime. lxduucmrm 
w i R k d h c b s b a i n - a i d e  

go- sm? uld I d  
~ c * b . r L s d c P l ~ .  
andothcrip riatesources. 

The tk=ELg k l e *  
thnntghrhispsooarwillsenrasan 

Salmon. SaWQk m d  W 

--offuture m n d i t i o ~ ~  for bmad 

F o r r a r i D d K l ~ R € g i a ~  
Bmesu of kndM-- Wx. 

Burly. F&m Falh. Sdmen. -. 
U x i c Q E r b M n c ~ a ~  
B u n c D i s l i a i n ~ F % d ~  
D i m i a i L t ~ S c h k h n k e u  

- 
~ ~ h . r s ~ m b c & i a  -PA- . mal- ~ m t s i ~ C 0 g ; m a f u n a i Q n  
1 9 9 5 . T h e T ~ ~ p h ~  h s h d i e e d . ~ ~ v e s v i l l b e  uldstmchmi~dQe+rtbcneedsof 
r s e a a p i t u b s ~ & 1 ~ . d  rnrrrpoorcmirwr spe&s and hbitltr ofaoo~em 

~ ~ ~ c s c a p i n g  ~ ~ ~ m m t h r ~ a r b d n g - ~ i c r  I 



Appendix J 

I 
I 

Letter fiom FWS, NMFS Biological 
.Opinion 

I 



United States Department of the Interior 
FISH m-D M'lLDLrFE SERVICE 

91 1 NL 11th Avenue 

N r n V n m T D  
Peed. Oregon 972324181 

Jack Ward Thomas, Chief 
U.S.D.A. Forest Service 
Washington. D. C . 20240 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has revieved the biological 
evaluation (BE) attached to your April 1, 1994, letter in vhich you requested 
that we provide our biological opinion on the implemenzation of Interim 
Standards and Guidelines for hnaging Anadromous Fish-producing Areas in 
Eastern Oregon and Washington, Idaho. and Portions of California (PACFISH). 
She Service concurs vith the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the 
Implementation of Interim Strategies, vhich concludes chat rhe preferred 
alternative (number 4). if selected, vould have a neutral or beneficial effect 
on listed and proposed species. Cur recommendation is that there is no need 
'to enter into formal consultation vith the Service at this time. The Service 
does, however, feel that there vill be a need to consult both informally and 
formally in the future as the Forest Service and the Bureau of hnd Management 
(BLIi) continue to vork over the next 18 monrbs on geographically specific 
environmental impact statements for PACFISH implementation. The Service 
anticipates providing section 7 eonsulrations that vill address planning at 
scales larger rhan individual projects. Efforts vill be made to consult on 
the largest area practicable to eliminate unnecessary delays in management 
planning. There is also a conrinuihg need to do section 7 consultation for 
individual ongoing and proposed activities for both of your agencies in the 
coming months and years as you perform watershed analyses. Any projects that 
require additional consultation pursuant to 50 CFR Sec. L02.13 of our 
interagency regulations governing section 7 of the Endangered Species ~ c t  
should be addressed separately. 

The Sewice provides the folloving comments for yo& considerarion as you 
prepare to implement the interim PACFISH standards and @&lines: 

i 

1. Bull trout CSalvelinus confluentus), a petitioned.species, has 
received considerable atrention from our respective agencies in the last 18 
months. The Service determined that the listing of the bull trout vas 
warranzed, but precluded by other pending proposals of higher priority, for 
rhe population segments residing in the coterminous United States. The 
Serpice determined that listing the bull trout was not warranted in Canada and 
Alaska. This finding was made on June 6, 1994. and announced in the Federal 
Register on June 10. 1991 (59 FR 30254). In addition, the Service has vorked 
closely vith the States of Idaho and Hontana, Regions 1 and 4 of the Forest 
Service and the Idaho BLIi to draft bull trout conservation agreements that 
vill conserve and protect this species. It vas our understanding that National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance for bull crout consenration would 
be linked to PACFISH. There is no evidence of this in either the EA or che 



Jack Ward Thomas 

BE. The Sezvice, therefore, recommends that bu l l  t rou t  and t h e i r  hab i ta t  be 
included vith anadromous f i s h  i n  the present hab i ta t  management e f f o r t .  as 
well a s  any NEPA document that you develop f o r  public disclosure.  Key 
vatersheds have been ident i f ied ,  and a conservation s t ra tegy thar could serve 
as a model o r  templare f o r  lands thar encompass the remainder of the bu l l  
t rou t ' s  range has been developed for  the S ta re  of Idaho. 

2. Alternative 4 (preferred) of the EA s t a t e s  that the interim 
standards and guidelines w i l l  apply t o  a l l  proposed and some of the ongoing 
a c t i v i t i e s o n  lands managed by your agencies. To us, this means t ha r  a group 
of management ac t iv i t i e s ,  potent ia l ly  large i n  s i z e  and impacts, w i l l  be 
exempt from the interim standards and guidelines. The EA should explain vhat 
the  analysis  c r i t e r i a  v i l l  be  f o r  determining "acceptable" and "unacceptable" 
risk.-  f i sh ,  wi ldl i fe  and plant  species of i n t e r e s t .  

3.  A monitoring plan, developed i n  cooperaiion with the  Service. 
National W i n e  Fisheries Service, and other interested p a r t i e s ,  should be 
made p a r t  of the  inter imscrategy.  This is especial ly  important f o r  
a c t i v i t i e s  that proceed in key watersheds p r i o r  t o  vatershed analysis. The 
r e su l t s  vould be useful immediately for  proposed a c t i v i t i e s  aad future  
Vatershed analysis  e f for t s .  

Thaak you f o r  the  opportMity t o  provide these comments. If you have 
questions o r  need c la r i f ica t ion  on our posit ion regarding your request for  
formal consultation,  please contact Vicki U. Firm of my staff a t  503-231-6261. 

Sincerely, 

Regional Director 
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J9N 23  1995 -,-- FOREST sE;'v'!CE ?E* L. 

I Mr. Jack Ward Thomas, Chisf 
U.S. Department of Agriculture FEZ 9 855 
Forest ~esice 
Washington, D.C. 20090 

CFFCE 

I Dear Mr. Thomas: 

I Enclosed is the biological opinion prepared by the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under section 7 of the.Endangered 
Species Act on Implementation of Interim Strategies for Managing 

I Anadromous Fish-producing Watersheds in Eastern Oregon and 
Washington, Idaho, and Portions of California (PACFISH) . 

As stated in the biological opinion, NMFS has determined 

I that the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of endangered Snake River salmon species or 
result in the destruction or adverse modification of their 

I designated critical habitat. In part, these conclusions were 
based on NMFS's expectation that the interim PACFISH guidance 
would be in place for a period not to exceed 18 months and that 
ongoing consultation on U.S. Forest Service Land and Resource 
Management Plans will be completed in a timely manner. Should 1 this timeframe be exceeded, you should reinitiate consultation. 

I The Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and NMFS have 
worked together closely for more than 8 months at the staff level 
to make the interim PACFISH guidance clearer, more consistent, 
and to improve protective measures for listed salmon: Successful 
implementation of the PACFISH strategy will depend on continued 8 close coordination between o w  respective agencies through the 
PACFISH Implementation Team, during consultations on Forest 
Service Land and Resource Management Plans, and during project- I specific consultations. In particular, I call you attention to 
the conservation recommendations contained in this biological 
opinion and urge you to implement these recommendations to the ) maximum extent practicable. 

Sincerely, 
. .. .- 

I-. . 

Bolland A. Schmitten 

Enclosure 

I 
- TclE-AlVT-XR 

FOR- [ 



M231995.  
. Mike Donbeck, Acting ~irector 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Dombeck: 

Enclosed is .the biological opipi* prepared by the Nationd, 
Marine Fisheries Semice (NMFS) under section 7 of the Endangered 
Species A c t  on Implementation. of Interim Strategiek for Managing . . 

~na&amus Fish-producing ,Watersheds in Eastern Oregog and 
Washington, Idaho, and Portions of California (PAQ'ISH) .. 

, . . . . . 

As stated in the biological opinion, lQMFS has determined 
that the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of endangered Snake River salmon species or 
result in the destruction or adverse modification of their 
designated critical habitat. In part, these c?nclusions were 
based on =S's expectation that the interim PACFISH guidance 
would be in place for a period not to exceed 18 months and that 
ongoing consultation on U.S. Forest Service Land and Resource 
Management Plans will be completed in a timely manner. Should 
this timeframe be exceeded, you should reinitiate consultation. 

The Forest Service, Bureau of Land Managvt, and NKFS have 
worked together closely for more than,8 months at'the staff level 
to malce the interim PACFISa guidance clearer, more consistent. 
and to.iruprove protective measures for listed salmon. successful 
implementation of tbe' PACPISH strategy will depend on continued 
close coordination between our respective agencies through the 
PACFISB Implementation Team, during consultations on Forest 
Service Land and Resource Management Plans, and during project- 
specific consultations. In particular, I call your attention to 
the conservation recormendations contained in this biological 
opinion and urge you to imp1ement;these recommendations to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

Sincerely, 
- . . 

Enclosure 
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On April 1, 1994, the USDA Forest Service (FS) and USDI ~ureau of 
Land Management (Bm) requested the initiation of formal 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 7 consultation wifh the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) on the 'Implementation 
of Interim Strategies for Managing Anadromous Fish-producing 
Watersheds in Eastern Oregon and Washington, Idaho, and portio~s 
of California' (commonly referred to as the interim PACFISB 
strategy, or, in this document, as PACFISH). Included with the 
request for consultation was a March 18, 1994 biological 
assessment (BA) aPd environmental assessment (EA) on the PACTISH 
strategy. The BA concluded that implementation of PACFlSH .away 
affectm listed species and designated critical habitat, but did 
not include a determination as to whether or the proposed action 
was .likely to adversely affects or "not likely to adversely 
affect* listed species and designated critical habitat. l9UFS 
staff met-with the staff of the FS and BLM (action agencies) on 
May 3, 1994 to discuss the PACFIS' March 18, 1994 EA and 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 7 consultation. W S  staff 
also met with the action agencies on July 12, July 20, August 16, 
and October 13, 1994 to discuss the PACFISH section 7 
consultation. - 
As a result of both public comment through the NEPA process and 
as a result of ESA section 7 consultation, the action agencies 
made several clarifications and minor changes to their original 
proposed action as expressed in alternative 4 of the March 18, 
1994 PACFISH EA. These included clarifications on implementation 
of the interim direction, the interim locations of key 
watersheds, and clarifications and changes to the proposed 
standads and guidelines. This biological opinion (Opinion) 
analyzes the original proposed action, with the clarifications 
.and changes described in an October 11, 1994 letter from Gray F. 
Reynolds, FS, and Al Wright, BLM, to Rollie Schmitten, NMES. 
Unless stated otherwise, the source of all information in this 
Opinion is the March 18, 1994 PACFISH EA, its artached BA, and 
the Octokr 11, 1994 letter. 

The objective of this Opinion is to determine whether the interim 
PACFISB strategy is likely to jeop.ardize she-continued existence 
of Snake River iSR) 'sockeye salmon (Oncorbyndars nerka) , SR 
spring/summer chinook -salmon (0. tshakytscha) , or SR fall chinook 
salmon (0. .tshavytscha), or result inthe destruction or adverse 
modification of their designated critical habitat. 

If. PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action for consultation includes goals, 
identification of key watersheds, riparian habitat consemtion 
areas (RECLs) , riparian management objectives (RMOs) , standards 
and guidelines (Sffis), and procedures that would apply to 



project-level actions in the action area. PACEISH itself does 
not propose any ground-disturbing actions, but sets in place 
certain riparian m a n a g e d  goals and management direction with 
tbe intent of arresting the degradation and beginning the 
restoration of riparian and stream habitats. Although PACFI'SB 
sets in place ancaaon goals, objectives, and standards and 
guidelines that may facilitate project- or watershed-level 
consultations, its implementation following conclusion of 
consultation does not eliminate the requirement to consult at 
other levels, such as on site-specific actions. 

PACFISH would provide interim guidance for-each of the affected 
national forests and BU4 districts while long-term mahagement . 
approaches are evaluated via geographically specific 
enviromental andlyses. The Environmental .Impact Statements 
(EIS) for Oregon, WaShingt~ and Idaho wi-ll be developed based on 
scientific and technical haformation produced by the Interior 
Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. The action agencies 
initiated the Oregon/nashiagton EIS in fall 1993, and +lished 
notices of intent in fall 1994 to prepare an EIS for Idaho and to 
complete an environmental analysis for California. See 
59 FR 4880 (February 1, 1994)  and 59 FR 63071 (December 7, 1994). 
The action agencies expect all three environmental analyses to 
have decisions within 18 months of PACFISB implementation. 
Therefore, NKFS expects that PACFISB would not apply more 18 
months beyond the effective date in the decision notice. 

The FS and ELM would apply PACFISH by means of different 
administrative procedures. For the BLM, if provisions of +he 
proposed interim direction are not in conformance with'existing 
LUPs (e.g. S&Gs and procedures) the UJPs vould have to be amended 
prior to implemeptatior, of fhe proposed interim direction. For 
the FS, the proposed interim direction provided by PACFISB would 
amend LRMPs for each of the affected national forests to include 
new goals, riparian management objectives, S&Gs and monitoring 
requirements. 

For the PACFISH consultation, the FS and BLU requested 
consultation on alternative 4 of the March 18, 1994 EA (the. 
preferred alter~ative). Under alternative 4, the .interim 
management direction would be applied to all proposed land. . . . 
management actions and to those ongoing land management actions ., 
that .pose unacceptable risk to habitat condition or at-risk 
anadromus fish.. . During consultation, the action agencies . .. 
defined -unacceptable risk-x and develo*d a draft set of 

h 4 F S  &&s chat .ec+ptable. riskm w i l l  be defined irr thr &vised . . 

E& as -A level of r i sk  fmm an ongoing. activity or group of ongoing activities 
that is determipcd t2xrough ldPA analysis or tbe preparation of bio3ogiedl 
assessments/e~luatia.s, or their suiasequept r e v i e w .  to be likely to advei-aely . 
affect listed anadromous fish or tbeir designated critical habitat. or likely to 
adversely impact the viability of  on-listed anadroumus fish: (Gloshary 



guidelines for determiaing whether ongoing actions pose an 
unacce~table risk (October 18, 1994 fax transmittal of Seotember 
2, 1992 daft from Ham Forsgren, FS to Jeff Lockwood, &s) . A 
PACFISB Field Implementation Team, which will include a.NbFS 
representative (October 13, 1994 meeting) w$ll.issue final 
definitions and guidelines for determinips unacceptable risk and 
would address consistency of application of PACFISH SGs. It is 
expected that this Team will reach these decisions consistent 
with this opinion. 

The Coslponents of PACFISH 

The interim PACFISH strategy is comprised of the following 
components: riparian goals, interim riparian management 
objectives (BMOs), riparian habitat conservation areas' (RE&), 
standards and guidelines (SSs), key watersheds, watershed 
analysis, and watershed restoration. 

Goals - The goals of PACFISH (March 18, 1994 EA p. C-4) are to 
*maintain or restore' characteristics of healthy, functioning 
watersheds, riparian areas, and fish habitat, and include 
elements such as water quality; stream channel integrity, channel 
processes and sediment regime; instream flows; water table 
elevations ; diversity and productivity 03 riparian vegetation; 
riparian vegetation functions such as large wcody debris 
recruitment, thermal regulation, and bank stability; and riparian 
and stream habitats necessary to foster the genetically-unique 
fish stocks that have evolved w i t h i n  the geographic region. 

aparian Xanagemept Objectives - The interim RMOs provide a set 
of targets for laud managers in planning land-disturbing 
activities. The action agencies-averaged existing stream m y  
data on stream characteristics for unmanaged watersheds across 
the entire area covered by PACFISH (including areas outside of 
the SR Basin) to set interim RMOs for pool frequency, 
temperature, large woody debris, bank stability, lower bank 
angle, and width/depth ratio (Harv Forsgren, FS, pers. comm. with 
Jeffrey Lockwood, NKfS, October 28, 1994). Watershed analysis 
mgenerallym would be required to adjust the RMOs (November 10, 
1994 1etter.from Gray Reynolds, Forest Service, and Tom Walker, 
BLM to Rollie Schmitten, m S ) .  However, the RMOs also *may be 
modified in  the absence of Watershed Analysis where watershed or 
stream reach specific data support the changeg in consultation 
with NMFS (November 10, 1994 letter from Gray Reynolds, Forest 
Service, and Tom Walker, BLM to Rollie Schmitten, NMFS) . 
Each of the int~rim -s must be met or exceeded before hdbitat 
would be considered agoodu for anadromous fish. Based. on the 

transmitted from Gordon Haugen, USFS to Jeffrey LOchood, FMFS. October 20. 1994) 
Also see definitions in Appendix A. 
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March 18, 1994 EA, meetings with the action agencies, and the 
proposed definition for 'attain RMOm (August 30, 1994 fax from 
w Forsgren, FS to Jeffrey LodEwood, NWS; see -dix A) , 
W S  understands the RMOs to be minimum targets for land 
managers. Thus areas where .goodm habitat is surpassed would oot 
be subjected to incremental degradation down to the level of 
ngoodm. However, according to the March 18, 1994 EA, if the 
interim RMO for the only key element (pool frequency) is met or 
exceeded, some latitude would exist for meeting the other, 
supporting RMOs. No time frame for attaining the RMos was 
described in the March 18, 1994 EA, nor was there any indication 
of the kinds, quality or duration of data needed to demonstrate 
that an RMO has been attained. .However, clarifica$ions to the 
proposed interim direction provide consistent language specifying 
that actions (with some exceptions; see discussion of standards 
and guidelines below) not retard or prevent attainment of the 
m s ,  thus setting an expectation of habitat iaprovement at 
natural rates or faster. During consultation, the action 
agencies agreed to change the water temperature to be more 
protective of listed and non-listed anadsornous fish (October 11, 
1994 letter; see Appendix A of this Opinion). 

Riparian Babitat Consemation areas - Interim RHCAs. would & 
delineated in every anadromous fish-bearing watershed on lands 
administered by the FS and BLM within the geographic range of the 
proposed interim.direction. Interim RHCAs are areas where the 
PACFISH management direction automatically applies for proposed 
projects and those ongoing projects that pose an unacceptable 
risk; 'however, they do not 'exclude some ongoing or proposed 
:managemePt activities (livestock gazing, mining, watershe+ 
restoration, and fisheries enhancement). New road a d  landing 
construction fMarch 18,. 1994 EA) , new recreation facilities 
(October 11, 1994 letter), and timber salvage (October z3, 1994) 
are prohibited in RHCAs until after watershed analysis (see 
definition and discussion below). Standard widths defining 
interim RBCAs are listed in Appendix A of this Opinion. 

The interim RHCAs for intermitient streams in PACFISE alternative 
4 are reduced by one-half in non-key watersheds, relative to key 
watersheds. Also, the RBCAs for PACFISX alternative 4 stop at 
the edge of the 100-year floodplain (regardless of width) for 
non-forested rangeland ecosystems. 

RHCAS "generally* would not be. adjusted without watershe& . 
analysis; however, the RBCasgmay be modified in the absence of 
watershed analysis where stream reach or site specific data 
support the chaagea, in consultation with NMFS (November 10, 1994 
letter from Gray-Reynolds, Forest Service, and Tom Walker. BIN to . .  
Rollie Schmitten, NMFS). 

Key Watersheds - According to the March 18, 1994 EA, .the 
follpwing criteria would.& used to designate key watersheds 

I ;  



I following the implementation of PACFISH: (1) watersheds with 
stocks listed pursuant to the ESA or stocks identified as "at 1 riskn by Nehlson et al. (1991); or, (2) watersheds that contain 
=excellent habitat' for mixed salmonid assemblages; or, (3) 
degraded waterz.heds with a high restoration potential. During 
consultation, the action agencies informed NMFS that all 1 watersheds with designated critical habitat for SR salmon would 
be identified as key watersheds during the interim PACFISH period 
(July 20, 1994 meeting and October 11, 1994 letter). Final key 
watersheds would be designated in the EISs for ecosystem 1 management in eastern Oregon/washington and Idaho. 
During consultation; the action agencies indicated that for ( actions in uatersheds that do not contain designated critical 
habitat, but.that serve as potential sources of.high quality 
water to designated critical habitat (i.e. the Clearwater River 
Basin excluding the North Fork Clewater River above Dworshak I Daa~), BU submitted after the date that PACFISB is implemented 
shall pzovide a~ilable data and analysis needed to describe 

I potential downstream effects on water quality (e.g. temperature. sediment load, and contaminants), and peak flow timing and volume 
rtithin designated critical habitat (July 20, 1994 meeting). 
Xowever, with respect to the Clearwater basin, IWFS does not 
lnticipate receiving many additional project-specific BAs for 
rroposed actions nor any project-specific for ongoing actions 
iuring the period PACFISH is in effect, because BAs prepared in 

I L992 by the Clearwater National Forest concluded that all ongoing mnagement actions, w i t h  the exception of wildfire suppression, 
n the Lolo Creek, Middle Fork Clearwater River, and Lochsa River 

I atersheds had 'ao effectm on listed SR salmon. 

latershed analpsis - Watershed analysis is described in the March 
8, 1994 EA as .a systematic procedure for determining how a 
atershed functions in relation to its physical and biological . I omponents. This is accomplished through consideration of 
istory, processes, landform, and condition. ' Watershed analysis 
s it is being developed pursuant to the FSEIS/Record of Decision 1 n Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth 
orest Related Species Within the Range of the Northem Spotted 
wl emphasizes the importance of determining watershed status, 1 esilience and capabilities, rscauhbg fish ecological 
elationships, and identifying watershed restoration and 
onitoring objectives, strategies, and priorities prior to 
lanning actions in the watershed (Interagency Watershed Analysis 1 wrciination Team 1994) . 
sing consultation with NMFS, the action agencies. d c a t e d  that 1 ztershed analysis procedures for the SR Basin would not be. 
nupletely developed and tested during the period PACFISH is in 
Efect (July 12, 1994 meeting) .' A .limited number of watersheds 
four to five) would be subject to prototype or pilot analyses ) zing PACFISR (July 12 meeting and O c t ~ k r  11, 1994 letter) . 



Watershed Restoration -. Under Alternative 4, the action agencies 
assume that no additional funds will be available for watershed 
restoration during the interim period, but that .existing funds 
will be re-targeted, "as necessarym, to establish a watershed 
restoration ptogram. Priority for restoration.would be given to 
key watersheds.' No further information was provided concerning 
the scope or timing of watershed restoration, although the March 
18,. 1994.EA ties restoration to priorities and strategies 
identified by watershed analysis. 

Standards and Guidelines - The SM;s adeess management of timber, 
roads, grazing, minerals, fire/fuels management, lands, riparian 
areas, watershed aad habitat restoration, and fisheries and 
wildlife restoration. The S S s  would apply only to RHCAs (see 
clarifications below). 

The PACFISH S&Gs proposed in the Mar* 18, 1994 EA would allow 
activities to proceed under a variety of 'scenarios: if there are 
no *impactsm or *adverse effects* that are .inconsistent with 
attainment of RMOsn (e.g. TM-la, GM-1, LB-2, LEI-3) ; "only when 
RMOs are not adversely affectedn (e-g. TM-lb); or -in a manner 
that 'assures' (TM-lc) or is 'consistent with1 attainment of the 
RMOsn (FW-2). - 
Clarifications to the SLGs include the following: (1) applying 
consistent requirements that actions must not retard or prevent 
attainment of the RMOs (for certain existing facilities, the 
standard would be limited to not preventing attainment of the 
RMOs) ; (2) applying the S&Gs not only to the RECAs, but to 
actions outside the RHcaS that could degrade (see list of 
definitions in m d i x  B) the RHCAs (this decision would be made 
during the planning of individual actions) ; and (3)  adding an 
emphasis on avoiding ath+erse effects to listed anadromous 
salmonid fishes and designated critical habitat. 

The action agencies have added S&Gs that: (1) prohibit 
sidecasting of road material on road segments within or abutting 
RHCAs in watersheds containing designated critical habitat; (2) 
prohibit storage of fuel and other toxicants in RHCAs; (3) 
prohibit refueling within RHCAs; and (4) direct land managers not 
to use mitigation or planned restoration as a substitute fox 
preventing habitat degradation (October 11, 1994 letter). During 
the October 13, 1994 meeting, the actLon agencies agreed to delay 
salvage and fuelwood cutting in RHCAs until after watershed 
analysis. However, RHCAs could be adjusted based on either 
watershed analysis or site-specific analysis (November 10, 1994 
letter from Gray Reynolds, FS and Tom Walker, BIdrl to Rollie 
Scbmitten, NKFS; see discussion under Riparian Habitat 
Conservation-Areas, above). 



IV. LISTED SPECIES AND CRITIC?& HABITAT 

There are three species under the jurisdiction of NMFS listed as 
endangered under the ESA that occur within Federal lands and may 
be affected by the proposed action as described in the draft=: 
SR sockeye salmon (listed on November 20, 1991, 57 FR 58619); SR 
fall chinook sa%mon, and SR spring/summer chinook salmon. SR 
fall chinook salmon and SR spring/summer chinook salmon were 
listed as threatened on April 22, 1992 (57 FR 14653) and 
reclassified as endangered on August 18, 1994 (59 FR 42529). 
Endangered Sacramento River winter run chinook salmon (0. 
tshahytscba) do not occur on. Federal lands addressed by the March 
18; 1994 EA, but could be affected by FS or BLM land management 
actions in watersheds with tributaries to the Sacramento River. 
However, NKFS does not e c t  PACFISH.to adversely affect 
Sacramento River winter run clrinook salmon. 

Critical habitat was designated for SR sockeye salmon, SR 
8pring/sunmter chinook salmon, and SR fall chinook salmon on 
December 28, 1993 (58 FR 685431, effective on January 27, 1994. 
The designation of critical habitat provides notice to Federal . 
agencies and the public that these areas and features are 
essential to the conservation of listed SR salmon. .- 

Essential SR salmon habitat consists of four components: (1) 
Spawning and juvenile rearing areas, (2)  juvenile migration 
corridors, (3) areas for growth and development to adulthood, and 
(4) adult migration corsidoy . m n e n t s  1. 2, and 4 are 

. present w i t h i p  the range of PACFISH. 

Essential features of the .kipawning and juvenile rearkg areas for 
SR sockeye salmon include adequate: (1) Spawning gravel, (2) 
water quality, (3)  water quantity, (41 water temperature, 
( 5 )  . food, (6) riparian vegetation, '.and (7) access. 

Essential features of the spawning and juvenile rearing areas for 
SR spring/surmner chinook salmon and SR fall chinook salmon 
include adequate: (1) Spawning gravel, (2) water quality, (3) . 
water quantity, (4)  water temperature, (5) ccver/shelter, ( 6 )  
food, ( 7 )  riparian vegetation, and (8) space. 

Essential features of the juvenile migration corridors for SR 
sockeye salmon, SR spring/ker chinkk salmon, and SR f g l  
chinook salmon include adequate: . (1) Substrate, (21 water 
quality. (3) water -tit?, (41 water temperature, (5) water 
velocity, (6) cover/shelter, (7). food, (8) riparian vegetation, 
( 9 )  space, and : l o )  safe passage conditions. 

. . 

Essential features of the C6lumbia River adult mi&tion corridbr 
for SR'sockeye salmon, SR spring/sunnner chinook salmon, and SR 
fall chinook salmon include adequate: (1) Substrate, (2) water 
quality, (3) water quantity, ' ( 4 )  water. temperature, ( 5 )  water 



velocity, ( 6 )  cover/shelter, (7) riparian vegetation, (8) space, 
and (9) safe passage conditions. 

V. BIOtOGTQLL . . . 

. A. Snake River, Sockeye Salmcm 

SR sockeye salmon adults enter the Columbia River primarily 
during June and July. Arrival at Redfish Lake, which now 
supports the only remaining run of SR sockeye salmon, peaks in 
August and spawning occurs primarily in October (Bjor~n et al. 
1968). Eggs hatch in the spring between 80 and 140 days after 
.spawning. E'ry remain in the gavel for tbree to' five weeks, 
emerge in April through May and move inmediately into the lake, 
where juveniles feed on plankton for one to three years before 
they migrate to the ocean (Bell 1986). Migrants leave Redfish 
Lake from late April Zbmugh May ( B j o n m  et al. 1968). and smolts 
migrate almost 900 miles to the Pacific Ocean. For detailed 
information on the SR sockeye salmon, see Waples et al. (1991a) 
and S6 FR 58619 (November 20, 1991). 

Downstream passage at Lower Granite Dam (the first dam on the SR 
Ldormstream from rhe Salmon River) occurs from late April to July. 
with peak passage fmm May to late June (Fish Passage Center 
1992). Once in the ocean, the smolts remain inshore or within 
the Columbia River influence during the early sumner months. 
Later, they migrate through ,the northeast Pacific Ocean (Hart 
1973; Hart and Dell 1986). SR sockeye salmon usually speod 2 to 
3 years in the Pacific Ocean and return in their fourth or fifth 

- year of life. 

Historically, the largest n&rs of SR sockeye salmon retwed 
to headwaters of the Payette River, where 75,000 were taken one 
year by a single fishing opeation ia Big Payette Lake (Bevan et 
al. 1994). During the early 1880s, returns of SR sockeye salmon 
to the headwaters of the Grande Ronde River in  Oregoo (Wallwa 
Lake) were estimated betreen 24,000 and 30,000 miaimurn (Cramcr 
1990, cited ia aevan et al. 1994). During the 1950s and 1960s. 
adult returps to Redfish Lake nubred more than 4',000 fish 
(Be- et dl. 1994) . 
SR sockeye salmon escapement to the SR has declined dramatically 
in recent years. Counts made at Lower Granite Dam sinte=l975 
have ranged from 531 in 1976 .to zero in 1990. In 1988, IDFG 
conducted. spawning ground surveys that identified four adults and 
two redds (gravel nests in which the eggs are deposited). In 
1989, one adult reached Redfish Lake and m e  redd and a second 
potential redd were identified. No red& or adults were 
identified in 1990. In 1991, three males and one female returned 
to Redfish Lake. One male SR sockeye salmon returned to Redfish- 



Lake i n  199.2. Six male and two female SR sockeye salmon returned 
to Redfish Lake in 1993. 

Since 1991, adults returning to Redfish Lake have been collected 
for the captive broodstock program. Therefore, only progeny of 
residual sockeye salmon (which NMFS has determined to be listed 
SR sockeye salmon; March 19, 1993, letter from N. Foster (NMFS} 
to constituents) are expected to migrate from Redfish Lake in 
1994. Between 119 and 2550 juvenile SR sockeye salmon may be 
tagged with passive integrated transponders (PIT-tags) by the 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game and released into the SR system 
in 1994 (NMFS 1994a). 

As of October 9, 1994, one adult sockeye salmon had returned to 
Redfish Lake in 1994. The Columbia River Technical Staffs (1993) 
predicted a return of three fish to the Columbia River mouth 
.-g 1994 based on the 1989-1993 average proportion of sockeye 
salmon counted at Ice Harbor and Priest Rapids dams. Oygert 
(2993) also estimated a return of three with an expected range 
from one to five SR sockeye salmon based on molt counts and 
subsequent escapement to Redfish Lake. Numbers of returning 
adults in 1997 and beyond may be higher as a result of captive 
rearing - program releases planned for 1995 and 1996. 

B. Snake River Spring/Summer Chinook Salmon . 
I - 1. Life History Sununary 

The present range of naturally-spawned-origin SR spring/summer 
chioook sdlman is primarily limited to the Salmon, Grand Ronde, 1 I d ,  and mcaonon subbarin.. Most spring/smmex chinook . 
salmon enter'individual subbasins from May through September. 
J d l e  SR. spring/summer chinook salmn emerge from spawning 
gravels from February through June (Perry and B j o m  1991). I .  Typically, after rearing in their nursery streams for ~ J J O U ~  1 
year, smolts begin migrating seaward in April through May .(Bugert 
et al. 1990; Cannamela 1992). After reacbing the.mouth of the 1 Columbia BiGer, spring/s-er chinook .salmn probably inhabit 
nearshore areas before beginniag their northeastPacific Ocean . 
migration, which lasts 2 to 3 years. For detailedinformation on 1 the life hisCory and stock status bf .St spri.$/suxaer chinook 
salmon; see Matthews and Waples (19911, .NWS (1991a1, and 5.6. FR 
29542 .(June 27, 1991) : 

I . . . . 
- - 

I - 2. Population Status and Trend8 . 

The estimated number of wild adult SR spring/summer chinook 1 salmon returning to spawn was estimated by Bevan et al. (1994) k 
more 1.5 million fish annually. By the 1950's the population had 
declined to an estimated 125,000 adults. ' Escapement estimates 

1 indicate that the population continued to decline through the 
1970's. Redd count data also show that tbe population conrinued 



to decline through about 1980. The estimated annual number of 
wild adult SR spring/sunrmer chinook salmon returning w e r  Lower 
Granite Dam (escapement) averaged 9,674 fish from 1980 through 
1990, with a low count of 3,343 fish in 1980 and a high count of 
21,870 fish in 1988 (Mat?Aews and Waples 1991). Estimated ' 

escapement of wild adult SR spring/summer chinook salmon i n  1991 
and 1992 was 5:520 and 9,344 fish, respectively (1994-1998 
biological assessment for the Federal Columbia River Power System 
(FCRPS). In 1993, escapement of wild adult springfsummer chinook 
salmon was estimated at 7,803 fish (ESA section 10 permit 
application. Army Corps of Engineers, Juvenile Fish 
Transportation Program, November 15, 1993, revised December 7, 
1993). Returns of spzing/suxner chinook salmon were at an 
sll-time record low in 1994. Only 3,915 adults were counted at 
Lower Granite Dam; this-is about 150 of the recent ten year 
average (Fish Passage Center 1994). 

In small populations, random processes can lead to two major 
types of risk: demographic and genetic. -hit risk is the 
risk of extinction due to environmental fluctuations, random 
events affecting individuals in the population, and possible 
reductions in reproduction or survival at low population sizes. 
Genetic risk is the risk of loss of genetic variability and/or 
population fitness through inbreeding and genetic drift. Both 
types of risk increase rapidly as population size decreases. 

Severe, short-term genetic problems from inbreeding are unlikely 
unless population size remains very low for a number of years. 
Bowever, the erosion of genetic variability due to low population 
size is cumulative, so long-term effects on the population (wen 
if it subsequently recovers numerically) are also a concern.- 

The SR spring/summer chinook salmon evolutionarily significant 
unit consists of more than 30 local spawning populations spread 
over large geographic areas (Lichatowich et al. 1993). 
merefore, the total number of fish returning to local spawning 
papulations would be much less than the total w size. Based on 
recent trends in redd counts in major tributaries of the Snake 
River, many local populations could be at critically low levels, 
with subpopulations in the Grande Ronde River, Middle Fork Salmon 
River, and Upper Salmon River basins at particularly high risk. 
Both demographic and genetic risks would be of concern for 
subpopulations, and in some cases, habitat might be so sparsely 
populated that adults would not find mates. 

1. L i f e  History. Stmmaqy 

Adult SR fall chinook salmon enter the Columbia River i g  July and 
migrate into the SR.from August through October. Natural 
spawning for SB fall chinook salmon is primarily limited to the 



SR blow Hells Canyon Dam, and the lower reaches of the 
Cleawater, Grand Ronde, fmnaha, Salmon, and Tucannon rivers. 
Fall chinook salmon generally spawn from October through 
November, and fry emerge from March through April. Downstream 
migration generally begins w i t h i n  s e e d  weeks of emergence 
(Becker 1970; Allen and Meekin 1973) with juveniles rearing in 
backwaten and shallow water areas through mid-summer prior to 
smolting and migration. The fish will spend 1 to 4 years in the 
Pacific Ocean before beginning their spawning migration. For 
detailed information on the 'life history and stock status of SR 
fall chinook salmon, see Waples et al. (1991b1, NMFS (1991b) and 
56 FR 29542 (June 27, 1991) . . 

2. Population S t a t o s  and Trepds 

Reliable historic estimates of abundance are unavailable for SR 
fall chinook salmon (Bevarr et dl. 1994). Estimated returns of SR' 
fall chinook salmon declined f m m  72,000 annually between 1938 
and 1949, to 29,000 from 1950 through 1959 (Bjornn and Horner 
1980, cited in Bevan et dl. 1994). Estimated returns of 
naturally-spawned adult .SR fall chinook salmon fell to a low of 
78 fish in 1990, but since have increased to 318 in 1991, 533 in 
1992 (WDF 19931, and 742 in 1993 (WDF 1994). -. 
Based on the preseason forecast, the expected 1994 escapement of 
naturally-spawned SR fall chinook salmon to the Columbia River is 
803 fish (NMFS and USFWS 1994). Accounting for estimated inter- 
dam adult fall chinook losses of 56*, and a preliminary estimated 
post-season harvest rate of 15% on Snake River fall chinook 
salmon, a preliminary estimate of 1994 escapement of naturally- 
spawned SR fall chinook salmon to Lover Granite Dam is 300 fish 
(Peter Dygert, NMFS, pers. comm. with Jeffrey Lockwood, HMFS, 
November 2, 1994). 

Although risks associated with small population sizes are also a 
general concern for SR fall chinook salmon, currently there is no 
evidence of multiple subpopulations of naturally-spawning SR fall 
chinook salmon. The anticipated short-term reduction in 
escapement during the next few years would not raise major 
genetic concerns of inbreeding, but certainly would raise 
defwgraphic concerns. Genetic and demographic risks increase 
dramatically with increasing number of consecutive years of 
depressed populations. 

NI4FS defines the action area for this consultation as the 
mainstem SR Basin {below Hells Canyon Dam), and the Salmon, 
Grande Ronde, Tucannon, Imuaha and Cle.anater (excluding the 
North Fork Cleawater River above Dworshak Dam) River suhbasins. 
In large part, the sharp decline of salmon production in the 
action area has resulted from a variery of activities that have 



degraded habitat and increased egg to smolt mortality, including 
hydropower development, water withdrawals, unscreened water 
diversions, road construction, timber hamest, livestock gazing, 
mining, and outdoor recreation. In general, land management 
actions that disturb ground and remove vegetat'ion have: (1) 
reduced connectivity (i.e. the flats of energy, organisms and 
materials) between streams, riparian areas, floodplains, and 
uplands; ( 2 )  drastically increased watershed sediment yields, 
leading to pool filling and elimination of spa&g and rearing 
habitat;. (3) reduced or eliminated recruitment of large woody 
debris chat traps sediment, stabilizes stream banks, and helps 
fonn pools; (4) reduced or eliminated the vegetative canopy that 
minimizes temperat* fluctuations; ( 5 )  caused streams to become 
straighter, wider, and shallower, and in the .yorst case incised, 

- with concomitant reduction in spawning and rearing habitat and 
increased thezazd- fluctuations; ( 6 )  altered peak flow volume and 
timing, leading to channel Chapges and probably altered fish 
migration timing; and (7)  altered water tables,& base flows, 
resulting in riparian wetland and stream dewatering (Eastside 
Forests Scientific Society Panel 1993; FEMAT 1993; McIntosh et 
al. 1994; Wissmar et d. 1994). 

As stated on page 3 of the Marsh 18, 1994 EA, .major portions of 
the lands administered- the FS and BIdrI have poor habitat 
conditions for anadromus fish, chazacterized by: 30-70 percent 
fewer large, deep pools; excessive fine sediments in spawning 
gravels; and greater disturbances of riparian vegetation than is 
.acceptable.. For example, screams in the Upper Grande Ronde 
River subbasin have been heavily impacted by livestock grazing, 
road construction, timber barvest, mining, and stream 
chan&lization on private and Federal lands (McInCosh et al. 
1994). Ten streams -eyed in the Grande Ronde River Basin 
shoved declines in the frequency of large pools by 20 - 90% over 
the period 1941 - 1990, with a total decline of 66% (McItosh et ' 
al. 1994). Dominant substrate particle size generally decreased 
in the basin w e r  the same period of time. Large woody debris 
was scarce in recent s w e y s  of manased watersheds of the basin.. 
Peak flows in .the Vpper Grade Ronde River shifted aver the 
period to as much as 30 days earlier in the spring. Similar 
kinds of habitat damage are widely distributed throughout managed 
watersheds in the Col-ia River Basin studied by McIntosh et al. 
(1994). 

The .environmental baseline .on lands managed by the action- 
agencies in watersheds that may affect listed SR salmon is 
degraded in most areas, and in further decline in -.of those 
areas (Eastside Forests Scientific Society Panel 1993; March 18, 
1994 PACFISH EA; McIntosh et al. 1994; Wissmar et al. 1994). 
Maintaining or worsening existing conditions would contribute to 
the continuing decline and possible extinction of the listed 
species. The historic and existing management regimes on FS and 
BLM lands have allowed this habitat degradation to occux because 



1 they have not adequately provided for the needs of salmon and 
their habitats during the planning and execution of land 
management actions and duking land allocation planning. ( Principal tnong the ways ia which the historic and existing land 
rmnagement regimes have contributed to the decline of salmon 
habitat are: (11 historic overemphasis on production of 1 non-fishery commodities at the expense of riparian and fish habitat; ( 2 )  failure to take a biologically conservative or 
risk-averse approach to planning land management actions when 
inadequate information exists about the relationships between 1 land management actions, fish habitat, and fish production; ( 3 )  
failure to incorporate known scientific information into the 
planning of actions; (4) planning actiorrs on a site-specific ( basis, rather than based on watershed and river basin conditions 
and capabilities; and (5)  reduction in the number, size and 
distribution of remaining high-quality habitat areas (such as 
'roaaless and lightly developed areas) that could serve refugia . 1 for salmon subpopulations aad sources of genetic toaxerial for 
eventual recolonization of unoccupied habitat. - 

I 
V I .  W E C T S  OF TfIE PROPOSED ACTION 

This biological opinion provides two levels of analysis relating 1 to the effects of DACFISH to listed species and their designated 
critical habitat. The first level discusses the specific effects 

I of irrrp1ement:ation of PACFISH independent of existing management direction. This requires an analysis of the compone~ts of 
PACFISB, such as the SGs, RMOs, etc., and how they may be 

1 z::: to fully address the effects of PACFISE, & F S  must 
zonsider the broader relationship to existing land management 

I lctions and direction, including those projects that could be ?toposed and carried out consistent with existing management 
iirection (LRMPs and LlJPs, for example). Therefore, the second 
Level involves consideration of effects of project-level land 
PaPagemMt actions carried out under existing management 
iirection that aiay affect l i s t e d  species but are not necessarily 
*sqressly addressed by PACFISE. Even though NMF'S will evaluate 

I Aese effects at the programmatic level in. the consultation on :he LRMPs and in the development of and consultation on the 
leographically-specific EISs, and through project-level 
:onsiltations it considers these effects in this opinion in-order 
.o properly assess the relative effects of implementing PACFISE I o the current condition of critical habitat. 



a. Effects to Listed Species and Designated Critical Habitat 

1. Determining Effects of Ptoposed Actions 

The framework for evaluating actions affecting listed SR Salmon 
during section 7 consultations is provided by section 7(a) (2) of 
the ESA and the =/Fish and Wildlife Service joint consultation 
regulations (50 CF.R Part 402). For each listed species, NMFS 
uses the best scientific and technical data available to evaluate 
the current status of the species and its designated critical 
habitat, as well as the effects of the proposed action (as 
defined in SO CFR §402.02), which would be added, with any 
cumulative effects, fo the existing e a v i r o ~ t a l  baseline. On 
the basis of this evaluation, NMFS determines whether the 
praposed actions, taken together with cumulative effects, are 

. likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the listed 
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
the species. designated critical habitat. 

NMFS.is' currently re-examining its approach for detelarin'ing the 
particular requirements for each species' coatinued'existence to 
address concerns raised in the recent c o k  decision in the case. 
of Idaho De~artment of Fish and Game v. NMFS, Civil No..92-973-MA 
(D. C.Or., decided March 28, 1994). While this re-examination is . 
undemy, HMFS takes a conservative approach in reaching its ESA 
determinations and places particular emphasis upon the current 
risk of extinction faced by each species, and the likelihood of 
surPival and recovery for each mcies. An objective of 
increasing ;the likelihood .of both SWival  and recovery for each 

. species; in thisand all ESA consultations, will. ensure that the 
effects of proposed actionswill not likely jeopardize their - 

' continued. existence. . . 

To e-uate the likely effects of a praposed action on designated 
critical habitat, HMFS cancines the effects of a proposed action 
on the components of designated critical habitat (described in 
section IV) and dete-es whether those effects 'reduce the value 
of any essential feature of a habitat component. NMFS then 
considers the significance of a reduction in the habitat's value 
in relation to the species current status, risk of extinction, 
and the likelihood of both survival and recovery. . . 

. . 
The *effects of the action,. as defined at 50, C.F.R. 402.02, 
consist of: 

the direct and indirect effects of an action on the species 
or critical habitat, together with the effects of other 
activities that are interrelated or interdependent with that 
action, that will be added to the envimmental baseline. . 
. . Indirect effects are those that are caused'by the 
proposed action and are later in time. but are still 

- 

reasonably certain to occur. Interrelated actions are those 



1 that are part of a larger action and depend on the larger 
action for their justification. Interdependent actions are 

I those that have no independent utility apart from the action 
under consideration. 

Successful restoration of watersheds and concomitant improvements 
in fish habitat depend on a thorough understanding of watershed 
:aditions, processes and capabilities, and of linkages between . ( Land management actions and effects to fish habitat (Forest 
Zcosystem Management Team {FPIAT) 1993) .  -Procedures for 
~ddressing these issues over time are being developed by the 
interagency Watershed Analysis Coordination Team, the Interior 1 h1umbia Bash Lcosy6tem Management Project, and ie8earc.h efforts 

various Federal, estate, tribal and academic entities. Even if 
=gun today, the most significant benefits of watershed . 1 :estoration likely would not be realized except over a scale of 
lecades to centuries. In consideration of these limitations, 
lMFS focused its analysis on PACFISH as a short-term strategy for 1 ,reventing further degradation of RECAs and initiating habitat 
rcavery, rather than on the necessary additional components of a 
:omprehensive, long-term approach to fish habitat that is being 

I iddressed in the actions described above. - 
I 

'ACFISB is a ccmmendable effort by.the action agencies to develop 
n interim approach to addressing cancerns for degraded salmon ( rtritat that exist on USPI and ~ u l  lands. inproving 
~rotective measures for riparian and aquatic habitats, PACFfSH 
hould help reduce adverse effects to listed species aud 
esignated critical habitat from future land management actions 1 n -y instances, relative to what light have occurred by 
ollowing the existing guidance in LRMPs and LUPs. PACFSSH also 
rovides an consistent starting point from which to analyze ( ffects of actions at the project level. 
he final d e t d t  of PACFISIi's effectiveness will be how it 
s interpreted in.project-specific implementation. Where PACFISH 1 rovides specific direction, it is likely to be applied 
onsistently in project-specific iqlementation. Hawever, in 
ome respects, interim PACFISH guidance leaves room for ( issretion in the interpretation and the possibility that it may 
ot be applied consistently across watershed and admiPistrative 
ouudaries. Decisions resulting from implementing PACFISH will 
lso be subject to ESA consultation through project-level 1 opsaltations. These decisions include: ( I I  the application of 
tandards and guidelines across watersheds and administrative 
~undaries; ( 2 )  determinations as to whether particular actions 1 ssist, retard, or prevent the attainment of WOs, or adversely 



affect listed species or designated critical habitat; (3) che 
quality and consistency of the scientific information used to 
modify RMOs and RHCAs; and ( 4 )  the adequacy of monitoring to 
verify that protective measures were implemented as planned and 
that the measures were effective in protecting salmon and their 
habitat from adverse effects. These added levels of consultation 
should help that ensure that the likelihood of adverse effects 
resulting from PACFISH interim direction is relatively small. 
NMFS participation on the PACFISH Implementation Team should also 
reduce the likelihood of adverse effects resulting from 
inconsistent implementation. 

a. Riparian Management Objectives . . 

The RMOs provide a consistent set of target conditions for 
riparian areas and fish habitat. In most managed watersheds, 
current habitat conditions are degxaded relative to unmanaged 
watersheds (McZntosh et al. 19941, and likely do not meet the 
IWOs. Thus the PACFISB RMOs should have a positive effect to 
listed species and their designated critical habitat relative to 
what may occur in the absence of PACESSH direction, since land 
managers w&ll have to proceed cautiously in order to protect 
habitat and allow natural restoration to begin. 

NlGS believes that the RMOs generally are an acceptable set of 
variables to describe salmon habitat, w i t h  some caveats: 1) The 
ability of the one key and five supporking features to serve as 
adequate surrogates for all other stream and riparian habitat 
factors that can affect the gzowth, d v a l ,  and reproductive 
success of salmon needs to be validated; 2) same of the RMOs . 
(such. as large woody debris and bank stability) are set at' levels 
that -.surpassed &.some Snake River watersheds. or that could 
be surpassed following watershed restoration. As above, the 
specific needs to minimize. these problems are discussed in tlte 
following section regarding project-level consultation. 

The March 18, 1994 EA did not clearly instruct land managers to 
prevent habitat degradation in areas that currently surpass the 
minimum requirements of the broad regional criteria set by the 
RMOs. The final PACFISH guidance will include a definition of 
'attain RMOsg (July U, 1994 meeting and August 30, 1994 fax from 
Harv Forsgren, PS to Jeff Lockwood, HMFS) that includes an 
.element of maintaining conditions chat are better than the RMOs, 
and specifies that "actions that would degrade the RnOs are 
inconsistent with the concept of attaining RMOs." This should 
reduce the potential for damage tcr the riparian features from 
land management decisions, relative to the guidance described in 
the March 18, 1994 PACFISE EA, although the guidance is somewhat 
indirect as a result of being part of the definitions- NWS also 
will address this problem where it occurs in watershed 
consultations. 



b. Riparian Habitat Conserrration Area8 (BBCBB) 

The proposed RHCAs (described in Appendix A) provide a consistent 
starting point for addressing riparian and aquatic habitat 
concerns. For the most part, the RHCAs are similar to or larger. 
than the areas commodly subject to special management 
consideration as riparian areas in many of the biological 
assessments previously submitted to NMFS for consultation in the 
SR Basin. However, this has not been consistent across 
administrative boundaries or action categories. For example, 
some national forests have used riparian buffers similar to the 
RIiCAs for timber sales, but have not specified how riparian areas 
subject to different livestock management are defined, or have 
used definitions that are either more or less restrictive than 
PACFISB. By improving consistency, the proposed RHQLs should 
help reduce adverse effects to listed species f m m  future 
activities in many instances, relative to what might have 
occurred under the existing guidance in the LRXPs and ins. 
Although designation of TCHCAs in and of itself will not restore 
habitat that already is degraded, the designation will foster the 
beginning of natural habitat restoration. 

c. Key Watersheds - 
NMFS agrees with the action agencies' decision to include 
watersheds containing Snake River salmon critical habitat as key 
watersheds. Bowever, The action agencies' decision to include 
only watersheds with designated critical habitat in the initial 
identification of key vatersheds may have implications for SR 
fall chinook salmon in the lower mainstem Clearwater River. This 
decision increases the.risk of water quality degradation and 
sedimentation due to reduced protection for intermittent, streams, 
relative to key watersheds. NKFS also recognizes that this 
decision could affect other species currently undergoing status 
review for listing, such as steelhead, although this concern is 
beyond the scope of this Opinion (for more infoxmation, see NMFS 
[1994cl). NMFS' representation on the Interior Columbia Basin 
Ecosystem Management Project should help ensure NMFS' 
participation in the final designation of key watersheds for.the 
SR Basin (July 20, 1994 meeting). 

d. . Watershed ~estorati& . 

NMFS does not expect PACFISB to significantly alter the amo.unt or 
kinds of watershed restoration actions carried out during the 
interim period it is in effect. Thus PACEISR alone will not 
enable the action agencies to achieve part of their stated 
purpose (begin-the restoration of anadromous fish habitat) and to 
improve the already-deteriorated environmental baseline for SR 
spring/summer chinook.salmon and SR fall chinook salmon. 
However, watershed restoration may be more effective and 
cost-efficient following watershed analysis (FEMAT 1993). Also, 



designation of RHCAs will allow natural restoration to begin in 
areas where further damage from mining or grazing is prevented. 
Due to the lack of significant watershed restoration during the 
interim period from PACFISH, and b e h e  of the degraded 
condition of critical habitat in many areas, it is especially 
impoRant that PACf'ISH prevent further adverse effects to listed 
species and designated critical habitat. 

e. Scsadrrdr and Guidelines (SMis) 

The S&Gs described generally in the October 11, 1994 letter and 
specifically in an August 30, 1994 fax from l3am Forsgren, FS to 
Jeffrey Lockwood, lll@S specify consistently ( w i t h  the exception 
of proposed mining activity) that actions that would retard or 
prevent attahntent of the RMOs, or that adversely affect listed 
species or their designated critical habitat, should be modified 
or eliminated2. However, most of the RMOs ( w i t h  the exception 
of water teatperature, lower bank angle, and streambadk stability) 
are features that change only gradually. Reliasce on these 
objectives means that some short-term adverse effects to SR 
spring/summer and SR fall chinook salmon, and their designated 
critical habitat from land management actions may be werlooked. 

- 3. wlications for project-level C o P a i l t a t i o n r ;  

While a l l  project-level actions that may affect listed species 
are subject to consultation, it is relevant to discuss the 
implementation of PACFISH in relation to project-level 
consultations. In particular, NMFS is concerned about: (1) the 
consistency of the application of its standards and guidelines 
across watersheds and administrative boundaries by the action 
agencies; (2) the consistency of determiPations as to whether 
particular actions assist, retard, or prevent the attainment of 
RMOs, or adversely affect listed species or designated critical 
habitat; (3) the quality and consistency of the scientific 
information used to W f y  ECMOs and RFIQu; and (4) the adequacy 
of monitoring to verify that protective measures were implemented 
as planned and that the measures were effective in protecting 
salmon and their habitat from adverse effects. 

Fdr example, in current ongoing site-specific and watershed 
consultations, there are some classes of. ongoing actions that the 
FS and BLM may not be treating consistently for effects . 

determinations at the project-specific level. This ran lead to 
inconsistent application of protection measures for listed salmon 
and designated critical habitat. For example, under existing 

'The standards -and guidelines would apply to proposed 
actions and the ongoing actions determined to posean 
.urracceptable risk" of adverse effects to listed species or 
designated critical habitat. 



1 guidance on effects detexminations, mad maintenance m y  be 
considered "no effect* by one forest manager but 'may affect* by 
another, even under similar conditions with.simi1a.r risks to I listed species. 

The screexiing process for "unacceptable riskn ongoing actions 
developed by the action agencies and NMFS during this 1 consultation should identify most of the ongoing actions that are 
likely to adversely affect listed SR salmon or their designated 
critical habitat, provided that the screens are consistently 1 applied in a biologically risk-averse manner. Some adverse 
effects from ongoing actions may not be prevented by PACFISH 
during the lag time between PACFISH implementation &i completion 

( of the screens. This is a relatively minor concern if the 
screens can be completed during the winter when relatively few 
actions are active. - 

. . 

a. Riparian MaMgemcpt Objectives 

As stated, the RMOs provide a consistent set of target conditions 
for riparian areas and fish habitat. However, there are a number 
of problems remaining with the RMO approach: (a) PACFISH does 
not provide a decision framework for determining whether or not 
potentially harmful land use actions will assist, retard or 
prevent attainment of the RMOs; (b) PACFISH does not provide a 
timeframe for attainment of the RMOS; (c) PACFISIl does not 
address the amount, quality, or timeframe of data necessary to 
determine whether RMOs are being met prior to management actions 
being taken that could altq the key or supporting features; (dl 
validation monitoring is needed to support the setting of the1 
RMOs at the given levels and the ability of the one key and five 
supporting features to serve as adequate surrogates for other 
stream and riparian habitat elements; tel PACFISB does pot 
clearly instruct managers to prevent degradation of areas that 
.currently surpass the RMOs; (f) PACFISH allows RMOs to be 
adjusted based on site-specific analysis; and (g) PACEISH does 
not provide guidance for areas where existing data indicates that 
watershed or stream reach habitat capabilities surpass the Rnas. 
These problems are further discussed below: 

1) No decisia *ework - PACFISH allows potentially 
harmful actions such as livestock gazing or prescribed burning 
to proceed in RFICAs if land managers determine they will not 
retard or prevent attainment of the RMOs, or adversely affect 
listed species. However, PACFISH does not provide a decision 
framework for determining whether or not these potentially 
harmful laad  use actions will assist, retard or prevent 
attainment of the RMOs. For example, the SM;s for mining do not 
explicitly prohibit mining actions that would retard or prevent 
RMOs or adversely affect listed species. Depeading on existing 
habitat conditions, the location of salmon habitat, the nature, 
magnitude and duration of the action, and other factors, such 



actions may adversely affect listed species and their designated 
critical habitat by.increasing sediment loads and rais,ing water 
temperatures .(grazing, prescribed burning and mining) . or 
contaminating streams with acid drainage. and heavy metals 
(mining) os excessive nutrients (grazing) - wbile NKFS fjelieoes '.. 
that such a decision framesiork needs to be developed in order to'. 
standardize the action agencies' approach to mining activities 
and thereby minimize adverse effects to listed species and their 
designated critical habitat at the earliest opportunity, adverse 
effects of many actions can be addressed to a large extent during 
consultation at other levels. albeit with'less efficiency, less 
expediency and perhaps less &iformity. NMFS's participHtioi on 
the PACFISH Implementation Team should also reduce the potential 
for adverse effects from inconsistent implementation. 

2) NO -frame for atta-ent of the EMOS - ~ ~ t h o u i h  
PACF'ISH is expected to be in effect for 18 months, PACPISH does 
not include specific timeframes for. attainment of the RMOs. - W S  
assumes that the requirement developed during consultation that 
actions not retard attainment of the RMOs is equivalent to a 
requirement that actions should not impede nztural habitat 
recovery rates, nor should they reduce the quality of the key or 
supporting features. 

3) Data requir-ts not described for determiniog whether 
RXos are met - PACFISII does not address the amount, quality, or . 
timeframe of data necessary to determine whether RMOs are being 
met prior to management actions being taken that could alter the 
key. or supporting features. . However, this complex problem is 
being addressed through the angoing.consultations on LRMPs and 
through consultations at. other levels. Any of the adverse ' 

effects described under V1.D. below could result frcm actions . 
that are allowed to proceed where inadequate data exists to 
demonstrate that RMOs have been attained or whether attainment of 
RMOs are being retarded. However, NMFS expects to address these 
adverse effects during both LRMP and watershed consultations. 

4 )  Suitability of RMOs - Fine substrate sediment in 
spawning and rearing areas is a habitat feature not included in 
the RMOs that can significantly affect salmon survival and 
recovery. Although pool frequency (included as an RMO) is 
sensitive to sediment loads, its response time likely is too slow 
to be of much ~ l u e  in identify'ing actions, conditions and 
processes that are responsible for elevating sediment delivery to 
levels that could adversely affect listed species and designated 
critical Witat. EIMFS and che FS are addressing the evaluation. 
and monitoring of fine sediment in the ongoing consultations.on 
the LRMPs. 

5) .Xo direct guidance to  prevent degradation .of areas that 
currently surpass the XXOs - The March 18, 1994 EA did not 
clearly instruct land managers to prevent habitat degradation in 

2 0 



areas that currently surpass the minimum requirements of the 
broad regional criteria set by the W s .  The final PACFISH 
guidance will include a definition of "attain RMOsa (July it, 
1994 meeting and &gust 30, 1994 fax from H;rrv Forsgren, FS to 
Jeff Lockwood, NKFS) that includes an element. of maintaiPing 
conditions that are better than the RMOs, and specifies thHt 
"actions that would degrade the RMOs are inconsistent with the 
concept of attaining RMOs." This should reduce the potential for 
damage to the riparian features from land management decisions, , 
relative to the guidance described in the March 18, 1994 PACFISH 
EA, although the guidance is somewhat indirect as a result of 
being part of the definitions. NMFS also will address this 
problem where it occurs in watershed consultations. 

6 )  P~CPISH allows EXOs to be adjusted'based .as 
site-specific analysis - Without watershedanalysis, adjustment 
of RMOs could fail to prevent adverse effects to designated 
critical habitat, thereby reducing the ability of the babitat to 
support listed salmon. NMFS believes that RMOs should not be 
adjusted to be less protective until after watershed analysis, 
but should be adjusted in a more protective direction, where data 
suggests this course of action, on an interim basis until 
watershed analysis is complete. Although these effects normally 
would be addressed when the action agencies and NMFS consult on 
proposed RMO modifications during watershed consultations, such 
consultations do not take advantage of economies of scale that 
could otherwise be achieved through this consultation. 

7 )  So clear guidaace .for areas where existing data (prior 
to wat-shed analysis) indicates that watershed or streaa reach 

prohibit management practices that maintain conditions that meet 
or surpass the RMOs, but are below watershed or reach capability,, 1 possibly placing a cap on egg to molt survival prior to 
watershed analysis. Due to its interim nature and the lack of a 
significant restoration component, PACEISH will not be able to 1 overcome this problem in u n y  areas where m i t a t  is degraded, 
regardless of whether decisions are made in a biologically 
conservative manner. However, NMFS will be able to specify 

( habitat objectives during watershed consultations w h i c h  should 
reduce the potential for adverse effects. 

I b. Riparian Eabitat . C o o s m t i o n  . Areas . . . 
m 

The proposed RECAs may not be adequate to fully protect fish 
habitats in all cases. The proposed RE- stop at the edge of 
the 100-year floodplain (regardless of width) in  non-forested 1 rangeland ecosystetus. This may not provide adequate protection 
from land management actions for SR spring/summer chinook salmon 
in streams with narrow floodplains. The proposed RHCA for I fish-bearing and permanently flowing non fish-bearing streams may 
not adequately protect meandering, lo~~gradient, permanently 



flowing streams with floodplains wider than 600 feet and so may 
be subject to further restrictions when brought to ESA section 7 
consultation at the project level. This would include some areas 
of high historic productivity for SR spring/sunrmer chinook 
salmon, such as Bear Valley in Idaho. PACFISH would not 
necessarily prevent potentially harmful activities such as road 
construction or mining at the edge of the floodplain, if forest 
managers decide the proposed action will not degrade the RIICA. 
Depending on whether or not these decisions are made in a 
biologically conservative manner, such actions could result in 
increased sedimentation or other impacts to the floodplain, and 
hence the stream during floods or when the stream changes its 
course within the floodplain. PACFISH would only, apply to 
actions outside of RE- if forest managers decide that those 
actions pose an unacceptable risk (for oagoing actions) or if 
they decide those actions would degxade the RHCAs. Thus PACFISH 
does not consistently control adverse effects from actions 
outside of REQLs, since it defers such decisions to local land 
manageta without providing a clear decision framework. However, 
MMFS and the action agencies will address the full range of 
potential actions outside of RHCAs in consultations on the LRMPs, 
and in project-specific consultations. 

The RRCAs would be subject to modification following watershed 
analysis or site-specific analysis. The action agencies have not 
described the goals and procedures for site-specific analysis 
under PACFISH, other than a statement in the November 10, 1994 
letter that V?IiCAs may be modified in the absence of watershed 
analysis where stream reach or site specific data 6upport the 
changem, NMFS is c~~cesaed that site-specific analyses, by 
definition, would not include watershed-scale factors that should 
help shape the REQLs. Also,. without scientifically valid 
mdance on procedures, the analyses used to adjust RECAs likely 
will vazy in uniformity and quality. This would result in uneven 
protection for listed species and designated critical habitat, 
and increase the risk of adverse effects to listed species from 
sedimentation (SR spring/summer chinook salmon and SR fall 
chinook salmon), temperature increases (all three listed species 
of SR salmon), and reduced recruitment potential for large woody 
debris (SR spring/mr chinook salmon and SR fall chinook 
salmon). NMPS will further address these possible adverse 
effects in watershed and ongoing LRMP consultations, which should 
reduce the likelihood of adverse effects. 

The RHCAS' are gen=rally larger than taditiondl riparian buffer 
areas used by the action'agencied, andshould offer adequate 
.protection. from land' management actions in most cases (FPIAT 
1993). Bowever, until watershed analysis using the interigency 
mapual -(Watershed Arralysis Coordination Team, 1994). is completed, 
their effectiveness in protecting fish habitat is somewhat 
uncertain in the circumstances described above, because'of the 
imortance of site-specific factors such as slope. soil types, 



vegetative cover. and hillslope stability (Belt et al. 1992; 

I FPiAT 19931 that would be examined in watershed analysis. 

c. Staadards and Guidelines 

Following are Comments .on specific Sas. The concerns addressed 

, 
here will be addressed at project- and watershed-level 
consultations. The following abbreviations apply: TM, timber 

I management; MM, minerals management; and FM, fire/fuels 
management. 

1 This guideline addresses mine reclamation requirements 
'for impacts that cannot be avoidedm in RXCAS, but does not 
clearly instruct mapagers to avoid impacts from mining. ~n 
effect, it may be interpreted to allow future mining activity in 

I RECAs so long as reclamation bonds and plans are prepared. 
- 

- 1 ,  - 2 ,  3 No guidance is provided on how forest managers 

I should decide whether .impacts (from mineral operations) . . . 
cannot be avoideda (MM-1) , 'no alternative to siting facilities 

. in RE- exists" (m-2) and 'no alternative to locating mine 
waste... facilities in RHCAs existsm. This may allow some mines 
with harmful effects to proceed through to watershed 1 consultation, making those consultations more complex. 

I =-la. Under the proposed guidance, salvage logging and fuelwood 
cutting is permitted in RBCAs after watershed analysis if it will 
ncit retard or prevent attainment of RMOs (October 11, 1994 letter 
and October 13, 1994 meeting). These actions could allow some 
incremental risk of altered water temperatures, reduced inputs of I large wcedy debris, and increased sedimentation to the designated 
critical habitat of SR springlsur~mer chinook salmon (Cbamberlin 

I et dl. 1991). This is true maidly where watershed conditions or 
capabilities are demonstrated by watershed analysis to surpass 
the RMOs. However, this problem could be minimized by adjusting 
the RMOs to reflect the results of the watershed analysis using 
the interagency manual (Watershed Analysis Coordination Team, I 1994) . The adjustment of RHCRs following site-specific analysis 
w i t h o u t  watershed andLysis (as described in the November 10, 1994 

I letter) may result in similar adverse effects as described above. 

Roads Management: Under the March 18, 1994 EA and the October 
11, 1994 letter, PACEISH only would apply to ongoing-road 
-gemat activities if they posed an muacceptable riskq. W S  
believes that, because of the difficulty of sorting out the 
accumulated effects of individual roads on watersheds, roads in 1 watersheds that .uy affect listed 6 a 1 ~ n  shoqld be consistently 
managed to avoid adverse effects from sedimentation, fish passage 
problems, and altered hydrologic response, and to attain or 1 surpass the W s .  The PACFISH I&Gs for roads management are a 
reasonable approach to this problem and should be implemented in 



all *may affectn watersheds (i.e. roads management should not be 
put through the screens for "unacceptable risk." 

kidelhe RF-3b was changed during consultation from a directive 
to meet RMOs by *closing and stabi1izing;or obliteratjmg and, 
stabilizing roads not needed for future management activities* to 
*prioritizing .closing and stabilizing, or obliterating and 
stabilizing roads not needed for future management activities." 
Although the intent of the action agencies to prioritize these 
actions is apparent, the guideline should be changed to 
reemphasize the.need to carry out these actions, not merely 
prioritize them. 

. . 
8. ~elatianabi6 'to existing management directia' . . - 

In its analysis and conclusion, HMFs considered $everal. factors 
regarding the relationship of PACFISH to the overall .Federal 
14-use plPnning ~imcess: 

(1) The land-use planning processes of FS and BLM involve a 
variety of tiered, interrelated actions, beginning with broad 
administrative requirements at the national level and ending with 
approval of individual actions at the project-specific level. 
Under the ESA and its implementing regulations, and existing 
agency policies, agencies should avoid or mitigate adverse 
effects to listed species and their designated critical habitat 
at their earliest opportunify. In this regard, m S  believes 
that section 7 consultations may be both required and appropriate 
at several levels this planning process, where such planning 

- actions identify elements (e . g . , standards and guidelines, 
management objectives and goals, land use allocations, ec:, as 
weXl as actual ground;disturbing actions) that may-affect listed 
species or designated critical habitat. Consultation on PACFISH 
is one of several consultations on the various components of 
land-use planning either completed or underway; these 
consultations include chose for Rangeland Reform 94,  individual 
LRMPs, and project-specific actions. 

In particular, the.analysis and conclusion in this biological 
opinion is based on the assumption that consultation on the LRMPs 
for the Sawtooth National Recreation Area, and the Boise, Salmon, 
Payette, Challis, Nez Perce, Umatilla and Wallowa Whitman 
National Forests shall be completed by March 1, 1995. 

(21 HMFS similarly recognizes the taporal  relationship of. 
PACFISEi with other aspects of the land-use planning process. As 
stated above, NM&?S has analyzed the effects of PACFISEI with the 
understanding that PACFISH will be in effect for 18 m0pth.s. That 
PACFISB addresses only a portion of all land-use planning 
activities that adversely affect listed species is compensated by 
the interim nature of PACFISH, and the fact that the action 
agencies shall consult on other components of land-use planning 



subsequently. Consequently, the analysis and conclusion in this 

I biological opinion is based on the assumption that c d t a t i o n  
on the EISs for ecosystem management in eastern Oregon, 
Washington and Idaho shall be completed no later than publication 
of the Record of Decisio~for those EISs 18 months from the &te 1 that PACFISH is implemented. 

(3) Upon implementation of PACFISH, but prior to completion of 
the ongoing consultations on m s ,  NMFS further believes that 
application of section 7(d) of the ESA to site-specific actions 
[through the consultation on the LRMPsl will reduce the potential 
for adverse effects to listed species and their designated 1 critical habitat. . . 
PACFISH is not intended to address every action or class of 1 actions adversely affecting listed salmon that may be carried out 
in accordance w i t h  &sting frRMPs or LUPs. However, the 
difference between those potentially harmN actions .that PACFISH 
effectively addresses and those that it leaves in place or does 1 not address are a reasonable effect to analyze under the 
regulatory definition of "effects of the actionm. The 
conclusions made by NMFS on the questions of whether 1 implementation of PACFISH is likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of the listed salmon or adversely modify their 
designated critical habitat are based on the significance of 
these adverse effects and the likelifrood that they will be 1 addressed by alternative approaches and mechanisms beyond the 
scope of PACFISB. The FS initiated ESA section 7 consultation 
with NMPS on the LRMPs for the Umatilla and Wallowa-whitman I National Forests on August 3, 1994, and initiated consultation on 
the LRMPs for the Sawtooth National Recreation Area and the . 
Boise, Payette, Salmon, Challis, and Nez Perce National Forests 
in Idaho on September 12, 1994. NKFS is addressing the issues I described bela in mr detail during the consultations on the 
LRMPs and will address these issues further in the geographically 1 specificEISs. 

- 
By making protective measures for riparian and aquatic habitats 
more conservative and consistent, the proposed MOs, RHCAs and ' 1 S&Gs should help prevent adverse effects to Listed species from 
future project-specific activities in many instances, relative to 
what might have occurred consistent with the existing guidance in 

However, there are potential .effects to lisied species and 
critical habitat thataziy only be addressed at the broad scale of 1 PACFISH because they may not be adequately addressed in 

I 
project-specific copsultations ... Currently, section 7 
consulta+ions for land management actions are being carried out 

) by watershed, suhatershed or individual project. The combined 
effects of Federal actions on salmon subpopulations that may be - 
distributed across more than one Mtershed may not be adequately 



considered by consultationsat these scales (particularly at the 
project scale). For example, potential broad-scale adverse 
effects include the effects of r&d construction and timber 
harvest in roadless areas and other axeas of remaining high- . 

quality.habitat'on the.aMilability and quality of habitat 
refugia for remaining subpopulationsof listed sahn. The . .  
adequacy.of remaining refugia cannot be determined by examining 
one action or even one watershed at a time. The importance of 
such refugia and combined impacts of projects upon refugia across 
several watersheds can only be .assessed by broad-scale strategies 
such as PACFISH and the upcoming EISs for ecosystem management. 

Because the existing decision framework may not be adequate to 
fully determine how proposed actions will affect attainment of 
the RMOs, listed species, and designated critical habitat, and 
because of other reasons described below, some actions that would 
adversely affect listed salawn, or their designated critical 
habitat may be not. be prevented by PACFSSH at earlier phnning 
stages. Such actions may include: road construction and . 
maintenance (Reid and Dunne 1984; Furniss et al. 1991); logging 
and yarding (Bisson et al. 1987 ; Carlson et al. 1990; Chamberlain 
et al. 1991; Hicks et al. 1991a) following site-specific 
adjustment of RRCAs without watershed analysis; livestock grazing 
(Clary and Webster 1989; Platts 1991; Burton et al. 1993), and 
mining (Nelson et al. 1991). These activities may alter stream 
temperatures, raise fine sediment loads, and reduce channel 
complexity. Such adverse effects likely will be minimized or 
e l i b t e d  where the action agencies celete both watershed 
analysis and project-specific analysis prior to adjusting RBCAs. 
These project-level decisions will be preceded by NF.PA and ESA 
m e w .  

1. a i m i a n  ttaiaagemerit Objectives 

As stated previously, RMOs provide a consistent set of target 
conditions for riparian areas and fish habitat and should have a 
positive effect to listed species and their designated critical 
habitat w e r  what is currently occurring, since land managers 
wiIl have to proceed cautiously in order to protect habitat and 
allow natural restoration to begin. However, because the 
environmental baseline consists of widespread poor habitat 
conditions on USFS- and U-administered lands and because 
PACFISH daes not provide specific direction to achieve RMOS, and . 
because of the time necessary.to recover habitat, MrIFS -believes 
that poor habitat conditions will persist on ELM and USFS lands, 
even with the implementation of the PACFISH direction. 

The PACFISH water temperature RMOs, as amended. by the October 11,. 
1994 letter (see Appendix B) , are adequate to support salmon 
spawning, where RMOs are attained. However, the RMOs ' leave 
little room for'unforeseen events or conditions that could raise 
water temperatures. The amended temperature RMO of 64 F in 



rearing and migratory-habitat is set at a level where sublethal 
stress to rearing juvenile SR spring/summer chinook salmon aad 
migrating adult SR spring/summer chinook salmon and.SR sockeye 
salmon is possible '(Armour 1991) ; However, in many,. if not most,' 
watersheds containing designated critical habitat, water . 
temperatures currently exceed the RMOs. This is particularly 
true in mainstep rivers that constitute mieatory habitat for all 
three listed species. Because the RMOs for temperature do not 
accomm&te any temperature increases from FS or BLM land 
management actions in watersheds wich designated critical 
habitat, the RMOs should guide land managers to avoid. further 
reductions in. stream shade and channel widening. Also, the 
general SM; requirement that most kinds of actions not retard - ' .  

attainment of the RMOs should help restore.the conditions and 
processes needed begin the reduction of water temperatures where 
they are too warm. NMFS 'will further address actiod that affect 
stream temperatures in watershed and ongoing LRMP consultations. 

. .  . 
2. Riparian Habitat Conserrration X u &  (BHCBe) 

~lthough the proposed RRCAs provide a copsistent starting point 
for Federal land managers, and are, in most cases, more 
protective of aquatic habitat than found in existing management' 
direction, the proposed RHCAs may still not be adequate to fully 
protect fish habitats in all cases. For example, the proposed 
RECA for fish:bearing and permanently flowing non fish-bearing 
streams may not adequately protect meandering, low-gradient, 
permanently flowing streams w i t h  floodplains wider than 600 feet. 
This would include some areas of high historic productivity for 
SR spring/summer chinook salmon, such as Bear Valley in Idaho. 
PACFISH would not necessarily prevent potentially harmful ' 
activities such as road construction or mining at the edge of the 
floodplain, if forest managers decide the proposed action will 
not degrade the RBCA. Depending on whether or not these 
decisions are made in a biologically conservative manner, such 
actions could result in increased sedimentation or other impacts 
to the floodplain, and hence the stream during floods or when the 
stream changes its course within the floodplain. PACFISH would 
only apply to actions outside of RII:CAs if forest managers decide 
that those actions pose an unaeceptible risk (for ongoing 
actions) or if they decide those actions would degrade the RHCAs. 
Thus PACFISH does not consistently control adverse effects.fmm 
actions outside of RHCAs, since it defers such decisions-to local 
land managers without providing a clear decision framework- 
However, NMFS and the action agencies will address the full range 
of potential actions outside of RE- in consultations on the 
LRMPs, and in project-specific consultations. NMFS participation 
on the PACFISH Implementation Team should also reduce the 
likelihood of adverse effects. 

The proposed RHCAs stop at.the edge of the 100-year floodplain 
(regardless of width) in non-forested rangeland ecosystems. This 
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may not provide adequate protection from land management actions 
for SR spring/sumer chinook salmon in streams with narrow - 
floodplains. ' However, NMFS can address this problem in watershed 
or site-specific consultations, where these conditions occur. . . 

-' 

Ground disturbance within or outside of REICAs (caused by t* 
yarding, mining, livestock grazing, or recreation activities) 
.could increase surface erosion and raise watershed fine sediment 
yields. RHCAs. would, in most situations, buffer streams from. 
sediment carried in unchannelized flows, but may not effectively 
protect streams from sediment produced in upslope areas that is 
carried in channelized flows such as through culverts (Belt et 
al. 1992). Laboatoy and field studies suarmarized by Chapman 
and ~ c ~ e o d  (1987) and Hicks et al. (1991a) demonstrated that for 
a variety of salmonids,. including chinook salmon, increasing 
proportions of fine sediment . (variously defined as particles that 
would pass sieve openings from 0.83 ULUI to. 9.5 mn' in. size) reduced. 
fish survival, f ram egg to emergence of fry, and caused.earlier. 
emergence of surviving fry. Smaller fry could expected to 
suffer higher mortalicy rates; 

The proposed RHCAs. are reduced in size by half in non-key 
watersheds, relative to key watersheds (see A). The 
action agencies have not presented an analysis of potential 
downstream effects of reduced protection for intermittent streams 
in the Cleaxwater River Basin that are outside of designated 
critical habitat. Because of the reduced F3CA size in non-key 
watersheds, management activities along intermittent streams in 
the Clearwater River Basin could result in stream teuperature 
changes (Beschta et al. 1987,'Chamberlin et al. 1991) reduced 
recruitment of large woody debris that helps modeate sediment - 
trapsport (Bisson et al. 19871, increased sediment generation 
(Chaaberlin et a1. ,19911, and reduced sediment filtration (Belt 
et al. 1992, FEMAT 1993). Depending on the extent of the impacts 
described above, this could result in water temperature 
alterations or sediment depositions in the designated critical 
habitat of SR fall chinook salmon in the mainstem Clearwater 
River. Higher stream temperatures in the Clearwater River could 
alter the timing of adult and juvenile SR fall chinook salmon 
hgrations to.less than optimum (Fall Chiaook Meeting, Dworshak 
National Fish Hatchery, January 14, 1994). Water tempeatures 
reduced below natural in the Cleawater River during winter are 
of particular concern for fall chinook salmon due to the 

- possibility of delayed fry emergence (Amsberg et. al 1992). 
This problem is due in part to water management at Dworshak Dam 
past and in part to forest management practices in the Clearwater 
National Forest ,that removed riparian vegetation. 

Because of the great distances involved between designated 
critical habitat and the affected streams, NMFS is uncertain 
whether measurable downstream effects will occur from reduced 
intermittent stream protection. However. there likely is some 



incremental risk to listed SR fall chinook salmon from potential 
project level actions by the action agencies consistent with the 
interrelated LRMPs and LUPs. These project level actions will be 
subject to ESA consultation as well as NEPA compliance. NWS and 
the action agencies will further address the suitability of 
limiting key watersheds to those watersheds with designated 
critical habitat in ongoing consultations on LRPLPs (October 13, 
1994 meeting). Also, NMFS will address chis issue in its 
recovery plan for SR salmon. However, NMFS cannot address this 
during watershed consultations since, with the exceptions 
described under Section 11's Key Watersheds discussion above, the 
action agencies are not consulting with NMFS on actions taken in 
the Cleaxwater River. - -  

3. Key Watersheds .. 

A broad-scale effect of PACFISEl concerns the extent and timing of 
watershed analysis, which is an essential prerequisite for . 
identifying the combined effects of the range of actions 
affecting the ecosystem as a whole. FEMAT (1993)' the 
FSEIS/Record of Decision on Management of Habitat for Late- 
Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the 
Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (U.S. Department of Agriculture 
and U.S. Department of the Interior 1994), and the interagency 
Watershed Analysis Coordination Team (1994) described watershed 
analysis as a set of procedures that would examine watershed 
status, resilience and capabilities as a basis for planning land 

- managemen+ actions, monitoring and restoration. Although the 
PACFISH S&Gs do represent a significant improvement over existing 
planning practices, PACFISH would not require decisions about 
individual projects to be based on a comprehensive understanding 
of watersheds (with the exception of road and landing 
construction, new recreation facilities, and timber salvage in 
RBCAs), and therefore may not prevent adverse effects (as 
described in the sections on RMOs and SGs) to listed salmon 
arising from site-specific actions authorized consistent with the 
LRMPs/LUPs. The action agencies do not expect watershed analysis 
procedures for use in the range of PACEISH to be fully developed 
and field-tested during the period the interim PAGISE strategy 
is in effect. NMFS and the action agencies will further address 
the relationship between watershed analysis and proposed actions 
in current consultatiops on LRMPs and through the geographically- 
specific EISs. 

4. Standards and Guidelines (S&Gs) 

Pire/fuels Xanagemeut: These guidelines are a reasoaable 
starting point for wildfire suppression activities. However, the 
guidelines would allow prescribed burning and 'fuels management" 
to occur within or outside RHCAs if land managers predict that 
they will not prevent attainment of the RMOS. Because of 
inherent risks of excessive vegetation removal, sedimentation, 



and escaped fires, it m;?y be prudent to limit these actions 
within Wcas to situations where they are needed to attain RMOS, 
and then only after watershed analysis. 

. - ' 5 .  Boqdless Areas 

Road construction has been a primary cause of salmonid habitat 
decline (Eastside Forests Scientific Society Panel 1993, FEMAT 
1993, The Wilderness Society 1993, Everett et al. 1994, Wissmar 
et al. 1994). FEMAT (1993) summarized Furniss et al. (1991) as 
follows : 

Roads may .have uhavoidable. effects on streams, no matter 
how well they +re located, designed or maintained ... Roads 
modify natural hillslope drainage networks and accelerate 
erosion processes. These changes can alter physical 
processes in streams, leading to changes in streamflow . 
regimes, sediment transport .ad storage; channel bank and. 
bed configurations, substate composition, and stability of 
slopes adjacent to streams. These changes can have 
significant biological consequences that affect virtually 
all components of stream ecosystems. 

Roadless areas contain much of the remaining high-quality habitat 
for anadromous fish. They can be considered havens for weak 
stocks and may facilitate the future recolonization of restored 
habitats (?FEKAT 1993, Eastside Forests Scienzific Society Panel 
1993). Consideration of land allocations, irrcluding roadless 
areas, was a crucial factor in estimating salmonid population 
viability under different alternatives in the final supplemental 
EIS for managing Federal lands in the range of the northern 
spotted owl. 

PACEISB would not directly prohibit construction of new roads, or 
recruire a reduction in total road mileaue in kev watersheds in 
inGentoried roadless areas not proposed-for wilierness 

- 

designation in LRMPs. However, considerable (albeit temporary) 
protectioh for these areas will be afforded by the requirement to 
complete watershed analysis prior to constructing roads in RBW. 
Current FS practice includes the requiremeht .of an EIS prior to 
entry into roadless areas. This should preclude construction af 
valley-bottom or mid-slope roads until watershed analysis 
procedures are developed, tested. and finalized, since stream . 
(and theref ore RXCA) crossings generally would be. required. 

. . 

A strategy for identifying and protecting re-g areas of high 
quality salmon habitat at the landscape scale is crucial to the 
survival and recovery of listed salmon (Eastside Forests 
Scientific Society Panel 1993, FEMAT 1993, Frissell et al. 1993, 
The Wilderness Society 1993). However, the analysis of habitat 
refugia is beyond the scope of PACFISH, and the length of time it 
would requirewould foreclose the opportuniCy to issue the 



interim PACFISH guidance. NMFS expects that the action agencies, 
in cooperation with NMFS, will identify potential refugia in the I Eastside Ecosystem Management Assessment and Upper Columbia River 
Basin Assessment. HMFS will focus this consultation on the 
proposed scope of PACFISH as an interim riparian management 1 strategy in place until these more comprehensive analyses can be 
completed. NMFS and the action agencies also will address 

I potential refugia in ongoing consultations on the LRMPs. 

I C. Cltmulative Effects 

I . Cumulative effects u e  defined in 50 CFR 402.02 as .those effects 
of future State or private activities, not involving Federal 
activities, that are reasonably certain to occur within the 
action area of the Federal action subject to cons~ltation.~ For 1 the p-ses of this analysis, the. action area includes all USFS 
and BLM lands in all watersheds that contain designated ditical 
habitat for listed SR salmon, or that do not contain designated 

( critical habitat but in which land amnagement actions are subject 
to section 7 consultation for "may affectg actions (this has at 
times included portions of the Cleaxwater River basin excluding 

I the North Fork Clearwater River above Dworshak Dam. 

I 
In the SR Basin, non-federal lands have been subjected to as 
great or greater degradation of fish habitat than Federal iands. 

I Although no fnformation on rum-Federal lands was provided in the 
PACFISH BA, it is apparent that most of the remaining 
high-quality fish habitat is on Federal lands since non-Federal 
lands generally are less reinote, more accessible, and subject to 
a somewhat larger array of impacts than Federal lands. Flowevex, 
a substantial portion of historic salmon spawning and rearing 
habitat does occur on non-Federal lands. Many of these areas 
have been degraded by the effects of agriculture, water 1 withdrawals and diversions, urbanization, riparian road building, 
logging, and livestock grazing (Bevan et al. 1994, Wissmar et al. 
1994) . This. has resulted in loss of riparian vegetation, I increased water temperature, increased nutrient loading, loss of 
pools, and increased fine sediment (for an example of stream 
canditions on non-Federal-land see the discussion cf the Tucanaon 

( River in USDA 1982a and Theurer et al. 1985). There impacts have 
substantially reduced s w i ~ l  for SR spring/summer cbinook 

- salmon in many watersheds, and for SR fall chinook salmon in some 
I river reaches. m 

To some extent, the protective measures included in PACFISH may 
reduce the a~ilability of Federal timber, rangeland, mineral and 
recreational resources to local user groups. The draft 
pxedicted cancellation of s o r  f imber sales within the 
Clearwater and Nez Perce National Forests and in the ELM Coeur 
dlAlene District due to restrictions in PACFISH. The draft EA 1 also predicted a reduction in livestock grazing in RE- of 
affected areas. Depending on other economic factors that are 



impossible to predict within the scope of this Opiqion, these 
restrictions could lead to increased resource use on non-Federal 
lands with accoapanying damage to riparian and fishery habitats. 
EIowever, there is inadequate Wonnation to determine whether 
these changes to non-Federal actions are reasonably certain to 
occur. 

VII . CONCLUSION 
In general, PACFISH represents an improvement over existing 
planning direction. The implementation of PACFISH should avoid 
and reduce degradation of designated critical habitat, and 
prevent increases in habitat-$elated sahon mortality, from most 
classes of ongoing and future land management actions, relative 
to what would have occurred under the LRMPs and LUPs without 
PACFISH. PACFISH is likely to be most effective in ameliorating 
problems from ti- m e s t ,  road constnactiah, and road 

, maintenance; however; its -effectiveness in controlling ongoing 
and future habitat degradation from livestock grazing and mining 
is less certain. Possible adverse effects from these actions are 
subject to the restrictions of ESA section 7(d) due to the 
initiation of consultation on LRMPs, and individual projects 
through watershed BAS, and will be addressed by NMFS in 
subsequent biological opinions. 

NMFS has determined that. based on the a~ilable information, the 
interim PACFISH guidance is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of SR sockeye salmon, SR spring/suamer 
chinook salmon, or SR fall chinook salmon, or result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. 

Implementation of PACFISB could foster the beginning of natural 
habitat restoration in some areas of designated critical habitat. 
However, since PACFISH will be in place for a relatively short 
time, and does not contain an active watershed restoration 
component, it is unlikely.that its implementation will 
significantly reduce mortality of listed salmon caused by 
&sting degradation of the environmental baseline. Possible 
d a t i v e  effects occurring in  the action area from 
inpleaentation of PACFISH are difficult to predict but are not 
likely to @e significant. 

Under the ESA and its implementing regulations, and existing 
agency policies, agencies past avoid or minimize hcideital take 
at their earliest opportunity. Therefore programmatic measures 
that will reduce the potential for taking, are an appropriate 
result of a consultation on a prog~~matic action. Consultations 
and further measures to avoid or minimize incidental take may 
still be necessary at the L&@ and project/permit levels, where 
more comprehensive and quantitative information about proposed 
actions and likely effects on listed salmon and designated 
critical habitat will be available. 



VIII. XEINITYLTION OF CONSULTATION 

consultation must be .reinitiated if : (1) new information reveals 
effects of.& action that may affect listed species in a way not 
previously considered; the action, as described in the.Match 18, 
1994 EA and amended by the October 11, 1994 letter, (2) PRCFISH 
is modified in a way that causes an effect on listed species or 
their designated critical habitat that was not previously 
considered; or, ( 3 )  a new species is listed or critical habitat 
is designated that may be affected by the action (50 CFR 402.161. 

Because the proposed PACFISH direction does not provide specific 
guidance for monitoring the overall effectiveness of.PACPISB 
implementation, the conservation recommendations provided in this 
opinion outline elements that are strongly suggested to be 
included in such a monitoring plan. Results of this monitoring 
may reveal new information that may trigger reinitiation of 
consultation. 

NMFS would consider the extension of PACFISH beyond 18 months 
after its implementation be a modification of the proposed action 
that wuld require reinitiation of consultation. Consultation 
shall be reinitiated in the event that consultation on the 
geographically-specific EISs in eastern Oregon, Washington and 
Idaho is not completed by 18 months from the effective date of 
the record of decision for PACEISH. 

NKFS' conclusion on PACFISa is based in part on the assumption 
that some of the adverse effects from interrelated actions not 
prohibited by PACFISH will & addressed in consultations on the 
IrRMPs for the Sawtooth National Recreation kea and the Boise, 
Salmon, Payette, Challis, Nez Perce, Umatilla, and . 
Wallowa-Whitman National Forests. Although NMFS expects 
consultation to be completed on these LRMPs by February 1, 1995, 
consultation on PACFISH shall be reinitiated in the event that 
consultation on the EISs for these LRMPs is not concluded and a 
biological opinion issued for these ZRMPs by March 1, 1995. 

Conservation reconrmendations are discretion& measures suggested 
to minimize or avoid adverse effects of a proposed action on 
listed species, to minimize-or avoid adverse modification-of . 
designated criticalhabitat, to develop additional information, . . 

or to assist. the Federal .ag&cies, in complying with their 
obligations under section i7 (a) (1) of the ESA. NMFS believes the 
following conservation recommendations are consistent with these 
obligations, and therefore should be implemented :by. the FS and 
%ma 
For. clarity, NMFS has organized conservation rec6mmendations into 
categories of actions that NMFS believes w1ll assist the USES and 
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BLM in minimizing their impacts to listed salmon and designated 
critical habitat at the earliest o m r t d t v .  These are 
organized into categories of (1) suggested clarifications to 
PACFISH interim direction to provide further consistency and 
clearer protection for listed salmon; (2) recommended dements 
for monitoring the effectiveness of PACFISH; (3)  expectations of 
data requirements NMFS will need for section 7 consultations at 
the project- or watershed level for actions conducted unaer 
PACEISH interim direction; (4)  recommended elements for the 
geographically-specific EISs. 

A. Clarifications to PACFISH interim direction to provide 
further ca~sietency and protection. for listed salmon 

1. The FS and BLM, in coordination with the Interior Columbia 
Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP) , should provide to 
WS following the issuance of this biological opinion the 
following information to facilitate project-level consultations 
that will be occurring during the period PACFISEI is in place. 
The USFS and BLM should use this information in evaluating 
potential impacts of road construction during consultations on 
ongoing or proposed actions that include any road construction in 
roadless areas : 

a. a map of roadless areasto include inventoried and non- 
inventoried roadless areas in the Snake River Basin; 
b. descriptions of the roadless areas including names, 
locations, sizesand general geomorphological 
characteristics; 
c. a description of any .planned roadconstruction in these 
areas during the period PACFISH will be in effect; 
d. additional road construction likely to be proposed 
during the period PACFISH will be in effect; and 
e .  an'analysis of the impacts of the proposed road system 
on designated critical habitat. 

a.. To provide the maximum benefit for listed salmon, NMFS 
stiongly recommends that where existing data or watershed 
analysis indicate -that .watershed or stream reach habitat. 
capabilities surpass the RMOs, the RMOs should be adjusted on 
reach or watershed basis to reflect the naturally attainable 
levels for the key and supporiing features for that reach or 
watershed.. However ,  RHOS should not be adjusted to reflect less 
optimvm habitat conditiorls than the interim RMOs unless supported 
by the results of watershed analysis and permitted by section 7 . 
consultation for, the s&ject.watershed. 

b. Proposed or ongoing actions in watersheds containing 
designated critical habitat or in the Clearwater River Basin 
(excluding the North Fork Clearwater River above Dworshak Dam) 



that are likely to-degrade habitat conditions in designated 

1 critical habitat that currently meet or surpass the U- 
criteria set by the .interim RMOs should be modified or 
eliminated. Exceptions to this condition =y be made as a result 

. .  . of section. 7 consultation . . with W S .  

B a. All stream reaches presently or historically accessible to 
listed Snake River salmon (except reaches above impassable 
natural falls, and Dworshak and Hells Canyon Dams) in designated 1 . critical habitat should be included in the proposed RHCA for . 
Category 1 - Fish-bearing streams. 

1 b. m o n s  or groups of M i c a s  outside of &CAs but that may 
affect RHCAs, due to their proximity to the BBCAs or other 
factors (such as areas where the 100-year floodplain is 300 feet 
wide or greater (600 feet including both sides of the stream 1 channel), . or non-forested rangeland ecosystems with floodplains 
less than 100 feet wide) should be specifically addressed by the 
FS and B W  in their biological assessments on specific actions or I groups of actions submitted for section 7 consultation.. 

c.  he interim RliCAs for non-forested rangeland ecosystems 

I should include the 100-year floodplain and adjacent riparian 
areas. 

d. Interim PACFISH R3CA widths should not be made smaller I unless appropriate data ia provided chat meets requirements, 
which will mutually.agreed to by NMFS and action agency 
biologists, or unless supprted by the results of watershed 
analysis and permitted by section 7 consultation-for the subject I watershed. 

r. The FS and BLiM should use procedures equivalent to the 1 Federal Wetlands Mnual (U.S. Army Corps 'of Engineer. et .I. 
1987) to identify riparian areas w i t b i n  RHCAS. The FS and BLM 
should provide NMFS with these procedures for review. 

f. Fs a 4  should apply ~ ~ I s H  R B ~  for key watersh* 
in the Clearwater River Basin (excluding the North Fork 
Clearwater River abow Owonhak Dam) in those watersheds where I land management actions may affect water quality in designated 
critical habitat. 

4. Key W a t e r s h e d s  

a. During the p d o d  PACFISB &terim guidance is &n place, and 
until final key watersheds are designated in the Record of . 

( - Decision based on the BlSs for ecosystemmanagement, the FS and 
BLM should.treat as interim key watersheds those watersheds that 



contain salmonids proposed for listing or proposed critica3. 
habitat. 

b. The FS and BIbl shpuld CoOrdiPate with W S ,  'brough. HMFS8 
representatives to the ICBEKQ, en proposed =&final designation 
of key atersheds for the Snake River Basin. 

c. If any anadromous salmonid species (occurring within the 
geographic range of PACFISH direction) is proposed for listing 
under the ESA during the period that PACFISH direction is in 
place, the FS and BLM should, in coordination with W S ,  analyze 
and report to NMFS on the need to designate additional key 
watersheds. . . 

5. Watershed Analysis 

a. NMFs recosnmends that watershed analysis be designed and 
carried out to meet the goals.described on p. C-18 to C-19 of the 
.March 18, 1994 PACFISH EA, in accordance with the following steps 
and timef rames : 

. (1) The FS and BLM should provide to NMES as soon as 
possible, a list and description of watershed analyses 
currently underway in the Snake River Basin, and should 
provide NMFS with copies of documentation for the resulting 
analyses when completed: . . 

(2) The FS and BLM should coordinate with NMFS, through 
HMFS' representatives to the Interagency Watershed Analysis 
Coordination Team and the ICBEKP, regarding priorities and 
initial procedures for prototype watershed analyses, m e a n s  
of peer r e v i e w  and other evdluation of results, and revision 
of procedures. 

(3)  Upon the revision of watershed analysis procedures used 
in the prototype watershed analyses described in 3(a) ( 2 )  
above, watershed analysis should be carried out in key 
watersheds prior to planning and implementing new land 
management actions that could.cause an irreversible or 
irretrievable commitment of resources that would foreclose 
the action agencies' ability to formulate alternatives, in 
the geagaP~callY-specific~1~s, to avoid jeopardy to 
listed species or adverse modification of designated 
critical-habitat. New actions are defined as those-for 
which biological assessments have not been submitted to NMFS 
for section 7 consultations as of the date revision of 
watershed d y s i s  procedures is completed. _ 

% .  

b) For new mineral exploration and extract&a actions authorized 
orpermitted by the FS or BLbl that may adversely affect listed. 
salmon, the agencies should complete Watershed arklysis prior to 



authorizing or permitting those actions in RHC+ of watersheds 
with designated critical Witat. 

C) The PS and BLM should evaluate meaps and possible benefits of 
withdrawal of RBCAs for new mineral entry in aieas where 
watershed analysis indicates mining would degrade designated 
critical habitat or adversely affect listed salmon to the extent 
allowed under applicable law. 

d) The FS.and BLM should begin using, to the extent practicable, 
the watershed analysis procedures developed by-the Interagency 
Watershed Analysis Coordination Team. as soon as they are amended 
and released (expected in July 1995 ) .  for planning actions that 
are likely-to adversely affect listed salmon'or. designated 
critical habitat. 

. . 

- e) uhere possible, tpe Fs and BLM should complete watershed 
analysis prior to planning 'and c a m g  du+ prescribed burning 
and fuels management actions h i d e  RECAs. 



6. Waterahcd Restoration 

The FS and BIZ4 should begin identifying areas that are in need of 
watershed restoation.immediately upon implementation of PACFISH, 
and should begin planning for and carrying out' watershed . . 

restoration in those areas as soon as possible. priorities 
should be based on existing and potential risks and effects to 
listed salmon and their critical habitat, as well as the likely 
effectiveness of the restoration effort. 

7. Standards and Guidelines 

a. .The FS and BLU shorild =ttuapt, to ,the &ent.praeticable, 
complete Road Management Plans and Transpo~fation-~a~agement 
Plans within the &iod of PACFISH implementation. 

b. Tfie f o l l d g  guid- should be added to the k & u L n g  of 
guideline MM-1::Avoid adyerse effects to listed species and 
designated critical.habitat. fromminerdl  operation^.^ 

c. -The FS and BLM should provide guidance to land managers on 
how to decide in a consistent and biologically risk-aversive 
manner whether .no alternative to siting facilities in RHCAs 
&xistso (MM-2) and .no alternative to locating mine waste... in 
FGICAs exists" (MM-31. This guidance shall be submitted to NMFS 
for review within 3 months of the implementation of PACFISH. 

d. Guideline RF-3b should be amended to read as fol$ovs: 
mclos.ingand stabilizing, or obliterating and stabilizing roads 
not needed for future management activities. Prioritize these 
actions based o n  the current and potential damage to listed ' 

anadromous fish and their designated critical habitat, .and the 
ecological value of the riparian resources affected. a ' 

8. Becomaended elements for .-toring the eifectiveness of 
PACFISH , 

1. The FS and EL&!, in cooperation with NMFS, should develop a 
quality control team to oversee the application of the 
munacceptable risk8 saeens for ongoing actions. ,This team would 
address the consistency of scientific and technical information 
used to make determinatio~ls using the saeens, and should develop 
inter-regional review methodologies. 

2. Monitoring the implementation of PACEISH interim direction 
is aitical to documenting the progress towards achieving the 
stated goals of PACPISH. The results of such monitoring are 
needed to assist in identifying the long-term needs of the . 
species. The FS and BLN Should prepare and submit a joint report 
to NKFS within one year of PACFISH implementation: 



a. A section describing progress on the identification and 
designation of :key watersheds. 

b. A section desaibing progress on the implementation of 
prototype watershed analyses, including a'description of 
analysis status, a summary of peer review comments (with 
complete copies of peer review comments attached as an 
appendix), an evaluation of results for any completed 
analyses, and a description of planned revision of 
procedures. 

c. A section describing results of stream inventory and 
monitoring efforts, ahd relatingthose results to statusof . ' 

. . 

attainment of riparian management objectives dnd proteeion 
of listedsalmon, by vatershed. 

d. A section describing progress on the identification of 
riparian management objectives that are specific.to 
watersheds'or ecoregions, by National Forest and BLM 
District. . . 

e. .' A summ;uy of land management actions (e-g. timber 
harvest by acres, changes in equivalent clearcut acreage, - road miles constructed, reconstructed, and obliterated, 
recreation developments, mining activity, grazing activity. 
and watershed restoration) begun, carried out, or completed 
that are in, or modify, RHCAs, or that affect attainment of 
RMOs, by watershed. This section should include an analysis 
of whether the actions were implemented in accordance w i t h  
the PACFISH interim guidance. 

f. A section describing the effectiveness of the PACFISH ' 
interim guidance in avoiding adverse effects to listed 
species and designated critical habitat, by watershed. 

3 .  The FS and BIbl should, in coordination with the ICEPIP, plan 
and initiate validation monitoring to examine the assumptions 
'used in designing the PACFISB RHCAs, RMOs and S G s  as protective 
measures- for listed ana&romus salmonid fishes and their 
designated critical -Stat. The FS and BLM should report to 
NMFS on ptogress in developing validation 'monitoring plan6 w i t h h  
one year of PACFISH implementation. 

C. Rec0lmnenda:ions to 6- l i fy  project- or watershed-level 
consultations (see also recc6rmieadations on d t o r i n g )  -- 
1. The FS and B W  should jointly (preferably) or singly develop 
a comprehensive strategy that addresses fire suppression and 
fuels management for all watersheds that contain designated 
critical habitat for Snake River salmon and for watersheds that 
may affect water quality in designated critical habitat (i.e. the 
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Cleawater River Basin excluding the North Fork Clearwater River 
above Dworshak Dam). In order to facilitate.consultation and to 
reduce the need for emergency conmltationa during fire season, . 
the FS and BLM should. attempt to comlete the fite mapaaemeut RA 

I 
- 

prior to the anticipated st-& of 6 1995 fire seas& h the 
Snake River Basin. 

2. Biological assessments submitted by the FS or BLM to NMFS 
after the date that PACFISH is implemented for actions in the 
Clearwater River Basin (excluding the North Fork Clearwater River 
above Dworshak Dam) should provide the available data and 

I 
analysis needed to describe potential downstream effects on water 
quality (e:g. temperature, sediment load, and Caataminmtsl, and. 
peak flow timing and volume within designated critical habitat. 

I 

Section 9 of the ESA prohibits any taking (harass, w, pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wrjund,' kill, trap, capture, collect, or attempt to 
engage in 'any such conduct) of endangered species without a 
specific permit or'exemption. Generally, when a proposed Federal 
action is found to be consistent with Section 7(a) ( 2 )  of the ESA 
(i-e., the action is found not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of a listed species or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of critical habitat) and that action may 
incidentally take individuals of listed soecies. NMFS will issue . ~ - -  -- 
an incident& take statement that (1) specifies the impact .of. any 
incidental taking of endangered or threatened species; . ( 2 )  . . 

specifies the reasonable and prudent measures & a t  are necessary 
to minimize impacts; and (3) sets for th  terms and conditions w i t h  
which the action agency must comply in order to izplement the 
reasanable and prudent measures. Any incidental taking that is 
in compliance with the terms and conditions of the incidental 
take statement are exempt from the taking prohibition pursuant to 
section 7 (0) of the ESA. 

In the case of PACT=, NKFS is not specifying any incidental 
take level. BMFS will be better able to identify the aipoupt or 
extent of incidental taking and more comprehensively. identify 
those reasonable and prudent m e s  necessary so monitor and 
reduce take in future biological opinions. Therefore no 
incidental take statement is provided, and no take is authorized 
incideatal.to IXSFS or BLM activities under PACFISH. 
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XII. Appendix A 

INTERrM FLIPARIAN IulANa- OBJECTIVES AND 
RIPARIAN HABITAT CONSERVATION AREAS 

PROPOSAt ID- BY USFS AND ELM 
D w  SECTION 7 CONSULTATION 

ON PACFISE DIRECTION 

INTERIM RIPARIAN ~~ OBJECTTVES 

Interim Obiectives- Habitat Feature 

Pool ~ r ~ ~ e n c y  Vazie* by channel width, see below: 
tall systems) 
wetted *ride in feet: 10 20 25 SO' 75 100 125 150 200 
number pods per mile: 96 56. 47 26 23 18 14 12 9 .. . . . . . . . . . .  . . 

Water ~&+ature.. - . . .. . . - . . .  .. . _ _  . . . . . .  . . . . . 

No. measurable increase in m&&tm watey temperature. 
- .  

Maximum water temperatures below 64 F within'migration and 
- rearing habitats, and below 6D F within spawning habitats. 

*7-day moving average of daily maximum temperature measured as 
the average of the maximum daily temperature of the warmest 
consecutive 7-day period. 

WO& Debris " Coastal California, Oregon, and 
Washin&on. 
(forested systems) . >80 pieces per mile; >24 ,hch 
diameter; >SO foot length. 

East of Cascade Crest in Oregon, 
Washington, Idaho. >20 pieces per 
mile; >12 inch diameter; >3S.foot . 
length. 

Bank Stability ~ 8 0  percent stable. 
(non-forested systems) 

Lower Baak Wle . >7S'percent of banks w i t h  >9-0 degree 
aasle ' 

(non-forested systems) (i-e. undercut). 

~ i d t h / ~ & t h  Ratio .i10, mean wetted. width divided by me& 
depth 

fall systems) 



The interim RHCA widths vould apply until (11 Watershed Analysis 
is completed, (2) a site-specific analysis is conducted and 
described ana the rationale for modification of interim RBCA ' 

boundaries is presented. or (3 )  the termination of the interim 
direction. 

STANDARD WID- DEFINING INTERIM R K W  

.Four categories of stream or water body, and the standard widths 
for' each are: . . . . , . . . . . 

-category 1 - Piah-bear* streams: Interim koasist of 
the -stream 'and the 'area on either side of the stream' . 

extending from the edgesof the active stream channel t o  the 
top of inuer gorge, or to the outer. edges of the 

' 100-year floodplain, or tothe oirter edges of riparian . 
.vegetation, or '.to a! distanc'e . equal to .,the height of t w o  ' 
site-potenkid1 trees,' or.-300 feet.slope'distance. (600 feet.,. 

- including both sides 6f the. stream channel), dchever is 
greatest. 

- 
Cat.egory 2 - Pezmaaently flowing mm-fish-beariag stre-: 
Interim RE- consist of the stream and the area on either 
side of.the stream extending from the edges of the active 
stream channel to the top of the ianer gorge, or to the 
qutes edges of the 100-year flood plain, .or to the outer 

. . edges of riparian vegetation, or to a distance equal to the 
height of one site-potentialtree, or 150 feet slope 
ilishce (300 feet, including both side ofthe seeam 
channel) , whichever is greatest. . 

cat ego^ 3 - Ponds, lakes, reserrroirs, and wetlands greater 
than 1 acre: Interim REGIS consist of the body of water or 
wetland and-the area to the outer edges of the riparian 
vegetation, or to the extent of the seasonally saturated 
soil, or to the extent of moderately and highly unstable 
areas, or to a distance equal to the height of one 
site-potential tree, or 150 feet slope distance from the 
edge of the maximum pool elevation of constructed ponds and 
r e s m i r s  or from the edge of the wetland, pond or lake, 
whichever is greatest. 

Category 4 - Seasonally flowing or irrte&tttnt streams, 
wetlands less than 1 acre, landslides, and landslide-prone 
areas: This category includes features with high variability 
in size and site-specific characteristics. At a minimum the 
interim MCAs must include: 

a. the extent of landslides and landslide-prone areas, 

4 9 



b. the intermittent stream channel and the. area 'to the 
top of the inner gorge, 

c. the ilhtennittdt stream chanuel or wetland and the 
area to the. outer edges of the riparYan vegetation, and 

d. fc? Key Watersheds, the area from the edges of the 
stream channel, wetland, landslide, or landslide-prone 
area to a distance equal to the height of one 
site-potential tree, or 100 feet slope distance, 
whicheyer is greatest ;. 

e . for w a f  ersheds 'nbt id2tif ied as .Key ~atetsh& ,. the 
area fmm'the Ages of the stream channel, wetland, 
landsride, .or.:landslide-prone area. to .a distance equal 
to the'height of one-half site potentidltree, or 50 
feet. slope distance, whicheoer is greatest. .' . . . . , 

In nan-forested rangeland 'ecosystems, the. interim RHCA width for 
pemexitly fldwing stre?' in category 1 and 2 is 'the extent. oi . . . . the 100 year flopd pldin'. . . . . 



I xIII. Appendix B. 

PIRAL DEPMITIONS PBOPOSB) BY USFS W 
DURING SECTION 7 CONSULTATIOaf 

I ON ePPEBM PACPISH DfILECTION 

Adverse Effects: Adverse effects include short or long-term, 
direct or indirect management-related, impacts of an individual ( or cumulative kiature, such as mortality, reduced growth or other 
adverse .physiological changes, harassment of fish, physical 
disturbance of redds, reduced reproductive success, delayed or 

I premature migration, or other adverse behavioral changes to 
listed anadromous salmonids at any life stage. Adverse effects 
to designated critical habitat inelude effects to any of the 
essential features of critical habitat (e.g., as desaibed at 58 . 1 . FR 68543) that would diminish tke value of the habitat for the. 
d v a l  and recovery of listed anadromous salmonids. 

1 Adverse a c t s :  As used to define unacceptable risk, the t e n  . 
refers to management-related, short or long-tenn, direct or 
indirect impacts of an individual or . d a t i v e  nature that 

1 jeopardize the viability of, or which may cause a non-listed 
anadromous salmonid population to become threatened or 
endangered. 

( A t t a i n  ~ O S :  Meet riparian management objecrives for the given 
attributes. For habitats below the objective level, recovery 
will be initiated during the period the interim strategy is in 

1 place. For habitats at or better than the objective level, 
maintain at least the current condition. Actions that .-den 
habitat conditions (as defined elsewhere) would be considered 
inconsistent with the concept of attaining RMOs. 

I 
Avoid to the Greatest Bctent Practicable/Poasible: Apply 
pre-protect planning, best available technology, management 

I practices, and scientific knowledge to eliminate known management 
induced i-pacts and minimize the risk of potential impacts. 

Best Cosoentianal: Most effective existing techniqces, methods I andlor m g e ~ ~ e n t  prastices. 

I 
Degrade: Measurably change an RMO feature in a way that: 

-- further reduces habitat quality, where existing 
conditions meet or are worse than the objective values. . - 

I -- reduces habitat quality, where existing conditions are 
better than the objective ~ l u e s .  

1 Designated Critical Habitat: Those habitats designated by the 
National Marine Fisheries Service or US Fish and Wildlife 
Service, under.provisions of the Endangered Species Act, that 

I 51 



include (1) the specific areas within the geographical area 
occupied by a Federally listed species on which are found 
physical or biological feat=& essential to the consenration of 
the species, and that may re* special management 
considerations or protection, and (2) specific areas outside the 
geographical area occupied by a listed species, upon 
determination by the Secretary of Comerce or Interior that such 
areas are essential for the conservation of the species. 

Pish-bearing Streams: Stream segments that support rish during 
.all or a portion of a typical year. 

Mgh-water- Qualib: Water w i t h  the physical, biological and. 
chemical attributes necessaxyto meet the life-history 
requirements and provide for the naturally-attainable 
productivity of anadromous salmonids. 

x i n h i z e :  Apply pre-pktect planning, best available 
technology, management practices, and scientific kaowledge to 
reduce_ the magnitude, extent and/or duration of igpacts. 

 on-~orested Rangelands: Land on which the native vegetation is 
redoininately grasses, grass-like plants, forbs, or shrubs. In .g. etermining what minimum interim RFICA boundary widths apply, 
there may be instances where the widths for non-forested 
rangelands.apply to one side of a stream and the widths for 
forested lands apply to the other side of the stream (based on 
.the vegetative cwer of adjacent uplands). 

Ongoing Actions: Those actions that hav@ been implement*, or 
have contracts awarded, or permits issued and (within the range - 
of listed anadromou9 salmonids) for which  BA's have beep prepared 
and submitted for consultation, prior to signature of the 
decision notice for the proposed action (PACFISII Interim 
Direction). 

Permapeptly Plowing, Non-Fish-bearing Strearna: Stream segments 
that contain running water throughout a typical year, but do not 
support fish during any portion of a typical year. 

. Prevent Attainment of RMOs: Preclude attainment of habitat 
conditions that meet RMOs. Permanent or long-term modification of 
the physical/biological processes or conditions that determine 
the RMO features would be considered to prevent attainment of 
m o s  . 

Proposed or New Actions: Those actions that have not been 
ipplemented, or for which contracts have not been awarded, or for 
which permits have not been'issued, or (within the range of 
listed anadromous salmonids) continuing actions for which BA1s 
have not been prepared and submitted for consultation, prior to 



signature of the decision notice for the proposed action (PACFISB 
Interim Direction). 

Retard ~ttabzmept of BXOs: Measurably slow recovery of any 
identified RMO feature (e-g., pool frequency. water temperature, 
etc.) that is worse than the objective level. Measurable 
degradation of the physical/biological process or conditions that 
determine RMO features would be considered to retard attainment 
of RMOs. . 
Short-Term Habitat Impacts: Impacts of a ~hort duration - 
generally days or weeks - that would not retard or prevent 
attainment 'of RMOsl 

Unacceptable Risk: A level of risk from an ongoing activity or 
group of ongoing activities that is determined through NEPA 
analysis, and/or through the preparation or subsequent review of 
biological assessments/evdluatiops to be: 

I - -- *likely to adversely affectm listed anadromous salmonids 
or their designated critical habitat or 

-- .likely to adversely impactm the viability of non-listed - anadromous salmonids. 
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PROTOCOL FOX S-G FogEST SERVICE h BLU OlGOlXG ACTIONS 
I N  UTERSEDS VITH LISTED AR4DBOXOUS FISB FOR 

DETEBLIIHIlPC UNACCEPTABLE BISK 

Alternative 4, the agencies' proposed interim direction t o  a r res t  the 
degradation and begin restoration of aquatic and riparian ecosystems that 
support Pacific anadromous salmonids, provides fo r  application af standards and 
guidelines to  a l l  new projects and ac t iv i t i e s  and selected ongoing projects and 
ac t iv i t ies  that pose an 'unacceptable risk' to salmon and steelhead. The 
Environmental Assessment equates unacceptable r i sk  for l i s t ed  anadromous 
salmonids t o  a determination of 'likely to adversely affect.  A protocol i s  
described below t o  f a c i l i t a t e  screening of ongoing 'may affect* projects and 
ac t iv i t ies  to  determine which are l ikely t o  adversely affect l i s ted  anadromus 
salmonids or  the i r  designated c r i t i ca l  habitat ,  and t o  vhich PACFISH interim 
direction (e.g., standards and guidelines) shall  be applied t o  avoid adverse 
effects .  

Forest Service and Bureau of Land Uanagement fisheries biologists+ vill use the 
checklist outlined below - i n  conjunction v i tb  the Biological Assessments 
prepared and submitted fo r  ongoing projects and ac t iv i t i e s ,  other relevant 
inforsation, and professional judgement - t o  evaluate a l l  ongoing actions that 
may affect  l i s t ed  anadrownts salnonids. The .screen' v i l l  be applied to 
actions for  which consultation has been in i t ia ted  but not completed - w i t h  the 
exception of a s m a l l  number of actions fo r  which consultation is nearly 
complete (see attached l i s t ) .  The checklist v i l l  be applied to  Section 7 
Watershed Scale Biological Assessments to  assess cumulative effects of 
individual actions. One document (screen) w i l l  be completed for  each 
Biological Assessment. When naking the determination each ongoing project o r  
group of l ike  ongoing projects addressed in the Biological Assessment w i l l  be 
tested against the c r i te r ia .  Qhere.appropriate. Forest Service and Bureau of 
Land Hanagement biologis t  vho prepared the i n i t i a l  Biological Assessments a re  
encouraged t o  work together t o  complete the screens. Ongoing actions for  which 
consultation has been completed w i l l  not be screened. 

Based on the resu l t s  of the checklist, the biologist  w i l l  determine i f  the 
ongoing action is l ike ly  to adversely affect  l i s t ed  salmon. Screening resu l t s  
w i l l  be forvarded t o  the National'tkrine Fisheries Serrrice t o  supplement 
the Biological Assessment. 

Ongoiag actions that are l ikely to adversely affect  l i s t ed  salmon wi l l  be 
suspended or  modified thmi~gh application of PACFISH interim direction to  avoid 
.&e adverse effects ,  unti l  consultation i s  concluded. Ongoing actions that are 
d e t e d m d  not l i ke ly  t o  adversely a f fec t  l i s ted  s a h n ' o r  the i r  c r i t i c a l  

h a b i t a t ,  based on the  results 'of the checklist, may continue pending conclusion 
of consultation w i t h  the NKFS. 

* Fisheries biologist  who signed the Biological Assessment for the ongoing 
action o r  group of ongoing acrions v i l l  apply the screen. Uhere that i s  
not possible, a fisheries biologist with appropriate experience and 
knowledge v i l l  apply the screen c r i t e r i a .  ,- 



CHECKLIST FOR SCBEWIBG OBCOIBG ACTIOHS 
I N  G M ' E S E D S  RITE LISTED AlUDBOLIDUS FISH FOB 

DET&WlXNG UNACCEPTABLE RISK 

Forest/BUf Unit: 

BA Being Evaluated: 

Description of Ongoing Actions or Group of Actions within BA that are being 
tested against screens : 

Initial determination made in zhe BA for these Ongoing Actions or Group of 
~ctioni: 

Beneficial Effect 

Not Likely to Adversely Affect 

Likely to Adversely Affect 

Fisheries Biologist Performing Evaluation: 

Telephone Number: Date : 

CBeCKUST 

Respond with a Y (Yes) or N (No) to each component of the folloving two 
questions. Provide a brief rationale for responses, (i.e., Cite the applicable 
page numbers of the BA, other relevant information, or, in the absence of data. 
the professional judgement thar supports the response). 

1. 1s it 'prob&le or foreseeable that the ongoing actions or group of ongoing 
actions would affect m y  of the following essential features of critical 
habitat, diminishing thevalue of that habitat (relative to the current 
condition)? (Answer .yesg if the ongoing action is currently resulting, or 
will likely result, in a measurable or obsemable change in an essential 
feature of critical habitat, ( i .  a yes to any element of this question would 
result in checking one or -re elements of the second question). 

Migration, Spawning and Rearing Habitats 

Uater quality (e-g.. chemical, suspended sediment, temperature) 

- - - 

Uater quantity (i-e., magnitude, duration. timing of high/lov flows) 

Rationale : 



Vater velocity 

Rationale : 

Safe passage conditions 

Amount of spavning area 

Substrate characteristics 

R a t i d e  : 

Space 

Bationale: 

Ripatiaa vegetation (does the action degrade/retard recwery?) - 
Bationale : 

b u n t  or quality of food (available to rearindmigrating juveniles) 



2 .  Are any of the following impacts on l i s t e d  anadromous salmonids occurring, 
o r  a r e  foreseeable, as a resu l t  of the ongoing action o r  group of ongoing 
actions? ( In  responding, consider adverse e f fec t s  resul t ing from modifications 
of essen t ia l  features  of c r i t i c a l  hab i ta t  and d i rec t  e f f e c t s o n  the  l i s t e d  
salmon themselves.) 

Increased mortali ty ( t o  eggs, juveniles, o r  adul ts)  

Bationale : 

- 

- Reduced growth 

Bationale: 

- - 

Other adverse physiological changes (describe: 1 

Bationale : 

- Harassment 

Bationale : 

Physical disturbance of red& 

Bationale : 

Reduced reproductive success 

Bationale : 

- - -  

Delayed/premature migration 



Other adverse behavioral changes (describe: ) 

Rationale : 

ADVERSE EFFECTS DETEBlIIHhTION 

Based on the screen checklist*, I certify that the ongoing aciions described in 
the Biological Opinion are.not likely ro adversely 
affect listed anadromous salmonids, or their critical habitat and support the 
original determination of not likely to adversely affect. No additional 
management direction is needed. 

EXCEPTIONS : 

1. The folloving ongoing projects or group ofprojects are exceptions to the 
above determination: 

2. PACMSH Standards and Guides vere applied to the folloving projects to 
reverse the likely effect' 
determinations : 

3. PACFISH Standards and Guides & applied vere not able to reverse the 
determination and the folloving project or projects are to be cancelled or 
terminated until a watershed analysisis completed: 

Signature of Fisheries Biologist Date 

A determination of 'likely to adversely affect' vill be made for any 
ongoing action or group ofactions that result in a positive response to 
one or more ofthe checklist elements. 
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APPENDIX L: 
OVERVIEW OF FOREST SERVICE LAND MANAGEMENT PLANNING 

The 156 National Forests and Grasslands comprise about 191 million acres or 8.5 percent 
of the United States (58 Fed. Reg. 19369). Forest SeMce line officers issue an estimated 
40,000 decisions a year aaompanied by National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) docu- 
mentation (EIS, EA, or categorical exclusion) most of which are subject to administrative 
appeal. Since 1989 more than 1200 admintitrative appeals have been filed annually alleging 
environmental law violations. About 30 new lawsuits are filed each year involving various 
Forest Senrice decisions and environmental law compliance. 

Under the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), National Forest System lands are 
administered for multiple use resources. 16 U.S.C. Secs. 528531,1604(e), 1 607, and 1609. 
The courts have diinguished the multipleuse and sustained-yield mandate of national 
forests from other Congressional management mandates, such as national parks. See, 
Cronin v. United States barbnent of Airiculture, 919 F2d 439,444 (7th Cir. 1990) ('The 
national forests, unlike national al. are not wholht dedicated to recreational and environ- 
mental values.'); Sierra Club v. ~oberkon, 845 F. &pp. 485,489 (S.D. Ohio 1994) marvest- 
ing of timber is and ahrrays has been one of the purposes of the National Forest System?; 
Krichbaurn v. Kelb 84.4 F. Supp. 11 07.11 15 (W.D. V a  1994) ('Every pro diversity command 
in the regulatory scheme is qualified to permit muttiple-use goalq; Resources Ltd. v. 
Robertson, 789 F. Supp. 1529,1540 @. Mom 1991) afi'd and reversed in part 8 F.3d 1394 
(9th Cir. 1993) (Vie Forest Service is faced with a nearly impossible task of semng many 
different interests"); Sierra Club v. Espy, 38 F.3d 792, 800 (5th Cir. 1994) ("Maintenance of 
a pristine environment where no species' numbers are threatened runs counter to the notion 
that NFMA contemplates both even- and uneven-aged timber management..That protection 
means less than preservation of the status quo but more than eradication of species 
suggests that this is just the type of pdicyoriented decision Congress wisely left to the 
diiaetion of experts - here, the Forest Se~ce."). 

The Forest Service must harmonize its NFMA multiple-use, sustained-yield mandate with the 
requirements of other environmental taws such as the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), Endangered Species Act (ESA), and Clean Water Act The agency adopted a 
multiple level decisionmaking process to ensure compliance with appiicatjle laws. As noted 
below, this process involves discrete levels of programmatic and project decisions. 



How Do � ore st Plans Ffi into Forest Service Decisionmakina? 

There are four levels of Forest Service dedsionmaking: 

National RPA Program (5 years); RPA Assessment (1 0 years), 16 U.S.C. Secs. 1601, 
-1602. 

Regional Regional Guide and EIS (not required by statute, required by 36 CFR 21 9.4; 
nine regions in U.S.) 

Forest Plan Plan and EIS required for adrninistratiw units of National Forest System; 
NFMA does not require an EIS for plan approval or revision (1 6 U.S.C. Sec. 
1604(g)(1)) but an EIS is required by 36 CFR 219. The area for a forest plan 
is a national forest administrative unit, usually about 1-2 million acres. 
Forest plans must be revised every 10 to 15 years. The decision document 
for plan apprwal, amendment, or revision is subject to admin'iative ap- 
peal under 36 CFR 21 7. 

Project Project decisions (uitical decisions that change the environment) require 
additional NEPA and environmental law compliance (some uses sucfi as oil 
and gas leasing, grazing and recreation &velop&nts have mutti-step 
consideration at the project lever). In 1992 Congress added requirements 
for notice and comment and administrative appeal of projects. Section 322 
Interior Appropriations Act Fscal Year 1993 (1 06 Stat 141 9); 36 CFR 21 5. 

The dedsionmaking process is not sequential, but is continuous within and between each 
level. Continuous plan monitoring, evaluation, amendment or revision is undertaken. All 
project dedsions are subject to site-spedfic compliance with federal environmental bw such 
as NEPA, ESA, and the Clean Water Act despite multiple levels of programmatic disdosure. 
Judicial review is for decisions that represent "final agency action" and present a 
justtiable contmersy. 

The Forest Service Planning Handbook sets descrii  the plan and project levels of deci- 
sionmaking: 

Phnning for units of the National Forest System involves two levels of decisions. The 
first is the development of a Forest Plan that provides daection for-all resource rnan- 
agernent programs, practices, uses, and protection measures. . . . The second level 
planning irmlves the analysis and implementation of management practices designed 
to achieve the goals and objectives of the Forest Plan. This lwel involves site-specific 
analysis to meet NEPA requirements for decisionmaking. FSM 1922 53 Fed. Reg. 
26807,268139 (July 15, 1988). 

Congress ratified this multiple level dedsionmaking approach by enacting a statutory notice, 
comment, and administrative appeal right for project decisions, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1612(note). 



I 
(106 Stat. 1419). Further discussion of the nature of plan and project decisionmaking may 
be found in: 

Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 36 CFR 219. 
56 Fed. Reg. 6508, 651 9-21, (February 15, 1991); 

Proposed Administrative Appeal Regulation, 36 CFR 215, 
58 Fed. Reg. 19369, 19370-71 (April 14,1993); 

Final Administrative Appeal Regulation. 36 CFR 215, 
58 Fed. Reg. 58904,58909 (November 4,1993); and 

Proposed Rule for Management of Grazing Use Wain Rangeland 
Ecosystems, 59 Fed. Reg. 22074,22076 (April 28, 1994). 

What is the Relationship Between Forest Plan and Project Decision Levels? 

B Forest Plans 
I 

An approved national forest plan (LRMP) is the product of a comprehensive notice and 

I comment process established by Congress in NFMA Forest plans must be formulated 
using an "interd'idplinary approach to achisve integrated consideration of physical, biologi- 
cal, economic and crther sciences." 16 U.S.C. Sea. 1604@), l604(t), 1604(g), and 16040. 

I Forest plans provide direction to assure coordination of multiple-use resources (outdoor 
recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife and fish, and wilderness) and sustained yield 
of products and services. 16 U.S.C. Secs. 528531,1604(e). NFMA sets forth three plarrlevel 

I actions: approval (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(d) and a), amendment (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(f)(4)), 
and revision (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(9(5)). Approval of a forest plan resutts in: 

I 1. establishment of forest multiple-use goals and objectives, 36 CFR 219.1 1 (b); 
- 

2 . establishment of forest-wide standards and guidelines to lutfill NFMA requirements 

I (e-g. 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604@); see also 36 CFR 219.13 to 2l9n): - 
3. establishment of management areas and management area direction (or "prescrip 

I tions") applying to future activities in that management area (resource integration and 
minimum specific management requirements). 36 CFR 219.11 (el; 

I 4. designation of suitable &ber land (16 U.S.C. Sec. 16WQ. 36 CFR 219.14) and 
establishment of allowable timber sale quantity (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1611 and 36 CFR 
219.16); 

1 5. nomdderness allocations or w i l d e m  recsrnmendatjonr where 36 CFR 219.17 ap 
~lies: and 



6. . establishment of monitoring and evaluation provisions, 36 CFR 21 9.1 1 (d). See Citizens 
for Environmental Quahi v. Lvnq, 731 F.Supp. 970, 977-78 (D. Colo. 1989). 

Somewhat like a zoning ordinance, the fore3 plan allows or prohibits some uses and 
establishes standards and guidelimes which regulate future decisions. See Advance Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking, 36 CFR 21 9,56 Fed. Reg. at 651 9-20. The heart of a forest plan 
is the forest-wide and manag'ement area standards and guidelines'("prescriptions"). Plans 
rarety, if ever, authorize any ground-diirbing activities or make an irretrievable or irrevers- 
ible commitment of resources. Plans are routinely adapted to new information and changing 
science or social values through monitoring and evaluation, amendment, or revision. 

Project Decisions 

The key to the relationship between pian and project levels of decisionmaking is NFMA's 
consistency requirement, 16 U.S.C. S~C.  16040, which requires contracts, permits, licenses, 
resource plans and activities to conform to plan standards and guidelines. If future project 
decisions cannot be carried-out consistent with the parameters established by the plan 
standards and guidelines, then the development cannot proceed. However, a plan may be 
amended (36 CFR 21 9.1 0(f)) to allow a proposed project to proceed. See Preamble, USDA 
Oil and Gas Resource Regulation, 36 CFR 228.100,55 Fed. Reg. 10423,10430 (March 21, 
1990); see also Wilkinson and Anderson, 64 Oregon L Review 1.1 G12 

The Forest Service's regulatory scheme in 36 CFR Part 200 contains examples of the 
multiple levels of national forest decisionmaking. Forest plans contain mandatory mitigation 
measures (i.e. standards and guidelines) and project decisions (iietrievable commitment of 
resources) are made only after site-sped5c review. Examples of site-specific review at the 
project ievel prior to 4netrievable mi tmen f '  of resources indude: hardrock minerals 
operating plans 228.4, land exchanges 254.1 0, timber 223.30, range special uses, 
251.54 and wilderness gses 293.3. 

Even the project d e c i s i o w n g  level itself may have several d i i e t e  steps: 

a grazing allotment management plans and grazing permits (36 CFR 222.1 to 
2223): Chief's Appeal Decision Toiyabe National Forest LRMP #I694 and 1696, 
May 3, 1988) and Proposed Rule, 36 CFR 222 2223, 59 Fed Reg. 22074, 
22076-78,22093 (April 28, 1994) Nevada Land Action Ass'n. v. United SWes 
Forest Service, 8 F.3d 713,718 (9th Cir. 1993); 

b. mubstep recreational' development, such as ski areas: Robertson v. Methow 
Val& Citizens Counal, 490 U.S. 322, 336-37 (1989); 

c. hardrock mining 0perafing plam for pKk3p€?cting, exploration or development 
(36 CFR 228.1 to 228.15): Cabmet Mountain Wilderness v. Peterson, 685 F2d 
678, 683-84 @.C. Cir. 1982); 



d. multiple decision steps in oil and gas leasing, exploration and development (31 
U.S.C. Sec. 226(g) and (h)). See USDA Oil and Gas Resource Regulations, 36 
CFR 8, 228.102 (55 Fed. Reg. 10423, March 21, 1990) and Chiefs Appeal 
Decision #0192, pp. 5-7, October 1,1990 (Bridger-Teton LRMP); Chief's Appeal 
Decision -2, pp. 57, October 1, 1990 (Custer LRMP). 

In summary, plans provide programmatic direction for projects, but do not authorize, cany- 
out, or fund site-specific actions. Projects are independent decisions preceded by environ- 
mental analysis (NEPA. ESA, etc.) and generally subjectto notice, comment, and administra- 
tive appeal under 36 CFR Part 215. 

Inter-~e'qional, Multiple Plan Amendments for Ecosystem Management 

Forest plan amendments are essential to keep the management direction current A Signifi- 
cant" dan amendment reauires additional administrative Drocedures under NEPA and NF- 
MA r&ula!ions. if a p r o d  amendment is determined ki be a NEPA %gr&arf change 
to the Regional Guide or forest plan an EIS must be prepared pursuant to 36 CFR 219.9 and 
219.10. Guidance for determining NFMA "significance" of amendments is found in Forest 
Service Planning Handbook, Chapter 5.32 (53 Fed. Reg. 26807.26836, July 15,1988). If an 
amendment is Significant" under NFMA, then the same procedure required for plan approv- 
al must be followed, 36 CFR nS.lO(f). 

Under NFMA, all amendments must receive public notice to be effective, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 
1604(f)(4); see also Forest Service Planning Manual and Handbooks FSM 1920 and FSH 
1909.12 (53 Fed. Reg. 26807, July 15, 1988). Ciens may file a W o n  td amend forest 
plans, Oregon Natural Resources Coonal v. Lowe, 836 F.Supp. 727, 736 @. Or. 1993); 
Nevada Land Action Ass'n v. United States, 88889 Slip Op. at 17 @. Nev. Feb. 21, 1992); 
afPd on other grounds, 8 F.3d 713 (9th Cir. 1993). 

Some envimnrnental issues are better addressed over broad ecosystem areas rather on an 
administrative unit basis, especially those issues involving wildlife and fish species (i.e. 
salmon) with a broad habitat range. The Forest Service has used an ecvsystem approach 
to promulgate nev# wildlife pratection standards, guideliines, and. land allocatiotis across 
broad emsystems rather than plan-by-plan adjustments. Some exampk of inter-regional, 
multiple plan amendments indude: 

o Southern Pine Beetle Control. ES and ROD amended 15 forest plans throughout 
Forest Service Southern Region issued April 7, 1987. 

o Red Cockaded Woodpecker. Interim Standards and Guidelines; Environmental As- 
sessment; Finding of No Significant Impact and Decision Notice amended forest plans 
with redcockaded woodpeckers, except Texas National Forests. See, Southern Tim- 
ber Purchasers Council v. Alcock. 736 F.Supp. 267 (N.D. Ga 1990). df'd. on standing 
grounds, 993 F2d 800 (11th Cir. 1993). cert denied, January 10.1994. 



o Northern Spotted Owl and Oldgrowth Forest Species. Record of Decision for 
Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning Docu- 
ments Wmin the Range of the Northern Spotted OwCStand&ds and Guidelines for 
Manaoement of H a b i i  for Me-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related S~ecies 
within"& Range of the  ort them Spotted Owl (April 13. 1994). amended 13'forest 
plans and 2 regional guides. Judge Dwyer sustained the inter-regional, multiple plan, 
ecosystem-based amendment in Seattle Audubon Society v. Lyons, 92479 Slip Opik 
ion pp 3035.48 (W.D. Wash. Dec. 21,1994). 

o California Spotted Owl. Interim Standards and Guidelines; Environmental Assess- 
ment; Finding of No Significant Impact and Decision Notice amended 10 Pacific 
Southwest Region forest plans and Regional Guide (January 13 1993). DElS issued 
February 6, 1995. Litigation pending, California ForesW Association v. Thomas, (D. 
D.C. filed March 23, 1994). 

o Interim Strategies for Managing Anadromous Fiih-Producing Watersheds 
(PACFISH). Notice of Availability of Environmental Assessment and Proposed Fnding 
of No Significant impact, March 25, 1994 (59 Fed. Reg. 74356). Proposed amend- 
ments to 15 forest plans in 4 Forest Service Regions and interim management direction 
for 7 BLM Districts. 

o Mexican Spotted Owl and Northern Goshawk Proposed amendments to 10 forest 
plans m Forest Service Southwestern Region. DElS issued September 1994. ESA and 
NFMA compliice for Mexican Spotted Owl m litigation in Sitver v. Thomas, (D. Ariz. 
filed August 1994). 

The. ESA and federal court wders such as Seattle Audubon Society v. Evans, 771 FSupp. 
1081 (W.D. Wash. 1991). aff'd., 931 F2d 590 (9th Cir. 1991) compelled protective measures 
for the entire habii range of the northern spotted owl. N M s  adrmrushatrve 

. . unit focus 
must be harmonized with the ecosystem view of NEPA and ESA, see, Seattle Audubon 
Soaety v. Esry, 998 F2d 699,704 (9th Cir. 1993) ("gap in plawling that cannot dosed"); 
Seattle Audubon Society v. Lyons, 92-479 STp Opinion pp 30-35 (W.D. Wash. Dec. 21,1994) 
("[gliven the current cond in  of the forests, there is no way the agencies could cornply with 
environmental laws without planning on an ecosystem basis.)" 

In some situations, the public has asserted "new infotmation"e&s and urged supplementa- 
tion of the forest plan EIS and amendment of the plan, Oreqon Natural Resources Council 
v. Lowe, 836 F.Supp. 727,736 @. Or. 1993); see also Vermont Yankee Nudear Power Corn. 
v. Natural Reswrces Defense Council, 435 U.S. 519,554-555 (1978). The Tenth Circuit has 
held that the Forest Service is not required to cease all rimsignificant amendments once 
a significant amendment of a forest plan has began. In Sierra Club v. Wl, 11 F.3d 1545 
(10th Cir. 1993). the cvurt found that prohibiting noksignificant amendments during the 
pendency of a significant amendment would %wart the purpose of the regulations." The 
remedy in a forest plan administrah appeal or lawsuit if a legal error is found, has been 
an order to go through the plan amendment process. See C iens  for Environmental Quality 



v. Lvnq, 731 F.Supp. 970 (D. Colo. 1989) and Sierra Club v. Carqill. 732 F.Supp. 1095 (D. 
Cola. 1990). 

Judicial Review of Forest Plan and Project Decisions 

Numerous courts have upheld the Forest Service's harmonization of NFMA and other 
environmental laws through multiple level decisionmaking: Idaho Conservation League v. 
Mumma, 956 F2d 1508,151 1-12 (staged decisionmaking) and 1523 (plan kvel EIS is merely 
programmatic) (9th Cir. 1992) and Swan View Coalion v. Turner, 824 F. Supp. 923,935 (D. 
Mont 1992); National Wildlife Federationv. Coston, 773 F.2d 1513,1518 (9th Cir. 1985); 
of Tenakee Sprinqs v. Block, 778 F.2d 1402 1406 (9th Cir. 1986); Cronin v. United States 
Depr. of Aqriculture, 919 F2d 439, 447-49 (7th Cir. 1990); Idaho Conservation league v. 
Murnma, 956 F2d 1508, 1511-12 (9th Cir. 1992); Resources Ud, Inc. v. Robertson, 789 F. 
Supp. 1529 (0. Mont 1991). affd. in part (NEPA, NFMA) and reversed in part (ESA), 8 F.3d 
1394 (9th Cir. 1993), amended, 35 F.3d 1300; Sierra Club v. Robertson, 81 0 F.Supp. 1021 
(W.D. Ark 1992), rev'd. on standing grounds, in the alternative affirmed lower court on the 
merits. 28 F.3d 753 (8th Cir. 1994); Seattle Audubon Society v. Lvons, Slip Opinion. 92-479 
(W.D. Wash. Dec. 21 ; 1994). 

The case of Swan View Coaiiion v. Turner, 824 F.Supp. at 935, contains a partialarty good 
exposition of the programmatic nature of forest plans: 

the Forest Plan is a broad framework for the management of a National Forest which 
does not d i  commit to development Allowing for additional review at each subse 
quent stage of development recognizes both the managerial purpose of a Forest Plan 
to provide mechanisms for monitoring and regulating fume dthelopment as well as 
its inherent Iitnit&ons in predicting what development mi actually occur. 

The court concluded that 

the standards and guidelines operate as parameters within which all W e  develop 
ment musttake place. If a development p r o w  cannot be maintained within those 
parameters, the &&guard rnechaksms m the Plan will prevent such development 
from going forward. 

Finally, Plaintiffs argue that [U.S. F i h  and Wdf i i  Service] should be compelled to 
analyze the resource production objectives [included in LRMP] so that the Forest 
S e ~ c e  can look at the "big pidure' before adopting the Plan.  skated above, these 
resource ~roduction obiectives simpi~ represent a ceiia on timber Drcduction and do 
not mandate that such $uantities a G l y  be harvested. 



Likewise, in Sierra Club v. Robertson, 28 F.3d 753,758-59 (8th Cir, 1994) the court focused 
upon the nature of the forest plan as a framework for future project decisions m denying 
plaintiffs' standing to sue: 

The mere existence of the Ouachita Forest Plan does no2 produce an imminent injury 
in fact. Aforest plan, such as the Ouachita Plan, is a general planning tool. It provides 
auidelines and aDDroVed methods bv which forest rnanaaement decisions are to be 
iade for a periobbf ten to meen Adoption of the Plan does not effeauate any 
on-the-ground environmental changes. Nor does it dictate that any particular site- 
specific action causing environmental injury must occur. Indeed, before an environ- 
mental change can come abou!, several events must transpire. F i  a sitespecific 
action u, a timber sale) must be proposed and found to be consistent with the Plan. 
Next, the action is subject to NEPA and NFMA analysis and pubiic comment Furally, 
the Forest Service must adopt the action. E n d i i  an environmental injury based on 
the Plan alone, without reference to a particular site-specilk action, would "take [ I  us 
into the area of speculation and conjecture." O'Shea v. Littleton, 414 U.S. 488, 497 
(1 974). 

... Thus, when a site-specific action in the Ouachita Forest, such as a timber sale, is 
proposed, and all admintitrative appeals are exhausted,' persons threatened by an 
imminent injury m fact may seek judiaal review of the proposed action. At that time. 
such persons may assert that the proposed site-specific action is not consistent with 
the Plan, or that the Plan as it relates to the proposed action is inconsistent WWI the ~. 

governing statutes, or both. Here, however, as we already have emphasized, appel- 
knts mount Weir attack on the Phn'wr se. ih& amranents devoid of reference to the 
particularities of any proposed &p@& action-ihat might give rise to an injury in 
f a d .  

The Ninth Circuit has acknowledged that ElSs prepared m conjunction with forest plan 
approval are "an eariy stage, where the EIS is 'merely' programmatic.' Idaho Conservation 
Lewue v. Mumma, 956 F2d at 1523. The Circuit has also ruled that when a programmatic 
US 4s prepared, site-specilic irnpaets need no! be fully embated until a 'critical decision' 
has been made to act on site developmentn Salmon River Concerned Citizens v. Robertson, 
32 F.3d 1346,1357 (9th Ci. 1994); Resources lid. Inc., 35 F.3d at 1306, 1307. 

However, there is a fundamental disagreement between the Eighth and Ninth Cicuii as to 
the nature of forest plans (i.e. whether planapproval without a project decision presents a 
justiciable controversy). The Eighth Circuit said, "[w]e are aware that on several occasions 
the N i i  Circuit has entertained challenges to forest plans similar to the Plan here m issue. 
[citations delet ed]... we decline to apply them [Ninth Circuit decisions] as a basis for finding 
that the appellants have standing to attack the Plan outside the amtext of a proposed 
site-specific action that causes or threatens to cause injury m fact" Sierra Club v. Robertson, 
28 F.3d 753, 75460 (8th Cir. 1994). See also, Wilderness Societv v. Alcock, 867 F.Supp. 



1026 (N.D. Ga. 1994) (on appeal to Elwenth Circuit) (plaintiffs' claims against Cherokee 
National Forest Plan not a justiciable controversy). The Seventh Circuit recently declined to 
follow the Eighth Circuit view and found that environmental organizations did have standing 
to challenge forest plan approval, Sierra Club v. Marita, 94-1736 and 94-1827 (7th ~ i i .  
January 28, 1995). 

It is worth noting that administrative appeal or litigation of a programmatic plan does not 
preclude judicial review of any project decisions. The courts have held that project decisions 
are reviewable even if plaintiff did not appeal or litigate the plan. See, Cronin v. United States 
Dept of Aclriwtture, 91 9 F2d 439 (7th Cir. 1990): Northern Alaska Environmental Center v. 
LuJn, 961 F2d 886, 891 (9th Cir. 1992); Salmon River Concerned Ciiens, ?2 F.3d at 
1357-S, Mitchell Smith v. Forest Service93361 87, Slip Op. at 9482-84 (9th Cir. August 22, 
1994). Moreover, Congress rejected estoppel based upon the failure to administratively 
appeal or litigate the plan by mandating a Sakitory right of notice, comment, and appeal of 
project decisions in the Section 322 of Interior Appropriations Act Fiscal Year 1993 (I 6 U.S.C. 
Sec. 1612(note), 106 Stat 1419). In Section 322(d)(4), Congress linked project notice, 
comment, and administrative appeal to Administrative Procedure Act judicial review. 

The complex and broad nabre of the congressional delegation to the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture under the Property Clause, Artide N, Section 3, Ciause 2, U.S. Consthtion, to plan, 
manage, and administer uses of the national forests has generalty led to limited judicial 
review. See, Griffin v. Yeutter, 881415f (S.D. Cal. November 1,1989) 20 ELR 20400 (1990), 
pages 3-4, affd., 944 F2d 908 (9th Cir. 1991) (limited judicial review of Cleveland National 
Forest Plan approval); Sierra Club v. Hard'm, 325 F. Supp. 99, 123 (D. Alaska 1971). 
sub nom on grounds of new evidence; Sierra Club v. Butt, 3 ELR 20.292 (9th Cir. 1973) -- 
(limited review of preference between muttiple use resources); HiiRidae Lumber Co. v. 
United States, 443 F2d 452,455 (9th Cir. 1971) (court deference to rejection of timber sales 
bids); Ness Investment Corp. v. United SWes Dept of Agriculture, 512 F 2 d  706,712 (9th 
Cir. 1975) (court refrained from second guessing special use permit decision); Perkins v. 
Berctland. 608 F2d 803 (9th Cir. 1979) (limited review of grazing decision the court stated 
that MUSYA "breathes discretion at wery pore") ;United States v. Means, 858 F2d 404,410 
(8th Cir. 1988) (denial of specialuse permit sustained by agency recold); Bin Hole Ranchers 
Ass'n v. U.S. Forest Service. 686 F. Supp. 256,264 (D. Mont 1988) (Forest Service has wide 
discretion to weigh and decide proper uses); Wind River Multiple Use Advocates v. 
835 F.Supp. 1382.1372-1 373 (D. Wyo. 1993) (MUSYA does not contemplate that every?& 
of national forest win be managed for every muttiple use); Resources Limited, fnc. v. Robert- 
son 789 F. Supp. 1529,1540 @. Mont 1991) sWd in part and reversed in part, 8 F.3d 1394 -* 
(9th Cir. 1993). amended, 35 F.3d 1300 (9th Cir. 1994) (court isn't to substitute its judgment 
as to alternative to select for Forest Plan); Sierra Club v. Robertson, 845 F. Supp. 485,503 
(S.D. Ohio 1994) (Congress has vested the Forest Service with discretion to make the 
decision on land management plans and its decision must be upheld unless a r b i i ,  
capricious or contraryto law). See also, Wkinson and Anderson, 64 Oregon L Rev. 1.52-75 
(1985) for overview of judicial review of Forest S e ~ c e  decisions. 




	Pacfish FONSI/EA
	Table of Contents
	DECISION NOTICE/DECISION RECORD
	Introduciton
	Decision
	Alternatives
	Rationale for Selection
	Public Involvement
	Summary of Modifications Made to the EA Dated March 1994
	NFMA Finding of Non-Significance for Amendment of Regional Guides and Forest Plans
	Site-Specific Project-Level Decisions
	Administrative Review Opportunities
	Administrative or Supporting Record
	Signatures
	FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI)
	Background
	Reasons for Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
	Determination
	ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
	Purpose of and Need for Action
	Proposed Action
	Issues
	Components of the Alternatives
	Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From Detailed Study
	Alternatives Considered in Detailed
	Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
	Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, cont.
	Consultation With Others
	Glossary
	List of Preparers
	Appendices

