
DECISTON NOTICE/DECISION RECORD

IIIIERIM STRATEGIES FOR I{ANAGING ANADROUOUS
FISH.PRODUCING I'ATERSHEDS ON FEDERAL IA}TDS IN EASTERN

OREGON AT.ID I.IASHINCTON, IDATIO, AIiID PORTIONS OF
CALIFORNIA

USDA Forest Senrl.ce and USDf Bureau of Land llanagenent

I . Introductlon

Ttre Unlted States Departnent of Agrlculture, Forest Se:rrlce (FS) and the
UnLted States Departnent of the InterLor, Bureau of Land Hanagernent (BLU)
(herelnafter referred to as the Agencles) are adoptlng an interlu
strategy for managenent of anadronous flsh-produclng uatersheds on lands
they manage. Itre FS will lnpleuent the strategy through lts fleld offlces
as arnendments to Regional Guides and Land and Resource Ianagement Plans
(forest plans). Ttre BLt{ w111 lssue an Instructlon l{emorandun to fleld
offlces to inplenent thls strategy as managenent guidance in confomance
wlth land use plans (LIIPs). Ttrls strategy will be applled to proJect
proposals which mtrst also couply wlth requLrements of the Endangered
Specles Act (ESA), the Natlonal Envlronnental Pollcy Act (NEPA), the
Natlonal Forest Hanagenent Act (Nnn), the Federal Land Pollcy and
Management Act (FLPI{A), and other appllcable laws

Ttre AgencLee are engaged ln developlng long'terrE strategles to protect
end restore anadronous flsh-produclng watersheds on Federal lands Ln the
Colunbla Rlver Basin and Ln other rracersheds supportLng anadronous flsh
(EA, Appendtx I). Ttre Record of Declston for Anendnents to Forest
Senrlce 
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addresses Danagenent of anadromous flsh-producing watersheds on Federel
lands in rrestern Washington and Oregon and portlons of northern
Cal l fornia.

Recent and pending llstings of anadrouous flsh stocks, combined with the
Agencies' own lnternal studlee, 4s well as lnfotnatlon produced by other
aources, Lndlcate a need for prorpt actlon by the Agencles. Recogntzlng
the need to address the watersheds eouprehenslvely, the Agencles are
undertaklng envLrounental analyses to exanlne long-tern manageuent
strategies for protectlng and restoring anadromous fish-produclng
watersheds. Glven the crltlcal nature of the sLtuatlon, the Agencies
have declded to lnstitute an lnterin strategJ designed to halt the
degradation and begin the restoration of anadronous flsh habitat and see
that future opportunities are not foregone by nanagenent decisions Eaken
over the next 18 months whlle comprehensive studles and NEPA analysis and
documentation are conpleted for the long-tetil management strategles.

Utlllzlng Agency sclentl-sts and related field personnel, the Agencies
developed actions to apply during an l8-month lnterirn period. In
accordance wlth the requlrenents of NEPA, an Envlronmencal Assessnent
(EA) was prepared to exanLne the llkely effects of proposed protectlon



strategies, and a Flnding of No Signlficant luPact (FONSI) was
concluded. The EA and a proposed FONSI were publlshed in March 1994 and
clrculated for publlc review and couoent. Ttre Agencies also undertook
consultatlon with the Unlted States Departnent of Connerce, Natlonal
Marine Fisheries Sewice (NUFS) and the Unlted States Departtrent of the
Interlor, Flsh and Wildllfe Senrlce (FllS) in accordance with the
requirenents of the ESA.

I I .  Dec is ion

It  ls the decision of the Agencies' to select Al ternat lve 4 in the
E n v 1 r o n m e n t a 1 A s s e s s n e n t f o r t h e o f I n t e r i n S t r a @

ngton,
Idaho, and Portlons of Callfornia. Based on publlc coment and
consultatlon wlth the NUFS and the FllS, Alternatlve 4 has been nodlfled
frou the Preferred Alternattve descrlbed ln a publlshed version of the EA
dated l{arch 18, 1994, to provlde greater clarlty and consistency.

Ttrls declsion n'nends Regional Guldes for the FS's Northern,
Inte:oountatn, Paclfic Southwest, and Paciflc Northwest Reglons and L5
forest plans ln the affected Natlonal Forests and provldes nanagement
dlrectlon appllcable to the 7 BLl.l LUPs. ltre FS and the BLM wtll apply
the followlng nanagement measures to all proposed or new proJects and
activltLes* and ongolng proJects and acttvltles that pose an unacceptable
rtsk* lnvolvlng the rnanagenent of tlnber, roads, grazlng, recreation
resources, riparian areas, nlnerals, flre and fuels, and land uses such
as leases, pemlts,  r lghts-of-way and easeuents, as nel l  as restorat lon
of natershed, ftsh, and wlldllfe habltat rrithln all anadromous fl.sh
habltat occurrlng ln the States of Oregon, lJashl-ngton, Idaho, and
Callfornla (except for those arees under the dlrectl-on contatned ln the
Northern Spotted OsI ROD) durLng the lnterlu perLod (18 rnonths from the
effectlve date of thls declslon)

* "Proposed or ne\r proJects and actlvltles" are deflned as those actl.ons
that have not been luplenented, or for whlch contracts have not been
awarded, or for whtch permlts have not been lssued, or (wtthln the range
of ll.sted anadrooous flsh) conttnuing actlons for which the Blologlcal
Assessnents have not been prepared and subnltted for consultatlon prlor
to slgnLng of thts declslon (EA, pp. 17 and Glossary-S).

# "Ongolng proJects and actlvlties' are defined as those actions that
have been Lrrplenented, or that have contracts awarded, or pe:mlts lssued,
and (vithln the range of llsted anadromous flsh) for vhlch Blologlcal
Assessnents have been prepared and subnitted for consultation, prlor to
the slgnlng of this declslon (EA, p. Glossary-s).  Ttre Glossary def ines
nunacceptable risk' 8s a leveL of rlsk from an ongolng actlvity or group
of ongoing actlvitles that is deteroined through NEPA analysis or the
preparatlon of Blological Assessnents/Eva1uatlons, or thelr subsequent
review, to be: "Ilkely to adversely affecE" listed anadrornous flsh or
thelr designated critlcal habitat, or nllkely to adversely lnpact"
non-l l .sted anadronous fLsh (EA, p. 18 and p. Glossary-7).
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A. EstabLlsh riparian goals to maintaln or restore fish habitat (EA,

Append lx  C,  P .  C-3  -  C '4 ) ,

B. Establish Riparian Managemenc ObJectives (RUOs) for stren'ns Ln
watersheds  w i th  anadromous f i sh  (EA,  Append ix  C,  p .  C '4 'C-5) .

C. Delineate Rlparlan Habltat Consenratlon Areas (RttCAs) in anadromous
fish-producing watersheds on lands aduinistered by the Agencles using
lnterin wldths for four categorles of strerrns or sater bodies (EA,

.  A p p e n d i x  C ,  p p .  C - 6  -  C - 9 ) .

D. Establlsh standards and guldeflnss# to govern rDanagement acttons
sl thln MCAs or degradlng RHCAs (EA, Appendlx C, pP. C-9 -  C-18).

E. Establlsh general crlterla and ldenttfy a proceas to destgn&te Key
IJatersheds withln the extent of the anadromous flsh-produclng
watersheds (f :A, Appendlx C, P. C-19).

F. Establlsh general crlterla and tdentify a process to guide
development and appllcaclon of lJatershed Analyses (EA, Appendlx C,
p p .  c - 1 9  -  c - 2 1 ) .

G. Establlsh requl-renents for implenentatlon and effectlvenesa
.nonl. tor l .ng (EA, Appendlx C, pp. C-22 - C-23).

Ttrese $easures essenti.ally provlde for rnltlgatlon of envLronmental
effects of future decisLons. No additlonal measures.to nlcigate the
erryLronmental fuopact of thls actton have been i.dentlfled ln the EA or
thls decLslon.

III. Alternatives

Besldes the selected Alternatl.ve 4 descrlbed above, the EA conslders four
other al ternat lves ln detal l  (EA, pp. 28 -  30).

Alternatlve 1 represents the "no actlon' alternatlve. Ttre Agencles would
nanage natlonal forest and publlc land resources under dlrectlon
specLfled l-n current forest plans and BLH LUPs wlthout any adJustuent
durlng the l-nterln perlod, except as requl.red through consultatlon slth
NMFS or FllS on proJects and actLvltles which rnay affect Ilsted specles or
designated crltlcal habitat (EA, p. 29), and proJect-Level NEPA and Clean
Water Act conplLance.

Alternatlve 2 rrould lnclude etandards and guidelines for road systems
construction and reconstructlon, logging slash treatment and prescribed
fLre, I ivestock graztng, and r lpar ian and f lsh-habltat  restorat ion.
Alternatlve 2 provides standards and guldeltnes for a Dore narrow range
of land managenent activitles than Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. It would

lh* the standards and guldellnes attenpt to ensure that adequate
envLronnental safeguards are applied to proposed or new and ongolng
proJects and activitles that pose unacceptable rlsk wlthln Rt{GAs or that
degrade RHCAS.



provide rlparian protect,l.on zones of approxinately 300 feec on etther
side of fish-bearing strea-s, 150 feet on elther side of permanent water
courses, and 50 feet on either slde of intemlttent strearDs Ln areas with
rnoderately to highly unstable soi ls (EA, pp. 29 -  30).

Alternatlves 3 and 5 contaln largely the so'ne features (ltens A. through
G.) as the selected AlternaElve 4. Al ternat lves 3, 4,  and 5 provlde
stendards and guldellnes for a lange of land managenent actlvLtles,
lncludlng managenent of tlnber, roads, grazLng, recreatlon, minerals,
f l re/ fuels,  land uses (such as leases, pemics, r ights-of-way, and
easeroents), riparian arees, watershed restoratlon, and fisheries and
wlldItfe restoration. Alternative 3 sould be applled to all proposed or
new proJects, but to no ongolng projects and actlvities. Alternative 5
would be applied to all proposed or nen proJects and to all ongolng
projects and act iv l t les (EA, p. 30).

fV. Ratlonale for Selectlon

Ttre purpose of the Lnterln dlrectLon ls to take prudent Eeasures to
arrest the degradatlon and begtn the restoratlon of riparlan and aquatlc
ecosystems ln satersheds where anadrouous flsh habltat ls present or
easi ly couLd be reestabl- lshed (EA, pp. 6-8).  Inter ln dLrect ion was
developed to maintal.n managetrent optLons for anadronous flsh habltat
while the Agencies are developtng long-CerE management strategies.

Ttre decldtng offtclals consldereo the ablIlsy of each alcernatlve to:
ueet the stated purpose and need of the actlon; couply wlth applLcable
laws, statutes, regulations, executlve orders, and pollcles; and respond
to Lseues and publlc coments about the alternatlve stlategies. A
crlttcal factor relevant to thie deciston wag the abiltty of the
alternatives to respond to the issues ldentlfled ln the EA (pp. 2L - 22)'.

Iesue 1. llanage habltat to concrlbute to nelntenance of anadromous
flsh stocks ln the Lnterin perlod.

Issue 2. Provide manageDent dlrectLon to Lnsure consl.stent,
effecttve, and efflcient ESA consultatlon ln the interfun period.
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Issue 3. Conslder the abtltty
to provlde tradltlonal nnounts
lnterLn pertod whlle long-tern
developrnent.

of natLonal forests and BLU dlstrlcts
and klnds of goods and serrrlces ln the
Danagement dlrectlon is under

Issue 4. Integrate lnterLn DanageDent of anadroDous flsh habltat
wlth other plannlng efforts ln the interlm perlod.

Issue 5. Integrate nen scientlfic knowledge into the management of
anadromous ftsh habltat.

The lnterdlscipllnary teams that prepared the EA have revtewed the best
avallable scientifl.c lnforaatlon and used thls lnfornatton ln fo:mulatlng
the alternatives, evaluating the effects of the alternatives, and
ldenttfying the preferred alternatlve. Although there ls not a conplete
scientlfic understanding of the relatlonshlps between land nanagement



act,lvtties and aquatic ecosystem processes, or between aquatlc ecosystem
processes and anadronous flsh habltat, exlstlng infornation on these
relationships ls sufflciently extensive to pennit a reasoned choice anong
the al ternat lves presented ln the EA (EA pp. 2-6, 8 '11, 36-39, Appendix
A, Appendtx C). New lnformatlon Day pernit the develoPment of more
speclflc protective Eeasures, but lt ls unlikely that new Lnformation
would reverse or nulllfy whac ls understood about these .relatlonshlps.

Alternatlves 1 and 2 would not provLde sufficlent protectlon to halC the
degradatlon and begin the restoration of snadronous flsh-produclng
watersheds. Alternatlves 1 and 2 nay result ln Agency actLons that
foreclose management opttons for protectlng spectes whlle long-tern
strategies ale belng developed. Flnally, Alternatives 1 and 2 do not
respond to several issues: they would not provide for consistent,
efflclent, and effectLve ESA consultatlon; they would not provide
anadromous fish hablcat managenent chat ls consl.stent with other planning
efforts; and they would not lntegrate new scientlflc knowledge lnto the
tranagenent of anadromous fish habitat.

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 dlffer fron each other nost slgnificantly ln
rrhether they apply lnterln dlrection tso noner soDe, or all of the ongoing
ectl.vitLes. Alternatlve 3 does not apply Lnterin dlrection to any
ongoing actlvit.les, and thus lt ls llkely that management options for
protectlng specl.es would be foreclosed whlle the long-tern strategies are
being developed. Furtherslore, because Alternatlve 3 does noc epply
lnterin dl-rectLon to ongolng activitles, l-t would not contrlbute to a
consistent or efficient approach to ESA consultatlon on those
actlvlties. Alternative 4 provldes more habitat protectLon than
Alternatlve 3. Alternattve 5 applles Lnterln dlrectlon to all ongoing
proJects, regardless of whether such actlvltles pose a rl.sk to anadromous
flsh etocks. Ttrus, Alternatlve 5 would unnecessartly affect all exlstlng
contracts, permits and other outstanding obllgatLons ln the affected
areas. Moreover, Alternatlve 5 would result Ln a loss of nanagement
adaptablllty or flextbtllty and ntght restrlct the ablllty of
Agency-admlnlstered lands to provide tradltlonal amounts and klnds of
goods and ser:vicee.

Alternative 4 would apply the intertn direction to only sone ongoing
proJects -- those that pose an unacceptable risk to anadronous flsh. ltre
decldlng officLals have deternined thac the rDost reasonable approach to
applytng lnterim dlrectlon ls for fleld managers to make case-by-case

Judgeuents as to whether speclflc ongolng proJeccs pose an unacceptable
rlsk to anadromous fish. Ttrls alternatLve provides the best opportunlty
erong the alternatives analyzed to protect flsh habitat durlng the
Lnterin period while stll l aLlowing for nuLtiple use Eanagenent.

Alternatlve 4 neets the pur?ose of the interLn direcclon, whl.ch Ls to
etrest the degradatlon and begin the restoratl.on of riparian and aquatic
ecosystens. Alternatlve 4 responds to the need to insure that managenent
optlons ere not foreclosed whlle the long-tenn strategles are being
developed, because lt applles lnterfun dlrectlon to all new actl.vltles and
ongolng acttvities that pose an unacceptable rlsk to anadrouous fish.
Alternative 4 represents the agenc{es' Judgemenc of the best balance
aDong conpeting interests: it responds to the need to provide a high
Ievel of protection for anadromous fish habitat, without unnecessarlly



restrlctlng existl-ng contracts, Permlts and other authorl-zatlons,
management flexibllity, or the flow of goods and se:nrices. Alternatlve 4
provldes for consistent, effecllve, and efficlent ESA consultat{en:hh*;
l-s consLstent with other plannlng efforts; and lntegrates new sclentlfic
knowledge into the managenent of anadronous flsh-produclng watersheds.

Alternative 4 ls ln fuII conpllance with appllcable law, statutes,
regulat ions, execut ive orders, and pol ic les of boch Agencles.

Alternative 4 has been nodlfled based on publlc cor"'nents and ESA
consultatLon to provide lncreased clarlty and consistency nnorlg standards
and guldelines, to provlde additlonal. Lnfor:roatlon, and to correct errors.

Publtc Involvement

As described in the EA (p. 72, CONSULTATION IJIIII OTHERS), publlc
Lnvolvement efforts conslsted of a aerles of brteflngs for Members of the
House and Senate and State agency offlcials, Trlbal governments and a
variety of other organlzatlons. lJrltten lnput was both from persons who
were brLefed and fron othere who were not. Appendlx E of the EA contalns
a llst of brleflngs and correspondence fron AprlL L992 to June L994.

An EA and proposed FONSI rrere coupleted ln Harch 1994 and distributed for
publlc review and coment. The Agenctes have considered che cop"nents
recelved and nodlfled the EA ln response (Appendlx F), A llst of the
lndlvlduals and organlzatlons submlttlng connents on the EA and proposed
FONSI ls found ln Appendlx E. The FONSI is based on the analysls ln the
EA and on consLderatlon and analysls of aLl lnfotmatlon subnltted ln
publlc coments, from consultatlon, and fron tnformatlon found Ln other
related envlronraental docunents as noted ln the FONSI.

Sumarv of l{odLflcatlons Hade to the EA Dated ilarch 1994

The EA was rnodLfled based on public couments, consultatl.on wlth the FIJS
and the NUFS, and addltlonal revlen of scLenttflc litereture. These
nodlflcatlons were made to provide greater clarlty and consistency anong
standards and guldellnes, to provlde addltlonal lnformation, and to
correct errors. Ttrese nodlflcatlons do not alter the analyseg of effects
descrlbed ln the March 1994 EA. Ttrese nodlflcattons are sumarized here
and are dl.scussed ln more detall ln the responses to publlc connentg
(Appendix F).

*k** Ttre AgencLes have concluded consultatlon wtth the FTJS and the NUFS
on the effects of Alternatlve 4 on threatened and endangered specles.
Ttre FlfS, through a letter of concurrence, found that the proposed action
would have a neutral or benefLclal effect on llsted species under their

Jurlsdlction. The NMFS, through a blologlcal optnion, found that the
proposed action ls not llkely to Jeopardlze the contl-nued exl-stence of
llsted species under thelr Jurisdlction or result ln the destructlon or
adverse rnodificatlon of crltlcal habltat. Ttre documents are lncluded as
Appendlx J to the EA.
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- AddlttonaL dlscussLon has been added to explatn the circumstances
for nodlf icat ion of RMOs and RHCAs (Appendix C, pp. C-5, C-7).

- The Tllnber nanagenent standard has been clarlfled to ldentlfy that
IJatershed Analysls wlll be conducted prior to salvage cuttlng ln
RHCAs in watersheds with listed salnon or deslgnated critlcal
habltat. A Recreation Hanagenent standard (RU-1) has been siullarly
clarlfLed to ldentlfy that Watershed Analysls will be conducted prlor
to constructlon of new recreatlon facilltles in RHCAs. Ttre standards
as orLginally drafted stlpulate that these actl-vitles wlll be allorred
only where they would not adversely affect RHOS. Watershed Analysls
wlII provlde the neans by vhtch these sclpulatlons w111 be obserrred
(Append ix  C,  pp .  C-10,  C-13) .

- A standard has been added to the General Rlparlan Area Hanagenent
standards and guldell-nes that addresaes atorage of fuel and other
toxl.cancs and refueling ln RHCAs (Appendlx C, p. C-L7).

- Dl.scussion has been added to che chapter on Affected Environment
and Envlronmental Consequences to detall how cunulatlve effects have
been analyzed Ln the EA and how cumulative effects wlll be addressed
at other plannlng levels (EA, pp. 38 -  39).

- DiscussLon has been added to the economlc analysls sectLon to
provlde greater documentatlon of how the analysls was conducted, and
to correct errors ln the calculatlon of antlclpated tlnber harrrest
reductLons and the lnterpretatlon of ttnber prlces (EA, pp. 65 - 67,
Appendlx F, pp. F-23 - F-24).

- Several terns have been added to the glossary and some definitlons
have been clarifled to facllltate Dore conslstent applLcatlon of the
lnterin direccion (EA Glossary).

- The Rlparlan Hanagement obJectlve (Rl{o) for water temperature has
been changed to provide a more effectlve obJectlve and to provide
greater  de ta l l  (EA,  Append lx  C,  p .C-6 ,  Append ix  F ,  p .  F -15) .

- the wordlng of nany stendards and guldellnes has been nodified to
provide greater consistency anong the standards and guldellnes (EA,
Append ix  C,  pp .  C-10 -  C-18) .

- Ttre discussion of the appllcatlon of the interin direction has
been nodl.fled to clarlfy whlch ongolng proJects and whlch new
proJects wlIl be subJect to the standards and guldellnes (EA,
A p p e n d l x  C ,  p .  C - 9 ) .

- Itre crLteria for identlflcatlon of Key Watersheds have been
clarlfied to provide the generaL crlteria, and descrlbe the process
by whlch more speclf lc cr l ter la wi l l  be developed (EA, p. L7,
Append lx  C,  p .  C-19,  Append lx  F ,  p .  F -21) .

- Discusslon has been added to the Watershed Analysls sectlon to
clarify the process by which lJatershed Analysis protoools will be
deveLoped and applied during the interin perlod (EA, p. 17, Appendlx
C ,  p .  C - 1 9  -  C - ? L ,  A p p e n d l x  F ,  p .  F - 2 1 ) .



- Monitorlng requLrements have been nore expllcitly deflned (EA,
Append ix  C,  pp .  C-22 -  C-23) .

- In response to Conserrratlon Recqmendatlons ln the NHFS Blologlcal
Oplnlon, two standards and guldellnes, Hl{-l and RF-3c, have been
reworded to provide greatet clarlty and conslstency.

- Clarlfication has been provided that the decision emends FS
Reglona1 Guldes for the Northern, Lntermountain, Paclflc Southwest
and Paclfic Northwest Reglons as well as Lndlvidual forest plans.

VII.cliFt{A.Flnding of Non-Slgnlflcance for Anendroent of Reglona1 Guides
and Forest Plans

For the Forest Se:rrice only: Under the Natlonal Forest Hanagenent Act
(NFUA) (16 U.S.C. 1504(f)(4) Regional Guldes and forest plans nust ibe
a'nended ln any Eanner whaEsoever after flnal adoption and after publlc
notice, and, if such nrnendment would result ln a slgniflcant change ln
such plan, ln accordance sith subsections (e) and (f) of thls section and
publlc lnvolvement couparable to that requlred by subsectlon (d) of thls
section." Ttre Nll{A regulatlons at 36 CIR 219.10(f) state: "Based on an
analysls of the obJeccives, guldellnes, and other contents of the forest
p1an, the Forest Supe:nrisor shall determlne whether a proposed amendment
vould result Ln a slgnifLcant change ln the plan." Nelther NFI{A nor lts
irylenentlng regulatlons defl-ne the term nslgntflcant". Inatead, the
reguiations place full dlscretlon to deter:Dlne nhether or not a proposed
anenduent w111 be signlflcant Ln the hands of the Forest Serrrice.

Under NFI{A and lts regulatlons, an 8.lDendnent that does not result ln a
slgnLficant change Ln a forest plan tnust be undertaken slth publlc notLce
and approprlate NEPA conpltance. If a change to a forest plan Ls
determined to be significant, the Regional Forester Dust foLlow the sane
procedure requlred for the developuent of the forest plan, lncluding
preperatton of an EIS

The Forest Senlce Land an4 Resource Uanagenent PlanningHandbook (FSH
1909.12) provia"s n reclon.
Thls guldance offers a framework for conslderation, but does not denand
mechanical appllcation. No one fector ts deternlnatlve and the guldellnes
make clear that other factors nay be consldered.

Under sectton 5.32, FSH 1909.12 l lsts four factors to be used when
detetmlnlng whether a proposed change to a forest plan ls slgnlflcanc or
not signlfl-cant: tfunlng; locatlon and sl-ze; goals, obJectlves, and
outputs; and DanageDent prescr ipt lons. I t  also states that " IoJther
factors may also be consl-dered, dependlng on the clrcunstances.' Ttre
determLnatlon lf a proposed changed to a forest ls signlflcant or not
depends on an analysis of all of these factors. IJtrile these factors are
to be used, they do not overrlde the statutory crlterlon that Ehere be a
slgnificant change ln the p1an. Baslcally, the decislon-naker must
conslder the extent of the change ln the context of the entire plan
affected, and make use of the facto.s !n the exerclse of hls or her
professional Judgemenc. ltre Forest Senrlce has carefully evaluated the
tnterln strategy and concluded that it does not constitute a slgnificant
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nnendnent of the Regional Guldes for the FS's Northern, Intermountatn,

Paclflc Southwest, and Paclflc Northwest Regions and 15 forest plans in

eestern Oregon and Washington, Idaho, and Portlons of Callfornia.

Ttuning

Ttre tfunlng factor exenines at what point, over the course of the forest
plan perlod, the plan is amended. Both the age of the underlytng
docurnent and the duratton of the amenduent are relevant considerations.

. Ttre handbook tndicates that the later ln the ti.ne period, the less
stgnificant the change is likely to be. A11 of the forest plans here are
at least half-way through the first planning perlod. Even so, because the
lnterin dlrection will be ln place for only 18 nonths, we do not expect
the dlrectLon to be ln plaee for the renainder of the plannlng perlod. As
noted ln the EA (p. 1), the actlon ls llnlted Ln tl-me and changes to the
plans are not lntended to be peruanent. Ttre fact that these lnterLm
guidel lnes, by def lnl t lon, wi l l  only be ln place unt l l  the current
analysis of a longer-tenn strategy ls conpleted supports the
deternination that they do not constltute signlficant amendoents of the
Reglonal Guides and forest plans.

Locauion and Slze

Itre key to the location and sLze is context or "the relatLonshlp of the
affected area to the overal l  plannlng area" (FSH 1909.12, sec. 5.32(d)).
A.s further dlscussed ln FSH 1909.1,2, sec. 5.32(d):  nthe snal ler the area
affected, the less ltkely the change ls to be a slgnLficant change ln the
forest plan.' As dLscussed ln the FDNSI (pp. l and 2) and the EA (p.
15), the lnterln strategy applles only to proJects wlthin Rlparlan Area
Gonserwation Areas (RHCAo) or proJects o.utstde .the RHGAs, that would
degr*ade RHGA condltlon. ttre GizCbf ttre ereq. affec.ged ls;.very snef'{frfibn/

gcoip'a;.aillo-:tlib;veral]_f L1rr1l".e-""r:"

Ttre appropriate lnqulry rchen considering the slgnlflcance of plan
anendnents is the change nade on each Forest, and not the cumulative
change on all the involved Forests. Ttre crrnulative change on all the
lnvolved Forests ls assessed to determine whether the ernendment of the
Reglonal Guides ts slgniflcant. In both ceses, the areas l-n the planning
unlt affected by the lnterlm standards and guidelines is not so large in
sLze as to mandate a slgnlflcant amgnrlnsn! (EA, pp. 12-13).

Goals, Ob-1 ectl.ves, and Outputs

Ttre goals, objectlves, and outputs factor involves the deterninatlon of
"whether the change alters the long-tern relatlonshlp between the levels
of goods and services in the overal l  plannlng area" (FSH 1909.12, sec.
5.32(c)).  Thts cr l ter ion concerns analysis of the overal l  forest plan
and the varlous nulclple use resources that nay be affected. There ls no
guarantee under NFI{A that output proJectlons will actually be produced.
As dlscussed l-n the FONSI (p. 2) and the EA (pp. 17-19),  the lnter in
strategy would apply only to proposed or new proJects and actlvltles and
ongolng projects and activlties that pose an unacceptable rlsk. Ttrus,
the lnterin strategy does not signlficantly alter the long-teru

' 
relatlonships between the levels of goods and serrrLces proJecced by the
forest plans. For exarnple, the effects on tinber supply and other
comodity resources are short-teril. Ttre interim strategy wLll have



short-tern beneficlal effects upon sorDe resources such as water quality
and rlparian resources. Table 3 ln the EA (p. 56) shons the relatlvely
snall estLmated changes in recreatLon use, tl-mber harvested and aninals
grazed with adoptlon of the lnteriD stratery. ltrere nay be opportunities
to substitute other areas and activltles for those ongoing or proposed
proJects affected by PACFISH. Ttre lnteriu strategy does not involve a
denand for any new serlrice or good not discussed in or contenplated by
the exLstlng forest plans or Regional Guides. Furthernore, the lntertu
strategy wlll only be in effect untll a longer-ter:D strategy ls developed
and examlned in an EIS -- approxirnately 18 nonths. I'he guidance ln FSH
1909.12 ,  sec .  5 .32(c )  exp la ins :  n ln  nos t  cases ,  changes in  ou tpu ts  a re
not llkely to be a slgnlflcant change ln the forest plan unless the
change would forego the opportunlty to achLeve an output in later years".
Any short term tenporary reductlons ln outputs do not foreclose
opportunlties to achleve such outputs ln later years. Thus, the lnterln
stretegy does not foreclose the achlevement of exlstlng goals and
obJect lves.

Management Prescrl.ptl-ons

The nanagement prescrlptlons factor involves the determinatlon of (1)
"whether the change Ln a management prescriptlon ls only for a speclflc
sLtuatl.on or whether lt would apply to future declslons throughout the
plannlng area' and (2) "whether or noc the change alters the deslred
future condltlon of the land and reaources of the lend and reaourcea or
the ant lc lpated goods and:.rrrr lces to be produced" (FSH 1909.12, sec.
s .32(d ) ) .

Ttre desired future condttl-ons and long-ce:il levels of goods and senrlces
proJected ln current plans would not be substantl.ally changed by the
lnterl.m strategJr. Ttre interlD strategy w111 rrork to accoupll.sh an
eleroent of the nultiple use desired future conditLon of the RegLonal
Guldes and forest plans by providlng for protection of threatened,
endangered, and sensLtlve specles. As noted above, the lnterln strategy
ls teuporary and applles only to a portion of the overall plannLng area.
Thus, the "antlclpated goods and se:rrLces" ulII not be greatly affected
by interLn dtrectlon. Ttre lnterin stratery only affects lfurited areas
where selected projects are occurring or nay be proposed and does not
alter the management franework for the vast naJorlry of lands within the
overall planning area. In adoptLng the lnterln strategy (essentlally
nltlgatlon rleasures) untll a longer-term strstegy ls developed, the plan
amendments retaln or l-uprove the environmental status quo on a portlon of
the affected natlonal forests.

Other Factors

Ttre handbook guidance allows for the conslderation of other factors. It
Ls crucial that the agency be able to respond to scientlfic Lnforrnatlon
and changlng environmental conditlons. By respondlng to changlng
circumstances, the Forest Se:rrlce will be better able to Danage the
natlonal forests for rnultiple use resources and assure a contlnuous
supply of goods and senrices frorn the natlonal forests for the long tem.

In the case of the interim strategy, the "other factors" include the
abtllCy of the Forest Serrrlce to adapt to changing conditions and protect
threatened, endangered and sensltLve species for a shorc perlod of tlne
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until a longer-tern scrategy can be analyzed and adopted. The lnteritr
strategy is nerely a tenporary attenpt to preserve the envl.ronmentaL
status quo, thereby rnalntaining nanagenent options, while longer-tern
dlrection can be evaluated. By taklng the actlve steP of adoptlng
tnterln guidellnes pendlng the developtrent of longer-ter:ro options, the
Forest Ser.rice is better able to achleve lts goals of managing the
Natlonal Forests for sustalnable nultlple uses, and to avold drastlc
emergency Deasures tn the future.

The process of adapting forest Eanagerlent to changing soclal and
environnental conditLons is noE flnished. Ttre long-tern envLronmental
funpact statements wtll also analyze slnllsr lssues concerning
environmental protectl-on and copmodlty productlon. Ttre lnterin strategy
provides a short-term response to complex, changing clrcunstances.

VI I I .  S l te -Spec i f i c  Pro iec t -Leve1 Dec is lons

Ttre Agencies will erploy different approaches to interin nanageuenE
direction (EA, pp. 19 - 20). Ttrts scragegJ applles to proPosed and nes
proJects and actlvltles and to ongolng proJects and actlvltleg that pose
an unacceptable rtsk LnvolvLng the nanagement of tlnber, roads, gtazLr.g,
recreatLon resources, rlparlan areas, mLnerals, flre and fue1s, and land
uses such as leases pemlts, rlghcs-of-way and easements, as rretl as the
re8toratlon of watershed, flsheries, and vlldltfe habltat wlthln RllCAg or
that degrade RHCAs on lrrnds adnlnlstered by the Agencles slthln
anadromous watersheds ln Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Gallfornla
(excludlng areas under the Northern Spotted Ocl ROD) (EA, p. L7. Appendix
G, p. C-9). Ttrls ls an lnterlu atrat€ry and w111 explre tn 18 nonths
frou the date of thls DeclsLon Notlce/ DecLsion Record.

FS Approach:

Ttre Regional Foresters for the Paclfic Norchrrest, Pacific Southwest,
Northern, and Inte:nountain Reglons are responslble for conpllance thls
dectslon on the Bltterroot, Boise, Challls, Gleanrater, Lassen, Los
Padres, t{alheur, Nez Perce, Ochoco, Okanogan, Payette, Salmon, Sawtooth,
Unatllla, and l.lallorra-Whitman Natlonal Forests as well as the Sawtooth
Natlonal Recreation Area and the Coluobla River Gorge Natlonal Scenle
Area.

Under the authoriry of 35 CI?,219.10(f) ,  thls decislon amends Reglonal
Guldes for the FS's Northern, Internountaln, Pacific Southwest, and
Paciflc Northwest Regions and 15 forest plans (EA, Appendlx D, pp. D-3
to D-6) to add expliclt goals and obJectlves for anadronous flsh habtcat

.condltlon and function, and ldentlfy RHCAs where managenent actlvltles
wlII neec new couprehenslve standards and guldellnes for an l8-uonth
perlod following the date of thls declsion (EA, Appendlx C). These
interin standards and guidellnes replace exlsting confllcctng dlrectlon
described ln these 15 forest plans except where the forest plan dlrectlon
provldes more procectlon for anadrouous fish habtcat (EA, p. 14). Ttre
declslon docr.rments for proJects where these new standards and guldelines
are applled wlll contain a flndlng that the proJect ls conslstent wlth
the LRMPs as amended by these lnterln standards and guidellnes.
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BLM Approach:

The State Directors for Galifornta, Idaho, and Otegonflashlngton are
responsl-ble for conpllance wlth this decision on the Bakersfleld and
Ilktah Dlstrlcts in CallfornLa; the Saluon and Coeur d'Alene Dlstrlcts in
Idatro; and the Prinevllle, Spokane, and Vele Dtstricts ln
Oregon/Jashington. FollowLng thls declsion the BLM dlrector wlll lssue
instruction to state directors to review the conformance of the Lnterim
direction wlth existing LUPs.

Ttre BLU will Lncor?orate the lnterfun dlrectlon (A1ternatl.ve 4) that ts
consistent vith current LUPs lnto all proposed and new proJects and
actlvitles, and certain ongolng proJects and actLvlttes.

If the interin dlrection is not consLstent wlth exlstlng LUPs, the BLI{
u111 seek to nrnend or revlse the LIIP so that the interln dlrectlon ls
consistent with the LUP. Untll the LIIP 1g anended or revl-sed, the BLll
w111 use the exlsting LUP directlon, or will attenpt to inplenent the
rDenageDent dlrectlon for certaln ongoing proJects and actlvitles through
negot lat lon with the use authortzat lon holders (e.g.,  grazlng permLttees,
r ight-of-way holders, recreat lon permlt  holders),  or wi l l  seek other
renedy within the terms of the existlng authorizatlon, lncludlng
uodlfylng, suspending, or cancelllng authorlzatlon.

Adninlstrattve Review Opportunltles

These decisl.ons are the flnal declsLons of the Agencies. Partles may
petltlon for adrnlnistrative revlew ln accordance wlth the following
procedures.

Department of ARrl.culture: Ttrls declslon nay be appealed Ln accordance
wlth the provisl.ons of 35 CIR 217.7(a) by ftltng a wrltten notlce of
appeal, l-n dupllcate, wLthtn 45 days of the date of publtcatlon of the
legal notl.ce of availablltty for thls decislon. Ttre Declslon l-s
effective 7 days after publlcatlon of lega1 notlce, 36 CIfR 217.10(a). Ttre
appeal nust be ftled wlth the Secretary of Agrlculture. Revlew by the
SecretarT ls wholly discretlonery.

Ttre notice of appeal must lnclude sufflclent narratlve evidence and
arguDent to shon why this decislon should be changed or reversed (35 CI|R
2L7.e )

Departnent of the Interior: Thls declslon nay be appealed to the
Departnent of the Interlor, Board of Land Appeals, Ln accordance rrtth the
provislons of 43 CFR 4.20 to 4.31 and 43 CI?. 4.400 to 4.415, by f i l lng a
wrltten notLce of appeal. Ttrls notl-ce must be flled with the Dlrector of
the BLM withLn 30 days of the date of publlcatlon of the legal notice of
avallablllty for thls decislon. Ttre notlce of appeal nay include a
statenent of teasons for the appeal, a statement of standlng, and any
arguments the appellant wlshes to make. A party ftllng an appeal nay
reguest a stay of thls declslon, in accordance wlth 43 CIts,4.2L. Ttre
notl.ce of appeal, request for stay, and other docunents shall be senred
as  spec i f led  ln  43  CFS 4 .4L3 and 4 .401(c ) .
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X. Adminis t rat ive or  Support ing Record

Records document ing the preparat ion and rev iew of  th is  in ter in  s t rategy
are avai lable at :

USDA FOREST SERVICE
WILDLIFE, FISH AND RARE PI.ANTS STAFF
AUDITORS BUILDING
14TH AND INDEPENDENCE AVENUES, SW
WASHINGTON, DC 20250

X I .  S igna tu res

By s igning th is  Decis ion Not ice/Decis ion Record together ,  \ re exerc ise our
respeet ive author i t ies over  only  those por t ions re levant  to our
author i ty .

JACK i.]ARD THOMAS

_ - 1  /
, /  l / )  /  ,

i  /  /  i  /_ '  .  . - . : - t . i t , , - -r- /L
HIKE DOMBECK

Chief ,  USDA Forest  Serv ice l ,c t lng Director ,  USDI Bureau
''-/ of Land Managenent

Date:  February 24,  1995 Da te :  Feb rua ry  24 ,  1995
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FINDNG OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

FOR THE
INTERIM STRATEGIES FOR

MANAGING ANADROMOUS FISH.PRODUCING WATERSHEDSrN F A s*Nroffff'il fJ3.%f#SfiI?X' IDAH''

USDA Forest Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management



FII{DING OF NO SICNIFICANT I}{PACT

For The
Interln Strategles For

llanaging Anadrornous Fish-Produclng Watersheds
In Eastern Oregon And Washington, Idaho,

And Portlons Of Callfornia

USDA Forest Serrrlce and USDI Bureau of Land Xansgement

BACKCROI]ND

Ttre Chief of the Forest Serrrice and the Dlrector of the Bureau of Land
Hanageuent (BLl{) have analyzed a proposal for Lnterln dlrectlon Lntended to
arrest the degradatLon and begln the rescoratton of habltat for Paclflc
anadromous fish (salmon, steelhead and sea-run cutthroat trout). Ttre proposal
addresses habltat on lands adnlnlstered by the Forest Serrrl.ce and the Bureau of
Land Managenent Ln Eastern Oregon and Washlngton,. Idaho, and portlons of
Gallfornla. Ttre proposal doee not lnclude areas under the Record of Decislon
for Amendments to Forest Servlce and Bureau of Land Management Plannilrg
Docluents Wlthin the Range of the Northern Spotted Onl (Northern Spotted Owl
R O D ) .

Ttre proposal- for lnterfun DanageDent and four alternatlves, associated deslgn
features, and potentlal rnltlgatlon treasures were descrtbed and analyzed in an
Environmental Assessment (EA) dated March 18, L994. .ltre Proposed Findlng of No
Signiflcant Iupact (FONSI) and the EA were made aval.lable for publlc revlew and
coment. Although the public coments dld not werrant a uodifl.catlon ln the
FONSI, the E"{ has been nodlfied to dlsclose the nature of the co'rents and the
Agencies' responses to them. .Ttre nodlfled EA also affords the Agencies
opportuniCy to provlde clariflcation on selecced polnts.

Other related environnental docrlments which were taken into account lnclude:
Regional Guldes, Land and Resource l{anagenen! Plans (forest plans) and
associated Natlonal Envirorunental Po1lcy Act (NEPA) docr.unents Ln the L5
national forests, the Land Use Plans (LUPs) and associated NEPA docurnents ln
the 7 BLI{ dlstrlcts, and the Northern Spotted Oel ROD and asgoclsced NEPA
documents.

REASONS FOR FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICAI{T IUPACT
tlna/a -'^ ' */

/ {
//1

l'/
of the analysls docuroented ln the EA and(ln light of the

beLow, r" ilnd rhar adoptlon of lelteaqe,c:.,t.ql4J.;as rhe interl-n
slgnlflcantly lnpact the human envlronment,.

In consideratLon
reasons set forth
strategy will not

1. rhe rnterrn strategv voula ue fltn"iTfiTiffiijdf?'aiiiilClibbiil;fffJt?o crn
1508. 27 (a)) . The lnterfun scra"td$tould'"apply"tb*'proJ eCts, withi'n Riparlan
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Habitat Consenration Areas (RHCAs) or that degrade RHCAs on lands
adnlnistered by the Agencies in the States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho,
and Caltfornia (excluding those areas under the Northern Spotted Owl ROD)
(EA,  p .  15  and Append ix  C,  p .  C-9) .

The interrrn s trate sy woura ue fltHTtEiftdl:cAftaiii' pid.i'6t-ts'"';id*acTi;iEi;.i.

actLvitles* and ongoLn, proJects and actlvitles that pose an unacceptable
riskr* tnvolving the management of tinber, roads, gtazLng, recreation
resources, rlparian areas, ml.nerals, fire and fuels, and land uses such as
leases pe:mlts, rlghts-of-way and easeuents, as well as the restoration of
watershed, f isherles, and wi ldl i fe habltat  (EA, p. L6 and Appendix C, p.
C-9).  Ttrus, resource effects would not be slgnl f lcant,  given the short
duration of irtterin directlon and che ablltry of the Agencies to reLocate
actlvlttes outslde the RHCAs. Ttre lnterin strategy wlll reduce the
potential environmental lupacts of proJect decl.slons.

Ttre interin stra
un,

authorize any ground-dlsturbLng actlvltles or dLrect changes to the
envlronmental status quo. Instead, lt provldes progrernilatlc dlrectlon and
nlt lgat lon Deasures to be appl led to sl . te-specif ic proJects and
actlvities. New proJect declslons vlII be preceded by slte-speclftc NEPA
and Endangered Species Act (ESA) analysLs (EA, pp. L7,36).  Ttrus, the
selected alternatLve does not have slgnlflcant effects on human health and
safety beyond those already docuuented ln ey-lstLng plan EISs and
site-speclflc analyses of ongolng proJects and actl.vltles or night be
ldentlfled Ln such future analyses of proposed proJects and actlvltles.
Envl-ronmentaL effects on sotre resources (e.g., aguatlc, rlparLan) wtll be
reduced. These benefl.cial effects wlll not be stgntfl.cant due to the short
tLne frane lnvo1ved, the llnlted area affected, and the llnited lntensl.ty
of the beneficlal effects.

*"Proposed or new proJects and activltLes" are defined as those actlons
that have not been iupleuented, o! for whlch contracts hs.ve not been
awarded, or for whlch pernits have not been issued, or (withtn the range
Ilsted anadrornous flsh) contlnuing acc,lons for whlch the Blologlcal
Assessments have not been prepared and submLtted for consultatLon, prl.or
signlng of this declsion (EA, pp. 17 and Glossary-S).

**nongoing proJecEs and activltiesn are defl-ned as those actions that have
been inplemented, or that have contracts awardedr or pertDits Lssued, and
(wtthln the range of llsted anadromous fish) for whlch Blological
Assessnents have been prepared and subnitted for consultatlon, prlor to che
signing of thls decision (EA, p. Glossary-5).  Ttre Glossary def ines
nunacceptable risk' as a leveL of rlsk from an ongolng actlvity or group of
ongolng actlvities that is deternined through NEPA analysis or the
preparation of Blological Assessments/Evaluations, or theLr subsequent
review, to be: --" l lke1y to adversely affectr  l lsted anadromous f lsh or
their  deslgnated cr l t lcal  habtcat,  or --" l lkely to adversely lnpacc"
non-l isted anadromous f ish (EA, pp. LB and Glossary-7).
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4. Ttre interin strategy would not significantly affect any unique
does not

adverselv affect anythine listed or elislble for listing in the Natlonal
Reelster of Hlstor ic Places, nor does l t  cause loss or destructton of

alter the environmental protectlon afforded to such unique lands and
resources as wi ld and scenic rLvers (EA, p. 61),  ecoLoglcaLly luportant
plant cornmunit ies such as are found ln r ipar ian areas (EA, pp.45,48 - 49,
52, and 55),  cul tural  resources (EA, p. 50),  and Tribal  her l tage si tes wlth
archeol-ogical and relLglous lnportence (EA, pp. 6L - 62). Ttre lnterfuo
stratery ls not applied to any park lands or prlne fa::n land.

the tnterln 
"tr"t.pry 

does oot lntolvt

sclentlfic basis for this interin dlrectton has been thoroughly evaluated
(EA, pp. 2 to 5, 8 to 11, and Appendtx A). Ttre decllnes of anadromous fish
stocks and degradation of thelr associated freshwater habitat have not been
dlsputed. Any controversy pertalns to the best approach to correct the
problens or malntain the status quo whlle the long-certr envlronmental
analyses are conpleted, not the nagnltude of the problen (EA, Appendix F,
Response to Publlc Connents).

The lnterln strategy doeg not lmrolve

thts context refers to caaeg where there ls substantlal dlspute aa to the
slze, nature, or effect of the Federal actlon, rather than to opposltlon to
lts adoptlon. Sone lndlviduals who are ltkely to experlence adverge
economl.c effects, however, have taken exception to the proposal (EA, p. 59
and Appendtx F). Others argued for more restrLccl.ve protectlve measures
than the proposed actlon, and urged the adoptlon of Alternatl.ve 5. On the
acres affected, the short-term nature of the effects is within allowed
fluctuatlons ln the ten year planning perlod.

Ttre lnterln strategy world not tnpose
al labIe

ided che foundatlon for deslgnlng the lnterln
strategy (EA, pp. 2 to 5, 8 to lL,  36-39, Appendlx A, Appendtx C).
Measures slnllar to the ones descrlbed ln Appendl.x C are used for
managetrent of anadroDous ftsh habitat ln areaa subJect to the Northern
Spotted OsI ROD.

fhe interfu 
"tt

future consideratton (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(5)),  nor is l t  related to other

retain the environuental status quo while the Agencles develop and evaluate
long-term strategies. ltre interin strategy will be applled durlng a
llnited period of 18 nonths frou the date of the decLsion. The teuporary
nature of the interiu strateg'y will ltnit lts effects (EA, p. L2). Ttre EA
dlscloses the cunulatlve envlronmental effects of short-tern increnental
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improvements ln habitat conditions and trends on lands within the
anadromous watersheds that are administered by the Agencles (EA, pp. 38 -

3 9 ) .

Ttre environmental anal.yses being prepared for the long-tertr envlronnental
strategies w111 produce long-tern cumulatlve effects info:mation. Because
recovery processes within rlparian areas and aquatlc habitats are gradual,
such short-tern adJustnents in DanagerDent practices are unllkely to result
ln slgnlflcant effects on future actlons on these Federal lands (EA, pp. 38
- 39). TLre Lnterfun strategy ls not blndlng on any future decislons made on
long-tern strategl.es (EA, p. 20).

9. The lnterl-u strateFy wilL not adverselv aflect an endangered or threatened
specles or lts habltat that has been detelulned to be critical under the
Endangered Specl.es Act (40 CfR 1508.27(b)(9)).  A Blologlcal  Evaluat lon and
a Blologlcal Assessnent conpleted by the Agenciesr scientlsts have
concluded that adoptlon of the proposed ueasure would not produce
signl.ficant lmpacts. Because fish llsted pursuant to the ESA are
involved, the Agencies have consulted with the United States Department of
the Interior, Flsh and Wlldltfe Senrice (ll lS) and the United Scates
Department of Comerce, National t{arlne Flsherles Se:nrtce (NMFS) ln
accordance with establlshed requirenents. Ttre FIIS, through a letter of
concurrence, found that the proposed actLon vould have a neutral or
beneflclal effect on l,lsted specles under theLr JurLsdlctlon. Ttre NI{FS,
through a blol-ogtcal oplnlon, has deterntned that the proposed actlon le
not llkely to Jeopardlze the contLnued extstence of llsted specles under
thelr Jurlsdlctton or result Ln destructlon or adverse nodlficatlon of
crttlcal habltat. Ttre EA reflects the results of these consultatlons, and
the consultatlon documents are Lncluded as Appendlx J to the EA. Slte
epeciflc projects wtll be preceded by blologlcal evalustl.ons where llsted
epecLes nay be affected.

10. Ttre lnterirn strategy does not threaten a vlolatlon of Federal, State or
local law or requireroents imposed for the protectlon of the environnent (40

ent
have Jolntly lssued notices announclng the developnent of the long-term
erwlronmental analyses (EA, Appendix I). In accordance wlth Sectlon
1505.1(a) of the Councll on Environmental Quality regulatlons lnplenenttng
NEPA, upon issuance of a Notice of Intent, and untll issuanee of a Record
of Declsl.on, the Agencles wlll take no actlons rrhlch have an adverse
environmental iupact or ltntt the cholce of reasonable alternattves.
Additionally, adoptton of the preferred alternatlve would not slgnlflcantly
affect the followlng elenents of the hurnan environment, which are specifled
in Btetute, regulatton, or executlve order: Alr Quallty, Areas of Crltlcal
EnvLronmental Concern, Culturel Resources, Farx Lands (priue or unLque),
Floodplalns, Native AmerLcan Rellglous Concerns, ftrreatened or Endangered
Specles, Hazardous or Sol id lJastes, Water Qual l ty,  Wild and Scenic Rlvers,
and lli lderness.
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DETERMINATION

On the basis of the inforrnation and analysis contained in the attached EA
and a l l  o ther  in forrnat ion avai lable as sunnar ized above,  i t  is  our
determinat ion that  adopt ion of  the in ter im di recc ion over  the next  18
months (whi le  envi ronmental  analyses of  long- term st rategies are being
prepared)  does not  const i tu te a rnajor  Federal  act ion s igni f icant ly
affecting the quality of the human environment. Therefore, an
Envlronmental  Inpact  StaterDent  is  not  needed.

Ghief ,  USDA Forest Service Aot i . :og Director,  USDI Bireau of
I 

-- ' " Land ManagerDenE

Date :  Feb rua ry  24 ,  1995 Da te :  Feb rua ry  24 ,  1995
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