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~ -~ .. 
U.S. Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Land Management 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Reader: 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 

Washington. D.C. 20090 

Date: February 24, 1995 

The USDA Forest Service (FS) and the USDI Bureau of Land Management (BLM) are 
pleased to provide you with the enclosed Decision NoticelDecision Record (DN), 
,Environmental Assessment (EA), and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONS!) 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 strategy (commonly referred to as PACFISH) for an IS-month period while long
term management strategies are developed through several geographically-specific 
environmental analyses. We want to make evexy effort to see that nothing done by the 
Agencies in the'next IS 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-term management. This action does not apply to areas that 
are subject to the Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land 
Management Planning Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spotted 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 habitat. 

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 errors. A summaxy of the public comments and the Agencies' 
responses can be found in Appendix F of the EA. 
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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, /", ; 

7~J",,~ ~v., ~ 
• JACK WARD THOMAS 
, .,thief 

USDA Forest Service 

.. 1/ /2"'/J / / ;: i.L U-;, ~/~d2 
MIKE DOMBECK 

I.ct1n6 ' Director 
USDI Bureau of Land Management 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

CONTENTS 

DECISION NOTICEIDECISION RECORD 

Introduction .................................................. 1 
Decision . . . . ............................................... 2 
Alternatives : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
Rationale for Selection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 
Public: Involvement .............................................. 6 
SlImmary of Modifications Made to the EA Dated March 1994 .............. 6 
NFMA Finding of Non-Significance for Amendment of Regional Guides 

and Forest Plans ............................................... 8 
Site-Specific Project-Level Decisions .............•................... 11 
A"-:"'---"'-- ,,-.: Op . . . 12 .................. vc:; ...... new portumtles ......................... ~ ....... . 
Administrative or Supporting Record ......................... ~ . . . . . . . 13 
SignatureS , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . '.' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI) 

BackgrolDld . . • . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . 1 
ReasOns for Fmding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) .............. '. • . . . . 1 
Determination . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . S 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Puzpose of and Need for Action ..................•........•......... 1 
Background .......................,..................... 1 

. Purpose ....••.••..•.•••.•••.....•.•••••••••.••..••.•..•.. 6 
Need ............•...•..........................•.•.•.. 8 
Decision Framework ......•..•............•.•.••.•.••....•. 11 

Proposed Action .......................... ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . .. 12 
Geographic Range and Duration ....... . . . . . . . .. . .. .. . . . • . . . . .. 12 
Management Direction . . . . . . . . . . ; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 14 
Checklists for Unacceptable Risk .......................... :... 18 
Agencies' Approaches ......•................................ '19 

Issues ............•.................................••..••.. 21 

Components of the Alternatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 
Geographic Range . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 
Range of Management Direction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 
Range of Projects and Activities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 24 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From Detailed Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 
Outside Agency Jurisdiction Option Elimimrted .................... 24 
Geographic Options Elimjnated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 
U_ft_ D" Op . El" ted 26 • ___ ement lI'eCtlon nons Imma . . . . . . '.' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . 

Alternatives Considered in Detail .................................... 28 
Alternatives I and 2 ........ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 
Alternatives 3 and 4 ....................................... 29 
Alternative 5 . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . •. 3 0 

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences ................... 36 
Cumulative Effects ............•...........................• 38 
Physical Environment ....................................•. 40 

watershed and Water Resources ......................... 40 
Affected Environment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 

Columbia River Basin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .; . . . . . . 40 
Sacramento River Basin ....................• 41 
San Joaquin River Basin . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . 41 
South Coastal Drainages .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . ... . . 42 

Environmental Consequences • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • . • • • • • • • 43 
Alternatives I, 2, and 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 
Alternatives 4 and 5 . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .. . . .. .. 45 

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, cant 
Biological Environment .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 

Non-Forested Vegetation ............................... 46 
Affected Environment . . . . . . . . . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 
Environmental Consequences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47 

Alternative 1 ............................. 47 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 . . • . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . • . • 48 
Alternative 5 ........................ :..... 49 

Forested Vegetation . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 
Affected Environment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . .. 50 
Environmental Consequences . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . • . . . . . ., 51 

Alternatives I, 2, and 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ., 51 
Alternatives 4 and 5 ..................... -... 52 

Fishety ·Resources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ., 52 
- Affected-Environment ......•...... _ ..• _ . . . • . . . . . . •. S2 
Environmental Consequences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . ., S3 

Alternatives I, 2, and 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54 
Alternatives 4 and 5 ....................... , S5 

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensi1ive Species ............... S6 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Wildlife Resources ................................... 57 
Affected Environment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57 
Environmental Consequences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56 
Alternative 1 .................................. 57 
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58 

Hmnan Environment .............................. . . . . . . . . . 59 
Social ., ............ '. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 59 

Social Values . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 59 
Cultural Resources ...................... . . . . . . . 60 
Wild and Scenic Rivers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ...... 61 
Indian Tribes ......................... . . . . . . . . . 62 

Economic . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ...... 64 
Economic Values ...................... . .' ..... 65 

Effects on Tunber Harvestmg ........... 67 
Effects on Range Resources ......... . . 67 
Effects on Recreation Resources ...... . . . 68 

Economic !Jnpacts on Employment . . . . . . . . . . . . 69 
Agency Effects • . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 

Consultation With Others ............................... . 

Glossaty 

List of Preparers 

Appendices 
A-List of Scientific References ..................... . 
B-AmolUlt of Anadromous Watershed Acreage ............ . 
C-Description of Alternatives Considered in Detail . . . . . . . . . . 
D-List ofBLM Land Use Plans and FS Land and Resource 

Qo y-I 

Usa-I 

.. A-I 
8-1 

.. ' Col 

Management Plans .......................... . . .. 0.1 
E-List of Briefings and Correspondence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ...... E-l 
F-Response to Public Comment ............................. F-l 
G-Biological Evaluation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. G-I 
H-Biological Assessment ........................... .. . . . . . . H-I 
I-Notices of Intent .................................. '.' .. -... I-I 
I-Letter from FWS, NMFS Biological Opinion ................... .I-I 

Tables 
I-Summary Comparison of Alternatives Considered in Detail ............ 31 

. 2-TnDal Governments Affected by Proposed Interim Direction ............ 63 
3-Comparison of Changes in Resource Yields by Alternative .......... ' ... 66 
4-Comparison of Incremental Costs by Alternative ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Figures 
l-General Location of Proposed Action Area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . IS 
2-Schematic Delineation of Riparian Areas Under Alternative 2 . . . . . . . . . . . 33 
3-Schematic Delineation ofRHCAs in Non-Key Watersheds 

Under Alternatives 3 and 4 ............................... 34 
4-Schematic Delineation ofRHCAs in Key Watersheds Under 

Alternatives 3 and 4 and All Watersheds Under Alternative 5 .....•• 35 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

DECISION NOTICEIDECISION RECORD 

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

OREGON AND WASHINGTON, IDAHO, AND PORTIONS OF 
CALIFORNIA 

USDA Forest Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I. 

DECISION NOTICE/DECISIOR llECOBD 

INTElUH STRATEGIES FOR MANAGING ANADROKOUS 
FISH-PRODUCING llATERSBEDS ON FEDERAL UNDS 15 EASTERN 

OREGON AND llASHING'l'ON, IDAHO, AND PORTIONS OF 
CALIFORNIA . 

USDA Forest Service aDd USDI Bureau of.w.M lIa1Iageme11t 

Introduction 

The United States Department of Agriculture, Forest. Service (FS) and the 
Vnited States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Laud Management (BlJ!) 
(here1Dafter referred t.o as the Agencies) are adopting an interilll 
strategy for _gement of anadromous ·fish-producing watersheds on lands 
they manage. The FS will implement. the strategy through its field offices 
as amendments to Regional Guides and Laud and Resource Management Plans 
(forest. plans). The BIlf will issue an Instruction Memorandum to field 
offices to implement this strategy as management guidance in confomance 
with land use plans (UlPs). This strategy will be applied to project 
proposals which IllUSt also coarply with requirements of the Endangered 
Species Act (£SA), the National EnviroDIIIental Policy Act (NEPA). the 
Rational Forest. Hanagement Act. (!mfA), the Federal Laud Policy and 
!!anagement Act (FLl'HA), and other applicable laws. 

The Agencies -are engaged in developing long-tem strat.egies to protect 
and restore an&dr0ll0US fiBh-producing watersheds on Federal lands in me 
Co11.llllbia River Basin and in other watersheds supporting. anadrOIIOUS fish 
(EA, Appendix I).. The Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest 
Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning IlocuIDents 'ilichiD the Range 
of the Northern Spotted Owl (Northern Spotted Owl ROD) c:oaprehensivdy 
addresses management of anadrOlDOUS fish-producing wat.ersheds On Federal 
lands in western lJash1ugton and Oregon and portions of northern 
California. 

Recent and 'pending listings of anadrOllOUS fish stocks, COIIIbiDed with the 
Agencies' own internal studies, ~ well as information produced by other 
sources, indicate a need for prompt action by the Agencies. Recognizing 
the need t.oaddress the watersheds coarprehensively, the Agencies are 
undert.ald.ng eDViro1lllletlw analyses to eX,",iue long-tem JUDSgeDeut. 
strategies for protecting and restoring anadromous fish-producing 
watersheds. Given the critical nature of the situation, the Agencies 
have decided to institut.e an interim strategy desig:oed to halt the 
degradation and begin the restoration of anadromous fish habitat. and see 
that future opportunities are not foregone by management. decisions taken 
over the next. lS months while coarpr~ive studies and NEPA analysis and 
doC1Dentation are coarpleted for the long-term management. strategies. 

Utilizing Agency scientists and related field personnel, the Agencies 
developed actions to apply during an lS-_th interim period. In 
accordance with the requirements of NEPA, an Environmental Assessment 
(EA) was prepared to examine the likely effects .of proposed protection 
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straeegies, and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FaNSI) was 
concluded. The EA and a proposed FORS! were published in !!arch 1994 and 
circulated for public review and comment. The Ageaeies also undertook 
consultation with the United States Department of <:< cree, National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NHFS) and the Unieed States Department of the 
Interior, Fish aDd tUldlife Service (PVS)in-accordaDce with the 
requirements of the !SA. 

II. Decision 

It is the decision of the Agencies to select Aleernati_ 4 in the 
Environmental Assessment for the of InterilD Strategies for !lanagipg 
Anadromous Fish-producing Waeer:;he4s in Eastenl Oregon ana Washington," 
Idaho, and Portions of California. Aued on public c: =t and 
consultation with the NHFS and the m, Aleernati've 4 bas been modified 
froID the Preferred Aleernative described in a pulol fsbed version of the EA 
daU!d March 18, 1994, to provide greater clarity ana consistency. 

'Dds decision maends -Regional Guides for the 1S' s Borthei:n, 
lntexmountain, Pacific Southwest, and Pacific Nonhwest Regions and 15 
forest plans in the affected National Forests ana provides lWIBgement 
direction applicable to the 7 BIll IllPs. The 1S and the BIll will apply 
the following management measures to all proposed or _ projects and 
activities* ana ongoing projects and activities that pose an unacceptable 
risk**iDvolving the management of timber, roads, grazing. recreation 
resources, riparian areas, minerals, fire mui fuels, aDd laDd uses such 
as leases, permits, rights-of-way and easements, as well as restoration 
of watershed, fish, and wildlife habitat Within all anadrIaous fish 
habitat occurr1Dg in the States of Oregon, 1i~, Idaho, and 
California (except for those areas under the direction contained in the 
Northern Spott:ecl Owl llOD) durlJ>g tbeinterill pertoc1 (18 -..dIs from t:he 
effective elate of this decision). -

,.. -Proposed or new Projects and activities- are defiBed as those actions 
"tb4t have not bean implemented, or for which CODa'aCU have DOt been 
awarded, or for which pemits have DOt been issued, or (1I1.thin the range 
of listed II%I&drOllOUS fish) cont'inuing actions for which the Biological 
Assessments have uot been prepared and submitted for CCIDSUltation prior 
to signing of this clecision (EA, pp. 17 and Glosscy-S). 

- -Ongoing projects and activities- are de£ined as -tDose actions that 
have been implemented, or thae have contracts avarcled, or pemits issued, 
and (within the range _of listed anadromous fish) fo~ 1Ibich Biological 
Assessments have been prepared ana "suhm±tted--for ccmsultation. prior to 
the signing of this decision (EA, p. Glossary-S). !he Glossuy defines 
-UZW:Ceptable risk- as a level of risk frOIl an ongoing_ aetivity or group 
of ongoing activities that is determined through HEPA ~ys1s or the 
preparation of Biological AssessmentsjEvaluations. or their subsequent 
review, to be: -likely to adversely affect" listed ~ fish or 
their designated critical habitat, or -likely to aclversely illlpact" 
non-listed anadrOllOUS fish (EA, p. 18 and p. Glossuy-7). 
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A. Establish riparian goals to mainaJ.n or restore fish habitat (EA, 
~ix C, p. C-3 - C-4). 

B. Establish Riparian Management Objectives (JHOs) for streams in 
watersheds with anaQromous fish (EA, Appendix C, p. C-4 - C-6). 

C. Delineate Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) in anadrOlDOus 
fish-producing watersheds on lands adminiStered by the Agencies using 
interim widths for four categories of streallSor water bodies (EA, 
Appendix C,pp. C-6- C-9). 

D. Establish standards and guidelines*** to govern _gement actions 
within RHCAs or degrading RHCAs (EA, Appendix C, pp. C-9 -C-lS). 

E~ Establish general criteria and ideutify a process to designate Key 
llatersbe"ds within the extent of the anadrOllOUS fish-producing 
watersheds (EA, AppendiX C, p. C-l9). 

F. .Establ1sh general criteria and identify a process to guide 
development and application of ilatershed ADalyses (EA, Appendix C, 
pp. C-l9 -C-2l). 

G. Establish requirements for implementation and effectiveness 
1IIOn1.toring (EA, Appendix C, pp. C-22 - C-23). 

These measures essentially provide for llitigation of envirotllllental 
effects of future decisions. No additicmal. measures·to llitigate the 
euviromaental impact of this action have been ideutified in the EA or 
this decision. . 

III. Alternatives 

Besides the selected Alternative 4 described above. the EA considers four 
other alternatives in detail (EA, pp. 28 - 30). 

Alternative 1 represeDts the ano actiona alternative. !he Agencies would 
_ge national forest and public land resources under direction 
specified in current forest plaDS and !U! UJPs without arty adjustment 
during the interim period, except as required through consultation with 
mas or NS on projects and activities which u:yaffect listed species or 
designated critical habitat (EA, p. 29), and project-level HEPA and Clean 
llater Act compliance. 

Alternative 2 would include standards and guidelines for ·road systems 
construction and reconstrUction, logging slash treatment and prescribed 
fire, livestock grazing, and riparian· and -fish-habitat- restoration. 
Alternative 2 provides standards and guidelines for a _re narrow range 
of land management activities than Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. It would 

*** The standards and guidelines attempt to ensure that adequate 
envircmmental safeguards are applied to proposed or new and ongoing 
projects and activities that pose unacceptable risk within RHCAs or that . 
degrade RHCAs. 
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provide riparian protection zones of approximately 300 feet on either 
side of fish-bearing streams, 150 feet on either side of permanent water 
courses, and 50 feet on either side of intemitunt streams in areas with 
moderately to highly unstable soils ·(EA, pp. 29 - 30). 

Alternatives 3 and 5 ccmtain largely the s_ features (items A. through 
G.) as the selected Alternative 4. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 provide 
standards and guidelines for a range of lJmd _g_t activities, 
including _gement 9f· timber, roads, grazing, recreation, Jlli%lerals, 
fire/fuelS, land uses (such as leaaes, pemits, rights-of-way, and 
eaaements), riparian areas, watershed restoration, and fisheries and 
wildlife restoration. Alternat:ive 3 would be applied to all proposed or 
new projects, but to no ongoing projects aDd activities. Alternat:ive 5 
would be applied to all proposed or new projeets and to all ongoing 
projects and activities (EA, p. 30). . 

IV . Rationale for Selection 

The purpose of the intl!rim direction is to take prudeat iieasures to 
arrest the degradation and begin the restoration of riparian . and aquatie 
ecosyst:elllS in watersheds where aDadrOJlOUS fish habitat is present or 
easily eould be reestablished (EA, pp. 6-8). InteriJl. direction was 
developed to 1II&intain _g_t opti01lS for ~ :fish habitat 
while the AgenCies are developing long~tera IIIIDIlgeaent strategies. 

The deeiding officials considered the abiliey of each alternative to: 
meet the stated purpose and need of the action;· caaply with applieable 
laws, statutes, regulations, execut:ive orders, aDd policies; and respond 
to issues and public cOllllDents about the alternative strategies. A 
critieal· factor relevant to this decision was the abiliey of the 
alternatives to respond to the issues lc1ent1fled in tbe EA (pp. 21 - 22): 

Is~ 1. Manage habitat to eont:rihute to aaiDtenMce of aDadrOlllOUS 
fish stocks in the interim period •. 

Issue 2·. Provide ",",,agement direction to insure _istent, 
effective, and efficient ESA consultation in the interim period. 

Issue 3. Consider the abiliey of _tional forests and BlJ! districts 
to provide traditional amounts and kinds of goods and services in the 
interim period while long-tera IIIIIDIlgeaent direction is UDder 
development. 

Issue 4. Integrate interill lDaJIagdleDt of ~. fish habitat 
with other planning efforts in the iDterbi period. 

Issue 5. Integrate new scientific laIowledge into the management of 
anadrOlllOUS fish habitat. 

The interdiscipliuary teams that prepared the EA have reviewed the best 
available scientific infcmaation and used this info:caation in formulating' 
the ,alternatives, evaluating the effects of the alternatives, and 
identi£yiDg the preferred ,alternative. Although there is DOt a complete 
scientific understanding of the relati01lShips ·be1:WeeD lJmdJDaDagement 
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activities and aquatic ecosystem processes, or between aquatic ecosystem 
processes and anadromous fish habitat, existing information on these 
relationships is sufficiently extensive to permit a reasoned choice among 
the alternatives presented in the EA (EA pp. 2-6, 8-11, 36-39, Appendix 
A, Appendix C). New information may permit the development of more 
specific protective measures, but it is unlikely that new information 
would reverse or nullify what 1s understood about these relationships. 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not provide sufficient protection to baltthe 
degradation and begin the restoration of anadromous fish-producing 
watersheds. Alternatives 1 and 2 may result in Agency actions that 
foreclose management options for protecting species while long-term 
strategies are being developed. Finally, Alternatives 1 and 2 do not 
respond to several issues: they would not provide for consistent, 
effiCient, and effective !SA consultation; they would not provide 

. anadrollOUS fish habitat management that is consistent with other planning 
efforts; and they would not integrate new scientific knowledge into the 
management of anadroIIOUS fish habitat. 

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 differ from each other IDOst significantly in 
whether they apply intarim direction to none, some, or all of the ongoing 
actiVities. Alternative 3:does not apply interim direction to any 
ongoing actiVities, and thus it is likely that management options for 
protecting species would be foreclosed while the long-term strategies are 
being developed. Furthermore, because Alternative 3 does not apply 
interim direction to .ongoing actiVities, it would not contribute to a 
consistent or efficient approach to ESA consultation on those 
actiVities. Alternative 4 provides more habitat protection than 
Alternative 3. Alternative 5 appUes interim direction. to a11 ongoil:lg 
projects, regardless of whether such actiVities pose a risk to anadromous 
fish stocks. Thus, Alternative 5 would. unnecessarily affect all existing 
contracts, permits and other outstanding obligations in the affected 
areas. Moreover, Alternative 5 would result in a loss of 1IIIZI4gement 
adaptability or fluibility and might restrict the ability of 
Agency-administered lands to provide traditional aIDOUDts and kinds of 
pods and serVices. 

Alternative 4 would apply the interim direction to only some ongoing 
projects -- those that pose an unacceptable risk to auadrOllOUS fish. The 
deciding officials have determined that the IDOst reasonable approach to 
applying interim direction .is for field managers to make case-by-case 
judgements as to whether sPecific ongoing projects pose an unacceptable 
risk to auadrOJllOUS fish. This alternative provides the best OPPOrtunity 
among the alternatives analyzed to· protect fish habitat during the 
interim period while still allowing for IIUl.tiple use management .. 

Alternative 4 meets the purpos~ of the interimliirection, which is to 
arrest the degradation and begin the restoration of riparian and aquatic 

. ecosystems. Alternative 4 responds to the need to insure that management 
options are not foreclosed while the long-term strategies are being 
developed, because it applies interim direction to all new activities and 
ongoing actiVities ·that pose an uuaeceptable risk to anadromous 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 anadrOlDOus fish habitat, without uanecessarily 
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I 
restricting eXisting contracts, permits and other authorizacions, I 
management flexibility, or the flow of goods and services. AlCernative 4 
provides for consiseenc, effective, and efficient ESA consultation****; I 
is consistenC with other planning efforts; and integrates new scientific 
knowledge into the management of anadromous fisb-producing watersheds. 

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

Alternative 4 bas been lIIOdif1ed based on public comments and ESA 
consultation to provide increased c1arityand consiseency among standards 
and guidelines, to provide additional infC!l:1IIation, and to correct errors. 

Public Involvement 

As described in the EA (p. 72, CONStlLTATION WITH cmIEItS), public 
involvement efforts consisted of a series of briefings for Ilembers of the 
House and Senate and State agency officials, Tribal governments and a 
variety of other organizations. Vritten input was both £rOIl persons who 
were briefed and trOll others who were not. Appendix E of the EA contains 
a list of briefings and correspondence frOll April 1992 to June 1994. 

An EA and proposed PONSI were completed in I!arcb 1994 and distributed for 
public review and comment. The Agencies have considered the comments 
received and lIIOd1fied the EA in response (Appendix F). A list of the 
individuals and organizations subaitt1ng coaaents on the EA and proposed 
FOHSI is found in Appendix E~ The FOHSl is based on the analysis in the 
EA and on consideration and analysis of all infomation subaitted in 
public cowmenes, £rOIl consultation, and £rOIl infomatian found in other 
related. env1ronIIIental do6Dents as noted in the PONSI. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

VI. SUII!!!!r}'of llod1fications Hade to the EA Dated Karch 1994 

I 
I 

The EA was lIIOd1fied based on public cowments, consultation with the IllS 
and the lII!FS, and additional review of SCientific 'literature. These 
lIIOd1fications were IIade to provide greater clarity. and consistency among 
standards and guidelines, to provide addicional infomation, and to 
correct errors. These lIOCi1fications do not alter the ana1yses of effects 
described in the Karch 1994 EA. These lIOd1fications are SUllllSrized here 
and are discussed in more detail in the responses to public c:zen1:S 
(Appendix F). 

**** The Agencies have concluded cOnsultation 'With the -l'IlS and the NHFS 
on the effects of Alternative 4 on threatened and endangered species. 
The lllS,through a letter of concurrence, found that the proposed action 
would have a neutral or beneficial effect on listed species under their 

,jurisdiction. The lII!FS, through a biological opinion, found thac the 
proposed action is Dot likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
listed species under their jurisdiction or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of critical habitat. . The doClDDe1lts are included as 
Appendix .1 to the EA. 
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- Additional discussion has been added to explain the circumstances 
for modification of RIfOs and RHCAs (Appendix C, pp. C-5, C-7). 

- the timber management stmdard has been clarified to identify that 
llatershed Analysis will be C01Iducted prior to salvage cutting in 
BHCAs in watersheds with listed salmon or designated critical 
habitat. A Recreation !fanagemeJlt standard (RH-1) has been similarly 
clarified to. identifi that Vatershed ADalysis will be conclucted prior 
to construction of Jl8W recreation facilities in RHCAs. the standards 
as originally drafted stipulate that these activities will be allowed 
only .wbere they would not adVersely affect RIfOs. Watershed Analysis 
will provide the means by which these stipulations will be observed 
(Appendix C, pp. ColO, C-13). 

- A staJldard has been added to the General Riparian Area !fanageJDeJIt 
standards aDd guidelines. that addresses storage of fuel 8JId other 
toxicants aDd refueling in RHCAs (Appendix C, p. C-17). 

- Discussion has been added to the chapter on Affected EDvironment 
and EDvironmental Consequences to detail how cUllulative effects have 
been analyzed in the EA and how CUIIII1l.ative effects will be addressed 
at other p1 anniDg levels (EA, pp. 38 - 39). 

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

- Several teas have been added to the glOSS8%Y and SOllIe defiDitions 
have been clarified. to facilitate _re ccmSistent application of the 
interim direction (EA Glossary). 

- '1'he Riparl8JI !fanagement Objective (RIfO) for _ter temperature has 
been changed to provide a more effective objective and to provide 
greater detail (EA, AppeDdix C, p.C-6, Appendix F. P.. F-15). 

- the wording of nauy standards and guideliJ1e8 has been modified to 
provide greater consisuncy among the standards and guidelines (FA, 
AppeDdix C, pp. C-10 - C-18). 

- 'It!e discussion of the application of the interim direction has 
been IIOd:I.fied to clarify which ongoiDg projects aDd which new 
projects will be subject to the· stamlards and guidelines (-EA, 
Appendix C, p. C-9). 

- the criteria for identification of Iteyllatersheds have been 
clarified to· provide the general criteria, aDd describe the process 
by which IIOrespecific criteria will be developed (EA, p. 17. 
Appendix C, p. C-19, Appendix F, p: F-21). 

• Discussion has been added to the Watershed Analysis section to 
clarify the process by which Vatershed ADalysis protocols will be 
developed and applied during the interim period (EA, p. 17, Appendix 
C, p. C-19 - C-21, Appendix F, p. F-2l) •. 
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- Monitoring requirements have been more explicitly defined, (EA. 
Appendix C. pp. C-22 - C-23). 

- In response to Conservation Rec~endations in the NMFS Biological 
Opinion. 1:Wo standards and guidelines, !IIf-l and RF-3c. have been 
reworded 1:0 provide greater clarity and consistency. 

-' Clarification,has been provided that thedec1sion amends FS 
Regional Guides for the Northern,Intemountain. Pacific Southwest 
and Pacific Northwest Regions as _11 as ,individual forest plans. 

VII. NF!fA Finding of Non-Significance for Alllendllient of Regional Guides 
and Forest Plans 

For the Forest Service only: 1Jnder the National Forest Management Act 
(NFHA) (16 U.S.C. 1604(f)(4) Regional Guides and forest plans must -De 
aended in any ID8JIIIer whatsoever after final adoption and after public 
notice, and, if such 8IIendlllent would result in a significant change in 
such plan, in accordance with 'subsections (e) and (f) of this section and' 
public involvement comparable 1:0 that required by subsection (d) of this 
section. - The NF!fA regulations at 36 en 219.10{f) state: -Based on an 
analysis of the objectives. guidelines, and other contents of'the forest 
plan, the Forest Supervisor shall dete .... 1 _ whether a proposed 811e'"riMnt 
would result in a significant change in the plan.- Neither Im!A nor its 
impl_ting regulations define the teCi ,-significant-. Instead, the 
regulations place full discretion to deteT1li_ whether or not a proposed 
lllllendment will be significant in the bands of the ForestServ1ce. 

UDder lm!A and its regulations. an IIJIeMroent that does not result in a 
significant change in a forest plan lIIWIt' be imdertaken with public notice 
aDd appropriate HEPA compliaDCe. If a change to a forest plan i.s 
detemined to be significant, the Regional Forester must follow the SallIe 

procedure required for the developlleDt of the forest plan, including , 
preparation of an EIS. ' 

The Forest Service Land and Resource Management Plsnni11g Handbook (FSH 
1909.12) provides IICIre detailed guidllJlCe for exercising this discretion. 
This guidance offers a fr8lleVOrk for consideration, but does not demand 
mechanical application. No one factor is deteClinative and the guidelines 
III8ke clear that other factors u.y be considered. 

UDder section 5.32. FSH 1909.12 lists four factors to ,be used when 
deteT1lin111g whether a proposed change to a forest plan is significant or 
not significant: timing; location and size; goals, objectives, and 
outputs; and management prescriptions. It also states that -(o]ther 
factors may also be considered, depending on-the 'circumstances. - The 
deteClination if a proposed changed to a forest is significant or not 
depends on an analysis of all 'of these factors. ilhUe these factors are 
to be used, they do 110t overn.de the statutcn:y criterion that there be a 
Significant change in the plan. Basically, the decisicm-lII8ker must 
consider the extent of the change in the cOnteXt of the entire plan 
affected, and III8ke use of the factors in the exercise of ~ or her 
professional judgement. The Forest Service has carefully evaiuated the 
interim strategy and concluded that it does not ccmstitute a significant 
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amendment of the Regional Guides for the FS' s Northern, Intermountain. 
Pacific Southwest, and Pacific Northwest Regions and 15 forest plans in 
eastern Oregon and ~ashington, Idaho, and portions of California. 

Timing. 

The timing factor examines at 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 uendment are relevant considerations. 
The handbook indicates that the later -in the tiDe period, the less 
significant the change is likely to be. All of ~e forest plans here are 
at leas-t half-way through the first planning period. Even so, because the 
interim direction will be in place for only 18, 1IODths, we do not expect 
the direction to be in place for the remainder of the planning period. As 
noted in the EA (p. I), the action is limited in time and changes to the 
plans are not intended to be permanent. The fact that these interllll 
guidelines, by definition, will only be in place until 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 contezt or "the relationship of the 
affected area to the overall planning area" (FSH 1909.12, sec. 5.32(d». 
As further discussed in FSH 1909.12, sec. 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 FONSI (pp. 1 and 2) and the EA (p. 
1.6), the interim strategy applies only to projects within Ripar1aD Area 
Conservation Areas _ (RHCAs) or projects outside the RHCAs that would 
degrade RHCA condition. The size of the area affected is_ very small-when 
courpared to the overall p' anning area. 

The appropriate inquiry when considering the significance of plan 
amendments is the change made on each Forest, and not the cumulative 
change on all the involved Forests. -The CUIIIUlative change on all the 
iDvolved Forests is assessed to determine whether the amendment of the 
Regional Guides is significant. In both cases, the areas in the planning 
unit affected by the interilll standards and guidelines is not 80 large in 
size as to 1II8ndate a significant amendment (EA, pp. 12-13). 

-Goals, Objectives, and Outputs 

_ The goals, objectives, and outputs factor involves the determination of 
"Whether the change alters 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- amdysts-of --the overall forest plan 
and the various multiple use resources that may be affected. There is no 
guarantee under NfHA that output projections will actually be produced. 
As discussed in the :FaNSI (p. -2) -and the EA (pp. 17-19), the interim 
strategy would apply only to proposed or new projects and activities and 
ongoing projects and activities that pose an unacceptable risk. Thus, 
the interim strategy does not significantly alter the _long-term 

-relationships between the levels of goods and services projected by the 
forest -plans. For example, the effects on timber supply and other 
cODllllodity resources are short-term. The interim strategy will have 
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short-term beneficial effects upon SOllIe resources such as va~er quality 
aDd riparian resources. Table 3 in the EA (p. 66) shoWs the relatively 
small estimated changes in recreation use, timber harVested ~d animals 
grazed with adoption of the interiJD strategy. There.., be opportunities 
to substitute other areas and activities for those ongoin& or proposed 
projects affected by PACFISH. The interim strategy doe. _t involve a 
d_snd for any new service or good not discussed in or _uaplated by 
the existing forest plans or . Regional Guides. FurtbeBOI'e. the interim 
strategy will only be in effect until a longer-term .tratecy 1. developed 
aDd ezamined in an £IS u approximately 18 IIIODtbs. n» pidaDce in FSH 
1909.12, sec. S.32(c) explains: ·In IDOSt cases, c:baDs" tn ~tputs are 
not likely to be a significant change in the forest plan _1 ... the 
change would forego the opportunity to achieve an output til lAter years·. 
Any shOrt term temporary reductions in outputs do no, foroelo .. 
opportuD1tiesto achieve such outputs in later year.. n.... the interim 
strategy does not foreclose the achi_t of ezUt11l1 pals CId 
objectives. 

Manag~t Prescriptions 

The lIUIJIag_t prescriptions factor involves the doten1_U_ of (1) 
"whether the change in a manag~t prescription is _1,. f.r: a specific 
situation or whether it would apply to future decis1_ ~t the 
planning area· aDd (2) "whether or not the change Blur. eM deaired 
future ccmdition of the land aDd resources of tho 1 ........ ,.._s or 
the anticipated goods and services to be produced· (na 1 to9. 12, .ec. 
5.32(d». 

'The desired future conditions and long-term levels .f .......... rvices 
projected in current plans would JlGt be substantiall,. ,,"r," by the 
interim strategy. The interim strategy vUl _rk to ecc .... Uah an 
element of !:he multiple use desired future ccmditi_ .f d» "~10Dal. 
GuidU and forest plans by providiq for proteetiOll of CU_t0tW4, 
endangered, and' sensitive species.. .As noted abaft. t.tao laurw .trategy 
is teIIpOral:y aDd applies only to a portion of the _ ... U .1_lng area. 
Thus, the ·anticipated goods and services· will Dot be ~c.l,. affected -
by interim direction. The interim strategy OIIl.y affects UaUecl areas 
where selected projects are oc:curriDg or may be propuo. aDd .... not 
alter the manag-.Dt .framework for the vast IIIIIjority of laDda within the 
overall planning area. In adopting the interim stra,.", ••• _tia11y 
mitigation eeasures) unell a longer-te1:lll strategy 1& .... lope4. the plan 

. IllDeDdments retain or improve the euvironmental sue- ... ... a portion of 
the affected national forests. 

O1:her Factors 

The handbook-gu1danceallows-for-tbe ·-cons-ideration of· ·.cher factors. It 
is c:rucial !:hat the agency _be able to respond to sci_tifle Information 
and changing environIIental conditions •. By respondiD& to cban&tn& 
circumstances, the Forest Service will be better able to -se the 
national forests for multiple .use resources aDd assure a CClDt1nuous 
supply of goods aDd services froll the national forests for the long term. 

In the case of the interim strategy, the ·other factors· biclude the 
ability of the Forest Service to adapt to changing c:onditionsand protect 
threatened, endangered and sensitive species for a abort period of time 
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until a longer-term strategy can ·be analyzed and adopted. The interim 
strategy is merely a temporary attempt to preserve the environmental 
status quo, thereby maintaining 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 to achieve its ·goals of 1I8JUlging the 
National Forests for sustainable IIIUl.tiple uses, and to avoid drastic 
emergency measures in the future. . 

The process of adapting forest management to changing social and 
envircmmental conditions is not finished. The long-term environmental 
impact statements will also analyze silliler issues concerning 
environmental protection and cOllllllOdityproduction. The interim strategy 
provides a short-term response to cOlllplex, changing circumstances. 

VIII. Site-Specific Pro'ect-Level Decisions 

The Agencies will employ different approaches to interim management 
direction (EA, pp. 19 - 20). This strategy applies to proposed and new 
projects and activities and to ongoing projects and activities that pose 
an unacceptable risk iJmIlving the management of timber. roads. grazing, 
recreation resources. riparian areas. IliDerals. fire and fuels. and land 
uses such as leases permits, rights-of-way and easements. as well as the 
restoration of watershed, fisheries, and wildlife habitat within RHCAs or 
that degracle RHCAs on lands acl1l1nistered by the Agencies within 
anadrOlDOUS watersheds in Oregon. Washington. Idaho, and California 
(excluding areas under the Northern Spotted Owl ROD) (EA, p. 17. Appenclix 
C, p. C-9). This js an.interim strategy and will expire in IS aondls 
frOll the elate of this Decision Noticel Decision Record. 

FS Approach: 

The llegional Foresters for the Pacific Northwest, Pacific Southwest, 
Northem, and Intermountain Regions are responsible for cOlllpliance this 
decision on the Bitterroot. Boise. Challis, Clea%Water; Lassen, Los 
Padres, Halbeur, Nez Perce, Ocboco, Okanogan, Payette, Salmon, Sawtooth, 
Ulllatilla, and Wallowa-Whitman National Forests as well as the Sawtooth 
National Recreation Area and the Columbis River Gorge National Scenic 
Area. 

lJncler the authority of 36 CFI!. 219 .10(f), this. decision amends Regional 
Guides for the FS' s Northem, Intermountain, Pacific Southwest, and 
Pacific Nortbwesl: llegio:ms and 15 forest plans (EA, Appenclix D, pp. D-3 
to D-6) to add explicit goals and objectives for anadrOIlOUS fish habitat 

. condition and function, and 1clentify RHCAs where management activities 
will meet DeW comprehensive standards and guidelines ·"for an lS-JDOnth 
period following the elate of this decision (EA, Appendix C). These 
interim standards and guidelines replace existing conflicting direction 
clescribed in these 15 forest plans except where the forest plan direction 
provides IIOre protection for anaclrOllOUS. fish habitat (EA, p. 14). The 
decision documents for projects where these new stanclards and guidelines 
are applied will contain a fincling that the project is consistent with 
~e LRHPs as amended by these interim standards and guidelines. 
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ILK Approach: 

'l:be State Directors for California, Idaho, and OregonJllashiDgton are 
responsible for cOlllpu.an~e with this decision on the Bakersfield and 
Ukiah Districts in California: the Sal.JIIcm aDd Coeur d'Alene Districts in 
Idaho: aDd the Prineville, Spokane, and Vale Districts in 
Oregon/llashington. Following this decision the ILK director will issue 
instruction to state directors to review the confomance of the interim 
direction with existing LUPs. 

'l:be BLK will incorporate the interilll direction (Alternative 4) that is 
consistent with current LUPs into all proposed aDd new projects and 
activities, and certain .ongoing projecta and activities. 

If the interilll direction is not consistent with existing LUPs, the ILK 
will seek to amend or revise the LUP 80 that the interu. direction is 
consistent with the LUP. Until the LUP is aJIIinded or revised, the BLK 
will use the existing LUP direction; or will attempt to implement the 
IllaD&geMIlt direction for certain ongoing projects and act1vit1es through 
negotiation with the use authorUation holders (e.g., grazing pemittees; 
right-of-way holders, recreation permit holders), or will seek other 
remedy within the tems of the existing author1:ation, includ1ilg 
1IOdify1n.g, suspending, or cancell1ng author1:ation. 

IX. Administrative Review Opportunities 

These decisions are the final decisions .of the Agencies. Parties may 
petition for _""in i strative review in accordance with the following 
procedures . 

Department of Agrieu1 ture: This deeis:l.OD may be appea1ed in accordance 
with the provisions of 36 em 217.7(a) by filing a written notice of 
appeal, in duplicate, within 45 days of the date of publication of the 
legal notice of avaUahllity for this decision. 'l:be Decision is 
effective 7 days after publication of legal notice, 36 CFR 217.10(a). 'l:be 
appealllUSt be filed..with the Secretaxy of Agriculture. Review by.the 
Secretary is wholly discretionary. 

'l:be notice of appeal IlUSt include sufficient narrative evidence aDd 
argument to show why this decision sbould be changed or reversed (36 CFR 
217.9) . 

Department of. the Interior: this decision may be appealed to. the 
Department of the Interior, Board of Land Appeals, in accordance with the 
provisions of 43 CFR 4.20 to 4.31 aDd 43 CFlt 4.400 to4.415,by . filing a 
written notice of· appeal. th1suotice·llUStbe·filed-with the Director of 
the ILK within 30 days of the date of publication of the legal notice of 
availability for this decision. 'l:be notice of appeal may include a 
stat_nt of reasons for the appeal. a statement of stading. aDd arry 
arguments the appellant wishes to make. A party filing aD appeal may 
request a stay of this decision, in accordance with 43 CFR.4.21. 'l:be 
notice of appeal. request for stay. lind other documents shal.1 be served 
as specified in 43 as 4.413 and 4.401(c). 
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X. 

XI. 

Administrative or Supporting Record 

Records documenting the preparation and review of this interim strategy 
·are available at: 

USDA FOREST SERVICE 
tnLDLIFE, FISH AND RARE PLANTS STAFF 
AUDITORS BUILDING 
14TH AND INDEPENDENCE AVENUES, SIl 
IlASHINGTON, DC 20250 

Signatures 

By signing this Decision NoticejDecision Record together, we exercise our 
respective authorities over only those portions relevant to our 
authority. 

~ . 
.. , \ ,~ 

:X;:(,u.-k Lt.):1.ti. C lll"iV'\-
.. JACK WARD THOMAS 

Chief, USDA Forest Service 
'j 
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FIImIliG OF 1110 SIGBIFICA1IIT IHPACT 

For The 
Interim Strategies For 

Managing Anadromous Fish-Producing llatersheds 
In Eastern Oregon And llashington, Idaho, 

And Portions Of California 

USDA Forest Service &Dd USDI Bureau of LalId Management 

The Chief of the Forest Service and the Director of the Bureau of lImd 
Management (BUI) have analyzed a proposal· for interim direction intended to 

. arrest the degradation and begin the restoration of habitat for Pacific 
anadrOllOUS fish (salDon, steelheadand sea-run cutthroat trout). The proposal 
addresses habitat on l.snds administered by the Forest Service and the Bureau of 
Land Management in Eastern Oregon and llailhington, _ Idaho, and portions of 
California. The proposal does not include areas UDder the Record of Decision. 
for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Hanagement Plmming 
Documents llithin the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (Northern Spotted Owl 
ROD). 

The proposal for interim IIUUUlgement and four alternatives, associated design 
features, and potential llli.tigation measures were described and analyzed in an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) dated Karch 18, 1994. _ The Proposed Finding of No 
Significant llIIpac:t (FOlIISI) and the EA were !lade available for public review and 
cOllllllent. Although the public COlllllleDts did not warrant a modification in the 
FOBSI, the EA has been modified to disclose the nature of the COlllllleDts and the 
Agencies' responses to them. _The lIOClified EA also affords· the Agencies 
opportunity to provide clarification on selected points. 

Other related environmental documents which were taken into account include: 
Regional Guides. lImd and Resource Management Plans (forest plans) and 
associa.teci Naticmal. Envirollllmtal Polley Aet (NEPA) cioc1!!,ents in the 15 
national forests. the lImd Use Plans (LDPs) and associated NEPA documents in 
the 7 l!Uf districts, and the Northern Spotted Owl ROD and associated NEPA 
docUments. 

REASONS FOR FIliDlNG OF NO SIGNIFICANT IHPACT 

In -consideration of the analysis documented --in theEA -and in -Ught of the 
reasons set forth below, we find that adoption of Alternative 4 as the interiJD 
strategy will not significantly illpact the human environment. 

1. The interiJD strategy would be liJDited in geographic application (40 CFR 
1508.27(a». The illteriJD strategy would apply to projects within Riparian 
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Habitat ConserVation Areas (RHCAs) or that degrade RHCAs on lands 
administered by the Agencies in the States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, 
and California (excluding those areas under the Northern Spotted Owl ROD) 
(EA, p. 16 and AppencUx C, p. C-9). 

2. The interim strategy woUld be limited to certain projects and activities. 
The interim· strategy would apply only to proposed or new proj ects and 
activities* and ongoing projects aDd activities that pose an unacceptable 
risk** iDvo1ving the Il\aDagement of timber, roads, grazing, recreation 
resources, riparian areas, minerals, fire and fuels, and land uses such as 
leases pemits, rights-of-way and easements, as well as the restoration of 
watershed, fisheries, and wildlife habitat (EA,. p. 16 and Appendix C,. p. 
C~9) . Thus, resource effects would not be significant, given the short 
duration of interim direction and the. ability- of the Agencies to relocate 
activities outside the RHCAs. The interiJD strategy will reduce the 
potential. environmental impacts of proj ect decisions. 

3. The interill strategy would DOt significantly affect public health or safety 
(40 en 1508.27(b)(2». The interim strategy does DOt, on its own, 
authorize any ground-diseurbing activities or direct changes to the 
envil:cmmental status quo.- Instead, it provides progr_tic direction and 
mitigation measures to be applied to site-specific projects and 
activit1.es. New project decisions will be preceded by site-specific HEPA 
and Endmgered Species Act (!SA) analysis (EA, pp. 17. 36). Thus, the 
selected alternative does DOt have significant effects on huIIan health and 
safety beyond those alreadY docuIIIented in existing plan _EISa and 
site-specific analyses of ongoing projects and activities or III1ght be 
identified in such future analyses of proposed projects and activities. 
Euv1ronmental effects on some resources (e.g., aquatic, riparian) will be 
reduced. These beneficial effects will DOt be significant due to the short 
tilIe frame -involved, the l1m1.ted area affected.· and the limited inteDsity 
of the beneficial effects. 

"'-Proposed or new projects and activities- are defined as those act1.ons 
that have not been implemented, or for which contracts have not been 
awarded, or for which pem1ts have not been isSued, or (within the range of 
listed anadrOlllOUSfish) contimtfng actions for which the Biological 
Assessments have DOt been prepared and submitted for consultation, prior 1:0 
signing of this decision (EA, pp. 17 and Glossuy-5). 

**"Ougoing projects and activit1.es- are defined as those actions that have 
been implemented, or that have contracts awarded, or peniits issued, and 
(within the range of listed anadrOlllOus fish) for which Biological 
Assessments have been prepared and Submitted for ccmsiiltation, prior to the 
signing of this decision (EA, p. Glossary-S). The Glossary defines 
-unacceptable risk- as a l.evel of risk from an ongoing activity or group of 
ongoing activities that is determined through- HEPA .analysis or the . 
preparation of Biological AssessmentsjEvaluations, or their subsequent 
review,to -be: ---likely to adversely affect- listed anadrOllOUS fish or 
their designated critic:4l. habitat, or ---likely to adversely iapact
non-listed anaclromous fish (EA, pp. 18 and Glossary-7). 
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4. The interim strategy would not significantly affect any unique 
characteristics of the geographic area (40 CFR 150S.27(b)(3», does not 
adversely.affect anything listed or eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places. nor does it cause loss or destruction of 
significant scientific. cultural, or historic resources (40 CFR 
150S.27(b)(S». As discussed in the EA, the ·interim strategy does not 
alter the eDVironmental protection afforded to such unique lands and 
resources as wild and scenic rivers (EA, p. 61), ecologically important 
plant cOllllllUl11.ties such as are found in riparian areas (EA, pp. 45, 48 - 49, 
52, and 55), cultural resources (EA, p. 60), and Tribal heritage sites with 
archeological and religious importance (EA, pp. 61 - 62). The interim 
strategy is not applied to any park lands or prime fam land. 

5.~~~~~~ ~ has been thoroughly evaluated 
(EA, pp. 2 to 6, 8 to 11, and Appendix A). The declines of anadrOlDOUS fish 
stocks and degradation of their associated freshWater habitat have not been 
disputed. Any controversy pertains to the best approach to correct the 
problems or maintaiD the statUs quo while the long-tem eDVironmental 
analyses are completed, not the JDagnitucle of the problem (EA, Appendix F, 
Response to Public Comments). 

6.~~~~~~~ ~ context: to cases there ia substantial dispute as to the 
size, nature, or effect of the Federal action, rather than to OPPOSition .to 
its adoption. s...... individuals who are likely to experience adverse 
economic effects. however, have taken exception to the proposal (EA, p. S9 
.and Appendix 1'). Others argued for more restrictive protective measures 
than the proposed action, and urged the adoption of Alternative 5. On the 
acres affected, the short-tem nature of the effects is within allowed 
fluctl.lations in the ten year pl anning period. 

7. The interim strategy wOuld not ·impose any highly uncertaiD. unique, or 
unknown eDVironmental risks (40 cn l508.2S(b)(5}). The best available 
scientific infomation provided the foundation for designing the interim 
strategy (EA. pp •. 2 to 6, 8 to 11. 36-39, Appendix A, Appendix C). 
Heasures sillilar to the ones described in Appendix C are used for 
management of anadromous fish habitat in· areas subject to the Northern 
Spotted Owl ROD. 

S. The interim strategy does not establish a precedent for future actions with 
Significant effects and does not represent a decision in principle about a 
future consideration (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(6», nor is it related to other 
actions with individually insignificant but CUIIlUlative Significant impacts 
(40 CFR 150S.27(b)(7»: The interim strategy is a short-tem effort to 
retaiD the environmental status quo while the Agencies develop and evaluate 
long-tem strategies. The interim strategy will be applied during a 
lillited period of lS months from the date of the decision. The temporary 
nature of the interim strategy will limit its effectS (EA, p. 12). The EA 
discloses the cumulative environmental effects of short-term incremental -
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improvements in habitat cODditions and trends on lands within the 
anadroIIIous watersheds that are administered by the Agencies (EA, pp. 38 -
39) ; 

The eDVir01!llle1ltal analyses being prepared for the long-term envirODlllental 
strategies will produce long-term C1IIIIUlative effects information. Because 
recovery processes withiD riparian areas and aquatic habitats are gradual, 
such short-term adjust:lllents in III81!8gement practices are unlikely to result 
in significant effects on fUture actions on these Federal lands (EA, pp. 38 
- 39). The interill strategy is not bitldfng on tmy future decisions made on 
long-tem strategies (EA, p. 20) ~ 

.9. The interill strategy will not adversely affect an endangered or threatened 
species or its habitat that bas been detemined to be critical under the 

. Endangered Species Act (40 CFJl lSOS.27 (b)(9» • A Biological Evaluation and 
a Biological Asses_t COIIpleted by the Agencies' . scientists have 
concluded that adoption of the proposed aeasure would not produce 
significant ilIIpacts. Because fish listed pursuant to the ESA are 
involved, the Agencies have consulted with the United States Department of 
the Interior, Fish and Vlldlife Serv1ce(NS) and the United States 
Departlle1!t of ea-rce, National Hariile Fisheries Service (RHFS) in 
accordance with established requirements. The FIlS, through a letter of 
concurrence, found that the proposed action would have • nent:ral or 
beneficial effect on listed species under their jurisdiction. The RHFS, 
through • biological opinion, has determined that the proposed action. is 
not likely to jeopardize the continued ez1.st:ence .of listed species under 
their· jurisdiction or ~t in· destruction or adverse modification of 
critical habitat. The EA reflects the results of these consultations, and 
the consultation docuIIents are included as Append1x J to the EA. Site 
specifiC projects will.bepreceded by biological evaluations where listed 
species II8.Y be affected. _. 

10. The interiia strategy does not threaten a violation of Federal, State or 
local law or requirements imposed for the prot:eceicm of the envircmment: (40. 
CFJl 150S.27(b)(10». The Forest Service and the Bureau of Lmd Hanagement 
have jointly iSsued notices announcing the development: of the long-term 
environIIIental analyses (EA, Appendix I). In accordance with Section 
1506.1(.) of the Council on Enviromental Quality regulations illlplementing 
NEPA, upon issuance of • Notice of Intent, and until issuance of • Record 
of Decision, the Agencies will take no actions which have an adverse 
environIIIental illlpact: or l1la1t the choice of reasonable alternatives. 
Additionally. adoption of the preferred alternative would not significant:ly 
affect the following· elements of the human environment, which are. specified 
in sta1:Ute, regulaeion. or executive order: Air Quality; Areas of· Critical 
Env1romIentalConcern, Cultural Resources. Fam Lmds (prble-or unique), 
Floodplains, Nat:ive American Religious Concerns, Threat:ened or Endangered 
Species. Hazardous . .orSolid_Vastes ... Vaeer _Quality. Wild and Scenic Rivers , 
and Vllderness. 
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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. a~ 
Environmental Impact Statement is not needed. 

"'"\ '" 

'"~ ~ll~d( J 4""-~ 
/ JACK WARD TIlOMAS ' 

9hief. USDA Forest Service 
. j 
'ij 

Date: February 24, 1995 
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HIKE DOHB£CX 
ACt.illi ~ Director, t:S::: a"r.au of 
---- - Land Hana~ ... n: 

Date: Febr~4-, . ... 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

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

OREGON AND WASHINGTON,.I,. IDAHO. AND PORTIONS OF 
CALIFuRNIA . 

USDA Forest Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management 
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PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACI'ION 

BadI:nIUDd 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service (FS) and the U.S. Department of the 
Interior BurIIID of Land Management (BLM) [hereinafter jointly referred to as "the Agencies"] 
are developing an ecosystem-based, aquatic Pabitat and riparian-area management strategy 
(commonly referred to as PACFISH) forPac:ific salmon, steelhead, and sea-nm cutthroat trout 
habitat on lands they administer. The strategy is being developed in response to new 
information cioa .... enting broad declines in naturally reproducing Pacific salmon, steelhead, 
and sea-nm cutthroat trout [hereinafter referred to as anadromous fish], and widespread 
degradation of the habitat upon which these anadromous fish depend.1 This environmenml 
assessment aaaIyzes a range of interim sttategies for IIleo1ing the degradation and beginning 
the restotation of aquatic and riparian ecosystems during the next 18 months while a longer
term strategy is deve10ped and evaluated. Recent studies Wlliant considetation· of an interim 
sttategy for management of aquatic and riparian ecosystems on lands administeted by the 
Agencies. ~ 

In March-April 1991, the American Fisheries Society (AFS), a professional society of 
fisheries resean:h scientists and fisheries mmagezs, published a reporr that identified 214 
stocks of DIItUrIl1y reproducing anadtOmous fish in California, Oregon, Washington, and 
Idaho, that were considered to be "at risk" of extinction or "of special concem." The report 
also docmneated 106 additional stocks that already are extinct. The depressed status of 214 

_ stocks reflects the interaction of inherently variable envinmmen1al conditions, such as ocean 
productivity and wemher patterns, with a variety of management activities. In general, stock 
sutvival is Ibrealeued by some combination of d8In consttuction and operation, water 
diversions, habitat modifications, fish hatchety Opeiati.:ms, and fish hatvest. Reasons for the 
decline of anadtomous fish vary by species and geogzaphic area (e.g., dIIns are a prinwy 
factor affecting the status of some stocks, but have a negligible effect on others), however, 
degradation of freshwater habitat is a common feature affecting all at-risk stocks. A 1992 
report' calcuhrted that of the 192 stocks of anadtomous fish in the Columbia River Basin, 
35 percent are extinct, 19 percent were at high risk of extinction, 7 percent were at moderate 
risk of extinction, 13 percent were of special concetD, and 26 percent were presumed secure. 

1 ___ _ 

I 
-I 
I ,-
I 

UsoA Forest ~ 1Uific SaImoD Worl: Gtoup aDd Field Team. 1992. W_tINIl Repotf - Btlt:kground 
Repmr far 1M DnelDprltmt of 1M FtIIUt Snvi« MtlNlgGllmt SIlfIIegy fm- PlIt:iju: &laGII_1IIIII Skeliwltl 
HtlbiZllL 

2W. NchIs=.1. E. WiJ1iamS, aDd 1. A. Licbatowich. 1991. Ptldju: &Ia.., tz1 1M CI'O--u: Stoelu tz1 Ruk 
from CWfomisz, Oregon, kJIzhD. I11III IV adriitgtt:m __ Fisheries 16 (,2): 4-21. 

31.E. Wi1!iams, l.A I icbatowich, and W. NcbIseD. 1m. Dedinillg &laGIIIIIIII Skeliwltl Populatimu: New 
Ent1mrgered S]>'du Coneemsf_IM lYe#. Fndmge=f Species Update. 9(4):1-8. 
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Subsequent surveys in Califomia', Oregon', and Washington' confirmed the scope but 
broadened the magninide of the decline. 

Assessmms by researchers indicate that stream systems throughout Califomia, Oregon, 
Washington, and Idaho, have been degraded considerably bylunnan-inciuced cumulative 
effeds from such activities as livestock use, road constructiOJ:l, timber harvest, recreational 
use, c:baunelizatiOJ:l, and other W:ateIsh.=d management projeds and activities (based on the 
fonowing studies listed in Appendix A: PIaus, 1989; Platts, 1991; Meehan, 1991; NMFS 
1993; and Idaho Department ofFish and Game, 1992). For exaii!ple. from 1987 to 1992, 
researchers from the Pacific Northwest Researdi Forest and Range Experiment Station· . 
resurveyed 1l6sueam systemS in Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. and compared the number 
of large, deep pools per Stleam mile-a primazy indicator of high quality, in-cbannel habitat 
condition-to the number documented during sarveys .conducted between 1935 and 1945. 
Their report' documents substantial decreases in the quality and quantity of large, deep pools 
throughout managed areas of the region. The number of large, deep pools decreased 58 
percent in the Cowfuz River Basin, 41 percent in the Lewis River, 84 percent in the 
Elochoman River Basin, and 85 percent in the YaJcama River Basin, all in Washington State; 
78 percent in the Lewis and Clark River and 85 percent in the Clatskanie River, both in 
Oregon; and 52 percent in the Salmon River Basin of Idaho. Pool-riftle ratios have decreased 
from historic levels of about 50:50 to 20:80 or 10:90 according to Oregon Game Commission 
surveys in the 19605 and Forest Service sarveys in the 19705 (unpublished data). 

Despite implementation of gradually improving best management practices through JUdional 
forest Land and.Resovrce Management Plans (forest plaDs) and BLM Land Use Plans (!.UPs). 
riparian and aquatic habitat conditions on Federal lands have continued to decline Generally. 
anadromous fish habitat on lands administered by the Agencies.have 30-70 percent fewer 
large, deep POOls. more fine sediments in spawning gravels, and greater disturbance of 
riparian vegetation than is acceptable. Such fac:tors reflect a general reduction in fish habitat 

4p. Higgins. S. Dobush, ad D. Fuller. 1m. F_ ill Nordotm CIIlif- TIrrutming S1«k8 With Ez-. 
American Fubaies Society, Humboldt ~. 2S pp. 

;'.E. Nic:blsoD. J.W. NICholas, AM. McGie, U. I.iDdsay. D.L. BoUom, R.1. Kaiser, ad S.E. Jacobs. 1992-
S_ oJ' ..t ......... -.. SttbatllWb ill CMgGII CoasrlIl BAri= Oregon Dept. of FJSh ad Wild.., ~ortIaDd. 83 pp. 

'wasbjngton Ilepw_ of Fisheries, Wasbington DepabDait of Wildlife, ad Wcsrem Wasirington Tzeaty 
lDdiIIIl Tn1lcs. 1993. w..,;,;"gton-s_ S ......... nd8kdhelld Stod:~.-wasbiDgton Dcpt.ofFJSberics.. 
Olympia. III PI'-

"BA McJntosb, J.R. Scddl, J.E. Smith. R.C. v_ S.E. Clad:, G.H. Reeves, ad LA BI'OWIL 
M~mr Hu-y Df £amide Ectuy_s: Ch4ngu ill Full HiIbiztrl """ 50 )1"'-', 1935-1992. USDAIFS 
PNW Racucb Slaticm, GcDmU Tcclmjeal R.cpott PNW-GTR.-3l1. Fctmwy 1994. 
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capability.' Many streams have become simplified, having lost the structural complexity vital 
to the productivity and well-being of many aquatic species. 

Agency-administ.ered lands provide sabstantial habitat for remaining stocks of anadromous 
fish. The Agencies estimate that of the 214 stocks identified in the AFS published report as 
at risk of extinction, 134 occm on FS-administered lands and 109 on BLM-administ.ered 
lands.9 The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has determined that the "Snake River 
sockeye salmon is endangered, 10 and the Snake River fall and spring/summer chinook salmon 
is threatenedll ptmmmt to provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended 
(ESA). Since. initial publication of this environmental !I!!Se5S'7!'=Ilt (BA), NMFS announced an 
emergenCy action to reclassify the status of the Snake River spring/slImmer chinook sa1mon 
and fall chinook salmon from threatened to endangered. 1% The emergency action will be in . 
effect until April IS, 1995. During this time, NMFS will publish a proposed rule to reclassify 
these chinook stocks The NMFS determination was based on a projected decline in adult 
Snake River chinook salmon abundance. The Sacramento River winter chinook salmon was 
listed as threatenedl3 in 1990. The NMFS recently determined that ~g the 
Sacramento River winter chinook salmon as endangerecl"was wauantecil4 Additionaistocks 
have been, or are expected to be, petitioned for listing.15 Further, all anadromous fish in the 
Snake River Basin have been designated as seusitive species by the FS and are being 
considered for such designation by the BLM. . 

The 1994 adult spring chinook sa1mon collllt at Bonneville Dam was 20,132 (Fish Passage 
Center 1994), about 43 percent of the previous record low mum. The ec,'ected 1994 retum 
of combined Snake River spring and summer chinook salmon runs to Lower Granite Dam is 

"Iu. Nmaaa, T.l. Beechie, I.E. Bead&, et at 1992. .FvtuiI1tamlill EInt_of~ BultJry JV_sh." 
ill. Podfu: Narrlrwut c-r.a E og ..... pp.l%7-I88. 111: NaimaD, R.I. ed.. JV~ MIlnJ18nIGU 
BiJl.u:ing S. . sabUily.-1 ~mIIIl CMtrge. New Ymk. NY. Sptiug ..... Verlag. P.A. BiaoD. T.P. 
QaiIm, (ilL Reeva,. SlId S.V. GzegoIy. 1992. But M"",L.mt Praetieea, C_uJiIIiv. Eff.ea . .-1 r.-g_ 
Trerrds ill FuIJ .c InInIiIIn&e ill P~ NlRfhrrut RiPer ByllnlU. Pp. 189-232. 111: NaimaD, R.I. ed.. JV IIIenJrd 
MIJIIfI18LMGU B.w.u:;,.g BMn'" JGbiIity IIIIIi ~mIIIl CMtrge. New Yolk, NY. Spriager-verlag. 

9I.E. Williams SlId C. D. Williams. IDS. .A .. EcMy_-hawl.AjiP L to MllnJ18nIeJII of Babrr ... .-1 Su.1hud 
HtIbitit:. Ms. .. 'pared for Pacific Salmon ad 'Ibm Ec:asyBll:ms CcmfaczIce.· Seattle, WA..Jazmay 1994. 

1~ de' ",jlj'timl in 56 Fa 58619; November 20, 1991. Addec!1D list in 57 Fa 212; Jaaaay 3, 1992. 
Critical Habjtat c!esisnated in 58 Fa 68543; Dec eber 28. 1993. 

'NMFs de' . m"ll ill 57 Fa 14654; April 22, 1m [CcrrectecI ill 57 Fa 23458; JaDe 3, 1m]. Addec!'1D 
list in 58 Fa 49880; September 23, 1993. CriIical HabiIat cfeoisn'tcd in 58 Fa 68543; DI: "her 28, 1993. 

~ detnmillatj"ll in S9 Fa42S29; AIIgast 18, 1994. 

'Ws ~ in 5S Fa 46S1S; November S, 1990. Added to list in 5S Fa 49623; November 30, 1990. 
CriIical HabiIat desisn'tcd in 58 Fa 33212; JaDe 16,1993. 

1'NMFg cletennillati"ll in S9 Fa 440; Iamwy 4, 1994. 

15m particular, the Illinois River wimr stee1bead in Orcgcm. other coasIal SlId iDterior stee1bead, the 
cid-Columbia River chinook, aDd lite coho (silver) salmoI1 tIuoughout their nmgc in lite lower 48 States. 
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projected to yield only 14 to 28 percent of the recent lo-year average for spawning redds 
(NMFS and Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 1994). Based on the 1994 sprillg chinook jack 
count at Bonneville Dam, the 1995 run will likely be even lower than in 1994. The projected 
1994 return of listed fall chinook salmon to the Columbia River is 803; the second lowest on 
record. When m~ is considered, NMFS estimates that only 300 adulu win reach Lower 
Granite Dam. The 1995 forecast suggest that the fall cbiDook run will be about 60 percent of 
1994 (NMFS and FWS 1994). 

The Agencies have taken a number of independent actions to respond 10 cIeclmcs ill 
madromous fish stol:b and the degradation of habitat. Both participated In me 1990-1991 . 
·Salmon Summit,· which was convened by Senator Mark Hatfield 10 eummc resIOmion of 
Columbia River Basin anadromous fish. The Agencies were instrumental In deYeloping the 
Habi1at Section of the Summit Report, 16 and have undertakeo a number of the ear-term 
actions identified in that report. Th~ have developed and are implemCDtlD& a VInery of 
anadromous fisb program iDitiative,sl for managemeat of their lespeaJYe aaadromous fish 
habi1at resources. To date, however, even in light of ongoing effons 0."". 1M rage of the 
northem spotted owl, neither Agency has implemented a comprehensive ..... wda to 
ecosystem-based management of aquatic and riparian habitats. In addzllCm. • rwqaared by the 
ESA, projects and activities on 10 national forests and 4 BLM districzs .. II!bJC to 
c:onsultation With the NMFS on lhreateDed and endangered anadromoas (118 .. 1M Snake 
River Basin. During consultation the Agencies have found that adoptICIII of hMltgr protection 
standards similar to those explored in this environmemal assessment J ,)y" become the 
aceepted method of meeting threatened and endangered anadromous na It t _ nquirements. 

On January 25, 1994, the Agencies joined with the National Park Servsce (1'\"J'SL FWS, and· 
NMfS in signing an Interagency Memorandum of Understanding (InterqeCy MOU) 10 
cooperate in m'anagement of federally administered lands for the COIISeI .... 01 ~es that 
are tending tow81ds Fedetal1isting as lhreateDed or endangered p~ III .. £SA. The 
Interagency MOU desgibes the pIutecJi.:m and proper managemeot of babrQD • _ important 
tool for preventing additional1istings of species. The Interagency MOU _ ..... meI 10 
fac:ili1ate compliance with ESA Section 7(a) obligations uquiling all fecMnl.. gCS 10 
proactively .manage lands and resources within their jurisdictions for 1M .-oil of rare 
species. . 

'The strategy being developed by the Agencies would provide a ·consis!!e! 1lC; .... for 
maintaining and restoring aquatic and riparian habitat conditions, and ~d cannbule to the 
susiajned natma1 production of anadromous fish. The Agencies estabhsD.d '- t "iell 
teams-die FSJBLM Field Teun and Washington Office Work Group =d _ WasbiDgton 
Office Policy Group, to coordinate Sl1ategy development. All three __ CUi 4 = ~ of 
Agency JeSaich scientists and managers. The information developed by dM. poaps 
provided the foundation for the aquatic and riparian components of the Sc-uac ADIlysis 

1~ of die SaJmon SllIIIIllit. 1991. Submitted by GCi_ Roberls (OR.). Gant.r (ViA). AIIdnIs (ID). 
SlId Stepb=s (M!) to SeDater Hatfield (CR.). 

l'usDI Bureau ofLaDd MaDagemo:m. 1993. A .............. Full Hllbitllt M~e,,' ad ~ Sflfltegy far . 
tire CD_hiD I11III SlIIlke River Bamu. USDA Forest Service, Rcgicms 1.4. SlId 6. 1991. C ... biIJ River Basilf 
AIfIlIinmt ...... FUh HIIbitIIt M~mt Poliey I11III btrplelll_ Guide. 
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Team Reporfl and the Forest Ecosystem Management AssesSment Team (FEMAT) Report l9 

Measures for maintaining and restoring anadromous fish habitat are included in the Finol 
Supplemental Enviiomnentl'J1lmpact SlI1Iement 011 Mt1IIDgement of HabillZl fOT 
LaJe-Suecemonol and Old-G1'OWth Forest Rel4led Species Within the Range of the Northem 
Spotted Owl (Northern Spotted Owl FSEIS) for all or parts of the IS national forests and 6 
BLM distric;ts2" that are within the range of the northern spotted owl and which accommodate 
naturally reproducing stocks of anadromous fish. 

Over the next 18 months, the Agencies will cooperatively prepare several geographically
specific environmental analyses (e.g., environmen1al impact statements (EISs» to exiunine 
longer-term m!ll!agmnent strategies for protecting or restoring anadromous fish-prociucing 
watetsheds in areas considered in this environmental assessment 21 These analyses will build 
on the information developed by the Agencies' tedmical teams and policy group, and 
detenDine if amendments to forest plans, LUPs, or regional guides in California, Idaho, 
Oregon, and Wasbington are necess"y. 

Because new information documents that nearly one-half of the anadromous fish stocks are at 
risk of extinction, and habitat degradation is a common causal factor, the· Agencies are 
analyzing a range of interim strategies, based on the worlc· of the tedmical teams and policy 
group, for immediately anesting the decline in habitat conditions, initiating habitat restoration, 
and protecting remaining. bigh quality habitat until the geographically-specific environmental 
analyses are completed. The Agencies want to make their best effort to ensure that nothing 
done on national forests and BLM public lands in the interim resu1ts in the extinction or 
further endangerment of at-risk anadromous fish stocks, or otherwise precludes options that 
will be c:onsidered in the geographica1ly-specific environmental analyses. Improved 
management of aquatic and riparian ecosyS1eiDS on lands administeRd by the Agencies, 
combined with improvemems in hydJ:opower oj)etalions, hptc:bCIY practices. and fish harvest 
management,.can prevent.additional stocks from becoming extinc:t and preclude the need to 
extend the protection of the Endangered Species Ac:t 10 other anadromous fish stocks in 
Ca1ifornia, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. 

In accordanc:e with congressional direction provided in the Fiscal Year 1994 Interior and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, the FS will not implement new anadromous fish habitat 
managem~ direction during Dscal year 1994 on the Tongass National Forest in Alaska, but 
will conduct studies and monitor cuuen1 management practices on the Toftgass In 

1I1.W. Thomas, M.G. Raphael, R.G. ADthoDy, £0. FOJSIIIIII, A.G. GuadcrsoD, R.S. Holtfvm"'ll, B.G. Man:ot, 
G.B. Rceva. 1.R. SedcIl, aDd D.M. Solis. Man:h 1993. Yillbiliry AMUJIlfcrfU <nl MIftllgGltml CONY ,Qtj .... 

,orSlXl:iu A no ·=d.iIh~ ••• ur"ftlll <nl OIdG'DwthFaruu DJthe Plldfl& N",d,wat- TM Rqon Df 
the Smatifl& A"'* .... T_. tJSPA, Forest Service. PortIaIId, OR.. 

l'Forest Eeosj_ Menagrmenr A rr=nt Team. 1993. FtII'Ul EeOIj "'M MtI1iDgQJJmt: .... ~ 
EetJiroesit, <nl S«iIIl A-...mmr. USDA, Forest Semcc. PartIaad, OR.. 

2Dne Mt. Hood., Rogue Rmr, Siskiyou, Simlaw, Umpqua, WiD_c, Gif£cmi-Pinehot, M1. Baku-Suoqnamc, 
a ponion of tbc OIamopD, Olympic, Werurtcbcc, Klamath, ShasIa-TliDity, Mendocino, end Six RIvers NaIioDal 
FcnesIS; aDd the Coos Bay, Mcdfoni, EvgaIc, Rosebwg, aDd Salem BLM Districts in Oregou; aDd the Arcata 
aDd Repding R.esourcc AJCas of tbc Ukiah BLM DisIri.et in California 

. 21Th.e DOticcs initiating tbcsc aua1yscs ate iDcludcd in Appendix 1 
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subsequent years, as determined necesSa'Y for steWai-dship of anadrOmous fish habitat in 
Alaska and evaluated as required by -the National Environmen1al Policy Act (NEPA), both 
Agmcies will incorporate appropriate measures into regional guides and forest plans and 
LUPs for management of all lands and resources within their respective jurisdictions in 
Alaska. -

Although neither Agency has jurisdiction over other factors affecting anadromous fish, each 
will remain alert for opportunities to coordinate its effons to improve habitat condition on 
Agency-administered lands with the effons taken by others to address such factors as dams, 
hatcheries, fish harvesting, -and private-1and habitat condition. FuJI recovery of fisted 
anadromous fish and conservation of other anadromous fish that are at risk: of eattinction will 
depend on the development of a response to all facIors affecting their decline. including those 
factors outside the Agmcies' jurisdictions. Regardless of any action or inaction by other 

_ responsible agencies or organizations that might aft'ec:t populations of anadromous fish Stocks. 
the Agencies have responsibilities to proceed with action to restore degraded habitat and 
protect good-quality habitat. 

The FS, BLM, and National Marine Fisheries Service and others signed a Memorandum of 
Understanding in Ian1lll'Y, 1994 to -Cw]ork together and participate in the conservation of 
selected plant and animal species and their habitats to reduce, mitigate. and possibly eliminate 
the need for their listing 1mder the ESA by developing habitat conservation assessments 
leading to Conservation Agreements.- This MOU was signed to facilitate the agencies 
working cooperatively to assess and pMect habitat in an effort to conserve at-risk: species, 
avoiding the need to list them as threatened or endangered 1mdel' the ESA. - -

In recognition of the alarming decline of some pacific: Northwest salmon stocks and the need 
for the federal govemment to respond in a coordinated fashion, the Depanments of the 
Interior and Agric:ulture signed a Memorandum of Agreement with other Depazauents, the 
White Bouse Office on Environmental Policy, and the Enviromnen1al Protection Agency to 
establish a frameWork to facilitate the development of a coordinated and comprehensive -
salmon restoration plan in October. 1994. The Agreement is in1eDded to ensure that federal 
agencies work together in a coon1j"ated manner that maximi'n5 the use of federal expertise 
and resources, and eliminates lDlDeces·"y duplication and inefficiencies. The AgreemeDt 
established a plan for salmon. and a regional Coordinating Committee to -amnne primaJy 
responsibility for developing and implementing a coordinated Federal effort to conserve and 
restore Pacific salmon and their associated habi1als.-

Puipose 

The pwpose of this environmental ffi* lIIent is to provide decision makers with analysis of a 
range of interim strategies for arresting the degradation and beginning the lei>1Uiation of 
riparian and aquatic ecosystems in watersheds where anadromous fish habitat is present or 
easily could be reestablished (hereinafter mcned-to as anadromous watersheds},-to publicly 
disclose the possible environmental consequences that adoption of each Sbldegy would bting, 
and to provide continuing opportunities to incorporate the l&rest scientific information into 
resomce plans and management practices. _ Alternative Sbategies preseDted in this 
environmental assessmoent are designed to main1ain op1;ions for more comprehensive mitigation 
or environmental protection measures that may be found nets Iy through the 
geograpbicalJy-specific environmental analyses that will be prepared for the affected area. -
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To protect the good quality anadromous fish habitats, arrest !he degr3datton, and begin 
restoration of anadromous fish habitat, as well as to respond to a wide array of new scientific 
infonnation on the status of various anadromous fish stocks and the condition of aquatic and 
riparian habitat, the Agencies are reevaluating all management projects and activities in 
anadromous watersheds not considered in the Northem Spoued Owl FSEIS. Because the 
preparation of geograpbically-specific environmemal analyses that will examine longer-term 
optious for protecting this habitat is scheduled to 1ake 18 months,and because recent 
assessments of the short- and long-term risks to maintenance and recovety of anadromous fish 
stocks under current managlmlent direc:tion are high, the Agencies believe that a range of 
interim strategies must be examined for possible adoption. Such sbategies are an attempt to 
ensure that managlmlent actions taken in !he interim do not have adverse environmental 
effects that could result in extinction or further endangerment of anadromous fish stocks or 
otherwise limit the range or Dumber of reasonable altemalives that are to be evaluated in the 
geographic:ally-specific environmental analyses (40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
1506.1). lhe interim sttategies are intended to bridge the time gap between existing forest 
plans and whatever long-term sttateg)' is finally adopted. 

The FS, in accordance with 36 en. 219.19, develops land and resourc:emanaglmlent plans to 
manage fish and wildlife habitat to maintain viable populations of existing native and desired 
non-native vertebrate species in the particular planning area. Decause of the complexity and 
dynamic Dature of the national forest resources managed under the NFMA. there is no specific 
or precise standard or teclmique for satisfying this requiJemazt, as recognized by the scientific 
community and many courts (see RecoTri of Decisi01l for Amendments to Forest Service tIfIIi 
B_ of Liznd Ml1tIDp1IJent Planning Documents Within the Range oj the Nonhem Spotted 
Owl (NSO R.OD», pp. 43-47). lhe BLM, in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), 43 U.s.C. 1701.8. is required to manage public lands to 
protect the quality of scientific, sceDic, historic:a1. ecologic:a1. environmental. air and 
atmospheric, water resource. and an:beologica1 values. Bo1h agencies are requiJed by the 
Clean Wider Act, 33 U.s.C. 1251.1329. to see that activities oeeWling on lands they 
administer comply wilh requiJements concerning the discharge or run-off of pollUllllts. In 
compliance with their own laws and regulaUons; and in accordance with the Interagenc:y 
MOU. the Clean Water Act, and applicable Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regalations, the Agencies jointly propose to develop and adopt a coordinated. interim strategy 
for protecting quality anadromous fish habitat; and anesting Ihe degradation and beginning the 
restoration of aquatic and riparian ecosystems that constitute anadromous fish habitat. 

Interim direc:tion also would facilitate Ihe ability of managers of Federa1land within the range 
of listed anadromons fish to more eflicien1iy and effectively prepare project-spec:ific decisions 
!hat will s"ccessfulIy meet requiremems of !he ESA Because consultation wiIh the NMFS 
and the FWS on the interim ctirec:tion has been completed prior to any adoption, the interim 
ctirec:tion would establish guidance that incotporates during initial plOjeet design those 
measures generally determined nec ..... ry for compliance wiIh the ESA This would result in 
an approach to plOjec:t design that is more efficient aild COSl-effective than awaiting project
specific c:onsuitation to inCOrpolate all necess;uy provisions. Interim ctirec:tion also would 
increase Agency consistency with and responsiveness to riparian and aquatic habitat concerns 
IIC:lOSS the range of anadromous fish habitat in the western contiguous United States. This. in 
tum. would reduce the probability !hat some additional stocks of anadromous fish will need to 
be listed as threatened or endangered. 

There is a noted and continuing decline of habitat elements essential to anadromous fish; and 
not all forest plans or LUPs include standards, guidelines. and plOcedures that allow managers 
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to efficieD1fy and effectively address measures suggested by 1he. NMFS for protection of listed 
anadromous fish species. Further, not all these pl8!!Ding documents ensure the maintenance 
and restoration of habitat for other anadromous fish stocks. To better meet responsibilities to 
provide habitat for 1isted and o1her at-risk anadromous fish stocks, and to avoid gridlock in 
1he management of 1he national forests and BLM public lands and help stabilize 1he flow of 
goods and services from 1hese lands, bo1h Agencies believe 1here is an immediate need to 
examine appropriate modifications in management direclion. 

Need 

1be need for iilterlm management has been made clear by 1he rapidly declining status of 
numerous anadromous fish stocks and numerous studies 1hat have demonstrated 1hat declining 
freshwater habitat condition is a common c:ausal factor in 1hose declines. Furthermore, 
independent investigations by Agency scientists have ecmfinned 1he declining habitat 
conditions on Agency-administered lands and 1he dependency of anadromous fish upon high 
quality habitat conditions. Becanse of 1his decline in habitat elements, 1here is a need to 
adopt an interim strategy DOW. ~ 

In 1991, 1he AFS published the first comprehensive report on 1he status of anadromous fish 
SIOcks. 2: The AFS report documents 1he resnlts of a 4-year effort by 1he AFS Endangered 
Species Committee to gather, inlerprel> and summarize information compiled from previously 
published liteiatwe and UDpublished dam on 1he SIIIllIS of anadromous fish in California, 
Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. Information comained in 1hat report was gathered from fish 
manag-=ment agencies, Native American tribes, Oregon and Idaho c:bapters of 1he AFS, and 
sportfishing and conservation groups as well as from published scientific journals. 
proceedings, and books. The ambors used a wide variety of available data, including 
spawning escapements, recid counts, adult counts, recreational catch, dam counts, and 
8Decdotal information. The report documented 1 stocIc 1hat in 1991 already was 1isted . 
pursuant to 1he ESA,ano1hc:r 101 stocks at high risk of minction, 58 at moderate risk of . 
extinction, aDd 54 of special concan. lbirty-nine of these stocks occur in Califomia, 58 on 
1he Oregon Coast, 76 in 1he Co11DlJbia River Basin, aDd 41 in 1he WasbinglOD CoasrIPuget 
SolDld area. 1be prese:at or 1breatened destruction, modification. or curtailment of habitat or 
range Was cited as one of 1he primary c:ausal factors in the decline of 195 (91 percent) of 1he 
at-risk anadromous fish stocks . 

Since 1he AFS Endangered Species Committee report was published, three State-specific 
reviews of at-risk anadromous fish stocks have been conducted. In northem Califomia, 1he 
Humbolt Chapter of 1he AFS published a itpOlf' identifying 49 stocks of anadromous fish 
stocks in sbeams between 1he Russian River and 1he Oregon border. That report generally 
agreed with 1he AFS report except 1hat coastal cualiIoat were considered by 1he Humboldt 
Chapter to be more seriously affected aDd were reclassified from 'of special concem" to "at 
moderate risk" of extinction, and JDlIDY of 1he summer and winrc:r steelhead stocks were 
subdivided into smaller stock 1IDits. 

~ by w. NehlseD, I.E. Williams, aDd lA. I ic:batowich, cited in foo_ 2. 

~ by P. Biggins, S. Dobush, ad D. FuJ1er. cited in foo_ 4. 
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For the Oregon coast, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wlldlife (ODFW) conducted a 
review of anadromous fish stocks in the coastal basins.24 In this repon, the ODFW ranked 
stocks differently than had the AFS and the Rumba!t Chapter repons. The ODFW used the 
terms "of special ccmcem" to note a high-risk stock, and "depressed" to note a moderate-risk 
stocle. The ODFW report also included the terms "1IIIknown° and "healthy." Although they 

I &greed wi1h documentation of the widespread declines reported by the AFS. the ODFW added 
many additional stocks to the list from the AFS Repon, and also considered several stoc1cs to 
be in a somewhat better condition than reported by the AFS. Because the ODFW report 

I reviewed only coastal stocks, all of their data applied to stocks within the rmp of the 
nonhem spoued owl and osde the range of this environmeD1a1 assessment. . 
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The Washington Department of Fisheries (WOOF) reportecF on the stanIS of ClIdromous fish 
stocks throughout the S1ate. In addition to the WOOF, the WashinglOll I>epanment of 
Wddlife and ~ca1 stiffs of 23 Native American tribes also contributed 11) !be report. That 
report identified .78 salmon and 44 steelhead stocks as "depressed" (defilled !be same as "at 
moderate risk" of extinction in the AFS published report). and II salrnoa I1DCb CId I 
steelhead stock as "critical" (defined the same as "at high risk" of exDJIC1IOII III the AFS 
published report). Of the 134 stocks in Washington identified by WOOF • 0&;11 I = d and 
critical, 71 occur in the Columbia River Basin. 

I ~ by T.E. NickelsoD, l.W. N"tchols, AM. McGie,R.B.LiDdsay,D.L. Bouom. RJ ~.a!Id S.E. 
Jacobs, cited in foo_ S. 

I ~ by wasbiDgtoD Depar1mcIIl of Fisheries, WasbiDgton Depou_ ofW"iliIlitc. aod W_ Wasbiagton 
lDdian tribes. cited in foolDote 6. 
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The FEMAT reporf' reviewed and compared the. above refaeucedJeports. In general, each 
succeeding report added or subdivided stocks from the origiDallist in the .AFS published 
report. . Including data from the AFS report, the Humboldt Chapter JepOJ't, the ODFW report, 
and the WDOF report, FEMAT found a total of 314 anadmmous fish smch at-risk just within 
the range of the northern spotted owl, more than doubling that·DIIIIJber origiually reported for 
the same area in the AFS report (an increase of 178 over the origiDaI. 136). 

A.qessrpents by ItSeaichers indicate that sbeam systems thmugboat CalifimIia, Oregon, 
Washington, and Idaho have been degraded considerably by blJ!!!llu.jnduced cumulative 
effects. Such activi1ies as livestock use, JOad construction, limber bar,; II, rec:reational use, 
channelization, and other watetshed management pmjects and activi1ies are the most common 
c:ausaI. fiIetolS. The effects of livestock grazing and timber haroest Jdared activi1ies on· 
anadromous fish and their habitat have been specifically demOIl4 .. ded in the geographic range 
of the interim direction. For example, in the Upper Grande RaDde River basin in northeastern 
Oregon, over 80.percent of the drainage is considered to be ill a deleriorated state because of 
high water tempelatwes, high sediment levels, and low levels of waod.y debris CB"sM 
primarily by livestock grazing, timber harvest, JOad-builiting, and other Iaad management 
activities (Wallowa-Whitman National Forest 1992). CbapmaD aad W .... tty (1993) cite work of 
Rich et aL (1992) which demonstrated that, in the Middle Fork of the Safmcm River, streams 
not ~ by livestock possessed ten times the number of juYeDile driftooIc salmon compared 
to Bear and Elk Creeks, which receive heavy grazing presswe. The Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game (1992) found that Chamberlain Creek, a tribUlaly of the Salmcm River which has 
been protected from major human impacIs by wilderness design'riaa, has higher parr densities 
than other stleams which have been exposed to multiple de.dopuaent-related impadS 

Between 1987 and 1992, researc:hezs from the Pacific Notlbwest Rmanil Forest and Range 
Experiment Station (PNW) resurveyed 116 sueam systems ill Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, 
and compared the nmnber of 1arge, deep pools per sueam mile-a primary indicator of high-
. CfWIli1¥, in-channel habitat condition, to the number documemed elutiag surveys conducted 
between 1935 and 1945. The PNW reporf' documents suhs'&idiel decmtUs in the quality 
and qwmtity of large, deep pools 1hrougho11t managed areas of the tegimL The number of 
1arge, deep pools decreased 58 percent in the Cowlitz River Basin, 41 percent in the Lewis 
River, 84 percent in the Elochoman River Basin, and 85 percent ill the Yabma River Basin, 
all in Washington State; 78 percent in the Lewis and Clark River mi IS percent in the 
Chdskanie River, both in Oregon; and 52 percent in the SalmoD River Basin of Idaho. 

Pool-riBle ratios are a gauge of aquatic habitat diversity, and are an incicztor of the degree to 
which stleams are capable of producing and supporting a varied.aaG complex community of 
fish species. According to Oregon Game (Ammjssion surwys in the 19605 and Forest 
Service surveys in the 1970s (unpublished data), pool-riBle ratios have decreased from 
historic levels of about 50:50 to 20:80 or 10:90, indicating a dramatic loss of diversity and 
dimiilution of fish habitat capability. BLM scientists found that of the 211 miles of 
anadJOmous fish habitat in that Agency's Salem District of .: 'ft" 0reg0a.42 percent was in 

~ by Forest EcosJstem MaiIas- Assessment Team, cited ill f_ 19. 

~ by BA McIutosh et al., cited ill foolllOtl: 7, 
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poor condition, 3S percent in fair condition, and 23 percent in good condition. 21 On Forest 
Service-administered lands, 80 percent of fish habitat in the upper Grande Ronde Basin fails 
to meet caUtilt forest plan SlaDdards and guidelines for water temperature; sedimeat levels, 
and riparian condition. Seventy percent of stream habitats of the Middle Fork Clearwater and 
Lochsa Rivers on Idaho's ClearwateI National Forest fail to meet ~t forest plan standards 
and guidelines.. These results provide confirmation that Agency_admjnistered lands also . have 
ex:perieaced deterioration of anadromous fish habitat condition. 

Several papers 1ecently have reviewed and reconfirmed the dependeacy of healthy 
anadromous fish stocks on high-quality freshwater habitats. Studies by R.I. Naiman and 
others defined ecologically healthy watersheds by the delivery' and routing of water,. sediment, 
and woody debris. 29 Healthy riparian areas provide the prinwy control for this deliVery' and 
routing. Riparian areas are critical to the maintenance of water temperature, habitat 
complexity, pools, sedimtilt levels, and instream str:uctare. which are necesSH!Y for the natural 
reproduction of anadromous fish stocks 3D , 

The Agencies indepeadeatly have examined the results of these and other studies (Appeadix 
A) and believe that the conclusions regarding declining status of anadromous fish stocks. 
degradation of aquatic and riparian habitat condition, and the caasallink between the two.are 
c:c.msisteat with the Agencies' own studies. Forest plans and LUPs were inteaded by 
Congress to be readily adaptable to new information to make adjustmtiltS that assure sound 
resource managemeat. A reasoned response to new information is crucial to the Agencies' 
success in meeting the "continuing compliance" obligations ofNEPA, NatiOll!ll Forest 
Management Act of 1976 (NFMA), FLPMA, ESA, and other eavironmeDtallaws. By using 
the latest scieatific; information, the Agencies will better be able to contribute to the long-term 
conservation of anadromous fish species and the continuing production of goods and services 
from public; lands. 

Analyses and findings described in this environmental asse "'tilt will help the Agencies 
decide: 

(1) Whether to continue with managtiDtilt direction described in current forest plans and 
LUPs, or to increase protection through intaim managemtiltdirection untillonger-term 
managantilt options proposed in the geographicaJly-specific eaviroDmeatal analyses are 
evaluated and an alternative is approved and impltiDeated; 

(%) what direction would be necessary to arrest the degradation, begin the restoration of, and 
protecr aquatic and riparian ecosystems during the interim period; 

2Ia.A. Boase. 1992. MtInIIgOJDIt of A"""""" ..... Sa/mori tftl TIVIIt Babittll tmd TMirS-.. iiI'IM SDlnr 
DUtrtt:t. Report of B_ of Lad MaDagemad. Salem. OR. 

~ by Naiaum, RJ~ TJ. B:=hie. L.E. Benda, et aI., ciIcd ill foolDote B. 

3DS.V. Gregory.FJ. SW8IISOII, W.A. McK ..... ad LW. C iu, 1991. A" Eet=y_ Pn:JFaive afRiptriln 
ZDnu. BioScricnce 41:540-551. RJ. Naimm, ad H. De: j' (eds.). 1990. TM Etu>logy tmd MtIII#gOIDIt Df 
AtpllIIiI:-renutriIIl Eeottmu. UNESCO. Paris. Report by RJ. Naiaum, TJ. Peec:Irie• L.E. BeDda, et aI., ciIcd ill 
foolDoteB. 
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(3) which watersheds would be subject to interim direction; and 

(4) whether interim direction would apply to: 

L 

b. 

Co 

only proposed or new projects and activities; 

all proposed or new projects. and acrivi1ies and all ongoing projects and activities; 
or 

all proposed or new projects and activities and some ongoing projects and activities. 

1he geogriIphicaIly-specific environmental analyses will evaluate longer-term management 
direction for aaadromous fish habi1at wi1hin all or portions of 1he 15 national foresls and 7 
RIM districts described lDlder Ptoposed Action, and may include altematives that are not 
considered for interim application in this environmental assessment The geographically
specific environmental analyses will complement aquatic and riparian provisions of the 
Northem Spotted Owl FSEIS and provide consic;tendy sOlDld habitat management practices on 
lands administered by the Agencies throughout the range of anadromous fish in Califomia, 
Oregon. Washington, and Idaho. The Agencies are examining the·need for NEP A analyses of 
possible longer-term modifications in anadromous fish habi1at management direction for the 2 
national forests and 5 BLM districts in Alaska. 

PROPOSm ACIlON 

Geo&nqlbic Raa:e 8Dd Dunmoa 

The proposed action in this environmental BSS"sment is to establish interiJD management 
direction that would arrest 1he degradation and begin 1he restoration. of anadromous fish 
habi1at within all or portions of 15 national forest?l in 4 Forest Service Regions in 4 States. 
and 7 BLM distridS in 4 States while 1he Agencies examine longer-term options that wiD be 
developed in geographically-specific enviromnentalllDlllyses. The geographically-specific 
euvironmental analyses are scheduled to be completed in 18 months. The proposed action 
together with the NSO ROD would provide an aquatic and riparian management =>11ate&1 for 
alI aaadromous fish-producing 'Watermeds on FS- and BLM.administered lands in the westem 
contiguous United States. The proposed action "WOuld be a mort-term effon to preserve or 
initiate improvement in the environmental SIIItus quo while the Agencies develop and evaluate 
a longer-term policy; The temporary natIlre of the proposed action would limit effects of the 
interim direction 

SlTb=e ate all or part of 1hose D8IioDal f_ listed in Appeadix A of tile: lnf-tIIiDntIl Rcpan-BIIt:kgrrntnd 
Rqorr far the Dc?elDpmmt of the F_ S_ M......, ... mr SIICqy far Ptlll:ifu: SilbrrDII t1IId Suclhud 
H<Jbiltlr (D~ c ~mber 1992). which are _t iDcladccl in tile: Nonbem Spoucd Owl FSEIS. 'Ibis ~ 
direction WDDId apply to lID)' 8DIIdnImous fisb.pJoduciDg watersbeds located in Idaho. Waslrington. ClRgoa., and 
CaJjfomia. ouiside tile areas imp1cwc:utiDg tile: Northern Spoucd Owl ROD. 
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Areas considered in !he proposed action are !hose anadromous watersheds in !he western 

I contiguous United States excluding areas implementing 1he Northern Spotted Owl R.OD 
(Figure 1). The national forests considered in !his asse "'alt include: 

I 
I 
I 

STAlE 

Califomia 

Idaho 

Oregon 

REGION 

5 

1 
4 

6 

NAlIONAL -FOREST 

T assai and Los Padres 

Biltcnoot, Clearwater. Nez Perce, 
Boise, ChalJjs, Payette, Salmon. and Sawtoo!hlZ 

Malheur. Oc:hoco, Umatilla, and 
Wallowa-Whitman 

Washington 6 

I By State, 1he BLM districts include: _ 

Okanogan 

I 
I 
I 

STAlE 

CaIifomia 

Idaho 

Oregon 

Washington 

BLM DIS'IRICI' 

Bakasfield and UkiahD 

Coeur cfAleae and Salmon 

PriDeviJle and Vale 

Spoiame 

I Appendix B displays !he estimated acreage in anadromous watersheds for each of !he 7 BLM 
districts and 15 national forests. Approximately 16 million acres of anadromous watersheds 
are considered in this environmaJtal a.'"SeSm'ent; however, 1he standards and guidelines 
proposed under !he various altematives munined would apply only to protect !h~ defined I Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) wi1bin anadromous fish watersheds. Projects 
and activities 1hat are not wi1bin defined RHCAs would continue to operate under clirec:tion in 
ammt forest plans and LUPs-except in !hose cases where-NEPA analyses (orsereening of 

I ongoing actions) indicate 1hat!hose projects and ac:tivities would degrade RHeA conditions. 
As a consequence, !here would be few effects upon existing resource users outside !he defined 
RHeAs. 

I 
I 

I »nus iDcludes "Eastside' portions of the Obnogm NatioDal FO!esI ad the BLM's Ukiah District that ate DOt 
impl_ ling the Northem Spoiled Owl ROD. 

I 
I 

13 



As part of the analysis for the Northern Spotted Owl FSElS. -riparian reserves" were modeled 
using substantially the same criteria as is specified for RHCAs in 1he proposed action. In 
Key Watel:sheds, the reserves generally eDcompassed 40-50 paeeaat of the westside 
watelsheds, in non-key westside watersheds the reserves gmeraIIy eacompassed 2S-45 , 

, percent" Wi1hin the proposed action area, this estimate would CGDStitute 4-7 million acres in 
RHeAs. :e. ..... ",se drainage networks generally are less dease within the proposed action area 
than within 1he range of the northern spotted owl, the actual area delineated as RHCAs will 
likely be less than this estimate 

Maaacemeut DiacGOD 

The Agencies plopose to adopt mitigation and iDIIIIIgetIIeDt m • wes specified wader 
Alternative 4 (PREF'ERRED). This alternative, which is described in detail in 'Appendix C. 
would provide interim management direction that would supplement LUPs and would amend 
cwrent regional guides and forest plans to add new riparian goals. interim Riparian 
Management Objectives (RMOs), and,standards and guidelines for application to all new and 
proposed and some ongoing projects and activities to piotect 1he condition aild func1ion of 
RHCAs. The standards and guidelines serve to provide adequate mvinmmental safeguards 
for proposed or new and ongoing projects and adivities that pose an wa'c:cepuble risk within 
RHCAs or that degrade RHeAs. For the FS, these intelim standards and guidelines replace 
conflicting.direction desc:ribed in 1he existing forest plans, except where that direction 
provides more pmte c:tion for aoadtowous fish habitat.. No additioJlaI mitigation measures are 
identified here. It also would ptOvide for identification of a netwolk of Key WatelSheds and 
development and trial ,application of a protocOl for Watershed ADalysis. 

-' 
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Figure 1. General Location of Proposed Action Area. 
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Riparian Goals would establish a common set of characteristics of healthy, functioning 
watersheds, riparian areas, and associated fish habitus. Because the quali1¥ of water and fish 
habitat in aquatic systems is inseparably related to'the integrity of upland and riparian areas 
within the watenheds, the proposed action articulates several goals for watershed, riparian, 
and meam channel conditions, including the maiDtenance or restoration of water quality, 
stream chmnel integri1¥, channel processes, sediment regime, insUeam flows, na%Ural timing 
and variability of the water 1able·elevation in meadows and wedands, and the diversity and. 
productivi1¥ of native and desired non-native plant. vertebrate. and invertelmae communities. 
These goals focus on ecological processes and functions under whic:h the riparian and aquatic 
ecosystems developed and the unique genetic anadromous fish stocks evolved. 

RMOs would establish measurable habitat parameters .that together define good anadromous 
fish habitat and serve as indicators against which attainmCDt, or progress towaad auaillment, of . 
the goals can be measured. The proposed action would eslablish 6 landscape scaleiDtetim 
RMOs (mcluding 1 key and 5 supplemental featmes) that are indicative of ecosystem health 
and are easily quamified and subject to accurate, repemable measwemems.. For all areas 
(mcluding forested and non-forested ecosystems) the key' feature is the number of deep pools 
per mile of $beam and supplemental features include water temperature andwid1h-tD-depth 
ratio. In forested ecosystems the amount of woody debris in the stream also is a 
supplemental feature. In non-forested ecosystems. meam bank stability and lower bank angle 
also are supplemeutal featwes. 

Proposed standards and guidelines have been developed for management of timber, roads, 
~g and recreation resources, minerals, fire and fuels, and general riparian areas, as well 
as for land uses such as those govetned by leases, permits, righ1s-of-way, and easetDeD1S. 
Standards and guidelines also have been developed for the restoration of watershed, fisheries, 
and wildlife habitat. The proposed standards and guidelines would provide manvpment 
direction believed necessary to halt degradation and begin restolation to meet Riparian Goals 
and:aMOs for Sbeam c:bannel, riparian area, and watet~ Standards and guidelines 
specified under the proposed action. for activities and projects within RHCAs or that degrade 
RHCAs. in combination wi1h standards and guidelines that have been established in CWlent 
forest plans and LUPs. have been designed to provide a benchmark for mitigation ·of 
management activities, to recognize the need for increased seasitivi1y to ecological balances, 
and to foster a continuing commitment toecosyS!etil manegemeat. The complete text of the 
standards and guidelines specified under the proposed action is included in Appendix C, pages 
C-91hrough C-IS. . 

The proposed action would establish interim RHCAs to identify areas in wateisheds that are 
most sensitive to management The standards and guidelines of the proposed action would be 
applied within all RHCAs and to projects and activities outside RHCAs that would degrade 
RHCA condition. Interim RHCAs would be based on geomorphic features such as the edges 
of the active meam c:bannels, the top of the inner gorge. the extent of the 100-year flood 
plain, the outer edges of riparian "egetation. the height of site-potential trees, and -1he extent 
of .mstable soils. . Generally, intetim RHCAs would include the following areas: 300 feet on 
either side of fish-bearing streams, 150 feet on either side of permanent non-fish-bearing 
$beams, and around ponds, reservoirs, and wetlands greater 1hen one acre. and 100 feet in 
Key Watersheds (50 feet in non-key watersheds) on either side of seasonally flowing or 
intermittent SbeaJW, and around wetlands less 1hen one acre, and landslides and 
landslide-prone areas. In non-forested rangeland ecosystems. the interim RHCA width for 
permanently flowing fish-bearing and non-fish-beering Sbeams would be the extent of the 
lOO-year flood plain.. . 
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The proposed action would provide for Key WateJSheds widlin the proposed actiOn area. 
Actual designation of Key Watersheds will be addressed in the geographically-specific I environmemal analyses 10 be prepared for eastern OregouIWasbington, Idaho, aDd portions of 
California outside of areas implementing the Northem Spotted Owl R.OD. Designation would 
be based on information developed through ecological lSSessm'lllts (e.g., Interior Columbia 

I River Basin AssttSsm~). Key Watersheds would likely be selecaed from among those that 
are important to at-risk anadromous fish stocks, or those that are. providing, or are readily 
capable of being restored to provide "good" anadromous fish habitat, aDd that would 

I contribute to a network of watersheds across the lIDdscape that provide for the long-term 
conservation of anadromous fish. During the·period of interim direction, all watersheds with 
listed anadromcius fish or with designated critical habi1at for anadromous fish will be treated 
as if they are Key W!lterSheds. Identified Key WateJSheds would receive priority for I Watershed Analysis, as well as mainteaance and restoration projects and activities. RHCAs 
widIin Key WateJSheds would include a larger area than in non-key watelSheds. Specifically, 
more area around seasonally flowing or intermitteDt streams, wedaDds, aDd lIDdslide or 

I lIDdslide-prone areas would be included widIin RHCAs in Key Watersheds. The proposed 
action would provide for watershed-specific tailoring of the interim RMOs aDd RHCAs 
through watershed and site-specific analyses or as a result of ESA consultation. 

I A Watershed Analysis protocol would be established under the proposed action 10 
characterize watershed/fish habitat conditions and contributing factors, and identify areas that 
are in need of immediaw, co~ management. As per CODSelVation recommendations 

I provided by NMFS in consultation on the proposed action, the guidelines and procedural 
mmuals developed by the Interagency WatelShed AIIalysis Coordination Team aDd other 
potentially relevant procedures (e.g., the Cumulative Watershed Effects Process for Idaho, 

I etc.) will be considered and used, where appropriate, in development of the prOtocol. This 
more complete assessment would identify watershed restoration objectives. Stlategies, aDd 

. priorities, and would provide the Kientific: basis for watershed-spec:ific: adjustments to the 
interim RMOs aDd interim RHeAs. To provide accountabili1y, the proposed action would I establish a certification process 10 that the analysis has been conducted aDd completed 

. according to expected scientific: standards. 

I The proposed action includeS both management measwes (e.g., WatelShed Analysis) aDd 
mitigation measures (e.g., standards and guidelines). Adoption of interim direction would 
establish a maDagement regime and system of mitigation measwes that would maintain or 

I protect environmental conditions until the more geographically-specific environmental 
analyses are completed. Under the pioposed action, subsequent decisions that would affect 
the environmeut (Le., proposed projects and activities wi1bin RHCAs or that degrade RHCAs) 
would be subject to the interim standards and guidelines . Evaluation of all proposed projec:1S 

I aDd activities would continue through site-specific: analyses that are required by NEP A to 
assure consistency with interim RMOs. Further, the standards aDd guidelines also would 
apply to high-priority, ongoing projec:1S and adivities widIin RHCAs or that degrade RHeAs. 

I 
Proposed or new projec:1S and adivities include those initiated during the interim period. as 

I 
well as those that have been approved but not yet implemented,-w for which contracts have 
DOt been awarded, or for which permits have not been issued. Widlin the range of listed 
anadromous fish. continuing adiODS for which biological assessments (BAs) have not been 
prepared aDd submitred for consultation, prior to signature of the decision notice for the I proposed action, will also be treated as new projec:1S or adivities. 

I 
I 
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'Ongoing projects and activities that pose an 1JDPcceptablerisk' are 1hose detenained on the 
basis of a case-by-case evaluation to pose 1JDp~e risk to ID8d:romoas fisIt. 
Unacceptable risk is defined as a level of risk from an ongoing activity or gRIIIP of ongoing 
ac1ivi1ies that is determined through review of biological essH II ..... rslenlna'p .... to be: 
'1iJcely to adve:sely affect" listed anadromous fish or their designatM critical habitat; or 
"lilceJy to advezseJy impa-:t" DOD-listed anadromous fish. Biological as I Hiid:skuduations 
or environmeD1al ana1yses for all ongoing projects and activi1ieswillbe JeYiewedwitha 
checklist to screen for una~le risk. When applying these screeD$, managers will 
COIISider such factors as the condition of the watershed, the SI81VS of anadromous fish stocks 
in the watershed. and the magnitude, ftequeac:y. duration. and timing of1he iNfIacts MUsed by 
the ongoing project or activity. 

The·una~le risk determination: triggers application of the interim standards aad 
guidelines to ongoing projects. There will be appropriate level of inwhemeDt ia 1his process 
for contract holders and those whose ongoing projects are affected. A mmmoa wdetstauding 
of the tenD is critical to consisrem application of interim dirediOD. Where CJDgDiBg projects 
and activities may affect listed anadromous fish. 1his exommon Dde l s1 ."ding aJsofacilitates 
effects determinations made in BAs prepared by Forest Service and BLM bi.g· SIS that can 
be concurred with by NMFS. Definitions of "adverse effect" (for listed am.ch\hDOUS fish) and 
'adverse impact" (for non-listed anadromous fish) provided in the gIG )' Be a by 
component of evaluating unacceptable risk. The following guideliJIes build upoIltBe 
definition of 'adverse effect" used by the Forest Service and NMFS to conduct Seccion 7 
consultation. 3S These more explic:it guideliDes are provided to fp.,.1jtpte c:credieat review of 
ongoing actions that may affect listed anadromous fish or their designatM wi,. I habitat and 
promote ccmsisrem determination of lJDacceptable risk. 

ClwcJdim ror UDKcepCable Risk 

Checklists to screen ongoing projects and activities for lma~e risk wiD be developed 
for bo1h within and outside of 1he area of listed anadromous fish. 

Wdbin file AlUor llaed ADadromous FISh: If ei1her of the following jesuits is probable or 
foreseeable as a result of an ongoing aclion or group of acliODS, that aaicm or gmap of 
actions will be considered to pose an unacceptable risk and the inlejlll 51 cfatds _ 
guidelines would be applied to avoid adverse effects. 

1. One or more of the esseDtial featwes of critical habitat for listed awuhOUWiiS fish is 
affected such that 1he value of that habitat to comn-'" to 1he survival _ lewVU) of listed 
anadromnus fish is diminished. 

2. The Iction or group of actions results in increased mortality. m. eel grow" or o1her 
adverse pbysiological changes, harassment of fish. physical dil>1wbance of redds, reduced 
reproductive success, delayed or premature migration. or o1her adverse behavieraI changes. 

Ongoing actions outside of Riparian Habitat Couservation Areas that may affect listed 
aaadromous fish or their designatM critical habitat may also pose an Ii.' III able risk based 
on whether these results are probable or forese eable. 

»usDA FOJ:SI Semce. JIme 22, 1992. Anadromtmu Full (S1IDh Bini' B=i7I) c;,,;e f,; SHIiaI 1 
CtRUrIllatUm. PortIaDd, OR. 
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Omside die Ala of lis1ed ADadromoas FISh: If either of the following 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 unaCC";'table risk and the interim standards and 
guidelines would be applied to avoid adverse impacts. 

1. Environmemal changes that may cause a species to become threatened or endangered. 

2. Environmemal changes that decrease the estimated numbers and distribution of 
reproductive individuals such that the continued existence of the population throughout its 
existing range is at risk. 

Draft copies of the cbecklists for screening ongoing actions within and outside areas with 
listed anadromous fish are provided in Appendix K. 

Applic:asion of the screen to identify ongoing projeds and activities within watersheds with 
listed fish that pose 11D3cceptable risk will be completed within 30 days of public:asion of the 
decision notice for the proposed action. Applic:asion of the screen to identifY ongoing projeds 
and activities in other watersheds that pose UD&CCeptable risk will be completed within 60 
days of public:asion of the decision notice. 

Those ongoing projeds and activities that may pose an VDacceptable risk might require 

I 
additional NEP A analysis to inccnporate the interim direction encompassed by the proposed 
action. Within the range of listed sa1mon, ongoing projeds and activities that may pose an 
11DBcceptabie risk.sbaIl be suspended 1II11il completion of ESA con.sul1ation. Affected COD1ract 
or permit holders will be notified of their applicant SIIdUs and right to participate in the 

I consultation. Depending on the imponance and scope of such projects, it is possible that 
some may need to be examined as part of the geographically-specific environmemal analyses. 

. Ongoingprojeds considered not to pose 11Dacceptable risk will be allowed to continue during 

I the interim period muier the direction that was in effect at the time of project approval, even 
if such projeds-are not fully in compliance with standards, guidelines, and other provisions of 
the proposed action. 

I 'The A:eacies' Apprvacbes 

The FS and the BLM propose to apply interim direction by means of different administrative I procedures. . 

BLM APProach: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Under the provisions of the Federal Land Policy and Management Aet,·BLM will 
incorporate management direction (Le., goals, objectives, RHeAs, standards, guidelines, 
and procedures) that are consistent with CWlent LUPs into certain ongoing and all 
proposed or new projects. When proposed management direction is not con5istePt with 
existing LUPs, BLM will attempt to apply proposed standards, guidelines, and procedures 
for applicable ongoing projeds through negotiation. If agreement with the affected 
permittee or applicant cannot be reached, direction as described in the existing LUP will be 
applied. 

Management direction, consistent with the existing LUPs, wOuld be incorporated during the 
site-specific analysis and documentation process for all future projects, including those that 

-have not yet been authorized (e.g., contracted, permitted, etc.). Additionally. in accordance 



with NEPA regulations (CFR 1506.1), upon issull1lce of a Notice of Intent, and until 
issuance of a ROD, BLM will take no actions that limit the choice of reasonable 
aIterJ!atives being analyzed or that have an advase eavironmental impact. 

FS Approach: 

For the FS, mder provisions of the NF.MA, the pluposed interim direction would amend 
regicmal guides and forest plans for each of the 15 !I8tjonal forests listed to incorporate 
new goals, objectives, standards, guidelin~ ad mll1lapment direction (see Appendix L 
for overview of Forest Service land management planning). These new standards, . 
guidelines, arid direction will supersede or npIace CODflicting direction desaibed in forest 
plans that provide less protecti.m. Th&eaflel, future aad, depending on the alternative 
selected, some or all ongoing projects ad activities would be evaluated to determine if 
modifications are wammted.· The FS believes the preferred altemative would nOt be Ii 
significam amendment as defined by NFMA for 1be following reasons: (1) It would be 
applied for a limited time. (2) It would result in only minor modifications to standards and 
guidelines in existing forest plans. (3) It would DOt substantially modify the goals and 
objectives developed in the existing forest plans. (4) It would DOt alter long-term levels of 
goods and services proj~ by CU11ent forest plans. • 

On its own, ~ of the alternatives e:caftl;ued in this enmonmentaI assesSi!lent would change 
the physical envinmment. A1ly subsequent ptoposed actions that would change the 
enviJonmmt will be subject to mitigation measwes ptesc:ribed mufer the in1erim direction 
adopted. ADy action Ploposed within lands adlii;n;' ed by the Agencies during the inteJim 
period would be subject to BPptopriate, sile-speCific aaalyses uquired by NEPA and, where 
apptoptiate, provisions of the ESA, as well as ielevant planning. tegnlations Thus. the site
specific effects of application of the standards and guidelines specified mder any altemative 
would be disclosed at the project level of decision making, depending on the previOiiS level of 
environmmtal analysis. Such projects or activities would be carried out only after the 
Agmcies have undertaken the appropliate level ofNEPA ll1!a1ysis. For more infotmation on 
1bis process (mcluding provisions for public 1I01ice. leview ad comment, and admjn;sttative 
appeal) refer to 40 CFR 1500-1508 as well as the FS NEPA Handbook FSH 1909.15 and FS 
Manual FSM 1950 and the BLM NEPA Handbook. MwmaI1792. Further,those ongoing 
projects and activities· that pose an UIIacceptable risk 10 aquatic and ripatian habitat and at-risk 
anadromoiiS fish stocks would uquire additional NEPA aaJysis prior to incorpc)Jating 
modifications in project direction. In addition, consnIlMlion with the NMFs and the FWS 
pursuant to the ESA will be completed by the Ageacies prior to project level decisions. 

The geograpbicalJy-specific eDvuomnmtal ana1yses for JoDg-term management, which are 
scheduled to be completed in 18·ii1Oiltbs, could result m decisions that would supeiSeCie the 
interim direction and require further modifications to plojects and activi1ies. The decision 
regarding which alternative is appiOpiiate for tbe mlaim period would DOt preclude 
consideration in the geographica1ly-specific ezMm" ual ana1yses of any a1tematives that 
may be developed for long-term management 
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I From questions raised in briefings with Members of Congress and in conversation and 

correspondence with employees of the Agencies, as well as with representatives from other 

I Federal and State agencies, Tribal govemments, service aDd commodity inteaes!S, and 
conservation orgmri7l!tions, the JnterdisciplinaJy Team (lD Team) identified five issues as 
relevant 10 1he proposed actiori. These issues, which have been addressed in formula1ing aDd 

I 
evaluating action alternatives, are: 

1. MaiD1BiDiDg smdls of IllUlllrvmoas fish: A number of anadromous fish stocks have been 
listed by 1he NMFS as threatened or endBDgered, in part as a result of habitat modifications 

I caused by past aDd ongoing resource management practices on Federal. State, and private 
land. Dam construction and operation, water diversions, fish hau:hety operations, fish harvest, 
and random natura1 even1s (e.g.. drought, UDfavorable ocean conditions) also have contributed 

I 10 1he listings. Additional anadromous fish stocks have been identified as at risk of 
extinction, and in 1he near future may be petitioned for listing pursuant 10 1he ESA The 
Agencies have aD obligation 10 provide habitat conditions necessary 10 conserve 1he viability 
of listed anadromous fish stocks aDd protect or restore designated c:ritica1 habitat. They also 

I have Section 7(a) obligations 10 conserve madromous fish stocks not now listed under the 
ESA and 10 manage habitat in ways 1hat would halt or reverse trends 10ward future listing 

I 2. PnlvidiDc mmagemeut cliftdiOD m facilitlde CViLiUllaDoa RqUired by 1be End,,~ 
Species Ad: Where there are listed stocks of anadromoas fish, management activities 
condw:ted under current forest plans and LUPs must undergo COJISIIitatjon pursuant 10 1he 

I 
ESA-incorpcna1ing, where appropriate. protective measures identified by NMFS as necessary 
10 avoid jeopaidy 10 listed species or adverse modification of des:ignared c:ri1ic:a1 habitat or 
minimize adverse effects. Protective measures identified during ESA consultation may result 
in chmges in project design and/or project-specific amendmen1S of regional guides and forest 

I plans and LUPs. Rather than designing projects only according 10 standards described in 
current forest plans and LUPs, and risk having 10 redesign projects following consultation, 
lmd managers and project proponents may find it more efficient and cost-effective 10 

I incorporate into initial project plmning 1bose measures 1hat are.Decm iy 10 avoidjeoecmpalar~dy 10 
listed species ot adverse modification of c:ri1ica1 habitat. . 

3, CoDSideriD& die ability of 1lllli0Dlll fOraD aad BIM distriets·m pr8vide tnIdi_DIIllllllOlIIds I aad kiDds of lOods and services: The adoption of any Ploposed inteaim s.tIategy. including 
the altemative 10 continue managemenl under cwrent forest plan aDd LUP direction, may 
affect 1he flow of goods and services 1hat are provided from Federa11ands and may directly or 

I indirectly affect management activities conducted on other Federal. State, and private lands. 
Any interim management strategy must consider 1he demand for aDd the supply of goods and 
services, and 1he often conflicting issues 1hat em affect supply. It is impolt8Dt 10 note, 

I 
however, that 1he production of goods and services from the national forests is i:ontingenl 
upon compliance with 1he mandates offedera1 environmental laws such as the ESA,·Clean 
Water Act, and 36 CFR 219.19. If ct'mmodi1;y production cannot be conducted within 1he 
parameters of 1hese laws, .1hen developrDenI will DOl go fOI ward Decisions resulting in aD 

I irretrievable or irreversible commitmenl of resowces are made dwing project-level planning. 
Thus, 1here is DO guaranteed or assured level of commodity production in Dational forest 
planning. It is important 10 note, however, 1hat the production of goods aDd services from 

I FS- andBLM-administered lands is contingent upon compliance with 1he maDdates ofFedera1 
environmental laws, such as 1he ESA, Clean Water Act, NFMA, aDd FLPMA If commodoity 
production l:3DDot be conducted wi1hin 1he parameters of 1hese laws, 1hen development will 

•• 
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not go forward. Decisions resulting in an irretrievable or irreversible 'commitment of 
resources are made during project level planning. Thus, there is DO guaumteed or assured 
level of commodi1¥ production in forest plans or LUPs. 

4. 1JdepatiD& proposed iIderim diftdiOD for ma 'acemeut or ............ &It halliDit widl 
odaer p"""uDE efforts: The development of an appiopriate interim $1laf£gy for managing 
anadromons fish habitat must take, into account other S11ategies and.approad1es 1hathave been 
proposed or implemented within or adjacent to the areas considered in this environmental 
ass· Sill=' The Northern Spotted Owl FSEIS. pending legislative or adm;'dshative action on 
Rangeland Reform, mining reform, etc.. has described the need for fJ=ible, coonfinpted 
resource 'JDanageDieat strategies that would help maintain and nstore the heahb of riparian 
and aquatic ew5j!>1emS that are necesmy for the survival of lisIed and otheraaadromons fish 
stocks. ADy interim SIrategy for the proposed action area IIlPSl be COOJlfi" etetf with other 
habitat managemeat efforts and be based on c:ooperative managemeat of aquaIic: and riparian 
ecosystems throughout the range of anadromons fish. In addi1ion, my intetim $1lategy must 
take into account and be coordinated with efforts undenakcn to address other non-habitat 
factors infJllt!!lcing the status of anadromous fish (e.g.;, dam constnICIiou ad opeaation. water 
diversions, fish batc:bmy operations, and fish harvest practices). .. 

s. 1iib:&ratiD& _ sciegtjf'jc: IIDowJedge iIdD die men cement or'ed _ IS &sic As 
explained above. new scienlific knowledge on the status of anadromous fish SIDCks and the 
condition of aaadromons fish habitat has become aviiJabIe. B =5 E arch on tMse and other 
matters is ongoing. ADy iDterim S11ategy must allow for the apptiC8lioD of _ scientific 
knowledge and provide a mecbanim for adapting IIIIIUIgeII1eIl dim:tioa to watetshed-specific 
conditions. Further, any intetim $1lategy must include 'impJemeatatim 8Dd eff'ectiveDess . 
JDODitoriDg" and must indude medumisms for adapIing JIUIIIlIPIDCIIt pu.aices in response to 
the infonDation gained. 

COMPONEN'lS OF 1lIE ALl'ERNAllVD 

The developmeat of altematives included in this environmmtaI ass " .... , fiI C iSed around 
, three component parts that define 1he range of altematives for inteIim dBech" These 1hree 
componems are: 

(1) the geograpbic range of the proposed action; 

(2) the range of interim management direction. including the S!!iDdards. gllidelines, and 
procedwes; and' . 

(3) 111 ... range of projeclS and activities to which interim staDdards, gaiddhes. and proceciwes 
would apply. . 

Formulating altematives around these three compoumts was DOt a bierarcbicalprocess, ie.. 
deciding on the range of projects aDd activities, then prescribing direaioD and geography. or 
vice vena. Ra1her, 1he alternatives for interim ditectinn were fonnidateddavugh- an iterative 
process, which considered various combiJudions of the threeaspeCIS (geography, management 
direaion:, and projects and activities covered) that fit logic:ally to~. 
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I 
I The m Team de1ermined that most of the new information regarding declines in lIlladromous 

fish stocks and the degradation of aquatic and riparian habiut is more relevant to changes of 
habiut within the western contiguous United States than in 1he State of A1asIca. Management I direction has already been evaluated for that part of the anadromous fish range in the western 
contiguous United States that is also within the range of the nor1hem spotted owl. - As a 
result, interim direction is proposed for lands administered by the Agencies within 

I anadromous watasheds in Califomia, Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. excluding areas 
implementing the No~em Spotted Owl ROD. 

I Rau&e or Maaa:emeat DiftdiOD 

The range of SlaDdan:!s, guidelines, and procedmes considered for interim direction is based 

I 
on 10 preiiminsuy proposals, or management direction options, developecI by Agency 
researchers and managers from Oregon, Washington, California, Idaho. and Alaska. The 
management direction optiODS contain one or more of the seven components defined below: 

I 
I 

Riparian Goals: Riparian goals establish a common set of the c:haracteri.stics of healthy. 
£imctioning Wateisheds, riparian areas, and associated fish habitats (e.g.. majntajning or 
restoring water qua1i1y. stream channel integrity. channel processes. sediment regime, instream 
flows, natural timing and variability of the water table elevation in meadows and wetlands, 
and 1he diversity and productivity of plant commllllities). 

Riparian MID'JtTZd Objeeliies: WOS establish a number of instream- and 

I streamside-habitat conditions that toge1her define good anadromous fish habitat at the 
- landscape scale. and serve as indicators against which attainment, or progress toward 

attainment, of 1he goals can be measwed. These objectives consist of such parameters as the 

I number of deep pools per mile of stream, water tempe:tature, am01D1t of woody debris in the 
stream, stream bank stability. widlh-to-depth ratio. and bank angle. Several a1tematives • 
provide for lands. Sf e scale j,ue';m objectives that can be refined and 1Iilored to specific 

I 
watershed conditions through 1he Watershed Analysis process or be modified as a result of 
ESA"consultation. -

SDDdards ... Gu,ideljprs: StandardS and guidelines constrain how riparian·and other 

I important areas (sUch as landslide and landslide-prone areas) are manag=i They provide 
management direction believed Deces Iy to meet Riparian Goals and WOS for stream 
channel, riparian, and W8tei:.ited conditiODS. ---

I Riparian Man I !IH!I!f Alas: Riparian III8I1&gement areas describe portions of the watershed 
that require special manag.:ment attention, and to which the SlaDdards and guidelines generally 

I 
apply. These areas most directly affect the hydrologic:, geomorphic:, and ecologic processes of 
the riparian ecosystoml and, depending on the altematiye, can include permanent and .. 
intermittent streams. wetlands, ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and landslide or landslide-prone areas. 
Several altematives establish interim RHCAs with widths dependent on the 1ype of stream or 

I area and which, on average, vuy from SO feet-to 300 feet on either side of the water body. 
Interim RHCAs can be refined and tailored to specific watashed c:ondi1iODS through 1he 
Watershed Analysis process or be modified as a result of ESA consultation. 

I- Key WldeISbeds: Key Watersheds are selected from among those watersheds important to 
anadromous fish stocks, or those that are providing, or are readily capable of being restored to 

1 
1 
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provide "good" anadromous fish habitat. Key WateJSbeds are selected to contribute to a 
network of watersheds across the landscape that provide for the long-term conservation of 
lIIIadromous fish. Key WateJSbeds receive priority for Watershed Analysis, as well as 
maintenance and restoration projects and activities. Key Watersheds may be afforded stricter 
management standards, guidelines, and procedures than Don-key wateisheds. 

Waeenbed Analysis: Watershed Analysis iden1ifies areas within a watelShed that need . 
immediate corrective management, and it provides a more complete assessment of cumulative 
effects. Waiershed Analysis also provides the scientific: basis for watelShed-specific: 
adjustments to the interim RMOs and interim RHeAs. The extent of Watershed Analysis will 
vuy by alternative. . 

Waeenbed Besmnllion: Several alteJuatives provide guidance for landsc:apelwatershed-sc:aIe 
restoration. Key Watersheds would receive priority for aquatic: and riparian habitat 
restwati.:m. 

:RanBe of Projects ami AdiviUes 

For the applic:aaion of inteiim management diredionto projects and actM1ies within RHCAs 
on Agenc:y_administered lands. this environmental assessm'lllt considers three options: 

l. Apply the standards, guidelines, and procedures to only proposed or DeW projects and 
activities (u .. 1hose projects and activities initiated during the interim period, as well as 1hose 
that have been approved bllt not yet implemented, or for which CODtrac:ts have not been 
awarded. or for which pennits have Dot been issued, and-within the range of listed 
anadromous fish. continuing actions for which BAs have not been prepared and suInniued for· 
consultation. prior to sigaamre of the decision'1loU=idecision record for the proposed action.) 

2. Apply the standards, guidelines, and procedures to proposed or DeW projects and activities 
and to 1hose ongoing projec::ts and activities that. tIuough case by-c:ase evaluation. are 
determined to pose an unacc:eptable risk to anadromous fish stnc:!cs 

3. Apply the standards, guidelines, and procedures to all proposed or DeW projects and 
activities, and all ongoing projects and activities. .. _ 

ALTERNA'IlVES -CONSIDERED BUT ELlMINATED FROM DETAlLED S'llJDY 

Oaaside Aaenq -sdidioD OpciOD Dh"i"'" 

One option was CODsidered that would address all the principal factors limiting lIII8dromous 
stock survival that were discussed on page 1, bllt the option was eliminated from detailed 
~. .-

This option would have-c:onsidereci1he broad-geographic:a1-areawithin1henmge-ofPacific 
anadromous fish and evaluated the principal hmnan actions that influence anadromous fish 
populations, including dam coDstruc:nOD and OJIelation, water diversions, habitat modific:aaions, 
:fish hatchery operations, and fish harvest. This option would have evaluated management 
direetion for all limi1ing factors, and would have involved the coordination of a Dumber of 
Federal and State agencies that have jurisdic:non over commercial, sport, and subsistence fish 
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harvest, hatcheries, dams, and habitat; including, for example, the NMFS, FWS, State fish and 
game departmeDts, and Federal and State water quality regulatory agencies. This option was 
not analyzed in detail because efforts by responsible agencies to develop management 
sttategies for dam construction and operation, water diversions, fish hatchery operations, and 
fish harvest practices, although underWay, are at the formative stage. The time required to 
develop reas )I.able alternatives that address all factors affecting anadromous fish stocks and 
complete the coordinated and highly compla analyses would substantially delay application 
of measures necessary 10 effectively managP. habitat on AgenCY-8dmini~ered lands. Both 
Agencies remain alert for opportunities 10 coordinate .their efforts 10 improve habitat 
conditions with efforts by other Federal and State agencies to evaluate the DOn-habitat related 
factors. Each wiD take inlO consideration the evaluations of the other Federal and State 
agencies. 

GeoIJ1IJIbie OpIiODS I1illlj"atM 

Three geographic options were eliminated from detail~ study: 

AIRmaIiYe A: The option of applying interim direction to lands administered by the 
Agencies only within specific, designated Key Watersheds of the western contiguous United 
States that contain at-risk stocks of anadromons fish was eliminated from detailed study 
because it fails 10 provide a level of protection necessa.y 10 provide habitat conditions that 
would support viable and sils.aillab\e anadromous fish populations, and fails 10 assure 
adequate WIder quality in non-key watersheIk By applying interim direction only 10 Key 
Wateridleds there would be DO assurance that options that wiD be considered in the 
geographically-spec:ific.mvironmental analyses would not be compromised by actions taken in 
non-key watersheds during the interim period. 

AI"'we B: The option of applying interim direction 10 Agency-administered lands in 
Alasb was eliminated for the following mJSODS: . . 

1. GeDenJly, anadromous fish stocks and habitat conditions in Alaska are not as degraded as 
those in the wtStein contiguous United States. Agency biologists and others have determined 
~ ~ stocks generally are not in need of interim protection to maintain future options are 
maull.I,M 

2. The FISCal Year 1994 Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act contains language 
that prohibits the application ofPACFISH standards and guidelines to the Tongass Nati~ 
Forest during fiscal year (FY) 1994.3<5 . 

3. During FY 1994, the Agencies conducted sbeam analyses and studies and reviewed 
procedwes reprding land management to evaluate the effectiveness of current stream 
protection and determine the need for additional pototection of lands and resources they 
administer in Alaska. Analysis of these findings wiD·be completed in FY 1995. --

Alleniidiwe C: The option of applying interim direction to watershcids beyond the range of 
anadromous fish, but where there is habitat important 10 at-risk resident fish species-such as 
the bull trout-was eliminated becanse it is beyond the scope of this environmental 

36pJ.. 103-138. Nowmber 11, 1993. 107 Stat. 1379. DepaJ:tmeut oflDtaior aDd Related Agencies 
Appn>priatiaD Act of 1994. 



ass' "'ent, and l>ecause independent initiatives to address resident fish habitat management 
already have begun. 37 This option will be funher enmined in the geographically-specific 
enviromnen1al analyses, being prepared for long-term management, which will consider local 
conditions and the status of various resident fish SIOCks. . 

Public involvement during the scoping process for the geographica1Iy-specific environmental 
analyses will e* 'ntiDe options for management after the interim period and may produce . " 
altematives that include some of the geographic options considered but eliminated from 
detailed study. 

Mma:emeat DiRctiOD Opdoas Elimjmted 

A number of management direction options for standards, guidelines, and procedures were 
considered, ranging from eWlent direction to altematives specifying riparian goals. interim 

. riparian managemeat objectives, standards and guidelines, a DeW definition of riparian area, 
Key Watershed identification, and increasing levels of road aadlor watetshed analysis. 

Six management direction alternatives were eliminated from detailed study:. 

AJfelWdiwe A: ibis aItemasive generally assumed that forest pIan and LUP goals. objectives, 
standards, guidelines, riparian areas, and procedw'es are sufficient for interim protection. 
However. it would have modified CWlent direction by (1) applying draft Forest Service 
Pa¢ic Southwest Region (RS) minerals management standards and guidelines within riparian 
areas; and (2) reqairing the identification of Key Wawd'eds and specifying -no net gain" in 
road mileage within them. ibis altemative would have provided for neither road nor 
WateJShed Analyses . 

. AJtem'!iw B: Similar to Altemative A. this altemaIive woald have mMified CWleut 
direction with RS minerals management standards and guidelines within riparian areas. It also 
would have ~lied riparian standards and guidelines that were developed for the W"illamette 
Nalional ForeSi" ad JequiJed a tedaction in road mileage within Key WateJsheds. 1bis 
altemative would not have provided for road or Watershed Analyses. 

AJaenudive C: ibis alternative was derived from RS draft standards and guidelines for 
riparian management. It woald have imposed standards, guidelines, and procedures adopted 
from RS's riparian management direction for ZoneS 1 and 2. D It would have requiJed 
ideatifi<:ation of Key Watersheds. Roads standards Would have specified constnIC:Iion that 

'1:or CXIIIIIpIc. a Halmat ConservatioD A = mt (RCA) to de' " ball _ habitat uqailcweals aDd 
lIabiIat c:Oudition has Ileal completed. IIDd HCAs for sevaal mJaad c:aIIbroat _ species are iG!.da wa,. In 
additioD, 1he FWS. BLM. NPS. FS. NMFS haw held pm" ."., imeAgcacy p1"'Vring m [( SS to iIDtiate 
cIcveJopmcDt of m asrcc-~ habitat JD&JI&8=CDl to COJISCin ball _ Ihruughout iIs nmge. 'Ibe 
Bureau of lDdim Affairs aud 1he 5oiJ-CoDserwtion Service are n:p C led 10 joiD1he iIdaagcm:y effort. 

ltG!ego!y. s. Asbgn ... L. 1990. Riptriln ......... man guide. wmanettc Naticmal ~ PortlaDG. OR, 
USDA-Forest Service. Pacific Northwest Region. 120 p. 

~ SIaDdanIS aDd gaideliDcs are iacladed in 1he draft forest pIaDs for 1he Klmatb. Mend" ciDo. 
SiIasta-TriDity. ad Six Rivas Naticmal Forem. 
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Altewativ.e D: This alternative would have modified current direction by lI'Piying the 
minerals area mmagement guidance desc:ribed in AppendixC for Alteml!lves3 and 4. 
Further, it would have applied the remaining standards and guidelines and RHCAs described 
in Appendix C for Alternatives 3 and 4 in Key Watersheds and areas DOl meeUn& current 
standards and guidelines. In all other watersheds, Alternative D would have II'Pbed the 

I riparian guidance desc:ribed under Alternative C. This alternative would have provided for 
Watetshed Analysis. 

I Altemative E: This alternative would have modified current direction by app/ym& the goals, 
interim RMOs, standards and guidelines, interim RHeAs, Key Wate:sbed Idmufic:ation, and 
Watershed Analysis protocol specified in Appendix C for Alternatives 3 IIId 4. This 

I 
alternative differed from Altemasives 3 and 4 by specifying a 180- 10 200-yar umber rotation 
within all waterSheds. This alternative would have provided for Watenbad AAaIysis. . . 
Al1ewaDwe F: This alternative is identical 10 Alternative 9 in the NontwnSpoaed Owl Draft 

I Supplemental Environmental bnpat:t Statement (DSEIS). The goals, .... d.cts eel JUidelines, 
Riparian Reserves, Key Watershed identification, and Watetshed AnaIym proeocol of this 
alternative are substantially the same as those described for AltemaUva 3 .., 4 III Appendix 

I C. However, it differed from Alternatives 3 and 4 in two ways: (1) Al~ F would 
have limited the constrw:tion of new roads in roadless areas; a ~ IIOC JDduded in 
Altematives 3 and 4. Nonetheless, the presence or absence of this paOOlI III' wouI4 DOt make 

I 
a substantial difference, because current direction requires a project-lewwl P':, - of lIlY entIy 
into roadless areas that could be expected to extend beyond the intenlll ,.nad. .., 
Alternatives 3 and 4 also require completion of Watershed ADaIysis pnor • "* or landing 
COJISIIUdion in an RHCA. (2) Alternative F woUld not have included IIIWIIII DCOs (the 

I objectives specified for this alternative were comparable 10 the goals _'I' ,d III Allmlatives 
3 and 4), but instead would depend on Watershed Analyses to estahhth niCs; l.a.. interim 
RMOs would DOt have been established to guide decisions prior 10 COIIIpi_ of Wasershed 

I Analyses. 
AlternatiVes A. B, and C were Dot analyzed in detail for intetim direc.tac:e ~ I they would _ 
DOt have provided comprehensive direction addressing the full suite oI-P.,llIIet actions 
that can 0= on lands administered by the Agencies. Further, these au.. 811aU11ves would 
DOt have included a Watetshed Analysis protoeol providing for a COmpl t maw IIld 
consistent evaluation of watershed condition, which would facilita1e taa10naa Ian~.. 'r e scale 
information and expectations to the capabilities of specific watersheds. By adupDA& my of 
these altematives for a short, interim period, there would have been DO IF*'" IbaJ options 
to be considered in the geographically-specific environmental anaIyscs -us DOt be 

I 
I 

compromised by mmagement activities not covered by the direction dacribed by them. In 

I addition, the stazidards, guidelines, and procedwes of Alternatives A. B. IIld C ~·DOt 
believed to be sufficient to facilitate snccessfou ESA consultation with the NMFS 01\ projects 
and ac:tivities in those areas where anadromous fish are 1isted as tbreasmed or aadangered. 

I Alternatives D, E. and F were not arialyzed in detail for interim direclioa bra"se they include 
management direction similar 10 that contained in Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. which are carried 

I 
forward for detailed evaluation in this environmental assessment. Also, as discussed above, 
the differences among Alternatives D,.E. and F, when compared to AltenWives 3, 4, and 5, 
were Dot considered substantial over the interim period. 
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 1N DEl'AlL 

This environmental assessment examines five altema!ives in detail. The a1tematives 
considered in detail represeat combinations of four options for mmagement direction and 
three options for the range of projects and activities. AU are applied only to those 
anadromous wate"dieds outside the range oftheuonhem spotted 'owl and within the westeln 
contiguous United States. 

This area includes anadromous wateIsbeds on the 15 national fores1s and 7 BLM districts 
listed under the PROPOSED A CTION. The five alternatives are compared in Table 1. 
Standards, guidelines, and procedures specified for the five alternatives are described in detail 
in Appendix C, and the specia1 riparian management areas are, depicted in Figures 2-4. The 
alternatives were designed to provide progressively more protection of habitat and resources 
within the affeded area. For example, riparian goa1s and objecaives, specia1 standards and 
guidelines, riparian areas, specia1 procedures, and other managemem actions afi'ord more 
habitat protection under Alternative 2 than under the no-action a1temative, and protection is 
increased further under Altemative 3. Alternative 5 affords the most protection, although 
certain tradeoffs in resource outputs may make it more impractical than another a1temative. 

A Sl11m",,, discussion of the scientific basis and ecollJical principles supporting e1emen1S of . 
the five a1tematives is included in the process records. The a1tema1ives, paniculariy 
Alternatives 3-5, include provisions to facilitate incorporation of new infOllIlIItion and Agency 
responsive:uess to changed citc"'l!lstances. The five a1tematives assume that geographically
specific envirotmicntaI analyses to evalua1e the Deed for longer-term modifio:ations to 
DiIIIIlIgemelit direction will be completed, and tbat decisions resulting from the longer-term 
analyses could result in changes to forest plans, !.UPs. or regioaaI guides. 

AlIeiumii'C 1. Under this alternative, the Agencies would manage natioaaI forest and public 
land resources under directiOn specified in CWlent forest plans and LUPs, without any 
adj1lStment daring the interim period. NEPA conqd;ance would be reqailed for all projects 
and ac:tiviti~ Under provisions of the ESA, c:onsuI1ation with ei1ber the NMFS (for 
anadromous fish species and marine mammals) or the FWS (for tellesuial and freshwater 
species) would be Decessery wliere projects and activities may affect listed species or 
designared critical habitat. Jtesponsible officials also would be reqailed to identify any 
reasonable anil pJW:ient altematives that may be Deeded to avoid jeopardy to a listed species 
or the de:struclion or adverse modification of critical habitat. 

Alteuaative 1. This al1em!!tive would provide managemeat cIirec:tion that would modify 
cwleul direction (as 5pecified in A1temative 1). It would include staDdards and guidelines for 
road systems c:onsttuction and reconstruction, logging slash 1ree .... ent and prescribed fire, 
~ck grazing, and riparian and fisb..habitat restoration. It would provide riparian ' 
protection mnes of apprcmmateiy 300 feet on either side offish-bearing saeams,-150 feet on 
ei1ber side of permanent water comses, and SO feet on either side of intennitteut saeams in 
areas with moderately to highly unstable soils. It also would require the identification of Key 

~A Forest Service - uscr Burau ofLmld Mu8~ 1994. So ''Y of scieutifi<: 'pri=iples followed 
ill dncIopiDg aitaDatives for all En.;,uimJnrIIll o4.--ar:: bttm1II s~ for M ...... ing A"""""" ..... FuIJ
ProdrIcing w",.,'s .... & .... Fedeml r.-Js in &storr Oregtm IlIfIl Wtahingtlln, ldtzho, IIIId PD11iDns D/Cdif-' 
lDImIal report to the lD Team. . 
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Watersheds and provide for road- and cumulative-effects analyses. The direction provided 
under 1his alternative includes the riparian and aquatic provisions of the watershed and fish 
habitat emphasis option detailed in the October 8, 1991, report by the Scientific Panel on 
Late-Successional Forest Ecosystems (Scientific Panel Report), which was presented to the 
Agriculture Committee and the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee of the U.S. House 
of Represe:n1ldives!' Standards, guidelines, and pn.ceciwes specified UDder 1his alternative 
would apply only to proposed projects and activities, and would have no effect on ongoing 
projects and activities . 

A1l1em1ive 3. This alternative would provide management diIec:tion 1hat would modify 
cmrent direction (as specified in Alternative 1). It would include riparian goals, interim 
RMOs, and standards and guidelines for all kinds of projects and activities. Interim RHCAs 
would be established to identify areas of waterSheds most sensitive to management. RHCAs 
would be based on geomorphic features and would include the following (approximate) areas: 
300 feet on either side of fish-bearing streams, ISO feet on either side of permment non-fish 
bearing sueams, and around ponds, reservoirs, and wetlands grea1ei than one acre, and 100 
feet in Key Watersheds (50 feet in non-key wateISheds)"on either side of seasonally flowing 
or intermiUent streams, and around wetlands less than one acre, as well as landslides and 
landslide-prone areas. In Don-forested rangeland ecosystems, the interim RHCA widlh for 
permanently flowing SIreaIDS would be the extent of the lOO-year floodplain. This alternative 
also would require identification of Key Watersheds and development of a protocol for 

I 
Watershed Analysis. It is Dot anticipated 1hat extensive Watershed Analysis would be 
initiated under 1his alternative. The standards, guidelines, and procedures would apply only to 
proposed projects and activities. They would Dot apply to ongoing projects and activities. 

I A1l1em1ive 4 (PREFERRED): This alternative would provide management direction that 
would modify c:urrart direction (as specified in Alternative 1) with the mmagement direction 
1hat is specified under Alternative 3. It would include riparian goals, interim RMOs, and 

I standards and guidelines for all kinds of projects and activities. RHCAs would be established 
to identify areas of wateJsheds most sensitive to management RHCAs would be based on 
geomorphic features and would include the following (appro*;mate) areas: 300 feet on either 
side of fisb-bearing streams, ISO feet on either side of permanent non-fish bearing streams, 

I and around ponds, reservoirs, and wetlands greater than one acre, and 100 feet in Key 
Watersheds (50 feet in non-key watersheds) on either side of seasonally flowing or 
intermitteut sueams, and around wetlands less than one acre, as well as J8Ddslides and 

I landslide-prone areas. In non-forested rangeland ecosystemS, the interim RHCA widlh for 
permmently-flowing SUeams would be the extent of the 100-year floodplain. It also would 
provide for identification of a network of Key Watersheds and development and trial 

I 
application of a protocol for Watershed Analysis. During the period of interim direction, the 
Agencies will complete at Jeast fom or five prototype watershed analyses within the Sna1ce 
River Basin. 

I Management direction would apply·to all new and proposed projects and activities.and 
ongoing projects and activities determined, on a c:ase-by-case evaluation, to pose unacceptable 

I 
I 
I' 
I 

risk to anadromous fish stocks. . 

• 
4'KN. JoImson, J.F. FnmIdin, 1.W. Thomas, and J. Gordon. 1991. A ltcmatiPuf..,. M-.gnomr of 
lAu..s~ F_ of the Pat:ific NorrJrwe$l. A IqXIft to tbe Agriculture Committee and Mm:lwn 
MariDe Fuberies Committee oC tbe U.s. House of Repi .. "'tiws. 



Al~ 5: This alternative Would provide management direction that would modify 
cmrent diiection (as specified in Alternative 1). It would include the same riparian goals, 
iDwim BMOs, and standards and guidelines for all kinds of projec!S and activities as 
specified in Altematives 3 and 4. RHCAs would be established to identify wawsbed areas 
mostseasitive to management RHCAs would be based on geomorphic feazures and would 
iDc1ude the following (approximate) areas in all watersheds: 300 feet 011 ather llde of 
fisb-beal:iug Stleams, ISO feet on either side of permanent non-fish bearinl arums, and 
around ponds, reservoirs, and wetlands greateJ than ·one acre, and 100 fea 011 elliler side of 
se&"ODally .flowing or intermittent Stleams, and IlOlIDd wetlands less than 0IIe KI'e as well as 
landslides and lands1ide-prone areas. In DOD-forested rangeland ecosystemS. the mterim 
RHCA width for permanently-flowing streams would be the e:xteDt of the lOG-yar floodplain. 
It also would require idemification of Key Watersheds and require that v.'asenhed ADalysis be 
initiated in all Key Watersheds during the interim period and be completed pnar ID initiation 
of new projec!S and activi1ies in these areas. Management direction would be IPPlied to all 
ongoing and proposed projects and activi1ies. 

-. 
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Figure 2. Schematic Delineation of Riparian- Area Under 
Alternative 2. Hatch area denotes landslide-prone area. 
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300' 

150' -

50' 

BoundaJy on each side of stream 

Figure 3. Schematic Delineation of Riparian Habitat Conservation 
Areas in Non-Key Watersheds Under Alternatives 3 and 4. Hatch 
area denotes landslide-prone area. 
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300' -

150' -

Boundary on each side of stream 

Figure 4. Schematic Delineation of Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas 
in Key Watersheds Under Alternatives 3 and 4, and all Watersheds 
Under Alternative 5. Hatch area denotes landslide-prone area. ' 

35 



AFFECl'ED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

None of the alternatives lM!lI!ined in this environmental a,wossmeDt would, on its own, 
c:hange the physical environment within RHCAs. However, any subsequent proposed projects 
and activities within RHCAs that would change the environment would be subject to 
mitigation measures prescribed under the interim direction adopted. Such projects and 
activities would. be carried out only after the Agencies have undenaken the appropriate level 
of NEP A analysis and completed ESA Section 7 c:cmsultation. Depending on the alternative 
selected, some or all ongoing projects and activities within RHeAs also would be subject to 
the mitigation measures fonowing appropriate NEP A and ESA analysis. 

To provide the decision maker with a means of comparing the possible effects of the 
altematives, the lD Team prepared reports on componems of the environment (Le., physical, 
biological, and human) that would be affected by the proposed action. The following 
discussion describes the direct, indirect, and cumulalive effects that the alternatives would 
have on each c::omp.ment during the interim period. Vutually all of the environmental 
consequences disclosed in this environmental assessment are "cumulative effects,· because 
they are the environmental and management impacts of an accumulation of management 
actions that would occur locaUy within the proposed action area. Appendix D lists those 
forest plans and LtJPs that have been prepared for lands within the proposed action area that 
are under the Agencies' jurisdictions and the EISs from which those plans were developed. 
On a .. atet:.hed-specific basis, those forest plans, LUPs, and EISs describe CWleut riparian 
and aquatic environments in greate.t detail than is presented in this e:avironmental assessment. 

Analyses of enviromnemai consequences are based primarily on estimates of the effects of 
predicted changes in livestock grazing, reueational use, and timber harvesting, as weI1 as the 
road COJIStrUC1ion and reconstruction activities associated with those uses, which would result 
from implementation of each of the alternatives. A repon of the estimated changes in these 

. resource outputs· for each alternative is included in the process records. G The changes were 
de=mined as follows: 

The estimated effects of each altemative on timber, range. and recreation programs were 
based on preliminary analyses" conducted by field and research economists who collected 
dasa from the IS affected nasional forests and 7 BLM districts; .u originally conceived, the 
preliminary analyses considered environmental effects over a 1O-year period. The asswnption 
underlying the preliminary analysis was that during that time, management direction on the 
scope of projects and activities would be consistent with that which is described for . 
Alternative 4, the preferred alteullilive in this environmental !ISS" "'eDt. The results of the 
preliminary analyses were based on forest plan md LtJP output projections, as well as data 
from c:urteut, actual outputs. A key concept of the study was the incremental change that 

CUsDA FORSt Service· - UsDI Bureau of !.aDd Mulagemcm. 1993. DctDmilJllti"" of 14 tlNIgeIl A <:tit1ities 
Affet:ted by AlZmuJtjvu Described in the EnvirDnmmtDl A ........ mr ftr 141IIUIging A"""",,,,_ Full prodaring 

.W «n:rhed "" Federal Latub in Etmmr Oregon IIIIti W 1Ifhingr<m, kitIhD, IIIIti p01fiDIu of Clllif- Ptoccss 
paper to tile ID Team. 

GC.s. Ransen-MmDy, N.A. Bo1C111, &Dd R. W.liayDes. 1993. The Em",mrd Impoeu "" the TillJber, RsrIRe, IIIIti 
Re_lIIi"" 1'1'08'_8 on NcDnQ/ Forest IIIJIi 13_ of l.-d 14tllttlgallmt lAuh From AdDpting the l'lcpDoed 
PACF1SlJ S_gy. Dzaft mtema1 report to the WO PACFlSH Poliey Gtoup .. 
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would result from adoption of new m!!l!agement direction. The economists followed a 3-step 
process that included: (1) identification and delineation of anadromous watersheds, (2) 
definition of interim boundaries for RHeAs, described in terms of width-in-feet for each 
category of stream or water body, and (3) estimated changes in m!!l!sgement activities and 
output levels wi1hin the RHeAs, which would result from applying proposed standards and 
guidelines to achieve RMOs. Full consideration of changes in OU1pUlS will require the more 
site-specific analyses that will be developed, analyzed, and displayed in the sepaTlIte and 
distinct geographical1y-specific environJi1ental analyses and project level NEP A documents. 

Data from the preliminary analyses were used as a basis for estimating the effects, in terms of 
the physical outputs and the costs to the Govemment, of implementing Alternative 4, the 
preferred altemative, during the interim period. The changes in OutpUlS described in 
Alternatives 2, 3, and S, were extrapolated from data that were computed for Alternative 4 
(Preferred) by an interagency, interdisciplinary technical advisory group. 

All cost data in this environmental assessmmt. are reported in 1993 dollars. Costs and effects 
not reported include those re1ated to additional impacts to road and trail systems COIISttUCtion, 
reconstruction, and maintenance, minerals extraction, and water m!!l!agement programs, as 
well as costs incurred by private operators and users. More complete costs will be developed, 
analyzed, and displayed in economic reports prepared for and included in the geographically
specific environmental analyses. 

The Agencies have participated in extensive consultation with the NMFS about 1isted salmon 
in the Snake River Basin and the effects of ongoing and proposed activities there. These 
c:onsuJtations indicate that the greatest changes to resource outputs would be expected in 
timber, range, and recreation resources. Nonetheless, some minor changes in other 
activities-such as mining, wildlife habitat improvement, and the use of prescribed fire-also 
would be expected. . . 

In analyzing the altematives considered in detaiJ.. the m Team assumed the following: 

1. On their own, the alternatives considered will not result in any ground-disturbing activities 
or direct changes to the environmental status quo. The alternatives provide a range of 
management regimes and mitigation measures to be applied to projects and activities. The 
mitigation measures may result in the de1ay or modification of projects and activities. New 
project decisions will be preceded, as appropria!e, by site-specific NEP A analysis. 

2. Altcmative 1 represen1S DO deviation from the level and intensity of ongoing or proposed 
projects and activities. CondiUons and trends would not change substaDtially, and all ongoing 
and proposed projects and activities would proceed, in accord!!l!ce with approved forest plans 
and LUPs, and in compliance with Agency regulatiODS, provisions of the ESA, and direction 
provided by the Congress. 

3. !he affected environment is the present environment. . Ana!yses in this enVironmental 
assessment consider trends and changes associated primarily with ongoing and proposed 
timber harvesting, livestock grazing, and recreation uses during the interim period. Net 
changes to the affected environment are the basis for comparison of alternatives. 

4. Environmental effects of the alternatives considered in detail are based solely on the 
implementation of any new strategy wi1hin the geographic scope of the proposed action. 
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Management direction described for each alternative would apply only to lands within 
anadromous watersheds. that are administered by the Agencies. 

S. The effects of the altematives are considered only for the interim period. Because 
recovezy processes within riparian and aquatic habitats are gradual, short-term lIljustments in 
man3g1m1ent practices may not result in dramatic habitat improvement during the interim 
period. However, redirection of trends, shifts m rates of c:bange, establishment of cJifferent· 
risk factors, or changes in the time frames of ongoing or proposed projects and activities may 
occur. Incremental improvement in habitat condition and trends is l!ece5Smy to contribute to 
the protection or restoration of some anadromous fish stoeb. 

6. A1!y changes in environmental conditicms 1IIlItmay result are attributable to modifi cations 
in management practices within RHCAs and increased unde:rstaDding of watershed condition 
1bat is gained through Watershed Analysis. The m Team analyzed the act effect of 
modifications in management practices, based on differences among the alternatives in the 
size, number, and distlibution of RHCAs, as well as in the breadd1 of standards and 
guidelines, the scope of projects and activities covered,~8Dd the degtee to which Watershed 
ADalysis is conducted. 

7. No Alternative CoJisidered in Detail would require the removal or obliteration of roads or 
facilities during the interim period. However, closure or a reduction in use of such facili1ies 
may occur. . 

8. Projects and activities within the range of listed anadromous fish. aDd for which ESA 
consultation with the NMFS has been completed will be considered to be in compliance with 
any interim direction alternative 1bat is selected. . 

9. Implementation of any interim stlategy for protecting anadJomous fish would DOt begin 
unti1 aa.alysis of the public's comments on this environmental assessm..m is completed, aDd 
ESA consultation provisions are met. The Agencies have inCOJpOJ3ted cor.rectiDDS, cIarifyiDg 
language, and mmor modiiica:ti.ons based on 1hese reviews. 

o-m""re meets 
Cumulative effects result from the incremental impact of individually minor, but collectively 
impottaut effects. taking plaee over a period of time. VIrtll3lly all of the environmental 
consequences disclosed in this environmental assessment are -cumulative effectS,- as they are 
the poteDtW environmental impacts of management adions which may occur throughout 
anadromous fish-producing watersheds on FS- and BUd-administered lands. T.bose 
cumulative effects that are reasonably foreseeable II' this piogullimaric stage of planning are 
discussed on a resowce-by-resource basis for the various altematives in the following sections 
of this chapter. 

The potential c:mnulative effects of this action would be limited by' the JllItIire of the interim 
direction itself. No growul-distwbing actions would be amborized, funded, or c:anied-out by 
the interim direction. -1'hcHnterimdirection would'DOtinvolve-any irreveIsibleor irretrievable 
commitment of resources. In this programmatic environmental asse .ment, the Agencies are 
merely considering the impacts of various interim strategies for protecting 2Iladromous fish . 
habitat· over an IS-month period. The intended effect of the interim direction is to maintain 
the environmental status quo while long-term management Stlaregies are being developed. 
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The standards and guidelines presented in the various alternatives are intended to limit or 
mitigate the effects of human activity on anadromous fish habitat on FS- and BLM
administered lands. The potential cumulative effects of this action would also be limited by 
the short time period in which this interim. direction will be in effect. 

The interim direction would not be the sole or final direction for anadromous fish habitat 
protection on FS- and BLM-administered 1ands. Potential cumulative effects of habitat 
protection mc=asures would continue to be assessed at several plaDDing levels. For example 
the enviroDmenta1 analyses for the long-term managfllDent Stlategies will assess cumulative 
effects at a broad scale. Several alternatives for interim direction include procedures for 
Watershed Analysis and monitoring which would provide more detailed analysis of 
cumulative effects (Appendix C). Additionally, cumulative effec:lS will be assessed as specific 
project and activities are proposed and analyzed. Site-spec:ific, detailed cumulative effects 
analysis can only be conducted as specific projects and activity proposals crystali%e the 
environmen1alcoDSeqUeDces of the project decision. At the prograllimatic level of this 
interim direction, analysis of these cumulative effects is Dot possible, because such analysis 
would require speculation as to the scope, chaIacter, and environmenta1 consequences of 
future project and activity decisions. Because it is not possible to provide a meaningful 
analysis of potential site-specific effects at this interim, programmatic level, analysis of the 
cumulative effects of projects and actiVities will not be complete until partic:u1ar projects and 
activities are proposed and analyzed . 

OIber Federal agencies that have jurisdiction over factors that influence Pacific anadromous 
fish populations are preparing management Plans. opaation plans. or other actions that may 
have an cumulative effect on madromous fish populations. However, at this stage in the 
preparation of those actions, it. would be speculative to aIIempt to analyze what cumulative 
effect on anadromous fish populations may result. Furthermore. however these actions might 
develop, they would not have a reasonably foreseeable Cumulative effect on anadromous fish 
habitat on FS- and BLM-administered lands. 

Reasonably fores= eab1e re1ated future actions, such as the development of long-term 
management sarategies for anadromous fish-producing watersheds, were consi~ in the 
analysis pmmted in this chapter. At this time, the preparation of these long-term . 
management sarategies is not complete, and it would be speculative to a"e"q.t to 8IIIIiyze 
what, if lIlY. cumulative effects may result. It is not clear ·at this time if lIlY part of the 
interim iiltiategy will be adopted as part of the long-term StIategies. There is no precedent 
established by this interim strategy. Moreover, in the process of developing the long-term 
iiltiategies, additional analyses are DOW IIDderway which will produce additional scientific 
information and may effect the assumptions IIDderlying the interim iiltiategy. Any actions or 
mitigation measures adopted in the long-term iiltiategy will be based on the best sciemific 
information available at that time. Any cumulative effects that do arise from such related 
future actions would likely be beneficial to the protedion of anadromous fish habitat aDd 
other related natural resources. 

This analysis incorporates by reference the analysis and discussion of potential cumulative 
effects in existing :EISs - including the discussion of cumulative effects of watershed 
protection measures - prepared for the affected forest plBDS and LUPs (Appendix D). 
Similarly, this analysis incorporateS by refermce the analysis aDd disc..,ssion in the NSO 
FSEIS of cumulative effects of an aquatic conservation iiltiategy similar to several alternatives 
presented in this analysis (NSO FSEIS, Chapters 3&:4, pp. 51-82). 
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WATERSHED" WATER RESOURCES 

Important water resource issues are related to water quality (primarily the deJiveJy. movement, 
md disposition of sediment); temperature changes (extlemes md flurtnatjons); flow regimen 
adjustmeD1S (flooding md low flows); stream c:haDne1 conditions (including the stability 
c:harac:teristics of erosion IDd deposition); and c:haDne1 mcnphology (sttuctura1 componen1S, 
width-depSh ratio., bank angle). These e1emen1S often are fimctionally related. 44 Further. they 
are influenced by JIItUraI soil erosion hazards, poteDtial 8Dd actuaf mass stability hazards, 
geomorphology~ 8Dd the status of other riparian-area components including flood-prone areas, 
wetlands, 8Dd proximal upslope or len'estriall8Dds that buffer or directly influence riparian 
areas. 

.-
The respcmse of water IDd associated aquatic and riparian resources is a function of the eaUre 
river basin 8Dd the r.umulative e1fec1S of activities in the river basin. The interim stmdards -
and guidelines evaluated in this analysis apply 10 activities within riparian areas or RHCAs or 
degrading RHCAs; however. their application may indirectly affect or be affected by 
msnagem=t activities elsewhere in the watershed. 

AFFECTED ENYlRONMENT 

The proposed action eDCOIDpasse5 much of the Columbia River Basia upstream and east of 
the Cascade Monntains in Oregon IDd WasbingtoD, 8Dd large areas of Idaho. as well as 
portions of the Sacramento. San Joaquin, and south coastal drainages in California. Below 
are smnmmy cfescriPtions of the affecred areas. More complete, watersbed-specific 
cieswiptions of the affected pbysica1 eDvironment are included in the forest plans, LUPs, and 
EISs listed in AppeDdix D. 

Colamhia Biver B1I'im The Columbia IDd i1S tribUlaries flow through several geomorphic 
provinces. Ihe area wi1bin the scope of the ptOpGsed action is dominated by the intrusive 
granites 8Dd metasediments associated with the Idaho Batholith IDd Bittelloot Ranges, the 
extruded basalts and other igneous roclcs associated with.the Columbia PIIl1ml, and various 
sedimentmy and wiDd-deposited formations. Glacial actions IDd mountain uplift defined the 
molphoiogy of most of the higher e1evaUODS Volcanic 8I:Iivi1y influences much of the 
western and centra1 basins 

Streamflow from the headwaters generally is SDOW-dominated.. A significant snowpack 
accum1llales from late fall through spring. Snow melt in spring and early summer resul1S in a 
Double nmoffsmge that usually is sustained well into the MJ!1DI!I'. Water tempeiatwes lead 
10 be cool year-round. Gener.llly. water quaIi1y is excellent in the headwaters. 

.' 

In general, the rivers and streams are relatively steep in the headwaters, controlled by bedrock 
md glaciaJly-derived formations. Falls, step-pools, and cascades are not lDlammton. High 
moUDtain 1akes are common in the headwaters. Relatively gentle gradient meadow reaches 
are ttequeDt, but they are Dot dominan1 over most tributary lengths near the headwaters. 

, 
'"r..B.LcopoId, M.G. wolman, IIJId 1;P. Miller. 1964.1'7tmGl ProcODU ill GeomorpholDgy. W.H. FRCDIan ad 
Co~ SlID Fraacis:o. CA • -
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Lower in 1he drainage where gradients are less, channels are not as coDfined, and depositional 
landfoIDIS dominate, 1he streams often exhibit meandering ~cs wi1h lateral 
adjustments taking place. Wide flood-prone areas become more frequent Channels tend 
toward pool-riftle-run systems. 

Sao."""'" River BatiD: The Sacramento River and its tributaries drain four geomorphic 
provinces: 1he Coast Range on 1he west side of the Sacramento Valley; the Siskiyou 
Mountains to 1he nonh and northwest; 1he sou1hem Cascade volcanics on 1he northeastern 
side of 1he valley; and 1he northern Sima Nevada mountains on the east side. The area of 
1he proposed action-1he sou1hern Cascad'S is derived from layers of quatenuuy and Pliocene 
volcanics overlaying extensions of some Sima Nevada fonnations, wi1h Mt. Shasta and Mt. 
T 8SSen being dominant teuain featwes. The lower reach of 1he Sacramento flows mostly 
through recent alluvium that foIDIS 1he floor of1he Central: Valley. 

Main c:bannel Bows are heavily regulated by releases from major dams, including Folsom, 
Oroville. and Shasta. Most of 1he tributary Stieams are obstructed at multiple locations by 

-dams for hydroelectric power and irrigation. In the area proposed for action Deer Creek, Mill 
Creek, and Antelope Creek are 1he last, lDlobstructed anadromous streams in interior 
Ca1ifomia - They all drain sou1hern Cascade volcanic fonnations and flow sou1hwest, directly 
into 1he Sacramento River below Shasta Dam. Streamflows in these tributaries mostly are 
supplied by snowmelt, wi1h m<taining base flows from springs and glOlDlciwater seepage. 
Deer, Mill, and Antelope Creeks are all young drainages, wi1h few perennial tributaries to 
1heir main channels and wi1hout a we1l-developed, dendritic tributary drainage patIeID. 

Temperature regimes in 1he anadromous "transport" reach'S of 1he Sacramento River are 
affected primarily by release flows from Shasta Dam . and by irrigation diversious and returns. 
Deer, Mill, and Antelope creeks have a minor effect on 1he temperatme of 1he Sacramento, 
compared to that of o1her major tributaries and to outflows from Shasta Dam. . 

Tempellitmes in Deer, Mill, and Antelope creeks are determined almost entirely by elevation. 
Their upper and middle reach'S have cold water, flowing mostly in deeply-incised, 
mainstream canyons 1hrough moderate gradient reac:bes. Streambeds are dominated by riftles, 
interspersed wi1h deep pools seamed into volcanic bedrock. Their upper reaches include a 
few alluvial meadows on 1he main c:bannels. The lower reac:bes maintain somewhat wanner 
temperatures in similar gradient and streambed conditions; wilhom cooling perennial . 
tributaries. The lowest reaches have general wanning 1hougb 1heir lowest canyon and foo1hill 
sections to the valley floor and 1heir confluences wi1h 1he Sacramento River. Water quality is 
excellent on all three streams. .' 

s.. .JoaquiD River BatiD: The San Joaquin River drains the Sierra Nevada mOlDltains to 1he 
east, the related Tehachapi MolDltains to 1he south, and 1he Coast Range to 1he west. The 
primaJy.source of flows is snowmelt from 1he high molDltain snowpacks in 1he Sierra. 
Geology in 1he major tributaries is ck>minated by mensive areas of granitics, wit!tnouble 
areas of metavolcanic and metasedimentary bedrock. On 1he arid west side of 1he San 
Joaquin VaIley, smaIl ephemeral streams drain the east side of1he Coast Range but rarely 
reach 1he San Joaquin River. From 1he wetter Sierra Nevada, west slope snowpacks supply 
DumeroUS streams and three major rivers-1he Merced, Tuolumne, and Stanjslans Rivers. The 
Consumnes, Mokelumne, and Calaveras Rivers are sigaificant, smaller tributari'S. The San 
Joaquin and its major iributari'S all are obstructed by one or more large dams in 1heir deep, 
middle reach canYODS. Below the impolDldments, 1he rivers' gradients are moderate, and 1heir . 
c:hannels include a variety of boulder rapids and gentle pool-riftle sequences. . 
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The madromous, "transport" reaches of the San Joaquin River are affected by nutrient, 
mineral, and heat loading from agricultural return flows and by pumped impon flows from the 
Sacramento River system. Riparian woodlands and floodplain areas have been vastly reduced 
by agricultural development and expanding urbanization. The San Joaquin syuem. which 
once maimained one of the largest spring-nm chinook salmon fisheries OD !he Pacific Coast, 
DOW provides habitat for only a limited escapement of faIl-nm chinook salmoc UI the foothill 
regions below the uibll1aly dams. Most of the eastern tributaries have cold flows.. with good 
to excellent water quality. 

Soadl·CoaaI Daaiuaaes: Most of the coastal watersheds in central IZId IOlIIbenl California 
once supported substantial nDlS of steelhead. Coastal watersheds in centtal CaI,fornia also 
supported coho salmon. These runs have been reduced grad-.wJy and lOme IMY DO longer be 
in existence. Dams, channelizariou. IZId habiut modification. combined wuh pouDcIlZId 
surface water withdrawals, have limited steelhead nDlS. 

The 80mb Coast DraiDages flow through several geomorphic provinc:a. n. _ wi1hin the 
range of the proposed action is dominated by metamorphic rock interllllUd wnll vvious 
sedimemmy fomwions and igneous rock of the Central Coast Subrep. IIId WWlO. 
sedimemmy formations intennixed with metamorphic and igneous rocb of !he SoudI Coast 
and Transverse Ranges. The bedrock of the area has been intensively folOlcL ~ and 
faulted. Major faults in the. area are considered active or potentialJy KII". S-_'c activity 
influences much of the morphology of the area.. 

Generally, meamllow from the headwaters is rainstDrm-event dominetpd S--. am.illates 
in the higher elevations but is DOt a significant pan of the wintet PfiiCljli." Woa 
drainages are dependant on winter rainfall and year-rollDd springs 1ZId.... C. tnlJy, water 
quality is good. although lime rememation of me sub$Uate. either chae ...... -.l 
content or upstteam mining operations, may cause degradation of halma Laa ....... er water 
flows and high 1eI:IIperatIIre may become limiting in some areas. FlooOac & IDmes occurs 
along major meam courses during and following extended rains. The __ nooom, results 
from high intensity winter rains falling on bumecl watersheds. incrr:asmc ..- ftows ad 
enabling inc:rased traDSpOJ:tof sediment loads Within the channel. Larp ~ $ •• of IIIId at 
river mouths o~ form coastal lagoons and sand bars 1hat may block fila , '" cluring low 
flows. During periods when river mouths close, .dissolved oxygen lewis IIId _ 
temperatures may suess trapped·aquatic life. 

In general, the rivers and meams flow through deep and re1atively mocks _ • aup pdient 
canyons. Bedrock outuops, cascades, and falls historically limited fisb p_ ... Ibe 
headwaters. Deep pools separated by short, shallow glides and large-< a t tMeIsIIIaIJ-boulder . 
rifDes and I'1IIIS, ciomin:ate the historically accessible reaches. 

. . 
Lower in the drainages where gradien1S are less, channels are Dot as c:oGfiDed. 1'0 f IJIiUonal 
landforms dominate me streams, and SIleam courses often exhibit meanclenq ~cs 
with lateral adjustments 1ak:ing place. Wider flood prone areas become __ frequent. 
Channels tend toward pool-rifDe-nm systems. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Past and continuing management practices are causing erosion and sedimentation in various 
forms and by varying degrees throughout the project area. In central Idaho, for example, 
where granite bedrock tapidly weathers into highly mobile, coarse sand, these phenomena are 
prevalent. Inadequately located, designed, and constructed roads, as well as poorly designed 
timber-barvest units, have provided a substantial mechanism for delivering sediments to and 
through major stream ~ystems throughout the project area. 

Mass erosion has been accelerated in many locations where instability is a common natural 
feature of the landscape. Reduction of tree root holding capacity, increases in slope 
subsurface water, and undercutting the toe of unstable slopes have resulted in significant 
sources of downstream sedimentation and local chaDne1 damage. 

Local exttemes·in water temperature have been significantly increased by a reduction of 
shading from baDk and other vegetation, flattening of bank angles, and reduction of overall 
water depth in the summer months from sedimentalion as well as water diversion. 
Temperature effects tend to be loca!jzed in the mountainous areas, but in the lower gradient 
and non-timbered stream reaches, temperature change can be geographically extensive. 

Channel condition and chaDnel stability have been and continue to be affected, especially in 
areas of extensive or long term mmagement. Gtazing animals, road construction, logging 
practices, and recreational use in some areas have destabilized stream banks resulting in bank 
erosion, loss of cover and shading, widening and filling of chaDnels, and accelerated lateral 
migration. Receady. deve10ped and implemented Best Management Practices, forest plans, 
and LUPs have reduced the frequency with which new stream destabilization occurs; however, 
existing chmmel condition and stability problems are not expected to be significantly 
corrected if pteseut trends continue. 

Channel structure, which is a natural control mechanism for maintaining water quality and the 
stream's abi1ity to handle tlooding and provide applopiiale fish habitat, has been widely 
modified throughout the basin. In forested systems, habitat complexity and chaDne1 structure 
are created and maintained largely by the effects of 1azge woody debris. In non-forested 
systems, h~1hy riparian comm_es contribute to the creation and maintenance of Slructure 
and complexity as exhibited by the presence of deep pools and 1D1dercut banks. 

Logging and other associated timber management activities can affect water resources in . 
several ways. ltemova1 of trees and meam-side brush can reduce the complexity of habitat 
and chaJmel structure by influencing the amount of 1azge woody debris available for 
tewuitment into stream systems. .By altering stream shading, such activities can affect water 
temperature regimes and eliminate stream habitat cover. Removal of vegetation also can 
destabilize marginally stable slopes by increasing the subsurface water load, loweling root 
sttengtb, and altering water tlow patterns in the slope. Skid trails, logging roads, and road 
crossings can be direct sources of sediment to the creek and can provide direct conduits for 
water yield and sediment from other local sources. Roads, road crossings, and skid trails also 
can partially constrict or channelize tlows and impede a stream's abifity to maintain pools. 

Grazing patterns in and around riparian areas can alter the vigor, composition, and amount of 
the natural vegetation. This in tum can affect the site's abifity to control erosion. provide 
stability to stream banks, and provide shade and cover to the meam. Mechanical compaction 
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can reduce the productivity of the soils appreciably and cause bank slough and erosion. 
Mechanical bank damage often leads to c:haDnel widening, lateral migration (channel erosion), 
and excess sedimentation. 

Recreation sites in riparian areas attract and concentlate human use in and around stream 
c:haDneis. Heavy and continuous use often results in ~ compaction and bank sloughing, 
not unlike 1he effects of heavy livestock use. Erosion and gully formation can follow. Bank 
and near-bank vegetation often is damaged and the potential for important woody riparian 
vegetation rep1acement can be compromised. -

Water ~ODS and impoIJDdmen1S that alter flow regimes (i.e.. peaks flows, low flows, and 
duration of flows) directly reduce available fish habitat, and reduce the Sbe&m's ability to 
move sediment and woody debris, maintain its stnIdIIral inlegiily:and form, and prevent 
vegetative encroachment 

Alllenaafiwe 1: B~ a lise this aItemative is Iimited to providing only those protection measures 
provided in CUllent plans and 1hrough NEPA and the ESA, present trends in riparian and 
aquatic habitat condition would be expected to continue. Modifications to projects and 
activities to comply with 1he requiJ:ements of curu:nt plans or the ESA maY reduce JeCreation 
visitor days (RVDs), animal UDit months (AUMs) of permitted grazing, or timber harvest. 
However, to 1he emm these reductions occur, they are independent of any decision by the 
Agencies rega&ding adoption ofintetim direction. 

Where soil is compacted from heavy use, additional erosion and sueam degradation would be 
expected. Lc.-catized beDefi1s would be limi1ed primarily to areas protected by special 
designation or subject to ESA Section 7 consul1ation. 

AliemaCi'ft 1: B·ec8u se this aItemative is Iimited 10 catain kinds of proposed projects and 
activities, expected effects on watershed and water resources would be limited and randomly 
cIispetsed over the planning area. However, modifications to proposed projects and activities 
would result in fewer RVDs and reduced tiJIIber harvest. The lew! of pemIiUed grazing 
would not be affected. 

This altemaIive· would apply standards and guideli!les that are designed to prevent further 
SUeam degradation to some spec:ifio:d kinds of ptoposed projects and activdies within riparian 
areas would meet. Those measures would be taken to contribute to the maintenance of 
effective habitat. 

In some areas. where soils have Dot been compacted by heavy use, and ongoing activities are 
Dot contributing to substantial habitat degtadation, revegel8lion would begin. Lc.-caIized 
benefits could be 1arge where a 1arge Dumber of proposed projects and activities occur within 
the affected riparian areas. However, it is not likely that improvements in basin--wide water 
resources and' stream conditions would be measurable as a result of actions taken during the 
interim period. .. .. -

AlfemaDve 3: Because additional standards -and guidelines-wouId-apply-to all ptoposed 
projects and activities within RHeAs or that degrade RHeAs, localjzed risks associated with 
all proposed projects or activities would be reduced. 
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Modifications to proposed projects and activities would lead to reductions in some resource 
. outputs. These modifications would lICCOlDlt for fewer RVDs and a modest reduction in 
timber harvest The level of pennitted grazing would not be affected. 

In areas where soils have not been compacted by heavy use. and ongoing activities are not 
contributing substantially to habitat degradation, revegetation would begin. Localized benefits 
could be large where a large number of proposed projects and· activities are conducted within 
the affectec:l RHeAs. 

Although measurable improvements in basin-wide water resource and sbeam conditions would 
be 1IDillcely, because standards and guidelines would be applied to all proposed projects and 
activities, and RHCAs would include more of the watetshed than would be protected lDlder 
Alternative 2, some additional protection of anadromous fish would occur. 

A1tenudiYe 4 (PREFERRED):. On a case-by-case basis, land managers would evaluate 
ongoing projects and activities within RHeAs and modify those that are determined to be 
causing nnaCC"9tlble risk. Modifications to proposed projects and activities and to some 
ongoing projects and activities would lead to a reduction in resowce outputs. Those 
modifications would accoUDt for fewer RVDs, a reduction in timber harvest, and fewer AUMs 
of permitted grazing within certain streamside areas. 

Several erisring dispersed and developed recreaUon sites, where contiDued use would prevent 
attainment of Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect listed anadromous fish, 
would be closed dwing the interim period. Such closwes wOuld allow some recovery in 
riparian areas and streams where heavy human uses have degraded riparian and aquatic: 
habi1at, although soil compaction resulting from extended use would inhibit such recovery. 

Wtiere grazing and timber harvest have caused impacts, adoption of this alternative would 
provide improved soil stability, additional stream shading, and continuing supplies of large 
Woody debris to affected streams. Where grazing has contributed to unstable stream banks, 
loss of vegetative cover and shade, and inc:reased sedimentation, the trend toward SIIc:h habitat 
degradation would be reversed. This action would be expected to arrest habitat degradation 
and iDitiate recovery. 

Protection measures presc:n"bed for timber-, rec:reasion-, and grazing-related activities, as well 
as other activitieS, would be widely .dispersed throughout the area of the proposed action. 
Where such measures ire applied, associated risks to water resources would be reduced 
Where they are not applied, associated risks will be few. Risks associated wi1h sediment 
loading, bank damage, loss of shade, and water le1Dpe:iatwe inc:rases, or the loss of large 
Woody debris from the riparian area would be subsCam:ially reduced from current and expected 
levels. The degree of recovery would be contingent on the extent of damage, the sensitivity 
of the affected site and stream channel to modifications in mllDapment direction, and the 
availability of moisture dwmg the interim period. Although improvements to watersheds and 
water resources could be noticeable at a few sites, measurable improvement in habitat 
condition dwing 1he interim period would not likely be substantial bee ause recovery processes 
are gradual. . 

AItemalive 5: Watershed Analyses would be required within all Key Watersheds prior to 
initiation of proposed projects and activities in RHeAs, and all activities within RHCAs in all 
watersheds would be modified to comply with new standards and guidelines. Modifications 
to ongoing projects and activities would lead to a reduction in resource outputs. 1buse 
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modifications would result in fewer RVDs, a reduction in timber harvest, and fewer AUMs of 
livestock grazing within streamside areas. 

Many ~ and developed recreation sites likely would be closed during the interim 
period. Such closures would allow some recovery in riparian areas and streams where heavy 
human uses have degraded riparian and aquatic· habitat, although soil compaction resulting 
from extended use would inhibit such recovery. 

AdopUon of this alternative would provide improved soil stability, additional stream shadjng 
and contiJIuing ~lies of large woody debris to affected £1Ieams. Where grazing, timber, 
and other activities have contributed to UDStable stream banks, loss of vegetative cover and 
shade. and inaeased sediment.ation, the trend toward such habiUt degradation would be 
slowed or reversed. This action would be expected to arrest habi1at clegradaUon and initiate 
recovery. 

Protection measures prescribed for timber-, reaeaUon-, and grazing-related activities. as welJ. 
as other activities. would be dispezsed widely throughout the area considered in this 
environmental assess ... .." Associated risks to water resources would be reducecl Risks 
associated with sedimeDt loading. bank damage. loss of shade and water tempeiatwe 
increases, or the loss of 1arge woody debris from the riparian area would be substantially 
reduced from. CWleDt and expected levels. The degree of recovery would be contingent on the 
extent of damage. the seasitMty of the affected site and £1Ieam channel to modifications in 
management direction. and the availability of moistllre daring the iulttim period, although 
measurable improvemell1s to wa1e1sheds and water resowces could be noticeable at a few 
sites. The overall health of affected areas and my SUbs""tiaI improveIneDt in habitat 
condilions would occur gradually, and would not be expected to impIove substantially during 
the interim period. 

NON-FORESIED VEGETATION 

AFFECTED ENYIRONMENT 

Non-forested Uplands within the affected area consist mostly of sagebrush plant communities. 
W}'oming, Basin Big, and Mountain Big sagetnush ate the most common species. Other 
common shrubs include biuabrush, wild rose. and rabbitbrush. Typical pereanial grasses ate 
Bluebaach ~ Idaho fescue, Western wheatgrass, and Giant wild rye. Various forbs, 

. including buckwheats, daisies. phlox, and dandelions, are common. 4S Upland sagebrush 
commllllities typically occur in areas where precipitation averages 10-18 iDc:hes per year and 
comes as SDOW or tain in the winter and spring. 

Riparian vegetation in non-forested 8reas consisIs mainly of herbaceous species such as 
KentuCky bluegrass, although sedges. forbs, and woody species such as willow, alder, and 
cottonwoods !II"C common. Vegetative cover is absent or much diminished in severely 
degraded riparian areas. and stream banks in such areas have been increasingly exposed to . 
severe erosion. Moderately degraded areas typically have a good cover of Kentucky 
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bluegniss and other plant species but often are lacking in woody species. Riparian ~ in 
good condition have a cover of sedges and/or a variety of different age classes of Willows, 
aldeIs and, in some cases, cottonwoods. 

Non-forested vegetation in ·the Sacramento Valley is principally of foor cover types. The 
Valley Foothill Hardwood type is comprised of various oak species (blue, valley, Engleman, 
interior live, coast live and canyon live oaks) .. The Valley riparian type has cottonwood, 
Califomia sycamore, and valley oak as dominant species; with white alder, boxelder, and 
Oregon ash. as subc:anopytypes. The mixed chaparral type is characrerized by species which 
vary with pIecipitatiOD, aspect, and soil type. Included are California scrub oak, chaparral 
oak, manZllllrta species, momrtain mahogany, ceanothus species, and chemise. 

The non-forested vegetation along the Pacific coast is represented by chapanal and 
oak-woodland types, with cottonwood and willows oCQluing in riparian zones. 

More complete, watershed-specific descriptions of the affected non-forested vegetation 
envinmment are included in the forest plans, LUPs. and EISs listed in Appendix D. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Most negative effects to riparian vegetation have been caused by excessive grazing. although 
excessive recreational use is important in some areas. Popular summer recreation areas, as 
well as areas where year-rollllli grazing or grazing daring the hot, mid-summer months occ:ms, 
have experienc:ed degradation of riparian and aquatic habitat. Normally, changes in ecological 
condition resulting from a modification in the percent composition of plant species do not 
oceur in the short 1erm. Changes in ecological c:onditinn require at least S years and in most 
cases 10 or more years. 

The time frame in which measurable change can be expected is dependent on the precipitation 
zone and the plant commllDrty. In higher precipitation areas (where more than 12 inches of 
precipitation per year is common), improved management regimes in upland plant 
co~unities may effect changes in ecological condition within 5-10 yem. In drier, more 
arid areas (where less than 10 inches of precipitation per year is common), improvement in 
ecological condition may take 30 yeus or longer. Unlike the uplands. where ecological 
recovery may take 5-10 years or longer, vegetative improvement in riparian areas may oceur 
within a relatively short time, because water usually is available for plant growth daring the 
entire growing season. 

A1teuuditel: Effects on non-forested uplands would continue, as modified in some areas by 
c:onsoltation provisions of the ESA. Uplands would not be expected to show measurable 
improvement in overall ecological condition, although some pIaposed projects or ac1ivi1ies 

I . that are determined likely to affect listed anadromollS fish species would be can~ed or 
modified as a result of ESA consultation. The result of c:onsoltation would be the application 
of standards. guidelines, and procedores determined by the NMFS as necessary to conserve 
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listed species and their habi1at. 

Due to the proximi1y of water and the resultant c:onc:entration of livestock and people, uplands 
adjacent to riparian areas, which are typically some of the most produc:1ive, have been some 
of the most adversely affected. In those upland areas not receiving additional protection, a 
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continued concentlation of Iivestoclc grazing and dispetsed recreational use would CQntinue to 
cause degradation of upland vegetation. 

Non-forested riparian areas would not be expected to show measurable improvement Current 
forest plan and LUP diteetion would apply to all ongoing and ptoposed acUOQS.. The 
condition of riparian areas where appropriate protection measwes are takea (e.l-. ·riparian 
emphasis areas" and those areas-where ptojectsand activities are·subject to c:casuiwion under 
provisions of ~e ESA) would improve somewhat. But the CQDdition of ripanan IIld aquatic 
habitat not designated as riparian emphasis areas. as well as those areas for wtudl 
consultation does not oc:c:ur, would not be expected to improve. A downward ~ may be 
evideat in some of those areas. In other, severely degraded areas, where sloua;bml bm1cs and 
erosion have resulted in. a major loss of soil, degradation would continuc. 

AJamMC;,e 2: Under this alternative, specific new stimdards and guidelmes would apply to 
some kinds of activities. Other proposed projects and activities and onJOUlI projects and 
activities would continue, as modified in some areas by provisions of abe ESA tJplaDds 
would not be expe..--ted to show measurable improvemeat in their overall ec:oIoItcai condition, 
although some ptojects and activities 1hat are determined likely to affect haed flStl species 
would be cancelled or modified as a result of consultation, and some 0Iber pi Ci ?"d projects 
and activities would be modified as a result of the new standards and pdei_ Slalldards, 
guidelines, and pmcedmes would apply only to some proposed projects .wi manapment 
activities, and not to any ongoing ptojects and activities. 

Livestoc:k grazing, timber hatves1jng, and recreational uses would COIlDa8e __ -curreDt 
levels. However, during the inteaim period some proposed projects and 11:11\'._ would be 
modifieii Some incremental reduction in the risks to upland and ripIn_ 'Wi tall would be 
expected; although for the duration of the inteiim period the i.mprChemaat ...... 
conditions would be negligible. 

AJIehUdi,e 3: During the inteaim period, the effects on non-forested upIecb would COIltinue, 
as mcvljfjed in some areas by provisions of 1he ESA aDd in all RHeAs ." .... 
guidelines, and procedmes .applied to proposed projects and managemeat KII~1a_ 1hese 
more compreheasive measwes would help see 1hat all new pmjects IIld KD~D. would be 
developed in a manner that is responsive to new infOl'D1iltion on stock IUIUI .wi babual 
condition. However, be: "se ongoing ptojects and activities would COIltIDUI __ direction 
prescribed in CWlead forest plans and LUPs. there WoUld be negligible effeca 011 lIIuda of the 
upland and riparian ·",egetation. 

Livestoc:k grazing, timber harvesting, and recreational uses would continue __ -Cwient 
levels. Ho~, during the inteaim period all proposed pmjects and KD~1a. would be 
subject to new standards and guidelines. Some incremental reduction ill 1be nsb to riparian 
vegetation would be expected, a1though adoption for 1he duration of the iD1IIi lID period would 
result in negligible improvement in habitat conditions. 

AJama6ve 4 (PREFERRED): Under this alternative, the negative effects 011 DOft-forested 
uplands would be somewhat reduced, not only by modifications of proposed projeas and 
activities within RHCAs. but also by the application of Slandards and guidebnes to those 
ongoing projects and activities within RHCAs 1hat are deteamined to be posiD, an 
unacceptable risk to aquatic and riparian habitat and anadromous fish stocks. lhismore 
comprehensive application of direction would help see 1hat ongoing projects and aclivities, as 
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well as all new projects and activities, would be carried out in a manner that is responsive to 
new information on stock status and habitat condition. 

Accordingly, livestock gr:ujng, for example, would be modified if current grazing practices 
pose an unacceptable risk. Modification in such practices could include such 1hings as a 
reduction in numbers· of livestock or season of use, changes in handling practices, or the . 
complete removal of livestock from RHCAS. Similar modifications in management of 
recreation and other activities would occ:ur as needed. The amount of improvement of 
non-forested uplands would be dependent on the type and number of modifications adopted. 

In'riparian areas where cwtent projects and' activities are modified or halted, habitat 
conditions would be expected to improve, although the amollllt of improvement would depend 
on the extent of degradation that has occmred and the overall health of the riparian 
community. In some areas, the vegetative response to improved management would be 
expected to be measurable, and in some less degtaded areas. substantial. Most vegetated 
riparian areas would be ecpected to show an increase in desirable riparian vegetati.m such as 
sedges and/or young willows. . 

Wrth the moctification or elimination, during the interim period, of projects that are 
determined to be causing unaccepuble risk, as well as'the application of protec:tive JZleasIZTes 
in all future projects and activities, some improvement in upland and riparian habitat would 
be expected, and new causes of degradation would be avoided. 

AlfeklWive 5: Be(Ptde standards and guidelines would apply to all ongoing projects and 
activities as well as all proposed projects and activities, and larger RHCAs would be 
eslablished wi1hin all watersheds, land managers would be more like1y to see that projects and 
activities are carried out in a manner that is reSponsive to new infonnation on stoc:k status and 
habitat condition. 

Livestock grazing ciould be modified by manging permits to reduce the number of livestock 
or the season of use, changing handling practices that result in habitat degradation; and, in 
some cases, requiring the complete removal of livestock from previously permitted areas. 
Recreational uses, as well as other activities, also could be modified or, if necessary. reduced. 
The amollllt of improvement in non-forested uplands would be dependent on the type and 
number of modifit:ations implemented.' . 

Measures required under this alternative would further contribute to improvement of the 
ecological condition of all Don-forested upland and riparian areas. In areas where cmrent 
projects and activities are modified or halted, habitat conditions would be expected to 
improve, although the amount of improvement would depend on the extent of degradation that 
has 0CCUJTed and the relative health of the upland or riparian commllDity. In some areas the 
vegetative response to improved management would be expected to be measurable, and in 
some less degraded areas, substantial. DesiIable riparian vegetation, such as sedges. and/or 
willow, would be expected to increase in most affected areas. . 
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FORESTED VEGETATION 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
. . 

The major forest typeS found in the affected areas include Fu-Spruce, Ponderosa pine, and 
Lodgepole pine in eastern Oregon and eastern WasbingIon; Fir-Spruce, Ponderosa pine. 
Lodgepole pine. White pine, and.Larch in Idaho; Fir-Spruce andPoncierosa pine in northern 
California; and Monterey pine, Redwood, and Valley IwdWCiChD in soUlhem CaIifomia...s 
Although 1he predominant tree species are softww.!s, there also are hardwoods such as aspeu, 
c::ouonwwd, willow, and various oaks associated with many of the foregoing forest types, as 
well as a wide range of undetQoJy plant species. More complete. watetshed-specific 
descriptions of the affected forested vegetation environment are included in 1he forest plans, 
LUPs, and EISs listed in Appendix D. 

Forest tYPes that would be affected are primariJy those found in Idaho, be: "Re most of the 
timber harvesting that would be affected by the proposed interim direction is within RHCAs 
in the national forests in Idaho. . 

FOrests in the affected areas cleveloped over 1ime under c:onditions of periodic: disturbance by 
fire (Datural and h1l!Dall-QUSed), c:atastrophic insect and disease infestations, windstorms, and 

. logging. In tams of tree growth rates and biomass pmduc:tion. 1he forests are very 
productive, panic:ulariy those areas in or near riparian s)'steud that often are dwac:tetizedby 
deep soils and high-moismre regimes. Forest vegetation provides habi1at for many species of 
wildlife and is c:ri1ic:al to easuring the integlity of aquatic: ec:oS)'i>1eUIS and the life-forms they 
supp.m. . 

!he condition of forests on the affected areas varies c:cmsiderably. !hose forests represent a 
full range of successional smges, from young-growth stands to late-suc:cessional saands 
approaching 1he end of. their biological life-span, often referred to as old growth. Olcl-growth 
forests range in'age from 100 years for species such as aspen, to many hundreds of years for 
species such lIS Douglas fir. The ciiversi1y of tree and other vegetative species varies . 
c:cmsiderably,OII a site-by-site basis, lIS does the emm of canopy closure ad vertical and 
horizomal sttadUre. Forest health as viewed in tams of endemic tree mortality geaeraIJy is a 
function of tree age; however, insect ad disNl5e infestations and adverse climarie c:ondition 
cause mortality in both young ad old forests. High mortali1¥ rates are particularly prevalent 
in the affected areas in eastern 9regon and are described in detail in the .E4rtside Fo1U1 
Ecosystem H~AssemnenL"" . 

-W.M. Harlow, E.S. BIIIrar, aDd F.M. White. 1979. T .... tbooIc ofDeruiroIDgy. McGmw-Hill 
C.s. Schopmeyer. 1989. Seeds of JY oody Pillnu in the United StatU. As-~ 450. 

"usDA Forest Service Pacific Nortbw=! Region. 1991. Ecmde Fann ECMy8tDII Hedth A.J##1IJenL April 
1993. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Forest riparian areas normally constitute a strip along and adjacent to water courses, 
meadows, and water bodies. TllIlber harvesting would be permitted in some of these areas
using best management practices and in consideration of other requirements described under 
Alternative 1-. Alternatives 2 1iuough 5 prescribe progressively wider riparian protec:tion areas 
or RHeAs, in which timber harvesting generally is not permitted. In general, when viewed in 
1he context of forest-wide vegetative conditions and successional time scales, adoption of any 
of the 5 altematives during the interim period would have little effect on forest vegetation. . . 

Altemalive 1: Under 1his alternative, implementation of forest plans and LOPs would 
continue. All proposed projeas and mmagement activities would undergo NEP A analyses, 
which would be presented for formal public review and comment.; and all proposed projeas 
and activities 1hat may affect listed species or adversely affect designated critical habitat 
would be subject to COD$U1tation provisions of the ESA. 

The major environmental impact on forest vegetation would result from timber harvesting, 
which inteuupts natural successional stages of stand development and reduces biomass and 
struaural diversity. Because timber harvest would continue to the extent prescribed in current 
forest plans and LUPs, with modifications made necessvy by consultation provisions of the 
ESA, adoption of 1his alternative would result in a continuation of the rate at which 
degradation of riparian and aquatic habitat is occurring. Species composition and structural 
diversity of forest "¢Ilion following timber harvest is dependent, in part, on the harvest 
method prescribed in forest plans and LOPs and employed in affected areas. The number of 
living and dead trees and the amount of material that is involved, which is comprised of down 
woody material and other vegetation that remains on cut-over areas also depends on the 
harvest method selected. In general. timber harvest simulates natural events that create an· 
earIy~ stage in forest succession. Under 1his alternative, more overall acreage would be 

•. returned to those early stages than under the action alteroatives. . 

AI1mudive 2: Un~ 1his alternative, specific new standards and guidelines regarding timber 

I 
management projeas and activities, logging-slasb. treatment and the use of prescribed fire, as 
well as road ConsIruction, reconstruction, and maintenance, livestock grazing, and riparian and 
fish habitat restoration, would apply to proposed projects and activities. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Generally. timber harvesting would not be permitted within riparian areas. The exclusion of 
proposed timber harvesting in the affected areas would permit the natural succession of forest 
vegetation and rely more heavily on natural events, such as fire and insect and disease 
infestations, to influence or shape forest succession. Consequent1y, increases in tree mortality 
and the associated risk of fire, insects, and disease would be expected, although less than 
would be expected under any of the other action altematives, which provide more extenSive 
ptotection to riparian areas. However, during the interim period the e1fect would be minimal· 

A1femative 3: Specific new standards and guidelines tegaiding timber management actions 
described under Alternative 2 would apply to all proposed projects and activities within 
RHeAs. 

Timber harvesting generally would not be permitted within RHeAs. The exclusion of 
proposed timber harvesting in RHeAs would permit the natural succession of forest 
vegetation and rely more heavily on natural events, such as fire and insect and disease 
iofestations, to influence or shape forest succession. Consequently, tree mortality and the 
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associated risk of fire, insects, and disease could be expected to increase somewhat froin 
levels expected under Alternative 2. However, during the interim period the effect would be 
minimal 

AI1enIIDve 4 (!'REFERRED): Specific new standards and guidelines regarding timber 
management projects and activities described under Alternative 3 would apply to some . 
ongoing projects and activities within RHeAs, as well as all pioposed projects and activities. 

Tunber barvesting generally would not be penni1ted within lUIeAs. The exclusion of 
proposed timber harvesting in lUICAs-and in other areas where it is detennined that such 
activities would pose an unacceptable risk to aquatic and riparian habimt or anadromous fish
would permit the naruraI succession of forest vegetation and rely more heavily on natural 
evm1S, such as fire and insect and disease infesl8tiODS, toinflueoce or shape such successiIJD. 
Consequemly. tree mortality II!lci the associated risk of fire, iDsec:ts, and disease could be 
expected to increase somewhat from levels expected under Alternative 2 or 3. However. 
during the interim period the effect would be minima! 

A)fema6,e 5: Specific new standards and guidelines Jegarding timber management projects 
and activities described under Altematj.ve 3 would apply to all ongoing and proposed projects 
and activities within RHeAs. 

Tunber harvesting generally would not be permitted within lUIeAs. The exclusion of timber 
lwYesting would permit the natural SIIccessi'OJl of forest vegetati\?J1 and rely more heavily on 
natural evm1S, such as fire and insect and disease infestatiOJlS, to influence ot shape forest 
succession. ConseQl!eDtiy. tree mortality and the associated risk of fire, insects. and disease 
could be expected to increase from levels expected under the other action alternatives. 
However. during the interim period the effect would be minimal 

FISHERY RESOURCES 
A..1'1'EC2'ED ENYIRONMENT 
Within the area considered in this enviromnentalassessment, apjIl .... imately 16 million acres 
of lands provide diverse riparian and aquatic habitats for a variety of fish species, including 
cuubroat, rainbow. blOOk, brown, golden, and bull trout; sockeye, chinook, and coho salmon. 
and sreeThead trout; and white stwgeon. nOJthem squawfish, snckeJs. chubs, dace, shiners. 
sc:aIpins, and other lesser known species." More complete, watershed-specific descriptions of 
the affected fishery resource environment are included in the forest plans, LOPs, and EISs 
listed in Appendix D. Several fish species, including many salmon and trout stocks, are 
1breateDed, endangered, State-sensitive, or at risk of becoming "special status- species. Of the 
214 auadromous fish identified in the AFS pubIished report as at-risk or of special concern, 
39 are from Califomia. 58 are from the Oregon coast, 76 are from the Columbia River basin 
in Idaho. Oregon and Washington. and 41 are from the WMhingt.on c:oastlPugetSound area. 
Activities in areas used by thOse species that are dueatetled. endangered, or p1oposed for 
lisIiDg, are subject to ESA -provisions that require consultation or special consideration. See 

0ip.B. Moyle. 1976.lnliInd Fultu ofClllifami4 ~. CA Press, Bcdccley. c.E. Bend. 1973. Kq81D Oregon 
FruIrw.-.Fuhu. Tech. BuD 58. OSO Ag. Exp. SIB., Corw11is, OR. R.S. Wyclosl:i IIDd R.R. WhibIey. 1979. 
lnliInd Fultu of IV uJoinglbn. Univ. WA Press, Seatt1c. 1. Simpson IIDd R. Wallace. 1978. Fultu of lUhD. 
thIiv. Pras of ID. Moscow. 
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p&ges 1-11 above for further description of recent ~es on aquatic and riparian habitat I degradation and anadromous fish population declines. 

Generally, State agencies manage fish resources, although sovereign Tribes and some 
regulatory Federal agencies also have responsibilliy for management of fIShery resources. The 

I Agencies' responsibilities are focused on management of habitat that is wnlun tbeir 
jurisdictions. Close cooperation among tbe various other agencies,. govenunasts, and 
jurisdictions is necessary to provide proper management offishery resources. 

I 
I 

Anadromous fish are widely distributed throughout the area and tend to tbnYL m streamS that 
are characteristic of most wate1sbeds within the area of consideration. FIJln 1 shows 
known anadromous watersheds within the. proposed area. AnadromolZS full requarc a marine 
environmeDt to complete their life cycles, and they spend vmyiDg amounD or lime in the 

. ocean during their major growth phase. Over the past S0-80 years, fresbW8lLf 8Mdromous 
fish habitats have been adversely affected by hmnan population groWlb 8IId faaors associated I with that growth. 

I 
I 

Generally, anadromous fish streams currently contain 30-70 percent r __ Iarp. deep pools, 
more fine sediments in spawning gravels, and greater disturbance of n~ U,.WlOD than 
is acceptable. As a result, tbe fish habitat capability of those stI eams baa •• m'st.ed The 
number of anadromous fish retuming to freshwater systemS has declmed II t IiIIIy from 
the levels recorded in years past. This decline stems from a variery or faaDrI. mduding 
excessive ocean and freshwater harvest, habitat losses from logging. puaq. ••• ~ 
recreation, and otber surface-disturbg activities, genetic and cfisease PI c b I.. cj!tecl 
with hatchery supplementation efforts, and problems with passaVo IIIId no. eted with 

I hydropower installations and otber impolDlClmeat and diversion facil,De Ioc $ , .. critical 
watersheds. Future hmnan population growth is expected to continue III i8CI' . pi liIRS on 
these habi1als. Management changes that work to improve habi1llt gpebllny-S fi* I populations will be Dec 'y to ameliorate these presswes. 

I 
ENYIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Anticipated effec1S on anadromous fish and riparian and aquatic babi1lltl ndrDOi'ally have 
been estimated by the effects on representative habitats and species. By -. tbat such 

I representative habitats and species are adequately considered, sufficiL1Jl bIOt_ quality and 
diversity are presumed to exist where all species using similv habi1lltl .. PI-=Sld andlor 
resIOred. Adoption of alternatives presented here would serve, by VIr)'1Ilg de ...... II) preserve 
or restore existing riparian and aquatic habitats and re1ated aquatic raourca. .,111 special I emphasis on anadrowous fish habitat. To gain a crucial perspective OD I»tr bar II) mlDage 
riparian and aquatic habitat, it is necessilY not only to focus on specific lip 1IItive 
habitats and species, but. also on tbose habitats' processes and iimctioas. 

I 
I 

Management activities can adversely affect fishery habitats and fish popubDoas" by altering 
riparian vegetation amount, compositioll, diversi1y and vigor, reducing areambank vegetation 
and cover, reducing streambank stlibilliy, modifying water quantity, tilllJD&, 8IId quality, and 
by changing delivery of structural elements, nutrients, and sediments to 111. W8lLf. Livesrock 
grazing, timber harvest, and recreational use, with their associated road building and site 
development, are the most prevalent activities affecting riparian and aquaDc habi1lltS and 

I anadrowous fish populations. Application of management COIIstIamts or prescriptions serves 
to alleviate problems witb habitat and anadromous fish populations. Improvements in habitat 

I 
I 



I 
quality and quantity' and anadromous fish population diversity and abundmce can result from I 
application of management prescriptious that produce improved riparian health and increased 
aquatic: habitat diversity. I 
Alteuudive 1: Under 1his alternative, the effects of ongoing and proposed projects and I 
ac;tivities would c:ontinue, pursuant to guidance provided in C:Wleat forest piaas and LUPs, and 
in comPliance with NEPA procedures and ESA provisiODS. Direc:t, iDdirec:t. and cumulative 
effects to fisheJY resources-from grazing, timber harvesting, RdeaSion uses, mining, and I 
other discmiODaJY ac:tivities-would be ezpec:ted to c:ontinue at c:w .. :nt levels. 

The severity cf effects on fisheries and aquatic: and riparian habitat would be proportional to 
the levd of ground-disturbing activities associated with ongoing md future adivities that are I 
permitted within riparian areas. Overall tteDds in habitat degradation sad Wines in 
anadromous fish populatious indicate that ESA provisions may result iD mocIific:atious to 
projects and,ac:tivities, amendments to c:wrent regional guides and forest piaas and LUPs I 
wI:Iere anadromous fish already are listed, and the listing of additioaa1 species in the near 
future.. 

Alteuuditel: Under 1his altmlarive. spec:ific: new standards and guidelhes would apply to I 
proposed livestock grazing, logging slash treatmeut and the lISe of pres ,aoe.f fire. road 
c:onstruction and.rec:onsttuc:tion, and riparian and fish.habitat teSIOiatioll. Other proposed 
projects and ac:tivities.. and all ongoing projects and activities, would .... !lime, pursuant to I 
guidance provided in cwrent foJeSt plans and LUI's. and in c:ompIiance with NEPA 
procedUI es and consultation provisions of the ESA. . . 

The effects of 1his altemative on anadromous fish habitat would be related 1D the level of I 
permitted ground-disturbing ac:tivities associated with finme In.estoc:k graziDg. logging s1ash 
treatment and presaibed fire. road systems, and riparian and fish habi1at i 2 ·ration ac:tivities 
within riparian areas. It would see that these kinds of pioposed projects SlId adivities would I 
meet standards and guidelines 1hat are designed to pieveut funha- stream degradation. 

Bec:ause the scope of 1his alternative is limited to c:ertain kinds of pr' .,...,sed projects and I 
ac:tivities, expected beneficial effects on anadromous fish habi1at wouici be ieeilfd and 
randomly dispersed over the planning area. Loc:aIized bendi1sto anadromoas fish habitat 
could be large where large percemages of proposed projects and ac:tivi1ies 0CCIIr within I 
affec:ted watersheds. However, improvements in anadromous fish hahitat mpcfitjon are 
gradual, and CI!D take decades 

AIenaaive 3: Beca"se 1his altemative would broaden the sc:ope of mm £ p.mt direction to I 
inc:1ude new standmfs and guidelines for all proposad projec:lS and aaivities within RHCAs or . 
that degrade RHeAs, and because RHCAs would be established in. aU ... algid cds SlId would· 
be larger in Key Watersheds, some measure of additional pro?e?tion of riparian and aquatic: I 
habitat and aDadromous fish would occur. .. ' , --

Adoption of1his altemative·-would not-result-inpermanezdly-foregoiag-ay pmposed ac:tivi~ I 
within the RHeAs, but some actions could be deferred or modified dwing the iutetim period, . 
resulting in .a slight, shott-tenn beuefic:ial effect on c:ertain anadrowous fED species Ongoing 
projects and activities would DOt be modified as a result of iutetim diJeclioa.. No measurable 
effects on riparian or aquatic: habitat would be ezpected, although potcDtial beDdi1s would . I 
inc:1ude incremental imProvements .resulting from modific:atious to proposed projects and 
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activities and from proposed riparian restoration projects. Al1hough improved aquatic habitat 
condition and the attainment of RMOs eventually would be an expected result of this 
management direction, such benefits would DOt be achieved through adoption during the 
interim period, nor would the rate of restoration be increased substantially. 

A11emafive 4 (PREFERRED): Beca"se this alternative would broaden the application of 
management direction by including new standards and guidelines to all proposed projects and 
activities and some ongoing projects and activities within RHCAs or that degrade RHeAs, 
and MeanS<" large RHCAs would be established in all Key WatelSheds, additional protection 
of riparian and aquatic habitat would occur. 

I 
Al1hough there would be no permanent cessation of activities in RHeAs, some actions would . 

, be modified or deferred during the interim period. As a result, some adverse effects on 
riparian and aquatic habi1ats within RHeAs Would be reduced. Because the restoration of 
riparian and aquatic habitat complexity typically occurs over a much longer time than is 

I considered in this environmental .sse sment, benefits through adoption during the interim 
period would be expected to be negligible. However, because case-by-case reviews would be 
made of ongoing actions, and 1hose actions determined to pose an 1IDaccept.able risk would be 

I modified, some benefits to anadIOmous fish popu1ations, including a reduction in risks, would 
be expected. 

I 
I 
I 
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Potential benefits would include the initiation of riparian vegetative recove!Y that would result 
from a reduction in h1llllllD activities and livestock use within riparian areas. Although this 
eventually would resu1t in improved aquatic habitat condition and the aIIainment ofRMOs, 
such benefits would DOt likely be apparent during the interim period. 

AIleaDidi,e 5: Because this alternative would broaden the scope of management direction to 
include new standards and guidelines for all proposed and ongoing projects and activities 
within RHCAs or that degrade RHCAs, and loecause large RHeAs would be established in all 
watersheds, additional protection of riparian and aquatic habitat would occur, and the 
associated risks associated with management would be reduced. 

Although there would be no permanent cessation of activities, some actions would be 
modified or deferred during the interim period. As a result, some adverse effects on riparian 
and aquatic habitats within RHCAs would be reduced. Because the retoration of riparian and 
aquatic habitat complexity typically occurs over a much longer time than is considered in this 
environmental asse swent, benefits through implementation during the interim period would 
be expected to be n~gible. However, because large RHCAs woulcl be establishecl in all 
anadIOmous wawsheds, and because all ongoing and proposed actions would be modified as 
needed to comply with the management direction, some benefits, including a reduction in 
risks to anadromous fish populations, would be expected. • 

Potential benefits would include the initiation of riparian vegetative recovery that. would result 
from a reduction in human activities and livestock use within riparian areas. 'Although this 
eventually would result in improved aquatic habitat condition and the attainment of RMOs, 
such benefits would not likely be apparent through implementation during the interim period. 
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'I'BREA'IENED, ENDANGERED, AND SENS11lVE SPECIES 

NumerollS 1hreatened, endanped, and sensitive plant species occur within the proposed 
project area (SO CFR 17.12).~ Projects that might affect plant species listed as 1hreatened or 

. endangered under the Endangered Species Act are subject to consultation with FWS. To 
avoid negative effeds on individual plan1s or populations, ptOjeds sometimes are modified or, 
in some rare instances, cancelled.. Generally, plant species designated as "sensitive" by the 
Agencies are inventoried during project pianDing, so that potential impac:lS can be avoided or 
mitigaled. None of the proposed altematives would affect this direction. 

A number of threatened, endangered, and sensitive tenestrial' vertebrate and invertebrate 
species occur on lands administered by the Agencies (SO CFR 17.11). Among the 
federally-listed threalened and endangered species that occur within the area are bald eagle, 
peregrine falcon, grizzly bear, and gray wol£ More complete, watelsh~c descriptions 
of the affected threatened, endangered, and sensitive species environment are included in the 
forest plans, LUPs, and EISs listed in Appendix D. 

Under the ESA, activities that may have an effect on threatened or endangered wildlife 
species are subject to consulwion with FWS or NMFS. Requirements for consuIwion would 
remain in effect under any of the interim strategies. Management of sensitive wildlife species 
varies by national forest or BLM district, and usually is conducted in cooperation with State 
wildlife agencies. On lands ac!mini""'Rd by the Agencies, manag'=B are directed to plan and 
implement projeds in ways which would avoid impadS wbich could move any species 
towards Federal Jisling. 

The Agencies .have concluded consuIwion with FWS and NMFS on the effect of the 
proposed action on listed species. The FWS, through a letter of concum:nce, found that the 
proposed action would have a neutral or beneficial effect on listed species under their 
jmisdic:lion. $0 NMFS, through a biological opinion, has determined that the proposed action is 
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species under their jurisdiction or 
result in destruction or adverse moctification of critical habitat. 51 

"'Iu. MeiDke. 1982. T~ II1II1 ~ y=:rUtr pu.- of CMgtm: #II iIbutmtetlgrdde. U.s. rub SlId 
WddJjfc Service. . 

~ to FORSt Service Cbicf Jack Ward thomas, dated June 27, 1994, from Fub SlId WiIdtifc Service, 
Portlmd. OR. sigDed by Rcgicmal director MarriD. L. PIcncrt. 

51NMFS BioIo8;cal 0piDi~ dated Janway 23, 1995. . 
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I WILDLIF.E RESOURCES 

I AFFECTED ENYIRONMENT 

I 
The IS lWionaI forests and 7BLM districts included in the proposal provide an array of 
wildlife habitms, ranging from the alpine meadows and mesic, old-growtb coniferous forests 
ofnonhem Washington and Idaho 10 the semi·arid sagebrush steppes, alkali flats, and 
volcanic formations of the Great Basin and nonhem Califomia These diverse landforms and 
plant communities, in tum, suppon a large number of species. For example, over 400 species 

I of terrestrial vertebrates have been identified on the Okanogan National Forest (Okanogan 
Land and Resource Management Plan, 1989). More complete, watershed-spec:ific descriptions 
of the affected wildlife environment are included in the forest plans, LUPs, and EISs 1isted in I Appendix D. . . 

During the preparation of forest plans. indicator species were selected 10 represeI1t either 

I 
featured species or groups of species that respond 10 enviromnen1al variables in similar ways. 
Specific allocations and management practices were established 10 c:onttibute 10 the continued 
viability and sus' "inability of indicators and the species groups they represent. More than 30 
bird, mammal, and amphibian indicator species are identified in 1he.forest plans. Many of 

I these species have either complex habitat requirements or are closely associated with 1IDique 
or scarce habitats. .:Riparian habitats are critical 10 1he CODSeI vanon of many species in the 
more arid interior portions of the West and, in general, suppon greater species richness and 

I density than any other habitat type. Riparian habitats in the West are in shon supply, both 
Daturally and as a result of human manipulation, and account for less than 10 percent of 1he. 
total land base considered in this environmeD1al ass went 

I 
I 
I 
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Many indicator species are considered old-growlh ISmited or oid-growth-depencient. A 
combination of c:ircmnstmces (mc1uding steep slopes, inaccessibility andlor long iire-mum 
intervals) have resulted in the survival of remnant old-growtb stands along many streams in 
the inland Nonhwest. Although often highly fragmented, these Slringers of iate-successi?nal 
forest still provide miCro-climates and forest structure important for a variety of species-from 
salamanders 10 bald eagles to Rocky Mountain e1k.. . ........ . 

ENYIRONMENTAL' CONSEQUENCES 

Any of the action altematives would have potential benefic:ial effects on wildlife habitats and 
populations, either by avoiding habitat loss, allowing incremental improvement of degraded 
habitat in the absence of further disturbance, providing the potential for increased reproductive 
success (on a site-spec:ific basis), or simply by the retention of options for future protection 
under measures prescribed in the geographically-specific envinmmental analyses; HOwever, 
1he degree of benefit varies by alremanve. 

AlRnlafive 1: Current forest plans and LUPs would remain in effect. Standards and 
guidelines within those plans call for protection of wildlife species and their habitms, as do 
ESA provisions. Both would gilvern proposed and ongoing projects and activities. No 
change of benefit or risk would be expected 10 result from project implementation. 



Altenlflfwe 2: This altemative applies the aquatic and ripariaD c:ompoaents"of the "watershed 
and fish habitat emphasis option,. which were developed by 1he .Scienri!ic ~ ~n Late
Successional Forest Ecosystems, to anadromous wateISheds • > 4 51 d eli III tIIis eDVIJODJIlental 
1S5" meut. This strategy would augment reserve areas already in place far indicator species 
and maidIBj" important refugia for other species, including big-game fiiding cover. 

Bee Hilse 1he consttuction of new roads would be minjmized. bahjllJl· diec:tiveuess and reduced 
str sses on big-game species would increase, particularly during hMli. 5 I!iS 

Bee "be restrictions on livestock grazing, timber mmagemem, IoggiDg siasb bea1ment and 
Plescribed b, mad systems c:onstruction and reconstruction, ad ripatiiU aad fish-babitat 
restolation would apply to proposed projects and activities only. sul"uEilial ~ents in 
riparian wildlife habitats would not be e&pected during the inlHim periocl . 

Alae G'e 3: Standards, guidelines, and procedures for riparian b ..... I CGDSeivation would 
apply to all proposed projects and activities. Such measmes would c::omribute to the 
Plotee:tion of wildlife species and their habitats, although the effects of adoprion during the 
inteiim period would likely not be measurable. 

AI ..... ti.e 4 (PREFERRED): Standards, guidelines, and PI' teel es brip' ill' habitat 
conservation would apply to all proposed projects 8Ild activities ad 1bose. aagoing projects 
and activi1ies wi1hin RHCAs that are determined to pose una t eptable risk to anadromous fish 
strris Be anse RHCAs would be designated wi1hin all we' d rfs, aadlapr RHCAs 
would be eslablished in Key WateiSheds, the distribution and size of tIIase areas would 
coDuibate to the Plotection of wildlife species and 1I1eir habi1lds. Bowe ..... during the interim 
period the effects of adopljon likely would not be measurable. . 

Modifications to livestock grazing prognauS, although repm ding aaIy ahoat 4 perceat of 
CWleut AUMs, are wi1hin RHeAs. Geaerally. this small dew as= would have vmy litde 
effect on wildlife habitat, except' perhaps wi1hin those spec:ific local project areas where 
_. ce; table impacIs are GCCWiWg. Some beDefi1s to habitats ad F ; d ........ would result 
from road closures, but overall beDeficial effects would be dJe:1eci 18 be small. 

Altwudite5: Standards, guideliaes, and procedures for riparian haf "M t vation would 
apply to all proposed projects and activities, as well as all ongoDtg projects or activities. 
Bee anse1arge RHCAs would be designated wi1hia all W8lels1aeds, the £ ,i'OltiOll and size of 
1bose areas would contribute to the protection of wildlife species aad their babibds. HoWlWer. 
the effects of adoption during the interim likely would not be m . i" 
Chanps to IivesIock grazing progaams, although repieSelliliag only aboat 1-10 percent of 1I1e 
~tal AUMs, would be wi1hin RHeAs.' Generally. 1IUs small deucase 1ft7IIid have vmy litde 
effect on wildlife habitat, except perhaps wi1hia those specific local Plbject areas where 
unacceptable impacts are oc:cunWg. Some beDefits.lO habitats and popuIa%icms would result 
from road closures, but oveaall beneficial effects would be eepe Ese ~ 1& ~ sman. 
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SOCIAL 

SOCIAL Y.A.LUES 

A wide I'III1ge of social values· are assigned to the resources administered by 1he Agencies. 
More complete, Wldel'shed-specific descriptions of these values are included in the forest 
plaDs, LUPs, and EISs listed in Appendix D. 

Hoover (1993)n has provided an overview of non-economic values that are assigned to 
anadromous fish in the Pacific Northwest, by both native and non-native peoples. Symbolic 
values, cultural and spiritual values, subsistence uses, and psychological and social benefits 
describe some of the importance that people assign to 1hose species. 

In an attempt to prevent funher degradation of anadromous fish habitat and declines in fish 
populatioas, the Agencies also are seeking an appropriate means of preventing losses in the 
social, cultural, and psychological investment that people have made in anadromous fish. 

However, during the intexim period, adoption of any of the altematives likely would have no 
direct or immediate effect on any human values associated with anadromous fish. Such 
effects would be brought about by the presence or absence of fish. Modifications in . 
management practices affect habitat conditions only gradually, and changes in habitat 
conditioas, whether positive or negative, bring about changes in fish populations only over a 
period of years. For tbis reason, the best available information suggests that adoption of any 
of the alternatives considered in tbis environmental assessment would be of little consequence 
during 1he interim period. Ped1aps the greatest effect that adoption of an interim !01lategy 
would have on those people and communities that value anadromous fish would be assoc:iated 
with the perception that action was being taken to protect a valued resource. 

Others in the Pacific Northwest feel that their lifestyle and economic stability are threatened 
by actions such as are proposed in tbis environmental use ... ent, as well as a variety of other 
Federal actions, such as Rangeland Reform, Northern Spotted Owl ROD, and provisions of 
the Endangered Species Act. Some local communities and individuals believe that recent 
changes in natural resource management on Federal1ands are designed to remove users and to 
redefine the relationship between Federal land managlmlent agencies and traditional user 
groups. 

A variety of factors contributes to social stress and disruption, but perhaps nODe is so 
pervasive as the prospect of iWjlIecedented change. Involumary changes in lifestyle, 
impending threats to independence and financial stability, and direct confrontation with values 
and motives other than our own, often lead to stasis and social uncetlainty. The prospects 
seem unequivocal: 

nAP. Hoover. 1993. N ___ ic vllluu of Pacific =-Oft IIIJd _~o.-d: u.s. F_:a Servin PaciFu: =-Oft 
IIIJd _elhetld httIntlZt _--gy. Paper pteparcd for 1bc PACFlSH WasbiDgtDn Offic:c WozkiDg 
Group. Polli:y ADalysis Scaff. 
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job losses, a kind of Federal management that would seem to be wang away the availability 
of predictable volumes of raw niaterials and om open access to public lands and resources, for 
the possible protection of species other than om own. 

Effects that the interim strategies considered in this environmental Ad 'lent would have on 
_ the human community would vary, depending on the Agencies' capacity to adapt to internal 

and extema1 forces, as well as .the ronsequences of adopting my of them. A community's 
capacity to adapt to such forces depends -on its ability to pursue coIleaive JOais. the skills, 
experience, and educationalleve1s of people in the community; the size IZI4 cbversity of local 
businesses; and access to financ:ial capital, transportation, markets, lIIId raw awenals. 

Generally, small, isolated communities are more vulnerable to extema/ forces ciue to their less 
active leadership, weaker links to centers of political and eccmomic inf),_. }ower levels of 
economic diversity, and lack of conttol over resources and capilal. SIIIaIl COIIUDIIDlDes are 
more likely to experience unemployment, increased poverty, and social cb'1IpraoD UI the face 
of shifts in natural resource management policy. 

The social effects of adopting my of the alternatives would be manifCSllld.1II • Ylnety of 
ways. Because the amount of real change in resource use during the Ult:lnlll penod would be 
relatively small, it is not anticipated that adoption of my of the anem.rs_ would have 
substantial positive or negative soc:ial implications. . Further, my soaaI dfeca -wd differ 
from individual to individual and community to community. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES . 

Watershed-specific descriptions of the cultural resources (e.g.. arch C)CII'* -SluslDrical 
sites)witbin the proposed aeUon area are included in the forest plaDs. Ll1PI. -S £ISs listed 
in Appendix D. Effects to cultural resource sites include direct, incbreel. .ad cmalUlive 
impacts that would result from either intentional or inadvertent dam.p III 1boII... In 
geaeral, such effects would be the result of gro1lllCl-disturbi adiviuC$ _ ... -=ny of 
cultural resources. Such activities are constrlIined by forest pIm aDd LUP I' _ cis and 
guidelines. Surveys for archaeological resources are ac:comptisbed poor III $9iOwW of 
ground-disaJrbing projects lIIId activities. . However, 1here is a poICIlJIaI ffiX ctfKU 011 this 
resource when ground-disturbing projects and activities are impleUlellle4 1111 KDCIII 
alternatives, by vaJYing degn =S, would provide addi1iona1, maflEkUaJ iN U =' .. III cultmal 
resources in riparian and associated upland areas, depending on the ~Icaoc. of srmciards 
and guidelines and the size of riparian areas or BlICAs in which they .re pnen,,.Uy applied. 
However, during the iute:tiw period, no al1emaI:ive would be ecik Clod III 51 .. ally threaten 
or benefit coltural resources. Altematives 2 and 3 would provide some .delIlIOll. lIIeISUI'e of 
protection to Cultural resources by applying additicmal standards, guidel ...... IDd pea cedures to 
proposed projects and activities. Altemative 4 (PIefeued) would mer- !be bwcfits by also 
applying these provisions to some ongoing activities. Alternative S would offer _the most 
addi1ional protection by applying management direction 10 all PIClpCll4 mcfOaJOUlS projects 
and activities, and by establishing large BlICAs within all anadromous _aeuiwds on lands 
administered by the Agencies. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
J 
) 



I 
I 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

I Watersbed-specific descriptions of 1he Wild and Scenic Rivets System ·wUhin the proposed 
action area are included in 1he forest plans, LOPs, and EISs listed in Appendix D. Waters 

I 
included in, or determined eligible for inclusion in, the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System are governed by legislation. regulations, and management plans designed to achieve 
goals and objectives similar to 1hose considered in Altematives2-S. Anadromous fish 
typically are considered to be 'outstandingly remarkable" featwes of waters in 1he System. 

I Wild and Seemc River Corridors always are wholly included wi1hin 1he definition of riparian 
areas described in Altemative 2, and oflUlCAs descnDed in Altematives 3-5. Therefore, 
adoption of any alternative would have essentially DO direct effect on 1he condition or I respqnse ofWdd and Scenic Rivers. Indirect and cumulative effects also would be negligible.· 

I
INDIA.N TRIBES 

Indian TnDal governments in Oregon, Ww:bmgrou. ami Idaho have interests in die planning 
area (see Table 2).. Several of 1hese govenunents have reserved certain off.reservation rights 

I involving resources on Federal lands managed by 1he Agencies; 1he Klamath TnDe exercises 
rights in former reservation lands. All of the Tribal govemments maintain interes!s in the 
management of Federal lands and resources, beyond 1he scope of treaty-reserved rights, which 

I include protection of sacred areas, burial locations, and archaeological sites, as well as the 
pezpetuation of traditional practices. Further description of the affected Indian Tribes are 
included in the forest plans, LUPs, and EISs listed in Appendix D. 

I Treaties negotiated in Oregon and Washington between 1851 and 1855 enumerated a variety 
of specific reserved righ1s in addition to the reservation of lands as homes for the tribes. 
Treaties witb,1he WannSprings, Umatilla, Nez Perce, and Yakama reserve the right to fish, 

I hunt, gather I'09ts and berries, pasture horses and cattle, and erect tempo1'RJy buildings for 
curing fish in off-reservation areas. More specific to fishing, the Wann Springs and Umatilla 

I 
I 
I 

treaties state as follows:· . 

"Provided also, that 1he exclusive right of taking fish in the streams running dJrough 
and bordering said reservation is hereby seemed 10 said Indians, and at all odler usual 
and accustomed stations in common with citizaIs of the United States, and of erecting 
suitable buildings for curing the same.' 

The Y akama and Nez Perce treaties include slight variations of the language. The scope and 
extent of fisbing at "usual and accustomed places in COIllDlOll with citizens" have been defined 
through nUJDen)US court decisions. Exclusive rights to certain resources are limited to streams 
running through or bordering reservations, whereas other rights off-reservation.are to be 
shared with non.Indians. One primaIy intent of die ueasies was to provide a right of access 

I to the-tnDes' resources and a certain share of diose resources. The Fort Bridger treaty only· 
addresses off-reservation hunting, but has been held by the Supreme Court of IdIho 10 include 
the right to fish as well as the right to hunt. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Even though the Klamath TnDe was terminated in 1964, the courts have held that the TnDe 
retained hunting, fishing, and trapping rights on former reservation lands stiII in public 
ownership (1he Wmema National Forest). The Klamath TnDe was restored to Federal 
recognition in 1986. 



The courts, Federaliegislati01l, and policy of die Department of die Interior recognize !bat 
Federal land managing agencies have a continuing trust respollsibility to hOllor 1he ~ of 
the treaties and to protect 1he rights of Truijm govemments, as well as the resources subject to 
those rights. In additiOIl, a number of laws, court decisicms, and executive orders have 
increasingly snsaill'=Ci die rights of Tnbal govemmeDts in public resources. . There is an 
obligatiOll and a respoDsibility for Federal agencies to consult, cooperate, and coordinate 
resource mmagement programs and activities DpOII public lands wi1h Tribes with reserved 
treaty rights or odler intetes1S in those lands. 

The five alternatives offer increasingly protective mana gP.D1ent suategies for trust resources, 
wi1h Altemative 5 beiDg most protective. Pe!petUlliOll of die ability to eercise treaty rights 
is legally guaranteed lDlder all altematives, bllt Altematives 3-S offer greateJ fl=cibility in 1he 
exercise of those rights and the COIIducting of odlet traditiODal pradices on Fedetal lands. 
The sectiOllS addressing water ~ and wuer resources. fisheries, plants, riparian areas, and 
wildlife address die jmpacts DlOte specifically, 

Other TnDal heritage COIIcems, including protectiOll of ar'cbaeologicil sites and locatiOllS of 
religious imponance, are considered in die cultural resources and social values secQOIIS. 

'. 
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Table 2 - Tribal Governments Affected by Proposed Interim Direction 

I Pacific Northwest Tn"bal Governments 

I : 
+ 

I : 
I 
I 

+ 

C c, 'TribesOf1lleW_SpriDpR o' T_'lfM_~1155. (12-963) 

KIomda IDdim TJiIoc OfOnpm, n-6IIr T_ tJj'lB64 (16 _ 'T CI7) 
Ccf' . 'TribesOf1lleUmolillaIDdimR . , W __ c.,-T_'lflBSJ. (12-1145) 

Nez ...... T ..... Nc P-. T_ 'If IBSJ (12 _"" 
Y_Naaioa, T-..T_tJj'lBSS (12_951) 
C c, • 'SolidI II1II ~ Tribes Of1lle FIIIbaoI IIlR ..... oralio· .. T_."" .. __ tJj'lBSS (12 _ "'> 
lG*w BIDII of ... NoIioa, T_ tJj'1868 
n t . _TribaOf1lleFGltIllllR T_",""" __ $ ___ S_tJj'l868 

C 5' ., Tribes Of1lle CoIviIJe R u' E ' .. CWorOf ApIiI!I, 1172 
~T""'E • .. OUUIcrOfMln:ll23.UI4 

XaIiopdIDdimC ·,.E · .. CWorOfMln:ll23.UI4 

... PIuiIIIt TJiIoc, E r .. CWor of 189'7 

c:-e D'AIaIo T ..... E ' .. CWor of ~ 18, 1111 
~ Tuilo OfI4oluo, E ' .. CWor OfYon:h 8, I." 

I Califomia TnOal Governments 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

_ R t ia (Pit River Tribe),. AI:< of .. 21.1lI06 (34 _ 32S:333) 

Bic BIDII R ' • (Pit Riwr TuiIo),. AI:< of .. 21. 1lI06 
Bic~(Y_·T- Trilla),. _ D I 15.l!II3 

OacwuiBe P * ja (Maida). RaIInd D t rr %2. J9I3 
c...t 1 ' ia (N"mhIrj.V_W_NuuiuuIat). AI:l of -. 21. 1lI06 

_R ' . ~AI:lOfMln:ll3,11!I3 

~ R ' • (Vjwok) AI:lOfJoooo 21. 1lI06 

M C Y Cnct R ± jo (ModcIi BIDII ofPil~),. AI:< of .. 30, U13 
II ... _ P t ia (ldaidD),1IIIand D %Z. 19I3 
PilIiwrT_ aCcus Ii, 
RouIoIiogR ' • (W"-JIiwu),- D t 15, l!II3 

IIaaIc c...t R ' • (Pit-Tribes),. AI:l of AIipUt 31, U15 

_ IDdim C ') (Y-_'IIo'''OIIt_ .. ~_'_.W)I,'odr:i' ·""'.uIu' lkiH'W"_),.·AI:lof April .. II6f 

~ R t ja (W"-),. AI:l of 19O'T 
SIuoep ,... ~ _bf t 1 Apuil5. UI6 

SIuioP SpriIIp 1 ! ia (Wjwot), , P 1 D t 16, lt16 
__ R ' . (PoiouIc, MIiIa. PilRiver. A ' i, "-"" W_). _'b&SuIu' ed' AuupuIt 15. l!I23 
_ R t ia (MMat. YaIout). _of .. 21.1lI06 

QuiooR t' (WoiIIti_Mliduu) 

C '51iDel t ia~_) 

. L,-R !' (PcuiIo) 
_Volley' ! • ~_) 



ECONOMIC 

The economic effedS analysis presents, by alternative, information about impacts to resources 
that would be e;cpec:ted to result from interim direc:tion as it applies to timber, range, and 
reereation programs. Estimated effedS on physieal output levels and budget costs to the 
Agencies that would result from interim direction are reported by alternative. Furlher 
c:onsideration of changes in outputs and eosts to the .Ageacies will be developed, analyzed, 
and displayed in more complete economic studies, which will be prepared for the 
geographic:al1y-specifie mvimnmental analyses. 

An essemial eoncept used to eonduet the eeonomic analysis is inc:rem .... tsl change. The 
resource imparts PhSDted are esrim3tes attribmable only to the adoption of interim direction. 
Decisions already made and actions already tiken-to provide some degree of protection to 
aquatic and ripaJian eeosystems and anadromous fish habi1at-are part of the base!jne for 
assessing the eeoaomie effeets of interim direction. Those prior decisions and actions already 
are in piaee and will eontinue to have their effeet, regadless of whether interim direetion is 
adopted. The focus of the economic effeets discussion in this environmental usesmmt is to 
identify the additional or incremental effects that may be expec;ted as a result of interim 
direction. Be> 'se of ESA requirements and the JI12 s Euee of listed anadromous fish stocks. 
both AgeDc:ies' field 1IIIits in the Snake River Basin generally are opetatiug UDder more 
stringent management requiJements than are eal1ed for 1mder cuuent forest plans or LUPs. 
These units already have experienced reductions in many activities and output levels as a 
result of c:ansultation and other ESA provisions. This aavimnmental assessment examjnes the 

. inc:rementa1 ec:onomic effeclS that em be .expec:ted, over and above those brought about by. 
actions that will proceed regardless of interim direc:ticm. 

W11h a proposal of this nature, there are two main categories of eeonomic interest The first 
eategoIy is c:oncemed with changes in economic value to society, as reflected by changes in 
actual revenue and cash flows (market prices and administrative fees) and by changes in 
ec:cmomic valUe to iDdividuais which are not me led by market prices <_mrumalt values). 
The second category includes changes in levels of ec:oDOJDic adivity (employmeDt and 
income) that are associated with potential modificatioas in management actions. More 
complete desc:riptioDs of 1he affected economic emri .. 4!ftaent (mduding eeonomic values and 
. eeonomic adivit¥ levels) are included in the forest pIaus. LUPs, ·and EISs listed in Appendix 
D. 

The a1tematives aualyzed in this cIoc:ument include managem. and mitigation measures that 
may affect the way Agmcy-adminjstered lands are 1JSed.. As a result, adoption of any 
alternative would in some way affect 1he associated producticm of consumer goods and 
services from those lands. Effeets on envinmmental goods and services. such as healthy and 
abundant madromous fish populations and clean water, are considered in previous discussions 
of the effects on 1he physieal and biologieal environment. ConSllDler goods and services have 
economic values associated with them. They may be marketed directly, as is 1he case with 
timber stuD\p'ige. They may be subject to prices that are acIministrative set, such as for 
livestock grazing on publidands or-forc:amping in1ieveloped-campsites.These 
administrative fees do DOt generally capture the full economic value of the goods or services. 
Finally, some goods or services may provide aesthetic or o1her benefits that are not purchased 
directly but for which people would still be willing to pay. such as river floating or driving 
for pleasure. This ·CODSllDler surplus· is ano1her way to measure economic value associarec! 
with goods and services. 
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The alternatives also would haye direct budget costs associated with them. These costs are 
economically relevant, but are discussed under Agency Effects. 

The geographic area descn"bed in this enviromnental messment includes large pans of 
four States, and is economically complex. There are substantial amounts of timber, forage, 
recreation, water, fish, wildlife, minerals, and other resources or resource uses provided from 
national forest and BLM lands in the area under consideration. The ec:onoftUC val ue 
associated with these resources uses is substantial. State and private Imds provide additional 
amoUD1S of many of those resources and resource uses, but those uses are DOl a4dressed in 
this document because the management direction applies only to lands admIDlS&Cred by the 
Agencies. 

The total geographic area also encompasses many cities, towns, and nnI populalecl areas. 
Each of these population centers or areas has its own economic stIlIaIn. wtuch IS integrated 
wilh a wider subregional economy, which, in tum, is part of an even larrer reJlonal economy. 
All are affected by State, nalional, and intetnational economic activity mel ~ts to a greater 
or lesser degree. 

ECONOMIC VALUES 

The Agencies used preliminary analyses conducted by field and res I m:il _ • ·c,as" and 
modifi~ for the purposes of this environmental analysis,S4 to assess poceual effects of the 
proposed altematives on market and non-marlcet economic values. The _lable information 
relates primarily to expected changes over the interim period in ouq,uo oIlU11btr, use of . 
grazing lands, and recreation use on the national forests and BLM cilSlnca Some information 
also is available Iegalding changes in mineral exploration and develCJ9 __ VI1Ies. The 
estimated resource changes displayed in Table 3 focus on timber. rmp. _ IWCleation . 
activities l-ecansethe greatest impacts during the interim period would be • cp+ded 1here. 
Impacts from mineral exploration and development activities, developmatl of sma1l 
hydroelectric sites, or new road or trail construction would not be CJCt*.18d III be subslantial 
during the interim period. Long-term resowce impacts will be cnmntcl • 0Iail in the 
geOgraphically-specific environmental analyses. 

Some indication of the estimated direct revenue and non-marltet CCObOCIC .. _ usociated 

I wilh the timber, range, and recreation progrmns is possible. These fir- do DOt constitute 
the basis for an economic analysis in the classical seDse of the term. ..... they lit broad 
indicators of1he magnitude of economic value changes that may be e ..... led CM!r the interim 

I period. There are other economic benefits and values that will be apentDCrd m the longer 
term if anadromous fish habitat degradation and the decline of lIIlIIdR Cella fdh popu1atious is 
slowed, stopped. and reversed. These values would include increased rcca "oaaI fIShing . 

. opponunities, success rates, and quality of experience; increased fish avall.l>ibty for I commercial and subsistence fisheries; and increased existence and OptiOll values (passive-use 
values) for people who would not necessarily use the fisheries direcUy. bill value the fact that 

I 
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I 
I 

. they exist and would exist in a healthier Slate. . 

~ by c.s.~. N.A.BoI ..... aud R.w. BayDes, cited in f_te 43. 

~ paper cited in footnote 42. 
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There are also odler economic direct and opportunity costs that may be experienced in the 
interim period that were not measured or available. These could include such lhings as higher 
c:osIs of operation of minerals development, changes in operation of meting permitted 
hydroelectric facilities, and delay in development of proposed hydro sites. A major cost area 
Dot analyzed for this environmental assemnent is that of road closures and 1be probable 
effeds on various resource activities and uses. These costs will be examined in die 
geographically-specific environmental analyses. 

Table 3. Comparison of Chang .. In A .. ouree YIelds by Alternative.. 

Alternative Rea eation Use Tmber Harvested Animals Grazed 
(M FIVDs) (MMBF) (MAUMs) 

-
1 . 0 0 0 

2 -710.4 -%1 0 

3 -789.3 -36 0 

4 -789.3 -58 -412.1 

5 8682 -81 -84.2 

Under aimat law, 2S percent of die gross receipts collected by the Forest Service from 
timber sales, grazing permits, campground fees. and other special use pawits are returned 10 
1be counties which .contain die National Forest System lands (based on all receipts over an 
entire year for die forest). The payments 10 counties are based on P1JSS receipts. In 1he case . 
of timber Sbnnpage payments, gross receipts are defined by law 10 include DOt only the 
stlJlnpage payments, but also die pmcbaser road c:n.dits going 10 timber purchasers 
(Purc:haser road cndits allow timber purc:basers 10 deduct a certain lIIT!OU!It of 1be costs dley 
incur for building timber harvest roads from the price dley pay 10 die U.s. gowmment for die 
timber stumpage dley have purchased) These paymems 10 c:oumies are allii4a payments 
from die Federal government back 10 1he local govemmeuts. They are DOt additive 10 revenue 
effeds from changes in use of die Federal lands, but are a subset of die changes in die level 
of those revenues collected. 

For BLM lands within die geographic scope covered by this EA. timber le.;eip1S are not 
shared wi1h loc:a1 governments. However, under 1he Taylor Grazing .Act, .receiptS from 
grazing permits and leases admini~red by 1he BLM are shared wi1h 1he States where 1he fees 
are collected. For fees from grazing permits within grazing districts 12.5 pac:ent is returned 
10 the States. For fees from grazing leases outside grazing districts, SO pacem is returned 10 
1he States. The changes in resource outputs and associated market and JIOIHIWket economic 
values for timber, range, and recreation reso= are discussed below. 
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I 
I EffecD .. TIIIIber BanesliDl: The timber harvest change estimate reflects the Dumber of 

timber sales that would be partly or totally defmed, suspended, or relocated during the 
interim period. Only the CleatWater, Nez Perce, and the MaiIheur National Forests, and the 

I BLM Coeur d'Alene District reponed expected deferment of planned or cancellation of active 
timber sales; of that total, about 90 percent would be fIom theClearwatP:r. It is expected that 
less than 2 pe1'CeDt of the affected sales would be on BLM-admjnjstered lands. TlJDber yields 

I would be 1'''''1Iced by 27 million board feet (mmbf) under Altemarive 2, by 36 mmbf under 
Altemative 3, 58 mmbf under Altemative 4, and by 81 mmbf under Altemative 5. In 
addition, up to 50 miles of road coDSttuction and reconstruction would be affected. 

I 
I 

Recent timber price calcularions made for the upcoming Resources Program and Ass ",ent 
(RPA) 1995 updates indicate that stumpage values foregone (which reflect gross revenues) 
would be about $3.7 million under A1temarive 2 and increase to about Sl1.0 million under 
Altemative S (m 1993 dollars). Recent analysis of timber pri~ also indicates there is about 
a 20 percent increment of consumer smplus valiJe on timber prices, compared with straight 
stumpage values. TlJDber values foregone for the interim pe1'iod, inciudiDg.cousumer smplus, 

I would be about $4.2 million under Alternative 2 and increase to about $12.6 million under 
AItemative 5 (m 1993 dollars). 

TIIDber harvest redudions would be accompanied by reductions in the 25 percent payments to 

I c:oamies from timber harVested on National Forest System Jands. For the 18-month period of 
intetim direction, this redudion in paymen1S to coUDties would range from about $900,000, 
plus ZS percent of any purchaser road credits. for Al1emarive 2, up to about S2. 7 million, plus 

I 25 percent of any purchaser road credilS, for Al1emarive S. This impact would be 
.. c:onceutlated in the north-central Idaho counties that have Nasional FORSt System lands in the 

C1w wate! and Nez Perce National ForeslS, as these two forestS IK:C01IDt for almost 94 percent 

I 
oftheesri."'at«;d ~.harvest reductions that would be associated with the adoption of the 
Plopo$ed ,,&lb ibi directioa 

I 
The Ageacies· might incur costs for compensating timber purtbasets holding existing conuacts 
for active or awarded sales (sales under contract). Field units report that sales under contract 
are limited to 4S mmbf of timber on the Clem watet Nasicma1 Forest. Under A1tematives I, 2, 
and 3, DO active or awarded sales would be cancelled. and there would be DO poleDtW cost 

I for compenp"io)1l. The economic analysis assumes that under Altemmive 4, half of the sales 
under contract (22.S mmbf) might be cancelled. and that under AltematWe 5, all sales under 
contract (45 mmbf) might be cancelled. The poteDtial cost for compensation for cancelled 
contracIs would depend heavily on sale specifil: conditions and on the di1ference between 

I recent 6-month average bid prices for stumpage and the value of Shijill'&ge under coutrac:t at 
the the time of sale cancellation. While specific: cost estimates are not possible to make at 
this time. the range of sale cancellaJion costs would be about $225,000 to $450,000 for I A1temative 4, and $450,000 to S9oo,OOO for AlteDlatjve 5. 

I 
FJfec&s ~ Range Resoan:es: Al1emarives 1-3 would not require adjusting ongoing livestoCk 
~g activities. Therefore, DO changes in graziJig use during the interim period, as . 
measured in AUMs; would be expected. The changes in grazing use under Alternatives 4 and 

I ~ w. BayDa. 1993. Pu-=1 C-",rmicIltUm. Fcnesay Sciences l.aboratmy. PNW. Portbmd. OR. 

I .~ 
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S would be spread across 13 of the 21 national forests and BLM dislrids and would oc:c:ur 
within the anadromous waterSheds. Individual unit changes range from UDder S percent to 
over 30.percent. For the entire grazing program in anadromous watersheds across all UDi1s 
ecmsidered in this enviroDmental assessment, estimated changes would range from 6-12 
perceI1t decreases. 'Ibis translates to decreases of 42.1 1hollSllDCi AUMs under Altemative 4, 
and 84.2 thousand AUMs ader Alternative S. Approximately 9 pen:ent of the estimated 
reductiOll in AUMs is anticipated to occur on BLM-administerecUands. 

Fee income from grazing use that would be foregone by the Agencies would be SO for 
Alternatives 1-3, and from about S90 thousand ader Alternative 4 (PIefemd) to about S180 
lhousand UDder Alternative S (m 1993 dollars). Grazing fees are set by administrative 
fommla and are significantly below comparable private marltet values. The·fair market 
rental values· are. estimated to be 2-3 times higher than 1he 'ciminisllative price. There are 
not good consumer surplus stUdies for range values, al1hough a study using linear . 
progralll!!!;ng and ranch budgeting" showed shadow prices of forage ranging between $6 and 
S12 (1993 dollars) per AUM for the geographic area mnsidered ill tbis eavDoDmental 
a."S"SS!!"1:Ilt. "Fair market values· from grazing use that Would be foregone would be SO ader 
Alternatives }-3, about.$230 1housand ader Alternative 4 (Preferred.), and about $460 
1housand ader Alternative S (m 1993 dollars). 

Grazing reductions would be accompanied by redUctiOllS in the payments shares. to COUDties 
and States-primarily i112S percent payments to counties-as grazing reductions on National 
Forest System lands would acco1lZlt for about 94 per=at of the total. For the II-month 
period of interim direetion, there would be no reduction in these payments for Alternatives 1-
3. The redndion would be about $22,500 for Altemative 4 and about $45,000 for Alternative 
5, spread across a large number of the coUDties wi1hin the gengrapbic scope of this EA. 

Effects aD • ClUtian Baomus: Changes ill recreation use would be concmtrated alOllg 
rivers and SIleams. Areas most affected would be developed and·diS(>elsed camping, boating 
and floating, and fishing. Changes would come from seasonal closures or permanent closmes 
Decessvy to meet the proposed altemalive standards and guidelines and riparian management 
objectives. . . 

Almost 85 percent of 1he estimated change in reaeaUon use during 1he iutelim period would 
be on 1he Wallowa-Whitman, Los Padres, and Boise National Forests. The balance of 1he 
apec:ted changes would occur on the Prineville BLM District and the Cleau water and 
Malheur National Forests. About 9 percen.t of the estimated redncri....on ill rec:reation use would 
occur on BLM-aclminjstered lands: Individual unit changes would range from lDlder 5 percent 
to over 30 percent. For recreatiOll use in anadromous watmheds across allllliits covered by 
1he proposed action, the estimated changes range between 5 perceDt and 6 percent. This 
translates to 710.41housand llVDs under Alternative 2, 789.3 thousand RVDs under 
Alternatives 3 and 4, and 868.2 1housand RVDs alief Alternative 5. . 

As suggested by these figures, there would be little expected difference among 1he alternatives 
during ihe illterim period. Alternative 2 would provide for somewhat less stringent 
ecmsideration of Jea"eation uses in the anadromous warersheds. Alternative 5 would extend 

S6vi:F. HaIm, Tl.. Cmwford, U. Nelscm, aDd RA. Bowe, 1989. USDA Ecr ItRIIk RuctII'Ch StJJjJ Report 89-
$1. (Also availabk fio:m RaDse MaDagcmcDt Slaff, USDA FORSt Savicc, WashiDgtoIi, D.C.) 
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more proteCtion to intermittent streams and small wet1mds This would result in a somewhat 
greater effect, primarily on dispersed camping uses in those areas. 

Sufficient data were not available to determine expected revenues foregone from developed 
campground use that would not be allowed during 1he interim period. Recreation values are 
represented primarily by COIISIJIIler surplus, because only a small part is paid as fee-far-use, 
typically in developed facility seuings. They are predominantly "non-market" . values. 
Recreation values foregone, based on consumer surplus estimates, are &tolDld $19 million 
under Alternative 2, about $22 million under Altematives 3 and 4, and almost $24 million 
for AltemaDve S (all in 1993 dollars) during the interim period. 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT 

Impacts on employment are very difficult to estimate wi1h lIlY degree of CODfidence because 
of tbe short duration of 1his JIloposed action, tbe scope of analysis, tbe wieldy varied 
economies (both in size and in complexity), and 1he relative concentration of estimatedeffedS 
in catain geographic areas. The employment multipliers or Wresponse coefficients" developed 

I during earlier piamJing efforts are generally based on input-output models. These models 
provided estimates of cIirec:t, indirect, and induced employment changes. In reality, such 
changes generally take place over a period of several years, as 1he changes in economic 

I 
ac:tivi1¥ work their way through the economy. Therefore, tbey are likely to overstate the 
effects for an IS-month time frame. The response coefficien1S also were developed for areas . 
of local. economic- influence, and are not technically additive wi1h o1hers over 1his much larger 
geographic area. 

I However, it is Jlossible to gNe an indication of the relative magnitwIes of what might be 
c:xpecred from adop1ion of 1he a1tematives considered in deaIil, both by ait=maIive and by 

I resowce area. Employment response coefficien1S (again, including cIirec:t, iDdirect, and 
induced employment) for timbel-:>1WDpage sales average in 1he neighborhood of 10 jobs per 
mmbf of timber harvested, e:xp:tessed on a basis of annual jobs. Range coefficients appear to 
be between 0.3 and 0.6 total jobs per thousand AUlds grazed. Recreation coefficien1S vary 

I wieldy, wi1h developed recreation providing more total jobs per dJousand RVDs 1baD 
dispersed motorized or dispersed nonmotorized recreation. Generally, the more equipment, 
food, lodging, etc,. associated witb a recreation activity (e.g., developed camping, hunting, 

I skiing), 1he larger 1he associated employment factor. Sample response coefficients for 
recreation range from around I job per dJousand RVDs for dispersed, nonmotorized 
recreation, to &tolDld 6 jobs for developed, equipment-intmsive recreation.. Again, 1hese ·1 figures are highly dependent on tbe SIl1ICtUre, sia, and cIiveIsitr of 1he local economy. 

Given"tbe above discussion, and looking at tbe various resource outputs reported by 
alternative, one can conclude that over tbe entire geographical area tbe magnitude of jobs 

I affectec1 on an annual basis would probably be in the .low tens for range, the low hundreds for 
timber, and tbe low dJo'mnds for recreation. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

69 



AGENCY EFFECTS 

The best available.iDformationindicates that adoption of Altemative 5 could cost the 
Agencies up to $54 million. However, both Agencies ~ Jimjted experience conducting the 
new, more rigorous Watershed Analyses included under some of the al1mIatives. In addition, 
different levels of technical skills, inventoJy completeness, aad monilUling capability exists 
between the Agencies as well as among the IS national forests and 7 BLM districts. Finally, 
no funds have been budgeted specifically for adoption of inlelim direction. It was assumed 
1bat, for the interim period, funds largely would need to be rediJecred from within current 
funding levels Jeglildless of which alternative is adopted. However, new funds probably 
would be requited to fully implement the more costly almmatives (Table 4). 1be range of 
costs varies from no additional COSIs under Altmudive 1 to about $S4 million UDder the most 
expensive altemative (Altemative S). In addition, the go\Iewmem may be required to pay 
colllpeDS8tion to timber purchasers for timber sales under CODttact 1bat could not be relocated 
under Alternatives 4 and 5. This compensation could range from vader Sloo,Ooo to several 
million dollars, depending UD sale-specific c:in:umstances. These costs break out in the 
foUowing three categOries: 

. 
WGuled ADaIysis - Up to 5%0.0 miUioD. For simplic:it;y, COSIS to c:omplem inventories and 
conduct supplernenul training were included as analysis COSlS. McmilUljng was estimated as a 
seParate categolY of cost, although a portion of those costs relates ditecdy to the conduct of 
Watershed Analysis. The BLM makes up about 40 percent of total Wat=sbed Analysis costs, 
despite managing about 12 pen:eat of the anadromous wateuned am ge coveted by the 
pIoposed interim direction. The BLM estimates 1epIesCiD1 the fDIl casas estimated to conduct 
Watershed Analysis, including subSlaDtial inventDIY wmk, which is DOt funded wi1hin ewleut 
budget levels. Because some of the activi1ies necessary to conduct Watadled Analysis 
already In flmdeci in CWJeut FS budgets, 1he FS esIimates Jep:t II oaly a 30 percc:at 
incremental increase over cmrent funding levels. Without acmal experience conducting the 
more rigorous WateIshed Analyses anticipated, these preiiminlJY cost -srimates could be 
SQb$lan'jally over- or 1IIldersIated. 

To estimate the COSIs of conducting WateJShed Analysis 1IiIder Altematives 3 and 4, costs 
were calculated as 5 percent aad 10 percent, respectively, of the S20 mjDjon estimated for 
Alternative S. Additional funds of $1.5 million were added to the estjiiiate for Altemative 4 
(PreferIed), based on the I$sfllIIl'Uon that analyses of all ongoing projects 8Dd ldivities would 
need to be conducted for all wateJsbeds to identify projects with mas ep1llblelevels of risk. 
Watershed ADalysiswould be optional under Alternative 3, aIld under Altemative 2 costs 
would be inc:mred only for roads inventoty and aua1ysis on a Jimired JiWDber of new projects. 

MoDitDriD: - Up fD S25 miUioD. Complete mollitoriDi COSIS ~ ROt hem developed by 
ei1her Agency. However, given historical UDderfunding of this actMt,y, and based on ewlent 
levels of investment for managing timber, recreation, and range resources, a surrogate 15 

. percent inmase was calculated to cover additional monitoring activities. This estimate 
8SSUJiles that much of·the programmatic monitoring would be c:owred UDder ongoing program 
budgets. The increase represents the increment associated with adoptioD of interim diIection, 
80 percent of which would be incurred by the FS. Under Altematives 3 8Dd 4, costs were 
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. estimated at 20 perceIlt and 40 percent, respectively, of Altemative 5. Altenwives 1 and 2 I would incur no additional monitoring COsts. 
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PftIpDIl MlDaaement· Up to 59 miJIion. Almost 80 percent of these COS'IS would be 
incurred by the FS. These costs may be significantly OWlstatec:i for the interim period. They 
were derived ftom preiimin'ty estimates developed for multiple-year appilcauoo of 
Altemative 4 (Preferred) and, therefore, contain costs associared with mlupDOli of effects on 
timber, range. and RQU%ion program resources that would not be anuapued ciuring the 
interim period. For instance, the livestoclc-grazing componellt of the aboYe fiJUft is 
overSllited due to the assumed cost of feDcing that would be neces"'Y 110 ratnct livestock 
access to riparian.zones. During the interim period, however, liveslDCk may be kept off the 
range to avoid the additional cost of fence building. Annual costs, II;)propnGCty included as 
costs that would be incurred during the interim period, include addiuonal proJI'UI 
administration, enforcemeDt, and educational expenses. Site and facilllY IIIOdIflClZion, or 
reconstruction, and other mitigation costs would not be incurred to allllllfiCIIII asent during 
the inlClim period. Estimates of costs IIDder Altematives 2 and 3 __ r-dlnd from 
Altemative 4 (Preferred) by 2S percalt each and increased 2S ~t __ Ahemative S. 
The previous "Economic Values" section discusses changes in resouza 01l1li AI III more detail 
Potential costs to the AgeDcies of compensating timber purchasers for ~Ied caancts 
range from 5225,000 to $450,000 for Alternative 4 and from $450.000 ID 1900.000 for 
Alternative 5. 

Resewa. • Not eri!ll8!ed In· keeping with approximate IIDOUllU tbaa Iaa ..... budgeted to 
implement the Norlhem Spotted Owl ROD, it was assumed that n... --W .. 10 be 
redirected toW8id applied research on ecosystem managemeDt. It was .. eMIr lIIbcIher new 
funds would be required or if existing funds would be "reprograJlUMll" tro. a.!'eIIt projects. 
For the iDterim period, the investment could probably be less than s: .. 11.- The level of 
investment would probably not differ substantially among the alter'Dall ... 

Table 4. Comparison of Incremental Costs to Implement ~ 
(Dollara In MDBons) 

. 
AItemaIive 1 2 3 • 

Watershed Analysis 0 0.5 1.0 3.5 

Monitoring 0 0 5.0 10.0 

Program Management 0 ·4.0 5.0 7.0 

TOTAL -0 4.5 11.0 20.5 
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CONSULTATION WIIH OlBERS 

I 
I 

The Agencies' public involvement efforts began with a series of briefings for Members of the • 
House and Senate, FedemJ and State agency officials, Tnoal governments, and a variety of 
other organizations. Written input was received from Members of Congress. and from others 
for whom briefings were held and from those not briefed. The briefings held and letters of I. 
comment received. are listed in. Appendix E. 

Such initial public involvement is consistent with guidance issued by the Council on I 
Environmental Quality. Summaries of these meetings, leuers, and other information relative . 
to the Agencies' public involvement efforts are docum=ted in the process records. 

The process of determining appiopriate direction included a period for public comment, and • 
consultation with NMFS and FWS relative to the effeess of the pJoposed action on listed 
species. The documentation from these con5'lltations. with NMFS and FWS is Plesented as 
Appendix 1. The 45-ciay public comment period was euended by IS days to facilitate broad .• 
review of the direction being proposed for the interim period. CoDSUltation with NMFS took 
place over several months and examjn~ all aspectS of1he interim directiOn. Modifications to 
clarify the interim direction were made in response to public comments and consultation with I 
NMFS and FWS. An overview of the comments received and Agencies' response to those 
comments are Plesented as Appendix F. 

The public also will be involved in the development of the longer-term mategy and future • 
regional guide, forest plan and LUP amendmen1s Additional administrative appeal . 
OPpoltwtities will be avsn1able The public is encomaged to provide any information they feel 
is re1evmt to the consideration of interim direction.and the development of future plan· I 
amendments. 
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GLOSSARY 

Adveue Effeds - Adverse effects include short- or long-term, direct or indirect managfmlent
related impacts of an individual or cumulaUve nature, such as mortality, reduced 
growth or other adverse physiological changes, harassment of fish, physical 
disturbance of redds, reduced reproductive SUm'SS, delayed or premature· migration, or 
other adverse behavioral changes to listed anadromous fish at any life stage. Adverse 
effects to designated cri1ical habitat include effects to any of the essential features of 
critical habitat (e.g., as described in 58 FR 68543) 1bat would diminish the value of 
the habitat for the survival and recovezy of listed anadromous fish. 

AdveJSe LUI.n - As used to define unacceptable risk, the term refers to management
related, shon- or long-term, direct or indirect impactS of an individual or cumulative 

. DatUre that is likely to contribute to the need for listing of a non-listed anadromous 
salmonid population. . 

The Aleucies - U.S. Department of the Jntetior Bureau of Land Management and U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Forest Service. 

ADadnlmolB FISh - Fish that are spawned and reared in freshwater, move to the ocean to 
grow and mature, and mum to freshwater to reproduce. For pmposes of this 
EnviJonmental AssAi •••• wanadromous fishw referS to Pacific salmon, steelhead, and 
sea-nm cutthroat trout. 

ADadramolB WaRrshe4 - WaterSheds where anadromous fish habitat is present or easily 
could be reestablished. 

At Risk Stocks - Stocks of Pacific anadromous fish that have been identified by professional 
societies, fish management agencies, and in the scientific literature as being in need of 
special management consideration becanse of low or ciec:lining populations. 

I Atlain RMOs - Meet riparian management objectives for the given attributes. For habitals 

I 
below the objective level, recovery will be initiated dming the period the interim 
strategy is in place. For habitats at or better than 1he objective level, maintain at least 
the current condition. Actions that wdegradew habitat conditions (as defined elsewhere) 
would be considered inconsistent with the concePt of attaining RMOs. 

I Avoid - Apply pre-project planning, best available tecbnology, management piactices, and 
scientific laiowledge to eliminate known managemart induced impacts to the greatest I extent practicable and minimize the risk of other potential impacts. 

I 
I 
I 

Best Conven1iooal - Most effective existing techniques, methods, and/or management 
practices. 

GLOSSARY -1 



Biololical Divelsity - The variety of life forms and pmcesses. including !he complete natural 
complex of species, communities, genes, and ecological functions. 

CollS1lltadOD - A fonnal interaction between !he National Marine Fisheries Service or U.S. 
Fish and W'Jldlife Sezvice and another Federal agency when it is determined that !he . 
agency's action may affect a species. tbathas been listed as 1hreatened or endangered 
or its critical habitat. 

CIi1ical Habitat - Under !he Endangered Species Act, critical habitat is defined as (1) !he 
specific areas within !he geographic area occupied by a federally listed species on 
which are found physical and biological features essentjsl to !he CODSeJ'YlItion of !he 
species, and 1bat may Iequite special management ccmsiderations or protection; and (2) 
specific areas outside !he geographical area occupied by !he listed species, when it is 
determiDed tbat such areas are essential for !he i:onsemmon of species. 

Ommlative mecu -Those effeds on !he environment tbat result from !he incremental effect 
of !he action when added to !he past, pres nt, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency(Fecleral or nonfederal) or person UDdettakes such other 
actiODS. CumWative effects can result from individually minor but collectively 
signifiC8Dt actions taking place over a period of time. 

Dez:IHe - Measurably change an nlO feature in a way tbat : 

-fur1ber reduces habitat quality where existiug COJIditions meet or are worse !han !he 
objective values. 

-reduces habitat quality- where existing COJIditions are better !han !he objective values. 

Desip"""i Critical Bahitat - Those habitats designated by !he National Marine FlSb.eries 
Service or U.s. FlSb. and Wildlife Sezvice under !he provisions of !he Endangered 
Species Act that include (1) !he specific areas within tbe geographical area occupied 
by a federally listed species on which are found physical or biological featwes 
essmtial to the ccmservation of !he species, and tbat may JeCjuUe special manlgl:lDent 
ccmsiderations or plOlecUon, and (2) specific areas outside !he geographical area 
occupied by a liSted species, upon determination by 1he Sewelaiy of Commerce or 
lDterior that such areas are essential for tbe ccmservation of !he species. 

. Dl1IiDa:e - An area (basin.) mostly bounded by ridges or o1ber similar topographic featuIes, 
encompassiDgpart,.most, or alLof a.wateIshed. 

Eastside - Generally, east of tbe crest of the Cascade .Range in !he States of Oregon and 
Washington. 

GLOSSARY-2 
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Ecosystem Approach - A strategy or plan 10 manage ecosystems 10 provide for all associated 
organisms, as opposed 10 a strategy or plan for managing individual species. 

Efl'eds - EfFects, impacts, and consequences, as used in this environmental assessment, are 
. synonymous. Effects may be direct, indirect or cumularive. 

Eudan:eftd Species - Any species of plant or animal defined 1hrough the Endangered Species 
Act as being in danger of extinction 1hroughout all or a significant portion of its range, 
and published in the Federal Register. 

F,mim"" ..... 1II Auai)'sis - An. analysis of a11emative actions aDd their predictable short-term 
and long-term' environmental effects, incol]lOraUng physical, biological, economic, and 
social considerations. ~ 

F,mim"pwo"lII Assessment (EA.) - A systematic analysis of site-specific or programmatic 
activities used to determine whether such activities have a significant effect on the 
quality of the physical, biological, and human environment and whether a formal 
environmental impact statement is required; and 10 aid an agency's compliance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act when DO environmental imptct statement is 
DeeeSSi',. 

Federal Lmd Polley aDd Mmacemeat Act (FlPMA) - A law passed in 1976 applying to 

the BLM directing the management of lands administered by that agency including the 
requirement to deVelop land use plans and prepare regulations 10 guide that 
development. 

FISh-..... j .. , SftamS - Stream segments that support fish during aD or a portion of a typical 
year. 

FoRSt Plaas - Land and Resowce Management Plans deVeloped by the Forest Service 
pwsuant 10 requilecDents of1heNatioDal Forest Management Act 10 guide land 
management. 

OagoiD& Projects and Ac1ivi1ies 'lbat Pose _ l.TDPrceptaNe Bisk - Those ODgoing projects . 
and activities occwring on lands ac!ministeRci by the Agencies that are determined on 
a case-by-case examination 10 pose an llQPccq,w,le risk 10 anadromous fish stocks. 
Such faccors as the condition of the watershed, the status of anadromous fish S1Dcks in 
the watershed, and the magaitude, frequency, duration, and timing of the impacts 
ca"sed by the ongoing action shall be considered when determining if an .maccept;able 
threat is being posed. 
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Bi:h WaierQuaiity - Water with 1he physical, biological, and chemical attributes Decessary 
to meet 1he Jife.history requiremea1s and provide for the naturally attainable 
productivity of anadromous fish. 

Imudisc:ipliluuy Team - A group of iDdividuals with varying areas of specialty assembled to 
solve a problem or perform a task. The team is assembled out of recogaition that DO 

one scientific discipline is sufficiently broad enough to adequately analyze the problem 
and piOPOse action. ' . 

Inferim DiRcfioD - Management direction that WOuld guide mmageIDent decisions on lands 
administered by 1he Agencies during 1he 18 month period that Euvironmental Impact 
Statements are beiDg prepared to examine longer-term opiiODS for mmagemeat. 

ImenuitlEut Stlum - Any Don-pennanent flowing drainage feature having a de6Dable channel 
and evidence of annual scour or deposition. This iDdudes what are sometimes referred 
to as ephemeraimeams if 1hey meet these two criteria. ' 

KeyWamshed - A watetshed that (1) is important to at risk III&dromous fish, or (2)' 
provides good anadromous fish habitat. or (3) is readily capable of providing good 
anadromous fish habitat; and is selected to C:OIlUibute to a network across the 
landscape ,that provides for the long-term c:onservation of anadromous fish. 

LUPI - Laud Use Plans developed by the Bureau of Laud Management pmsuant to 1he 
Federal Land Policy and'Management Act 

Minimize - Apply pre-projec:t planniDg. best available teclmology, managmnent practices, and 
scientific 'mowledge to limit, to 1he greatest emm practicable, 1he magnitude, extent, 
and/or duration of an activity and/or effect. 

MiDlmoa' Measwes - Modifications of ac:UODS that (1) avoid impacts by DOt taking a certain 
action or parts of an action; (2) mininri7l' impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude 
of the actions and its implementation; (3) rectify i"1p'lCts by repairing. rehabilitating. 
or restoring 1he affected environmen1; (4) reduce or eliminate impacts over time by 
preservation and maintenance opetaUODS during 1he life of 1he action; or (5) 
compeDSate for impacts by replaciag or providiDg subslitule resources or _enviIOnments. 

Monitorinz - A process of coliectiDg information 10 evaluate if objective and anticipated or 
L~ results Of a mmageIDent plm are being realized (effectiveness monitoring) or 
if compoDent activities are proceeding as p!!l!!aed (UDplementation monitoring). 
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-
NldioDal EDviroDJDell1al Policy Act - An act passed in 1969 to declare a National policy 

that encourages productive and enjoyable harmony between hUlJlankind and the 
enviromnent, promotes efforts that prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and 
biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of humanity, enriches the IIDderstanding 
of the ecological systems and uatural resources important to the "mon. and establishes 
a Council on Environmen1a1 Quality. 

Nldioaal Forescs - Lands admiuistered by the USDA Forest Service. 

NatioDal Foaest Mma:emeDt Act (NFMA) - A law passed in 1976 IS an ammdmeut to the 
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act, teqUlmll me· preparation of 
Forest Plans and the preparation of regulations to guide that cIe"Ydop _ 

No.roftS1ed Rangelands - Land on which the nalive vegetation is Pr*ft""_dy IfISSe5, 
grass--Iike plants, forbs, or shrubs. In determining whatminim\llll .. _ JUlCA 
boundaty widths apply, there may be instances where the widDIs fOf __ fotested 
rangelands apply to one side of a stream and !he widths for foa ii51Iid lIDCk IPPly to the 
other side of the stream (based on !he vegelative cover of adJKaIl ., •• ). 

OaeoiJI: J'n,ieds mel Adiviaes - Those actions that have beeD implaar. « .. have 
contracts awarded, or permi1sissued, and(witbin the range of h-.t ...--us fish) 
for which biological pssessments have beeD prepared and SIIbmazed for -.ultation, 
prior to signature of the decision notice for !he proposed actiCIII (p AOlSH IIlterim 
Direction). 

PAOlSH - An inter-ageucy ecosystem management approach for maantN·"'1 1M restoring 
healthy, functioning watersileds, riparian areas, and aquatic: habt~ wn1tlm !be range of 
Pacific anadromous fish on Federal lands managed by the USDI-8..-a of l.ald 
MarJagemeut and the USDA-Forest Service. 

Pemumeady l1owiD&, NOD F •• ad", Strams - Stceam segments thIl COIIIIIII nmnmg 
water throughout a typical year, but do not suppon fish durin, lIlY potDCID of a typical 
year. 

I'ftveat Auainment of RMOs - Preclude attainment of habitat conditioas dial meet RMOs. 
Permanent or long-term modification of the pbysica1lbiological pre [ 'siI' or conditions 
that determine the RMO featmes would be-cOnsidered to preveat .... inmalt ofRMOs. 

J'nposed or New l'nIjects mel Activiaes - Those actions that have not heeD implemented, . 
or for which contracts have not been awarded, or for which permits have not beeD 
issued, or (within the range of listed anadromous fish) continuing actions for which 
biological assessm-mts have Dot beeD prepared and submitted for coDSultation, prior to 
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signature of die decision notii:e for die proposed action (pACFISH Interim Direction). 

Pahlic: !ADds - Lands administered by the USDI Bureau of Land Management 

Re1IDd Allwiumedt of :aMOs - Measurably slow recovetY of any identified RMO feature 
(e.g., pool frequency, water temperature, etc.) 1bat is worse dum 1he objective level. 
Degradation of the physicallbiological process or conditions that detenDine RMO 
features would also be considered 10 retard p"pilllllent ofRMOs. 

Ripariaa ARa- A geographic area c:cmtaining an aquatic ecosystem and the adjacent upland 
areas that cIirectly affect it. This includes floodplain, and associated woodland, 
rangeland. or other related upland areas. 

Ripariaa Goals - The characteristics of heel1by, functioning watershe<Js, riparian areas, and 
aosociated fish habitats 1bat ere e:stabIished as °a common expectation. 

Ripariaa Mana:emeut Objecli.es (aMOs) - Quantifiable measures of stream- and stIeam
side conditions that define good enadromous fish habitat, and serve as indicators 
against which pttajnment, or progl'ess lOward attainm .... t. of the goals will be 
meeswed. 

Ripari .. BahitIIt CoDSemlliOD AmB (llBCA) - Portions of watersheds where riparian
dependent resources receive primary emphasis, and management activities ere subject 
10 specific standards and guidelines RHCAs include uaditional riparian corridors, 
wetlands, intelmittent headwater stIeaws, and other areas where proper ecological 
functioning is crucial 10 maintenance of the stream's water, sediment, woody debris 
and nutrient deIiveJy sysIImIs. 

Ripariaa Zoae - Those tenestrial areas where the wgetetion complex HDd microclimate 
conditions ere products of 1he combined presence and influence of paemUal and/or 
intermittent water, associated high water tables, and soils that exhibit some wetness 
c:baracteristics. NozmaDy used 10 refer 10 the zone wi1hin which plHDts gtOYW- rooted in 
the water table of these rivers, stleaw, lakes, ponds, reservoiJs, springs, 1IWShes, 
seeps, bogs, and wet meadows. 

Salmon Summit. A regional effon convened by Senator Mark Hatfield that involved all 
intelest.ed petties in an effort during 1990-199110 examine restoration of Columbia 
River Basin anadromous fish, and identify those actions that could duDinate the need 
10 list CobDDbia River Basin anedromous fish UDder the Endangered Species Act. 

Sensitive Species - Those plant or animal species for which population viabili1¥ is a concern 
as evidence by a significant CWleat or potential downwards treDd in population 
nwnbers, distribution, density, or habitat capability. 
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ShoIt-1mD Babi1at Impacts - Impacts of shon duration-generally days or weeks-that would 
not retard or prevent auajllment of RMOs. 

Special StIdaS Species - Those plant or animal species that are listed or are candidate or 
pruposed fur listing pwsuant to 1he Federal Endangered Species Act; or those species 
that are listed pursuant to a State law or regulation, or those species that are 
designated as sensitive by the Forest Service or the BLM. 

Stmdanfs aad Guidelines - The primary iDsttuctioDS for land manager;. Standards address 
mandatory actions, while guidelines are recommended actiOllS necessary to a land 
management decision. 

Stock - A group of fish that spawn in a particular river system (or portion of it) during a 
particular season, and do not interbreed to any substantial degree with any other group 
of fish. 

'I1ue ......... Species - 1bose plant or anjmal species likely to become endangered species 
. throughout alI or a significant portion of their range within the foreseeable future. A 

plant or animal identified and defined in accordance with the 1973 Endangered Species 
Act and published in the Federal Register. 

Ulla&:ceptable Risk - A level of risk from an ongoing activity or group of activities that is 
determined through NEP A analysis or the preparation of biological 
assesSllientslevaluations, or their subsequent review, to be: 

-"likely to adversely affect" listed anadrumous fish or their designated critical habitat, 
or 

VJable POpulaiOD • A viable population is one which has such numbers and disttibmion of 
reproductive individuals as to provide a high likelihood that species will continue to 
exist and be well-distributed throughout its range. 

W.ateJsbed - The drainage basin conttibuting water, organic matter, dissolved nUlri~ts, and 
sediments to a stream or lake. .. 

WIIIeJsbed ADalysis - A systematic: procedure fur cluuacterizing watershed and ecological 
proc:esses to meet specific management and social objectives. Watershed analysis is a 
stlatam of ecosystem management planning applied to watersheds of apploximately 20 
to 200 square miles. 
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WIIfedhed ResmnlfiOD - Actions taken to improve the ewleat conditions of watershed to 
restore degraded habitat, and to provide long-tenn protection to natural resources, 
mciuding riparian and aquatic resources. 

Wes1side - Geaera1ly, west of the Cascade Range ia the States of Oregon and Washiagton. 

.. 
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APPENDIX B - AMOUNT OF ANADROMOUS WATERSHED ACREAGE 

State/Administrative Size of Administrative Anadromous Anadromous Watersheds 
Units in Minions of Watersheds in Millions as a Percem' of Total Unit Acres of Acres AdminiStrative Unit 

California 
Bakersfield BLM 1.9 <0.1 <1% 
Lassen NF 1.8 0.4 13% 
Los Padres NF 1.2 0.2 20% 
Ukiah BLM 0.7 0.1 15% 

Idaho 
Boise·NF 2.3 0.7 ·17% 
Bitterroot NF 1.6 0.4 26% 
Challis NF 2.5 1.6 83% 
Clearwater NF 1.8 0.8 45% 
Coeur d'Alene BLM 0.2 0.1 52% 
Nez Perce NF . 2.2 2.0 100% 
~ayette NF 2.3 1.7 77% 
SalmonBLM 1.2 1.0 83% 
Salmon NF 1.8 1.7 98% 
Sawtooth NRA 0.8 0.3 80% 

Oregon 
Ma/heur NF 1.5 0.7 50% 
Ochoco NF 0.8 0.2 20% 
Prineville SLM 1.6 .1.2 12% 
Umatilla NF 1.4 0.5 98% 
Va1eBLM 5.2 0.1 01% 
Wallowa-Whitman NF 2.4 1.7 59% 

Washington 
SpokaneSLM 0.4 0.1 36% 
Okanogan NF 1.7 0.3 20% 

TOTAL 37.3' 15.8' 42% 

'Any discrepancies are a result 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 tho.se 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, road less 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 ScientifiC 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 Scientific Panel Report are summarized as 
follows: 

Within the geographic area being considered in this environmental assessment, the 
Scientific Panel Report specifies that Wilderness, Wild and Scenic Rivers, and the 
rnost ecologically significant late-successional, old growth forests be identified as 

. "reserve areas." Reserve areas would be managed to maintain and/or 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 firesuppressionlprescrtption; 'precommercial 

. 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 
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following Riparian Management Areas on lands administered by the Agencies: 

(1). Wild, Scenic, and Recreational rivers designated or under study: no-harvest 
area 1/4 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 as part of the stream's outstandingly remarkable features. 

(2) Major streams draining at least 30 square miles: no-harvest area 1/8 mile on 
each side of the stream 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) Permanently 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 areas will 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 Scientific 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) Reduce 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) Remove (return to a natural condition) spur roads and other 
nonessential roads. 

(2) Conduct a forest road-system analysis by national forest andBLM 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. 
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(b) Upgrade culverts to larger sizes on existing and planned roads. 

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

For logging slash treatment/prescribed fire: 

(1) Eliminat& hot burns on steep grounds. 

(2) Eliminate burns in riparian management areas. 

For livestoCk grazing: 

(1) Include temporary and permanent exclusion from riparian areas to promote the 
reestablishment of shrubs, 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 8lM district to aid in the timing and 
location of timber harvest and location of roads and landings. 

AlTERNAnVES 3 AND 4 

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

The adoption of these alternatives could lead to deferring 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 
permanent removal of any project or activity from the RHCAs. The potentia~for 
permanent removal or elimination of any activity from the RHCAs is being examined in 
the geographically-specific environmental analyses. 

RIPARIAN GOALS (GOALS) 

The goals establish an expectation of the characteristics of healthy, functioning 
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watersl)eds, 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 flood 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 aquatic 'and 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 habitats necessary to foster the unique genetic fish stocks 
that evolved within the specific geo-c:limatic region; and 

(8) habitat to S::Jpport populations of well-distributed native and desired non-native 
plant, vertE.Jrate, and invertebrate populations that contribute to the viability 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 
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 
moderate to large size (3rd to 7th order). 

Interim RMOs may be modified to better reflect conditions that are attainable in a 
specific 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 the change. However, RMOs 
may be modified in the absence of watershed analysis where watershed or stream 
reach specific data support the change. In all cases, RMO modifications, the 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. Interim 
RMOs provide the target toward which Agency managers will be aiming as they 
conduct 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. 
Without the benchmark 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 they are forested. Objectives for six environmental 
features have been identified, including one key feature (kf) and five supporting 
features (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 good for anadromous fish. However, application 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 
habitat 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. 
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INTERIM RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 

Habitat Feature 

PoofFrequency(kQ 
(all systems) 

wetted Width in feet: 
number pools per mile: 

Water Temperature (sf) 

Large Woody Debris (sf) 
(forested systems) 

Bank Stability (sf) 
(non-forested systems) 

Lower Bank Angle (sf) 
(non-forested systems) 

Width/Depth Ratio (sf) 
(all systems) 

Interim Objectives 

Varies by channel Width, see below: 

10 20 25 50 75 100 125 150 200 
96 56 47 26 23 18 14 12 9 

No measurable increase in maximum water temperature.* 

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

Coastal Califomia, Oregon, and Washington. 
>80 pieces per mile; >24 inch diameter; >50 foot length. 

East of Cascade Crest in Oregon, Washington, Idaho. 
>20 pieces per mile; >12 inch diameter; >35 foot length. 

>80 percent stable. 

>75 percent of banks With <90 degree angle 
(Le., undercut). 

<10, mean wetted Width divided by mean depth 

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

RIPARIAN 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 

,C-6 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
J 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

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 RHeA 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. a11984, Beschta et al. 1987, 
McDade et al. 1990, Sedell and Beschta 1991, Belt et al. 1992). The effectiveness of 
riparian conservation 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 
1959b, Ketcheson and Megehan 1990. Burroughs and King (1985 and 1989) and 
elsewhere (Trimble and Sartz 1957, Packer1967, 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 RHeA widths may be increased where necessary to achieve riparian 
management goals and objectives, or decreased where interim widths are not needed 
to attain RMOs or avoid adverse effects to listed salmon. Generally, RHeA 
modifications will require completion of Watershed Analysis to provide the ecological 
basis for the change. However, RHeAs may be modified in the absence of 
Watershed Analysis where stream reach or site-specific data support the change. In 
all cases, RHeA modifications, th,e rationale supporting those changes, and the effects 
of the changes will be documented. Within the range of listed salmon, modification of . . 

RHeAs will be done in consultation with NMFS. 
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STANDARD WIDTHS DEFINING INTERIM RHCAs 

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

Category 1 - Fish-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 - PermanenUy flowing non-fish-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 1 ~O-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 wetlands greater than 1 acre: 
Interim 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 Jess 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 
intenm 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. 
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d. for Key Watersheds, the area from the edges of the stream channel, 
wet/and, 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 RHeA width for permanently 
flowing streams in categories 1 and 2 is the extent of the 100-year flood plain. 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Project and site-specific standards and guidelines listed below will apply to all RHeAs 
and to projects and activities in areas outside RHeAs that would degrade them. The 
combination of the standards and guidelines for RHeAs specified below with the 
standards and guidelines of existing forest plans and LUPs will provide a benchmark 
for management actions that reflects increased sensitivities and a commitment to 
ecosystem management. 

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

I " interim period in accordance with management direction in current forest plans and 
LUPs. 
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Under Alternative 4, the standards and guidelines listed below would be applied to 
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 roadltransportation 
management plans and the relocation, elimination, or reconstruction of existing roads, 
facilities, and other improvements (i.e., RF-2 c, RF-3 a and c, RF-4, RF-5, GM-2, RM-
1, and MM-2) will be initiated but are unlikely to be completed during the interim 
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 dosed. The option of relocation, elimination, or reconstruction of 
existing improvements will be explored as part of the long-term strategy being 
developed in the geographically-specific environmental analyses. Also, due to the 
short-term duration of this direction, adjustments to management not within the sole 
discretion of the Agencies (i.e., RF-1, LH-3, RA-1, WR-2, FW-3, and FW-4) will be 
initiated but are unlikely to be completed during the interim period. 
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Timber Management 

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 
Allowaole 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 
Mure 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 Management 

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 la~ding 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 
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RF-3. 

and reconstruction. 

2. Road management objectives for each road. 

3. Criteria that govem road operation. maintenance. and management. 

4. Requirements for pre-. during-. and post-storm 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. 

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

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

2. Route road drainage away from potentially unstable stream channels. 
fills, and hillslopes. 

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 critical habitat for listed anadromous fish. 

Determine the influence of each road on the Riparian Management 
Objectives. Meet Riparian Management Objectives and avoid adverse 
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. 
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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. 

RF-4. Construct new, and improve existing, culverts, bridges, and other stream 
crossings to accommodate a 100-year flood, including associated bedload 
.and debriS, where those improvements would/do pose a substantial risk to 
riparian conditions. Substantial risk improvements include 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 anadro"mous fish and their deSignated critical 
habitat and the 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. 

RF-S. Provide and maintain fish passage at all road crossings of existing and 
potential fish-bearing streams. 

Grazing Management. 

GM-1. Modify grazing practices (e.g., accessibility of riparian areas to livestock, 
length of grazing season, stocking levels, timing of gi-azing, etc.) that retard 
or prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives or are likely to 
adversely affect listed 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 and/or management facilities outside of 
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. For existing livestock handling 
facilities inside the Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas, assure that facilities 
do not prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives or adversely 
affect listed anadromous fish.' Relocate or close facilities where these 
objectives cannot be met. 
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GM-3. Limit livestock trailing, bedding, watering, salting, loading, and other handling 
efforts to those areas and times that will not retard or prevent attainment of 
Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect listed anadromous fish . 

. GM-4. Adjust wild horse and burro management to avoid impacts that prevent 
attainment of Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect listed 
anadromous fish. 

Recreation Management 

RM-1. 

RM-2. 

RM-3. 

Design, construct, and operate recreation facilities. including trails and 
dispersed sites, in a manner that does not retard or prevent attainment of 
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 
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. 
Relocate or close recreation facilities where Riparian Management 
Objectives cannot be met or adverse effects on listed anadromous fish 
avoided. 

Adjust dispersed and developed recreation practices that retard or prevent 
attainment of Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect listed 
anadromous fish. Where adjustment measures such as education, use 
limitations, traffic control devices, increased maintenance, relocation of 
facilities, and/or specific site closures are not effective in meeting Riparian 
Management Objectives and avoiding adverse effects on listed anadromous 
fish, eliminate the practice or occupancy. 

Address attainment of Riparian Management Objectives and potential effect 
on listed anadromous fish and· designated critical habitat in Wild and SceniC 
Rivers, Wilderness, and other Recreation Management plans.· 

Minerals Management 

MM-1. Avoid adverse effects to listed species and designated critical habitat from 
mineral operations. ·If the Notice of Intent indicates a mineral operation 
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 
(or other such goveming document), and reclamation bond. FOr effects that 
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cannot be avoided, such plans and bonds must address the costs of 
removing facilities, 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 Management 
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 altemative 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 so!id and sanitary waste facilities in Riparian Habitat Conservation 
Areas. If no alternative 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 best conventional technology is not sufficient to prevent 
such releases and ensure stability over the long term, prohibit such facilities 
in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. 

c. monitor waste and waste facilities to confirm predictions of chemical and 
physical stabinty, and make adjustments to operations as needed to avoid 
adverse effects to listed anadromous fish and to attain Riparian 
Management Objectives. 

d. reclaim 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. 
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MM-4. For leasable minerals, prohibit surface occupancy within Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas for oil, gas, and geothermal exploration and 
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 
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. 

MM·5. Permit sand and gravel mining and extraction within Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas only if no alternatives exist, if the action(s) will not 
retard or prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives, and 
adverse effects to listed anadromous fish can be avoided. 

MM-6. Develop inspection, monitoring, and reporting requirements for mineral 
activities. Evaluate and apply the results of inspection and monitoring to 
modify mineral plans, leases, or permits as needed to eliminate impacts that 

" prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives and avoid adverse 
effects on "listed anadromous fish. 

FirelFuels Management 

FM·1. 

FM·2. 

FM·3. 

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 

Locate incident bases, camps, helibases, staging areas, helispots, and other 
centers for incident 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 anadromousfish a primary goal. Use an .. 
interdisciplinary team, including a fishery biologist, to predetermine incident 
base and helibase locations during presuppression planning, with avoidance 
of potential adverse effects to listed anadromous fish a primary goal. 

Avoid delivery of chemical retardant, foam, or additives to surface waters. 
An exception may be warranted in situations where overriding immediate 
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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 
habitats than chemical delivery to surface waters. 

FM-4. Design prescribed bum projects and prescriptions to contribute to the 
attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives. 

FM-S. 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 (FER C) 
that require fish passage and flows and habitat conditions that 
maintain/restore 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 facilities 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 facilities that must be located in 
Riparian Habitat 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 
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LH-4. 

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. 

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 Riparian Area Management 

RA-1. 

RA-2. 

RA-3. 

RA-4 

RA-S. 

Identify and cooperate with Federal, Tribal, State and local governments to 
secure instream flows needed to maintain riparian resources, channel 
conditions, and aquatic habitat. 

Trees may be felled in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas when they pose 
a safety risk. Keep felled trees on site when needed to meet wOOdy debris 
objectives. 

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. 

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 contaInment 
plan. 

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. 
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Watershed and Habitat Restoration 

WR-1. Design and implement watershed restoration projects in a manner that 
promotes the long-term ecologicalrntegrity of ecosystems, conserves the 
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 \Nildlife Restoration 

FW-1. Design and implement fish and wildlife habitat 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 
anadromous fish. For existing fish and wildlife interpretive and other 
user-enhancement 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 close such facilities. 

FW-3. Cooperate with Federal, Tribal, and State wildlife management agencies to 
identify and eliminate wild ungulate impacts that prevent attainment of the 
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 anadromo·us fish associated 
with habitat manipulation, fish stOcking, fish harvest, and poaching. 
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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 8LM 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 anadromous fish would receive special attention and treatment Priority within 
these watersheds would be to protect or restore habitat for listed stocks, 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 .potential for restoration would become future 
sources of good habitat with the implementation of a comprehensive restoration 
program. 

WA 1ERSHED ANAL YS/S 

Watershed Analysis is a systematic procedure for determining how a watershed 
functions in relation to its phYSical and biological components. This is accomplished 
through consideration of history, processes, 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 
under this alternative. Generally, under Alternative 3 Watershed AnalYSis would be 
initiated where the interim RMOs and the interim RHCA widths do not adequately 
reflect speCific watershed capabilities. Under Alternative 4, the guidelines and 
procedural manuals being developed by the Interagency Watershed Analysis 
Coordination Team and other potentially relevant procedures (e.g., the Cumulative 
Watershed Effects Process for Idaho, etc.) will be considered and used, where 
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appropriate, in development of a Watershed Analysis protocol. As per consultation 
with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), during the period of interim 
direction, the Agencies will complete at least four or five prototype Watershed 
Analyses within the Snake River Basin. 

Watershed Analysis is a prerequisite for determining which processes and parts of the 
landscape affec:t fish and riparian habitat, and is essential for defining watershed
specific boundaries for Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas and for Riparian 
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 

. 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 
carrying out land use activities within a geomorphic context, and is a major component 
of the evolving science of ecosystem analysis. Watershed Analysis is an iterative 
process which includes monitoring, evaluation, and adjustment to incorporate detected 
changes. 

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 watersl:led condition: 

a. Characterize the geomorphic, ecologiC, and hydrologic context of a 
watershed, and identify the uses in the watershed. 

b. Determine the type, extent, frequency, and intensity of watershed 
processes, including mass soli movements, fire, peak and low streamflows, 

. surface eroSion, and other processes affecting the flow of water, sediment, 
organic material, and nutrients through a watershed. 

c. Determine the distribution, abundance, life histOries, habitat requirements, 
and limiting factors for fish and other aquatic and riparian dependent 
species. 

d. Identify parts of the landscape, including hill slopes arid channels, that are 
either s~nsitive to Specific 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. . 
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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 unH 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 scientific 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 habHat, and to provide long-term protectjon to natural 
resources, induding 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 thaUndudes: 

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. 
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3) Use of Watershed Analysis to establish a specific set of habitat objectives 
for each watershed. 

4) Restoration/mitigation practices based on the results of Watershed Analysis, 
which are designed to ameliorate the impacts of human activities within the 
watershed. 

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. 

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 
implementation (Le., implementation monitoring) and to assess whether those 
protective measures are adequate to attain Riparian Goals and Management 
Objectives (Le., effectiveness monitoring). 

Those national forests and BLM districts adopting interim direction will be required to 
conduct implementation monitoring as outiined in the Section 7 MonitOring Protocol for 
the Upper Columbia River Basin (USDA Forest Service 1994) for each project. 
Implementation monitoring will entail onsile verification and written/photographic 
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. 

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 
interim direction. Individual national forests and/or 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 
listed or at-risk. anadromous fish will be used to identify specific monitoring sites and 
priorities. Study designs with clear objectives, statistically valid sampling techniques, 
replication, and comparisons with "reference" conditions will direct effectiveness 
monitoring efforts. 

The Section 7 monitoring protocol provides detailed descriptions 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 
results will be summarized annually, with conclusions drawn in regard to how effective 
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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 1 B 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. 

ALTERNATIVE 5 

Alternative 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 as 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 isgreatesl 

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 direction is appfied to all proposed and all ongoing projects and 
activities. 
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APPENDIX 0 - 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 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Califomia State Office. 1984. Hollister 
Management FrameWOrk Plan. August 1984. Bakersfield District, Hollister 
Resource Area. Bakersfield, California. 

UKIAH DISTRICT 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Califomia State Office. 1993. Redding 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. June 1993. 
Ukiah District, Redding Resource Area. Ukiah, California. 

IDAHO 

SALMON DISTRICT 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Idaho State Office. 1979. Challis 
Management Framework Plan. July 1979. Challis Resource Area. Salmon 
District. Salmon, Idaho. 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Idaho State Office. 1982. Ellis-Pahsimeroi 
Management Framework Plan. September 1982. Challis Resource Area. Salmon 
District. Salmon, Idaho. 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Idaho State Office. 1984. Mackay 
Management Framework Plan. January 1984. Challis Resource Area. Salmon 
District. Salmon, Idaho. 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Idaho State Office. 1987. Lemhi Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. April 1987. Salmon 
DiStrict, Lemhi Resource Area. Salmon, Idaho. 
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COEUR D'ALENE DISTRICT 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Idaho State Office. 1981. Chief Joseph Management 
Framework Plan. November 1981. Coeur d'Alene District, Cottonwood Resource Area, 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho. 

OREGONIWASHINGTON 

PRINEVILLE DISTRICT 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 1985. John Day 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. AuguSt 1985 . 

. Prineville District. Prineville, Oregon. 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 1986. Two Rivers 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. June 1986. 
Prineville District. Prineville, Oregon. 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 1989. Brothers Lapine 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. July 1989. 
Prineville District. Prineville, Oregon. 

SPOKANE DISTRICT 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 1987. Spokane 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. May 1987. 
Spokane District. Spokane, Washington. 

VALE DISTRICT 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 1989. Baker Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. July 1989. Vale District, 
Baker Resource Area. Vale, Oregon. 
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Forest Service 

CALIFORNIA 

LASSEN NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific. Southwest Region. 1992. Final Environmental 
Impaet Statement for the Land and Resource Management Plan· Lassen National 
Forest. 1992. Lassen National Forest. Susanville, California. 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region. 1992. Land and Resource 
Management Plan • Lassen National Forest. 1992. Lassen National Forest. 
Susanville, California. . 

LOS PADRES NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region. 1988. Final Environmental 
Impact 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 

BITTERROOT NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement forthe Bitterroot National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. 
September 1987. Bitterroot National Forest Hamilton, Montana. 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Bitterroot National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan. September 1987. Bitterroot National Forest 
Hamilton, Montana. 
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BOISE NA TIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Region. 1990. Final Environmental Impact 
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 Impact 
Statement for the Challis National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. 

o June 1987. Challis National Forest. Challis, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Region. 1987. Challis National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan. June 1987. Challis National Forest. ChalliS, 
Idaho. 

CLEARWA TER NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Clearwater National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plan. September 1987. Clearwater National Forest. Orofino, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Clearwater National Forest Land 
and Resource 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 Forest Plan. October 1987. Nez Perce 
National Forest. Grangeville, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Nez Perce National Forest Plan. 
October 1987. Nez Perce National Forest. Grangeville, Idaho. ._ 
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PA YETTE NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Region. 1988. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Land and Resource Management Plan for the Payette National 
Forest. May 1988. Payette National Forest. McCall, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Region. 1988. Land and Resource 
Management Plan for the Payette National Forest. May 1988. Payette National 
Forest. McCall, Idaho. 

SALMON NA TlONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Region. 1988. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Salmon National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. 

. January 1988. Salmon National Forest. Salmon, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Region. 1988. Salmon National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Pian. January 1988. Salmon National Forest. 
Salmon, Idaho. 

SAWTOOTH NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Region. 1987. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Sawtooth National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Pian. September 1988. Sawtooth National Forest. Twin Falls, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Region. 1987. Sawtooth National Forest 
Land and Resource Management Pian. September 1988. Sawtooth National 
Forest. Twin Falls, Idaho. 

OREGONlWASHINGTON 

MALHEUR NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990 .. Final Environmental 
Impact Statement - Malheur National Forest - Land and Resource Management 
Pian. May 1990. Malheur National Forest. John Day, Oregon. .. .-

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. Malheur National Forest
Land and Resource Management Plan. May 1990. Malheur National Forest. 

John Day, Oregon. 
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OCHOCO NATIONAL FOREST 

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 
Forest. Prineville, Oregon. 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1989. Land and Resource 
Management Plans - Ochoco National Forest and Crooked River National 
Grassland .. August 1989. Ochoco National Forest. Prineville, Oregon. 

OKANOGAN NATIONAL FOREST 

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. 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1989. Land and Resource 
Management Plan - Okanogan National Forest. 1989. Okanogan National Forest. 
Okanogan, Washington. 

UMATILLA NATIONAL FOREST 
USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. Final Environmental 
Impact Statement - Forest Land and Resource Management Plan - Umatilla 
NatiOnal Forest. 1990. Umatilla National Forest. Pendleton, Oregon. 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. Forest Land and 
Resource Management Plan - Umatilla National Forest. 1990. Umatilla National 
Forest Pendleton, Oregon. . 

WALLOWA-WHITMAN NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. Final Environmental 
Impact Statement - Wallowa-Whitman National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan. April 1990. Wallowa-Whitman' National Forest. Baker, 
Oregon. 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. Wallowa-Whitman 
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. April 1990. Wallowa
Whitman National Forest. Baker, Oregon. 
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APPENDIX E - UST OF BRIEFINGS AND CORRESPONDENCE 
Table E·1. External BrletlJ1!l!, 

Name of Organization Briefed 

House and Senate 
Senate Agriculture Committee 
House Agriculture Committee - Subcommittee on Speciafrty Crops 

and Natural Resources 
House Merctiant Marine and Fisheries Committee -

Fisheries Subcommittee 
Personal staffs of Alaska Congressional delega1ion 
House and senate Congressional staff 
Staffs 10, OR, .CA Congressional delegation 

(Field and Washington. DC offices) 

Federal AgencIea. 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Environmental Proledion Agency 
USDA Soil Conservation service 
USDC National Marine FISheries service 
USDI Bureau of Indian AffairS 
USDI Fish and Wildlife service 

USOepartment of Justice 

National Biological Swvey 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Washington, DC 

and Portland, Oregon 
Office of American Indian Trust/Dept. of Interior 
USDI, Bureau of Reelamalion 
USDA Agriculture $tabiIizatiQll and Conservation 

Service, CaIifomia 
USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region 
USDA Soil Conservation Service, CaIifomia . 
USOC National Marine FISheries Service, Santa Rosa 
USDI Bureau of Reclamation, Mid-Pacific Region 
USOI FISh and Wddlife Service, Region 1 
USOI National Park Service, Western Region 
BuD Trout Interagency Meeting (BLM, FWS), Idaho 
FISHNET Conference, Idaho 
BLMJEPA Workshop, Idaho 

State Agencies 
AIasIca Govemor's Office eet aL) 
AIasIca Dept. of Commerce and Economic Development 
Alaska Oepattment of Fish and Game 
Columbia Basin FISh & Wddlife Authority. 
International Association of Fish & Wildlife Agencies 

E· 1 

Date of Briefing 

May24,1993 

October 21, 1993 

October 7,1993 
August 5, 1993 

April 1992; January 1993 
March 25, 1994 

January & March 1994 
August 1993;June 1994 

August 4 & 10, 1993 
Juiy 1992; OctOber 15,1993 

August 4, 1993 
July 1992; July 28, 1993; 

Februaly 10, 1994 
October 1992; Summer 1993; 

Februaly 1994 
Marctl 2. 1994 
March 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 
June 2. 1994 
June 28, 1994 

September 8-9, 1993 
September 8-9, 1993 
September 8-9, 1993 
Apri~ October 1993 

April 1992; September 14, 1993 



Table E·1 •. ExtemaI BrHIfInga (ConL) 

Name at Olga Iiza!ion BrietecI 

Non-poitIt Source Wat.er Quality Monitoring WotIcshop 
Oregon Deparall801t at F"1Sh & WidIife 
UnMlrsity at Wasllir 1QIOi. 
Vwginia Stare urliversity and Polytechnic: lnsIitute 
western Leg"S' THe ForesIry Task Force 
California Department at Cor 1SeMIIioI. 
CaIiIomia Depar1r II8i'It at F"1Sh and Game 
CaIiIomia Cepar1menI at Food and AgricuIIure . 
CaIiIomia DepariJ.rent at Foresuy and F"1fl! P.W!dion 
california Oepanment at Pat1cs and Rec:reaIion 
Caliomia 0eparImerI at Wat.er Resources 
cafifomia Stare Lands Co,,"nissiol1 
ca&romia Stare Resources Agenr:t 
Idaho GcMtmor's Staff 
Idaho GcM!mor 
Idaho Depar rnrent at F"1Sh and Game 
university at Idaho (Natura! FIesoun:es: Conference) 

Tribal Govemmeida 
Tribal GovemmenIs at the Northwest 
Cok.mbia RMIr Ltreiaibal F"1Sh Commission 
NezPerce 
NontiM8Sl1ndian Fisheries: Cor.11 " on. 

SI1os:hor III Bal. iOCIc 
Umatilla 

. Warm Springs 
Yaicama 
Hoopa VaI1ei Indian Res:eNa!on (CaIifamia) 

0rgMIaII0na 
Alaska Trollers As 5 _ iation 

American F"1Sheries Soc:iely 

BomeviIIe Power Admir lislia!ioo1 
KIamaII1 R sOt aIion ADiance 

. National Caaiernen's .6.sscw ialGI 

NaIuraI RescXI'ces Defer tSe Council 
NorIhwesr Fon.slIY' Ass:. iarion 
Nontlwesr H)id .. ala:llic As"'" iali"" 
Nontlwest Power PIa ilillg Cor.rrciI 
Oregon CaI!Iemen's As> ia'ion 
Paciic Coast Feder.II at F"1SheImen's Associations 
Paciic RMIrs Council 

Public Info Meeli"gs: Boise. Leowistor~ Grangeville 
McCall, New Mear'cOWS, Ketchum, Stanley, Challis. 
SaImor. and Idaho Falls, 10 

E·2 

Date at Briefing 

January 4, 1993 
SepIembeI 1993 
January 1" 1993 
February " 1994 

September 18, 1993 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 

January 10. 1994 
Man:h 25, 1994 
Man:h 26. 1994 
Mard'l30, 1994 

JuI..Nov.J)ec..1992 
July 2>30, 1993 
July 2>30, 1993 
July 2S-3O, 1993; 

Man:h 2. 1994 
July 25-30. 1993 
July 25-30. 1993 
July 25-30. 1993 
July 25-30. 1993 

May 18. 1994 

5eptember 1993 
April 1992: April 14, November 

15, September 16, 1993 
June 1993 

May 20, 1993 
September 21, 1993 
September 16, 1993 

A!lgllst 1993 
Febrti;;&y 2. 1993 

June 1992: June 1993 
Sepleud:leo' 1992 
September 1993 

April 1992: April 14, 
December 2. 1993 

Apr" 6-27, 1994 

I 
I 
I, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Table E-1. External Brleftngs (Cont.) 

Name of OrganiZation Briefed 

Public Lands Council 
Society tor Range Management 
Society of American Forester.; 
Southeas! Alaska ConseIvation Council 
Spolt F"lShing /tIsIiMe 
Trout Unlimited 

United F"1Shennan of Alaska 
Weyertlauser 
The Wilderness Society 
The Wildlife Society 
California ASSQCiatiQt1 of Resource 

ConseIvation Oistricts 
California CaI!Iemen's Association 
CaIifomia Fann Bureau 
California Indian Legal Service 
California Sheep Growers 
Idaho CallIe Association: four meetings: 

Salmon. Idaho 
Grangeville. Idaho 
Boise, Idaho 
Emmett. Idaho 

Idaho ConservaIion League 
Idaho Sporting Congress 
The WiJdemess Society, Idaho 
Pacific Rivers Council 
Western Legislasive Task Force 

Senate 
Senator Jim Duncan 
Senator Ted Stevens (News Release) 
Senator Ted Stevens (News Release) 

Federal Agenl;\es 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program 
O\fice of the Chief Scientist 
usoe National Marine F"lSheries Service 
USOI F"1Sh and Wildlife Service 

State GCIVeI rulients 
Alaska Department of Commerce and EconomicOevelopment 
Alaska 0IIic:e of the Governor 
Board of Commissioners - County of Coos. Oregon 
California Oepartment of ForesIIy 
Columbia Basin F"1Sh & Wddlife Authority 
Oregon Water Resources Oepartment 
Western Legislative Forestry Task Force 

E·3 

Oate of Briefing 

September 1992; June 9, 1993 
June 9,1993 
June 9,1993 

September 19, 1993 
April 1992; April 14, 1993 

Apr., Aug. 1992; Mar., Apr. 
Aug:, 0=.,1993 

September 3, 1993 
September 19,1993 

April 1992 
June 9,1993 
June, 1994 

May 23,1994 
May 23, 1994 
May 18, 1994 
May23,1994 

April 16, 1994 
April 1 B, 1994 
Apn119, 1994 . 

May 10. 1994 
Mareh 26, 1994 
March 25, 1994 
Mareh 26, 1994 
March 2, 1994 
April 21, 1994 

September 30, 1993 
september 15,1993 

October 6, 1993 

August 25, 1993 
December 14,1993 
. January 27, 1994 
November B, 1993 
August 26. -1993 

Septemller27,1993 
August 1993 

OctOber 14, 1993 
Oecemller 12, 1993 
January 27,1994 
November 1993 
October 6, 1993 



Table E.z. Lette ... ReceIYecI. 

Name 01 Correspondent 

Tribal GoYwnmenta 
Confederated Tribes and Bands 01 the Yakima Indian Nation 
Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee 

Organlzltionl 
The AFSEEE AcIiYiIies (News AIticIe) 
Alaska Center for the Enviror.menr 
Alaska Center for the Environment, et. aI. (News Release) 
Alaska Trollas Ass ocilla, 
AlaskaColn:ll 01 Trout Unlimited 
Amelican F"1Sheries Society -. Alaska Chapter 
American F"1Sheries Society - Humboldt Chapter 
American F"1Sheries Society - Idaho Chapter 
American F"1Sheries Society • Virginia Tech Chapter 
American F"JSheries Society. et. aI.' 
AmeI ica! i Rivers 
America! i Rivers (News Release) 
BAS.s. Inc. 
Black Hills AioJbonSoc:iety 
Canadian Wildlife Federation 
eoarllion for the Conservation 01 Aquatic Habitat 
EnviI Dlimental Defense Fund 
Health to the Salmon 
NaIionaI ALocbJbon Society 
NaIIonaI Forvsuy ASS c claton 
Northwest Forvsuy Association 
Oi &gDI1 Trout 
Preston, TlIDrgrimsDn. Shidler. Gates & Ems 
United F"iShermen 01 Alaska 
Weyerhaeus"" 

IndIvIduaIa 
·Thomas """"IgI!I""-""IeI<'IInt 
Pat & BiD BIeha 
Charles CheSney 
Stew Churchwell 
Margaret Conradsen 
William and RaiiiD,'i3 Crooks 
James H. Delano 
MarvD. Domi 
Bob F"1I'Ihaus 
Doug Goodall 

'Letter to the InIerior AppropriatjDnS Conference. 

E·4 

Date 01 Letter 

July 29. 1993 
July %7. 1993 

August 1993 
September 3. ·,993 

September 28. 1993 
September 18. 1993 

October 10. 1993 
September 23. 1993 

April 24. 1993 
September 13, 1993 
September 1. 1993 

September 21. 1993 
August 5. 1993 

September 28. 1893 
September %7. 1883 
September 8. 1993 

March 26. 1993 
November S. 1883 
January %7. 11194 
January %7. 11194 

September 24. 1883 
August 9. 1893 
August 9. 111513 

January %7. 1994 
October 25. 1993 

Septembel 3, 1883 
September 23. 1993 

August 20. 1993 
September 7. 1893 . 
. November 1993 
August %7. 1993 

September 3, 1993 
August 30. 1993 
August 29. 1993 

Updatect 
Undatect 
Undatect 

I 
I 
II 
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Table E·2. L.ettera Received (ConL) 

Incllvfduala (ConL) 
Mamie Graham 
GaIy GullS01Joon 
Dennis Honkomp 
H. James Howe 
John HuttlunI 
Robett R. Jammes 
Alberta Kittleson 
Reba G a J. Knight 

Name 01 CoIresponden! 

James Ucha!owich (Mobrand BiometriCs) 
Tad Mastersen 
Gertrude C. Minnix 
Richard T. Myren 
JoIvI and Karyn Nelson 
Kyle Nelson 
Nancy R. Norsen 
Dr. Robert L Olson 
David Patanavde 
Dr. NathaneI A. Peters & JuaniIa L PeteIs 
David W. FIobens 
Peggy RobiIISOII 
Ron and Martha RobinSon 
Dr. John A. satterwhite 
Bill Scarbourg 
Dr. Dan Silver 
Carol SoIh 
Kersten Tanner 
SalTromba 
Robett Tucle 
KiIIhIeen VanWIhI 
J;rj S. Wakefield 
Bud Wakeland 
Howard J. Whilaker 
Ray WIlite 
RonYOCIdm . 

E-S 

Date of Letter 

September 10. 1993 
November 2. 1993 

Undated 
August 22, 1993 

Updaled 
August 26. 1993 
August ZI. 1993 

September 10, 1993 
January ZI. 1994 

September 16. 1993 
August ZI. 1993 

September 8. 1993 
August 28, 1993 

September 9. 1993 
August 28. 1993 
August 25, 1993 

September 2. 1993 
September 8. 1993 
January ZI. 1994 

September 2S, 1993 
August 23. 1993 

September 1. 1993 
August 28, 1993 
AuguSt 25, 1993 
August 30, 1993 

Undated 
Undated 

January ZI. 1994 
August ZI. 1993 
August 20. 1993 

September 2. 1993 
August 31. 1993 
January ZI. 1994 
Februaly23, 1993 



Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal 

Name of Respondent 
Arkansas 
Charles F. Gauvin 
Victoria E. McOonaJd 
John Peterson 
Steven A. Brink 

Alaska 
Roger D. Snippen 

AriZona 
David E. McGiIIivaIy 

Cafdomia 
V. LouiseKnowe 
Odean Griffin 
Doris E. Cole 
James L Woods 
Joanna NeJson 
Rodney M. Fujita 
W. James Edwards 
Not Signed 
R. Brett Matzke 
Fe/ica Pace 
Susie Van Kirk 
Betty Ball 
Richard W. Harter 
Ed Dunkley 
Harold Madsen 
Steven L Evans 
TmMcKay 
Edwin P. Pister 
BaIbara C. Tumer 
KevinTumer 
JohnL BraJy 
CIHton Hodge 
Eric P. Simmen 
AndrewJ. & EIois FISCher 
Bill Devan 
JohnB. Merz 
Bill Wilson 
Virginia RusseD 
Stephen C. Volker 
Ryan M. Henson 
Marcia H. Armstrong 
John Nelson 
Karyn Nelson 
Barbara Pascoe 

Trout Unlimited 
Seafrsh 

O.rganization 

Greater Ketchikan Chamber.of Commerce 
Tongass NF Plan Revision Team Leader 

State of Alaska Project Analyst 

u.s. Department of the Interior FrshIWI 

Environmental Deferrse Fund 

Caflfomia Trout, Inc. Sierra Nevada Mgr 
Klamath Forest Alliance Pgnn.Coordinator 
Sierra Club Redwood Chapter North ·Group 
Mendocino Environmental Center 

Califomia Association of 4WD Clubs, Inc. 

Friends of the River - Conservation Dir. 
The Northcoas1 Environmental Center 
Desert FIShes Council 

Caflfomia Cattlemen's Association 

9XRanc:h 

Sacraniento River Presentation TruSt 
Modoc County Cattlemen's Assn. 

Sierra Club Legal Deferrse Fund, Inc. 
Califomia Wildemess Coalition 
Siskiyou County Fann Bureau 

E-6 
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Table E·3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont) 

Name of Respondent Organization 
California (Cont) 
Kent Pascoe 
Janet Reynolds 
John M. Richards 
Randy Bailey American Fisheries Society 
Kerry L Burke 
Daniel Hall The Pacific Forest Trust 
Circle S Ranch 
James Sinton Avenales Cattle Co. 
Steve Sinton Avenales Cattle Co. 
Richard S. Cincino 

Colorado 
Kerry L Burke 
Jim Connolly Connolly Properties, Inc. 
Paul Wilbert 

District of Columbia 
Thomas J. Cassidy, Jr. American Rivers 
Charles B. Rumburg Society for Range Mgmt Executive VP 
Ruth T. McWilliams U.S.DA Forest Service 
LanyCraig United States Senate 
Jerry T. Williams U.S.DA Forest Service 
William G. Myers III Public Lands Counal-Executive Director 
Larry E. Craig United States Senate 

Idaho . 
Richard Scully American Fisheries Society 
Marvin Park 
Lara L Ellsworth 
JacqUeline E. Moore 
Darci Daniels 
Bill Steele . 
Sabrina Ellsworth 
MariAne Evans 
Randy Hess White Otter Outdoor Adventures 
H.L Solom 
Dan Crawford 
Darcy Estes 

-

Eward Smith 
Geo Poleson 
Robert Manhm 
Carrol Stewart 
Gerald lohman 
Elwin Hutchins Hutchins lumber, Inc. 
Emerald Hutchins Hutchins Lumber, Inc. 
Usa Lombardi Clearwater Forest Watch Coalition 

E-7 



Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) 

Name of Respondent Oraanization 
Iclaho (Cont.) 
Randy Hartshom 
M. Clemenhagen 
James Sorenson 
Verle Pfefferkom 
Unn Kincannon Idaho Conservation League 
George Kur1s 
Sabrina Ellsworth 
Kip Dieringer 
Wade Gruhl 
Wendell M. Stark 
AI Espinosa 
Alan S. Wright 
RayoJa Jacobsen Idaho Farm Bureau Federation 
Robert C. Sears Idaho Cattle Association 
Kathy Richmond 
Pam Lewis 
Roland Craft 
Phillip L Mikearmy 
Dick Koibrener 
M. Keene HueftJe 
Michael FISh 
Lyle Maynard 
Ed Coates Louisiana-Pacific Corporation 
Helen Rice· 
Lawrence Armacost 
Richard Uberuaga 
Joyce Broodsword 
Bill Summers 
Patrick Oonivan 
Jeff CarJson 
Daniel G Johnson R.O.O.T.s. 
Neil R. Rimbey Univ. of Idaho Cooperative E:xtension 
Jack8uel1 County of Benewah 
Rudy J. Verschoor 
Dennis Baird Idaho Environmental Council 
Hadley B. Roberts 
Ernest Pendell City of St Maries 
Don Pischner Driftwood Heights Ranch 
Steve Paulson - -

Doug Thompson 
James W. Guthrie 
James D. Wassmuth 
Russ Moritz Kaniksu Bioregional Council 
Robert L Leffert 
Mike Mihelich National Audubon Society 
Jane M. Miller 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) 

Name of ResPOndent OrQanization 

I Idaho (Cont.) 
Michael Kirk 
Nick R. Butler , 

I Homer Hasfurther 
Jerry Klemm Pulp & Paperworker's Resource Council 
Brenda Dammarell 

I 
Kris Nesbitt 
Josephine Brown 
Peter De USser 

I 
Ivan I. Taylor Custer County Board of Commissioners 
Elaine D. Hedenstrom 
Paul A. Lang 
Dan C, Miller 

I Jasper Purdey 
David C. Bums 

Warren Rice 

I William K. Terry Snake River Cutthroats-VPlConservation . 
LoriBames 
Larry Isenberg 

I Geoff Schneider 
Karolyn R. Ziero/d 
Alan Peterson 

I 
TIm Christopherson Clearwater Resource Coalition 
James R. Bennetts 
Char Roth 

I 
JoanVanhom 
elll DeVeny , 
Julia Irby 

I 
Mark Klingerman 
Lynne K. Stone 
Class Landscape Ecology 

I 
Doug Cruthirds 
Shirley Gerback 
Debra L Yeoman 
Gene P. Deasy 

I Fred L Edmiston County Extension Agent 
Barbara Fabin 
Win Green 

I James N. Hawkins Custer CcIunty Extension Agent - -

Mike Medberry 
Shaun Robertson The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 

I 
Tom Coates 
Steve Bliss 
JoeOsbome 

I 
Steve Pittman 
Jack Linnemeyer LaJack TImber, Inc. 
Larry Linnemeyer LaJack Timber, Inc 

I 
I 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) 

Name of Respondent Oraanization 
-c 

Idaho (Cont.) . 

Myrna Linnemeyer LaJack TJll'lber, Inc. 
Stieg Gabrielsen 
Richard K. Kelly 

.. 

Jon Johnson 
Suezette Zenner 
DarreUDaubert 
E1ma & Kenneth Bradbury 
Jason Charley 
N.M. Stigum 
Patrick Young 
Bob Smeltz 
Scott K. campbell 
BUI Vargovich 
Kile L Parris 
Kenny HoweU 
David Outo, Jr. 
Kevin Paris 
Rocky Vargovich 
John A. Curtis 
John A. Curtis 
David N. Stamper 
David N. Stamper 
James L CasweD US Forest Ser. Clearwater NF Supervisor 
AleX lroy Clearwater Soil & Water Conservation 
Bob Sears Idaho Cattle Assodation 
Tom Geary Idaho Farm Bureau Federation 
JaI'Iice R. Hartig 
Raymond F. Coon 
Ron w. Hartig 
David L Foushee 

, 

Joseph M. Hinson Intermountain Forest Industry Assoc. 
KICk Chenoweth 
Terice B. Childers 
Patricia M. Duren 
John Goffinet 
Shirley J. Johnson 
Monica J. Jones 
Paul lang . . 

Arthur G. Osterberg 
Deniece M. Osterberg 
Lee C. Peppinger 
Paul Peppenger 
Gordon A. Thiessen 
Dennis Thompson 
Jeffrey WICks 
Nancy Spencer 

E-10 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) 

Name of Resoondent 
Idaho (Cont.) 

Julie Chenoweth 
Dennis Harper 
Steve Law 
Donna R. leach 
AmyLondon • 
Rob O. 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 & Sue Thomton 
James A. UtIle 
Wayne T. Stelles 
V. James Wilson 
Mike Kerttu 
ChetBowers 
Bill Mulligan 
Tom Lanman 
Ola Vevle 
Jonathan H. Marvel 
George L Rawley 
Damon M. Carpenter 
Cheryl Woehler 
Frank Woehler 
Dave Elliot 
Kenneth G. Watson 
Dale Adams 
Lorene Sutton 
Ron C. Merecfrth 
Carl Ellsworth 
Pete Ellsworth 
Andy Frei 
Arlene C. Kolar 
Julie Hershey 
Peter M. K. Frost 
Stanley P. McCoy 

. Philip H. Feucht 
Gary W. Heringartner 
Todd Riggers 

Oroanization 

Regional Services, Inc. 

State of Idaho 
Idaho Conservation League 
Idaho Rivers United 

Board of County Commissioners 
Bennett Lumber Products, Inc. 
Bowers Aero-Photo 
Weyerhaeuser - Resource Manager 

County of Boise District Court 

Potlatch Corporation 

E-11 



Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) 

Name of Resoondent 
Idaho (Cont.) 
Karen I. Vallejo 
Wendy Weclum 
Grace M. Brown 
Silas C. Whitman 
Lisa Konrad • 
Becky Brooks 
Joel E. Coursey 
Larry Isenberg 
Glenn A Smith 
Ardis Fugate 
Ron Fugate 
Lynette B.Asay 
ReedZ.Asay 
Ambase Kudronowerz 
Todd McCollum 
Richard G. Heediman 
Ronald J. Peterson 
KimUhlom 
Steve UhIom 
L.ary Bruce 
Howard Zimmerman 
Randy Bryngelson 
Larry Arnold Zimmerman 
Marty Bruce 

. DavidLBrown 
Jay O'Laughlin 
Kenneth T. Kolar 
Mike Miraglio 
Michael King 
Janice M. Donley 
Margaret L Drake 
JohnNDyer 
Elizabeth Rieffenberger 
Liz Sedler 
Lisa Lombardi 
Craig Ames 
Dave Behrens 
Michael N. Norton 
Owen Squires 
Omar J. Sarbacher 
John L Grasham . 
WendeR M. Stark 
J.D.& Gay Craig 
Mark H. Johnson 

. George M. Rauch 
OuaneYork 

Oraanization 

Nez Perce Tribe 

Crown Pacific Inland-Timber & Lands 

U.S. Forest Service - Nez Perce NF 
Boise County Bd. Of Co\Inty Commissioners 
Boise County Bd. Of County Commissioners 
Boise County Bd. Of County Commissioners 
Salmon National Forest 
Alliance for the Wild Rockies 
Clearwater Forest Watch Coa6tion 

Bennett Lumber PrccIucts, Inc. 

E ·12 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) 

Name of Res~!ldent Organization 

Idaho (Cont.) 
Doug Clark 
Donald Jones 
Linda D. Rauch 
Jim Hershey 
Thomas L Snyder 
Andy Gilder 
VemUhlom 
Ron Wetmore 
Terri Ro1hwell 
ED. Coy 
Albert Low 
B. Hoidal 
James T. Vandegrift 
J.LRoss 
Jerry D. Chambers 
B. Rauch 
Michelle Poesy 
Britt Carpenter. 
Gillis Kelly 
Teresa M. Quimby 
TomWolny 
AMnMinden 
Roger Cauble 
Suzanne R. Wilson 
Doug Litchfield 
Bill Lunclgrem 
Darrell Turnelson 
HaIR. Covey 
Will Ingram . 
Gordon Fulton 
Richard C. Reimers 
Gary Cantrell 
Zelia Cantrell· 
Patrick E. Long 
Gordon E. Mohr 
Goroid E. Clionte 
Marvin L Hutchins 
William C. Uedkie -

Robert A. Saulls 
. Gary W. Riddle 

Ike Coleman GEM Community Committee 
Elaine Cook GEM Community Committee 
Patricia Dobson GEM Community Committee 
Shannon Esenmeth GEM Community Committee 
Bob Hyde GEM Community Committee 
Marlene Hyde GEM Community Committee 

-
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cant) . 

Name of Aesoondent Ornanization 

Idaho (Cant) 
Sandra L. lawrence GEM Community Committee 
Kathyn Lefferts GEM Community Committee 
Sandy Luts GEM Community Committee 
Lori MeMBien GEM Community Committee 
Mike Mc;MilfJan GEM Community Committee 
Patty J. Ramey GEM Community Committee 
Michael D. Snyder. GEM Community Committee 
Shannon Snyder GEM Community Committee 
Shelly Stewart GEM Community Committee 
Billie L Waide GEM Community Committee 
Chris Walsh GEM Community Committee 
TedWaJsh . GEM Community Committee 
R. D. Willhite 
Marguerite Mclaughlin Idaho State Senate 
Thomas B. Beamish 
Maurice Pae 
Ed HaD Idaho County Farm Bureau 
catvin J. Whittaker 
Carol Whittaker 
Paul Belzer 
BenSa6stMy 
lyle Maynard 
Jim Hayes 
Craig Nelson 
Maine 
Jim Gerber 
John A. Swanson 
John R. Swanson 
P. John Manyan 
Tim DodsOn 
Walter Unctsey 
Gary EstIund 
Missy Keys 
Duane Ash 
Steven G. Ubey 
Janet Crowley Connecting Point for Public .LancIs 
Ron Watters 
Jennifer Davis 
Jack A. Palmer 
Rosemary McQueen 

Brian Nesbitt 
Mike D. Moore 
Patey Acree 
Darlyne Nice 
Teny E. Byrd 
Ray K. Ongstad 

E-14 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) • 

I Name of Resoondent Oraanization 

I 
Idaho (Cont.) 
Don Wilson 
Jess Mooney 

I 
Erin Donley 
CathyBaer Sawtooth Wildlife Council 
Kathy Richmond 
Stew Churchwell Salmon River Environmental Ed. & Defense 

I Montana 
John R. Swanson 

I Ariene Montgomery Friends of the Wild Swan 
Patrick Graham Montana Dept of Fish, Wildrlfe & Parks 

I Nevada 
William Patric Mineral Poficy Center 
Kevin Whitener 

I Oregon 
Diane Valantine Oregon Natural Resources Council 

I J.F. Edmonds American Fisheries Society 
CJAndersen 
George T. Gant 

I John Swanson 
James McCauley Associated Oregon Loggers, Inc. 
John T. Cheslock 

I Wilrlal1l MacKenzie Oregon Small Woodlands Association 
Steven J. Courtney Malheur Timber Operators, Inc. 

- LE. Bedell 

I 
Stuart J. SheIk, Jr. Ochoco Lumber Company 
Dale White County Court for Hamey County 
JackLBeebe Coos County Board Of Commissioners 

I 
BevOwen Coos County Board Of Commissioners 
Gordon Ross Coos County Board Of Commissioners 
Meigh G. Isley Wallowa County Court 

I 
Pat Wortman Wallowa County Court 
Kevin Campbell County Court of Grant County 
Bob Kimberling County Court of Grant County 
SondraLino County Court of Grant County 

I Barry carter Blue MIn. Native Forest Alliance _. . -

Dale OberIag 
Louis A. Carison County Court. Morrow County Judge 

I Joyce Morgan Board of Commissioners 
Doug Robertson Board of Commissioners 
Doris Wadsworth Board of Commissioners 

I John J. Howard lAC Idaho Assn. of Oregon Counties 
Terry Thompson lAC Idaho Association of Counties 
Paula Buroess Office of the Govemor 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) 

Name of Resoondent Oraanization 
Washington (Cont.) 

John Shaver R.C.G.N.W .• United For Multiple Use 
Dave Somers The Tulalip Tribes 
Maxine Keesling 
Bill Burley 
Johnny M. FJoon 
S.Pacha 
Ralph Coyle 
Mike Erickson 
Kurt Bell 
DeMis Lebold 
Don M. Bailly 
Ross Emery 
Jim R. Schroeder 
Chuck Parker BUSE Tunber & Sales, Inc. 
David KJiegman Tona~ Forest Watch 
Bruce Kenyon 
Richard Weber 
Ed Harris 
Greg Paris 
Thomas L Vandevanter 
Wayne Hirschel 
Norm McClure Washington Rangeland Committee 
Lovern Payton 
Gary Warnecke , 

Henry A. Burt 
Gary E. Johnser 
Jack A. Aubrey, Jr. 
Marcie Jo Oppenheimer 
John A. Sharp 
Margie Sharp 
Melanie McFarland U. s. Forest Service • I asse'! NF 
No Name No Name 

. Terry Braden 
Steve Blankinship 
Dan Peer 
Cherylene J. Engle 
Gary Van Scatter 
Brad Ho/Ienbecic - -

Mike Bailey 
Ronald S. Yockim Grant and Harney County Courts 
Bonnie Lawrence Okanogan Resource Counal 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont) 

Name of Respondent OraaniZation 
Washington (Cont) 
David Long Grande R Adventures 
Brian Fox 
Joe Labelle 
Steve Purcell 
DonWeza 
Clinton Carlyle 
Lori Long 
Robert Freres, Jr. Freres Lumber Co., Inc. 
Betty L White 
MaryL Water 
Georgia Columbia 
BobbiTumer 
Lauri Vigue . 
Jack McClellan 
Stella Renald 
Renea Martin 
Doug & Lucy Pearce 
WJey Hollingsworth . 

. Bonnie Phillips-Howard Pilchuck Audubon Society 
Derek Lutz , 
Richard A. McNeilly McNeilly Ranch, Inc. 
Guadalupe Acres 
Mitch Friedman Greater Ecosystem Alliance 
David A. Hoppens David A. Hoppens - ENGINEERS 
Bill Erickson 
John R. Norberg U. S. Dept Of Interior-Bureau of Mines 
Brad AlBoucq 
Marshall Ward 
George Boyd 
James D. Tank 
Doug Campbell Pacific Northwest Ski Areas Assoc. 
Kaare Norland 
James N. Hall U.S. DOT Fed Hwy Adm. Division Engineer 
Karl F. Moore 
KathyVeit U.S. EnvironmentaJ Protection Agency 
Alfred Amyotte 
James W. Simpson 
Adam Berger Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, Inc. 
John P. McMahon Weyerhauser 

. . 

Ken Davis WaShington Cattlemen's ASSociation 
Ron Mason 
Decker K. Johnson 
Carroll Palmer Yakima Indian Nation 
Deborah A. si\U, Esq. Inland Empire Public Lands Council 
David L Scott 
Thomas A. Weza 
Robert D. Wilcoxon 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Com.) 

Name of Respondent 
Washington (Cont.) 

John Shaver 
Dave Somers 
Maxine Keesling 
Bill Burtey 
Johnny M. Roon 
S.Pacha 
Ralph Coyle 
Mike Erickson 
Kurt SeD 
Dennis Lebok:I 
Don M. ElaJ1Jy 
Ross Emery 
Jim R. Schroeder 
Chuck Parker 
David K1iegman 
Bruce Kenyon 
Richard Weber 
Ed Harris 
Greg Paris 
Thomas L Vandevanter 
Wayne Hirschel 
Norm McClure 
Lovem Payton 
Gary Wamecke 
Henry A. Burt 
Gary E. Johnser 
Jack A. Aubrey, Jr. 
Marcie Jo Oppenheimer 
John A. Sharp 
Margie Sharp 
Melanie McFartand 
No Name No Name 

. Terry Braden 
Steve Blankinship 
Dan Peer 
Cherylene J. Engle 
Gary Van Scotter 
Brad Hollenbeck 
Mike Bailey 
Ronald S. Yockim 
Bonnie Lawrence 

~nization 

R.C.G.N.W.· United For Multiple Use 
The TUialip Tribes 

BUSE Timber & Sales, Inc. 
Tonasket Forest Watch 

Washington Rangeland Committee 

U. S. Forest Service - Lassen NF 

Grant and Hamey County Courts 
0Iw\0gan Resource Council 

E·18 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

AppendixF 

Response to Public Comment 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 

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 close 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 (Idaho, California, Oregon, and Washington). 
Over half of the comments were from Idaho alone. The remaining letters 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. Commentors 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 an9 guidelines 
(S&Gs) were too restrictive, while others felt they were not restrictive enough. Many 
com mentors 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 commentors proposed strategies for management of 
anadromous fish habitat other than the alternatives considered in the EA. The 
Agencies 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. 6-11, 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 commentors 
expressed skepticism that the interim direction would be applied for only 18 months. 
Many commentors felt the geographic range of the proposal should be extended to 
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include the range of the bull trout (which extends into parts of Montana). Some 
suggested extending the geographic range of the proposal to include Alaska. Others 
wanted all 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-term management. 

Native Americans described restoration of salmon populations as a significant benefit 
to Tribal sodal and economic conditions, but expressed concem about access to 
Tnbal use areas and consideration given to inherent treaty interests and 

. treaty-reserved rights. 

Many fisheries and conservation groups commented on the social and economic 
impact of the decline of anadromous fish. Other commentors expressed concerns 
about the costs associated with adopting PAC FISH and impacts t~ local economies. 
Others expressed objection simply because adoption would impose more Federal 
regulation. 

Additional concerns Included potential adverse impacts to the grazing, timber, mining, 
and associated service industries; whether the measures proposed in the preferred 
altemative would be adequate to restore habitat; whether restoration of habitat would . 
affect anadromous 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 com mentors and 
the AgenCies' response to these concerns. In addition, this appendix docUments 
where clarifications and pertinent additional information were added to the EA in 
response to publiC comments. 

B. Response topub6c comments on PACFISH itJterim direction 

Concem 1 
.. 

Whether Interim d"aedion is the appropnate·management action 

Response: 
The need for immediate action has been made clear by the rapidly dedining status of 
anadromous fish stocks; the contributing role of degraded habitat condition in these 
declines; and the poor habitat conditions on Agency-administered lands (EA pp. 8-11). 
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The Agencies 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 Agencies should take no actions which would have an adverse 
environmental impact or lilT)it 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 Act of 1973 (ESA) and foster a more consistent and efficient project-level 
ESA consultation process. In developing the interim direction, the Agencies are 
working to maintain stocks of anadromous fish, while giving consideration to the ability 
of national forests and BlM 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. 

1a: The Agenc:ies have the necessary authority now to do the job r they would 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 BlM districts are not aI/ 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-term 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 Wildrrfe 
Service (FWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) on the -
programmatic interim direction will facilitate site-specific, project-Jevei Consultations; 

- the standards and guidelines of the interim direction will insure that those measures 
generally determined- necessary forcompJiance 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. 
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1b: The Agencies do not have adequate staffing and funding to conduct the 
necessary actions, such as Watershed Ana/ysis, monitoring, and restoration, to 
implement interim direction. 

Response: 
Implementation of this strategy will not require significant additional staffing or funding 
on the interim basis. TI:Ie Agencies will need to shift some existing funds and staff to 
meet short-term requirements. The Agencies 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-specific 
environmental analyses and associated decision documents. 

1 c: The FS. cannot adopt the proposed interim direction without amending existing 
Regi.Onal 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(1). Thus, the proposed interim management direction would amend the 
Regional Guides fOr the affected· 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 NoticeJOecision Record. 

1 d: The BLM cannot adopt the proposed interim direction wIIhout amending existing 
Lancl Use Plans (LUPs). 

Response: . 
The proposed interim direction 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 riot need to be 

. changed, but instead requires additional, more specific direction to assist managers in 
achieving the goalS of the existing lUPs. 

Under the provisions of regulations developed pursuant to the Federal !:and Policy 
. Management Act, BlM wiD incorporate the proposed interim direction fOUowing a 
review of the conformance of the action with existing lUPs. Following a decision on 
the proposed interim direction. the BlM Director would issue instruction to State 
Directors 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. 

F-4 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

If the interim direction were found to be not in conformance with existing lUPs, 8lM 
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, 8lM 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 wotlld 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 direct/yo Implementation procedures will 
be discussed more fully in the Decision NoticeJDecision ReCOrd. 

Concern 2· 

Whether an EA is adequate for the proposed interim 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. That is, the interim 
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 ofNEPA, 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 encyclopedic 
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 diSclosing . 
potential environmental effects depends upon the nature and scope of the proposed 
action. This EA was prepared for temporary, programmatic measures to retain the 
envirOnmental status quo while the long-term decisionmaking process (including 
preparation of adcfJtional environmental analyses) underway is completed. The intent 
of the proposed action is to prevent adverse environmental change. The thorough 
discussion of potential environmental effects arising from the prograJTlmatic decision 
considered in this EA is adequate. 
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2a: An EIS should have been prepared for interim direction because It is a highly 
controversia~ major Federal action which would significanUy affect the human 
environment 

Response: 
The proposed FONSI, Which was made available for public comment in March 1994, 
presented the r&asons 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 
circumstances. An EA is a concise public document Which serves to: 

-briefly provide evidence of analysis sufficient for determining Whether to 
. prepare an EIS or a FONSI, and 

-facintate 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 EIS is needed is the significance of the 
environmental impacts of the action, 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 a/l projects throughout entire planning areas, 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 
geographicaUy-specific environmental analyses for long-term management are 
prepared. 

As was discussed in the proposed FONSI, the proposed interim direction does not 
involve effeCts on the qualIty of the human environment that are 6kely to be highly 
controversial. Controversy in this context refers to substantial cflSpute as to the size, 
nature, or environmental effect of the proposed action, rather 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 resuH from the proposed interim direction. Because the interim period is 
lImited to 18 months, there will be little impact on the affected environment; the goal of 
the proposed action is to avoid degradation of the physical environment during the 
interim period. Though the proposed interim direction is anticipated to cause a 
decrease in resource outPuts of some areas in the short-term, resource output levels 
projected in forest. plans and'LUPs may still be atlainable over the long-term. 
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2b: An EIS should have been prepared for interim direction because the action is 
programmatic rather than site-specific. 

Programmatic qecisions do not necessarily require an EIS. The interim direction is 
programmatic in that the proposed· action does not make site-specific decisions or 
commitment of resources that result in environmental effects. A programmatic NEPA 
document may be prepared as part of a large-scale, multi-step process to address 
actions which share common goals and objectives andlor share a common timing or 
geography. 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 decision making. As noted above, site-specific 
effects will De disclosed in environmental analyses prior to any decision at the project 
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, authOrize, fund, or carry
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 document 

2c: An EIS shouIcI have been prepared for interim cfuection because the action would 
constitute a significant 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 untilthe'current 
analysis of a longer term strategy is completed; (2) the size of the area affected is 
very small when compared to the overall planning area because the interim strategy 
applies only to projects within RHCAs or projects outside the RHCAs that would 
degrade RHCA condition; (3) it will not alter the long-term relationshIp between the 
levels of goods and services in the planning area because it would only apply to 
proposed or new projects and activities and ongoing projects and activities that pose 

F-7 



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 foreclose 
opportunities to aChieve such outputs in later years; (5) it only applies to site-specific 
areas where ~Iected projects are occurring or are sCheduled to occur and does not 
alter the management framework for the vast majority of lands within the planning 
area; (6) it is merely a temporal}' attempt to preserve the environmental status quo, 
thereby maintaining management options while a longer-term policy can be evaluated; 
and (7) by taking the active step of adopting interim guidelines pending the 
development of longer-term options, the 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 Mure. 

The DeciSion NoticelDecision Record will more fully discuss the Significance under 
NFMA of the amendments to forest plans. 

2d: There should have been a fonnal public seeping process, ·and other agencies 
andfOr groups should have been involved in the preparation of the EA. 

Response: 
Although a public seeping process is not required for actions which do not have a 
Significant impact on the human environment, the Agencies held various meetings and 
briefings with members of Congress, other Federal and State agencies, Tribal 
governments, and a variety of organiZations and individuals (EA, Appendix E). This 
public involvement is consistent with guidance issued by the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) for proposed actions that would not have a significant impact 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. 

Concem3 

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 aHematives conSidered in detail was 
described by the same components: 
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-Riparian goals and objectives. 

-Special standards and guidelines. 

-Treatment of riparian areas. 

-Special procedures. 

-Management actions affected. . . 

These components are summarized in the EA for comparison of the altematives 
(Table 1, pp. 31-32). The environmental consequences of each altemative are 
analyzed in the EA (pp. 43-71), detailing consequences for the physical, biological, . 
and human environment The consistent description of altematives and analysis of 
consequences provides a sufficient basis for a reasoned choice among altematives. 

3b: Allemative 4 should not have been identified as the prefened altemative. 

ReSponse: 
An altemative is identified in the EA as the Agencies' preferred altemative to help 
focus public comments and Agency consultations. The identification of a preferred 
altemative in the EA does not constrain the selection of an altemative. The selection 
of an a1temative and the rationale,for selection will be discussed in the DeciSion 
NoticeJDecision Record. For this selection, the altematives will be evaluated based, in 
part, on meeting the stated purpose of -the interim direction within the context of the 
five issues identified in the EA (pp. 21-22): 

(1) Maintaining stocks of anadromous fish. 

(2) Providing management direction to comply 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. 

- -
(4) Integrating proposed interim direction for management of anadromous fish 
habitat with other planning efforts. 

(5) Integrating new scientific knowledge into the management of anadromous . 
fish. 
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3c: The range of alternatives for interim direction is too narrow. 

Response: 
The EA considered five alternatives in detail, including 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 action, an interim strategy for managing anadromous fish-producing 
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 accompfish the 
purpose and need of the interim strategy Would not be enhanced by the addition of 
further alternatives, particularly those that are infeasible under federal environmental 
protection Jaws (e.g., 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 action. The discussion of the five alternatives in the EA met NEPA's twin 
aims of informed decisionmaking and disclo~ure 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 this 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 fish-producing watersheds 
and will be developed with pubtic participation and early opportunities for public 
comment These alternatives may include some of the interim direction alternatives, 
indudingthose considered but eliminated from detailed study. 

Concem4 

Whether the proposed interim crrrection addresses the true causes of declines of 
anadromous fish ' 

, Response: 
The proposed interim direction addresses anadromous fish habitat on Agency
administered lands. The EA acknowledges there are numerous other fadors, 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 
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due to a combination of freshwater and ocean conditions and management activities. 
Nonetheless, all anadromous fish require freshwater habitat to complete their life 
cycles. Even where non!habitat factors contribute to decline, the highest egg-to-smolt 
survival occurs in watersheds with the best habitat (Chapman and Witty 1993). As 
discussed in the EA, research has indicated that land management activities can 
degrade anadromous fish habitat. The EA has been modified to include 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 species: 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 anadromousfish stocks that are 
currently fisted 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 Agencies cannot, during the interim period alone, restore habitat 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 habitat, and 
cannot, by themselves, restore habitat conditions necessary for recovery of at-risk 
anadromous stocks. 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 across watersheds and river basins. 
These partners must include other Federal agencies, States, local governments, Tribal 
govemments, and private tandowners. 

In October', 1994, the Departments of the Interior and Agriculture signed a 
Memorandum of Agreement with the White House Office on Environmental Policy and 
other federal govemment agencies to establish a framework to facilitate development 
of a coordinated and comprehensive salmon restoration plan. The agreement is 
intended to ensure that federal agencies work together in a coordinated manner that 
maximizes the use of federal expertise and resources, and eliminates unnecessary 
duplication and inefficiencies. The Agreement established a Task Force to address 
policy issues goveming 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 
habitats." The interim strategy for anadromous fish habitat is consistent with the 
purposes of the October, 1994 Agreement 
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Concern 5 

Whether the scope and geographic range of the EA should be changed 

Sa: The geographic range· of the interim direction should be expanded to Include 
Alaska. . 

Response: 
As discussed 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 declines of anadromous fish stocks and 
degradation of habitat conditions comparable to those in the westem contiguous 

. United States. 

-The Fiscal Year 1994 Interior and Related Agencies Appropriation Act 
prohibits the application of PAC FISH standards and guidelines to Agency
administered lands in Alaska during fiscal year 1994. 

The Agencies will conduct 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 expanded to include other species, 
such as buD trQut 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 aquati~community within the geographic range of the interim 
direction. 

As diSCussed in the EA (pp. 25-26), an option was considered that would apply interim 
direction to watersheds beyond the range of anadromous fish, but where 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 direction, and because independent initiatives to addresS resident fish habitat 
management (such as habitat conservation agreements in Idaho and Montana) have 
already begun. The geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term 
management for the Eastside Ecosystem Management Project and the Upper 
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Columbia River Basin Project will COnsider the management of habitat for resident fish 
as well as other species. . 

5c: The interim direCtion is not ecosystem-based, because it deals only with riparian 
management in watersheds containing anadromous fish. 

Response: 
The primary purpose of the proposed interim direction is to arrest the degradation and 
begin the restoration of aquatic ecosystems in anadromous watersheds. The interim 
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 1 OO-year floodplain on all permanently-flowing streams and to the 
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 critical habitat for 
anadromous 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, function, and processes of healthy 
aquatic ecosystems. 

Concern 6 

Whether other goals and objectives should have been used 

Response: 
The goals and objectives were selected because, for the interim periOd, they best 
address Agency intent to: 

-minimize impacts to anadromous fish habitat; 

-provide a consistent approach to the management of anadromous fish habitat; 
and 

-demonstrate the commitment of the Agencies to protecting anadromous fish. 

Goals and objectives for long-term management of anadromous fish.:producing 
. watersheds will be developed in the geographically-specific environmental analyses. 
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Sa: There should be goals for fish population numbers. 

Response: 
The focus of the proposed interim direction is habitat management, not fish population 
numbers. Important fadors 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 Agencies are 
required by law and regulations to manage habitat within their jurisdictions. Thus, 
within the context of this proposed interim direction, it is appropriate for the Agencies 
toeStabDsh goals for habitat, 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 (U~DA 1993). Population goals and objectives are also being established 
collaboratively for the Snake River Basin, where NMFS is coordinating salmon 
recovery (NMFS 19~3). In both instances, population goals are established across 
jurisdictions and not on the basis of a single prOduction fador, such as freshwater 
habitat 

6b: The Riparian Management Objectives (RMOs) are not adequate for the purpose 
and need. 

Response: 
The interim RMOs make an essential contribution to meeting the purpose of the 
proposed action, which is to develop a consistent approach for arresting the 
degradation and beginning the restoration of anadromous fish habitat while long-term 
management strategies are being developed. Interim objectives are needed until 
Watershed Analysis provides data on which more specific: objectives can be based. 

The interim RMOs were selected because they are reasonable indicators of 
ecosystem health, are easily quantified, and are subjed to accurate and repeatable 
measurements. Protocols 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 broad averages developed from data colleded in over 100 
watersheds. It is recogniZed that aquatic: systems are naturally dynamic and diverse . 

. Therefore, the interim RMOs are not intended to represent fixed threshold levels of 
habitat components, but are criteria against which managers can measure progress 
towards attainment of riparian goals. Measurable RMOs help prevent the dedine in . 
habitat condition that may oc:cur without such a benchmark. 
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The interim RMOs provide an initial framework which can be tailored to watershed-
. specific cOnditions by Watershed Analysis. Additional or alternative RMOs 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 indude refinements 
of the interim RMOs, or development of additional or alternative riparian objectives. 

Ie: The riparian objective for water temperature is not adequate to protect Pacific 
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 objective. The RMO now consists of a temperature objective for 
migration and rearing habitat, and a temperature objective for spawning habitat, and a 
dause identifying the objective of no measurable increase in maximum water 
temperature (EA, Appendix C, p. C-6). This laHer dause is consistent with the 
purpose of th.e proposed interim direction, which is to arrest the degradation and begin 
the restoration of anadromous fish-producing watersheas, and isparticularty relevant 
given pervasive water tempe~ture problems throughout the geographic range of the 
proposed interim direction (USEPA 1992). This change aoes not alter the analysis of 
environmental effects. The temperature objective values were developed through 
consultation with NMFS ana were based on review of current Scientific literature (Brett 
1971, McCollough 1993). The temperature values are below those demonstrated to 
result in airect mortality to anaaromous fish, ana were selected as necessary to 
maintain healthy anaaromous fish populations capable of carrying out all life history 
requirements, induaing spawning (McCollough 1993). The temperature RMO, fike 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 habitat for managers to work toward auring the interim direction perioa. This 
interim temperature RMO can be refined for local conditions through Watershed 
Ana/y$iS and site-specific analysis. . 

6d: There should be a riparian objective for secfanent 

Response: 
Good quality habitat for Pacific anadromous fish is in large part aependent 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 criteria of being reasonable indicators of ecosystem health, are easily 
quantified, and are subject to accUrate and repeatable measurements. Direct 
measures of sediment delivery to streams or stream substrate condition would not 
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provide effective interim RMOs, because they are naturally too variable both within 
watersheds and across the range of the interim direction (Reid 1993). 

A synthesis of the interim RMOs for pool frequency, large woody debris, bank stability, 
and width/depth ratios is particularly useful in directing management activities to avoid 
sediment impacts to anadromous fish habitat. Pool frequency and width/depth ratios 
integrate the delivery of sediment with the capacity of the stream to store and 
transport sediment. Frequent pools and low wiclthldepth ratios indicate that sediment 
delivery to the stream does not exceed storage and transport capacities, and thus, 
indicate that excessive sediment is not accumulating 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 ~uced 
potential for erosion and subsequent sediment delivery to the channel. 

RMOs are only one mechanism in the interim direction 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 (induding elements of timing, volume, and charader 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 condition. In such 
situations, changes or additions to the interim RMOs would be made through 
Watershed AnaJysis. 

Se: There should be a riparian objective for disSolved oxygen. 

Response: 
The interim RMO for water temperature should facilitate dissolved oxygen 
concentrations meet requirements of a"nadromous fish. Some management activities 
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 
diSsolved oxygen would be developed through watershed Arialysis. " -
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Concem 7 

Whether the Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) and standards and 
guidelines 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 science to meet the 
purpose and need of interim direction. Most of the standards and guidelines direct 
management activities so as not to retard or prevent attainment of the RMOs and to 
avoid adverse effects to listed species. 

7a: Interim RHCAs Should apply to aD stream sections in a watershed. 

Response: 
The RHCAs do apply to all streams within watersheds (approximately 20-200 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 tJiat watershed. Within anadromous-fish producing 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 activities in upstream areas to 
avoid altering the natural delivery pattem of these materials.. Therefore, it is 
appropriate that riparian-dependent resources receive primary emphasis during the 
interim direction period in RHCAs throughout the watershed. . 

7b: The effectiveness Of the interim RHCA widths has not been proven. 

Response: 
Interim RHCA widths have been designed to proted 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 otherwise 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 fadors considered in the determination of the 

. interim RHCA widths (EA, Appendix C, pp. C-6-9). 
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Riparian areas are particularly dynamic portions of the landscape, subject 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 at al. 1992, Gregory et al. 1991). To avoid foreclosing 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 cominentors argued that the interim RHCA widths are arbitrary 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. Many of these 
studies are specifically cited in the EA. 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. Although RHCAs 
narrower than the interim widths might be adequate to protect certain individual stream 
functions, the EA states that interirri widths need to be sufficient to protect a variety of 
stream functions. Specifically, the EA identifies that interim widths adequate to protect 
streams from non-channelized sediment inputs should be sufficient to protect other 
stream functions (EA,AppencflX C, p. C-7). 

7c: Designation of RHeAs must be site-specific accordlng to NFMA. 

Response: 
Interim RHCAs, standards and guidelines, and the Watershed Analysis process for 
modifying RHeA widths are consistent with NFMA direction which stipulates that 
streams be protected from degradation. Regulations to implement the NFMA state 
that special attention 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-specific conditions, as well as management objectives and other factors, shall 
. be considered in determining what management practices may be performed within 

these areas, but that no management practices that cause detrimental temperature 
increases, sedimentation, or other degradation are to bE! permitted. 

NFMA does not require site-specific RHeAs 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 .r final adoption 
after public notic::e, and, if such amendment would resuH in a significant change in 

· such plan, in accordance with the proviSions of subsections (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». 
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However, the NFMA does not require plan amendments or standards and guidelines 
which are site-specific. 

The interim strategy indudes standards and guidelines (essentially mitigation 
measures to guide future decisions) to prevent adverse environmental effects .. 
Additional site-specific mitigation measures may be developed during project-level 
analysis. 

7d: The standards and guide6nes and interim RHCAs should have been developed 
based on the Idaho Forest Practices Act and the Idaho draft Cumulative Watershed 
Effects (CWE) process. 

Response: 
The Idaho Forest Practices Act may not provide a level of fish habitat protection 
sufficient to meet the legal and regulatory obligations of the Agencies (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 ~ams (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 Idaho Forest Practices Act standards, 
many perennial and all intermittent streams identified for protection in the PACFISH 
interim direction would fall into the Class " category and receive only a 5-foot 
protection area. This level of protection would be inadequate where fish habitats are 
at risk of degradation or where habitats 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 screen those management activities contributing to habitat degradation, and 
managers might utilize the CWE procedures as part of the Watershed Analysis and 
assessment of restoration needs. 

7e: The standards and guidelines should prohibit new road constructiOn in aD 
. inventoried roadk!ss areas. . 

Response: 
Programmatic decisions prohibiting all road-building in all roadless areas within the 
geographic scope of the proposed action would be beyond the scope of an 
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environmental assessment for interim direction on management of anadromous fish
producing watersheds. The issue of road construction in road/ess areas will be 
considered in the geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term 
management The road management standards in the interim direction will maintain 
options for management of anadromous fish-produCing watersheds during the interim 
direction period and are adequate to meet the purpose of the interim direction. 
Additionally, any project decisions that include road-building will be made only with the 
requisite NEPA analysis and, where appropriate, consultation under Section 7 of the 
ESA. FS NEPA procedures, FSH 1909.15; 20.6, require preparation of an EIS prior 
to development of roadless areas of 5000 acres or more. 

7f: The standards and guideDnes should prtIhibit aD mining in RHeAs. 

Response: 
The AgenCies' authority to prohibit mining is limited under existing laws and 
regulations. However, consistent with the Agencies' 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 facilities and roads to be located outside of 
RHCAs; and 

-prohibit placement of solid and sanitary waste facilities in RHCAs _ 
unless no other options exist, and the RMOs can be attained, and adverse 
effects to listed anadromous fish can be avoided. The standards and 
guidelines also indude monitoring and reclamation requirements to assure that 
attainment of RMOs is not retarded, and that adverse effects on fisted 
anadromous fish are avoided (EA. Appendix C, p. C-14). 

7g: H is not clear which ongoing activities are subject to the slandards and guIcIe&nes. 

Response: 
The standards and guidelines apply to ongoing activities that pose an unacceptable 
risk to anadromous fish. The definition of unacceptable risk has been darified in the 
modified EA, based on public comment and consultation with NMFS (EA. Glossary-7). 
Also, the EA desaibes an approach to promote a consistent determination of 
unacceptable risk (EA, pp.18-19).· 
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Concem 8 

Whether procedures for Watershed Analysis and Identification of Key Watersheds are 
adequately defined 

Response: 
Watershed 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 Project's Science Integration Team. Regionally specific 
procedures for Watershed Analysis will be developed compatible with guidelines in the 
Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land . 
Management Planning Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl 
(Northem 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 Watershed Analyses will be conducted in the Snake River Basin (EA, 
Appendix C, p. C-20). 

The EA identifies general Criteria for identification of Key watersheds (EA, p. 17, 
AppendIx C, p. C-19-21). More specific Criteria 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 
described in the proposed interim direction (EA, p. 17, Appendix C, p. C-19). 

Concem 9 

Whether the effects analyses are adequate to support the proposed interim direc60n 

9a: The analysis of environmenta~ economic, and social effects is Incomplete. 
inadequately quantified, andfor is not site-specific. .. 

Response: 
According to NEPA regulations, an EA is to be a concise public document that shall 
indude brief discussions of the environmental impacts of the proposed action and 
altematives. This EA has been completed in accordance with NEPA to determine 
whether the proposed interim direction would significantly affect the human 
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environment whiie· the geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term 
management are being developed. The effects analyses in the EA are necessarily 
general because of the broad scope and programmatic nature of the EA. The effects 
analyses are sufficient to allow the Agencies to make a reasoned choice among 
aHematives 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 action 
was of the ina-em ental change expected if the action were adopted, compared to what 
would happen if the action were not adopted. 

As discUssed in the EA (pp. 38-39), the Agencies have considered actions which may 
have a cumulative or synergistic environmental effect. Based on this analysiS, the 
AgenCies have concluded that there would be limited, if any, adverse cumulative 
effects resulting from the adoption of the proposed interim direction because of the 
nature of the action and its limited time and appJicabirrty. 

The geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term management will 
comprehensively evaluate and document long-term environmental, economic, and 
social effects. Project-level analyses will evaluate site-specific effects, inctuding 
quantitative measurements of environmental and economic effects. 

NEPA requires the Agencies to be informed of and disclose the potential 
consequences of the interim strategy with regard to the environment The Agencies 
are not required to assess every impact or effect of the proposed actiOn, but only the 
effect or impact 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 the relationship of people with the environment 
Thus, economic or social effects are riot intended by themselves to require preparation 
of an environmental impact statement. The EA disclosed the potential socio-economic 
effects that were interrelated to the 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 aHematives by the public and the decisionmaker. 
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9b: The Impacts on timber programs are understated or not fuDy disclosed, and 
should include the aDowable sale quantity (ASQ) of timber that will 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 ari 
18-month period. A 58 mmbf reduction (Alternative 4) would be about 5 percent of 
this total. The timber harvest reductions 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 
currently active sales over the next 18 months (58 mmbf). 

(5) All harvest from both currently proposed and currently active sales over the 
next 18 months (81 mmbf). 

. There was an error in the timber harvest reductions 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 with the related values cited in the text, have been 
corrected in the modified EA. 

As recognized by several courts, the NFMA's ASQ found in forest plans is simply the 
maximum amount of timber or "ceirlng" on the level of timber that could possibly be 
sold over a 1O-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 coilffict 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 particufar level of 
. timber, there is no commitment 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 strategy in 
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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 219,56 
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 18-month period was used. For this 18-month period, it is expected that, in 
most field units, sales which would have been located within RHCAs could be 
rep/a!:ed 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, EA, p. 67). The corrected 
version of the prices is taken from the 1995 RPA update. The prices used are close 
to recent "cut" prices for timber in the Northern Region (northem Idaho and Montana); 
better reflect the timber revenue and associated payments to counties that will be 
foregone in the 18-month implementation period of proposed interim direction; and are 
not subject to a particular high or low in the timber price cycle. The timber values 
foregone have been corrected in the modified EA (p. 67). 

Two additional discussions have been added to the modified EA: the potential cost to 
the Agencies of compensating timber purchasers for canceled contracts {EA, p. 57} 
and estimates of payments to counties (EA, pp. 66-67). 

9c: The impacts on grazing programs are understated or inaccurate, and 1he 
economic: analysis used for grazing is flawed. . 

. Response: 
The RPA values for gJ:SZing are close to the current 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 18-month period, that additional structures 
would be deferred, and that no existing structures would be removed. _-

There would be no changes to grazing under Altematives 1-3, since grazing 
constitutes "ongoing" activity. Under Alternative 4, interim standards and guidelines 
would be applied to some ongoing activities {-42.1 thousand animal unit months 
(AUMs», an overall 6 percent reduction in grazing within the anadromous watersheds. 
Under AHernative 5, interim standards and guidelines would be applied to all ongoing 

( 
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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 RHeA 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 create 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 
impact 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 underestimated. 

Response: . 
The employment reSponse coefficients for timber and range indude. direct, indirect, 
and induced employment (EA, p. 69). 

Timber employment response coefficients developed for the 1991 Forest SeJ'\lice 
Timber Sale Program Information Reporting System (TSPIRS) showed coefficients for 
national forests along the eastern edge of Oregon and Washington (within the scope 
of the 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 jobstmmbf t1f softwood sawtimber harvest 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 completed" during the 1980s and were generally for multi-county areas of 
influence around a national forest 

ge: Adoption of proposed interim direction would have a seriouS Impact on local 
c:ommunities and economies." 

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~tenn. 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 grazing 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 tenns of all grazing allotments, 
including those on non-anadromous watersheds. 

Concem 10 

Whether the long-term management strategies should consider other spedes besides 
. anadromous fish . 

Response: 
The scope, geographic range, and range of alternatives for long-tenn management will 
be detennined with public participation and will not be constrained by the proposed 
interim direction. Notices of Intent (NO Is) to prepare an EIS for the Eastside 
Ecosystem Management Project (EEMP) for eastern Oregon and eastern Washington, 
and an EIS for the Upper Columbia River Basin Project (UCRBP), which includes . 
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-tenn management strategy for anadromous 
fish-producing watersheds. Copies of these notices are included with this document 
(EA, AppencflX I). For the EEMP, the Agencies have already determined 'through the 
scoping process that the EIS will address a wide range of ecosystem management 
issUes, weD beyond the direct needs of anadromous fish. For Hie UCRBP, the 
Agencies are considering expanding the scope similarly, and .will make this 
detennination through the public scoping process. 

Concem 11 

Whether the proposed action violates the ESA by designating crlical habitat 

Response: 
The proposed interim direction does not designate critical habitat for any listed 
species, nor does.it contradiCt the aitical habitat 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, 
1994, the Agencies joined the National Park Service, FWS, and NMFS in signing an 
interagency Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in which they pledge to coordinate 
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efforts on Federally-administered lands that will conserve species tending toward 
extinction .. The MOU describes 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 agencies to manage lands and resources pro
actively within their jurisdictions to conserve rare species. Any adoption of the 
proposed interim direction will be made in accordanCe with the ESA, the MOU, and 
Agency laws and regulations. 
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BIOLOGICAL EVALUATION 
FOR THE 

ENVIRONKENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE 
INTERIlf STRATEGIES FOR l!ANAGING AlW)RCl!fOUS 
FISH-PRODUCING llAn:RSHEDS ON FEDERAL lANDS 

IN EASTERN ORECON AIm IlASHINGTON, IDAHO, 
. AND PORTIONS OF CAI.IFORNIA 

U.S.D.A. Forest Service and U.S.D.I. Bureau of Land H4nagement 

A. INnODUCTION 
this Biolo~cal Evaluation (liE) analyzes the poten1:1al effects, frOli a 
programmatic standpoint, of the alternatives considered and developed in 
the Euvirollllental Assessllent (EA) on species listed under the EDdangered 
Species Act (!SA) and those species identified as sensitive by the 
U.S.D.A. Forest Service (1$) and U.S.D.I. lIureau of LaId !fan&geaent (Bu() , 
(collectively referred to as Agencies.). the purpose of this evaluation 
is to determine if implementation of the alternatives considered and 
developed in the £A would result in a "may effect" or 'no effect' to the 
species and/or critical lulhitet liSted or proposed under the !SA; the 
evaluation will also determine if implementation of the alternatives 
considered and developed in the £A would result in a loss of viability of 
the sensitive species or _ sensitive species toward federal listing 
under the !SA. 

. 11. AREA COVERED lIY THE EVALUATION 
This evaluation will only address those species and their habitats known 
or suspected to be Within the anadromous fish-producing watersheds on all 
or part of 15 National Forests and seven 1Iu( Districts in the four states. 
those ad1111nistraCive =its are: 
Bureau of Land !fanagement 

State Bu( District 
California Bakersfield and tJkiah 
Idaho Coeur d' Alene and Salmon 
Oregon Prineville and Vale 
Ilashington SpokaDe 

Forest Service 
'State . National Forest 
California ~sen and Los Padres 
Idaho lSi tterroot, Clearwater, !fez Perce, Boise, Challis, 

Payette,SalJIon, Sawtooth, and Sawtooth National 
iecreation Area 

Oregon Kalheur, Ochoco, t1IIIatilla, Wallova-lnUtIND, and 
ColUlibia Gorge National Scenic Area 

WashUlgton OkaDogan (area .outside of spotted owl habitat) 

For a aore specific description of the areas ~ed refer to the EA. 

c. SPECIES CONSIDERED IN mrs EVALtIATION 
«E)-endangered,. (T) -threatened, (P)-proposed, (CH)-critical lulhitat) 



I 
Species listed under the !SA are: Snake River sockeye salaon (Oncorhynchus I 
nerka) (E, CH), Snake River fan and spring/SUllllller chinook salllon (~ 
tschawy?cha) (T ,CH), Sacr&ltento River winter chinook salllon (~ 
tschawy1:Scha) (T, CH), northern bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) I 
(TIE), California condor (Gymnoms cal1fornianus) (E), American peregrine 
falcon (Falco peregrinus anaeum) (t), grizzly bear (Ursus actos) (T), gray 
volf (Canis lupus) (E), !!acFarland' s four-o-clock (!!irabil1s ascfarlanei) I 
(E), California least tern (Sterna antillarum brown!) (E), least Bell's 
vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) (E,CH), vestern snowy plover (Charadrius 
alexandrinus nivosus) (T) •. tidevater goby (£Ucyclogobius nevbemp (E), I 
unarmored tbreespine stickleback (Casterosteus acleatus Will1amsoni) (E), 
salt IDarsh bird' a beak (Cor<lylanthus maritimus ssp. marltimus) (E), asrsh 
sandwort (Arenula paludicola) (E), Gallbels' s vater crest (Rorippii 
18IIbellil) (E), delta Slllelt (HypomeSUB transpac1flcus) CT), California I 
freahvater shrimp (Syncarh pacifica) (E). valley elderberry longhorn 
beatle (De_ems californicus diIIIorphus) (T). loeb lemond coyote-thistle 
(EryndUli constancd) (E), iurke' s goldfielda (Lasthenia burkei) (E). I 
southwestern Willow flycatcher (£mp1donax tralll11 extimus) (P). 
California redlegged frog (laDa aurora draytonli) (P), arra,o southwestern 
toad (iufo lIicroscaphus cal1fornicus) (P). California seabUte (Sueda I 
callfornlca) (P), Sacr&llento splittaI1 (Pogon1ch;hYs II&Crolepidotus) (P), 
vernal pool fairy sbrilllp (iranch!necta lynchi) (P). vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp (l.eplchmzs packardi) (P), CalifomialindedeUs (L1nderiella 
occidentalis) (P). Hoover's spurge (Cb8llaesyce hooveri) (P). pllose.Orcutt I 
grass (Orcuttia pilosa) (P), slender Orcutt grass (0. unuis) (P). and 
Greene's tuctoria (Tuctoria greend) (P). (lIKFS aDd NS specIes lists) 

For a Ust of sensitive species, desi~ted by the Agencles, see the FS I 
La%Id aDd Resource !!anag_nt Plans (1;,.!IPs) aDd iUl LaDd tlse Plans 
(LUPs)(collectively·Plans) for the administrative units listed above. The I 
progr_tic natUre of this evaluation does not warrant the listing of 
thoseapecles here. . 

D. LIHITATIONS OF !HIS EVAltIATIOlf 
. The IE process vas' designed to evaluate the potential effecta of 
site-specific actiVities on listed and sensitive speCies and their 
habitata. The process does not lend itself well to assessing potential, 
effec.ts of a progr_tic decision. Potential. site-specific effects of 
illlplCllenting any of the alternatives, on any giveu specles or habitat, 
Will be evaluated in a second level project analysis. Therefore, the 
.c!1.scussions in th1sIE will be qualitative. not quantitative. 

E. POTENl'lAL EFFECTS OF mE ALTERNATIVES DB LISTED AND PROPOSED SPECIES AND 
CllInCAL BASlTAT 
(For a full description of the alternatives, see the EA.). 
The proposed action is to illlplCllent direction, on _ inted. basis, 
through the amendIIent of existing Plans, that would establish interlll 
1tiparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) and stan<1ards and guiclel1nes 
for II&DIIging resources Within theII. the DCA. by clefin1tion would be 
applIed to that part of a watershed Deeded to msintain the bydrologic. 
geOllorphic, and ecological process of riparian ecosystCIIB. 

lIIplCllentation of the No Action Alternative would continue the direction 
oudiDed in the existing Plans. On a project by project basis, the 
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implementation of the current direction has the potential to affect listed 
and proposed species and/or designated critical habitat. Therefore, the 
implementation of the No Ace10n Alternative would constitute a "uy 
affect" under the !SA. Implementation of the four Action Alternative., on 
a project by project basis, could lead to potential effects eo listed and 
proposed species and/or designated critical habitata. Therefore, the 
implementation of the Action Alternatives would constitute a "may affect" 
under the ESA. 

The four Action Alternatives would have less of an tmpact than the No 
Action Alternative due to the more constraining nature of the proposed 
interim direction. Due eo the interim nature of the RHCAs and a lack of 
site.specific information, the relative degree of potential effects from 
the Action Alternatives is assumed to be inversely related to the 
constraints that would result from the implementse10n of propoaed 
standards and guidelines, and the actions those constraints are applied. 
Therefore, Alternative 5, being the IIOst conseraJning and applying eo all 
ongoing and proposed actions, would have the least risk, followed by 
Alternatives 3 and 4, v1th Alternative 2 having the most risk. 

F. POTENTIAl. EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES ON SENSITIVE SPECIES 
As stated above the criterion for evaluating potential effects to 
sensitive species are: 
1. llould implementation of the alternatives result in a loss ·of 

viability or distribution throughout the p'annfng «rea of the 
sensitive species.: or 

2. llould implementation of the alternatives move sensitive species 
toward federal listing under the ESA. 

An asSUmption !lAde here 'is that all regulations, poliCies, and direction 
of the AgenCies would be followed with the implementation of aay 
alternative. Therefore, none ·of the alternatives, if fully ilIplemented, 
would fail to lleet the cwo criterion. However, impacts eo ·sensitive 
species could occur, to SOlIe extent, with the ilIplementation of the 
alternatives. As with the listed species, specifiC impacts to a given 
sensitive species camIOt be detem1ned due eo the progr_tic nature of 
the interllll direction. . 

Relative to the !fo Action Alternative, the Action Alternatives, rith more 
constraining interim direction, would have potentially. less 1lIpacts to 
sensie1ve species. AIIOng the Action Alternatives, Alternative S, being 
the most constraining and applying eo the IIOSt actions, would bave the 
least risk to sensitive species, followed by Alternatives 3 and 4, rith 
Alternative 2 having the IIOst risk. 

Fr=lr: Bird 
Fisheries Biologist 

Date· 

U.S.D.I. Bureau of Land Management 
Salmon, Idaho. 

0i(t~c 
tick Roberts 
llildlife Biologist 
U.S.D.A. Forest Service 
Portland, Oregon 
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A. 

B. 

c. 

BIOLOGICAL ASSESSKENT 
FOR 'IHE 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSKENT FOR tHE 
INTERIM STRATEGIES FOR MANAGING ANADROKOUS 
nSS-PRODUCING VATERSHEDS ON FEDERAL lANDS 

IN EASTERN OREGON AND WASHINGTON, IDAHO, 
AND PORTIONS OF CALIFORNIA 

U.S.D.A. Forest Service and U.S.D.I. Bureau of Land Management 

INTRODUCTION. 
thb Biological Assessment (lIA) analyzes the potential effects, from a 
progr_tic standpoint, of Alternative 4 of the Eztvirolllllental Assessme·)t 
(U) on speCies listed Imder the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and/or 
designated critical habitats. ImpleJIentation of Alternative 4. would 
result in _ncIIIents, on lID interim basb, of Forest Service Land and 
ResOurce Kallag_nt Plans (LRHl's) and ILK Land Use Plans 
(toPs)(collectively Plans). 

AREA COVEiW) BY THE ASSESSKENT 
Th1a lIA will only address those species and their habitats known or 
suspected to be within the anadrOlllOUS fish-producing watersheds on all or 
part of 15 National Forests and seven BLK Districts in the four states. 
those adminbtrative units are: 

Bureau of Land Hanagement 
State ·JlUl District 
California Bakersfield and tJldah 
Id&ho Coeur d' AleDa and Salmon 
Oregon Prineville and Vale 
liashington Spokane 

Forest Service 
. State 
California 
Idaho 

Oregon 

'liashington 

National Foren 
Lassen and Los Padres 
Bitterroot, Clearwater, Nez Perce, Boise, Challis, 
Payette, Salaou, Sawtooth, and Sawtooth National 
Recreation Area . 
!f&lheur, Oehoeo, UlIatilla, t1allowa-Vh1~, and 
Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area 
Okanogan (area outside of spotted owl habitat) 

Fora more specific description of the areas covered refer to the EA. 

SPECIES CONSIDERED IN THIS ASSESSMENl' 
(NlfFS and illS species list; (E)-enclangered, (I)-threatened, (CO-critical 
habitat) . 
Spedes listed uDder the ESA are: Snake River sockeye salJlon (Oncorhynchus 
!!!E:!) (E,CH), Snake River fall and sprlng/:na.er chinook salmon (£:. 
tsc:bawytseha) (T,CH), Sacramento River rinter chinook salmon (£:. 



eschawytscha) (T,CH) , northern bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 
(TIE), California condor (Gymn0gyps californianus)' (E), American peregrine 
falcon (Falco peregrim>s anatull) (E), grizzly bear (Ursus actos) (T.) , gray 
wolf (Canis lupus) (E), MacFarland's four-o-clock (Kirabilis macfarlane!) 
(E), California least tern (Sterna II%Itil1arum browni) (E), leaat Bell's 
vireo (Vireo belli{ puslllus) (E,CH), western snowy plover (Charadrius 
alexandrlnus nivosus) (T), tidewater goby (Eucyclogob!us newberryi) (E), 
unarmored tbreespine stickleback (Casterosteus acleatus williamsoni) (E), 
salt .. rsh bird's beak (Cordylanthus .. ritillus ssp ... ritillus) (E), .. rsh 
sandwort (Arenaria paludicola) (E), Cubeb's water crest C!orippa 
gambellii) (E), delta _It (Hypo_sus transpacificus) (T), California 
freshwater sbrilllp (Syncarb pacifica) (E). valley elderberry longhorn 
beatle (DeSlDOcerus cal1fomieus dilllorphus) (T), loch Lemond coyote-thistle 
(EryngiUII constll%lce1) (E), and Burke's goldfields (Lasthenia burkei) (E). 

Species proposed for Federal lutiD, are: southwestern villcw flycatcher 
(Empidonax tralllii extimus), California redlecged frog (llaDa aurora 
drareonii), arroyo southwestern toad (Buo microscaphus cal1forn!cus), 
California sublite (Sueda californica), Sacramento spl1ttall 
(Pogonichthys .. crolepidoCus), vernal pool fairy abrilllp (ira=hinecta 
lynch1), vernal pool tadpole sbrilllp (Lepidurus packardi) , California 
liDderiells (LiDderiella occidentalis), Hoover's spurge (Cbemaesyce 
hooverl) , pUose Orcutt grass (Orcuttia pilosa), slender Orcutt grass (~ 
tenuis), and Creene' s cuctoria (Tuctorla greenei). 

D. LIKITAnoNS OF THIS ASSESSMENT 
Tbe BA process· WAS desicned to evaluate the potential effects of 
site-speciflcac:tivities on luted speCies aDd their habitats. The 
process does DOt lend itself well to ASsessing potential effects of a 
progr .... tic decision. Potential, site-specific effects of illlplementiDg 
Alternative 4 on UlY given listed species or critical habitat, would be 
evaluated in seeond level project analyses. Tberefore, the discussions in 
this BA will be qualitative. not quantitative. 

E. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 4 
Alternative 4 specifies ripar18Z1 ,oals and riparian management objectives 
(RHOs):. specifies staDderds and pidel1nes; provides 1U.par1c Babitat 
Conservation Areas (lHCAs) with .inimllll iDterilll widths (on each siile of 
the stream) ·of 300 feet for 8Zladromous fish bearing streams, 150 feet for 
petllanent non-fish bearing streams, ponds, reaervo1rs, and wetlaruls 
greater the one acre, 100 feet in Key Vatersbeds (SO feet in DOn-Key 
Vatersheds) for se&Sona11y floving or iDtermittent streams, wetlaDds less 
th8ZI one acre aDd l8Zldslides aDd·larJdslide-prone areas; requires 
identification of Key Vatersheds; and provides for Watershed ADalysis. 
Tbe standards, pidelines. procedures. aDd other requirements -Would apply 
to some bigh priority ongoing projects and· activities, as _11 as proposed 
projects and activities, aDd projects and activities tb&t have been 
decided but for which contracts or permi~ have not been issued. The high 
priority ongoinc projects and activities would be identified as those 
determined, on a ·case-by-case basis, as having c unacceptable risk to 
species aDd/or habitats. See Appendix C of the EA for the specific 
st8Z1dards and guidelines and the criteria for establishing the width of 
the lUICAs. . 
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F.. POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF AL'IERNATIV£ 4 ON LISTED SPECIES OR CRITICAL HABITAT 
The proposed action is co implement direction, on an interim basis, 
through the amendment ,of existing Plans, that would establish interim 
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) and standards and guidelines 
for managing resources within thea. The RHCAs by definition would be 
applied to that part of a watershed needed to llaintain the hydrologic, 
geollOrphic. and ecological process of riparian ecosystellS. . 

Implementation of Alternative 4, on a project by project basis, could lead 
to potential effects to listed species. Due to the interim nature of the 
RHCAs, the constraining nature of the associated direction applied to 
activities within them, and the intent of improving habitat conditions for 
anadrollOus fish, the degree of potential direct and indirect effects, 
during the inter1a period, frOli Alternative 4 are considered to be 
insignificant. 

the criteria for evaluating potential effects to designated critical 
habitat is whether or not the action would result in adverse lDOd1fication 
or destruction of critical habitat. The progr_tic nature of 
Alternative 4 does not allow for specifiC evaluation of' effects. However, 
the implementation of Alternative 4 would have the potential to ,"JUq 
affect" any such critical habitats within the RHCAs. but would not result 
in the adverse .edification or distruction of critical habitat. 

C. POIENTlAL EFFECTS to PROPOSED SPECIES 
the question to be answered is whether' or not the implementation of 
Alternative 4 _ld jeopardize the continued existence of the proposed 
species. Due to the interill nature of the RHCAs, the cODStta1n1ng nature 
of the associated direction applied to activities within thell. and the 
intent of improving habitat conditions for anadrOllOus fUb. the 
implementation of Alternative 4 would DOt result in the jeopardy of -r of 
the proposed species. !he improveaent of habitat conditions for 

, anadrOllOUll fish would also result in iIlprovement of habitat conditions for 
riparian dependent species. 

H. INTERltEIATED AND INTERDEPENDENT ACTIONS 
!here' are no interrelated or interdependent actions associated with the 
implementation of Alternative 4. 

I. cmrouTIVE' EFFECTS 
the proposed action is part of a large array of activities taking place 
throughout the range of anadrOllCNS fish, within the area covered by this 
analysis. In addition to Federal interests. private, state, and local 
interests are interspersed within the area which are essentially 
unregulated by federal agencies. '%be actions of private land _ra 
include livestock _gellent and daber ~g_nt. pining. agriculture. 
recreation and privateresldenees, 'and other co_rc1al uses. tbe type of 
actions conducted or allowed by State agencies are s1ailar to those on 
private lands. State agencies and a 1IUIIber of private land owners' are 
taking positive steps to reduce potential iIlpacts to listed species; 
however,' it is impossible to estimate the potential cumulative effects 
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associated with these actions due to the interim nature of the proposed 
action. 

DETERMINATION 
We have determined that the implementation of Alternative 4, which would 
amend the Plans on an interim basis, would constitute a "may effect" to 
listed species and designated critical habitat within the anadromous fish 
producing watersheds covered by this analysis. 

R£W j-:lcP-fy' 
Rick Roberts Date 

Fisheries Biologist Wildlife Biologist 
U.S.D.l. Bureau of Land Management 
Salmon, Idaho 

U.S.D.A. Forest Service 
Portland, Oregon 
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(3410-U) 

DEPARTMENT OF AGIUCllI. 'l'tIRB 

Forest Service 

Eastside Ecosystem Management strategy, Pacific Northwest Region, 

DEPAR'l'MENT OF DI'l'ERIOR 

Bureau of Land.HaDagement, States of Oregon and Washington 

[OR-01.5-94-4410-02; G4-0471 

AGENCIES: Forest Service, OSDA; Bureau of Land Management, OSDI 

ACT%ON: Revised Notice of Intent to prepare an environmental impact 

stateu.ent 

SlIHKUIT: At the time the .original Federal Register and local media 

announcements of our Notice of Intent were published (FebrUary 1., 1.994, 

59 FR 4&80), the geographic area to be addressed in this environmental 

impact statement (EIS) had not been completely identified. The 

geographic area to be included in the analysis for the EIS has now been 

decided by the Oregon/Washington B=eau of Land Hanagement (BLM) State 

Director and Forest Service Regional Forester. It will include all land 

east· of the crest of the cascade !fountains in the States of Oregon and 

Washington managed by the· Forest Service and the BLM. The areas being 

added include lands manageCi by the I!U! within the Vale, Lakeview, and 

Bums Districts in portions of !falheur, Harney, and Lake counties in 

southeast Oregon. The subject BLM managed lanCls· are CC'<'ered by the 

Northern Halheur, Southern l!alheUr, Anarews, High De~iert, and Warner· 

Lakes Hanagement Framework Plans, all of which may be amended or revised 

to incorporate the new ecosystem management strategy and rangeland 

reform standarCis 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 bold additional public meetings 

tlU-oughout this area for the purposes of identifying public issues. 

These sceping meetings will be beld in the following locations: 

May 23. 1994 May 24. 1994 

Walla Walla, Washington 

May "25. 1994 

Lakeview, Oregon 

Bu=s, Oregon 

Okanogan, Washington 

. May 31. 1994 

Spokane, Washingtan 

La Grande, Oregon 

June 2. 1994 

Seattle, Washington 

Bend, Oregon 

John Day, Oregon 

Wenatchee, Washington 

May 26. 1994 

Klamath Falls, Oregon 

Vale, Oregon 

Colville, Washington 

June 1. 1994 

Portland, Oregon 

Yakima; Washington 

Specific 1ocati.ons for the meetings .wit.hi.n these ccmzmmit:i.es will be 

published in loc;al newspapers of record. All meetings start at 7:00 PH 

PDT except the one in Vale, OR which starts at 7:00 PH !lOT. 

D.A1'B: It is important for CCIIIDIeZlts to be postlllarlted by July 2, 1994 to 

be considered in the forlllUlatian of alternatives in this enviroamental 

impact stateJDent. 

ADDRESS: Sen4 written CCIIIIIIentS. concerning issues to be. ·a.dd.ressed in 

this EIS to Eastside Ecosystem Management Project, ~tn: Scoping, 122 

Bast Poplar Street, Walla Walla, Washington 99362. 

-2-
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FOR FtJR'l'KER INFORHATIOli CONTACT: George R. Po",,,,uto, tIS Team Leader, 

122 East Poplar Street, Walla Walla, Washington 99362, phone (509) 

522-4030. 

/s/ Nancy Graybeal 

NANCY GRAYllEAL 
Deputy Regional Forester 

/s/ Robert D. Rheiner, Jr. 

ROBERT D. RHEINER, JR. 
Associate State Director 

Hay 17, 1994 

Date 

Hay 17, 1994 

Date 

-3-
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[3410·11] 

DE:PARTM£N'I' OF AGRlCUl.!'UR£ 
Forese Service 

DE:PARTM£N'I' OF INTERIOR 
Bureau of.Land Managelllen~ 

Oppor~uniry ~o commen~ on developmen~ of long·~erm s~ra~egy for 
lIIanagemen~ of anadrolllous fish·producing wa~ersheds in California 

AGENCIES: Forest: Service, USDA (lead agency), and Bureau of Land 
Managemen~, USDI (coopera~ing agency) 

ACTION: No~ice; oppor~iry for public commen~ 

SUMMARY: The USDA Fores~ Service (FS) (lead agenc:y) and the USDI 
Sureau of land Managemen~ (BLK) (cooperating agency) will develop 
and implement a long-term strategy for :management of anadromous 
fish-producing wa~ersbeds in California. The· objective of the 

. s~rategy is ~o maintain and res~re ecological functions and 
processes that: create good habi~t for Pacific salmon and 
s~eelhead trout. The area ~ be addressed includes ponions of 
Mill, Deer, and Antelope Creek watersheds managed. by the Lassen 
Na~ional Forest; por~ions of nine wa~ersheds l14!1aged by the Los 
Padres Na~ional Forest; ponions of the Redding Resource Area, 
Ukiah DiStrict, of the BLK; and portions of the Carmel liver 
lJa~ersbed in the Hollister Resource Area, Bakersfield District, 
of the BLH. Areas _ged by the FS and BU! already illplemeD~ing 
direction from the PresideDt's Forest Plan for the Pacific 
Northwest: are not: included because long-term _gement direction 
for anae!rOllous fish-procluciDg watersheds is alreaay provided. 
The Menclocino, Shas~-'Irin1t:y, Klamath, and Six Uvers National 
Fores~ and other areas managed· by the FS and SUI Within the 
range of the northern spot~ee! owl are therefore excluded. The 
geographic area to be addressee! is that covered by. PACFISH 
in~er.im raanagelllent clirection for anaclrOllOUS fish-pro4ucing 
watersheds in California. (PACFISH refers ~ the proposee!. 
interilll raanagemeDt strategy analyzed in the Euv1roD11eD~l 
Assessmen~ for the Impl_~tion of !nten. Strategies for 
Managing Anadrolllous Fish-producing Watersheds in Eastern Oregon· 
and lJashing~on,. Iclaho. and ponions of California (PACFISH EA». 

Prelilllinary review inclica~es tha~ illpl_ution of FS ·land and 
resource·management plans ane! SLK resource lICIBgement plans for 
the affec~ee! areas already provides protection of aDadrolllOUS fish 
habi~~. However. the .adequacy of those plans and consistency 
among plans and between the FS. and BUI is being reviewee! in light 
of informa~ion developee! ·for the PACFISH EA. The analysis 
cone!uc~ed for the PACFISH EA. indica~es tha~ illplemen~tion of 
PACFISH ·wili have lIIiDOr enviroDlllencal effects in California 
because of the rela~ively· small size. discontiguous. ane! 



geogr~ph1c~11y dispersed ownership pattern of the affected FS and 
SU! administered l~nds. and because of the protection already 
afforded by the implementation of existing aanagement plans. 

The PACFISH ineerim managemene seraeegy is ineended to arrest 
degra~tion of riparian and aquae1c habieae and inieiaee 
ecosystem recovery across four vestem Seaees while long eecm 
serategies are prepared. In addieion to the relaeively SlDall 
area in California. the ineerill scrategy also covers an 
exeensive area of FS and SUf adlUniseered lands in Oregon. 
Washington. and Idaho. Long-tem strategies for the _gemene 
of anadromous fisb-producing vatersbeels will be developed for 
!:hose areas within the coneezt of the Eastdde !cosyst .. 
Kenag_nt Project and the Upper Colllllbia liver ~in Project. 

For the developll8nt of a 10ll&-tem -S-lit a~ate", 111 
C&l.1fornia. t:hU ee· nt proc:eaa v1ll lie uaed by the FS &lid JUf 
to belp detem1lle Wether ex1.Itinl -s-t pl.cla (with or 
wi~ the addit10ll of PACnSH 1IIterill direction) adequately 
protece anadr_ f1ab habitet; what. 1f ..,. additioul b_a 
need to be addressed: the appropriate level of 1I&tiOll&1 
EmrirOZllleneal Policy Act maljab for the developtMllt of .uch a 
serategy: and ebe level of interagency coordination necea.uy to 
insure a consistene approach to -sement on FS &lid BUf 
ada1n1stered l&Dds 111 Cal1fornia. . 

DATE: Co.-lints ccmcerzWlc the CI&lysu should be received 111 
vr1tinl by [insert date 90 clays fro. date of publ1caC1on 1n the 
Federal lles1ster). 

ADDRESS: Send written e_ts to ICather1ne Cl_. Director. 
t..Dd !lanag_nt p1....,111g. 630 SatIs_ Screet. S-. Pr&JICiaco. CA 
94111. 

FOR FtIRTHEll IHFORKATIOH CONTACt: JCathertne Cl_t. D1rector. 
Land Kanageaene PlaSIIIinI. (415) 705-1834. 

~ IlI!'OI!lAl'I01I: 
Pacific salJlon &lid stee1head trout occur lI&1:Ur&lly froII aOllthern 
California northward to .the Arctic Oce&D. The .. f1ab populaticma 
cOllpr1se a large llllllber of stocks. or populat1ons that odg1l1&te 
fro. specific vatersheds durillg specific tt.ea of year as 
j_niles. II1grate to the ocean. &lid aeDerally returll to 
reproduce in the1r II&tal vaeersbeds.· Of the IIOre tha1I 400 .tocks 
froll C.lifornia. Iclaho. Oregon. &lid Vashington recenely evaluated __ 
111 a report puhlisbed by the ADer1caD FUherte. Society. 10' vere 
foUDe! to be extinct. 214 vere cons1dered to be at -lIOderate- or 
'-high- r1sk of exe1nceion or of -special concern. - and about 120 
were considered - secure. • . 

The analysis conduceed for the PACFISH EA 1nd1cate. ehat 
implementation of the interill _geaent will have .1nor 
environmental effects in California because of ebe relatively 
_all size. d1scont1guous. and geographically' c!1.spersed ownership 
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geographically dispersed ownership pa~~ern of the affected FS and 
Bu{ acllll1n1s~ered lands, and because of the procec~ion already 
afforded by the implemenca~ion of ex1s~ing aaDageaenc plaDS. 

The PACnSH 1n~erim llanagemen~ sCr&~egy is in~endeci ~o ai-res~ 
degrada~ion of riparian and aqua~ic habicac and ini~ia~e 
ecosys~ell recovery across four ves~ern Scaus while long ~erm 
s~ra~egies are prepared. In addi~ion ~o the rela~ively 511&11 
area in California, the incerim stra~egy also covers an 
exeens1ve area of FS and aU! ac:!mi n1s teree! IIlDd5 in Oregon, 
Vashing~on, and Idaho. Lot!g-um stra:egies for the _g_~ 
of anadrOllOUS fish-producing vaursheds vill be developed for 
chose areas vithin the conuzt of the Eascaide EcosysUIR 
Mazlag_n~ Projec~ and the tipper Colum,ia tiver Buit! Project. 

For the clevalopaent of a 1.o1I&-:era II&ZI&g8MDt seraul)' in 
California, tb.1s =-ent proca .. vUl be used by the FS and IlJ! 
to help de:e~ whether uise1ng uzaag_t plaDs (rith or 
rithout the addieiozl of PACFISB in:erlll e!irect1on) ~uly 
protect anadr_ fish habi:et; whet, if my, additional. isaues 
need ~o be addressee!; the appropriate 1.".1 of Bational 
Environmental Policy Act analysis for theclavelopaen: of·such & 

stratel)'; and the level of interagency coordination -s&%1' eo 
insure & consisun~ approach eo sanageaent CD FS cd aU! 
acllliniseered lands in California. . 

DATE: Coaellts cOllce:n1.D& the &D&l.ysis should be recei-.! in 
vrl~1Dg by (:I.%Iser: date 90 days frOll date of pa!llication in the 
Federal Register]. 

ADDRESS: SeDd vri=a c_ea to EathertM Cl_t,l)i.rector, 
Lcd Kanagement Plam111g, 630 Sans_ Str .. ~, San Francisco, CA 
94111. 

FOR nlRnmt DmlUATIOR CORnCf: EaeberiDe Clement, Director, 
LaDe! IlanaglllleJlt PJa=111&. (415) 70S-1834. 

~ 1JiFOlIIAtIOR: 
Pacific salBt:l and seeelhaad trout oc= aa1:llrally £ro. .wdlem 
California ZIOrehvard to the· Arctic: ac.a. the.. fish popul&ti_ 
C:OIIprise a large ~r of stoc:ks, or populati_ that origiD&~e 
frOJI spec:ific watersheds during specific tae. of yur as 
juveniles, Jligrau eo :be ocean, and geDerally return to 
reproduc:e in their Datal vatersbeds. 'Of the IIOre than 400 scocks 
frOll Cal1fom1a, ldabo, Oregon, &rid iI&S~ recell~1y eval!l&:ed 
1D a report pa!ll1sbed by :be .weric:&Zl Fisheries Society, 106 vere 
fOUDd to be ezdDC~, 214 vere c:oIUIiclered to be at "-derau" or 
"high" risk of eztiDction or of "special _em." IiDd about 120. 
were considered "secure." 

The analysis cODduc:ted for the PACFISB II. 1Dd1cates tb&~ 
1IIpleIHn:e~ioU of the iDuriII _ge:ent wUl. bne IIUior 
eZIViromtenul effeces in California because of the relatively 
small size, discon~iguous, aPe! geographically dispersed ownership 



pattern of the aUecud BUI and FS adalnbured laftds. and 
because of the protectlon already afforded by the Lmpleaentatlon 
of exlseing aanagemene plans. Deealu follow. 

Lassen National Forese • Mill. Deer. and Antelope Creek 
vatersheds 

The existlng Lassen Naeloaal Forese Plan lncludes dlrectlon 
for protection and ilIproveaent of anadroaoua fbh hal>leae. 
Three anadromous fish.producing watersheds ex1se on the 
Forest: Mlll. Deer. &lid Aneelope Creeks. Along IIOst of 
thelr lengebs. these creeks are IlUl&ged as proposed Wnd and 
Scenic Il1vers \IZIcler the exbeiDg forest plel. OIaealde the 
Wild &lid $eeDic JU.ver corridors estabUsheel by -the PUll. 
vaeershed distu:rbance is l1a1ted by other stenderds and 
guldel1Des establ1abecl by die plel. All lCIda ill and 
adjacene to Ubs. sere-a. .p~ral aDd per_' al 
vetlClda. bop. seeps. aDd pothole lakes ~ .. s1p4 the 
rlpar1m/f18h prescription. Activities witbiD rtpu1aD 
zcmes are l1alted to cho.. that ..... me. rtpar1cl 
objectlves. Final wldths of riparian _ en .. t 
following site·spK1f1c evaluation. !be forest plaD d1rec:ta 
preparation of deea1led anacSr_ f1ab .mel Wild mel SceD1c 
River _guent pl.azls folloviDg site-specific -.&1,. .. ; 
Other presc:rlpel_ thae l1a1e .aeerahed d1a=rbazlc:. iDclude 
pr1altive recreation, lete-___ s1oDal. research nacural 
area, aDd ex1seiDg mel proposed Vndemua. 

In addielon. the Lau_ Bational Forese Plan 1Iill be _Deled 
by the Callforn1e Spoeeed Owl lIS thae is UDder preparation 
for the ten national fores1:8 ill the Slene proviDce. 
Alternatives consider.d in thae lIS iDclude ..... _.'11 

-riparian standards aDd pideliDes. with apec1&l provU1_ 
for the anadrOllO\lS f18h-procmcing vaeersbelSs 011 the baaeD. 
The scandards and pidelt-. are bued on the Aquatic 
Consenatlon SeraealY in die PraaideDt's Forest Pl.cI for the 
Pacific _North.ese. &III! on tbe propoSed PACFlSJl inean. 
IUtl&guene dir.ction. A decision on dt1s lIS is apected in 
1995. The alearnative s.lecead ..,. further 11a1e 
diseurbance in aDadra.ous fish-producing vatersbeds. 

tOs Padres NaUonal Forese - !line Coaseal Vatersbed Areas 

The existing Los Padres BatiODal Forest .leI includes 
direce10n for proeeceion &lid ilIprov_t of caadr_ fish_ 
habieat. The forest has developed a JU.par1sD Coaunat1on
Serategy to aid in tapleHDtaelon of the foreae plel 
direceion. Seandards end guidelines for _eersbe4 
proeeetlon and prograas for iIl-sereaa habltat illpron.laes 
and prescribed fire for chaparral _g_t are included in 
the plan. Wi:dflres in chaparral &lid riparian voodl.mds are 
idene1f1ed it> the plan as having the greaeest effece on 
anadrollOus - fish habiut. Scheduled eiaber harvese 18 not 
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permieeed under tile plan (the allovable sale quandty is 
zero). 

BLK • Redding and Hollister Resource Areas 

In California, BLK _ges cwo areas vitil aMdrODOus 
fish-producing vatersbeds outside tile area implementing tile 
President's Forest Plan for the Pacific Nortilvest. ILK has 
reviewed tile current resource _g_nt plana (1Ilfl's) for 
tile Redding lesource Area, Ukiah District, and tile Hollister 
Resource Area, Bakersfield District, and has deteratDed that 
PACFISH interia aanageaent direction 18 in conforaaace with 
the existing plans. 

'the a.~1n& a.aource Areu 1Dclwtes about 24 aU.. 111 
scattered parcels &10111 the Upper Seer_to l1wr md 
. tributeri .. , includ1n& lat:1e, Clear, Deer, Ad PayDes 
Creeu. the aIban_t of ~ f1aberi.. 18 
identified as an obJecti". in the Jled41D& IKP. 

The Hollister Resource Area 1Dclw5es a parcel of 
approximately 1300 acres of upland area with1n an azwlrOllOUS 
fisb-producing vatershed in the upper Ca%llel 1l1ver 
drainage. The Hollister lMP ident1fi.. .atershed 
enhanceaent as .a ujor land use objective. 

Elements of tile PAcnsa intena _g_t, 1ne1ud1n& inten. 
Riparian Hanag_ftC ObjecUves &lid Il1part.D Habitat CoDaenation 
Area vidths, lIB)' !leed to be refilled for 10ll&-tem lI&n&J-t, in 
light of spec1ficcondiUons in California. 

Written c_nts frca the public on au. anal.ya18 .tIould be 
submitted as 1ndicaeed at the beg1nc1ng of thia notice. C llta 
would be IIOst useflll if sellt by the date qac1fied &lid if they 
addre.. clearly the proposed action: ""l~t CId 
iJlpluentation of a lOllI-tam atrate,," for the· ~t of 
-.drOllOUS fiah-produc1D& .aterabeda on n GIll IUl • ... fDh tare4 
lands in Califoraia, outaide areas illpl_tiD& die Prulclcc'. 
Forest Plan for the Pacific Ronhven. Alumati".. Wt uy be 
considered iZIClude cont1Duaticm of ez1st1n& -I-t d1recticm 
for the affected national forests and 11K resource areas; 
integration of PACFISII interia -I-t with fea!:Ur" of 
existinl plans Wt provide equal or creater 10ll&-tem protecticm 
of anadro.ous fish habitat; aDd application of the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy froa the Presidellt's Forest Plan for the 
Pacific Northwest in all azwlroaoua f18h-producinc .atersbeds of 
the Lassen Nadonal Forese GId Redd1n& Resource Area. The 
analysis of public c~ts and review of ex1st1n& unac_nt 
plans.could reaffirm. tile adequacy of exist1n& plan directicm, or 
it could lead to _ndllent of those plans, doc1mented with one or 
_re em-iromDeDtal analyses. If IIOre thaD oDe analysis is 
conducted. they uy be structured by unit, by aceney, or by 
geographY. For example, two joint FS/BLK analyses ai&J1t be 



conducc:ed ~ - one for por~ions of the Lassen Nae:ional Forese: and 
Redding Resource Area, and another for portions of the Los Padres 
N.e:ioll4l Forese and Hollise:er Resource Are.. A decision on the 
nature, scope, and struccure of the analysis necessary for 
long-e:erm managemene is expected by April 1995. 

The responsible official for the FS is C. L1= Sprague, Regional 
Forester, 630 Sans_ Street, S- Francisco, C4 94111. The 
responsible official for the aUf is Ed Hastey, State ni.rector, 
2800 Cottage Va Sacr ... to, C4 95825. 

D 5 SEP 1994 

C. LYNN 
. Regional Foreseer 
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die Forest Servioo ar BLM); (3) support 
the uecIs oI dyumic ecooysteIIIS that 
chaDse - time cd space; wi (4) 

. the !ole that di.stmbanc:e ::r,:sms play ill die evolution cd 
maiDteIIaDCe of ecosystems. 

ScopiDg meetings _ tentatively 
plamled for Coeur d·Alene. Moscow. 
Orofino. QangerilIe. McCall. SaImOD 
Challis. Idaho Falls. Pocatello. Twin 
Falls. Ketdwm. cd ~ ill Idaho; 
Missoula. Libby. Kalispell. Hamihoa. 
HeleD&, wi Butte. ill Moa'm.· jacl:"DlI. 
WyomiIIg; Salt Lab City. tItIh; wi 
Elko. Nevada. 5pecific dales. limes and 
IocatiDDS far the meetiI1gs will be 
aJIDOIIlII:ed ill local lIewspapers of 
general clistributiDD. 

The Bwau oIl.aDd MaDagemeDt and 
the Forest Servioo will act as jaiDt lead 
qllllCies to pnpue the EIS. The two 
ageDdeswill COIISUit with TribII 

. Govemmet1ts and coordiD.ate with stale 
IIId local governments and other li!daaI 
ogccies. the r1Sh ODd Wildlife SeniI:e 
and die NaIioIIal MariDe r1Sheries 
Service will be CDlISUited p1IZSUIIIt to 
the EDdazIgerecI Species Act. 

The NSpOIISibIe dci·ls for Nalicmal 
FDzest System IaruIs will be'the RegiODai 
Foresters for the; 
-lDtemlDIIZIIIiD. Regioa.. Federal 

Buildizlg. 324 ZSth Street. 0gdeD. 
Utah 84401; aad 

-Nonhem RegiDll, P.O. Box 7669. 
Missoula. JoIonten. 

Also. envlnmmental objec:Iicms that 
couId be Iaised at the cbaft E!S stage but 
that __ IBi&ed IIIIIil after compleliQII 
of the filial as may be waived or 
dismissed by the c:omIa. ICily of NlgOon 
v. Hodel. 803 F.zd 1016. 1022 (9th Or. 
1986) wi Wuconsin ~ Inc. v. 
Roms. 490 F. Supp. 1334. 1338 (£D. 
W'1S. 198011. Beca .... oI the. court 
ru1iDgs. it is very impoftaDt that those 
iIlteresl8d ill this pzoposed acliOll 
participate by the dose of the 9O-day 
commeat period 0lI the cbaft as. so that 
substantive cammtIIIts and objectiQIIS 
are made anilahle to the Team at a time 
when it can m_illgfql!y consider them 
and!tlSpOlld to them ill the fina1 EIS. 

To assist the Team in ideDti.fyiDg aad 
consicIeriDs isIues cui con ....... QII die 
proposed acliDll, comments on the cbaft 
as Ihould be as Ip8ciSc u possible h 
also is belpful if comnwnts refer to 
specific pageo or.&:baptms oI the draft 
statameDt. Comma'" also may addnsa 
the adequacy oI the draft as or the 
merits ofdle lhemoti-,farmw-d 
mel di'O'Med in the state::we:AL 
R8viowezs may wish to mer to die 
CoUDCil OD. EDvit· ""heb] Quality 
Regulation. for impiementing the 
prCiCiiCiwal p1IIVisiOlIs oI the Naticmal 
EDriJ1ln IV Palicy Ad at 40 cnt. 
1S03.3 izl addiescma do-. pcWzts. 

h is "'iped-! tbB die liDal as will 
be fiIood with the~ the "'"'1""'"'1>1- officials far public 

lands edmiDi*ncI by the ....... oI 
Land MaDagematt will be the SlUe 
DiIecta:t>'Tm: 
-Id.ahcr. 3380 Ameri",", Temace. 

Boise. \dahD 83706; 
-McmtaDa. GrmiIe Tower. ZZ2 No 3ZDd 

Street. BjIliDI!' MmIIaIa 59101; 
-WyomiDg. P.o. Box 1828. ClIeyeDDe. 

WyomiIIg 82003: 
-Utah. 324 South State SIreet. SW!a 

301. Salt Lab City. Ut.h atl11; and 
-NevIda. P.O. Box 12000. ReDo. 

Nevada 89520. 
The dnA as is ~ to be liIed 

with the EllYinm ........ 1 ProtectiIlD 
Agency ill Oc:tober. 1995. cui will be 
available for public JB9iew at that time. 
A public commeDt period of90 days 
will be provided for the drUt EIS. 

. Pfotrlcm Ap/lJt:y app .,"ete}y 6 
mClllt,/ls after die dzaltElS is puhtiFhec! 
!he record of dec:ision h NatioIIal 
Forest S)'ltlllllladt will be issued with 
the bal as ad will be mbject to 
FDzest Semce app.J rwplotiC!l!l (36 
cnt. 217). !he BIM. prq , plan 
ameadmn' decisiOll will be published. 
with the fina1 as cui will be subject to 
BLM pnIIeSI nguloti ..... (43 cnt. 
1610~Z), !he BIM. nocord of decisi .... 
will be published fDllowiIJg resoiDlian 
of my pnMs1S. 

The tJCRB E!S Team ITeam) believes 
it is illlponmt to gift reviewe!s lllllice 
at this early stage of..era! court . 
ruliD.gs relaIed to publi':parlicipation ill 
the tlllvirDDmelltai m'iew process. rust, 
reviewers of cbaft EISs must SIrUCtIU'8 

. their participatiall ill the enYinmmental 
review of !be proposa15C>that it is 
meaDillgful aDd alerts an agency to the 
re~iewer's positiDll and CQD.tentiODS. 
[Vennont Ycmb!r Nuclear Power Corp. 
v. NRDC. 435 U.s. 519. 553 (1978)J. 

_r.JaIIy. 
IIofianaI F_,Nt1tIbt!m s.,;
IWIN.".wda. 
lIopnzI Fore--. •. iii' .... &pm. 
AIoaL ..... ·· 

AmDg 5m2 Ditet:lar.Idt1ho. 
l.a'rJ &. p-o, 
SlateDftdar. MoMma. 
IFR Doc. 94-30085 rUed 12-6-94-; 11:45 .... / 
&I.IIIQ CCIDf GI~ 
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Notices 

. '!lis secIicII of tilt FEDSW. REGISTER 
conIains _ 0ItItr 1IIan ...... or 
popcAed ... _ .... ,. atr .. 1IIe 
p.tiic:._01~_""'''; '-OIlS. 
cuz"ilJee rr.ecitIgS. It1/J8!ICY _ 'C • and 
1\IfingS. =1 r g r ns 01 aulIIOtiIy. fifing 01 petitians _ .. ; 5 _. _ agency 

statai».of Ggliizalic:al and U'X:tians are 
~ 0I~ lPI*'i9 in !lis -. 
DEPARnIEHT OF AGRICULTURE 

FOIWts.rw. 
Upper ColumbIa RIver BasIn 
Ec Ilt.n I11118gII11111t Sti ..... ,. 
IIOrIIMm nl/l1MllClUnt8in RegIOM 

DEPARnIEHT OF THE INTERIOR 

FodonI ........ 
VoL 59. No. Z34 

W~. ~ 7.1994 

environlllelltallllalysis. bJltJDay be 
.ddnssed within the """p" 01 this E!S. 
DATES: Cammeats ~the"""P& 
of the llIaIysia shouJd be .-ived ill -
writing by 30 de,. lollawiJ18 the date of 
the last scopiIIS -ung to ~ve full 
~deratiim ill the ~opmeDI of 
a1terDati-. Dates of those meetings 
will be publisbecl ill local and regicmal 
newspape>s. 
.&IIDP"$I$: Send WJitten comments 
c:oocenIiDg Ibis proposal to Stephen P_ 
Mealey. Pmject Maoagi!r. 3114 North 8th 
St.. Room 253. BaiM Idaho 83702. 
FOR FIIIITHEII fIIFOIIMA11ON COfIT.&CT: Cary 
Wyb or Cindy Ilaacoo WiJliams. EIS 
Team ~leaders. 30t North 8th St.. 
Roaai2S3.Boise,Idaho83702.phone . 
(208) 334-1710. 
su- C SIT.III\' fIIFOAII.ITJON: The 
pmpose 01 Ibis ICIiaD is to develop and 
maIyza • ...;""tjfical1y SOUDd. 
6CXIiSJ_bued strategy for 
maDIiII'fIDml oIki1ds ,dministaed by 
the UAiIed SIatIII Departmell.t of . 
Api.t:Wl1n"{USDA) F_ Semce and 
tbe UAiIed S-Departmell.t of the 
Iotciar (USDJ) Bureau of LalJ,d 
M= 3 ""r tbat .. in the UCRB iD 
Idaho. Mcm!pe w,-mg. Utah. and 
Nev8daGMt tIIat poniOll oIWashiogtoo 
'dministeNcl by the F_ Service's 
NanlIem ResiOll. The scrategY will focus 011.- , .... health. iodwliog its 
fonIt. II 8 1w1 •• aqu.aticlripuiall. 
lndVapt, • lIICialIecmiomie 
CCIDlf.!"'U'"ts, with empb"Sis on 
popiilaticm ~ GMt the 
$I,e,;n,bni" of tbreIteDecL 
md,rgrc Id,. -mive species. . 

The EIS tam will prepano I proposed 
actiGD tIIat ftSPCIIIds to problems 
d-a>"bed ill tbe _eot 01 purpose 
• JIIIeCI. Fmmal KDJIiIIS meetiogs will 
loU- tbe cIeveIopmeDl of the proposed 
ac:tiaD. Ibe pm; el. IDd Deed statement 
and ptopow4lC1iG11 will _ to focus 
fomiillCOPio8 m, .iogs by giving the 
pubIil:. hotter 1IOdcrstasIdiDs 01 the 
agcdes' early tlumghts about. or initial 
approximations of. what the UCRS 
ec:osjSIem strategy might be. The theme 
of the ptOposed aoo will be the 
restoration of eeoJoSieal resiliency in 
forest. nogelancI. and aquatidripariao 
ecosystems withiD the UCRB. (Aida . 
Leopold. ill his essay The Wd Ethic. 
deJioes the health of the land as .. the 
capacity of the land £or seU-renewal." 
We speak of ecological resiliency as the 
capacity of an ecosystem. including its 
physical. biologieal and human 
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Environmental Policv ... ctl"''D' .... 1 
implementing reg\Ilaiions to ide"tif, a 
range of reasonable &lter:>ati ,·es. 

Issues that "'" expected to be 
addressed in derail tlumIgb tile 
developmel1tlll1d analysis of 
altenraU\'e5fja , E' QlID the . 
managt!IDI!III of~ fish 
habitat} iJIdade ..... , 'em bea!th and 
its !areII. '8"1 a"'d aquatic! 
riparian I LAiEilts with emphasis on 
populaliall WIIWily aDd Iong·te= 
snsaipabjvry af~. 
enda"lll""'ri. aDd soaiti.-e species. The 
use of public lIII1ds and resources in the 
P..MUctjM afpdsand sen'ices wi:=in 
the context DC snS'ainability "ill aise be 
exam' t 'ne ...u.tiClll Df Ibese 
altematives and others will consider· 
people's expeaations for public lands 
and resources. ahmg .. ith the capability 
of the 6C05jS!EaA1D protide md StIstzin 
these --1IIlinIsh time. lnfmmaticm 
wi! ~ ased frmIr die basin·wide 
Scieatific ... or TMal 
govemments. slate III1d local. 
governmeas, G&lw fadezal agerc ies, 

and other appropriate sources. 
The dUeCticmlll!illg """loped 

tIirough this process will set\-e as an . 
ecosysIeII1 8==t strategy ID IIIOft 
from __ amctitioltrto more 
em' £ By .. 5' • at Je mel SDCial!y 
desirable CODditioas.leorriJzg opti<= 
,"j',w, farkmepaa tio"s 1'be 
saategy wiD.. al.1lasL "tahlisb desired 
J8I'8"S of fImue COIIditiOI1S for broad 
forIsL~ and aquaticlriparian 
IIabiIm typcsUld. intePftlated sociaL 
°emmpniemd' bmdscape systemS. 
~ of cIesiJed sanges of funIle 
COIIditiaas bJ'rn #_ ODd actiVi~ 
deftlDped lad implmlented at the 
pmon • l forest aDd BLM distri.d leveL 
will-u ill NOI.OI8IiaD. of ecosysIeS 

. beaItl .. 'O,....qratjon ofecclOSical 
pI c IMl m'irrteiP ecosystems over 
time.E ) '- JeStDJaticm to.md 
maiNe'N:e wiiIIiD. StJst·jMb'e :anges 
by ideDtifyillg appropriaM goals and 

:r~ves~;:.!~r . 
't'S!'"£iate:d SIDdaJ cui economic $\~ 
n.e I&AtI!:gJ will be hued em ~em 
ofscc:ial values.r:n!ctica1 (2pahitj~ 
md 'CQRO'P'" ple+jansbips .. and wiI1 
1'""D(II'izp ~ rigbzs I'" rved by 
ntiCRis Na!ive Amei=rn Tribes em . 
ceded lIII1ds and will £ulfi!l United 
Slates Fft!DlIII!Dt :us! :-spon .. wtities 
to die 'rrib5 T1Ie suategy will (I) 
assure babilalamdilioll Deeded to 
suppart species ~ witbin the 
COtIIext of desired ..... _ ftmc:ti0l1 
III1GItNdIIrC; (2J address the needs of 

. and IlabiIafS of canc:em =':Uy IisIed III'lIeini CODSidel'ed fgr 

IistiD& IIDdet "'. EM' 8 od Species 
Ad or designated as 5e11Sitive species by 
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Letter from FWS, NMFS Biological 
,Opinion 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FlSH AND 'WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Jack Ward Thomas, Chief 
V.S.D.A. Forest Service 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Kr. Thomas: 

911 NE.lllhAvenue 
Ponland, Oregon 97232-4181 

JUN ~ ': 1894 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)'has reviewed the biological 
evaluation (BE) attached to your April I, 1994. letter in which you requested 
~~t we provide our biological opinion on the implementation of Interim 
Standards and Guidelines for Managing Anadromous Fish-producing Areas in 
Eastern Oregon and Washington, Idaho, and Portions of California (PACFISH). 
The Service concurs with the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the 
Implementation of Interim Strategies, which concludes that the preferred. 
alternative (number 4), if selected, would have a neutral or beneficial effect 
on listed and proposed species. OUr recommendation is that there is no need 
'to enter into formal consultation with the Service at. this time. The Service 
does, however·, feel' that there will be a need to consult both informally and 
formally in the future as the Forest Service· and the Bureau of l.anc! Management 
(BLK) continue to work over the next 18 months on geographically specific 
environmental impact statements for PACFISH implementation. The Service 
anticipates providing section 7 consultations that will address planning at 
scales larger than indiVidual projects. Efforts will be made to consult on 
the largest area practicable to eliminate unnecessary delays in management 
planning. There is also a continuing 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. 402.13 of our 
interagency regulations governing section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
should be addressed separately. . 

The Service provides the following comments for yoUr consideration as you 
prepare to implement the interim PACFISH standards and guidelines: 

1. Bull trout CSalvelinus eonfluent:"s) , a petitioned. species, has 
received considerable attention from our respective agencies in the last 18 
months. The Service determined that the listing of the bull trout was 
warranted, but precluded by other pending proposals of higher prioi£ry, for 
tile population segments residing in the coterminous United States. The 
Service 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. 1994 (59 FR 30254). In addition, the Service has worked 
closely with the States of Idaho and Montana, Regions 1 and 4 of the Forest 

. Service and the Idaho BLK to draft bull trout conservation agreements that 
will conserve and protect this species. It was our understanding that National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance for bull trout conservation would 
~e linked to PACFISH. There is no evidence of this in either the EA or the 



Jack Yard Thomas 2 

BE. The Service, therefore, recommends tha~ bull ~rou~ and their habi~~ be 
included with anadromous fish in the presen~ habi~a~ managemen~ effor~, as 
well as any NEPA documen~ tha~ you develop for public disclosure. Key 
wa~ershedsbave been iden~ified, and a conserva~ion s~ra~egy tha~ could serve 
"as a model or ~emplate for lands that encompass the remainder of the bull 
~rou~'s range bas been developed for the Sta~e of Idaho. 

2. Alterna~ive 4 (preferred) of the EA states that the interim 
standards and guidelines will apply to all proposed and ~ of the ongoing 
activities" on lands managed by your agencies. To us, this means tha~ a group 
of managemen~ ac~ivi~ies, po~en~ially large in size and impac~s, will be 
eltemp~ from the interim standards and guidelines. The EA should explain what 
the analysis criteria will be for determining 'accep~le' and 'unaccep~le' 
risk. ~ fish, wildlife and plan~ species of in~eres~. 

3. "A moni~ring plan, develop~d in cooperation with the Service, 
Na~ional Marine Fisheries Service, and other in~eres~ed parties, should be 
made par~ of the interim" strategy. This is especially important for 
ac~iVities that proceed in key watersheds prior to wa~ersbed analysis. The 
resul~ would be useful immedia~ely for proposed activities and fu~re 
watershed" analysis efforts. " 

Thank you for the opportUnity to provide these commen~. If you have 
questions or need clarification on our position regarding your request for 
formal consultation, please contac~ Vicki H. Finn of my s~f at 503-231-6241. 

Sincerely, 

~H-~/~ 
Q'~"'~". ~~!:;VIN L • ~.c:.", 

Regional Director 
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. . 

Mr. Jack Ward Thomas, Chief 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Forest Serv"ice 
Washington, D.C. 20090 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

UNITEC BTATes CEPART1IIIENT OF Call/lll/lERCE 
NIItic:IneI Oceanic IInCII Atn pt .. ic: A dma aiaQ aCio:. 
NA~ ~ F1SI C :cs S5RVCE 
1335 Eas:.Wes< Hgnwey 

sa--~ Me 2OS'10 

n.e OiREC"l'O'l 

Jt\N 23 1995 ~EC-P FOREST SERV!CE 

~ 9 i":;C; ~Et; .~,., 

Enclosed is the biological op~n~on prepared by the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under section 7 of the· Endangered 
species Act on Implementation of Interim Strategies for Managing 
Anadromous Fish-producing Watersheds in Eastern Oregon and 
Washington, Idaho, and Portions of California (PACFISH). 

As stated in the biological opinion, NMFS 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 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 
this time frame be exceeded, you should reinitiate consultation. 

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 
close coordination between ouz: respect1ve agencies through the 
PACFISH 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 recommendations contained in this biological 
opinion and urge you to implement these recommendations to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

~ ( -. 
~~J f4 \:~"G~ 

Rolland A. Schmitten 



Mr. Mike Dombeck, Acting Director 
u. s. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Washington, D.C. 20240 . 

Dear Mr. Dombeck: 

UNITEC STA~ ClePARTMENT OF CCIMMeRcE 
Naaca .... c tie W'Id Au: ,' ___ A 5 i .... to: .tdoc. 
I"I.LA~ t-ooF"W"oE '1SI e :w: ~ 
1335 F : lJH:!iif,'I; '''' uy 
sa-~ 1oCI2J910 

-n-eu a;aQ4 

~ 23 1995 

Enclosed is .the bic;llogical opi¢.on prepared by the Nati0na+. 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Acton Implementation. of Interim StrategieS for Managing . 
Anadromous Fish,,:,proclucing .Watersheds in Ea$tern Oreg~ and 
Washington, Iclaho, and Portions of california (PACFISH). . 

, . 

As stated in the biological opinion, NMFS has·determlDed 
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 
desigDated critical habitat. In part, these conclusions wer.e 
based on NMFS's expectation that the interim PACFISB guidance 
would be ill 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, Y9u should reinitiate consultation. 

The Forest seivice, . Bureau of Land Manag~t, and NMFS have 
worked together closely for more than, 8 months' at.' the staff level 
to. make the :i.nterim PACF:tSB guidance clearer, more ccn:sistent, 
and to .improve protective measures for listed salmon. SUcCessful 
implementation' of the' PACFISH strategy Will depend' on continued 
close coordination between our respective agencies through the 
PACF~SH Implementation Team, ·during consultations on Fore.st . 
Service Land and Resource Management Plans, and during project
specific consultations. In particular, I call your attention to 
the conservation recommendations contained, in this bio~ogical 
.opinion and urge you to implement 'these recOlllllleDdations to the 
maxj mum extent practicable. '. . 

Sincerely, 

·0-
. -:q., -. e c-~ A ~'- -:e.,-",=. -

Rolland A. Schmitten 

Enclosure 
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Endangered Species Act -
Section 7 Consultation 

BIOLOGICAL OPINION 

Implementation of; Interim St.rat·egies fox 
Managing An~drornous Fish-producing 

Watersheds in Eastern Oregon and 
Washington, Idaho, and Portions of 

California (PACFISH) . 

Agenc:r: !J.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest sel:vice and 
u. s. Department of -Interior, B.ureau of Lan~ Management 

Consultation Conducted By: National Marine Fisheries Service, 
Northwest Region 

Date Issued: . ...l.I~!2:.2~{:..;o9:..:5i--__ _ 

".. . 
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BACKGROUND 

On April 1, 1994, the .USDA Forest Service CFS) and UsnI Bureau of 
Land Management CBLM) requested the initiation of formal . 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 7 ccnisultation with 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 Portions 
of California· (commonly referred to as the interim PACFISH 
strategy, or, in this document, as PACFISH). Included with the 
request for consultation was a March 18, 1994 piological 
assessment (BA) and environmental assessment CEA) on the PACFISH 
strategy. The BA concluded that implementation of ·PACFISli -may 
affect· listed species and designated critical habitat, but did 

. not include a determination as to whether or the proposed action 
was alikely to adversely affect a or anot likely to adversely 
affect a listed species and designated critical habitat •. NMFS 
staff·met .with the staff of ·the FS andSLM (action agencies) on 
May 3, 1994 to discuss the PACFISH March 18, 1994 EA and 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 7 consultation. NMFS 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 pub~ic cOl!llllent 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 1.8, 
1.994 PACFISH EA. These included clarifications on implementation 

I 
·of the interim direction, the interim locations of key 
watersheds, and cl,arific:ations and c:hanges ·to the propOsed 
standards and guidelines. This biological opinion (Opinion) 
analyzes the. original proposed action, with the clarifications 

I . and changes described in an October 11, 1994 letter from Gray F. 
Reynolds, FS, and Al Wright, BLl'l, to Rollie Schll1itten, NMFS. 
Unless stated otherwise, the source of all information in this 

I 
I 
I 

Opinion is the March 18, 1994 PACFISH EA, its at:tached BA, and 
the October 11, 1994 letter. 

The objective of this Opinion is to determine whether the interim 
PACFISH strategy is likely to jeop.ardize .the· continued existence 
of Snake River {SR) ·sockeye salmon (Oncorbyncbus nerka), SR . 
spring/summer chinook ·salmon (0. tsilawyescha) , or SR fall chinook 
salmon (0 •. esbawytscha). or result in. the destruction or adverse 
modification of their designated critical habitat. 

XX. PROPOSED AC'l'ION 

I The proposed·action for consultation includes goals, 
identification of key watersheds,. riparian habitat conservation 

I areas (RHCAs·) , riparian management objectives {RHOs}, standards 
. and guidelines (S&Gs), and procedures that would apply to 

I 
1. 

I 



project-level actions in the action area. PACFISH itself does 
not propose any ground-disturbing actions, but sets in place 
certain riparian management goals and management direction with 
the intent of arresting the degradation and beginning the . 
restoration of riparian and stream habitats. Although. PACFISB . 
sets in place common 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 BLM distriCtS while lOng-term manage1llellt 
approaches are evaluated via geOgraphically specific . 
enviro~tal analyses. ·The· Environmental .IJ!lPact Statements 
(EIS) for Oregon, washington and Idaho will be devel~ based on 
seientific and technical information produced. by the Interior' 
Columl:lia Basin Ecosystem. Management Proj ect. The action agencies 
initiated the Oregon/washington EIS in fall 1993, and pUblished 
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, J.994). 
The action agencies expect all three environmental analyses to 
have decisions within 18 months of PACFISH implementation. 
Therefore, NMFS expects that PACFISB would not apply more J.8 
months beyond the effective date in the decision notice. 

. The FS and BLM would apply PACFISH by means of different 
administrative procedures. Fer the BLM, if provisions of the 
proposed interim. direction' are not in conformance with' existing. 
LOPs (e.g. S60Gs and procedures) the LOPs would have to be amended 
prior to imp~ementation of the proposed interim directi~. 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 PACFISB consultation, the FS and BLM requested 
consultation on alternative 4 of the March lS, 1994 EA (the. 
preferred altemative). Onder alternative 4, the interim 
management direction would be applied to all proposed land . 

. management aeeions and to those ongoing land management actions 
that "pose unacceptable risk to habitat condition or at-risk 
anadromous fish." . During consultation, the action agencies 
defined "unaccept-able risk"' and developed a draft set of 

. . 

'RMFs ..maers~ tlIat '~cceptable risk' will be aetined iii the ~. 
EA as 'A level of risk·from an ez>going. activity or group of ongoing activities 
that is determined c.brough NEPA analysis or the preparation of biological. 
asses=ts/evaluaticms. or their subsequent review, to be likely to aclver.seJ.y . 
affect listed lUIaQromous fish or their designated critical. habitat. or likely to 
adversely impact the viability of non-listed anadromcus fish.« (Glossary 
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guidelines for determining whether ongoing actions pose an 
unacceptable risk (October 18, 1994 fax transmittal of September 
2, 1994 draft from Barv Forsgren, FS to Jeff Lockwood, NMFS). A 
PACFISB Field Implementation Team, which will include a ·NMFS 
representative (October 13, '1994 meeting) ~ll· is'sue 'final. 
definitions and guidelines for determining unacceptable risk and 
would address 'consistency of application of PACFISB S&Gs. It is 
expected that this Team will reach these decisions consistent 
with this opinion. 

The CClIIPonents of PACFISli 

The interim PACFISH strategy is comprised of the following 
components: riparian goals, interim riparian management 
objectives (RHOs) ,riparian habitat conservation areas' (RHCAS) , 
stanc1ards and guidelines (S&Gs), key watersheds, watershed 
analysis, and watershed restoration. 

Go&1s - The goals of PACFISH (March 18, 1994 EA p. C-4) are to 

I "maintain or restore" characteristics of healthy, functioning 
watersheds, riparian areas, and fish habitat, and include 
elements such as water quality; stream channel integrity, channel 

I processes and sediment 'regime; instream ,flows; water table ' 
, elevations; diversity and productivity of riparian vegetation; 
riparian vegetation functions such as large woody debris 
recruitment, thermal regulation, and bank stability; and riparian 

I and stream habitats necessary to foster the genetically-unique 
fish stocks ~t have evolved within the geographic region. 

I tipariaD XanagemeS1t Objectives - The interim RHOs provide a set 
of targets'for land managers in planning land-disturbing 
activities. The action agencies' averaged existing stream survey 

I 
data on stream characteristics for unmanaged watersheds across 

'the entire area covered by PACFISB (including areas outside of 
the SR Basin) to set interim RHOs for pool frequency, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

temperatUre, large woody debris, bank stability, lower bank 
angle, and width/depth ratio (Harv Forsgren, FS, pers. co~. with 
Jeffrey Lockwood, NMFS, October 28, 1994). Watershed analysis 
"generally· would be required to adjust ,the RHOs (November 10, 
1994 ,letter. from Gray Reynolds, Forest Service, and Tom Walker, 
BLM to Rollie, Sch!Ilitten, NMFS). However, the RHOs also "may be 
modified in the absence 6f Watershed Analysis where watershed or 
stream reach specific data support the ,change" in consultation 
with NMFS (November),O, 1994 letter from Gray Reynolds" :Forest 
Service, ,and Tom Walker. BLM to Rollie Schmltten, NMFS). 

Each of the int!'!rim RHOs must be met or exceeded before hcibitat 
would be considered "good"fqr anadromous fish. ' Based on the 

uansmitted frcm Gordon Haugen. OSFS to Jeffrey Lockwood. NMFS. October 20. J.994} 
Also see definition.s in l\ppendix A. 
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March ~8. ~994 EA. meetings with the action agencies. and the 
proposed definition· for "attain RMO' (August 30. 1994 fax from 
Ha.rV Forsgren. FS to Jeffrey Lockwood, NHFS; see ~dix A), 
NMFS understands the RMOs to be minilllUlll targets for land . 
managers. Thus areas where • good " habitat is SU%paSsed would not 
be subjected to incremental degradation down to the level of 
"good". However, according to.the March~8, ~994 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 ~8, ~994 EA, nor was there ·any indication 
of the kinds, quality or duration of data needed to demonstrate 
that an RHO has been attained. .However, clarifica~ions to the 
proposed interim direction provide consistent language specifying 
that actions (with some exceptionsisee discussion of standards 

. and guidelines below) ·not retard or prevent attaiT!!p..nt o.f the ' 
RMOs, thus setting an expectation of habitat improvement at . 
natural rates or faster. During consultation, the action 
agencies agreed to change the . water temperature RHO to be more 
protective of listed and non-listed anadromous fish (October 11. 
~994 letter; see Appendix A of thi$ Opinion) . 

ltiparian Habitat Conservation Areas - Interim RHCAs' would be 
delineated in every anadromous fish-bearing watershed on lands 
a dmi rlj stered by the FS and BLM wi·thin 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 po$e an unacceptable 
ril>k; 'however, they do not' exclude some ongoing or proposed 

'management activities (livestock grazing, mining, watershed 
restoration. and fisheries enhancement). New road and landing 
construction (March 18, 1994 EA), new recreation facilities . 
(October 1J., 1994 letter), and timber salvage (October l3, J.994) 
are prohibited in RHCAs until after water$hed analysis (see 
definition and discussion below). Standard widths defining 
interim RHCAs are li$ted in Appendix A of this Opinion. 

. 
The interim RHCAs for intermittent streams in PACFISH alternative 
4 are reduced by one.-half in non-key watersheds, relative to key 
watersheds.. Also, the RHCAsfor PACFISH 'alternative 4 stop at 
the edge of the ·lOO-year floociplain(regardless of width) for 
non-forested rangeland ecosyStems. . 

RHCAs "generally" would not ·be. adjusted without watershed 
analysis; however, the RHCAs· "may be modified in the absence of 
Watershed analYSis where stream reach or $ite specific data 
support the change", in consultation with NMFS (November ~O, 1994 
letter from Gray ·ReYnolds, Forest Service, and Tom Walker, BLM to 
Rollie Schmitten, NMFS). 

Key Watersheds _. According to the March ~8. 1994 EA, ·the 
foll,owing criteria would.be used to designate key watersheds . '::-

4 
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following the implementation of PACFISH: (1) watersheds with 
stocks listed pursuant to the ESA or stoeks identified as "at. 
risk" by Nehlson et al. (1991); or, (2) watersheds that contain 
"excellent habitat" for mixed salmonid assemblages; or, (3) 
degraded watersheds with a high restoration· potential. During 

I consultation, the aetion agencies informed NMFS that all 
watersheds with designated eritieal habitat for SRsalmon would 
be identified as key watersheds during the interim PACFISH period 

I 
(July 20, 1994 meeting and October 11,1994 letter). Final key 
watersheds would be designated in the EISs for ecosystem 
management in eastern Oregon/Washington and.Idaho. 

I During consultation; theaetion ageneies indieated that· for 
actions in watersheds that do not contain designated critical 
habitat, but· that serve as potential sourees· of. high quality 

I 
water to designated critieal baJ::)itat (i.e. the Clearwater River 
Basin excluding the North Fork Clearwate~ River aboVe Dworsbak 
Dam) I BAs submitted after the date that PACFISB is llaplemented 
shall provide available data and analysis needed to deseribe 

I potential downstream effeets on water quality (e.g. temperature, 
sediment load, and eontaminants), and peak flow timing and volume 
~ithin designated eritical habitat (July 20, 1994 meeting). 

I 
:lowever, with respect to the Clearwater baSin, NMFS does not 
Ultieipate receiving many additional project-specific BAs for 
)roposed actions nor any project-specific BAs for ongoing aetions 
iuring the period PACFISH. is in ·effect, beeause BAs prepared in 

I L992 by the Clearwater National Forest concluded that all ongoing 
tIaIlagement aetions, with the exception of wildfire suppression, 
.n the Lolo· Creek,. Middle Fork Clearwater River, and Lochsa River I ICltersheds had "no effect" on listed SR salmon •. 

ratershed Analysis - Watershed analysis ·is described in the March 
.8, 1994 £A as "a systematic procedure fordeterm;ning how a 

I 'atershed functions in relation to its physical and biologieal 
'omponents. This is aecomplished through consideration of 
istory, processes; landform, and condition,· Watershed analysis 

I s it is.being developed pursuant to the FSEIS/Record of Decision 
n Management·of Habitat for Late-Suecessional and old-Growth 
orest Related Speeies Within the Range of the Northern Spotted 
wl ·emphasizes the importance of determining watershed status, 

I esilienee and capabilities, examining fish ecological 
elationships, and identifying watershed restoration and 
onitoring objectives, strategies, and priorities prior to 

I. lanning actions in the watershed (Interagency Watershed Ancilysis 
~rdination Team 1994), 

I 
~ing consultation with NMFS, the action agencies_indicated that 
atershed analysis procedures ·for the SR Basin would not be .. 
:mpletely developed and tested during the period PACFISR is in 
Efect (July 12, 1994 truaeting) ,. A .limited number of watersheds 

I Eour to five) would be subject to prototype or pilot analyses 
Lring PACFISH (July 12 meeting and October 11, 1994 letter)_ 

I 
I 
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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 necessary·, to establish a watershed 
restoration ~rogLam. 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 
l8, 1994.EA ties restoration to priorities and strategies 
identified by watershed analysis. . 

Standards and Guidelines - The S&Gs address management of timber, 
roads, grazing, minerals,. fire/fuels mcina.gement, lands, ripari!Ul 
areas, watershed and habitat restoration, and fisheries and 
wildlife restoration. The S&Gs ·would apply only to RHCAs (see 
clarifications below). 

The PACFISB S&Gs proposed in the MarCh l.8,l.9~4EA woUld allow 
activities to proceed· under a variety of scenarios: .if there are 
no "impacts" or "adverse effects" that are "inc:cmsistent with 
attainment of RHOs· (e.g. 'l'M-l.a, GM-l., LH-2, LH-3); "only when 
RMOs are no.t adversely affected" (e.g. 'l'M-lb); or "in a manner 
that 'assures' ('l'M-lc) or is 'consistent with' attainment of the 
RMOs" (FW-2). 

Clarifications to the S60Gs include the follcwizlg: (l) applying 
consistent requirements that actions must not retard or prevent 
attainment of the RHOs (for certain existing facilities, the . 
standarC would be limited to not preventing attainment of the 
RMOs); (2). applying the S&Gs not only to the RHCAs, but to 
actions outside the RHCAs that .could degrade (see list of 
definitions in Appendix B) the RHCAs (this decision would be made 
during the planning of individual actions); and (3) adding an 
emphasis OIl avoidiIlg adverse effects to listed anadromous 
salmonid.fishes and designated critical habitat. 

The action agencies have added S&Gs that: . (l) 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 asa substitute for 
.preventing habitat degradation (October 11, 1994 letter) . During 
the October l.3, 1994 meeting, the action 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 lO, l.994 
letter from Gray Reynolds, FS and Tom Walker, BLM to Rollie 
Scbmitten, NMFS; ·see discussion under Riparian Habitat 
Conservation·Areas, above). 
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'XV. LISTED SPEaES AND CIaTICAL liABI'l'AT 
. -

There are three species under the jurisdiction of NMFS listed as 
endangered under theESA that occur within Federal lands and may 
be affected by the proposed actiCD as described in the draft "EA: . 
SR sockeye salmon (listed on November 20, ~99~, 57 FR 58619); SR 
fall chinook saimon, and SR spring/summer chinook salmon. SR 
fall chinook salmon and SR spring/summer chinook salmon were 
listed as threatened on April 22; ~992 (57 FR ~4653) and 
reclassified as endangered on August 18, 1994 (59 FR 42529) • 
Endangered SacraJl)ento River winter run chinook salmon (O~ 
tshawytscba) do not occur CD. Federal lands ~ddressed by the March 
1.8; 1.994 EA, bUt could be affected by FS or BLM land management 
actions in watersheds with tributaries to the Sacramento River. 
However, NMFS does not expect PACFISH ·to adversely affect 
Sa~to River winter run chinook salmon. 

Critical habitat was designated for SR soc"ke}'li! salmon; SR 
spriJig/summer chinook salmon, and SR fall chinook sallllOn on 
December 28, ~993 (58 FR 68543), 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 co=ido~. Components 1, 2, and 4 are 

_ p%,(!sent wi~ the range of PACFISH. 

Essential features of the Spawning and juvenile rearirig are~s for 
SR sockeye salmon include adequate: (~) Spawning gravel, (2) 
water quality, (3) water quant~ty, (~) water temperature, 
(5) . food, (6)· riparian vegetation, '-and (7) access. 

Essential features of the spawning and juvenile rearing areas for 
SR spring/summer chjnook sallllOn and SR fall chinook salmon 
include adequate: (~)Spawninggravel, (2) water quality, (3) 
water quantity, '(4) water temperature, (5) cover/shelter, (6) 
food, (-7) riparian vegetation, and (8) space. 

Essential features of the juvenile migration corridors for SR 
sockeye salmon, SR Spring/summer chinook salmon, and SR f~l· 
chinook salmon include adequate: . (~) Substrate, (2) water 
quality, (3) water quantity, (4) water temperature, (5) water 
velocity, (6) cover/shelter, (7). food, (8) riparian vegetation, 
(9) space, and q.O) safe passage conditions. 

Essential features of the COlumbia River adult migTation corridOr 
for SR -sockeye salmon, SR spring/summer chinook sallllOn, and SR 
fall chinook salmon include adequate: (~) Substrate, (2) water 
quality, (3) water quantity, (4) water. temperature, (5) water 
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velocity, (6) cover/shelter, (7) riparian vegetation, (8) space, 
.and (9) safe passage conditions. 

A. Snake River. Sockeye SaJmOn 

SR sockeye salmon adults enter the Columbia River primarily 
during June. and July. Arrival at: ReCifish Lake, which now 
supports the only remaining run of SR sockeye salmon, peaks in 
August and spawning occurs pr~ily in October (Bjornn et ale 
1.968). Eggs ·batch -in the spring. between 80 and ?-40 clays after 

. spawning. Fry remain in the ;:cavel for three to five weeks, 
emerge in April through May and.move immediately into the lake, 
where juveniles feed on' plankton for one to. three years before 
they migrate to the ocean (Bell 1.986). . Migrants leave Redfish 
Lake from late April through May (Bjornn et al.ll68)., and smolts . 
migrate almost. 900 miles to the Pacific OCean. For Cietailed 
information on the SR sockeye salmon, see Waples et ale (l99la) 
anCi S6 FR 58619 (November 20, 1991). . 

Downstream passage at Lower Granite Dam (the first dam on the SR 
-downstream from the Salmon River) occurs from late April to July, 
with peak passage from May to late June (Fish Passage Center 
J.992). Once in the ocean, the smelts remain inshore or within 
the Columbia River influence Ciuring the early summer months. 
Later, they migrate through ,the northeast Pacific Ocean (Bart 
1.973; Bart and Dell 1986). SR sockeye salmon usually speiI.d 2 to 
3 years in the Pacific Ocean and return in their fourth or fifth 
year of life. . 

. .' 
Historically, the largest numbers of SR sockeye salmon returned 
to headwaters of the Payette River, where 75,000 were taken one 
year by a single fishing operation in Big Payette Lake (Bevan et 
ale 1.994). During the. early J.880s, returns of SR sockeye salmon 
to the headwaters of. the Grande Ronde River in Oregon (Wallowa 
Lake) were estimated between 24,000 and 30,000 minimum (Cramer 
1990, cited iR ievan et ale J.994). During the J.950s and 1.960&, 

. adUlt retu:rns to 'Reclfish Lake numbered more than 4',000 fish 
(Bevan.et ale J.994). 

SR sockeye salmon escapement to the SR has declined Ciramatically 
in recent years .. Counts made at LoWer Granite Dam sinee·-l.975 
have ranged from 53i in 1.976 .to zero in J.990. In 1988, IDFG 
conducted spawning.grouncl surveys that identifieCi four adUlts and 
two redds' (gravel nests in which' the eggs. are deposited). In . 

. J.989, one adult reached Redfish Lake and one redd and a second 
potential redd were identified .. No redds or'adults were . 
identified in 1990. In'l99l, three males and Qne female returned 
to Redfish Lake. One male SR· sockeye salmon retUrned to Redfish -
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Lake in ~99.2. Six male and two female SR sockeye salmon returned 
to Redfish Lake in ~993. 

since ~99~, adults returning to Redfis·h 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 ~9, ~993, letter from N. Foster (NMFS} 
to constituents) are expected to migraee h'om Redfish Lake in 
~994. Beeween ~~9 and 2550 juvenile SR sockeye salmon maybe 
eagged with. passive ineegraeed transponders (PIT-eags) byehe 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game and released ineo ehe SRsystem 

· in ~994 (NMFS 1994a) . 

As of October 9, ~994, one adult sockeye salmon had returned to 
Redfish Lake in l.994. The Columbia River Teclmical Staffs (1993) 
predicted a return of three fish to the Columbia River mouth 
.du%ing 1994 based on the 1989-l993 average proportion of sockeye 
salmon counted at Ice Harbor and Priest Rapids dams.· Dygert 
(l.993) also estimated a return of three with an expected range 
from one to five.SR sockeye salmon based on smolt counts and 

· subsequent escapemene to Redfish Lake. Numbers of returning 
· adults in 1997 and beyond may be higher as a result of captive 
~earing program releases planned for 1995 and 1996. 

B. Snake River Spring/Summer Chinook Salman 

l. 

• 

The present range of naturally-spawned-origin SR spring/summer 
chinook salmon is primarily limited to the Salmon, Grand Ronde, 
Imnaha, and Tu=on sUbbasins. Most SR spring/S1IJ1111!P.r chinook 
salmon enter 'individual subbasins from May through September. 
Juvenile SR· spring/SUllllller chinook salmon emerge from spawning 
gravels from February through June (perry and BjoOll1 l.99l) . 
Typically, after rearing in their nursery streams for about 1 
year, smolts begin migrating seaward in April through May ·(Bugert 
et al. 1990; CannamP.la 1992l. After reaching the.mouth of the 
Columbia River., spring/summer chinook .salmon probably ;nhahit 
nearshore areas before beginning their northeast Pacific Ocean 
migration, which lasts 2 to 3 years. For detailed information on 
the life history and stock status of SR spring,! St'mmel" chinook 
salmon; see Matthews and Waples (1991), ·NMFS (l99~a), and 5.6· FR 
29542 .(June 27, 1991).· 

2. PopUlation Status.and Trends 

The estimated· number of wild adult SR spring/summer chinook . 
salmon returning to spawn was estimated by Bevan ~t al. (l994) as 
more l.5 million fish annually. By the 1950's ·thepopulation had 
declined to an estimated l25,000 adults .. Escapemene estimates 
indicate .. thae the population continued to decline through the 
1970's. Redd count data also show that ehe population coneinued 
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to decline through about 1980. The estimated annual number of 
wild adult SR spring/summer chinook salmon returning over LOwer 
Granite Dam {escapement) averaged 9,674 fish from 1980 through. 
1990, with a low count of 3,343 fish in ~9S0 and a high count of 
21,870 fish in 1988 (Ma,tthews and Waples 1991)·. Estimated -
escapement of wild adult SR spring/summer chinook salmon in 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 spring/summer 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 -spl:ing/summer chinook salmOn were at an 
a:ll-time record low in 1994. Only 3,915 adults were counted at 
Lower Granit.e Dam; this -.is aboUt 15% of the recent ten year 
average (Fish Passage Center 1994). 

In small populci.tions, rando1II proCesses can lead to two major 
types of risk: deanog:z:aphic and genetic. - Demographic risk is the 
ri:sk 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-remajns very low for a number of years. 
However, the erosion of genetic variability due to low population 
size is ·cumulative, so long-term effects on the population (even 
if it subsequently recovers numerical.ly) .are al.sc a conc=.-

The SR spring/summer chinook salmon evolutionarily significant 
unit consists of more than 30 local spawning populations spread 
over large geographic areas (Lichatowich et a1. 1993). 
Therefore, the total number of fish returning to local spawning 
populations would be much less than the total run -size.·. Based on 
recent trends in redd counts in Clajor tributaries of the snake 

_River, many local populations eould be at critically low levds, 
with subpopulations in the -Grande Ronde River, Middle Fork Salmon 
River, and Upper Salmon River basins at particularly high risk. 
Bot~ demographic and genetic risks would be of concern for 
subpopulations, and in some cases, habitat might be so sp~sely 
populated that adults .would not find mates. 

c. Snake -River Fall Cb.inook Sallzlgp 

1. Life History_Summary 

Adult SR fall chinook salmon enter the COlumbia River in July and 
migrate into the SR .from August through October. Natural 
spawning for SR fall chinook salmon is primarily limited to the 
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SR below Hells Canyon Dam, and the lower reaches of the 
Clearwater, Grand Ronde, IJllDaha, Salmon, and Tucannon rivers. 
Fall chinook salmon generally spawn from October through 
November ,and fry emerge from March through April. DQwnstream 
migration generally begins within several weekS of emergence 
(Becker 1970; Allen and Meekin 1973) with juveniles rearing in 

. backwaters and shallow water areas through mid-summer prior to 
smelting 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. (199l.b), NMFS (199l.b) and 
56 FR 29542 (June 27,1991). 

2. Population· Status and 1're:lcis 

Reliable historic estimates of abundance are Unavailable for SR 
fall chinook salmon (Bevan et al. 1994). Estimated returns of. SR' 
fall chinook'salmon declined. from 72,090 annually between 1938 
and 1949, to 29,000 from 1950· through 1959 (Bjornn and Horner 
1980, cited in Bevan et al. 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 1993), and 742 in 1993 (WDF 1994). .. . 

Based on the preseason forecast,.the expected 1994'escapement of 
naturally-spawned SR fall chinook salmon to the ColUlllbia River is 
803 fish (NMFS and ~SFWS 1994). Accounting for estimated inter
dam adult fall chinook losses of 56%,. and a preli.minary estimated 
post-season harvest rate of 1.5% on Snake River fall chinook 

'. salmon, a prelimi nary eStimate· of 1994 escapement of naturaily- . 
spawned SR fall chinook salmon to Lower Granite Dam is 300 fish 
(Peter Dygert, NMFS, pers. C01lllll. with Jeffrey LOckwood, NMFS, 

November 2, 1994) . . . 

Although risks associated with small population sizes are also a 
general concern f'or SRfall 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 
demographic conCerns. Genetic and demographic risks increase 
dramatically with increasing number of consecutive years of 
depressed popUlations .. 

. D. EnviromDental BaSeline 
. . 

•
. 'NMFS'defines th~ action area for this consultation as the 

mainstem SR Basin (below Hells Canyon Dam), and the Salmon, 
Grande Ronde, Tucannon, Imriaba and Cle~ter (excluding the 
North Fork Clearwater River above Dworshak Dam) River subbasins. 

I In large part, the sharp decline of salmon production in the 
action area has resulted from a variety o~ activities that have 

I 
I 
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degraded habitat and increased egg to smelt mortality, including 
hydropower development, water withdrawals; =screened water 
diversions, road <;onstruction, timber harvest, livestock grazing, 
mjnjng, and out.door recreation. In general, land management . 
actions that disturb ground and remove vegetation have: (1) 
reduced connectivity (i.e. the flows 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 spawning and rearing 
habitat;· (3) reduced or eliminated 'recruitment of large woody 
debris that' traps sediment, stabilizes stream banks, and helps 

· form pools; (4) reduced.or eliminated the vegetative canopy that 
minimizes temperatUre 'fluctuations; (5) caUsed streams to. become 
straighter, wider, and shallower, and in the ",orst case incised, 

· with concomitant reduction in spawning and rearing habi.l:at and 
increased the:mal.. fluctuat.ionS; (6) altered peak flow volume and 
timing, leading to channel changes and probably altered fish 
migration ·timing; and (7) altered water ~les . and base flOws, 
resulting in riparian wetland and s.tream dewatering (Eastside 
Forests'Scientific Society Panel 1993; FEMAT 1993; McIntosh et 

· al. 1994; Wissmar et al. 1994). 

As stated on page 3 of the March 18, 1994 EA, "major portions of 
the lands administered "by the FS and BLM have poor habitat 
conditions for anadromous fish, characterized by: 30-70 percent 
fewer large, deep pools; ~essive fine sediments in spawning 
gravels; and greater disturbances of riparian vegetation than is 
~acceptable.· For example, streams in the Upper Grande Ronde 
River subbasin have been heavily impacted by livestock grazing, 
road ccmstruction, timber harvest, ·mjning,· and stream . 

· chanmilization on private and Federal. lands (McIntosh et al. 
1994). Ten streams resurvey~d in the Grande Ronde River Basin 
showed declines in ·thefrequency of large pools by 20 - 90% over 
the per:i,od 1941 -19;90, with a' total decline of 66% (McIntosh et . 
al. 1994). Dominant substrate particle size generally decreased 
in the basin over the same period of time. Large woody debris 
was scarce in recent surveys of ma.naged watersheds of the basin .. 
Peak flows in .the Opper Grande Ronde River shifted over the 
period to. as much as 30' days earlier in the spring. Similar 
kinds of habitat. damage are widely distributed through~ut managed 
watersheds in the COlumbia River Basin studied by McIntosh et al. 
(1994). . . 

The 'environmental baseline .on lands ltianaged by the action 
agencies in watersheds that may affect listed SR salmon is 
degraded in most areas,. and in further decline.in many.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 oc= because 
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they have not adequately provided for.the needs of salmon and 
their habitats during the. planning and execution of land 
management actions and during land allocation planning. 
PrinCipal among the ways ill which the historic and existing land 
management ~imes have contributed to the deel~e of salmon . 
babitat are: (1) historie overemphasis on production of 
non-fishery commodities at the expense of riparian and fish 
babitat; (2) failure to take a biologieally conservative or 
risk.-averse approach to planning land management aetions when 
inadequate information exists about the relationships between 
land management actions, fish babitat, and fish produetion; (3) 
failure to incorporate known seientifie information into the 
planning.of actions; (4) planning actions·on.a site-specifie 
basis, rather than based on watershed and river basin eonditions 
and eapabilities; and (5) reduction in the number, size and 
distribution of remaining high-quality babitat areas (such as 

I 'roaiUess and lightly developed areas) that could serve ~ refugia 
for salmon subpopulations and sources of genetic material for 
eventual recolonizati~of unoccupied babitat~ 

I 
I 

VJ:. UFECTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

This biological opinion provides twO levels of analysis relating 
to the effects of PACFlSE to listed speeies and their designated 
critical habitat. The first level discusses the specific effects 

I of implement:ation of PACFlSE independent of .existing management 
direction. This requires.an analysis of the components of 
PACFISH, such as the S&Gs, MOs, etc., and how they may be 

I 
applied. . 

eowever, tofully·address the effects of PACFlSE, NMFS must 
:onsider the broader relationship to existing land management 

I actions and direction, ineluding those projects that could be 
~roposed and carried out consistent with existing management 
tirection. (LRMPs and LUPs, for example). Therefore, the second 

I 
Level involves consideration of effects of projeet-level land 
~gement actions carried out under existing management 
iirection· that may affect . listed species but are not necessarily. 
lXpressly addressed by PACFISR. Even though NMFS will evaluate 

I :hese effects at the programmatic level in. the consultation on 
:he LRMPs and in the development of and consultation on the 
reographically-specific EISs, and through project-level 

I 
:onsultations it considers these effects in this opinion. ·in" order 
:0 properly assess the rel~tive effects of implementing PACFISS 
:0 the current condition of critical babitat. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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A. Effects to Listed Species ~d Designated Critical Habitat 

l.. Determining EffectB ofP:cposed ActiODS 

The framework .for evaluating actions affecting. listed SR Salmon 
during section 7 eonsultations is provided by section 7(al (2) of 
the ESA and the NMFS/Fish and WilcUife Service joint consultation 
regulations (50 CFR 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,.to the existing environmental. baseline. On 
the basis of this evaluation, NMFS determines whether the 
proposed actions, ·taken together with eumulative effects, are 
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the listed 
species or ~sult in the destruction or adverse modification of 
the species' designated ~tieal habitat. 

NMFS'is' currently re-e:ram;n;ng its approach for dete%1D;n';ng the 
particular requirements for each species' .continued·existence to 
address concerns raised in the recent court decision in the case 
of Idaho Department of Fish and Game v. NMFS, Civil No .. 92-973-MA 
(D.C.Or., decided March 28, l.994). While this re-examination is' 
underway, NMFS takes a conservative approach in reaching its £SA 
determinations and places particular emphasis upon the current 
risk of extinction faced by each speCies, and the likelihcod of 
survival and recovery for each species. An objective of 
increasing ·the likelihood ·of both survival and recovery for each 
species, in this and all £SA consultations, will. ensure that the 
effects of proposed actions will not likely jeopardize their 

. continued· existence. 

To eval~te the likely effects of a proposed action on designated 
critical habitat, NMFS ~yam;nes the effects of a proposed action 
on the components of designated critical habitat (described in 
section IV) and determines whether those effects' reduce the value 
of any essential feature of a habitat component. NMFS then 
considers the signif.icance 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 ?=ecovery. " 

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 environmental baseline. . 
.. !ndirecteffects 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 
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that are part of a larger action and depend on the larger 
action for their . jUstification. Interdependent actions are· 
those that have no independent utility apart. from the action 
under. consideration.' . 

I SOC~F.R. 402.02. 

I 
2. Specific. effects of PACF%SH 

Successful restoration of watersheds and concomitant-improvements 
Ln fish habitat depend on a thorough understanding of watershed 

I =ondit~ons, precesses and ~apabi;lities, and of ~inkages between 
Land management actions and effects to fish habitat (Forest . 
~cosysteni Management Team {FEMAT}l.993l. ·-Prccedures for 
lddressing theSe _issues over time are being developed by the . 

I Lnteragency Watershed Analysis Coo:rdiDation Tea!l1, the Interior . 
:Olumbia Basin Ecosyl;ltem Management PrOject, and res~ efforts 
'1Y ~ious Federal, 'state, tribal and academic: entities .•. Even if 

I >egun today, the most significant benefits of watershed. 
:estoration likely would not be realized except over a scale of 
~cades· to centuries. In consideration of these ~imitations, 
IMFS focused its analysis on PACFISH as a short-term str-ategyfor 

I lreventing further degradation of RHCAs and initiating habitat 
:ecovery, rather than on the necessary additional components of a 
:omprehensive, ·long-term approach to fish habitat that is being I ,ddressed in the a~tions described above. . 

'ACFISH is a commendable effort by ·the action agencies.todevelop 

I 
li· interim approach to addressing concerns for degraded· salmon 
abitat that exist on .OSPS and BLM lands.· By improving· . 
,retective 1IIea$Ures for riparian and aquatic habitats, PACFISH 
hould help reduce adverse effects to listed speCies and 

I esignated critic:al habitat from future land management actions 
n many instances, relative to what might have occurred by 
ollowing the existing guidance in LRMPs and LOPs. PACFISH also 

I 
rovides an consistent starting point from which to analyze 
ffects. of actions at the preject level. 

he final determinant of·PACFISH's effectiveness will be how it . 

I s interpreted in- project-specific implementation.· Where PACFISH 
rovides -specific direction, it is likely to be applied 
onsistently in project-specific implementation, !loWever, in ,. 

l
ome respects, inte~ PACFISB guidance leaves-room for - -
iscretion in the·.interpretation and t~e pOssibility that -it may 
ot be applied conSistentlya=ss watershed and administrative 
oundaries. Decisions resulting from implementing PACFISH. will 

I Iso be subject to ESA consultation through project-level . 
onsultations. These· decisions include·: .. (~J the· application of 
tandards and guidelines across watersheds and administrative 

I 
oundaries; (2) determinations as to whether particular actions 
5sist, retard, or prevent the attainment of RMOs, or adversely 

lS 
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affect listed species or designated critical habitat; (3) the 
qUality and consistency of the scientific information used to 
modify RHOs 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 .. 
NHFS participation on the PACFISH Implementation Team should also 
reduce the likelihood of adverse effects resulting from 
inconsistent implementation. 

a. Riparian Hana~emezlt: Objectives' 

The RHOs provide a consistent set of target conditions for 
riparian areas and fish habitat. In most managed waterSheds, 
current habitat conditions' are degraded relative to unmanaged 
wat.ersheQs (McIntosh et ale 1994), and likely do not meet the 
RHOs. Thus the PACFISH RHOs shoulu have a positive effect to 
listed species and their designated critical habitat relative to 
what may oc= in the absence of PACFISH direction, since land 
managers w~ll have to proceed cautiously in order to protect 
habitat and allow natural restoration to begin. . 

NMFS believes that the RHOs generally are an acceptable set of 
variables to describe salmon habitat, with some caveats: 1) The 
ability of the one key and five supporting features to serve as 
adequate surrogates for all other stream and riparian habitat 

. factors that can affect the growth, survival, and reproductive 
success of salmon needs to be validated; 2) some of the RHOs . 
(such' as large woody debris and bank stability) are set at'levels 
that are' surpassed by.s~ Snake River watersheds, or that: could 
be sw:passed following watershed restoration. As above, the 
specific needs to minimize· these problems are discussed in the 
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 
RHOs.· The final PACFISH guidance will include a definition of 
"attain RHOS" (July 12, 1994 meeting and August 30, 1994 fax from 
Harv Forsgren, FS to JeffLoekwood, NMFS) that includes an 
·element of maintaining conditions that are better than the RHOs, 
and specifies that "actions that would degrade the RHOs. are 
inconsistent with the concept of attaining RHOs.· 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 SOlIIewhat 
indirect as a result of. being part of the definitions. NMFS also 
will address this problem where it occurs in watershed 
consul tations . . . 
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b. Riparian Habitat Couservation Areas (UCAs) 

The proposed RHCAs (descz:ibed in Appencl;x Al provide a consistent' 
starting point for addressing riparian anC! aquatic habitat 
concerns. For the· most part, the UCAs are similar .to or larger. 
than the areas cOllllllODly 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 f~rests have used riparian buffers similar to the 
RHCAs for timber.sales, but have not specified how riparian areas 
subject to different livestock. management are defined, or hav~ 
used definitions that are either more or less restrictive than 
PACFISB. By improving consistency, the proposed RHCAs should 
help reduce adverse effects. to listed species from future . 
activities in many instances, relative to what might ~ve . 
occurred under the existing guidance in the LRMPs and LlJPs. 
Al~gh designation of RHCAs in and. of it$elf 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. However, The action agencies' decision to include 
only watersheds with designated critical habitat in the initial 
identification of key watersheds may have implications f¢r SR 
fall' chinook salmon in the lower mainstem Clearwater River . '!'his 
decision increases the. risk' of water quality degradation and 
sedimentation due to .reduced protl;!ction for.inteJ:1ll1ttent. streams, 
relative to key watersheds. NHFS also recognizes that this 
decision could affect other species currently undergoing status 
review for listing, such as steelhead, although this conce= is 
beyond the scope of this Opinion' (for more information, see NMFS 
[1994C]). 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 Restoration 

I 
NMFS does not expect PACFISH to significantly alter the amQunt ·or 
kinds of watershed restoration actionS carried out during the 
interim period it is in effect. Thus PACFISH alone will. not 
enable the action agencies t.O achieve part of their stated 

I puxpose (begin ·the restoration of anadromous fish habitat) and to 
improve the already-deterio~ted environmental ~eline for SR 
spring I SUIIIIller ch ; nook. salmon and SR fall chinook salmon. 

I 
However, watershed restoration may be more effective and 
cost-efficient following watershed analysis (FEMAT 1993). Also, 

I 
I 
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designatio~ 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 becil.use of the degraded 
condition of critical habitat in many il%'eaS, ie is especially 
important that PAC!'ISB prevent further adverse effects to listed 
species and designated critical habitat. 

e. Sta=dards and GuideliAes (S&Gs) 

The S&Gs described generally in the October ll, 1994 letter and 
specifically in an August 30, 1994 fax from Harv Forsgren, FS to 
Jeffrey Loc:kwood, NMFS specify consistently (with the exception 
of proposed mining activity) that actions ·th!lt would retard.or 
prevent atta;n~..nt of the RHOs, or that adversely affect listed 
species or their designated critical habitat, should be.modified 
or' eliminated2

• ~ver, most of the RHOs (with the exception 
of water temperature, lower bank angle, and streambank ·stability) 
are .. features that change only gradually. .Reliance 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 overlooked. 

3. Implications for project-level consultationS 

While all 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 parti.c:ular, NMFS .is concerned about: (1) the 
consistency of the application of its siaridards and guidelines 
across watersheds and administrative boundaries by the action . 
agencies; (2) .the consistency of determinations as to whether 
particular actions assist, retard, or prevent the attaimnent of 
RMOs, or adversely affect listed species or designated critical 
habitat; (3) the 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 adver-se effects. . 

For example, in current ongoing site-specific and watershed 
consultations, there are some classes of· ongoing actions that the 
FS and BLM may not be treatiIlg consistently for effects . 
determinations at the project~specific level. This ~ l~ad to 
inconsistent application of protection measUres for listed salmon 
and designated critical habitat. For e.Yilmple, under existing 

~he standards ·and guidelines would apply to proposed 
actions and the ongoing actions determined to Pose' an 
"unacceptable risk" of adverse effects to listed species or 
designated critical habitat. 
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guidance on effects determinations, road mainteIl2Ilce may be 
considered "no effect· by one forest manager but "may affect· by 
another, even under similar conditions with similar risks to 
listed species., . 

The screening process for "unacceptable risk" ongoing actions 
developed by the action agencies andNMFS during this 
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' 
applied in a biologically risk-averse manner. Some adverse 
effects from ongoing actions may not be .prevented by PACFISH 

. during ~ lag time between I'ACFISH implementation. cind 'completion 
01; the screens. This is a relatively minor concern .if the 
screens can be completed during the winter when relatively few 
actions are active. 

&. Riparian Management Objectives' 

As stated, the RHOs provide a consistent set of target conditions 
for riparian areas and fish habitat. However, there are a number 

',of problems remaining with the RHO 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 RHOs; (b) PACFISH does not provide a 
timeframe for attainment of.the RHOS; (c) PACFISH does not 
address the amount, quality, or timeframe of data necessary to 
determine whether RHOs'are being met prior to management actions 
being taken that could alter the key or supporting features; (d) 
validation monitoring is needed to support the setting of the] 
RHOs at the given levels and th.e ability of the one key and five 
supporting features to serie as adequate surrogates for other 
stream and riparian habitat elements; {e) PACFISH does not 
clearly instruct managers to prevent degradation of areas that 
.currently sw:pass the RHOs; (f) PACFISR allows RHOs to be 
'adjusted based on site-specific analysis; and (g) PACFISH does 
not provide guidance for areas where existing data indicates that 
watershed or stream reach habitat capabilities surpass the RHOs. 
These problems are further discussed below: 

. . 
.1) No decisicm £ramewcrk - PACFISH allows potentially 

hal:mful' actions such as livestock grazing' or prescribed burning 
to proceed in RHCAs if land managers determine they will not 
retard or prevent attainment of the RHOs, or adversely affect 
listed species. However, PACFISH does not provide a decision 
framework for determining whether or not these potentially 
harmful land use actions will assist, retard or prevent' 
attainment· of, the RHOs.- For· example, the S&Gs for mjnjng do not 
explicitly prohibit mjnjng'actions that would retard or prevent 
RHOs or adversely affect listed species .. Depending on existing 
habitat conditions, the location of salmon habitat, the nature, 
magnitude and duration of the action, and other factors, such 
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actions may adversely affect listed species and their designated 
critical habitat by.increasing sediment loads and raising water 
temperatures '(grazing, prescribed bu=ing and mining) .or 
contaminating streams with acid drainage. and heavy metals 
(mining) or excessive nutrients (grazing)4 While NMFS believes . 
that such a decision frameWork needs to be developed in order to'· . 
standardize th~ 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 uniformity. NMFS' s participation on 
the PACFISH Implementation Team should also' reduce the potential 
for adverse effects from inconsistent implementation. 

. 2) Ho . timeframe for atta:i.zlment of the DOS - Although 
PACFISH is expected to be in effect for 3.8 months , PACFISH does 
not include specific time.frames for. attainment of the' RHOs •. ma'S 
assumes that the requirement developed during consultation that 
actions not retard attainment of the RHOs is equivalent to a 
requirement that actions should not impede natural habitat 
recovery rates, nor should they reduce the quality of the key or 
.supporting features. 

3) Data requirements not described for determ;ning whether 
DOs are met - PACFISH does not address the amount, quality, or . 
timeframe of data necessary to determine whether RHOs 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 .ongoing .. consultations on LRMPs and 
through consultations at. other levels. 1my of the adverse' 
effects described under VY.D. below could result from actions 
that are allowed to proceed where inadequate data exists to 
demonstrate that RHOs have been attained or whether attainment of 
RHOs are being retarded. However, NMFS expects to address these 
adverse effects during both LRMP and watershed consultations. 

4) SUitability of RHOs - . Fine substrate sediment in 
spawning and rearing areas is a habitat feature not included in 
the RHOS that can significantly affect salmon survival and 
recovery. Although pool frequency (included as an RHO) is 
sensitive to sediment loads, its response time likely is too slow 
to be of much value in identifying actions, conditions and 
processes that are responsible for elevating sediment delivery to' 
levels that could adversely affect listed species and designated 
critical habitat. ma'S and the FS are addressing the evaluation. 
and monitoring of fine sediment in the ongoing consultations on 
the LRMPs. '. • 

S) .Ho direct gaic!ance to prevent degradation .of areas . that 
c=ently surpass the RHOs - The March 3.8, 1994 EA did not 
clearly ins~ruc~ land.managers to prevent habitat degradation in 
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areas that c=ently surpass the IIIJ.n~mum requirements of the 
broad'regional criteria set by'the RMOs •.. The final PACFISH 
guidance ~ill inc~ude a definition of "attain RHOs· (July l2, 
1994 meetl.ng and August 30, 1.994 fax from Harv Forsgren, FS to 
Jeff Lockwood, .NMFS)·that .;includes anelement.of maintaining 
conditions that are better than· the RMOs, and specifies that 
"actions that would degrade the RHOs 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 l8, 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 .waters~ed.consultations. 

6) PACY.tSB allows RHos to be adjusted"·:based·em 
site~specific aaalysis - Without watershed.analys;s, adjustment 
of RMOs could fail to prevent advers~ effects to designated 
critical habitat, thereby reducing the ability of the .. habitat to 
support listed salmon. NMFS believes that RHOs 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 ~ction 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) Ho clear guiclance . for areas where existing data (prior 
. to watershed analysis.} in4-icates that watershed .or stream reach 
habitat capabilities 8u:pass the RHOs. - PACFISH would not' 
prohibit management practices that maintain conditions that meet 
or surpass the RMOs, but are below watershed or reach capabili.ty, ' 
possibly placing a cap on egg to smelt survival prior to 
watershed analysis. Due to its interim nature .and the lack of a 
'signific~t restoration component, PACFISH will not be able to 
overcome this problem in many areas where habitat is degraded, 
regardless of whether decisions are made in a biologically 
conservative manner. However, NMFS will be able to specify 
habitat objectives duri.ng watershed consultations which should 
reduce the potential for adverse effects~ . 

b. lU.parilUl. ![abita!: CozuIervation Areas 

The proposecl. RHCAs may not be' adequate to fully protect fish 
habitats in all· cases. The proposecl. RHCAs stop at the edge of 
the lOO-year floodplain (regardless of width) in non-forested 
rangeland ecosystems. This may not provide adequate protection 
from land 'management actions for SR spring/summer chinOQk salmon 
in streams with narrow floocl.plains. The proposed RHCA for 
fish-bearing ancl. permanently flowing non fish-bearing· streams may 
not adequately protect meandering, low~gradient, permanently 



flowing streams with floodplains wider than 60'0 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/summer chinook 
salmon, such as Bear Valley in Idaho. PACFISR. 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 RHCA. 
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.. ,PACFISR. would only apply to 
actions outside of RHCAs if forest managers decide that those 
actions pose an unacceptable risk (for ongoing actions) or if 
they decide' those, actiOD,S would, degrade the RHCAs. : Thus PACFISH 
does not consistently 'control adverse effects from actions 
outside of RHCAs~ siDce it defers such decisions to loc:al land 
managers without providing a clear decision framework. 'However, 
NMFS 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 RHCAs 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 ~O, ~994 
letter that "RHCAs may be moaified in the absence of watershed 
analysis where stream reach or site specific data support the 
change". NMFS is concerned that site-specific analyses, by 
definition, would not include watershed-scale factors that should 
help shape the RHCAs. AJ.so,· without scientifically valid 
gu,idance on procedures, the analyses used'to adjust RHCAs likely 
will vary in uniformity and quality. ' This would result in uneven 
protection for listed species and designated Critical habitat, 
and increase the risk of ~dverse 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/summer chinook salmon and SR fall chinook' 
salmon). NMFS will further address these possible adverse 
effects in watershed and ongoing LRMP consultations, which should 
reauce the likelihood of adverse effects. 

.' 
The RHCAs are generally larger than traditional riparian buffer 
areas used by the action 'agencies, and' should offer adequate 
,protectio~ from land'management actions in most cases (FEMAT 
'~993). However, until watershed analysis using the interagency 
manual '(Watershed Analysis Coordination Team, ~994) is completed, 
their effectiveness in protecting fish habitat is somewhat 
uncertain in the circumstances described above, because 'of the 
importance of site-specific factors such as slope. soil types, 
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vegetative cover, and hillslope stability (Belt et al. 1992; 
FEMAT ~993) that would be examined in watershed analysis. 

c. Staudards a::I.d Guidelbes 

Following are comments 'on specific S&Gs. The concerns addressed 
here will be addressed at project- and watershed-level 
consultations. The following abbreviations apply: TM, timber 
management; MM, minerals management; and FM, .fire/fuels 
management. 

MK-l. This guideline addresses mine reclamation requirements 
"f9r impacts that cannot be avoided" in ·RHCAs, but does not 
clearly instruct managers to avoid impacts from mining. In 

, effect, it may be interpreted to allow future mining activity in 
RHCAs so long as :r:eclamation bonds and plans are prepared. 

HK-l, MK-2, !O!-3. No guidance is provided on how forest managers ' 
should decide whether "impacts (from mineral operations) .•. 
cannot be avoided" (MM-l) , "no alternative to siting facilities 
in RHCAs exists' (MM-2) and "no alternative to locating mine 
waste ... facilities in RHCAs exists'. This may allow some mines 
with harmful effects to proceed through to watershed 
consultation, making those consultations more complex. 

'I'M-.la. Under the proposed guidance, salvage logging and fuelwood 
cutting is permitted in RHCAs after watershed analysis if it will 
not retard or prevent attainment of RMOs (October ll., ~994 letter 
and October 13, ~994 ·meeting). These actions could allow some 
,incremental'risk of altered water temperatures, reduced i.nputs of 
large woody debris, and increased sedimentation to the designated 
critical habitat of SR' spring/summer chinook salmon (Chamberlin 
et al. 1991). This is true mainly where watershed conditions or 
capabilities are demonstrated by watershed analysis to surpass 
the RMOs. However, this problem could be minimized by adjusting 
the RHOs, to reflect' the results ot the' watershed analysis using 
the interagency manual (Watershed Analysis Coordination Team, 
1994). The adjustment of RHCAs following site-specific analysis 
.without watershed analysis (as described in the November 10, 1994 
letter) may res;w.t in similar adverse effects as described above. 

Roads Management: Under the March 18, ~994EA and the October 
~~, ~994 letter, PACFISH only would apply to ongoing" road 
management activities if they posed an "unacceptable risk". NMFS 
believes 'that, because of the diffic:ulty of sorting ,out the 
accumulated effects of individual roads on watersheds, roads in 
wa1;ersheds that may affect listed salmon sho~d be consistently 
managed to avoid adverse effects from sediinentation, f·ish passage 
problems, 'and altered hydrologic response, and to attain or 
surpass the RHOs. The PACFISH SlOGs for roads management are a 
reasonable approach to this problem, and should be implemented in 
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all ·may affect" watersheds (Le. roads management should not be 
put through the screens for "unacceptable risk." 

Guideline RF-3b was changed during Consultation from a directive 
to meet RHOs by ·closing and stabilizing,· or obliterating 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. 

., 

B. Rel.aticmship·to existiDg manageme:t directiou 

In its analysis and conclusion, NMFS considered several. factors 
.. re~ the relationship of PACFISH to the overall Federal 

land-use planning process: 

(1) The land-use planning processes of FS andBLM 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 £SA 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 epportunity. In this regard, ~.s believes 
that section 7 consultations may be both required and appropriate 
at several levels this planning process, where such planning . 

. actions .identify elements (~.g .. standards and guidelines, 
management objectives and goals, land use allocations, .etc.·, as 
we:ll· as actual. ground-disturbing actions) that may . affect listed 
species or designated critical habitat. Consultation on PACFISB 
is one of several consultations on the various components of 
land-use planning either completed or underway; these 
consultations include those for Rangeland Reform 94, individual 
LRMPs, and project-specific actions. 

In particular, the.analysis and conclusion in this biologiCal 
opinion is based on the assumptiou that consultation on t:he LRMPs 
for the Sawtooth National Recreation Area, and the Boise, Salmon, 
Payette, Challis, Nez Perce, omatilla·an4 Wallowa Whitman . 
National Forests shall be completed by March 1, 1995.· 

(2) NMFS similarly recognizes . the temporal relatiOnship of. 
i'ACFISH with other aspect:s of the land-Use planning process. As 
stated .above, NMfS has analyzed the effects of PACFISH with the . 
understanding .that PACFISH will be in effect for 18 months . That 
PACFISH ac1dressesonly a porti-on 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 
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subsequently. Consequently,· the analysis and conclusion in this 
biological opinion is based on the assumption that consultation 
on the EISs for ecosystem management in eastern Oregon, .' . 
Washington and Idaho shall be completed no later tban publication 
of the Record of Decision- for those EISs 18 months from the aate 
that PACFISH is implemented. . 

. (3) Upon implementation of PACFISH, but prior to completion of 
the ongoing consultations on LRMPs, NMFS further believes that 
application of section 7(d) of the ESA·to site-specific actions 
[through the consultation-on the LRMPs] will reduce the potential 
for adverse effects to listed species and their designated 
critical habitat, . ' .' .. :. 

PACFISB is not intended to. address ~very action or class of . 
actions· adversely affecting. listed salmon that may be. carried out· 
in accorda%1ce with ex;sting LRMPs or LOPs. However, the _. -
difference between those potentially harmful. actions .that PACFISH 
effectively addresses and those that it le~ves in place 'or does 
not address are a reasonable effect to analyze under the 
regulatory definition of "effects of the action" .. The 
conclusions made by NMFS on the questions 'of whether 
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 likelihood that they will be 
addressed by alternative approaches and mechanisms beyond the 
scope of PACFISH. The FS initiated !SA. section 7 consultation 
nth 1OO'S on the LRMPs for the Umatilla and Wallowa-Whitman 
National Forests on August 3, 1994, and initiated consultation on 
the LRMPs for the Sawtooth National Recreation Area and the .. 
Boise, Payette, Salmon, Cballis, and .Nez Perce National Forests 
in Idaho on September 12, 1994. NMFS is addressing the issues 
described below in more detail during the consultations on the 
LRMPs and will address these issues further in the geographically 
specific EISs. 

By making. protective measures for riparian and aquatic habitats 
more conservative and consistent, the. proposed RHOs, RHCAs and 
.S~s should help prevent -adverse effects to. J.isted species from 
future project-specific activities in many instances, relative to 
what might ~ve occurred consistent with the existing guidance in 
LRMPs and LOPs. . 

However, there are potential 'effects to listed sPecies and 
critical habitat that ·may only be ciddressed at .the broad scale of 
PACFISH because' they may not be adequately addressed in 

_ project-Specific co~tations •.. Currently, section 7 
consultations for land management.actions are being carried out 
by watershed, subwatershed or individual ·prOj ect. The -combined 
effects of Federal actions on salmon subpopulations that may be 
distributed across' more than one watershed may not be adequately 
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considered by consultations at these scales (particularly at the 
project scale). For example, potential broad-scale adverse 
effects include the effects of rOad construction and timber 
harvest in roadless areas and other areas of remaining high
quality· habitat· on the_availability and quality of habitat 
refugia for remaining subpopulationsof listed salmon. 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 ~, listed Species, and designated critical habitat, and 
because of other reasons described below, SOllIe actions that would 
adversely atfece listed sallllQ11, or their designated· critical 
habitat may be not- be prevented by PACFISR at earlier planning 
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 RHCAs 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 
eliminated where the action agencies complete both watershed 
analysis and project-specific analysis prior to adjusting RHCAs. 
These project-level decisions will.be preceded by NEPA and ESA 
review. -

1. tiparilm Ha:i1agement Objectives 

As stated previously, RHOs provide a consist~nt set of target 
conditions for riparian areas and fish habitat and should have a 
positive effect to listed species and their designated critical 
habitat over what is currently occurring, since land managers 
will have to proceed cautiously in order to protect habitat and . 
allow nacural restoracion to begin. However, because the 
eilviromztental baseline· consists of widespread poor habitat 
eonditions On USFS- and BLM-admin;stered lands and because 
PACFISR does not provide specific direction to achieve RHOs, and 
because of the time necessary.to recover habitat, NMFS -believes 
that poor. habitat conditions wil;L persist on BLM and OSFS lands, 
even with.the implementation of the PACFISR direction. 

The PACFISR water temperature RHOs, as amended· by the October 11,· 
1994 letter (see APPendix la), are adequate to support salmon 
spawning, where RHOs are attained. However, the RHOs· leave 
little room for ·unforeseen events or conditions that could raise 
water temperatures. The amended temperature RHO of 64 F in 
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rearing and migratory~habitat is set at a level where sublethal 
stress to rearing juvenile SR spring/summer chinook salmon and 
migrating adult"SR spring/summer chinook salmon and. SR sockeye 
salmon is possible· (Axmour 1991); However, in many,· if not most,· 
watersheds containing designated critical habitat, water 
temperatures currently exceed the RHOs. This is particularly 
true in mainste~ rivers that constitute migratory habitat for all 
three listed species. Because the RMOs for temperature do not 
accommodate any temperature increases from FS or BLM land 
management actions in watersheds with designated critical 
habitat, the RMOs should guide land managers to avoid. further 
reductions in. stream shade and channel widening. Also, the 
general S&G requirement that most kinds of actions not retard . 
attainment of the RHOs should help restore~the conditions and 
processes needed begin tb:e reduction of water temperatures where 
they are too warm. NMFS will further address actionS that affect 
stream temperatures in watershed and ongo~g LRMP consultations. 

2. Riparian Habitat cOnservation AreaS (DCAs) 

Although the proposed RHCAs provide a co~istent starting point 
for Federal land managers, and are, in most cases, ~ore 
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 
RHCA for fish~bearing and permanently flowing non fish-bearing 
streams may not adequately protect meandering, low-gradient, 
permanently flowing streams with 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 ()f the 
floodplain, .if forest managers decide the proposed action will 
not degrade the RHCA. Depending on whether or not these 
decisions are made ina biologic~ly 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. PACFISR would 
only apply· to actions outside of RHCAs if forest managers decide 
that those actions pose an unacceptable risk: (for ongoing .. 
aCt·ions) or if they decide those actions would degrade the RHCAs. 
Thus PACFISH does not ~consistently control adverse effects:from 
actions outside of RHCAs, since it defers such decisions_to local 
land ~gers without providing a clear decision framework~ 
However, NMFS 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. NMFS participation 
on the PACFISR Implementation Team should also reduce the . 
likelihood of adverse effects .. 

The proposed RHCAs stop at·the edge of the lOO-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/summer chinook salmon in streams with narrow 
floociplains. . However, NMFS can address this probl~m in watershed 
or site-specific consultations, where these conditions occur. 

-' 
Ground disturbance within or outside of RHCAs (caused by timber 
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 
ale 1992).. Laboratory and field studies summarized by Chapman 
and McLeod (1987) and Hicks et ale (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 1II1II to. 9.5 1IIIIl in. size) reduced 
fish survival from egg to emergence of fry, and caused . earlier .. 
emergence of Surviving fry. Smaller fry could be expected to 
suffer higher mortality rates.· 

The proposed lUiCAs·are reduced ~n size by half in non-key 
watersheds, relative to key watersheds (see Appendix A). The 
action agencies have not presented an analysis of potential 
downstream effects of reduced protection for intermittent streams 
in the Clearwater River Basin that are outside of designated 
critical habitat .. Because of the reduced RHCA size in non-key 
watersheds, management activities along intermittent streams in 
the Clearwater River Basin could result in stream temperature 
changes (Beschtaet ale 1987,' Chamberlin et ale 1991) reduced 
recruitment" of large woody debris that helps moderate sed;"ment. 
transport (Bisson et ale 1987),· increased sediment generation 
(rhamN>..rlin et ale .1991), and reduced sediment filtration (Belt 
et ale 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 majnstem Clearwater 
River. Higher stream temperatures in the Clearwater River could 

. alter the timing of adult and juvenile SR fall chinook salmon 
·migrations "to. less .thanopeimum (Fall Cbjnook Meeting, Dworshak 
National Fish Hatchery, January 14, . 1994). Water· temperatures 
reduced below natural in' the Clearwater River during winter are 
of particular concern for fall chinook salmon due to the 
possibility of delayed fry emergence (Arnsberg et. al 1992) • 
This problem is due in part to water management 'at DworshakDam 
past and in part to forest management practices in the Clearwater 
National Forest ,thae 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 
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incremental risk to listed SR fall chinook salmon from potential 
project level actions by the action agencies consistent wieh the 
inte=elated LRMPs and LOPs. These project level actions will be 
subject to ESA consultation· as well as NEPA· compliance. NMFS and 
the action agencies will further address ehe suitability of 
limiting key watersheds to those watersheds with designated 
critical habitat in ongoing consultations on LRMPs (October l3, 
1994 meeting). Also, NMFS will address this issue in its 
recovery plan for SR salmon. However, NMFS cannot address this 
during watershed consultations since, with the exceptions 
described under Section II's Key Watersheds discussion above, the 
.action agencies are not consulting with NMFS on actions taken in 
the Clearwater River.; 

3. Key Watersheds 

A broad-scale effect of PACFISH concerns ehe 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 (l993), the 

.FSEIS/Record of Decision on Management of Habitat for Late
·Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the 
Range of the Northe= Spotted Owl (U.S. Department of Agriculture 
and U.S. Department of the Interior 1994), and the interagency· 
Watershed Analysis Coordination Team (l994) described watershed 
analysis as a set of procedures that would examine watershed· 
status, resilience and capabilities as a basis for planning land· 
management actions,. monitoring and restoration. Although ehe 

. 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 
RHCAs), and ·therefore may not prevent adverse effects (as 
described in the sections on RMOs and S~s) to listed salmon 
arising from site-specific actions auehorized consistent with the 
LRMPs/LOPs. The action agencies do not expect watershed analysis 
procedures for use· in the range of PACFISH to be fUlly developed 
and field-tested during the period the interim PAGFISH strategy 
is in effect.; NMFS and the action agencies will further address 
the relationship between watershed analysis and prOposed actions 
in cu=ent consultatio~ on LRMPs and through the geographically-
specific EISs.· . . . 

4. Standards and .Guidelines (S&Gs) 

Fire/fuels Hanagement:These.guidelinesare a reasonable 
. starting pOint for wildfire sUppresSion activities. HoWever,· the 
guidelines would allow prescribed bu=ing and "fuels management" 
to occur within or outside RHCAs if land managers predict that 
they will not prevent attainment of the RHOS. Because of . 
inherent risks of excessive vegetation removal, sedimentation, 
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and escaped fires, it ~y be prudent to limit t'hese actions 
within RHCAs to situations ,where they are needed to attain RMOS, 
and then only after watershed analysis. 

, s. ao~ess Areas 

Road construction has been a primary cause of salmonid habitat 
decline (Eastside Forests Scientific Society Panel ~993, FEMAT 
~993, The Wilderness Society 1993, Everett et al. ~994, Wissmar 
et a1. ~994). FEMAT (~993)summarized Furniss et a1. (~99~) as 
follows: 

Roads may .have unavoidable, effects on streams, no matter 
how well they ~e located, designed or maintained .•• Roads' 
modify natural hillslope drainage n~tworks and accelerate 
erosion processes. These changes can alter physical 
processes in streams, leading to changes in streamflow 
regimes, sediment transport and storage~ channel bank and' 
bed configurations, substrate composition, and stability of 
slopes adj acent to streams. These changes cali 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 (FEMAT 1993, Eastside Forests Scien:ific society Panel 
~993). COnsideration of land allocations, i:lcluding roadless 

'areas, was a crucial factor in estimating salmonidpopulation 
viability under different alternatives in the final supplemental 
EIS for managing Federal lands in the range of the northern 
spotted owl.. 

PACFISH would 'not directly prohibit construction of new roads, or 
require a reduction in total road mileage in keY'watersheds in 
inventoried roadless areas not proposed for wilderness 
designation in LRMPs. However, ,considerable (albeit temporary) 
protection for these areas will be afforded by the requirement to 
complete watershed analysis prior to const~cting roads in RHCAl? 
CUrrent FS practice includes the ~equirement of an EIS prior to 
entry into roadless areas. This should preclude construction of 
valley' bottom or mid-slope roads until watershed analysis 
procedures are developed, tested, and finalized, since stream 
(and therefore RHCA) crossings generally would be.requir-ed. 

A strategy for identifying and protecting remaining areas of high 
quality salmon habitat at the landscape scale is 'cruci,al to the 
survival and recovery of listed salmon (Eastside Forests . 
Scientific Society Panel l.993, FEMAT ~993, Frissell et al. l.993, 
The Wilderness Society 1.993). However, the analysis of habitat 
refugia is beyond the scope of PACFISH, and the length of time it 
would require' would foreclose the opportunity to issue the 
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interim PACFISH guidance. NMFS expects that the action agencies, 
in cooperation with NMFS, will identify potential refugia in the 
Eastside Ecosystem Management Assessment and opper Columbia River 
Basin' Assessment. NMFS will focus this consultation on the 
proposed scope of PACFISH as an interim riparian management 
strategy in place until these more comprehensive analyses can be 
completed. NMFS and the action agencies also will-address 
potential refugia in ongoing consultations on the LRMPs. 

C. Cumulative Effects 

CUmulative effects are defined in 50 CFR 402.02 as "those effects 
of future'State or private activities, not involving Federal ,.' 
activities, that are reasonabl,y certain to occur within the 
action area of the Federal action subject to consultation." For 
the purposes of this analysis, the· action area includes all OSFS 
and BLM lands in all watersheds that contain designated critical 
habitat for listed SR salmon, or that do not contain,designated 
critical habitat hut in which land management actions are subject 
to section 7 consultation for "may affect" actions (this has at 
times included portions of the Clearwater River basin excluding 
the North Fork Clearwater River above Dworshak'Dam. 

In the SR Basin, non-Federal lands have been subjected to as 
great or greater degradation of fish habitat than Federal lands. 
Although no information on non-Federal lands was provided ~n 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 remote, more accessible, and subject to 
a somewhat larger array of impacts than Federal lands. . However, 
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 agric:ul.ture; water 
wit~drawals and diversions, urbanization, riparian road building, 
logging, and livestock grazing· (Bevan et a1. 1994, Wissmar et al. 
~994). This. has resulted. in loss of riparian vegetation, 
increased water temperature, increased nutrient loading, loss of 
pools, and increased fine sediment (for an e.vample of stream 
conditions on non-Federal-land.see the discussion of the Tucannon 
River in OSDA ~982a and Theurer et al. ~985). These impacts have 
substantially reduced survival for SRspring/summer chinook 
salmon in many watersheds, and for SR fall chinook salmon in some 
river reaches. 

To some extent, the protective measures included in PACFISH may 
reduce the availability of Federal timber, rangeland, mineral and 

, recreational resourCes to local user groups. The draft EA 
predicted cancellation of some timber sales within' the 
Clearwater and Nez Perce National 'Forests and in the BLM coeur 
d'Alene District due to restrictions in PACFISH. The draft EA 
also predicted a reduction in livestock grazing in RHCAs of 
affected areas. Depending on other economic factors that are 
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impossible to predict within the scope of this Op~on, these 
restrictions could lead to increased resource use on non-Federal 
~ands with accompanying damage to riparian and fishery habitats •. 
However, there is inadequate information to determine whether 
these changes to non-Federal actions are reasonably c~ to' 
occur. 

vrI. CONCLtTSION 

In general t .PACFISH represents an improvement over existing 
planning direction. The implementation of PACFISH should avoid 
'and reduce degradatidn of designated critical habitat, and 
prevent . increases in habitat-related. sa3-moll . mortuity, from· most 
classes of ongoing and ~uture land management actions , relative 
to what Would have occurred under. the LRMPs and LUI's without 
PACFISH. PACFISH is likely to be most effective in ameHorating 
prob~ems from timber harvest, road construction, and road' . 

. maintenance; howeVer; ;ts ·effectiveness in controlling ongoing 
t .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 .opini.ons. 

NMFS has determined that, based on the available information, the 
interim PACFISH guidance is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of SR sockeye sumon, SR spring/summer 
chinook salmon, or SR fall chinook salmon, or result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of critical habi~t. 

Implementation ·of PACFISH coUid foster.the begiiming 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 
existing degradation of. the environmental baseline. Possible 
c:umulative effects occurring in. the action .area from 
implementation of PACFISH are dif~icult to pr~dict but are not 
~ikely to Pe significant. 

Onder the ESA' and its implementing regulations, and existing 
agency policies,·agencies.~t avoid or minimize incidental take 
at their earliest opportunity. There~ore programmatic measures 
that will reduce the ·potential for taking.are an appropriate 
result of a consultation on a prqgrammatic action. Consultations 
and further measures to' avoid or minimize incidental take may 
still be necessary' at the LRMP 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. 
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v:tJ:J:. REmrnATJ:ON OF CONSllLTATJ:ON 

. Consultation must be _reinitiated if: (1) new information reveals 
effects of_the action that may affect listed species in a way not 
previously considered; the action, as described in the-March 18, 
1994 EA and amended by the October 11, 1994 letter, . (2) PACFISR 
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 402.16) _ 

Because the proposed PACFISH direction does not provide specific 
guidance for monitoring the overall effectiveness of 'PACFISH . 
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 PACFISR beyond 1.8 months 
after its implementation be a modification of the proposed action 
that_would 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 PACFISH. 

NMFS' c::onclusion on PACFISR is based in parton the aSsumption 
that some of the adverse effects from interrelated actions not 
prohibited by PACFISH will be addressed in consql~ationson the 
LRMPs for the Sawtooth National Recreation Area 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 PACFISR shall be reinitiated in the event that 
consultation on the EISs for these LRMPs is not concluded and a 
biological opinion issued for these LRMPs by March l, 1995. 

n. CONSnvAnON RECOMHENDAnONS 
- . 

Conservation recommendations are discretionary measures suggested 
to minimize or avoid adverse effects of a proposed action on 

-listed species, to minimize -or avoid adverse modification- of 
designated critical habitat, to develop additional information, 
or to assist- the Federal -agencies_in complying with their 
obligations under section ,7 (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 
BLM. 

For- clarity, NMFS has organized conservation recommendations into_ 
categories of actions that NMFS bel-ieves will assist the USFS and 
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BLM in minimizing their impacts to listed salmon and designated 
critical habitat at the earliest opportunity. 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 elements 
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 under 
PACFISH interim direction; (4) recommended elements for·the 
geographically-specific EISs. 

A. Clarifications to PACFJ:SH interim direction to provide 
further consistency a=d protection· for listed SalmOn . 

1. The· FS and BLM,. in ·coordinition with the Interior Columbia 
Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP), shOuld provide to 
NMFS following the issuance of this biological opinion the 
following information to facilitate project-level coDsultations 
that will be occurring during the period PACFISH is in place. 
The OSFS arid 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 areas to include inventoried and non
inventoried roadless areas in the Snake River Basin; 
b. descriptions of the roadless areas including names, 
locations, sizes. and general geomoxphological 
characteristics; . 
c. a description of any.planned road ·construction 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 designat~d critical habitat. 

2. :RHOs 

a.· To provide the maximum benefit for listed salmon, NMFS 
strongly 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 a . 
reach or watershed basis to reflect the naturally attainable 
levels for the key and supporting ·features for that r.each or 
watershed •. However, RHOs should not be adjusted to reflect less 
optimum habitat conditions than the interim RHOs unless supported 
by the results of watershed analysis and permitted by section 7 
consultation for. the ~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) 
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that are likely to·degrade habitat conditions in designated 
critical habitat that currently meet or surpass the Minimum 
criteria set by the ·interim RMOs should be modified or 
eliminated. Exceptions to this condition may be made as a result 
of section· 7 consultation with NMFS. ..... 

3. RHCAs 

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 
Critical habitat shoUld be included in the proposed RHCA for 
category 1 - Fish-bearing streams. 

b. Actions or groups. of actions outSide of RHCAs but that may 
.affect RBCAs, due to· their prox;m;tyto the RBCAs 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· 
channel},. or non-forested rangeland ecosystems with floodplains 
less than 100 feet wide) should be specifically addressed by the 
FS and BLM in their biological assessments on specific actions or 
groups of actions submitted for section 7 consultation. 

c. The interim RHCAs for non-forested rangeland ecosystems 
should include the lOO-year floodplain and adjacent riparian 
areas. 

d .. Interiul· PACFISH RHCA widths should nOt be made smaller 
unless appropriate. data is provided that meets requirements·, 
which will pe mutually. agreed to by NMFS and action agencY 
biologists,. or unless supported by the results of watershed 
analysis and permitted by section 7 consultation·for the subject 
watershed. . 

.e. The FS and BLM should use ·procedures equiValent to the 
Federal Wetlands Manual (U.S. Army Corps ·of Engineers et al. 
1987) to identify riparian areas within RHCAs. The FS and BLM 
should provide NMFS with these· procedures for review. 

f. ·The FS and BLM ~hoUidapply PACFISR RHCAs for key. watersh~ 
in the Clearwater River Basin ·(excluding the North Fork 
Clearwater River above Dworshak Dam). in those watersh~ds where 
land management actions may affectwaterqua1ity in designated 
critical habitat.. . 

4. lteywatersheds 

a. During theperlod PACFISH interim gui~ce is in place, and 
until final key watersheds are designated in the Record of 

. Decision based on the EISs for ecosystem. management, the FS <ind 
ELM should.treat as interim key watersheds those watersheds that 
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contain salmonids proposed for listing or proposed critical 
habitat. 

h. The FS and Bi.M shQuld coordinate with NMFS,tUough· NMFS' 
representatives to the ICBEMP, on proposed and' final designation 
o£ key watersheds 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 £SA during the period that PACFISH direction is in 
place, the FS and BLM should, in coordination with NMFS, analyze 
and report to NMFS on the need to designate additional key 
watersheds.' . 

5 ~ Watershed. Analysis 

a. m!FS reCommendS that watershed analysis be designed and 
carried out to meet the goals. described on p. C-18 t~ C-19 of the 

.March 18, 1994 PACFISB !!:A, in 'accordance with the following steps 
and timeframes: 

(1) The FS and BLM should provide to NMFS as soon as 
possible, a list and description of watershed analyses 
cui'rently 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 
NMFS' repre~entatives to the Interagency Watershed Analysis 
Coordination Team and the ICBEMP, regarding priorities and . 
initial procedures for .prototype watershed anal.y-ses, means 
of peer review and other evaluation 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 geographically-speeific EISs, 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 ~ consultations as of the date revision of . 
watershed ~ysis procedures is completed. • 

b) For new mineral exploration and extraction actions authorized 
or .permitted by the FS or BLM that may adversely affect listed' 
salmon, the agencies should complete watershed analYSis prior to 
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authorizing or permitting those actions in RHCAs of watersheds 
with designated critical habitat. 

c) "The FS and BLM. should evaluate means and possible benefits of 
withdrawal of RHCAs for new mineral entry in areas 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 plamting actions that 
are likely·to adversely affect listed salmon· or designated 
critical habitat. . 

e) Where possible, ~e FS and BLM should complete watershed 
analysis prior to plann;ng·and carrying out prescribed burning. 
and fuels management actions inside RHCAs. 
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6. Watershed Restoration 

The FS and BLM should begin identifying areas that are in need of 
watershed restoration .immediately upon implementation of PACFISB, 
and should begm 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. Statldards and Guidelines 

a. 'The FS and BLM shotild attempt, to ·the extent'practicable; 'to' 
complete Road Management Plans and Transportation Management 
Plans within the Period of PACFISB impiementation. . 

b. The followillg gui~ should be added' to ~ beginning of 
guideline MM-l:' ,"Avoid adverse effects to listed species and 
designated critical'habita~ from 'mineral operations." 

c. ,The FS and BLM should provide gu-idance to land managers on 
how to decide in a consistent and biologically risk-aversive 
manner whether "no .alternative to siting facilities in RHCAs 
exists" (MM-2) and "no alternative to locating mine waste ... in 
RHCAs exists" (MM-3). This guidance shall be submitted to NMFS 
for review within 3 months of the implementation of PACFISB. 

d~ Guideline RF-3b should be amended to read as follows: ' 
-clOSing and stabiliziilg, or obliterating and stabilizing roads 
not needed for future management activities. Prioritize these . 
actions based on. the current and potential damage to listed ' 
anaeromous fish .and their designated critical habitat, ,and the 
ecological value of the ripar~an resources affected." ' 

B. ReC'ammended elements for .monitoring the effectiveness of 
PACPJ:SE 

1. The FS and BLM, in cooperation with NMFS, should develop a 
quality control team to oversee the application of the 
"unacceptable risk" ,screens for ongoing actions. ,This team would 
address the consisten~ of scientific: and technical information'· . 

. used to make determinations using the screens. and should develop 
inter-regional review methodologies. 

2 • ,Monitoring the impiemeIi.tation of PACFISB interim direction 
is critical to documenting the· progress towards achieving the 
stated goals of PACFISB. The results of such monitoring are 
needed to assist in identifYing the long-term needs of the 
species. The FS and BLM should prepare and submit a joint report 
to NMFS within one year of PACFISB implementation: 
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,-

a. A section describing progress on the identification and 
designation of:key watersheds . 

.b. A section describing. 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. and relating those results to status·of 
attainment of riparian management objectives and protection 
of listed ,salmon. by watershed. 

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 summary of land management actions (e. g. timber 
harvest by acres, changes in equivalent elearcut 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. RHt:As. or that affect attain .... ..nt of 
RMOs. by watershed. This section should include an analysis 
of· whether the actions. were implemented in accordance with 
thePACFISH interim guidance. ' , 

f. A section describing the effectiveness of the PACFISH 
interim guidance in avoiding adverse effects to listed 
species and designated critical hab~tat, by watershed., 

3 • The FS and BLM should. in coordination with the ICBEMP. plan 
and initiate validation monitoring to eyqmjne the ·assumptions 
'used in designing the PACFISH RHOS; RMOs and S&Gs as protective 
measures, for' listed anadromous salmonid fishes and their 
designated critical .habitat. The FS and BLM should' report to 
NMFS on progress in developing validation 'monitoring: plans within 

. one year of PACFISH implementation. 

C. Recommendations to simPlify project- or watershed-level 
consultations, (see also reco=lendations on momtoringl 

'" 

, l.. The FS and BLM 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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Clearwater River Basin excluding the North Fork Clearwater River 
above Dworsbak Dam). In order to facilitate 'consultation and to 
reduce the need for emergenc;y consultatiOns during fire season, , 
the FS and M.M should, attempt' to complete the fire management BA ' 
prior'to the an;icipated start of 'the 1995 fire season in 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 Cl,earwater River 
above Dworsbak Dam) should provide the available data and 
analysis needed to describe potential, downstream eff,ects on water 
quUity '(e~g.' temperature, sediment load, and eoatamiriants), and' 
peak flow timing and volume wit¥n designated critical habitat. 

%. ~c1c!ental· ':ake StatelReZl.t 

Section 9 .of the £SA prOhibits any taking (harass, mlrm~ pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wOund; 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 COJ:l,tinued 
existence of a listed species or result in the destruction or 
aaverse modification of critical habitat) and that action may 
incidentally take individuals of listed species, NMFS will issue 
an incidental take statement that (1) specifies the impact·of.any 
incidental taking of endangered or threatened speCies; .(2) 
specifies the reasonable and prudent measur~ that are necessary 
to minimize impacts; and (3) sets forth tez'1llS'Uld COnditioDS with 
which the action agency must' comply in order to implement the 
reasonable 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 £SA.,' '., 

III the c:a.se of PACFISH" NMFS is, not specifying any incidental 
take level. ,NMFS will be better able to identify the amount or 
extent of incidental tak;ng and'more comprebensively.identify 
those reasoDable and prudent measures necessary, \to mcnitor and 
reduce take in future biological opinions. ' Therefore no 
incidental ,take statement is provided, and no take is authorized 
incidental, to USFS or BLM activities under PACFJ;SH. ' -
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XXI. Append; x A 

INTERIM lUPARUH DNAGEHENT OBJECTIVES 'AND . 
lUPARUH HABITAT CONSERVATZON AREAS 
FDmL PROPOSAL IDENt:IPlED BY uSps AND BLH 

DlJRDlG SEC'l'l:ON 7 CONSULTATION 
ON INTElUM PACFISH DIRECTION 

Interim Objectives Habitat Feature 

" 

Pool Frequency 
{all systems) 

"Varie~ by channel width, see below: 

wetted width in feet: 
~ poQl.s per mile": 

Water Teq,erature" ". . .:. "", . 

10 20 25" 50" . 75 loOO lo25 
96 56" 47 26 23 . i8 lo4 

. ..... 

lo50· 200 
"lo2 9 

NO" measurable increase in mciximum ~ate"r temperat,ure. * 

Maximum water temperatures below 64 F within"migration and 
rearing habitats, and below 6D F within spawning babitats. 

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

"loa:'ge Wooc!y Debris 
Washingeon. 
(forested systems) 
diameter; >50 

BaDk Stability 
(non-forested systems) 

Lower Bank Angle 

(non-forested sy~tems) 

Width/Depth Ratio 

(all systems) 

Coastal. ca.l.ifornia. Oregon, and 

>80 pieces per mile; >24 inch 
foot length. 

East of cascade Crest in OregOn. 
Washington, Idaho. >20 pieces per 
mile; >22 inch diameter; >35"foot 
length. " 

>80 per<::ent stable. 

>75 "percent of banks with >9-0 degree 
angle" 

(Le. undercut). 

"':lO. mean wetted width divided by mean 
depth " . 
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lUPAIUAN' DBXUT CONSERVATION AREAS (RECAs) 

The interim RHCA widths would apply. until (1) Watershed Analysis 
. is completed, (2) a site~specific a%1alysis is c:onductedand . 
described ana the rationale for modification of interim· RHCA ' 
boundaries is presented, or (3)·the termination of the interim 
direction. 

.Four categories of stream or water body, and the standard widths 
for each !U'e: 

. category 1 ~ Fish-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 ~ inner gorge, or to the outer· edges of the· . 
lOO-year floodplain, or to the oUter edges of riparian 
:vegetatio~ or ·.to a, c1istance. equal ·to· .the height of two . 
site-pote%iti.al trees; or.·300 feet slope ·c1istance. <.600 .feet., 
includirig both sides ·of ~be. stream channel), whicheii:er is 
greatest. . 

. . 
cat.egory 2 - Permanently flowing non-fish-bearing streUlS: 
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 loOO-year flooc1 plain, ·or to the outer 
edges of riparian vegetation. or to a c1istance 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. . . . 

catego;Y"3 - PO%!.ds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands greater 
than 1 acre: Interim 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 c1istanceequal to the height of one . 
site-potential tree, or 150 feet· slope c1istance from the . 
edge of. the maximUm pool elevation of constructed ponels and 
reservoirs or from the edge of the wetland, pond or lake, 
whichever is greatest. 

category 4 - Seasonally flowing or inte:mittent streUlS, 
wetlanc1s less than 1 acre, landslides, and landslide-pro:e 
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, 
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b. the intermittent stream channel and the' area to the 
top of the imler gorge, 

c. the intermittent stream channel or wetland and the 
area to the. outer edges of .the riparian 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, 
whichev.er is gre;;ttest; 

e. for watersheds'not identified as "Key Watersheas, the 
area from' the edges of the stream channel, wetland, 
landsl'ide, .or·;landslide-prone areat9 .a distance equal 
to the· height of one-half site potential tree, or 50 
feet slope distance, whichever is greateSt. : . .' 

.. . 
In non:"forest;ed rangeland 'ecosystems, the. interim RHCA width fo~ 
pe~eritly flOwing s~reams' in calfegory 1 and 2 is ·the extent;. of 
the 100 year flOl'd plain:: .. 

/ 

--

'--
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nII. Appendix B. 

FINAL DEFDO:Tl:ONS PROPOSED BY USPS AND BLH' 
DtmmG SECTION 7 CONSUL'l'A1'l:ON 

ON %NTElUK PACFLSli DDEcnON 

Adverse Effects: Adverse effects include short or long-term, 
direct or indirect management-related, impacts of an individual 
or cumulative nature, such as mortality, reduced growth' or other 
adverse physiological changes, harassment of fish, pltysical 
disturbance of redds, reduced reproductive success, delayed or 
premature migration, or other adverse behavioral changes to 
listed anadromous salmonids at any life stage. Adverse effects 
to designated critical habitat inelude effeets to any of the 
essential features of critical habitat (e.g., as described at 58 
Fa 08543) that would diminish ,the value of the habitat for the' 
survival and recovery of listed anadromoussalmonids. 

Adverse :tmpacts:· As used to define unacceptable risk, the term . 
refers to manage~~t-related, short or long-term, director 

, indireet impacts of an indiviqual or j:UIIIIllative nature that 
jeopardize the viability of. or which may cause a non-listed 
anadromous salmonid population to become threatened or 

. endangered. 

Attain RHOs: Meet riparian management objectives for the given 
attributes. ,For habitats below the objective level, recovery 
will be initiated during the period the interim strategy is in 
place. For habitats at or better than the objective level, 
'maintain at, least the current condition. Actions that adE\gradea 
habitat conditions (as defined elsewhere) would be eonsidered 
inconsistent with the concept of attaining RHOs. 

Avoid to the Greatest Extent Practicable/Possible: Apply 
pre-protect planning, best available technology, management 
practices, and scientific knowledge to eliminate known management 
induced i-pactS,and minimize the risk of potential impacts. 

Best conventional: Most effective existing techniqt;es, methods 
and/or management practices. 

Degrade: MeasurablY' change an RMO feature in a way that: 

-- further' reduces habitat quality, where existkg 
conditions meet or are worse than the objective values. 

-- reduces habitat quality, where existing conditions are 
better than the ob~ective values. 

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, 
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include (1). the specific areas within the geographical area 
occupied by a Federally listed species on which are found 
physical or biological features essential to the conservation of· 
the species, and that may require special management 
considerations or protection, and (2) specific areas outside the 
geographical area occupied by a listed species, 'upon 
determination by the Secretary of Commerce or Interior that such 
areas are essential for the conservation of the species. 

Fish-bearing SI::-eams: Stream segments that support fish during 
.all or a portion of a typical year. 

ltigh-watez-- Qual,ity: Water with the physical; biological 8nd' 
chemical attributes nece~saryto meet the life~history 
requirements and provide for the naturally-attainable 
productivity of anadromous salmonids. 

Minimize: Apply pre-protect planning, best available 
technology, management practices, and scientific knoWledge to 
red~c~ the magnitude, extent and/or duration of i~cts. 

Non-Forested Rangelands: Land on which the native vegetation is 
predo~~tely gras~e~, ~ss-l~ke plants, forbs,.or shrubs. In 
'determuung what IIUll.l.IIIUIII 1llter~m RHCA boundary w~dths 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 cover of adjacent uplands). 

Ongoing Acticms: Those. actions that have been implemented, or 
have contracts awarded, or perauts issued and (within the 'range 
of listed anadromous salmonids) for which BA's have be~ prepared 
and submitted for consultation, prior to signature of the 
decision notice for.the proposed action (PACFISH Interim 
Direction) • . 

Pe:mane%l.tly Flowing, Non-Fish-bearing SI::-eams: 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 RHOs: 'Preclude attainment of habitat 
conditions that meet RHOs. Permanent or long-term modification of 
the physical !biological processes or conditions that determine 
the RMO features would be considered to prevent attainment of 
RMOs. 

Proposed or New Acticms: Those actions that have not been 
i1llPlemented, 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 EA's 
have not been prepared and submitted for consultation, prior to 
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signature of the decisipn notice for the proposed action (PACFISH· 
Interim Direction> . 

Retard Attainment of RHOs: Measurably slow recovery of any 
identified RHO feature (e.g., pool frequency. water temperature, 
etc.) that is worse than the cibjective level. Measurable 
degradation of the physical/biological process or conditions that 
determine RHO features would be considered to retard attainment 
of RHOs. • 

Short-Term Habitat Impacts: Impacts of a ~hort duration -
generally days or'weeks - that would not retard or prevent 
attainment'of RHOs: : . 

UDacce.ptable l!.isk: A level of risk from an ongoing activity or 
group of ongoing activities that ·is.~etermined through NEPA 
analysi5, and/or through the preparation or subsequent review of 
biological assessments/evaluations to be: . 

I 

-likely to adversely affect" listed anadromous salmonic!s 
or their designated critical habitat or 

"likely to adversely impact" the viability' of non-listed 
anadromous salmonic!s. 
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Draft Unacceptable Risk Checklist 
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PURPOSE 

"*A'**,., 01/19/95 DRAFT *"'**'*. 
PROTOCOL FOR SCREENING FOREST SERVICE & BU ONGOING ACTIONS 

IN llATEl!.SlIEDS VITI! USTEJ) AlIIJ)ROHOUS FISB FOR 
DETERHIlIING UNACCEPTABLE RISK 

Al~erna~ive 4, the agencies' proposed in~erim direc~ion ~o arres~ the 
degrada~ion and begin restora~ion of aqua~ic and riparian ecosys~ems cha~ 
support Pacific anadrOlllous sallllonids, provides for applica~ion of s=dards and 
guidelines ~o all new projec~ and activi~ies and selec~ed ongoing projec~ and 
ac~ivities that ·pose an "unaccepwle risk" to salmon and steelhead. The. 
Environmental Assessment equates unacceptable risk for listed ana~omous 
sallllonids ~o a determination of "likely to adversely affect. A pro~ocol is 
described below to facilitate screening· of ongoing "may affec~· projec~ and 
ac~ivities to de~ermine which are likely to adversely affec~ listed anadromous 
salmonids or their designa~ed critical ~bitat, and to which PACFISH in~erim 
direction (e.g., s=dards and guidelines) shall be applied to avoid adverse 
effects. 

Fores~ Service and Bureau of Land Kanagement fisheries biologistsk will use the 
checklis~ outlined below - in conjunc~ion with the Biological Assessmen~s 
prepared and submitted for ongoing projects and activi~ies, other relevant 
information, and professional judgemen~ - ~o evalua~e all ongoing ac~ions chat 
may affec~ listed anadrolDOUS salmonids. The ·screen· will be applied to 
ac~ions for which consultation has been ini~ia~ed but not completed - with the 
excep~ion of a small number of actions for which consultation is nearly 
comple~e (see attached list). The checklist will be applied to Se.ction 7 
Va~ershed Scale Biological Assessments ~o assess cumula~ive effects of 
individual ac~ions. One documen~ (screen) will be completed for each 
Biological ·Assessmen~. liben making the determination each ongoing projec~ or 
group of like ongoing projects addressed in the Biological ASsessment will be 
tested against the criteria. libere.appropriate, Fores~·Service and Bureau of 
Land Management biologist who prepared the initial Biological Assessments are 
encouraged to work together ~o comple~e the screens. Ongoing actions for which 
consultation has been completed vill not be screened. 

Based on the results of the cbecklis~, the biologist will determine if the 
ongoing action is likely to adversely affect listed salmon.. Screening results 
vill be forwarded to the Na~ional'Marine Fisheries Service (NKFS) to supplemen~ 
the Biological AsseSSDen~. 

Ongoing actions tha~ are likely to adversely affect listed salmon will be 
suspended or modified thrOugh application of PACFlSH interim direction to avoid 
.the adverse effects. until consultation is concluded. Ongoing acdons tha~ are 
determined not likely to adversely affec~ listed salmon·or their critical 

. habitat, based on the results 'of the checklist, uy continue pending conclusion 
of consultation with the lIKFS. 

* Fisheries biologis~ who signed the Biological Assessmen~ for the ongoing 
action or group of ongoing actions will apply the screen. libere that is 
no~ poSSible, a fisheries biologist with appropria~e experience and 
knowledge will apply the screen cri~eria. ,~ 



AA*A*A'** 01/19/95 DlAFT ********* 

CBECJa.lST Foa SCUENIRG ONGOING ACTIONS 
IN VAT!RSBEDS l1ITI! LISTED ANADMHOUS FISH FOil 

DETERXINING UNACCEl'TAlILE 1I.ISX 

Forest/BLK Onit: ________________________________________________________ __ 

BA Being Evaluated: ____________________ ~---------------------------------

Description of Ongoing Actions or Group of Actions within BA that are being 
tested against screens: __________________ ~ ______________________________ __ 

Initial determination made in the BA for these Ongoing Actions or Group of 
ActionS: 

____ ,Beneficial Effect 

_~_.Not Likely to Adversely Affect 

__ --'Likely to Adversely Affect 

Fisheries Biologist Performing Evaluation : ________________________________ _ 

Telephone Number: ______________________ __ Date: ______________________ ___ 

CBECJa.lST 

Respond with a Y (Yes) or N (No) to each component of the following two 
questions. Provide a brief rationale for responses, (Le., Cite the applicable 
page numbers of the BA, other relevant info=ation, or, in the absence of c;lata, 
the professional judgement that supports the response). 

1. Is it probable or foreseeable that the ongOing actions or group of ongoing 
actions would affect any of the following essential features of critical 
habitat, diminishing the'value of that habitat (relative to the current 
condition)? (Answer ·yes· if the ongoing action' is currently resulting, or 
will likely result, in a measurable or observable change in an essential 
feature of critical habitat, (i.e., a yes to any element of this question would 
result,in checking one or more elements of the second question). 

!fi.gration, Spawning and Rearing Habitats 

ilater quality (e.g., chemical, suspended sediment"temperature) 

lat1~le: ___ --' ______________________ __ 

Water quantity (Le., magnitude, duration, timing of highflow flows) 

lat1onale: ________________________________ ~ ________________ ___ 
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Waeer velocit:y 

Raeionale: 
--------------------------------------~-

Safe passage condieions 

Raeionale: __________________________________________________ __ 

Amoune of spawning area 

Raeionale: __________________________________________________ __ 

Subseraee characeeriseics 

RaeiODale:_· ______________________________________________ __ 

Space 

Rae1onale: __________________________________________________ __ 

Cover/she leer 

Raeionale: __________________________________________________ __ 

Riparian vegetaeion (does the aceion degrade/retard recovery?) 

iationale: __________________________________________________ __ 

Amoune or qualit:y of food (available eo rearing/lligraeing juveniles) 

Raeionale: __________________________________ ~ ________________ ~ 



2. Are any of the following impac~s on lis~ed anadromous salmonids occurring, 
or are foreseeable, as a resul~ of the ongoing ac~ion or group of ongoing 
ac~ions? (In responding, consider adverse effec~s resul~ing from modifica~ions 
of essen~ial fea~res of cri~ical habi~a~ and direc~ effec~.on the lis~ed 
salmon themselves.) 

Increased mor~ality (~o eggs, juveniles, or adults) 

Ba~1onale: __________________________________________________ ___ 

Reduced growth 

Ba~1onale: ____________________ ~ ____________________________ ___ 

Other adverse physiological changes (describe: ___________ ) 

Ba~1onale: _____________________________________ ~ __________ ___ 

Barassmen~ 

Bat1onale: __________________________________________________ ___ 

Physical disturbance of redds 

Ba~1onale:. _______________________ ~ ________________________ ___ 

Reduced reproduc~ive success 

Bat1onale: ____________________________________ ~-------------

Delayed/prema~re migra~ion 

Bat1onale: _________________________________________________ ___ 
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Other adverse behavioral changes (describe: ) ------------------Raeiouale: ____________________________________________________ __ 

ADVERSE EFFECTS DETERVDUTION 

Based on the screen checklist*. I certifY that the ongoing aceions described in 
the Biological Opinion are ·not likely to 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. 

EXCEl"l'IONS : 

1. The following ongoing projects or group of ' projects are, exceptions to the 
above determination: ______________________________________________________ __ 

2. PACFISH Standards and Guides were applied to the following projects to 
reverse the likely ,effect' determinations: ____________________________________________________________ __ 

3. PACFISH Standards and Guides as applied were not able to reverse the 
determination and the following project or projects are to be cancelled or 
terminated until a watershed analysis 'is completed: __________________________ _ 

Signature of Fisheries Biologist Date 

* A determination of "likely to adversely affect" will be made for any 
ongoing action or group of actions that result in a positive response to 
one or more of ,the checklist elements. 
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APPENDIX L: 
OVERVIEW OF FOREST SERVICE LAND MANAGEMENT PLANNING 

Introduction 

The 156 National Forests and Grasslands comprise about 191 million acres or 8.5 percent 
of the Unitep States (58 Fed. Reg. 19369). Forest Service line officers issue an estimated 
40,000 decisions a year accompanied 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 administrative appeals have been filed annually alleging 
environmental law violations. About 30 neW lawsuits are filed each year invoMng various 
Forest Service decisions and environmental law compHance. 

Under the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), National Forest System lands are 
administered for multiple use resources. 16 U.S.C. Sees. 528-531, 1604(e), 1607, and 1609. 
The courts have distinguished the multiple-use and sustained-yield mandate of national 
forests from other Congressional management mandates, such as national parks. See, 
Cronin v. United States Department of Agricufture, 919 F.2cl439, 444 (7th Cir. 1990) ("The 
national forests, unHke national parks, are not wholly dedicated to recreational and environ
mental values,"); Sierra Club v. Robertson, 845 F. Supp. 485, 489 (S.D. Ohio 1994) ("harvest
ing of timber is and aJways has been one of the purposes of the National Forest System"); 
Krichbaum v. Kelly 844 F. Supp. 1107. 1115 (W.O. Va 1994) ("Every pro cfrversity command 
in the regulatory scheme is quaflfied to permit multiple-use goals"); Resources Ud. v. 
Robertson, 789 F. Supp. 1529,1540 (D. Mont 1991) aff'd and reversed in part. 8 F.3d 1394 
(9th Cir. 1993) ("the Forest Service is faced with a nearly impossible task of serving 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 poHcy-oriented decision Congress wisely left to the 
cflScretion of experts - here, the Forest Service."). 

The Forest Service mustnarmonize its NFMA multiple-use. sustained-yield mandate with the 
requirements of other environmental laws 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 appucabfe laws. As noted. 
"below, this process involves discrete levels of programmatic and project decisiorJS. 
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How Do Forest Plans Fit into Forest Service Decisionmaking? 

There are four levels of Forest Service decisionmaking: 

National RPA Program (5 years); RPA Assessmerrt (10 years), 16 U.S.C. Sees. 1601, 
·1602. 

Regional Regional Guide and EIS (not required by statute, required by 36 CFR 219.4; 
nine regions in U.S.) 

Forest Plan Plan and EIS required for administrative units of National Forest System; 
NFMA does not require an EIS for plan approval or revision (16 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 documerrt 
for plan approval, amendment, or revision is subjeCt to administrative ap-
peal under 36 CFR 217. . 

Project Project decisions (critical decisions that change the environment) require 
additional NEPA and environmental law compliance (some uses such as oil 
and gas leasing, grazing and recreation developments have multi-step 
consideration at the project leveQ.1n 1992 Congress added requirements 
for notice and comment and administrative appeal of projects. Section 322, 
Interior Appropriations Act FIScal Year 1993 (106 Stat 1419); 36 CFR 215. 

The decisionmaking process is not sequential, but is continuous within and between each 
. level Continuous plan monitoring, evaluation, amendment or revision is undertaken. All 

project decisions are subject to site-specific compliance with federal environmental law such 
as NEPA. ESA. and the Clean Water Act, despite multiple levels of programmatic disclosure. 
Judicial review is available for decisions that represent "final agency action" and present a 
juSticiable controversy. 

The Forest Service Planning Handbook sets describes the plan and project levels of deci
sionmaking: 

Planning for units of the National Forest System involves two levels of decisions. The 
first is the development of a Forest Plan that provides cfrrectiori for.all resource man
agement programs, practices, uses, and protection measures: •. ~ The second level 
planning involves the analysis and implementation of management practices designed 
to achieve the goals and objectives of the Forest Plan. This level involves site-specific 
analysis to meet NEPA requirements for decisionmaking. FSM 1922, 53 Fed. Reg. 
26807,26809 (July 15, 1988). 

Congress ratified this multiple level decisionmaking approach by enacting a Statutory notice, 
comment, and administrative appeal right for project decisions, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1612(note), 
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(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, 6519-21, (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 Within Rangeland 
Ecosystems, 59 Fed. Reg. 22074, 22076 (April28,1994). 

What is the Relationship Between Forest Plan and Project Decision Levels? 

Forest Plans 

An approved national forest plan (LAMP) is the product of a comprehensive notice and 
comment process established by Congress in NFMA. Forest plans must be formulated 
using an "intercflSciplinary approach to achieve integrated consideration of physical. biologi
cal, economic and other sciences." 16 U.S.C. Sees. 1604(b), 1604(f), 1604(g), and 1604(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. Sees. 528-531, 1604(e). NFMA sets forth three plan-Jevel 
actiOrlS: approval (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(d) and (j), amend~ (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(f)(4», 
and revision (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(f)(5». Approval of a ·forest plan results in: 

1.· estabflShment of forest multiple-use goals and objectives, 36 CFR 219.11 (b); 

2. . establishment of forest-wide standards and guidelines to fulfill NFMA requirements 
(e.g. 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(g); see also 36 CFR 219.13 to 219.27); 

3. establishment of management areas and management area direction (or "prescrip
tions") applying to future activities in that management area (resource"integration and 
minimum specific management requirements), 36 CFR 219.11 (c); 

4. designation of suitable timber /and (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(1<), 36 CFR 219.14) and 
establishment of allowable timber sale quantity (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1611 and 36 CFR 
219.16); 

5. nonwtldemess a1locatiOrlS or wilderness recommendatiorlS where 36 CFR 219.17 ap-
plies; and . 
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6. establishment of monitoring and evaluation provisions, 36 CFR 219.11 (d). See Citizens 
for Environmental Quality v. Lyng, 731 F.Supp. 970, 977-78 (D. Colo. 1989). I 

Somewhat like a zoning ordinance, the forest plan allows or prohibits some uses and 
establishes standards and guidelines which regulate future decisions. See Advance Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking, 36 CFR 219, 56 Fed. Reg. at 6519-20. The heart of a forest plan 
is the forest-wide and management area standards and guideUnes ("prescriptions"). Plans 
rarely, if ever, authorize any grounc:k:listurbing 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 plan and project levels of decisionmaking is NFMA's 
consistency requirement, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(i), which requires contracts, permits, licenses, 
resource plans and activities to conform to plan standards and guidelines. If future project 
decisions cannot be· carriecl-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 219.1 O(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, 10-12. 

The Forest Service's regulatory scheme in 36 CFR Part 200 contains· examples of the 
multiple levels of national forest clecisionmaking. Forest plans contain mandatory mitigation 
measur~ O.e. standards and guidelines) and project decisions [Irretrievable commitment of 
resources) are made only after site-specific review. Examples of site-specific review at the 
project level prior to "irretrievable commitment" of resources include: harcIrock minerals 
operating plans 228.4, land exchanges 254.10, timber 223.30, range 222 2, speciaf uses, 
251.54 and Wilderness uses 293.3. 

Even the project decisionmaking JeveI itself may have several discrete steps: 

a grazing allotment management plans and grazing permits (36 CFR 222.1 to 
222.3): Chiefs Appeal Decision Toiyabe National Forest LAMP #1694 and 1696, 
May 3, 1988) and Proposed Rule, 36 CFR 222. 222.3, 59 Fed Reg. 22074, 
22076-78, 22093 (Apnl28, 1994) Nevada Land Action Ass'n. v. United States 
Forest Service, 8 F.3d 713, 718 (9th eir. 1993); 

b. multi-step recreational' development, such as ski areas: Robertson v. Methow 
VaI!ev Citizens CounCil, 490 U.S. 322, 336-37 (1989); 

c. hardrock mining operating plans for prospecting, exploration or development 
(36 CFR 228.1 to 228.15): Cabinet Mountain Wilderness v. Peterson, 685 F.2d 

.678,683-84 (D.C. Cir. 1982); 
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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 . 
CFR228, 228.102 (55 Fed. Reg. 10423, March 21, 1990) and Chiefs Appeal 
Decision #0192, pp. 5-7, October 1,1990 (Bridger-Teton LAMP); Chiefs Appeal 
Decision #2042, pp. 5-7, October 1,1990 (Custer LAMP). 

In summary, plans prOVide programmatic direction for projects, but do not authOrize, carry
out, or fund site-specific actions. Projects are independent decisions preceded by environ
mental analysis (NEPA, ESA, etc.) and generally subject to notice, comment, and administra
tive appeal under 36 CFR Part 215. 

Inter-Regional, Multiple Plan Amendments for ECOSYStem Management 

Forest plan amendments are essential to keep the management direction current. A "signifi
cant" plan amendment requires additional administrative procedures under NEPA and NF
MA regulations. If a proposed amendment is determined to be a NEPA "Significant" change 
to the Regional Guide or forest plan an EIS must be prepared pursuant to 36 CFA 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 219.10(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). Citizens may file a petition to amend forest 
plans, Oregon Natural Resources Council v. Lowe, 836 F,Supp. 727, 736 (0. Or. 1993); 
Nevada Land Action Ass'n v. United States, 88-889 Sfip Cp. at 17 (0. Nev. Feb. 21, 1992); 
aff'd on other grounds. 8 F.3d 713 (9th Cir. 1993). 

Some environmental issues are better addressed over broad ecosystem areas rather on an 
administrative unit basis, especially those issues involving wildlife and fish species O.e. 

. salmon) with a broad habitat range. The Forest Service has used an ecosystem approach 
to promulgate new wilclfJfe protection standards, guidelines, and. land allocations across 
broad ecosystems rather than pian-by-plan adjustments. Some examples of inter-regionaJ, 
mulliple plan amendments inClude: 

o Southern Pine Beetle Control EJS and ROD amended ·15 forest plans throughout 
Forest Service Southern Region issUed April 7, 1987. 

·0 Red Cockaded Woodpecker. Interim Standards and Guidelines; Environmental As
sessment; Finding of No Significant Impact and Decision Notice amended forest plans 
with red-cockaded woodpeckers, except Texas National Forests. See, Southem Tim
ber Purchasers Council v. Alcock, 736 F.Supp.267 (N.D. Ga 1990), aff'd. on standing 
grounds, 993 F2d 800 (11th Cir. 1993), cert. denied, January 10,1994. . 

5 



I 
I 

o Northern Spotted Owl and Old-growth Forest Species. Record of Decision for I 
Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning Docu-
ments Within the Range of the Northem Spotted Owl-Standards and Guidelines for 
Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species 
within the Range of the Northem Spotted Owl (April 13, 1994), amended 13 forest I 

. plans and 2 regional guides. Judge Dwyer sustained the inter-regional, multiple plan, 
ecosystem-based amendment in Seattle Audubon Society v. Lyons, 92-479 Slip Opin- I 
ion pp 30-35, 48 (W.O. Wash. Dec. 21, 1994). 

o California Spotted Owl. Interim Standards and Guideflnes; Environmental Assess-
ment; Finding of No Significant Impact and Decision Notice amended 10 Pacific I 
Southwest Region forest plans and Regional Guide (January 13, 1993). DEIS issued 
February 6, 1995. Litigation pending, Califomia Forestry Association v. Thomas, (D. I 
D.C. filed March 23, 1994). 

o Interim Strategies for Managing Anadromous rlSh-PrOducing Watersheds I 
(pACFISH). Notice of Availability of Environmental Assessment and Proposed F"lI1ding 
of No Significant Impact. March 25, 1994 (59 Fed. Reg. 14356). Proposed amend-
ments to 15 forest plans in 4 Forest Service Regions and interim management direction I 
for 7 BLM Districts. . 

o Mexican Spotted Owl and Northern Goshawk. Proposed amendments to 10 forest 
plans in Forest Service Southwestem Region. DEIS issued September 1994. ESA and 
NFMA compliance for Mexican Spotted Owl in litigation in Silver v. Thomas, (D. Ariz. 
filed August 1994). 

The. ESA and federal court orders such as Seattle Audubon Society v. Evans, 771 F.Supp. 
1081 (W.D. Wash. 1991), aff'd., 931 F.2d 590 (9th Cir. 1991) compe/Jed protective measures 
for the entire habitat range of the northEm spotted owl. NFMA's administrative unit focus 
must be harmonized with the ecosystem view of NEPA and ESA, see, Seattle Audubon 
Society v. Espy, 998 F.2d 699, 704 (9th Cir. 1993) ("gap in planning that cannot closedj; 
Seattle Audubon SocietY v.lyons, 92-479 srIP Opinion pp 30-35 (W.O. Wash. Dec. 21, 1994) 
("[gJiven the current condition of the forests, there is no way the agencies could comply with 
environmental laws without planning on an ecosystem basis.)· 

In some situations, the public has asserted "new information" exists and urged supplementa
tion of the forest plan ElS and amendment of the plan, Oregon Natural Resources Council 
v. Lowe, 836F.Supp. 727, 736(0. Or. 1993); see also Vermont Yankee NuClear Power Corp . 

. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, 435 U.S. 519, 554-555 (1978). The Tenth Circuit has . 
held that the Forest Service is not required to cease allnon-significant amendments once 
a significant amendment of a forest plan has began. In Sierra Club v. eargHl, 11 F.3d 1545 
(10th Cir. 1993), the court found that prohibiting non-significant amendments during the 
pendency of a Significant amendment would "thwart the purpose of the regulations." The 
remedy in a forest plan administrative appeal or lawsuit if a legal error is found, has been 
an order to go through the plan amendment process. See Citizens for Environmental Quality 
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v. Lyng, 731 F.Supp. 970 (D. Colo. 1989) and Sierra Club v. Cargill, 732 F.Supp .. 1095 (D. 
Colo. 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 F.2d 1508, 1511-12 (staged decisionmaking) and 1523 (plan level EIS is merely 
programmatic) (9th Cir. 1992) and Swan View Coalition v. Turner, 824 F. Supp. 923, 935 (D. 
Mont 1992); National Wildlife Federationv. Coston, 773F.2d 1513, 1518 (9th Cir. 1985);.Ql!y 
of Tenakee Springs v. Blo~ 778 F.2d 1402, 1406 (9th Cir. 1986); Cronin v. United States 
Dept. of Agriculture, 919 F.2d 439, 447-49 (71h Cir. 1990); Idaho Conservation League v. 
Mumma, 956 F.2d 1508,1511-12 (9th Cir. 1992); Resources Ud, Inc. v. Robertson, 789 F. 
Supp. 1529 (D. 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, 810 F.Supp. 1021 
CN.O. 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. Lyons, Slip Opinion, 92-479 
CN.O. Wash. Dec. 21; 1994). 

The case of Swan View Coafrtionv. Tumer, 824 F.Supp. at 935, contains a particularly 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 cflreCtly 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 future development as well as 
its inherent limitations in predicting what development wJll actually occur. 

The court concluded that: 

the standards and guidelines operate as parameters within which all future develop
ment must take place. If a development project cannot be maintained within thOSe 
parameters, the safeguard meChanisms in the Plan will prevent such development 
from going forward. 

*~* 

Finally, Plaintiffs argue that [U.S. FISh and Wildflfe Service] should be compelled to 
analyze the resource production objectives [,"eluded in LAMP] so that the Forest 
Service can look at the "big picture" before adopting the Plan. As stated above, these 
resource production objectiveS simply represent a ceiling on tirriber production and do 
not mandate that such quantities actually be harvested. 
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Ukewise, 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 Mure project decisions in denying 
plaintiffs standing to sue: 

The mere existence of the Ouachita Forest Plan does not produce an imminent injury 
in fact. Aforest plan, such as the Ouachita Plan, is a general planning tool. It provides 
guidelines and approved methods by which forest management decisions are to be 
made for a period of ten to fifteen years. Adoption of the Plan does not effectuate 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 about, several events muSt transpire. FIrSt, a site-specific 
action (!,g., 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 public comment. Fmally, 
the Forest Service must adopt the action. Finding an environmental injury based on 
the Plan alone, without reference to a particular site-specific action, would "take [] us 
into the area of speculation and conjecture O'Shea v. Littleton, 414 U.S. 488, 497 
(1974). 

'**** 

••. Thus, when a site-specific action in the Ouachita Forest, such as a timber sale, is 
proPosed, and all administrative appeals are exhausted, persons threatened by an 
imminent injury in fact may seek judicial 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 with the 
goveming statutes, or both. Here, however, as we already have emphasized, appel
lants mount their attack on the Plan 'per se, their arguments devoid of reference to the 
particularities of any proposed site-specific action that might give rise to an injury in 
fact. ' 

The Ninth Circuit has acknowledged that EISs prepared in conjunction with forest plan 
approval are "an early stage, where the EIS is 'merely' programmatic." Idaho Conservation 
League v. Mumma. 956 F.2d at 1523. The Circuit has also ruled that when a programmatic 
as "is prepared, site-specific impacts need not be fully evaJuated unti/ a 'critical deciSion' 
has been made to act on site development.· Salmon River Concer'ned Citizens v. Robertson, 
32 F.3d 1346, 1357 (9th Cir. 1994); Resources ltd. Inc., 35 F.3d at 1306, 1307. 

However, there is a fundamental disagreement between the Eghth and tflOth Circuits as to 
the nature of forest plans O.e. whether plan' approval without a project decision presents a 
justiciable controversy). The Eghth Circuit said, a[w]e are aware that on several occasions 
the N"mth Circuit has entertained challenges to forest plans similar to the Plan here in isSue. 
[citations deleted) .•. we'decline to apply them [Ninth Circuit decisions] as a basis for finding 
that the appellants have standing to attack the Plan outside the context of a proposed 
site-specific action that causes or threatens to cause injury in fact." Sierra Club v. Robertson, 
28 F.3d 753, 759-60 (8th Cir. 1994). See also, Wildemess Society v. Alcock, 867 F.Supp. 
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1026 (N.D. Ga. 1994) (on appeal to Eleventh 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. M~ 94-1736 arid 94-1827 (7th Cir. 
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 Agriculture, 919 F.2d 439 (7th Cir. 1990); Northem Alaska Environmental Center v. 
Lujan, 961 F.2d 886, 891 (9th Cir. 1992); Salmon River Concemed Citizens, 32 F.3d at 
1357-58; Mitchell Smith v. Forest Service, "93-36187, Sup Cp. 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 staMory right of notice, comment, and appeal of 
project decisions in the Section 322 of Interior Appropriations Act FIScal Year 1993 (16 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 nature of the congressional delegation to the Secretary of Agricul
ture under the Property Clause, Article r/) Section 3, ClauSe 2. U.S. Constitution, to plan, 
manage, and administer uses of the national forests has generally led to limited judicial 
review. See, Griffin v. Yeutter, 88-1415f (S.D. Cal. November 1, 1989) 20 ELR 20400 (1990), 
pages 3-4, aff'd., 944 F.2d 908 (9th Cir. 1991) Oimited judicial review of Cleveland National 
Forest Plan approval); Sierra Club v. Hardin, 325 F. Supp. 99, 123 (D. Alaska 1971), rev'd 
sub n!!!! on grounds of new evidence; Sierra Club v. Butz. 3 ELR 20,292 (9th Cir. 1973) 
(limited review of preference between multiple use resources); Hi-Ridge Lumber Co. v. 
United States, 443 F.2d 452, 455 (9th Cir. 1971) (court deference to rejection of timber sales 
bids); Ness Investment Core. v. United States Dept. of Agriculture, 512 F.2d 706, 712 (9th 
Cir. 1975) (court refrained from second guessing special use permit deCision); Perkins v. 
Bergland, 608 F.2d 803 (9th Cir~ 1979) (6mited review of grazing decision the court stated 
that MUSYA "breathes discretion at every pore"); United States v. Means, 858 F.2d 404,410 
(8th Cir. 1988) (denial of speciakJse Permit sustained by agency record); Big 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. Espy, 
835 F.Supp.1362, 1372-1373 (0. Wyo. 1993) (MUSYA does not contemplate that every acre 
of national forest will be managed for every multiple use); Resources Umited, Inc. v. Robert· 
son, 789 F. Supp. 1529, 1540 (0. Mont. 1991)aff'd 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 arbitrary, 
capricious or contrary to law). See also, Wilkinson and Anderson, 64 Oregon L Rev. 1, 52-75 
(1985) for overview of judicial review of Forest Service decisions. 
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