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United States Department of the Interior 

FlSH AND 'Wll.DLIFE SERVICE 

Jack Ward Thomas, Chief 
U.S.D.A. Forest Service 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

911 NE. lllhAvcnue 
Portland, Oregon 97232-4181 

JUN~' 1894 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) ·has reviewed the biological 
evaluation (BE) attached to ye>ur April 1, 1994, letter in which you requested 
that we provide our biological opinion on the implement:ation 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 t:he Environment:al Assessment (EA) for the 
Implement:ation 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 bot:h informally and 
formally in the future as the Forest Service·and the Bureau of l.and Management 
(BU!) continue to work over the next 18 months on geographically specific 
environmental impact statements for PACFISH implementation. The Service 
anticipates providing section 7 consultations cllat 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 interiJn PACFISH standards and guidelines: 

l. Bull trout CSalvelinus eontluent::us), a petitioned.species, has 
receive.d considerable attention from our respect:ive agencies in the last: 18 
months. The Service determined that: the listing of the bull trout was 
warranted, but precluded by ocher pending proposals of higher prioi£ey, for 
tbe population segments residing in t:he coterminous Unit:ed 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 Flt 30254). In addition, the Service has worked 
closely with the States of Idaho and Montana, Regions l and 4 of t:he Forest 

· Service and the Idaho BU! 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 t:rout: conservation would 
~e linked t:o PACFISH. There is no evidence of t:his in eit:her t:he EA or t:he 
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BE. The Service, therefore, recommends that bull trout and their habitat be 
included with anadromous fish in the present habitat management effort, as 
well as any NEPA document that you develop for public disclosure. Key 
watersheds have been identified, and a conservation strategy that could serve 
.as a model or template for lands that encompass the remainder of the bull 
trout's range has been developed for the State of Idaho. 

2. Alternative 4 (preferred) of the EA states that the interim 
standards and guidelines will apply to all proposed and ~ of the ongoing 
actiVities· on lands man.aged by your agencies. To us, this means that a group 
of management activities, potentially large in size and impacts, will be 
exempt from the interim standards and guidelines. The EA should explain what 
the analysis criteria will be for determining •acceptable" and •unacceptable" 
risk. to fish, wildlife and plant species of interest. 

3. A monitoring plan, develop~d in cooperation with the Service, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, and other interested parties, should be 
made part of the interim. strategy. This is especially important for 
actiVities that proceed in key watersheds prior to watershed analysis. The 
results would be useful immediately for proposed activities and future 
watershed.analysis efforts. · 

Thank you for the oppor=ity to provide these comments. If you have 
questions or need clarification on our position regarding your request for 
fotmal consultation, please contact Vicki M. Finn of my staff at 503-231-6241. 

Sincerely, 

~u.~.z'~ 
:>• "'"'"'". ~~~VIN L • .,.;,c:.M 

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 BTAT'ES CEPAR'nlllENT DF CDllllMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atn ptw: ic: AdrniuiaQ aCio:o 
NA~ f'.A.ARl\E F1SI C !ES $5RVCE 

1335 Eas:·Wes< Hg1iwey 

~~MO 21:19'10 

T;.E OIREC"l'O'l 

Jt\N 2 3 1995 ~EC'P FOREST SERV!CE 

~ 9 i,.,:;c; ~ft; -~ ..... 

Ci4iEPS CFRCE 

Enclosed is the biological opinion prepared by the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under section 7 of the.Endangered 
Species Act on Implementation of Interim Strategies for Managing 
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 timeframe 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: respect"ive 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 \~'7------.; 

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~ CIEPARTMENT CF CCIMMeRcE 
Naacaw1 = tie W'ld Aaa : 'm C: • : •••to: •doc• 
l\LA~ t-.MF"W'>E '1.SI C :W: ~ 
1335 F : 'JH:!iif,'I; t 5" uy 

g_. ~ "'° 2J910 
Tl-EU C'.104 

~ 23 1995 

Enclosed is .the bic;>logical opiµi.on prepared by the Nationa+. 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act c:in Implementation. of Interim Strategie& for Managing . 
Anadromous Fish".'producing.Watersheds in Ea!;tern Oreg~and 
Washington, Idaho, and Portions of california (PACFISH). · 

' . 
As stated in the biological opinion, mas has·determneq 

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 
desigi:iated critical habitat. In part, these conclusions wer.e 
based on NMFS's expectation that the interim PACFISB guidance 
would be iii 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 I . Bureau of Land Manag~t' and NMFS have 
worked together closely for more than, 8 months ·at.· the staff level 
to. make the :i.nteri.m PACFJ:SB gui.dance cl.earer, more ccn:si.stent, 
and to.improve protective measures for listed salmon. suceessful 
implementation.of the'PACFISH strategy Will depend·on continued 
close coordination between our respective agencies through the 
PACF;i: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 recommendations to the 
maximum extent practicable. ' · · 

Sincerely, 

---
. -:q,, -. , c-~ A~-- ~ 

Rolland A. Schmitten 

Enclosure 
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Endangered Species Act -
Section 7 Consultation 

BIOLOGICAL OPINION 

Implementation of; Interim St_rategies fo.r 
Managing An~drornous Fish·-producing 

Watersheds in Eastern Oregon and 
Washington, Idaho, and Portions of 

California (PACFISH) . 

Agency:: !J.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Sel:-viee and 
U.S. Department of ·Interior, B_ureau of Lan~ Management 

Consultation Conducted By: National Marine Fisheries Service, 
Northwest Region 
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BACKGROUND 

On April l, l.994, the .USDA Forest Service CFS) and USDI Bureau of 
Land Mazlagement (BLM) requested the initiation of formal 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 7 con:suitation with the 
National Marine Fisheries Se:rvice (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 biological 
assessment (BA) and environmental assessment (EA) on the PACFISH 
strategy. The BA concluded that implementation of -PACFISH •may 
affect• listed species and designated critical habitat, but did 

·not include a dete%111ination as to whether or the proposed action 
was •likely to adversely affect• or •not likely to adversely 
affect• listed species and designated critical habitat. ·NMFS 
staff-met.with the staff of ·the FS and BLM (action agencies) on 
May 3, 1994 to discuss the PACFISH March 18, l.994 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 pubiic 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 l.8, 
l.994 PACFISH EA. These included clarifications on implementation 

I 
-of the interi.111 dir.ec:tion, the interim locations of key 
watersheds, and cl,arifii::ations and changes ·to the p:ropOsed 
standards and guidelines. This biological opinion (Opinion) 
analyzes the. original proposed action, with the clarifications 

I ·and changes described in an October ll, 1994 letter from Gray F. 
Reynolds, FS, and Al Wright, BLM, to Rollie Schlllitten, 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 l.l., l.994 letter. 

The objective of this Opinion is to determine whether the interim 
PACFISH strategy is likely to jeopardize .the-continued existence 
of Snake River {SR) ·sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerkal, SR 
spring/summer c:hinook·salmon (0. tshawytsc:ha), or SR fall c:hinook 
salmon (0 •. es.bawytsc:hal • or result in. the dest%UCtion or adverse 
modification of their designated critical habitat. 

J:J:. PROPOSED ACTION 

I The proposed-action for consultation includes goals, 
identification of key watersheds,.riparian habitat conservation 

I areas (RHCAs.), riparian management objectives {RMOs}, standards 
. and guidelines (S&Gs}, and procedures that would apply to 

I 
l. 

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 beg;n,;,;ng 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 leng-termmana~t 
approaches are evaluated via ge0graphically specific · 
enviroimental analyses. ·The· Environmental .J:l!IP'lct Statements 
(EIS) for Oregon, Washington and Idaho will be devel~ based on 
scientific and technical information produced.by the Interior· 
Columbia Basin Ecosystem. Management Project. 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 CFebrua:ry l, 1994) and 59 FR 63071 (December 7, 1994) . 
The action agencies expect all three environmental analyses to 
have decisions within 18 months of PACFISH implementation. 
Therefore, ~s expects that PACFISH would not apply more 18 
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. S&Gs and procedures) the LOPs would have to be amended 
prior to imp.lementation 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 managellleilt objectives, .s&Gs and monitoring 
requirements. 

For the PACFISH consu1tation, the FS and BLM requested 
consultation on alternative 4 of the March 18, 1994 EA (the. 
preferred altemative). Onder alternative 4, the interim 
management direction would be applied to all proposed land . 

. management actions and to those ongoing land management actions 
that •pose unacceptable risk to habitat condition or at-risk 
anadromous fish.• · During consultation, the action agencies 
defined •unaccept-able risk" 1 and developed a draft set of 

. . 

'RMFs ..maus~ Uiat ·~cceptable risk• will be ddined iii the ~
EA as "A level of risk· from an cmgou.g. activity or group of ongoing activities 
that is determined c.brough NEPA analysis or the preparation of biological. 
assessments/evaluaticms, or their subsequent review, to be likely to adver.sely · 
affect listed anadromous fisb or tbeir designated critical habitat, or ~ly to 
adversely impact tbe viability of non-listed anadromcus fisb.• (Glossary 

2 
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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 
PACFISH 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 CQlllPonents of PACFISli 

The interim PACFISH strategy is comprised of the following 
components: riparian goals, interim riparian management 
objectives (RMOs}, riparian habitat conservation areas· CRHCAS), 
standards and guidelines CS&Gs}, key watersheds, watershed 
analysis, and watershed restoration. 

Go&1s - The goals of PACFISB (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 that have evolved within the geographic region. 

I 
. . . 

R:::l.pariaD Managemesit Objectives - The interim RMOs 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 RMOs for pool frequency, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

temperatl.ire, 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 RMOs (November 10, 
1994.letter.from Gray Reynolds, Forest Service, and Tom Walker, 
BLM to Rollie. Schmitten, NMFS). However, the RMOs also •may be 
modified in the absence of Watershed Analysis where watershed or 
stream reach specific data support the -change• in consultation 
with NMFS !November J,O, 1994 letter from Gray Reynolds, -:Forest 
Service,. and Tom Walker, BLM to Rc;>llie Schmi.tten, NMFS). 

Each of the int!'!rim RMOs must be met or exceeded before llcibitat 
would be considered "good" fqr anadromous fish.· Based on the 

uansmitted frcm Gordon Haugen, OSFS to Jeffrey Lockwood, NMFS, October 20, 1994) 
Also see definition.s in llppenclix A. 

3 



March 18, 1994 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, NMFS; see ~dix A), 
NMFS understands the RMOs to be mini= targets for land . 
managers. Thus areas where •gooci• habitat is SU%paSsed would not 
be subjected to incremental degradation down to the level of 
•good•. However, according to.the March 18, 1994 EA, if the 
interim RMO for the only key element (pool frequency) is met or 
exceeded, some· latitude would exist for meeting the other, 
supporting RMOs. No time frame for attaining the RMOs was 
described in.the March 18, 1994 EA, nor was there .any indication 
of the kinds, quality or duration of data needed to demonstrate 
that an RMO has been attained. .However, clarifica~ions to the 
proposed interim direction provide consistent language specifying 
that actions (with some exceptions; see discussion of standards 

. and guidelines below) .not retard or prevent attainment of the ' 
RMOs, thus setting an expectation of habitat improvement at · 
natural rates or faster. During consultation, the action 
agencies agreed to change the · water temperature RMO to be more 
protective of listed and non-listed anadromous fish (October 11, 
1994 letter; see Appendix A of thi$ Opinion) . 

Ri.parian Habitat Conservation Areas - Interim RHCAs·wouldbe 
delineated in every anadromous fish-bearing watershed on lands 
adminjstered 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 pose an unacceptable 
risk; ·however, they do not· exclude some ongoing or proposed 
'management activities (livestock grazing, m;n;ng, watershed 
restoration, and fisheries enhancement). New road and landing 
construction {March 18, 1994 EA), new recreation facilities . 
(October 11, 1994 letter), and timber salvage (October J;3, J.994) 
are prohibited in RHCAs until after watershed analysis (see 
definition and discussion below). Standard widths defining 
interim RHCAs are listed 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 RHCAs for PACFISH ·alternative 4 stop at 
the edge of the-100.-yearfloodplain (regardless of width) for 
non-forested rangeland ecosyi;tems. · 

RRCAs •generally• would not -be. adjusted without watershed 
analysis; however, the RHCAs · •may be modified in the absence of 
Watershed analysis where stream reach or site specific data 
support the change•, in consultation with NMFS (November 10, 1994 
letter from Gray -ReYI1olds, Forest Service, and Tom Walker, BLM to 
Rollie Schmitten, NMFS) . 

Key Watersheds - ·According to the March 18, 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 £SA or stocks 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 action agencies informed :NMFS that all 
watersheds with designated critical habitat for SR salmon 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; the action agencies indicated that· for 
actions in watersheds that do not contain designated critical 
habitat, but·t.hat serve as potential sources of.high quality 

I 
water to designated critical bal::>itat (i.e. the Clearwater River 
Basin excluding the North Fork Cleaniate:z:: River abcn'e Dworsha.k 
Dam), BAs submitted after the date that PACFISB is j.mplemented 
shall provide available data and analysis needed to describe 

I potential downstream effects on water quality (e.g. temperature, 
sediment load, and contaminants), and peak flow timing and volume 
~ithin designated critical habitat (July 20, 1994 meeting). 

I 
:lowever, with respect to the Clearwater basin, NMFS does not 
1.nticipate receiving many additional project-specific BAs for 
)reposed actions nor any project-specific BAs for ongoing actions 
iuring the period PACF!SH is in -effect, because BAs prepared in 

I L992 by the Clearwater National Forest concluded that all ongoing 
tianagement actions, with the exception of wildfire suppression, 
.n the Lolo· Creek,. Middle Fork Clearwater River, and I-ochsa River I r.ttersheds had •no effect• on listed SR salmon •. 

ratershed Analysis - Watershed analysis ·is described in the March 
.8, 1994 EA as •a systematic procedure for determinjng how a 

I "atershed functions in relation to its physical and biological 
'omponents. This is accomplished through consideration of 
istory, processes; landform, and condition.• Watershed analysis 

I sit is.being developed pursuant to the FSEIS/Record of Decision 
n Management-of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth 
crest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted 
wl -emphasizes the importance of dete:z:ndnjng watershed status, 

I esilience and capabilities, examining fish ecological 
elationships, and identifyj.ng watershed restoration and 
onitoring objectives, strategies, and priorities prior to 

I. lanning actions in the watershed (Interagency Watershed Analysis 
:)Qrdination Team 1994). 

I 
:iring consultation with NMF'S, the action agencies.indicated that 
atershed analysis procedures ·for the SR Basin would not be .. 
:mipletely developed and tested during the period PACFISH is in 
Efect (July 12, 1994 ~eting) .· A .limited number of watersheds 

I Eour to five) would be subject to prototype or pilot analyses 
iring PACFISH (July 12 meeting and October 11, 1994 letter) . 

I 
I 

s 



Watershed Restoration -. Under Alte:rnative 4, the action agencies 
assume that no additional funds will be availal:>le for watershed 
restoration during the interim period, but that.existing funds 
will be re-targeted, •as necessary•, to estal:>lish a watershed 
restoration ~:cog:am.. Priority for restoration· would be given to 
key watersheds. No further information was provided concerning 
the scope or timing of watershed restoration, although the March 
18, 1994 .EA ties restoration to priorities and strategies 
identified by watershed analysis. · 

Standards and Guidelines - The S&Gs address management of timber, 
roads, grazing, minerals,. fire/fuels mcina.gement, lands, ripari!lll 
areas, watershed and habitat restoration, and fisheries and 
wildlife restoration. The S&Gs ·would apply only to RBCAs Csee 
clarifications below). 

The PACFISB S~ proposed in the MarC:h l.8, l.9~4 EA woUld a1low 
activities to proceed· under a variety of scenarios: .if there are 
no •impacts• or •adverse effects• that are •inconsistent with 
attainment of RMOs" (e.g. TM-l.a, GM-l., LH-2, LH-3); •only when 
RMOs are no.t adversely affected• (e.g. TM-lb); or •in a manner 
that 'assures' (TM-le) or is 'consistent with' attainment of the 
RMOs" (FW-2) . 

Clarifications to the S&Gs include the followizig: (l) applying 
consistent require111ents that actions must not retard or prevent 
attainment of the RMOs (for certain existing facilities, the · 
standard would be limited to not preventing attainment of the 
RMOs); (2). applying the S&Gs not only to the RHCAs, but to 
actions outside the RBCAs that .could degrade (see list of 
definitions in Appendix B) the RHCAs (this decision would be made 
duri?ig the planning of individual actions); and (3) adding an 
emphasis on avoiding 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 al:>utting 
RBCAs in watersheds containing designated eritica1 habitat; (2) 
prohibit storage of fuel and other toxicants in RBCAs; (3) 
prohibit refueling within RHCAs; and (4) direct land managers not 
to use mitigation or planned restoration as a substitute for 
.preventing habitat degradation (October 11, 1994 .letter). During 
the October l.3, 1994 meeting, the action agencies agreed to delay 
sa1 vage and fuel wood cutting in RHCAs until after watershed . 
analysis. However, RHCAs could be adjusted based on either 
watershed ana1ysis or site-specific analysis (November 10, l.994 
letter from Gray Reynolds, FS and Tom Walker, BLM to Rollie 
Scbmitten, NMFS; ·see discussion under Riparian Hal:>itat 
Conservation-Areas, above). 
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'XV. LISTED SPECD:S AND CllTICAL RABITAT 
. . 

There are three species under the jurisdiction of NMFS listed as 
endangered under the ESA that occur within Federal lands and may 
be affected by the proposed actiOD as described in the draft "EA: · 
SR sockeye salmon (listed on November 20, 1991, 57 FR 58619); SR 
fall chinook sa:imon, and SR spring/summer chinook salmon. SR 
fall chinook salmon and SR spring/summer chinook salmon were 
listed as threatened on April 22; 1992 (57 FR 14653) and 
reclassified as endangered on August 18, 1994 (59 FR 42529). 
Endangered Sacral!)ento River winter run chinook salmon (O~ 
tshawytschal do not occur OD.Federal lands ~ddressed by the March 
18; 1.9.94 EA, btit 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 soclce}":! salmon; SR 
sprilig/summer chinook salmon, and SR fall chinook salmon on 
December 28, 1.993 (58 FR 68543), effective on January 27, 1.994. 
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 11li.gration co=ido~. Components 1, 2, and 4 are 

. present wit.hµi the range of PACFISH. 

Essential features of the Spawning and juvenile rears.rig are~s for 
SR sockeye salmon include adequate: (1) Spawning gravel, (2) 
water quality, (3) water quantity, (4) water temperature, 
(5). food, (6). riparian vegetation, .. and (7) access. 

Essential features of the spawning and juvenile rearing areas for 
SR spring/summer chjnook salmon and SR fall chinook salmon 
include adequate: (1) Spawning gravel, (2) water quality, (3) 
water quantity, -(4) water temperature, (Sl cover/shelter, (6) 
foo<i, (-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: . (1) Substrate, (2) water 
quality, (3) water quantity, (4) water temperature, (5) water 
velocity, (6) cover/shelter, (7l. food, (8) riparian vegetation, 
(9) space, and q.o) safe passage conditions. 

Essential features of the COlumbia River adult mi9'ration corridOr 
for SR ·sockeye salmon, SR spring/summer chinook salmon, and SR 
fall chinook salmon include adequate: (1) Substrate, (2) water 
quality, (3) water quantity, (4) water.temperature, (SJ water 
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velocity, C6J cover/shelter, (7) riparian vegetation, (8) space, 
_and (9) safe passage conditions. 

A. Snake liver_ Sockeye SaJmcin 

SR sockeye salmon adults enter the Columbia River primarily 
during J=e_ and July. Arrival at: Redfish Lake, which now 
supports the only remaining r= of SR sockeye salmon, peaks in 
August and spawning occurs prim;µ'ily in October (Bjornn et al. 
1968). Eggs ·batch i.n the spring. between so and ?-40 days after 

. spawning. Fry remain in the g: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 1986). · Migrants leave Redfish 
Lake from late April through May (Bjo:mi et al. i968)., and smolts _ 
migrate almost.900 miles to the Pacific OCean. For detailed 
information on the SR sockeye salmon, see Waples et al. (l99la) 
and 56 FR 58619 (November 20, 1991). · 

Downstream passage at Lower Granite Dam (the first dam on the SR 
-downstream from the Salmon liver) occurs from late April to July, 
with peak passage from May to late J=e (Fish Passage Center 
J.992). Once in the ocean, the S1110lts remain inshore or within 
the Columbia liver influence during the early S'll!11!!er months. 
Later, they migrate through ,the northeast Pacific Ocean (Bart 
1973; Bart and Dell l.986) • SR sockeye salmon usually spei>.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 retu:ned 
to headwaters of the Payette River, where 75,000 were taken one 
year by a single fishing operation in Big Payette Lake (Bevan et 
al. 1994). During the.early 1880s, retUJ:nS of SR sockeye salmon 
to the headwaters of. the Grande Ronde liver in Oregon (Wallowa 
Lake) were estimated between 24,000 and 30,000 minimum (Cramer 
1990, cited i.E. ievan et al. 1994). During the 1950s and 1960s, 

·ad.Ult returns to ·Redfish Lake numbered more than 4', ooo fish 
(Bevan.et al. J.994). 

SR. sockeye salmon escapement to the SR has declined dramatically 
in recent years. · co=ts made at LoWer Granite Dam sinee·-1975 
have ranged froui 53i in 1976 .to zero in l.990. In 1988, IDFG 
conducted spawning.gro=d surveys that identified four adi.tlts and 
two redds · (gravel nests in which· the eggs . are deposited) • In · 

- l.989, one adult reached Redfish Lake and one redd and a second 
potential redd were identified. - No redds or ·adults were . 
identified in l.990. rn·1991, three males and -one feinale returned 
to Redfish Lake. One male SR- sockeye salmon retilrned. to Redfish -
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Lake in 199.2. Six male and two female SR sockeye salmon returned 
to Redfish Lake in 1993. 

Since 1991, adults returning to Redfis·h La.Jee have been collected 
for the captive broodstock program. Therefore, only progeny of 
residual sockeye salmon (which NMFS has determined to be listed 
SR sockeye salmon; March 19, 1993, letter from N. Foster fNMFS} 
to constituents) are expected to migrat:e from Redfish Lake in 
1994. Bet:ween 119 and 2550 juvenile SR scckeye salmon may be 
t:agged with.passive int:egrat:ed transponders (PIT-t:agsl by t:he 
Idaho Depart:ment cf Fish and Game and released int:o t:he SR system 

. in 1994 (NMFS l994a) • 

As of October 9, 1994, one adult sockeye salmon had returned to 
Redfish Lake in 1994. The Columbia River Technical Staffs (1993) 
predicted a return of three fish to the Columbia River mouth 
.during 1994 based on the 1989-1993 average proportion of sockeye 
salmon counted at Ice Barbor and Priest Rapids dams. · Dygert 
(1993) also estimated a retll%n of three with an expected range 
from one to five.SR sockeye salmon based on smolt counts and 

· subsequent escapement: to Redfish Lake. Numbers cf 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 Salmon 

l. 

• 

The present range of naturally-spawned-origin SR spring/summer 
chinook salmon is primarily limited to the Salmon, Grand Ronde, 
Imnaha, and Tucannon sUbbasins. Most SR spring/s11mm1>.r chinook 
salmon enter·individual subbasins from May through September. 
Juvenile SR-spring/SUllllller chinock salmon emerge fro111 spawning 
gravels from February through June (Perry and Bjormi 1991) • 
Typically, after rearing in their nursery streams for about l 
year, smelts begin migrating seaward in April through May -CBugert 
et al. 1990; Canna!!\P.la 1992). After reaching the.mouth of the 
Columbia River_, spring/swmner chinook .salmon probably jphahit 
nearshore Cll'.eas 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/ smmner chinook 
salmon; see Matthews and Waples (1991), ·NMF'S (l991a), and S.6· FR 
29542 .(June 27, 1991) • · 

2. Popu1ation Status .azid Trends 

The estimated-number of wild adult SR spring/summer chinook . 
salmon returning to spawn was estimated by Bevan ~t al. (1994) as 
more 1.5 million fish annually. By the l950's ·the population had 
declined to an estimated 125,000 adults.· Escapement estimates 
indicate .. that the population continued to decline through the 
1970's. Redd count: data also show t:hat t:he population cont:inued 
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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 ~980 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 s;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 CESA section 10 permit 
application, Arl!!y Corps of Engineers, Juvenile Fish 
Transportation Program,. November l.5, l.993, revised December 7,. 

· 1993) • Returns· of · spl:ing/summer chinook sallllOn 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 l.994}. 

In small populci.tions, random proeesses can lead to two major 
types of risk: de.mog:r: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 numerica1l.y) .are also 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 al. 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 -major tributaries of the snake 

.River, many local populations could be at critically low levels, 
with subpopulations in the .Grande Ronde River, Middle Fork Salmon 
River, and Upper Salmon River basins at particularly high risk. 
Both; demographic and genetic risks would be of concern for 
subpopulations, and in some cases, habitat might be so spcµ-sely 
populated that adults .would not find mates. 

C. Snake.River Fall C!:i.inook Sallziozi 

· 1. Life Ki.story. Smmpary 

Adult SR fall chinook salmon enter the COlUlllbia 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, Imnaha, Salmon, and Tucannon rivers. 
Fall chinook salmon generally spawn from October through 
November, C!lld fry emerge from March through April. Downstream 
migration generally begins within several weekS of emergence 
{Becker 1970; Allen and Meekin 1973 l with juveniles rearing in 

. backwaters C!lld 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. (1991b), NMFS (1991b) and 
56 FR 29542 (June 27, 1991). 

2. Pcpulation· Status and Tre:lds 

Reliable historic estimates of abundance are 'unayailable for SR 
fall chinOQk salmon (Bevan et al. 1994). Estimated returns of. SR. 
fall chinook ·salmon declined. from 72,0!>0 anm1ally between 1938 
and 1949, to 29,00o· from 1950· through 1959 (Bjornn and Borner 
1980, cited in Bevan et al. 1994 l . 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), C!lld 742 in 1993 (iiDF 1994). .. . 

Based on the preseason forecast,.the expected 1994.escapement of 
naturally-spawned SR fall chinook salmon to the Columbia River is 
803 fish (NMFS and ~SFWS 1994). Accounting for estimated inter
dam adult fall chinook losses of 56%,. and a preliminary estimated 
post-season harvest rate of l.5% on Snake River fall chinook 

·.salmon, a preliminary eStimate ·of 1994 escapement of naturally- . 
spawned SR fall chinook salmon to Lower Granite Dam is 300 fish 
(Peter Dygert, NMFS, pers. comm. with Jeffrey LOckw<:>od, NMFS, 

November 2, 1994). · · 

Although risks associated with small population sizes are also a 
general conce= for SR fall chinook salmon, currently there is no 
evidence of multiple subpopulations of naturally-spawning SR fall 
chinook salmon. The anticipated short-term reduction in · 
escapement during·the next few years would not raise major 
genetic conce=s of inbreeding, but certainly would raise 
demographic concerns. Genetic and demographic risks increase 
dramatically with increasing number of consecutive years of 
depressed populations .. 

. D. 
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degraded habitat and increased egg to smolt mortality, including 
hydropower development, water withdrawals; unscreened water 
diversioDS, road coDStruction, timber harvest, livestock grazing, 
mjnjng, and outdoor recreation. In general, land management . 
actioDS that disturb ground and remove vegetation have: (1) 
reduced connectivity (i.e. the flows of energy, organisms and 
materials) between streams, riparian areas, floodplaiDS, 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) catised 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:maJ.. fluctuat.ion8; (6) altered peak flow volume and 
timing, leading to channel changes and probably altered fish 
migration -timing; and (7) alt-ered water ~les .and base fl0ws, 
resulting in riparian wetland and s.trea.m dewatering (Eastside 
Forests.Scientific Society Panel 1993; FEMAT 1993; Mcintosh et 

· al. 1994; Wissmar et al. 1994). 

As stated on page 3 of the Mar.ch 18, 1994 EA, •major portioDS of 
the lands administered "by the FS and BLM have poor habitat 
conditioDS for anadromous fish, characterized by: 30-70 percent 
fewer large, deep pools; C!X(: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 construction, timber harvest, .mjning, ·and stream · 

. channelization on private and Federal. lands (Mcintosh et al. 
1994). Ten streams resurvey~d in the Grande Ronde River Basin 
showed declines in ·the frequency 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 =aged 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 ltiana.ged 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. l.994) .. 
Maintaining or worsening eXi.sting conditioDS woul.d 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 occur 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. 
Priilcipal among the ways ill which the historic: and existing land 
management ~imes have contributed to the deelµie of salmon · 
bal:>itat are: (l) historic overemphasis on production of 
non-fishery commodities at the expense of riparian and fish 
bal:>itat; (2) failure to take a biologically conservative or 
risk.-averse approach to planning land management actions when 
inadequate information exists about the relationships between 
land management actions, fish bal:>itat, and fish production; (3) 
failure to incorporate known scientific information into the 
planning.of actions; (4) planning actions.on.a site-specific 
basis, rather than based on watershed and river basin conditions 
and capabilities; and (5) reduct.ion in the number, size and 
distribution of remaining high-quality bal:>itat areas (such as 

I 'roaiiless and lightly developed areas) that could serve ~ refugia 
for salmon subpopulations and sources of genetic material for 
eventual recolonization. of unoccupied bal:>itat ~ 

I 
I 

VJ:. UFECTS OF 'l'RE PROPOSED ACTION 

This biological opinion provides twe levels of analysis relating 
to the effects of PACFISE to listed species and their designated 
critical hal:>itat. The first level discusses the specific effects 

I of implementation of PACFISH independent of .existing management 
direction. This requires.an analysis of the components of 
PACFISH, such as the S&Gs, MC>s, etc., and how they may be 

I 
applied. · 

!lowever, to fully.address the effects of PACFISB, :NMFS must 
::onsider.the broader relationship to existing land management 

I actions and direction, including those projects that could be 
~roposed and carried out consistent with existing management 
lirection. {LRMPs and LUPs, for example). Therefore, the second 

I 
Level involves consideration of effects of project-level land 
aanagement actions carried out under existing management 
lirection· that may affect ·listed species but are not necessarily . 
ixpressly 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 
:o properly assess the rel~tive effects of implementing PACFISB 
:o the current condition of critical bal:>itat. 

I 
I 
I 
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A. Effects to Listed Species aud Designated Critical Habitat 

1. Determining EffectS of P:oposed Actio:is 

The framework .for evaluating actions affecting. listed SR Salmon 
during section 7 consultations is provided by section 7(a) (2) of 
the ESA and the NMFS/Fish and Wilcilife 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 cumulative 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.YAminiilg its approach for detenn;n.;ng the 
particular requireme?Jts for each species' .continued.existence to 
address conce:rns 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 ESA 
determinations and places particular emphasis upon the cu=e?Jt 
risk of extinction faced by each species, and the likelihood of 
survival and recovery for each species. An objective of 
inereasing·the likelihood·of both survival and recovery for each 
species;. in this and all ESA consultations, will. ensure that the 
effects of proposed actions will not likely jeopardize their 

·continued·exi.stence. 

To eval~te the likely effects of a proposed action on designated 
critical habitat, NMFS e.Yamjnes the effects of a proposed action 
on the components of designated critical habitat (described in 
section IVJ and determines whether those effects· reduce the value 
of any essential feature of a habitat componeDt. 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. ;recovery. · · 

The •effects of the action,• as defined at 50· C.F.R. 402.02, 
consist of: 

·the direct and indirect effects of an action on the species 
or critical habitat, together with the effects of other 
activities that are interrelated or· interdependent with that 
action, that will be added to the enviromiental baseline .. 
. . Indirect effects are those that are caused· by the 
proposed action and are later in time, but are still 
reasonably certain to occur. Interrelated actions are those 
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that are part of a larger action and depend on the larger 
action for their _jlisti"fieation. Interdependent actions are · 
those that have no independent utility apart. from the action 
under. consideration. · · 

I so C~F.R. 402.02. 

I 
2. Specific.effects cf PACFZSH 

Successful restoration of watersheds and concomitant-improvements 
i.n fish habitat depend on a thorough understanding of watershed 

I :ondit~ons, processes and ~apabi;lities, and of .linkages between 
Land management actions and effects to fish habitat (Forest · 
~cosystem Management Team {FEMAT} 1993). --Procedures for 
lddressing the&e .issues over time are being developed by the . 

I Lnteragency Watershed Analysis ~tion Tea111, the Interior . 
:Olumbia Basin Ecosy1;1tem Management Prciject, 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 
lecades· to centuries. In consideration of these .limitations, 
IMFS focused its analysis on PACFISH as a short-term strategy for 

I >reventing further degradation of RBCAs and initiating habitat 
~ecovery, rather than on the necessary additicnal 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 .to develop 

I 
.ri·interim approach to addressing concerns for degraded· salmon 
abitat that exist .on. OSFS and BLM lands.· By improving · . 
,rotective 111ea$Ures for riparian and aquatic habitats, PACFXSH 
hould help reduce adverse effects to listed species and 

I esignated critical 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 project level. 

he final determinaiit cf·PACFISH's effectiveness wi11 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, However, in ,. 

I 
ome respects, interill! PACFISB guidance leaves· room for _ · 
iscretion in the·.interpretaticin and t~e pcissibility that-it may 
ot be applied c:onSistently a=ss watershed and administrative 
oundaries. Decisions resulting from implementing PACFISH.will 

I lso be subject to ESA consultation through project-level . 
onsultations. These. decisions include": · ·(1) the· application of 
tandards and guidelines across watersheds and administrative 

I 
oundaries; (2) determinations as to whether particular actions 
ssist, retard, or prevent the attainment of RMOs, or adversely 
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affect listed species or designated critical habitat; (3) the 
q1.1ality and consistency of the scientific information used to 
modify RMOs and RHCAs; and (4) the adequacy of monitoring to 
verify that protective measures were implemented as planned and 
that the measures were effective in protecting. salmon and their 
habitat from adverse effects. These added levels of consultation 
should help that ensure that the likelihood of adverse effects 
resulting from PACFISH interim direction is relatively small. · 
NMFS participation on the PACFISH Implementation Team should also 
reduce the likelihood of adverse effects resulting from 
inconsistent implementation. 

a. 

The RMOs 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.ersheds (Mcintosh et al. 1994), and likely do not meet the 
RMOs. Thus the PACFISH RMOs shoul"d 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 RMOs generally are an acceptable set of 
variables to describe salmon habitat, with some caveats: l) The 
ability of the one key and five supporting feature-s 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 RMOs · 
(such· as large woody debris and ba?lk stability) are set at' levels 
that are· surpassed by.sO!lle 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 
RMOs. · The final PACFISH guidance will include a definition of 
•attain RMos• (July 12, 1994 meeting and August 30, 1994 fax from 
Barv Forsgren, FS to Jeff Lockwood, NMFS) that includes an 
·element of maintaining conditions that are better than the RMOs, 
and specifies that •actions that would degrade the RMOs.an 
inconsistent with the concept of attaining RMOs. • This should · 
reduce the potential for damage to the riparian features from 
land management decisions, relative to the guidance described in 
the March 18, 1994 PACFISB EA, although the guidance is somewhat 
indirect as a result of. being part of the definitions. NMFS also 
will address this problem where it occurs in watershed 
consultations. · · 
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b. Riparian Habitat Couservation Areas (UCAs} 

The proposed RHCAs (descz:i.bed in AppencUx Al provide a consistent. 
starting point for addressing riparian and aquatic habitat 
concerns. For the· most part, the RHCAs are similar .to or larger. 
than the areas cO!lllllOnly 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 
R.HCAs 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 itself will not restore 
habitat that already is degraded, ·the designation will foster the 
beginning of natural habitat restoration. 

c. Key Watersheds 

NMFS agrees with the action agencies' decision to include 
watersheds containing Snake River salmon critical habitat as key 
watersheds. However, The action agencies' decision to include 
only watersheds with designated critical habitat in the initial 
identification of key watersheds may have implications f 9r SR 
fall· chinook salmon in the lower mainstem Clearwater River. This 
decision increases the.risk.of water quality degradation and 
sedimentation due to .reduced protl;!ction for.inteJ:mittent. streams, 
relative to key watersheds. NMFS 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 
[l994c] l. 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 =.unt·or 
kinds of watershed restoration actio?lS 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 purpose (begin·the restoration of anadromous fish habitat) and to 
improve the already-deterio:z;ated environmental )?aseline for SR 
spring/summer 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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designatioI! of RHCAs will allow natural restoration to begin in 
areas where further damage from milling or grazing is prevented. 
Due to the lack of significant watershed restoration during the 
interim period from PACFISH, and because of the degraded 
condition of critical habitat in many Cl%'eaS, i!: is especially 
important that PAC!'ISB prevent further adverse effects to listed 
species and designated critical habitat. 

e. Sta=dards anc1 Guidelilies (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 Lockwood, NMFS specify consistently (with the exception 
of proposed mining activity) that ac:tions-th!lt would retard.or 
prevent at~t of the RMOs, or that adverselyaffec:t listed 
species or their designated critical habitat, should be_lllOdified 
or· eliminated2

• ~vex, most of the RMOs (with the exception 
of water temperature, lower bank angle, and streamJ;>ank -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 c:hinook salmon, and their designated 
critical habitat from land management actions may be overlooked. 

3. Implications for project-level consultatious 

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 particular, NMFS .is c:onc:exned. about: (1) the 
consistency of the application of its staridards 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 attainment of 
RMOs, or adversely affect listed species or designated c:ritic:al 
habitat; (3 l 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 :SLM may not be treating consistently for effects . 
determinations at the project~spec:ific level. This ~ l~ad to 
inconsistent application of protection mea.sUres for listed salmon 
and designated. critical habitat. For e."lti!mple, under existing 

2The 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 dete:rmi.nations, road mainte?lSilce 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 and NMFS 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 PACFISH implementation.cind ·completion 
oi; the screens. This is a relatively minor concern.if the 
screens can be completed during the winter when relatively few 
actions are active. 

a. :Riparian Management Objectives· 

As stated, the RMOs provide a consistent set of target conditions 
for riparian areas and fish habitat. However, there are a number 

·.of problems remaining with the RMO approach: (a) PACFISH does 
not· provide a decision framework for determining whether or not 
potentially harmful land use action.$ will assist, retard or 

_prevent attainment of the RMOs; !bl PACFISH does not provide a 
timeframe for attainment of.the RMOS; (c) PACFISH does not 
address the amount, quality, or timeframe of data necessary to 
determine whether RMos·are being met prior to management actions 
being taken that could alte;- the key or supporting features; (d) 
validation monitoring is needed to support the setting of the] 
RMOs at the given levels and th,e ability of the one key and five 
supporting features to serie as adequate su:rrogates for other 
stream and riparian habitat elements; {e) PACFISB does not 
clearly instruct managers to prevent degradation of areas that 
.currently sw:pass the RMOs; Cf) PACFISR allows RMOs 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 RMOs. 
These problems are further discussed below: 

. . 
.1) Ne dec.isicm £ramewcrk - PACFISH allows potentially 

hal:mful actions such as livestock grazing.or prescribed bUl:Uing 
to proceed in RHCAs if land managers determine they will not 
retard or prevent attainment of the RMOs, or adversely affect 
listed species. However, PACFISH does not provide a decision 
framework for determining whether or not these potentially 
harmful land use actions will assist, retard or prevent · 
attainment· of· the RMOs; For.example, the S&Gs for mjnjng do not 
explicitly prohibit mjnjng·actioiis that would retard or prevent 
RMOs 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 

19 



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) .o:r 
contaminating streams with acid drainage.and heavy metals 
(mining) o:r 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 1ess efficiency, less 
expediency and perhaps less uniformity. NMFS 1 s participation on 
the PACFISH Implementation Team should also· reduce the potential 
for adverse effects from inconsistent implementation. 

. 2) Ho· timeframe for atta:i.zment of the DOS - Although 
PACFISH is expected to be in effect for 18 mo;iths, PACFISH does 
not include specific time.frames for. attainment of the· RMOs. · ma'S 
assumes that the requirement developed during consultation that 
actions not retard attainment of the RMOs is equivalent to a 
:requirement that actions should not impede natural habitat 
:rec::ove:ry rates, nor should they reduce the quality of the key or 
. supporting f eatu:res. 

3) Data requirements not described for dete:z:m;ning whether 
RMOs are met - PACFISH does not address the amount, quality, or . 
timeframe of data necessary to determine whether BMOs 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 LR.MPs and 
through consultations at. other levels. Any 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 RMOs have been attained or whether attainment of 
RMOs are being :retarded. However, NMFS expects to address these 
adverse effects during both LRMP and watershed consultations. 

4) SUitability cf RMOs - · Fine substrate sediment in 
spawning and rearing areas is a habitat featll%e not included in 
the RMOS that can significantly affect salmon survival and 
recovery. Although pool frequency (included as an RMO) is 
sensitive to sediment loads, its response time likely is too slow 
to be of much 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. NMFS and the FS are addressing the evaluation. 
and monitoring of fine sediment in the ongoing consultations on 
the LRMPs. · · · 

5) .No direct guidance to prevent degradation.of areas·that 
c=ently surpass the RMOs - The March 18, 1994 EA did not 
clearly instruct land.managers to prevent habitat degradation in 
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areas that cu=ently surpass the 111J.nimum requirements of the 
broad·regional criteria set by.the RMOs •.. The final PACFISH 
guidance ~ill inc~ude a definition of •attain RMos• (July 12, 
1994 meeting and August 30, 1994 fax from Harv Forsgren, FS to 
Jeff Lockwood, NMFS) ·that .;includes an element.of maintaining 
conditions that are better than· the RMOs, and specifies that 
•actions that would degrade the RMOs are inconsistent with the 
concept of attaining RMOs.• This should reduce the potential for 
damage to the riparian features from land management decisions, , 
relative to the guidance described in the March 18, 1994 PACFISH. 
EA, although. the guidance is somewhat indirect as a result of 
being part of the definitions. NMFS also will add.%-ess this 
problem where it occurs in.waters~ed.consultations. 

6) PACFJ:SB allows RMos to be adjusted"·:based ·cm 
site~specific azialysis - Without watershed-analys;s, adjustment 
of RMOs could fail to prevent advers~ effects to designated 
critical habitat, thereby reducing the ability of the .. .babitat to 
support listed salmon. NMFS believes that RMOs should not. be 
·adjusted to be less protective until after watershed,analysis, 
but should be adjusted in a more protective direction, where data 
suggests this course of action, on an interim basis until 
watershed analysis is complete. Although.these effects normally 
would be addressed when the ~ction agencies and NMFS consult on 
proposed RMO modifications during.watershed consultations, such 
consultations do not take advantage of econOlllies of scale that 
could otherwise be achieved through this consultation. 

7) :Ro clear guidance .for areas where existing data (prior 
. to watershed analysis.} in4-i.ca.tes that watershed .or stream reach 
habitat capabilities Su:pass the RMOs. - PACFISH would not· 
prohibit management practices that maintain conditions that meet 
or surpass the RMOs, but are below watershed or reach capability,· 
possibly placing a cap on egg to smolt survival prior to 
watershed analysis. Due to its interim nature.and the lack of a 
'signific~t restoration component, PACFISH ~ill 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 during watershed consultations which should 
reduce the potential for adverse effects'. · 

b. :Riparian :EabitatCoziservaticm Areas 

The proposed RHCAs may not be·adequate to fully protect fish 
habitats in all· cases. The proposed RHCAs stop at the edge of 
the 100-year floodplain (regardless of width) in ncm-forested 
rangeland ecosystems. This may not provide adequate protection 
from land·management actions for SR spring/SU111111er chinook salmon 
in streams with narrow floodPlains. The proposed RE!CA for 
fish-bearing and permanently flowing non fish-bearing· streams may 
not adequately protect meandering, low~gradient, pe:r:manently 
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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/sumner cbinook 
salmon, such as Bear Valley in Idaho. PACFISR. would not 
necessarily prevent potentially harmful activities such as road 
construction or m;ning 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. . PACFISB would only apply to 
actions outside of RHCA.s if forest managers decide that those 
actions pose an unacceptable risk (for ongoing actions) or if 
they decide·those.actiQD,S would·degrade the RHCA.s. :Thus PACFISH 
does not consistently.control adverse effects from actions 
outside of RECA.s~ since 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 actioD.S 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 10, 1994 
letter that •RHCA.s may be modified 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 RRCAs. A1so,. without scientifically valid 
gu,idance on procedures, the analyses used· to adjust RRCAs 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 Call three listed species 
of SR salmon) , and reduced recruitment potential for large woody 
debris CSR 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 
reciUce the likelihood of adverse effects. 

.· 
The RHCAs are generally larger than traditional riparian buffer 
areas used by the action ·agencies, and·should offer adequate 

.protection.from land.management actions in most cases (FEMAT 
· 1993). However, until watershed analysis using the interagency 
manual '(Watershed Analysis Coordination Team, 1994) 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 1993) that would be examined in watershed analysis. 

c. Stazidards a::i.d Guidelines 

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. 

MM-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 :z::eclamation bonds and plans a.re prepared. 

MM-1, MM-:Z, MM-3. No guidance is provided on how forest managers . 
should decide whether •impacts (from mineral operations) ••• 
cannot be avoided• (MM•ll , •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. 

'l'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 11, 1994 letter 
and October 13, 1994 ·meeting). These actions could allow some 
.incremental.risk of altered water temperatures, reduced inputs of 
large woody debris, and increased sedimentation to the designated 
critical habitat of SR·spring/summer chinook salmon (Miamberlin 
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 RMOs,to reflect.the results o;f 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 Novelllbe.r 10, 1994 
letter) may res;uJ.t in similar adverse effects as described above. 

Roacls Management: Under the March 18, 1994 EA and the October 
11, 1994 letter, PACFISH only would apply to ongoing" road 
management activities if they posed an •unacceptable risk•. NMFS 
believes ·that, because of the difficulty of sorting·out the 
accumulated effects of individual roads on watersheds, roads in 
wat;.ershed.s 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 attairi or 
surpass the RMOs. The PACFISH S&Gs for roads management are a 
reasonable approach to this problem.and should be implemented in 
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all •may affect• watersheds (i.e. roads management should not be 
put through the screens for •unacceptable risk.• 

Guideline RF-3b was changed during consultation from a directive 
to meet RMOs 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. Re1aticmship .to existiDg manageme:t direction 

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 and BLM involve a 
.variety of tiered, interrelated actions, beginning with broad 
administrative requirements at the national level and ending with 
approval of individual actions at the project-specific level. 
Under the ESA and its implementing regulations, and existing 
agency policies, agencies should avoid or mitigate adverse 
effects to listed species and their designated critical habitat 
at their earliest 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 
we1l·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 biologiC:al. 
opinion is based on the assumption that consultation on t:he LRMPs 
for the Sawtooth National Recreation Area, and the Boise, Salmon, 
Payette, Challis, Nez Perce, tJma.tilla · a.nQ. Wallowa Whitman · 
National Forests shall be completed by March 1, 1.995. · 

(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 addresses only a porti-on of all land-use planning 

·activities that adversely affect listed SPecies is.compensated by 
the interim nature of PACFISB, 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 anc1 Idaho shall be COlllpleted no later ~ 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 every action or class of . 
action.s·adversely affecting.listed salmon that may be.carried out· 
in accordal:lce with ex;sti,ng LRMPs or LtJPs. 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 
eX:istence 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 EBA.section 7 consultation 
wi:th NMFS 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, Challis, 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 RMOs, 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 ha,ve occurred ·consistent with the existing guidance.in 
LRMPs and LUPs. · 

However, there are potential·effects to listed sl;>ecies and 
critical habitat that·mayonly 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.pr0ject. The.combined 
ef f eets of Federal actions on salmon sul:ipopulations 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 read construction and timber 
harvest in roadless areas and other areas of remaining high
quality·habitat ·on the.availability and quality of habitat 
refugia for remajning subpopulations of listed salmon. The 
adequacy·of remaining refugia cannot be determined by examjning 
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 detennine how proposed actions will affect attainment of 
the IUotC>s, listed Species, and designated critical habitat, and 
because of other reasons described below, sOllle actions that would 
adversely atfect listed salmon, or their designated-critical 
habitat may be not· be prevented by PACFISR at earlier plannjng 
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; Cha"lPerlain 
et al. 1991; Hicks et al. 199la) following site-specific 
adjustment of RHCA.s 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. · 

l. J!.ipari~ Ma:iiagement Objectives 

As stated previously, RMOs provide a consist~nt set of target 
conditions for riparian a;reas 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 
wiil have to proceed cautiously in order to protect habitat and · 
allow nacural restoration to begin. However, because the 
eilviromnental baseline ·consists of widespread poor habitat 
conditions on OSFS- and BLM-acmdnistered lands and because 
PACFISH does not provide specific direction to achieve RMOs, 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 PACFISH direction. 

The PACFISH water temperature .RMOs, as amended· by the October 11, · 
J.994 letter (see .APPendi.x Bl , are adequate to support salmon 
spawning, where RMOs are attained. However, the RMOs.leave 
little room for ·unforeseen events or conditions that could raise 
water temperatures. The amended temperature RMO of 64 F in 
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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 RMOs. 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 RMOs should help restore.the conditions and 
processes needed begin tb:e reduction of water temperatures where 
they are too warm. NMFS will further address actio?lS that affect 
stream temperatures in watershed and ongo~g LRMP consultations. 

2. Riparian Habitat C0nservation Area.S (DCAs) 

Although the proposed RHCAs provide a coi:u;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·ehinook salmon, ·such as Bear Valley in Idaho. 
PACFISH would not necessarily prevent potentially harmful · 
activities such as road construction or mjning 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 biologica,lly 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 · . 
acit·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 
I.RMPs, 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 100-year floodplain 
(regardless of width) in non-forested rangeland ecosystems. This 
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may not provide adequate protection from land management actions 
for SR spring/summer chinook salmon in streams with narrow 
floodplains. · However, NMFS can address this problem in watershed 
or site-specific consultations, where these conditions ocCU%. 

-· 
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 
al. l.992) •. Laboratory and field studies s11mmarized by Chapman 
and McLeod (l.987) and Hicks et al. (199la) demonstrated that for 
a variety of salmonids,. including chi.nook salmon, increasing· 
proportions of fine sediment . (variously defined as particles that. 
would pass sieve openings from O. 83 mm to. 9. S mm 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 Al. 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 habieat •. 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 {Beschta et al. 1987, 'Chamberlin et al. 1991) reduced 
recruitment· of large woody debris that helps moderate sedi"ment . 
transport (Bisson et al. 1987),·increased sediment generation 
(Chamt>->..rlin et al •. 1991) , and reduced sediment filtration {Belt 
et al. 1992, FEMAT l.993). 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 chi.nook salmon in the mainstem Clearwater 
River. Higher stream temperatures in the Clearwater River could 

. alter the timing of adult and juvenile SR fall chinook salmon 
.migrations ·to.less.than optimum (Fall Chinook Meeting, Dworshak 
National Fish Hatchery, January 14,. l.994). 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 l.992). 
This problem is due in part to water management ·at Dworshak Dam 
past and. in part to forest management practices in the Clearwater 
National Forest ,thae removed riparian vegetation. · 

Because of the great distanees 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 with 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 the suitability of 
limiting key watersheds to those watersheds with designated 
critical habitat in ongoing consultations on LRMPs (October 13, 
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 the extent and timing of 
watershed analysis, which is an essential prerequisite for 
identifying the combined effects of.the range of actions · 
affecting the ecosystem as a whole. FEMAT (1993), the 

.FSEIS/Record of Decision on Management of Habitat for Late
·Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the 
Range of the Northe= Spotted Owl (U.S. Department of Agriculture 
and U.S. Department of the Interior 1994), and the interagency· 
Watershed Analysis Coordination Team (1994) described watershed 
analysis as a set of procedures that would examine watershed· 
status, resilience and capabilities as a basis for planning land · 
management actions,. monitoring and restoration. Although the 

. PACFISH S&Gs do represent a significant improvement over existing 
planning practices, PACFISH would not require decisions about 
individual projects to be ·based on a comprehensive understanding 
of watersheds (with the exception of road and landing 
construction, new recreation facilities, and timber salvage in 
RBCAsl, and ·therefore may not prevent adverse effects (as 
described in the sections on RMOs and S~s) to listed salmo.n 
arising from site-specific actions authorized 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 in~erim PAGFISH strategy 
is in effect.; NMFS and the action agencies will further address 
the relationship between watershed analysis and prciposed actions 
in current consultatioµs on LRMPs and through the geographically-
specific EISS.. . . . 

4. Standards and .Guidelines (S&Gs) 

Fire/fuels Management: These.guidelines are a reasonable 
· starting p6int for wildfire suppression activities. RC>Wever, · the 
guidelines would allow prescribed burning and •fuels management• 
to occur within or outside RHCAs if land 'lllallagers predict that 
they will not prevent attainment of the RMOS. 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. Ro~ess Areas 

Road construction has been a primary cause of salmonid habitat 
decline (Eastside Forests Scientific Society Panel 1993, FEMAT 
1993, The Wilderness society 1993, Everett et al. 1994, Wissmar 
et al. 1994). FEMAT (1993) summarized Furniss et al. (1991) as 
follows: 

Roads may.have unavoidable. effects on streams, no matter 
how well they ;µ-e located, designed or maintained .•• Roads· 
modify natural hillslope drainage networks and accelerate 
erosion processes. These changes can alter physical 
processes in streams, leading to changes in streamflow 
regimes, sediment transport and storage~ channel bank and· 
bed configurations, substrate composition, and stability of 
slopes adjacent to streams. These changes can have 
significant biological consequences that affect virtually 
all components of stream ecosystems. · 

Roadless a:reas 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 
1993). COnsideration of land allocations, i:lcluding rQadless 

·areas, was a crucial factor in estimating salmonid population 
viability under different alternatives in the final supplemental 
EIS for lllallaging 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 requiremeBt to 
complete watershed analysis prior to const~cting roads in RHCAl?. 
CUrrent FS practice includes the requireuient 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 remajnjng 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 1993, Frissell et al. l.993, 
The Wilderness Society 1993) . 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 Upper ColUlllbia 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 SO 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 but 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 reinote, more accessible, and subject to 
a somewhat larger array of impacts than Federal lands •. However, 
a substantial portion of historic salmqn spawning and rearing 
habitat does occur on non-Federal lands. Many of these areas 
have been degraded by the effects of agriculture; water 
wit~drawals and diversions, urbanization, riparian road building, 
logging, and livestock grazing · (Bevan et al. 19 94 , Wissmar et al. 
1994). This.has resulted.in loss of riparian vegetation, 
increased water temperature, increased nutrient loading, loss of 
pools, and increased fine sediment {for an e.vamp1.e of stream 
conditions on non-Federal-land.see the discussion of the Tucannon 
River in OSDA 1982a and Theurer et al. 1985). These impacts have 
substantially reduced survival for SR spring/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 resourees 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 PACFISB. 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 Opi.%µ.on, these 
restrictions could lead to increased resource use on non-Federal 
1ands with accompanying damage to riparian and fishery habitats •. 
However, there is inadequate information to determine whether 
these changes to non-Federal actions are reasonably cert;ain to· 
occur. 

VJ:I. CONCLtTSION 

In general, .PACFISH represents an improvement over existing 
plann;ng direction. The implementation of PACFISH should avoid 

·and reduce degradatidn of designated critical habitat, and 
prevent.increases in habitat-related.sa3-moI1.mortality, from·most 
classes of ongoing and ~uture land management actions, relative 
to what Would have occurred under.the LRMPs and Lm>s without 
PACFISB. PACFISB is likely to be most ~fective in ameliorating 
probiems from timber harvest, road construction, and road· · 

. maintenance; howeV>er; ;ts ·effectiveness in controlling ongoing 
, ·and futUZ"e habitat degradation from livestock grazing and mining 

is less certain •. Possible adverse· effects from these actions are 
subject to the restrictions of ESA section 7(d} due to the 
initiation of consultation on LRMPs, and individual projects 
through watershed BAs, and will be addressed by NMFS in 
subsequent biological _opinions • 

NMFS has determined that, based on the available information, the 
interim PACFISH guidance is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of SR sockeye salmon, SR. spri.ng/Slnmner 
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 begiimiI1g 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 
cumulative effects occurring in.the action.area from 
implementation of PACFISH are dif~icult to pr~dict but are not 
iikely to ?e significant. 

t1nder the ESA·and its implementing regulations, and existing 
agency policies,· agencies .inµst 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 programmatic action. Consultations 
and further measu::-es to· avoid or minimize incidental take may 
still be necessary· at the LRMP and project/permit levels, where 
more comprehensive and quantitative.info:i:ma.tion about proposed 
actions and likely effects on listed salmon and designated 
critical habitat will be available. 
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v:u::r. REm:rn:AT:tON OF CONSlJLTATl: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) PACFISH 
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 PACFISH beyond 18 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 PACFISH is based in part on the a5sumption 
that some of the adverse effects from interrelated actions not 
prohibited by PACFISH will be addressed in co~~ations on the 
LRMPs for the Sawtooth National Recreation .AJ:ea and the Boise, 
Salmon, Payette, Challis, Nez.Perce, Umatilla, and -
Wallowa-Whitman National Forests. Although NMFS expects 
consultation to be completed on these LRMPs by February- 1, 1995, 
consultation on PACFISH shall be reinitiated in the event that 
consultation on the EISs for these LRMPs is not concluded and a 
biological opinion issued for these LRMPs by March 1, 1995. 

. . 
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-agehcies_in complying with their 
obligations under seetion,7(a) (1} of the ESA. NMFS believes the
following conse~tion 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 (l) 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 PACFISR interim direction to provide 
further consistency imd protection· for listed salmon · 

l. The FS and BLM,. in coordinition with the :Interior Columbia 
Basin Ecosystem Management Project CICBEMP), shOuld provide to 
NMFS following the issuance of this biological opinion the 
following information to facilitate project-level coiisultations 
that will be occurring during the period PACFISH is in place. 
The OSFS arid BLM should use this infor:mation 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. :RMOs 

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 reach or 
watershed •. However, RMOs should not be adjusted to reflect less 
optimum.habitat conditions than the interim RMOs unless supported 
.by the results of watershed analysis and permitted .by section 7 
consultation for. the sul:!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 tb.e ·interim RMOs sb.ould be modified or 
eliminated. Exceptions to this condition may be made as a result 
of section· 7 consultation with NMFS. . · · · · 

3. RECAs 

a. All stream reaches presently or historically accessible to 
listed Snake River sallllOn (except reaches abcive impassable 
natural falls, and Dworshak and Hells canyon Dams) in designated 
Critical habitat shoUld be included in the proposed RHCA for 
category l - Fish-bearing streams. 

b. Actions or groups. of actions out.side of RHCAs but that may 
_affect RHCAs, due to· their proximity to the RHCAs 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 tb.eir 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 100-year floodplain and adjacent riparian 
areas. 

d •. Interiui·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 agenc}7 
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 equiVa.lent to the 
Federal Wetlands Manual (U.S. Army Corps"of Engineers et al. 
1987) to identify riparian areas within RHO.S. The FS and BLM 
should provide NMFS with these· procedures for review. 

f. -The FS and BLM ~hoUld apply PACFISR RHCAs for key. watersh~ 
in the Clearwater River Basin ·(excluding the North Fork 
Clearw'a.ter River above Dworshak Dam}.in those watersh~ds where 
land management actions may affect water quality in designated 
critical habitat.. . 

4. ltey Watersheds 

a. During the period 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 and 
ELM should.treat as interim key watersheds those watersheds that 
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contain salmonids proposed for listing or proposed critical 
habitat. 

b. The FS and Bi.M shQuld coordinate with NMFS, th1'ough. NMFS' 
representatives to the ICBEMP, on proposed and· final designation 
0£ 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 ESA 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. · · 

S ~ Watershed Analysis 

a. :NMFS reCominenps 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 J!:A, in ·accordance with the following steps 
and timeframes: 

(l.) 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 
EMFS' repre~entatives to the Interagency Watershed Analysis 
Coordination Team and the ICBEMP, regarding priorities and . 
initial procedures for.prototype watershed ~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 alte=a.tives, in. 
the geographically-specific E!Ss, 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 ;a.n2.lysis procedures is completed. . 

bl 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. 

cl 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 PS.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 plamti.ng actions that 
are likely·to adversely affect listed salmon· or designated 
critical habitat. · 

e) Where possible, tjle FS and BLM should complete watershed 
analysis prior to plannjng·and carrying c>ut prescribed burning. 
and fuels management actions inside RHCAs. 

37 



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 • Standards 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 followil:ig gui~ should be added. to ~ beginning of 
guideline MM-1: ·.•Avoid adverse effects to listed species and 
designated c:ritical·habita~ frQlll·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 
RBCAs exists• (MM-3). This guidance shall be submitted to NMFS 
for review within 3 months of the implementation of PACFISH. 

d~ Guideline RF-3b should be amended to read as 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 J.isted ' 
anadromous fish .and their designated critical habitat, .and the 
ecol.ogical value of the ripar~an resources affected.• · 

B. R.ecammended 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 
"U:ilac:c:eptable risk•.sc:reens for ongoing actions. ,This team would 
address the consisten-c:y of scientific: andted:mical information· .. 

. used to make determinations using the screens, and should develop 
inter-regional review methodologies. 

2 • . Monitoring the impiementation of PACFISH interim direction 
is critical to documenting the-progress towards achieving the 
stated goals of PACFISH. 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 PACFISH implementation: 
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a. A section describing progress on the identification and 
designation of :key watersheds . 

.b. A section des=ibing.progress on the implementation of 
prototype watershed analyses, including a·desC:ription 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 
attaimnlµit 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 
harvesi: by acres, changes in equivalent clearcut acreage, 
road miles constructed, reconstructed, and obliterated, 
recreation developments, mining activity; grazing activity, 
and watershed restoration) begun, carried out, or completed 
that are in, or modify, RHC:As, or that affect attainment of 
RMOs, by watershed. This section should include an analysis 
of.whether the actions.were implemented in accordance with 
the PACFISH interim guidance. · · 

f. A section des=ibing 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 eYf!mine the ·assumptions 
·used in designing the PACFISH RBCAs; RMOs and So.Gs as protective 
measures- for· listed anaciromous 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 silaplify project- or watershed-level 
consultations_ (see also rec:o=ienc1a.tions o:i :monitoring) 

-.. 

· 1. 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 Dworsba.k Dam) . In order to facilitate ·consultation and to 
reduce the need for emergency consultati0ns during fire season, . 
the FS and lll.M should. attempt. to complete the fire management BA . 
prior·to the anticipated 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 Dworsba.k Dam) should provide the available data and 
analysis needed to describe potential . downstream eff.ects on water 
quality ·ce~g. ·temperature, sediment load, and C:Cm.tamiriants), and· 
peak flow timing and volume wit¥n designated critical habitat. 

%. ~cidfm.tal· ':ake Statemezi.t 

section 9 .of the ESA prCihibits any taking {harass, mirm~ pursue, 
hunt, shoot, w6und; 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 col1Sistent with Section 7(a) (2) of the ESA 
(i.e., the action is found not likely to jeepardize the coJ:l,tinued 
existence of a listed species or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of critical habitat) and that action may 
incidentally take individuals of listed 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 mjnjmjze impacts; and (3) sets forth te=.and con.ditionS 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 te%111S and conditions of the incidental 
take. statement are exempt from the taking prohibition pursuant to 
section 7 (o) of the ESA·. · · · · 

Ill the c:a.se of PACFISH,. NMFS is ·not specifying any incidental 
take level. . NHFS will be better able to identify the cimount or 

. extent of incidental takjng and· more comprehensively. identify 
those reasonable and prudent measures necessary. \to mcnitor and 
reduce take in future biological epinions. . Therefore no 
incidental ctake statement is provided, and no take is authorized 
incidental. to OSFS or BLM activities under PACFJ;SH. · -
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X11. Appendix A 

INTERIM llPARllH DNAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 'AND · 
lUPARllH HABITAT CONSERVA'l'ZON AREAS 
FmL PROPOSAL IDENt1P1ED BY tJSPS AND BLM 

DlJR1NG SEC'l'10N 7 CONSULTAT10N 
ON 1NTER1M PACFXS:E DIRECT10N 

Interim Objectives Habitat Feature 

-
Pool Frequency 
{all systems) 

·varie? by channel width, see below: 

wetted width in feet: 
~ poQJ.s per mile·: 

Water Teq,erature. -· . . ... ·.•. . 

lO 20 2s · so· · 1s lOO 125 
96 56. 47 26 23 ·is 14 

. .. ... 

1so· 200 
·12 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 Woody Debris 
Washingeon. 
(forested systems) 
diameter; >SO 

hDk Stability 
(non-forested systems) 

Lower Bank Angle 

(non-forested sy~tems) 

Width/Depth Ratio 

(all systems) 

Coasta1 ca.l.ifornia, Oregon, and 

>80 pieces per mile; >24 inch 
foot length. 

East of cascade Crest in Oregen, 
Washington, Idaho. >20 pieces per 
mile; >12 inch diameter; >3S·foot 
length. · 

>80 per<;:ent stable. 

>75 ·percent of banks with >9-0 degree 
angle· 

Ci:e. undercut). 

. .:10, mean wetted width divided by mean 
depth · · 
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UPAIUAN' DBXUT CONSERVATION AREAS (RECAB) 

The interim RHCA widths would apply. until (l) Watershed Analysis 
·is completed, (2) a site~specific a?lalysis is conducted and . 
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 !'lZ'e: 

· category l ~ Fish-bearing streams: Interim RHCAs C:onsist of 
the·seream·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 ol.iter edges of riparian 
:vegetatio~ or ·.to a, distance. equal ·to .. the beig:ht of two · 
site-potential trees; or.·300 feet slope ·distance. (.600 .feet., 
includirig both sides ·of ~be.stream channel), whicheii:er is 
greatest. · 

. . 
cat.egory 2 - Permanently flowing non-fish-bearing streuis: 
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 flood plain, ·or to the outer 
edges of riparian vegetation; or to a distance equal to the 
height cf 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:i.ds, lakes, reservoirs, an.d wetlands greater 
than l 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 lSO feet· slope distance from the· 
edge of.the maximilm pool elevation of constructed ponds and 
reservoirs or from the edge of the wetland, pend or lake, 
whichever is greatest. 

category 4 - Seasoi1ally flowing or inte:mittent streuis, 
wetlands less than l acre, landslides, an.d landslide-proue 
areas: This· category includes features with high variability 
in size .and site-specific characteristics. At a minimum the 
interim RHCAs must include i · 

·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, 
whichever is gre;;i.test; 

e. for watersheds·not identified as·Key Watersh~, the 
area from· the edges of the stream channel, wetland, 
landsl'ide, .or·:1andslide-prone area tc;> .a distance equal 
to the. height of one-half site potential tree, or 50 
feet slope distance, whichever is greate&t. : · .' 

. . . 
In non:..forest;ed rangeland ·ecosystems, the. interim RBCA width fo%'. 
pe::i;inaneritly flciwing s~reams· in calfegory 1 and 2 is.the extent;. of 
the 100 year flQ!'d plain:: · · 

/ 

_-

·--
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llI:I:. Appendix B. 

FINAI. DEFDO:Tl:ONS PROPOSED BY US!'S AND BLM. 
DtlllNG SECTI:OH 7 COHSULTA1'1'.0N 

OH %NTEllM PACFI:Sli DnE<:nOH 

Adverse Effects: Adverse effects include short or long-te:rm, 
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, p}tysical 
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 include effects to any of the 
essential features of critical habitat (e.g., as described at 58 
FR 68543) that would diminish.the value of the habitat for the· 
survival and recovery of listed anadromous salmonids. 

Adverse :tmpacts: · As used to define unacceptable risk, the term . 
refers to managem.eD,t-related, short or long-term, direct or 

·indirect impacts of an indiviqual or i:umulative nature that 
jeopardize the viability of, or which may cause a non-listed 
anadromous salmonid pepulation to become threatened or 

·endangered. 

Attain RMOs: 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 ·~de• 
habitat conditions (as defined elsewhere) would be considered 
inconsistent with the concept of attaining RMOs. 

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 ccnventicmal: Most effective existing techniqi;es, methods 
and/or management practices. 

Degrade: Measurably· change an RMO feature in a way that: 

- - further . reduces habitat quality I Where exist kg 
conditions meet or are worse than 1;.he 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 (1J. 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 St:-eams: Stream segments that support fish during 
_all or a portion of a typical year. 

Jligh-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. 

Minimi:e: 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 

·det:ermuung what llUll.l.lllUm l.llterim RHCA boundary widths apply, 
there may be instances where the widths for non-forested 
rangelands ·apply to one side of a stream and the widths for 
forested lands apply to the other side of the stream (based on 
·the vegetative cover of adjacent uplands). 

Ongoing Act:icms: Those. actions that have been implemented, or 
have contracts awarded, or pE!rmits 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:z:manezi.tly Flowing, Ncn-Fish-bearing St:-eams: Stream segments 
that contain rimning water throughout· a typical year, but ·do not 
support fish.during any portion·of a typical year. 

Prevent Attaimne.nt of RMOs: ·Preclude attainment of habitat 
conditions that meet RMOs. Permanent or long-term modification of 
the physical/biological processes or conditions that determine 
the RMO features would be considered to prevent attainment of 
RMOs. 

Proposed or Nev Act:icms ! Those actions that have not been 
i111Plemented, 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 BA's 
have not been prepared and submitted for consultation, prior to 
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signature of the decisi9n notice for the proposed act_ion (PACFISH . 
Interim Direction) . 

lletard Attainment of RMOs: Measurably slow recovery of any 
identified RMO feature (e.g., pool frequency, water temperature, 
etc.) that is worse than the objective level. Measurable 
degradation of the physical/biological process or conditions that 
determine RMO features would be considered to retard attainment 
of RMOs. • 

Short-Te%lll Habitat Impacts: Impacts of a ~hort duration -
generally days or·weeks - that would not retard or prevent 
attainment.of RMos: : 

UD&cce.ptable 1!.isk: A level of risk :from an ongoing activity ol: 
groUp of ongoing activities that ·is.-determined through NEPA 
analysi5, and/or through the preparation or subsequent review of 
biological assessments/evaluations to be: · 

I 

•likely to adversely affect• listed anadromous salmonids 
or their designated critical habitat or 

•likely to adversely impact• the viability.of non-listed 
anadromous salmonids. 
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