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. ., 
U.S. Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Land Management 
Washington, O.C. 20240 

Dear Reader: 

~ 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Forest Service 
Washington, D.C. 20090 

Date: February 24, 1995 

The USDA Forest Service (FS) and the USDI Bureau of Land Management {BLM) are 
pleased to provide you with the enclosed Decision Notice/Decision Record (DN), 
_Environmental Assessment (EA), and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONS!) for interim 
management of anadromous fish-producing watersheds on Federal lands in eastern Oregon 
and Washington, Idaho, and portions of California Our intent is to provide an interim 
management strategy (commonly referred to as PACFISH) for an 18-month period while long­
term management strategies are developed through several geographically-specific 
environmental analyses. We want to make evexy effort to see that nothing done by the 
Agencies in the-next 18 months would lead to the extinction or further endangerment of 
anadromous fish stocks, or otherwise limit options that will be considered in the 
environmental analyses for long-term management. This action does not apply to areas that 
are subject to the Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land 
Management Planning Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl, which 
provides a comprehensive aquatic conservation strategy for those areas. 

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

The Agencies have completed consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service on the effect of the Agencies' preferred alternative on 
species listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Appended to the_ EA -are the 
Agencies' Biological Evaluation (Appendix G) and Biological Assessment (Appendix H), 
which describe the expected effects on species listed as threatened or endangered or identified 
by the Agencies as sensitive species, and the expected effects on designated critical habitat. 

The Agencies made the EA and the proposed FONSI available for public review and 
comment on March 25, 1994. In response to public comment and ESA consultation, the EA· 
has been modified to provide greater clarity and consistency, to provide additional 
information, and to correct errors_ A summaxy of the public comments and the Agencies' 
responses can be found in Appendix F of the EA 
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The FONSI concludes that the Agencies' preferred alternative would not have significant 
impact on the human environment, as defined by the National Environmental Policy Act. 

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

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

Sincerely, /'· . ; 

('"iJcJ«,,{ fl~~ 
• JACK WARD THOMAS 
. .,,Chief 

USDA Forest Service 

,1/2·-·· -~; 
,1 / ;: i.L u-;, ~1..,c,c/2 

MIKE DOMBECK 
ictiIIS · Director 

USDI Bureau of Land Management 

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



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

CONTENTS 

DECISION NOTICE/DECISION RECORD 

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I 
Decision . . . . ............................................... 2 
Alternatives : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
Rationale for Selection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 
Public: Involvement . ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
S11rnrnary of Modifications Made to the EA Dated March 1994 ..•..••.••••.• 6 
NFMA Finding of Non-Significance for Amendment of Regional Guides 

and Forest Plans . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 
Site-Specific Project-Level Decisions .... • . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 
A.,_:..,---.:._ .,, _., Op . . . 12 

wuw.i,, ...... vc; ..... new portumtles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ; . . . . . . . . 
Administrative or Supporting Record ......................... : . . . . . . . 13 
SignatureS , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI) 

Bac:kgro1D1d . . • . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . • • . . • • • . . • • . 1 
Reasons for Fmding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) .............. · .•.... 1 
Determination . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . S 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

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

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

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

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

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



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

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From Detailed Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 
Outside Agency Jurisdiction Option Eliminated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 
Geographic Options Eliminated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 
u-ft- D" . Op . El. . ted 26 • ._ement irec:tion ttons 1rnma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

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

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 
Cumulative Effects . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. • 3 8 
Physical Environment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . 40 

Watershed and Water Resources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 
Affected Environment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 

Columbia River Basin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ; . . . . . . 40 
Sacramento River Basin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 41 
San Joaquin River Basin . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . 4 I 
South Coastal Drainages . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . 42 

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

Affected EnviIODD1ent and Environmental Consequences, cont 
Biological Environment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensuive Species . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56 



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

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

Hmnan Environment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 59 
Social .............. · ............................. 59 

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

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

Effects on Tunber Harvesting . . . . . . . . . . . 67 
Effects on R.ange Resources . . . . . . . . . . . 67 
Effects on Recreation Resources . . . . . . . . . 68 

Economic Iinpacts on Employment . . . . . . . . . . . . 69 
Agency Effects • . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70 

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

Glossaty .................................. 

List of Preparers ... -... - ......................... . 

Appendices 
A-List of Scientific References . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A-1 
B-Amo1mt of Anadromous Watershed Acreage . . . . . . . . . . . . . B-1 
C-Description of Alternatives Considered in Detail . . . . . . . . . . C-1 
D-List ofBLM Land Use Plans and FS Land and Resource 

Management Plans . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . D-1 
E-List of Briefings and Correspondence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . E-1 
F-Response to Public Comment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . F-1 
G-Biological Evaluation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . G-1 
H-Biological >ssessme-tt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . H-1 
I-Notices of Intent ....................................... -... 1-1 
I-Letter from FWS, NMFS Biological Opinion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . J-1 

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

· 2-Tnl>al Governments Affected by Proposed Interim Direction . . . . . . . . . . . . 63 
3-Comparison of Changes in Resource Yields by Alternative .......... · ... 66 
4-Comparison of Incremental Costs by Alternative . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71 



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

Figures 
I-General Location of Proposed Action Area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 
2-Schematic Delineation of Riparian Areas Under Alternative 2 . . . . . . . . . . . 3 3 
3-Schematic Delineation ofRHCAs in Non-Key Watersheds 

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

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



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

DECISION NOTICE/DECISION RECORD 

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

OREGON AND WASHINGTON, IDAHO, AND PORTIONS OF 
CALIFORNIA 

USDA Forest Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management 



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

I. 

DECISION NOTICE/DECISION llECOBD 

INTERIM STRATEGIES FOR MANAGING ANADROMOUS 
FISH-PRODUCING 'IJATERSBEDS ON FEDERAL UNI>S lN EASTERN 

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

USDA Foreat Service and 11Sl>I Bureau of w.nd llallagemeut 

Introduction 

The United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (FS) and the 
Vnited States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Managelllellt (BU!) 
(hereinafter referred to as the Agencies) are adopting an interim 
strategy for management of anadromous•fish•proclucing watersheds on lands 
they manage. The FS will implement the strategy through its field offices 
as amendments to Regional Guides and LBDd and Resource Management Plans 
(forest plaiis). The Bllf will issue an Instruction Memorandum to field 
offices to implement this strategy as management guidance in confomance 
with land use plans (UJPs). This strategy will be applied to project 
proposals which must also comply with requirements of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) , the National Enviromental Policy Act (NEPA) , the 
Rational Forest Management Act (l!mfA), the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (FLPMA) , and other applicable laws. 

The Agencies-are engaged in developing long•tem strategies to protect 
and restore anadrOIIOUS fiBh•produc:iDg watersheds on Federa1 lands in che 
Col\llllbia River Basin and in other watersheds supporting. anadrollous fish 
(EA, Appendix I). The Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest 
Service and Bureau of I.and Management Planniug Documents 'ilitbin the Range 
of the Northern Spotted Owl (Northern Spotted Owl ROD) c:oaprehensively 
addresses management of anadrOJDOus fish-producing watersheds OD Federal 
lands in western 'IJashington and Oregon and portions of northern 
California. 

Recent and pending listings of anadromous fish stoclcs, combined with the 
Agencies• own internal studies, ~ well as information produced by other 
sources, indicate a ueed for prompt action by the Agencies. .Recognizing 
the need to address the watersheds comprehensively, the Agencies are 
undertaking envirom.ental analyses to •xem1.,.. long•tem aanageaent 
strategies for protecting and restoring anadromous fish-producing 
watersheds. Given the critical nature of the situation, the Agencies 
have decided to institute an interim strategy designed to halt the 
degradation and begin the restoration of anadromous fish habitat and see 
that future opportunities are not foregone by management decisions taken 
over the next 18 IIIODths while comprehensive studies and NEPA analysis and 
doc:,mentation are completed for the lDDg-tem lll&D&gemeDt strategies. 

Utilizing Agency scientists and related field persODD•l, the Agencies 
developed actions to apply during an 18-IIIODth interim period. In 
accordance with the requirements of NEPA, an Environmental Assessment 
(EA) was prepared to examine the likely effects .of proposed protection 
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strategies, and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was 
concluded. The EA and a proposed FOHSI were published in March 1994 and 
circulated for public review and c011111ent. The Ageiicies also ,mdertook 
consultation with the United States Department of c-rce, National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the United States Department of the 
Interior, Fish and tUldlife Service (FllS) in -accordance with the 
requirements of the ESA. 

II. Decision 

It is the decision of the Agencies to select Alternati- 4 in the 
Environmental Assessment for the of InterilD Strategies for Managing 
Anadromous Fish-producing Water:;heds in Easteni Oregon and Vashington,· 
Idaho, and Portions of California. Aased on public c: =• and 
consultation with the NMFS and ehe NS, Alternati've 4 bas been modified 
from the Preferred Alternative described in a pwJ isbed version of the EA 
daU!d March 18, 1994, to provide greater clarity and c:onsistency. 

'this decision amends ·aegional Guides for the 1S • s llorthem, 
Intexmountain, Pacific Southwest, and Pacific Northwe..t Begions and 15 
forest plans in the affected National Forests and provides mmiagement 
direction applicable to the 7 Ill! Illl's. The FS and ehe Bill will apply 
the following management measures to all proposed or - projects and 
activities'JI- and ongoing projects and activities that poae an unacceptable 
rts]c,l,t iDvolVing the ■-egement of timber, roads, gra:z:l.ng. recreation 
resources, riparian areas, minerals, fire mid fuels, and land uses such 
as leases, pemits, rights-of-way and easements, as well as restoratiou 
of watershed, fish, encl wildlife habitat Within all anedrlaous fish 
habitat occurriDg in the States of Oregon, liashingtoo. Idaho, and 
California ( except for ehose areas Ullder the direction contained in the 
Northern Spotted Owl llOD) wriJ>g the interill period (18 months from the 
effective date of this decision) • · 

,.. •Proposed or new projects and activities• are defbled as those actions 
"that have not been implemented, or for which cona-acu have not been 
awarded, or for which pemits have not been issued. or (rithin the range 
of listed imadrOIIOUS fish) C01'r1mdng actions for which tbe Biological 
Assessments have uot been prepared end submitted for CODSUltation prior 
to signing of this decision (EA, pp. 17 end Glossa,:y•S.). 

- •Ongoing projects and actiVittes• are defilled as ·tnose actions that 
have been implemented, or t:hae have contracts awarded, or pemits issued, 
and (within ehe range _of listed anadromous fish) foi: 11bich Biological 
Assessments have been prepared &Jld·suhm±tted·-for consultation, prior to 
the signing of this decisiou (EA, p. Glossery-5). '1'he Glossuy defuies 
"unacceptable rtsk• as a level of risk from an ongoing. activity or group 
of ongoing activities that is determined through HEPA -1.ysis or ehe 
preparation of Biological AssessmentsjEvaluations, or their subsequent 
review, to be: •likely to adversely affect• listed anadromous fish or 
their desigoated critical habitat, or "likely to adversely impact• 
non-listed anadromous fish (EA, p. 18 and p. Glossuy-7). 
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A. Establish riparian goals to maina.in or restore fish habitat (EA, 
.Appendix C, p. C-3 - C-4). 

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

C. Delineate Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) in anadrOIDOus 
fish-producing watersheds on lands adm1n1s~ered by the Agencies using 
interim widths for four categories of streams or water bodies (EA, 
Appendix C, pp. C-6 - C-9). 

D. Establish standards and guidelines'll'H' to govem management actions 
within RHCAs or degrading RHCAs (EA, Appendix C, pp. C-9 - C-18). 

E: Establish general criteria and ideutify a process to designate Key 
'llatersbeds within the extent of the anadrOIIOUS fish-producing 
watersheds (EA, AppendiX C, p. C-19). 

F. Establish general criteria and identify a process to piide 
development and application of 'llatershed Analyses (EA, Appendix C, 
pp. C-19 - C-21), 

G. Establish requirements for implementation and effectiveness 
111Dnitoring (EA, Appendix C, pp. C-22 • C-23). 

These measures essentially provide for mitigation of enviro11111ental 
effects of future decisions. No additional measures -to mitigate the 
e~omaeneal impact of this action have been identified in the EA or 
this decision. · 

III. Alternatives 

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

Alternative 1 represents the •no action• alternative. !he Agencies would 
manage national forest and public land resources Ullder direction 
specified in current forest plans and !LM UJPs without arry adjustment 
during the interim period, except as required through consultation with 
RMFS or NS on projects and activities which u:y affect listed species or 
designated critical habitat: (EA, p. 29), and project-level HEPA and Clean 
'!later Act compliance. 

Alternative 2 would include standards and guidelines for ·road systems 
construction and reconstruction, logging slash treat:11ent and prescribed 
fire, livestock grazing, and riparian -and 'fish-habitat· restoration. 
Alternative 2 provides stmdards and piidelines for a -re narrow range 
of land management: activities than Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. It would 

.._ The si:andards and guidelines attempt to ensure that adequate 
enviromaental safeguards are applied to proposed or new and ongoing 
projects and activities that pose unacceptable risk within RHCAs or that · 
degrade RHCAs. 
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provide riparian protecti® :ones of approximately 300 feet Oll either 
side of fish-bearing streams, 150 feet on either side of permanent water 
courses, and 50 feet on either side of inte:mitunt streams in areas with 
moderately to highly unstable soils '(EA, pp. 29 - 30). 

Alternatives 3 and 5 contain largely the s- features (items A. through 
G.) as the selected Alternative 4. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 provide 
standards and guidelines for a range of lad 111mageaent activities, 
including management 9f · timber, roads, grazing, recreation, llli%lerals, 
fire/fuels, land uses (such as leases, pemits, rights-of-way, and 
easements), riparian areas, watershed restoration, a1ld fisheries and 
wildlife restoration. Alternative 3 would be applied to all proposed or 
new projects, but to no ongoing projects and activities. Alternative 5 
would be applied to all proposed or new projects and to all ongoing 
projects and activities (EA, p. 30). · 

IV. Rationale for Selection 

The purpose of the intl!rim direction is to take prudent iieasures to 
arrest the degradation and begin the restoration of riparian· and aquatic 
ecosystems in watersheds where anadromous fish habitat is present or 
easily could be reestablished (EA, pp. 6-8). InteriJI. direction was 
developed to Jll&intain management options for 8Dlldrlaous fish habitat 
while the Agencies are developing long~tera IIIIDllgeaeflt strategies. 

The deciding officials considered the ability of each alternative to: 
meet the stated purpose and need of the action; • comply with applicable 
laws, statutes, regulations, executive orders, and policies; and respond 
to issues and public c0111111ents about the alternative strategies. A 
critical· factor relevant to this decision was the ability of the 
alternatives to respond to the issues identified in the EA (pp. 21 - 22): 

Issue 1. Manage habitat to contrihute to aai"teneT!Ce of anadromous 
fish stocks in the interim period •. 

Issue 2·. Provide IP8Jl/lgP.ment direction to iilsure consistent, 
effective, and efficient ESA consultation in the interim period. 

Issue 3. Consider the ability of national forests and BU! districts 
to provide traditional amounts and lcinds of goods and services in the 
interim period while lcmg-tera IIIIIDllgeaent direction is under 
development. 

Issue 4. Integrate interim management of ~·fish habitat 
with other pl81!D1ng efforts in the interim period. 

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

The interdisciplinaxy teams that prepared the EA have reviewed the best 
available scientific infcmution and used this info:cmation in formulating• 
the !!ltematives, evaluating the effects of the alternatives, and 
identifying the preferred alternative. Although there is not a complete 
scientific understanding of the relationships 'between land IP8Jlagement 
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activities and aquat:ic ecosystem processes, or between aquatic ecosystem 
processes and anadromous fish habitat, existing information on these 
relationships is sufficiently extensive to pemit a reasoned choice among 
the alternatives presented in the EA (EA pp. 2•6, 8-11, 36-39, Appendix 
A, Appendix C). New info:cmatiou may permit the development of more 
specific protective measures, but it is unlikely that new information 
would reverse or nullify what is understood about these relationships. 

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

· anadro110us fish habitat management that is consistent with other planning 
efforts; and they would not integrate new scientific knowledge into the 
management of anadrollOus fish habitat. 

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 differ from each other most significantly in 
whether they apply interim direction to none, some, or all of the ongoing 
actiVities. Alternative 3_.does not apply interim direction to any 
ongoing actiVities, and thus it is likely that 111111&gement options for 
protecting species would be foreclosed while the long-tem strategies are 
being developed. Furthermore, because Alternative 3 does not apply 
interim direction to .ongoing activities, it would not contribute to a 
consistent or efficient approach to ESA consultation on those 
actiVities. Alternative 4 provides 11ore habitat protection than 
Alternative 3. Alternative 5 applies iJ:iterim direction- to a11 ongoing 
projects, regardless of whether such activities pose a risk to anadromous 
fish stocks. Thus, Alternative 5 would.unnecessarily affect all uisting 
contracts, pemits and other outstanding obligations in the affected 
areas. .Moreover, Alternative 5 would result in a loss of 118D-llgement 
adaptability or flexibility and Bight restrict the ability of 
Agency-administered lands to provide traditional amounts and kinds of 
goods and services. 

Alternative 4 would apply the inter:lll direction to only some ongoing 
projects •· those that pose an unacceptable risk to anadrOIIOUS fish. The 
deciding offic:lals have determined that the 110st reasonable approach to 
applying interim direction .is for field managers to make case-by-case 
judgements as to whether specific ongouig projects pose m unacceptable 
risk to anadromous fish. This alternative provides the best opportunity 
among the alternatives analyzed to. protect fish habitat during the 
interim period while still allowing for multiple use management .. 

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

· ecosystems. Alternative 4 responds to the need to insure that management 
options are not foreclosed while the long•tem strategies are being 
developed, because it applies iJJterim direction to all new activities and 
ongoing activities ·that pose an unacceptable risk to anadromous fish. 
Alternative 4 represents the agencies' . judgement of the best balance 
among competing interests: it responds to the need to provide a high 
level of protection for anadromous fish habitat, without umieeessarily 
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V. 

I 
restricting existing contracts, pe:cmits and other authorizaeions, I 
ma:oagement flexibility, or the flow of goods and services. Aleernative 4 
provides for consiseene, effective, and efficient ESA consultation****; 

1 is consistene with other planning efforts; and integrates new scientific 
knowledge into the management of anadromous fish-producing watersheds. 

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

Alternative 4 bas been modified based on public comments and ESA 
consultation to provide increased clarity and consiseency among standards 
and guidelines, to provide additional inf(!J:111ation, and to correct errors. 

Public Involvement 

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

An EA and proposed FONSI were completed in Marcb 1994 and distributed for 
public review and c-t. The Agencies have considered the e-ts 
received and modified the EA in response (Appendix F) , A list of the 
individuals and organizations submitting coments on the EA and proposed 
FONSl is found in Appendix E~ Tbe FONS! is based on the analysis in the 
EA and on consideration and analysis of all information submitted in 
public ..ommenes, from consultation, and from information found in other 
related. environmental dociaents as noted in the POHSl. 

VI. sumaary of Modifications Hade to the EA Dated March 1994 

I 
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The EA was modified based on public commenes, consultation with the NS 
and the l!IMFS, and additional review of scientific· literature. These 
modifications were llllde to provide greater clarity_ and consistenq among 
standards and guidelines, to provide addicional information, and to 
correct errors. These llOdifications do not alter the analyses of effects 
described in the March 1994 EA. These modifications are summarized here 
and are discussed in more detail in the responses to p,mllc ,.,.;;ac.iu 
(Appendix F) • 

- The Agencies have concluded consultation with the -ws and the NMFS 
on the effects of Alternative 4 on threatened and endangered species. 
The NS, through a letter of concurrence, found tbac the proposed action 
would have a neutral or beneficial effect on listed species under their 

. jurisdiction. The l!IMFS, through a biological opinion, found tbac the 
proposed action is 'liot likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
listed species under their jurisdiction or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of critical habitat. . The doCIDDellts are included as 
Appendix .1 to the EA. 
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• Additional discussion has been added to explain the circumstances 
for modification of RMOs and BHCAs (Appendix c, pp. c-5, C-7). 

- the timber management .::tandard has been clarified to identify that 
llatershed Analysis will be conducted prior to salvage cutting in 
lUlCAs in watersheds with listed aai- or designated critical 
habitat. A Recreation Management standard CRM·l) has been similarly 
clarified to. identify that llatershed Analysis will be conducted prior 
to construction of new recreation facilities in BHCAs. the standards 
as originally drafted stipulate that these activities will be allowed 
only .where they would not adversely affect RMOs·. llatersbed Analysis 
will provide the means by which these stipulations will be observed 
(Appendix C, pp. C-10, C•l3). 

• A Ftsndard. has been added to the General Riparian Area Management 
standards and guidelines. that addresses storage of fuel and other 
toxicants and refueling in BBCAs (Appendix C, p. c-17). 

• Discussion has been added to the chapter on Affected Environment 
and Environmental Consequences to detail how cumulative effects have 
been analyzed in the EA and how CUllll11.ative effects will be addressed 
at other p1.ann:fng levels (EA, pp. 38 • 39). 

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

• Several te:ms have been added to the glossaey and some definitions 
have been clarified.to facilitate -re consistent application of the 
interim direction (EA Glossary). 

- '1'he Riparian Management Objective (RM()) for -ter temperature has 
been changed to provide a -re effective objective and to provide 
greater detail (EA, Appendix C, p.C-6, Appendix F, P.· F-15). 

- the wording of many standards and guidelines has been modified to 
provide greater consistency among the standards and guidelines (FA, 
Appendix C, pp. C-10 - C-18). 

• 'ft\e discussion of the application of the interim direction has 
. been IIOdified to clarify which ongoing projects and which new 
projects will be subject to the· standsrn,; and guidelines (-£A, 
Appendix C, p. C-9). 

• the criteria for identification of Key llatersheds have been 
clarified to·provide the general criteria, and describe the process 
by which more specific criteria will be developed (EA, p. 17, 
Appendix C, p. C-19, Appendix F, p; F-21). 

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

- In response to Conservation Rec~endations in the NMFS Biological 
Opinion, two standards and guidelines, Hlf•l and RF-3c, have been 
reworded to provide greater clarity and consistency. 

- · Clarification has been provided that the decision amends FS 
Regional Guides for the Northern, Intermountain, Pacific Southwest 
and Pacific Northwest Regions as -11 as _individual forest plans. 

VII. NFMA Finding of Non•Sipuficance for Amendllient of Regional Guides 
and Forest Plans 

For the Forest Service only: 1Jnder the National Forest Management Act 
(lm!A) (16 U.S.C. 1604(f)(4) Regional Guides and forest plans must •};e 
aended in any mmmer whatsoever after final adoption and after public 
notice, and, if such amendment would result in a significant change in 
such plan, in accordance with ·subsections (e) and (f) of this section and. 
public involvement comparable to that required by subsection {d) of this 
section.• The NFMA regulations at 36 CF1t 219.lO{f) state: •Based on an 
analysis of the objectives, guidelines, and other contents of· the forest 
plan, the Forest Supervisor shall cleten,1- whether a proposed aenrinellt 
would result in a significant change in the plan.• Neither Nn!A nor its 
impleaenting regulations define the ten, .•significsnt•. Instead, the 
regulations place full discretion to cJ,.tem1- whether or not a proposed 
amendment will be significant in the bands of the Forest Service. 

Under NFMA and its regulations, an llllleMl"f'!\t that does not result in a 
significant change in a forest plan must· be ilndertaken with public notice 
and appropriate NEPA compliance. If a change to a forest plan i.s 
detemined to be significant, the Regional Forester must follow the SIIJl8 

procedure required for the develop118Dt of the forest plan, including -
preparation of an EIS. · 

The Forest Service Land and Resource Management Planning Handbook {FSH 
1909.12) provides 110re detailed guidance for exercising this discretion. 
This guidance offers a framework for consideration, but does nc,t demand 
mechanical application. No one factor is dete1"11inative and the guidelines 
make clear that other factors u.y be considered. 

Under section 5.32, FSH 1909.12 lists four factors to .be used when 
dete"D1n1ng whether a proposed change to a forest plan is significant or 
not significant: timing; location and size; goals, objectives, and 
outputs; and management prescriptions. It also states that •[o]ther 
factors may also be considered, depending on-the ·circumstances.• The 
determination if a proposed changed to a forest is significant or not 
depends on an analysis of all ·of these factors. 'llhile these factors are 
to be used, they do not override the statutoey criterion that there be a 
significant change in the plan. Basically, the decision-maker must 
consider the extent of the change in the ccinteltt of the entire plan 
affected, and make use of the factors in the exercise of ~ or her 
professional judgement. The Forest Service bas carefully evaiuated the 
interim strategy and concluded that it does not cODStitute a significant 
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amendment of the Regional Guides for the FS's Northern, Intermountain, 
Pacific Southwest, and Pacific Northwest Regions and 15 forest plans in 
eastern Oregon and ~ashington, Idaho, and portions of California. 

Timing. 

The timing factor examines at what point, over the course of the forest 
plan period, the plan is amended • .Both the age of the underlying 
document and the duration of the amendment are relevant considerations. 
The handbook indicates that the later·in the tille period, the less 
significant the change is likely to be. All of the forest plans here are 
at leas·t half-way through the first rJanning period. Even so, because the 
interim direction will be in place for only 18· months, we do not expect 
the direction to be in place for the remainder of the planning period. As 
'DOted in the EA (p. 1), the action is limited in time and changes to the 
plans are not intended to be permanent. The fact that these interim 
guidelines, by definition, will only be in place until the current 
analysis of a longer-term strategy is completed supports the 
determination that they do 'DOt constitute significant amendments of the 
Regional Guides and forest plans. 

Location and Size 

The key to the location and size is contezt or •the relationship of the 
affected area to the overall planning 'lrea• (FSH 1909.12, sec. 5.32(d)). 
As further discussed in FSH 1909.12, sec. 5.32(d): •the smaller the area 
affected, the less likely the change 1s to be a significant change in the 
forest plan.• As discussed in the FONSI (pp. 1 and 2) and the EA (p. 
16), the interim strategy applies only to projects within Riparian Area 
Conservation Areas. (RHCAs) or projects outside the RHCAs that would 
degrade RHCA condition. The size of the area affected is. very small-when 
compared to the overall planning area. 

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

· Goals, Objectives, and Outputs 

. The goals, objectives, and outputs factor involves the determination of 
•whether the change alters the long-term relationship between the levels 
of goods and services in the overall planning area• (FSH 1909.12, sec. 
5.32(c)). '?his criterion concerns-ana:lysi:s ·of·-the overall forest plan 
and the various multiple use resources that may be affected. There is no 
guarantee under NfMA that output projections will actually be produced. 
As discussed in the FONSI (p •. 2) -and the EA (pp. 17-19), the interim 
strategy would apply only to proposed or new projects and activities and 
ongoing projects and activities that pose an unacceptable risk. Thus, 
the interim strategy does not significantly alter the .long-term 

·relationships between the levels of goods and services projected by the 
forest -plans. For example, the effects on timber supply and other 
commodity resources are short-term. The interim strategy will have 
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short•term beneficial effects upon some resources such· as water quality 
and riparian resources. Table 3 in the EA (p. 66) shoVs the relatively 
small estimated changes in recreation use, timber barVeated .zid an1mals 
grazed with adoption of the inter:lJD strategy. There aay be opportunities 
to substitute other areas and activities for those ongoing or proposed 
projects affected by PACFISH. The inter:lJD strategy does -t involve a 
d-snd i:or arry new service or good not discussed in or -uaplated by 
the existing forest plans or _Regional Guides. FurtheBDre, the interim 
strategy will only be in effect until a longer•tem aerates:, 1a developed 
and ezRJP1!14'd in an EIS .. approximately 18 months. n» pidance in FSH 
1909.12, sec. 5.32(c) explains: •In most cases, c:bangH tn °"tputs are 
not likely to be a significant change in the forest plan 1mleaa the 
change would forego the opportunity to achieve an out;,ut 1n lAt•r years•. 
Any short term temporary reductions in outputs do _, forecloH 
opportunities to achieve such outputs in later years. n..a. the interim 
strategy does not foreclose the achi-t of eziatilll pals and 
objectives. 

Manag-t Prescriptions 

The 11UD1agement prescriptions factor involves the det•nl-UCIII of (l) 
"whether the change in a manag-t prescription is -1,- for: • specific 
situation or whether it would apply to future clec1a1- ~t the 
p]mm1ng ,irea• and (2) ■whether or not the change ale.ors t» desired 
future condition of the land and resources of the 1-4 -" neources or 
the anticipated goods and services to be produced• (FSa 1909.U, sec. 
5.32(d)). 

The desired future conditions and long•tem levels of ...- d services 
projected in current plans would not be substantially ~t "'" a.,, the 

. interim strategy. The interim strategy will -rk te ecc-.,Uah an 
element of 1:he multiple use desired future conditi- of d» a.~ional. 
Guides and forest plans by providing for protection of cu-t--4, 
endange~ed, and· sensitive species.. .As noted abaft, t.tao laur1a strategy 
is temporm:y and applies only to a portion of the ...... u pl-Ing area. 
Thus, the •anticipated goods and services• will iiot bo sr-tly affected · 
by interim direccion. 7he interia strategy only affects Uaitod areas 
where select:ed projects are oc:cm:ring or may be propu•• and does not 
alter the manag-t .framework for the vast majority of 1aada within the 
overall pJmm1ng .11rea. In adopting the interim strat•s, (•e-t:ially 
mitigation aieasures) until a longer-term strategy 1• dowei.,..t, the plan 

- 11111endments retain or :improve the environmental st:ae- .- • • portion of 
the affected national forests. 

01:her Faceors 

The handbook· guidance ·allows- ·for -the --cons-ideration of- -.char factors. It 
is c:rucial t:hat the agency.be able to respond to sci-t:ifk information 
and changing environmental conditions._ By respondmg to- cbaDgtng 
circumstances, the Forest Service will be bet:ter able ~ -ge the 
national forests for mulciple _use resources and assure • continuous 
supply of goods and services from the national foresu for the long term. 

In the case of the inter:lJD strategy, the •other factors• hiclucle the 
ability of the Forest Service to adapt t,, changing r.onditions and protect 
threatened, endangered and sensitive species for a sbott period of time 
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until a longer-term strategy can -be analyzed and adopted. The interim 
strategy is merely a temporary attempt to preserve the environmental 
status quo, thereby maintaining management options, while longer-term 
direction can be evaluated. By taking ~e active step of adopting 
interim guidelines pending the development of longer-term options, the 
Forest Service is better able to achieve its ·goals of managing the 
National Forests for sustainable IIIUl.tiple uses, and to avoid drastic 
emergency measures in the future. · 

The process of adapting forest management to changing social and 
environmental conditions is not finished. The long-term environmental 
impact statements will also analyze sillilar issues concerning 
environmental protection and commodity production. The interim strategy 
provides a short•tem response to complex, changing circumstances. 

VIII. Site-Specific Project-Level Decisions 

The Agencies will employ different approaches to interim management 
direction (EA, pp. 19 • 20). This strategy applies to proposed and new 
projects and activities and to ongoing projects and activities that pose 
an unacceptable risk involving the 1111D11gement of timber, roads, grazing, 
recreation resources, riparian areas, llinerals, fire and fuels, and land 
uses such as leases permits, rights-of-way and easements, as well as the 
restoration of watershed, fisheries, and wildlife habitat within RBCAs or 
that degrade lUICAs on lands adnini'ltered by the Agencies within 
anadromous watersheds in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and California 
(excluding areas under the Northern Spotted Owl ROD) (EA, p. 17, Appendix 
C, p. C-9). This J.s an .interilll strategy and will expire in 18 mondis 
from the date of this Decision Notice/ Decision Record. 

FS Approach: 

The Regional Foresters for the Pacific Northwest, Pacific Southwest, 
Northern, and Intermountain Regions are responsible for compliance this 
decision on the Bitterroot, Boise, Challis, Cle8%Water; Lassen, Los 
Padres, Halbeur, Nez Perce, Ocboco, Okanogan, Payette, Salmon, Sawtooth, 
Umatilla, and Wallowa-Whitman National Forests as well as the Sawtooth 
National Recreation Area and the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 
Area. 

Under the authority of 36 CFI!. 219. lO(f), this_ decision amends Regional 
Guides for the FS's Northern, Intemountain, Pacific Southwest, and 
Pacific Nortbwesl: Regions and 15-forese plans CEA, Appendix D, pp. D-3 
to D-6) to add explicit goals and objectives for anadromous fish habitat 

• condition and funceion, and identify BHCAs where management activities 
will meet new comprehensive st:andards and guidelines ·-for an 18-montb 
period following the date of this decision (EA, Appendix C). These 
interim standar-\s and guidelines replace existing conflicting direction 
described in these 15 forest: plans except where the forest plan direction 
provides more protection for anadromous. fish habitat (EA, p. 14). The 
decision documents for projects where these new standards and guidelines 
are applied will. contain a finding that the project is consistent with 
the LRMPs as amended by these interim standards and guidelines. 

11 



BLM Approach: 

'l:be State Directors for California, Idaho, and Oregonjllashington are 
responsible for compl~e with this decision on the Bakersfield and 
Ukiah Districts in California; the Salmon and Coeur d'Alene Districts in 
Idaho; and the Prineville, Spokane, and Vale Districts in 
Oregon/llashington. Following this decision the BlM director will issue 
instruction to stat:e directors to review the confo:cuumce of the interim 
direction with existing LtJPs. 

'l:be BLM will incorporate the interim direction (Alteri:iative 4) that is 
consistent with current LtJPs into all proposed and new projects and 
activities, and certain _ongoing projects and activities. 

If the interim direction is not consistent with existing LtJPs, the BLM 
will seek to amend or revise the LtJP so that the interim direction is 
consistent with the LtJP. Until the L1Jl' is aended or revised, the BU! 
will use the existing I.DP direction; or will attempt to implement the 
management direction for certain ongoing projects and activities through 
negotiation with the use authoruation holders (e.g., grazillg pemittees; 
right-of-way holders, recreation permit holders), or will seek other 
remedy within the tems of the existing authori:ation, includiilg 
IIOdifying, suspending, or cancelling authori:ation. 

IX. Administrative Review Opportunities 

These decisions are the final decisions _of the Agencies. Parties may 
petition for adm1ni s-=rative review in accordance with the following 
procedures. 

Department of Agriculture: This decision may be appea1ed in accordance 
With the provisions of 36 cm 217.7(a) by filing a writt:en notice of 
appeal, in duplicat:e, within 45 days of the date of publication of the 
legal notice of availability for this decision. Tbe Decision is 
effective 7 days after publication of legal notice, 36 CFB. 217.lO(a). Tbe 
appeal must be filed.with the Secreta?y of Agriculture. Review by .the 
-Secreta?y is wholly discretionary. 

'l:be notice of appeal IIUSt include sufficient narrative evidence and 
argument to show why this decision should be changed or reversed (36 CFlt 
217 .9). 

Department of. the Interior: this decision may be appealed to- the 
Department of the Ineerior, Board of Land Appeals, in accordance with the 
provisions of 43 CFlt 4.20 to 4.31 and 43 CFlt 4.400 to 4.415, by _filing a 
written notice of-appeal. 'l:bis uotice·mustbe·fil-ed-with the Director of 
the BUf within 30 days of the date of publication of the legal notice of 
availability for this decision. Tbe notice of appeal may include a 
stataent of reasons for the appeal, a statement of "tending. and arry 
arguments the appellant wishes to make. A party filing an appeal may 
request a stay of this decision, in accordance with 43 CFR_ 4.21. The 
notice of appeal, request for stay, and other documents shal1 be served 
as specified in 43 CFS 4.413 and 4.40l(c). 
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X. 

XI. 

Administrative or Supporting Record 

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

USDA FOREST SERVICE 
YILDLIFE, FISH AND RARE PLANTS STAFF 
AUDITORS BUILDING 
14TH AND INDEPENDENCE AVENUES, Sil 
WASHINGTON, DC 20250 

Signatures 

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

,,....__ 

Date: February 24, 1995 

13 

MIKE DOMBECK 
IctiJJg ·Director, USDI Bureau 

of Land Management 

Date: February 24, 1995 
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

FOR THE 
INTERIM STRATEGIES FOR 

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

ANDPORTIONSOFCALffORNIA 

USDA Forest Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management 
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BACKGROUND 

FIBDiliG OF 1110 SIG111IFICA111T IHPACT 

For Ihe 
Interim Strategies For 

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

And Portions Of California 

USDA Forest Service and 1JSJ>I Bureau of Lalld Management 

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

. arrest the degradation and begin the restoration of habitat for Pacific 
anadromous fish (salllon, steelhead and sea-run cutthroat trout). Ihe proposal 
addresses habitat on lsnds administered by the Forest Service and the Bureau of 
Land Management in Eastern Oregon and llashington,. Idaho, and portions of 
California. Ihe proposal does not include areas under the Record of Decision_ 
for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning 
Documents llithin the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (Northern Spotted Owl 
ROD). 

The proposal for interim management and four alternatives, associated design 
features, and potential llli.tigation measures were described and analyzed in an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) dated March 18, 1994 •. Ihe Proposed Finding of No 
Significsnt Impact (FONSI) and the EA were made available for public review and 
comment_. Although the public comments did not warrant a modification in the 
FONSI, the EA has been modified to disclose the nature of the comments and the 
Agencies' responses to them. .The IIOdified EA also affords· the Agencies 
opportunity to provide clarification on selected points. 

Other related euvi.romiental documents which were taken into account include: 
Regional Guides, Llmd and Resource Management Plans (forest plans) and 
associated National Enviromental Policy Act (NEPA) doc1Jments in the 15 
national forests, the Llmd Use Plans (I.DPs) and associated NEPA documents in 
the 7 :BUI districts, and the Northern Spotted Owl ROD and associated NEPA 
documents. 

REASONS FOR FDlDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

In· consideration of the analysis documented ··1n the EA -and in ·light of the 
reasons set forth below, we find that adoption of Alternative 4 as the interiJD 
strategy will not significantly impact the human environment. 

1. Ihe interim strategy would be limited in geographic application (40 CFR 
1508.27(a)). The interim strategy would apply to projects within Riparian 

1 



Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) or that degrade RHCAs on lands 
,Rdndnist'.ered by the Agencies in the States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, 
and California (excluding those areas under the Northern Spotted Owl ROD) 
(EA, p. 16 and Appendix C, p. C-9). 

2. The interim strategy would be l:llllited to certain projects and activities. 
The interim · strategy would apply only to proposed or new projects and 
activities-k and ongoing projects and activities that pose an unacceptable 
riskH involving the 111anagement of timber, roads, grazing, recreation 
resources, riparian areas, minerals, fire and fuels, and land uses such as 
leases pe:cmits, rights-of-way and easements, as well as the restoration of 
watershed, fisheries, and wildlife habitat (EA,_ p. 16 and Appendix C,. p. 
C~9). Thus, resource effects would not be significant, given the short 
duration of interim direction and the ability-of the Agencies to relocate 
activities outside the RHCAs. The interim strategy will reduce the 
potential.environmental impacts of project decisions. 

3. The interim strategy would not significantly affect public health or safety 
(40 CFl 1508.27{b)(2)). The interim strategy does not, on its own, 
authorize any ground·diseurbing activities or direct changes to the 
envil:cmmental status quo. · Instead, it provides progr-tic direction and 
mitigation measures to be applied to site-specific projects and 
activities. New project decisions will be preceded by site-specific HEPA 
and EndmgP.red Species Act (ESA) analysis (EA, pp. 17, 36). 'thus, the 
selected alternative does not have significant effects on humci health and 
safety beyond those alreacty documented in existing plan .EISs and 
site-specific analyses of ongoing projects and activities or llight be 
identified i.n such future analyses of proposed projects and activities. 
Environmental effects on some resources (e.g., aquatic, riparian) will be 
reduced. 'These beneficial effects will not be significant due to the abort 
time frame ·involved, the lilllited area affected,· and the limited intensity 
of the beneficial effects. 

••Proposed or new projects and activities• are defined as those actions 
that have not been implemented, or i:or which contracts have not been 
awarded, or for which permits have not been issued, or (within the range of 
listed anadromous fish) cOl"tfmdng ...ctions for which the Biological 
Assessments have not been prepared and submitted for consultation, prior 'to 
signing of this decision (F.A, pp. 17 and Glossaey-5). 

ti"Ongoing projects and activities• are defined as those _actions that have 
been implemented, or that have contracts awarded, or pemits issued, and 
(within the range of listed anadromous fish) for which Biological 
Assessments have been prepared and submitted for eonsiiltation, prior to the 
signing of this decision (EA, p. Glossary-5). The Glossary defines 
•unacceptable rtsk• as a l.evel of risk from an ongoing activity or group of 
ongoing activities that: is determined through- NEPA .analysis or the · 
preparation of .Biological AssessmentsjEvaluations, or their subsequent 
review, to-be: --•likely to adversely affect• listed anadromous fish or 
their designated critical. habitat, or •-•likely to adversely impact• 
non-listed anadromous fish (EA, pp. 18 and Glossary-7). 
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4. The interim strategy would not significantly affect any unique 
characteristics of the geographic area (40 C.FR 1508.27(b)(3)), does not 
adversely.affect anyt:hing listed or eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places, nor does it cause loss or destruction of 
significant scientific, cultural, or historic resources (40 CFR 
1508.27(b)(8)). As discussed in the EA, the ·interim strategy does not 
alter the environmental protection afforded to such unique lands and 
resources as wild and scenic rivers (EA, p. 61), ecologically important 
plant cOIIIIIIUDities such as are found in riparian areas (EA, pp. 45, 48 • 49, 
52, and 55), cultural resources (EA, p. 60), and Tribal heritage sites with 
archeological and religious importance (EA, pp. 61 • 62). The interim 
strategy is not applied to any park lands or prime farm land. 

5. The interim strategy does not involve physical or_ biological effects that 
are likely to be highly controversial (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(4)). The 
scientific basis for this interim direction has been thoroughly evaluated 
(EA, pp. 2 to 6, 8 to 11, and Appendix A}. The declines of anadrOJDOus fish 
stocks and degradation of their associated freshwater habitat have not been 
disputed. Any controversy pertains to the best approach to correct the 
problems or maintain the status quo while the long•tem environmental 
analyses are completed, not the magnitude of the problem (EA, Appendix F, 
Response to Public Comments) • 

6. The interim strategy does uot involve social or economic effects that are 
likely to be highly controversial (40 CFR l508.27(b)(4)). Controversy in 
this context refers to cases where there is substantial dispute as to the 
size, nature, or effect of the Federal action, rather than to opposition.to 
its adoption. Some individuals who are likely to experience adverse 
economic effects, however, have taken exception to the proposal (EA, p. 59 
-and Appendix 1') • Others argued for more restrictive protective measures 
than the proposed action, and urged the adoption of Alternstive 5. On the 
acres affected, the short-tem nature of the effects is within allowed 
flucti.zations in the ten year planning period. 

7. The interim strategy would not ·impose any highly uncertain, unique, or 
unknown environmental risks (40 CFR 1508.28(b)(5)). The best available 
scientific infomation provided the foundation for designing the interim 
strategy (EA, pp •. 2 to 6, 8 to ll, 36·39, Appendix A, Appendix C}. 
Measures similar to the ones described in Appendix Care used for 
management of anadromous fish habitat in-areas subject to the Northern 
Spotted Owl ROD. 

8. The interim strategy does not establish a precedent for future actions with 
significant effects and does not represent a decision in principle about a 
future consideration (40 CFR 1508.27{b)(6)), nor is it related to other 
actions with individually insignificant but cumulative significant impacts 
(40 CFR 1508.27(b}(7}}. The interim strategy ls a short-term effort to 
retain the environmental status quo while the Agencies develop and evaluate 
long-tem strategies. The interim strategy will be applied during a 
limited period of 18 months from the date of the decision. The temporary 
nature of the interim strategy will limit its effects (EA, p. 12). The EA 
discloses the cumulative environmental effects of short-tent incremental 

• 
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I 
improvements in habitat: conditions and trends on lands within t:he I 
anadromous watersheds that: are Adminis.-.ered by t:he Agencies (EA, pp. 38 -
39); 

The enviromeni:al analyses being prepared for t:he long-term environmental 
strategies will produce long-term cumulative effects information. Because 
recovery l)rocesses within riparian areas and aquatic habitats are gradual, 
such short:-te:m adjustments in management: practices are unlikely t:o result 
in signWcant: effects on future actions on these Federal lands (EA, pp. 38 
- 39). The interill strategy is not b1ncUng on any future decisions made on 
long-tem strategies (EA, p. 20); 

.9. The int:erill strategy will not adversely affect an endangered or threatened 
species or its habitat: that: bas been detemined t:o be critical under t:he 

· Endangered Species Act: (40 CFJl 1508.27(b)(9)). A Biological Evaluation and 
a Biological Assessnen .. C011pleted by the Agencies' . scientists have 
concluded that: adoption of t:he proposed measure would not produce 
significant illlpact:s. Because fish listed pursuant: t:o the ESA are 
involved, the Agencies have consulted with the United States Depart:ment: of 
the Interior, Fish and Vildlife Service (NS) and the United States 
Department: of C-rce, National Marine Fisheries Service (RHFS) in 
accordance with established requirements. The FllS, through a letter of 
concurrence, found that: the proposed action would have a neutral or 
beneficial effect on listed species under their jurisdiction. The mas, 
through a biological opinion, has det:emined that: the proposed action . is 
not: likely t:o jeopardize the cont::illued existence .of listed species under 
their• jurisdiction or ~t: in· destruction or adverse modification of 
critical habitat. The EA reflects the results of these consultations, and 
the consultation doc1ment:s are included as Appendix J t:o the EA. Site 
specific projects will .be preceded by biological evaluations where listed 
species aay be affected. - · 

10. The interill strategy does not threaten a violation of Federal, State or 
local law or r rement:s osed for the rot:ect:icm of the environment: (40. 
CFR 150 .27(b)(l0)). The Forest: Service and the Bureau of Land Management 
have jo:lnt:ly issued notices announcing the development: of the long-term 
environmental analyses (EA, Appendix I). In accordance with Section 
1506.l(a) of the Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing 
NEPA, upon issuance of a Notice of Intent:, and until issuance of a Record 
of Decision, the Agencies will take no actions which have an adverse 
enri.ronment:al impact: or limit the choice of reasonable alternatives. 
Additionally, adoption of the preferred alternative would not significant:ly 
affect: the following· elements of the human environment:, which are . specified 
in st:at:ut:e, ngulation, or ezecutive order: Air Quality; Areas of· Critical 
Enri.romlent:al Concern, Cultural Resources, Fa:m Lands (prille -or unique), 
noodplains, Bat:ive American Religious Concerns, Threat:ened or Endangi=red 
Species, Bazardow; . .or Solid-Vast:es.-.'lilat:er_Quality, :Wild and Scenic .Rivers, 
and Vilderness. 
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DETERMINATION 

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

'"\ 11· 

'"~ ~l L}-.t( J 4 .. ,,-~ 

/ JiACK WARD TIIOMAS 
~ief, USDA Forest Service 

. I 
:./ 

Date: February 24, 1995 
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HIKE DOHB£0: 
.ll,Ct.1.lli ~ Director, t:s::: a .. reau of 
- - Land Hanag•-n: 

Date: Febr~a•, . ... 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

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

OREGON AND WASHINGTON.i.. IDAHO, ANO PORTIONS OF 
CALIFuRNIA · 

USDA Forest Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management 
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PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

Bacqn,und 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service (FS) and the U.S. Department of the 
Interior Bunsau of Land Management (BLM) [hereinafter jointly referred to as "the Agencies"] 
are developing an ecosystem-based, aquatic pabitat and riparian-ar=- rnanag1>111ent strategy 
(comm.only referred to as PACFISH) for Pacifi,, sa!rnon, steelhead, and sea-nm cutthroat trout 
habitat on lands they administer The strategy is being developed in response to new 
information doaonenting broad declines in naturally reproducing Pacific salmon, steelhead, 
and sea-nm cutthroat trout [hereinafter referred to as anadrornous fish], and widespread 
degradation of the habitat upon which these anadrornous fish depend.1 This environmental 
assessrn"'lt analyzes a range of interin.. suategies fa, aue.1ing the degradation and beginning 
the restoration of aquatic and riparian ecosystems during the next 18 months while a !onger­
tezm strategy is developed and evaluated. Recent studi~ wm,ant consideration· of an interim 
sttategy for management of aquatic and riparian ecosystems on landc: adrninist/'Pli by the 
Agencies. '. 

In March-April 1991, the American Fisheries Society (AFS), a professional society of 
fisheries research scientists and fisheries managl'l'S, published a report2 that identified 214 
stocks of naturally reproducing anadtomous fish in California, Oregon, WashinglOD, and 
Idaho, that were consideted to be "at risk" of extinction or "of special concem. • The report 
also docmnented 106 additional stocks that already ate extinct The depressed status of 214 

. stocks teflects the interaction of mhetmtly variable mvmmmental conditions, such as ocean 
productivity and wemher patterns, with a variety of management activities. In general, stock 
survival u. dlre•leoed by some combination of dmn constnJction and operation, water 
diversions, habitat modifications, fish hatchety upe.ati.ms, and fish harvest. Reasons for the 
decline of anadromous fish vary by species and geogiaphic area (e.g., dams are a prinwy 
factor affecting the status of some stocks, but have a negligi1,!e effect on otheis), however, 
degradation of freshwater habitat is a common feature affecting all at-risk stocks. A 1992 
report' calculated tliat of the 192 stocks of anadromOIIS fish in 1he Columbia River Basin, 
35 percent are extinct, 19 percent were at high risk of extinction, 7 percent were at moderate 
risk of extinction, 13 percent were of special concem, and 26 percent were presumed secure. 

I __ _ 
I 
-I 
I 
•• 
I 

USDA Forest ~ 1uific Salmmi Won: Gtoup and Field Team. 1!192. w-ona1 Repo,r - Bot:kgro,,nd 
Repmr for the Development of the FOlut Servi« Jdt1N1g011ent Stnaegy for Pot:iju: SaJmon_ and Skelhutl 
Habiltlt. 

2W. Nehls=. I. E. Williams, and 1. A. Lichau,111ich. l!il!ill. Pot:iju: Salmon at the Crosm>otb: Stadu at Ruk 
from Caufomia, Oregon, Tdaha, and W adrmgton. _Fisheries 16 (,2): 4-21. 

3J.E. Williams, 1.A I icb•to"1ich, mid W. Neblsen. 19!12. Dedimng SaJmon and Skelhutl Populatimu: New 
Endangered Sp,du ConeemsfOTtne War Fndengeffli Species Update. 9(4):1-8 . 
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Subsequent surveys in Califomia', Oregon5
, and Washington' confirmed the scope but 

broadened the magnitude of the decline. 

.Assessm"DtS by researchers indicate that stream systems throughout Califomia, Oregon, 
Washington, and Idaho, have been degraded considerably by human-induced cumulative 
effeccs from such activities as livestock use, road constructiOJ:1, timber harvest, recreational 
use, channelization, and other w:ateI:skd management projeds and activities (based on the 
following studies listed in Appendix A: Plaus, 1989; Platts, 1991; Meehan, 1991; NMFS 
1993; and Idaho Department of Fish and Game, 1992). For eniiipl .. , from 1987 to 1992, 
researchers from the Pacific Norlhwest Researm Forest and Range Experiment Station · 
resurveyed 116 stream systems in Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, and compared the number 
of large, deep pools per sueam .aile-a primazy indic:a1Dr of high quality, in-channel habitat 
condition-to the number documented during smveys .conducted between 1935 and 1945. 
Their report' documents substantial decreases in the quality and quantity of large, deep pools 
throughout managed areas of the region. The number of large, deep pools decreased 58 
percent in the Cowli1z River Basin, 41 percent in the Lewis River, 84 percent in the 
Elochoman River Basin, and 85 percent in the Vakama River Basin, all in Washington State; 
78 percent in the Lewis and Clark River and 85 percent in the Clatskanie River, both in 
Oregon; and 52 percent in the Salmon River Basin of Idaho. Pool-riffle ratios have decreased 
from historic levels of about 50:50 to 20:80 or 10:90 according to Oregon Game C,.mmissinn 
surveys in the 1960s and Forest Service surveys in the 1970s (unpublished data). 

Despite implementation of gradually improving best management practices through nmional 
forest Land and .Resource Management Plans (forest plans) and BLM Land Use Plans (LUPs), 
riparian and aquatic habitat conditions on Federal lands have con~ to decline Gener.illy, 
anadromous fish habitat on lands administeP.d by the Agencies_have 30-70 percent fewer 
large, deep pools, more fine sediments in spawning gravels, and greater disturbance of 
riparian vegetation than is acceptable. Such fac:tors reflect a general reduction in fish habitat 

'P. Biggins, S. Dobush, 111111 D. Fuller. 1992. Foetan in No,tJ,an Califamia Tlrrcataring Stodr8 With Eztindian. 
American Fubaies Society, Humboldt Clia:p=. 2S pp. 

;".E. Nic:blson.1.W. N"JCbolas. A.M. McGie, ll. I.indsay, D.L. Bollom, lU. Kaiser, ad S.E. 1acobs. 1992. 
S,,,_ oJ' Anadrmtroas Sa/zno,wu in Orrgon Coasrol Bari= Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wild.. ~ortbmd. 83 pp. 

'weslrington Depmrn .if Fisheries, Washington DepmbDWt of Wildlife, 811d Wcsrrm Wesbington Tzmy 
lDdiim Tn'"bcs. 1993. Wa:rhmgtan-S,- Sobnon-1111118kdhead Stock innnto,y. ·Wasbington Dept. ofFJSberics.. 
Olympia. 212 pp. 

'B.A. McIntosh. J.R. Scddl, 1.E. Smith. R.C. W"1SS111811, S.E. Clad:, G.H. Reeves, md L.A. Brown. 
M~au Butay of Eamide &:osy_,,,s: CJ,angu in Fun HilmZlll wu 50 year.,, 193$-1992. USDAIFS 
PNW Rmich Stetion, GCDmu Tc:cbmcal R.cpott PNW-GTR.-321, Fctmmy 1994. 
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capability.' Many streams have become simplified, having lost the structural complexity vital 
to the productivity and well-being of many aquatic species. 

Agency-administered lands provide sabstantial habitat for rl!fflaining stocks of anadromous 
fish. The Agencies estimate that of the 214 stocks identified in the AFS published report as 
at risk of extinction, 134 occm on FS-administered lancis and 109 on BLM-administered 
lands.9 The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has determined that the·Snake River 
sockeye salmon is endangered, 10 and the Snake River fall and spring/summer chinook salmon 
is threatened11 pt1J'Sllsnf to provisions of the Endsngen,d Species Act of 1973, as amended 
(ESA). Since_ initial publication of this enviromnent.ol usessm""lt (EA), NMFS annomced an 
emergency action to reclassify the status of the Snake River springlqnnmer chinook salmon 
and fall chinook salmon from threatened to endangered. u The emergency action will be in -
effect UDtil April 15, 1995. During this time, NMFS will publish a proposed rule to reclassify 
these chinook stocks The NMFS determination was based on a projected decline in adult 
Snake River chinook salmon abUDdmce. The Sacramento River winter chinook salmon was 
listed as threatened13 in 1990. The NMFS recently determined that ~g the 
Sacramento River winter cbinook salmon as endmgerecf was wammted.14 Additional stocks 
have been, or are expected to be, petitioned for listing.15 Further, all anadrornous fish in the 
Snake River Basin have been designated as sensitive species by the FS and are being 
considered for such designation by the BLM. · 

The 1994 adult spring cbinook salmon collllt at Bmrneville Dam was 20,132 (Fish Passage 
Center 1994), about 43 percent of the previous record low mum. The e•11ected 1994 retum 
of combined Snake River spring and summer chinook salmon nms to Lower Granite Dam is 

8a.J. Naizmm, T.J. Beechie, l .E. Benda, et al. 1992. F,aui,z,nfflllll E/n,fflb of~ Bulthy 11' ou...J,.dr 
;,, the Podfu: Nordrwut c-tal&a,qian. Pp. 127•188. ID: Naim,m, R.J. ed. F«PS/,d Managn,au 
Balareing _<,n · sab!Jily -1.Emri,ana,fflllll CJ,ange. New Ymk. NY. Sptiuger-Vcrlag. P.A. Biacm. T.P. 
Quinn, (UL Reeva," and s.v. Gzegmy. 1992. Bat Mw.Q.Z&.mt Pram-, c-rdativ• Effeea, -11-,g-tnm 
Tnmtb in Fun A Olllllian&e in Pa,:iffe Nanhwat Rinr Sy-.n. Pp. 189-232. ID: Namm. R.J. ed. F atenJrd 
MIJIN180IOU Blllau:ing Sll#llillability 111111 Envilmmfflllll CJ,ange. New Yon:. NY. Sprillger-Vcrlag. 

91.E. Williams and C. D. Williams. ms. .An Ecoqaum-hawl AJ,p. h ro Managn,ent of Sabnon -1 Steelhud 
Bobitit:. Ml. pcpared for Pacific Salmon ad 'Ihm Ec:asy.arm. Conference.· Seattle, WA..Iammy 1994. 

1°mm: der mi,i■t;o,, in 56 FR 58619; November 20, 1991. Added ID list in 57 FR 212; Immay 3, 1992. 
Critical Babita• designared in SB FR. 68543; Dec c':Jer 28. 1993. 

1NMFS der · Irion in 57 FR 14654; April 22, 1992 [Co=cted in 57 FR 23458; Jane 3, 1992]. Added" to 
list in 58 FR. 49880; September 23, 1993. Critical Habilaf de,jgn•rcd in 58 FR 68543; Di : 11 her 28, 1993. 

~ cit-termination in 59 FR42529; Allgast 18, 1994. 

'ws ~ in SS FR 46SlS; November S, 1990. Added ID list in 55 FR 49623; November 30, 1990. 
Critic:a1 Hai,n,,t design•rcd in 58 FR 33212; Jane 16, 1993. 

14NMF"s cl,,termin•tion in 59 FR 440; Iemwy 4, 1994. 

15rn perticular, the Dlinois Rner winter stttlhead in 0rcgoll. other coaSlal and interior stttlhead, the 
aid-Columbia River cbinook, amd the coho (silver) salmol1 tluougbout their nmgc in the lower 48 States. 
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projected to yield only 14 to 28 percent of the recent 10-year average for spawning recids 
(NMFS and Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 1994). Based on the 1994 spring chinook jack 
count at Bonneville Dam, the 1995 nm will likely be even lower than in 1994. The projected 
1994 return of listed fall cbinook salmon 10 the Columbia River is 803; the second lowest on 
record. When mortaley is considered, NMF/: estimates that only 300 &dulls will reach Lower 
Granite Dam. The 1995 forecast suggest that the fall cbinook nm will be about 60 percent of 
1994 (NMFS and FWS 1994). 

The Agencies have taken a number of independent actions 10 respond 10 declmcs in 
madromous fish stocks and the degradation of habitat. Both participated III lhe 1990-1991 . 
•salmon Summit,• which was convened by Senator Mark Hatfield 10 euzrunc nsromion of 
Columbia River Basin anadromous fish. The Agencies were instrumental III dn-eloping the 
Habi1at Section of the Summit Report, 16 and have undertaken a number of the ear-term 
actions idernifi'ld in that report Th~ have developed and are implemmtma a vanery of 
anadromous fish program mitiatives1 for management of their respean,e aaadromous fish 
hahi1at resources. To date, however, even in light of ongoing effons ouaadt 1ba rage of ihe 
northem spotted owl, neiiher Agency has implemented a comprehensiw ..., cwt. to 
ecosystem-based management of aquatic and riparian habitats. In addzllm. • rwqared by the 
ESA, projects and activities on 10 national forests and 4 BLM distric:zs - :s.ibJea to 
conmltation with the NMFS on lhreatened and endangered anadromom (118 111 1ba Snake 
River Basin. During consultation the Agencies have found that adopt1011 ol habitat protection 
standard!' similar to those explored in this environmemal assessm-nt s znJt, us become ihe 
aceepted mediod of meeting 1.hreatened and endangered anadromous fia ► t • nquirements. 

On January 25, 1994, the Agencies joined with the National Park Sen-see (l\'J'S). FWS, and. 
NMf.S in signing an Interagency Memorandum of Understanding (Inrerqecy MOU) 10 
coopetate iii management of federally administe:Pd lands for the consei .- ol 9')«:ies that 
are tending 10wudl, Federal listing as lhreaten..d or endangered pursimn ID a. ESA. The 
Interagency MOU desmbes the piutecJiun and proper management of babrcm • • important 
tool for preventing additional listings of species. The Interagency MOU - n.-md 10 
fac:ili1ate compliance with ESA Section 7(a) obligatiOlll, uquiiing all fedanl ._ ga 10 
proactively manage lands and resources within their jurisdictions for die fil&IOll of rare 
species. . 

The strategy being developed by the Agencies would provide a ·t,nnsistfflf • p +di for 
maintaining and restoring aquatic and riparian habitat conditions, and -1d cannbute to ihe 
sasiained natural production of anadromous fish. lhe Agencies estabhsn..t ~ t o:ca] 
teams-11Je FSJBLM Field Team and Washington Office Work Group md ._ Wahington 
Office Policy Group, ID coordinate sttategy development. All three _.. CCI 4 = ~ of 
Agent) .esea.ch ,-cientisls and managers. The information developed by di-. poaps 
pnwided the foundation for the aquatic and riparian components of the Scaatzf'ac Analysis 

16Repc,n oftbe Salmon Summit. 1991. Submitted by Ge.ma Roberls (OR.). Gardmr (WA). Alldnls (ID), 
mid Stepba,s (MI) to Senator Hatfield (OR). 

1'USDI Bureau of Land Management. 1993 . .Anadmmou., Fuh Habitllt Ma,raganent ad~ Srnztegy for · 
the Cabanhia IINI Snake River Bamu. USDA Forest Service, Regions 1, 4, and 6. 1991. C"'-hia River Basin 
.Anadnmtou., Fuh Habitllt Monogu,mt Poliey IINI bnplatentlltian Gtd.tk. 
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Team Report'1 and the Forest Ecosystem Management 4ssesimi"lllt Team (FEMAT) Report. 19 

Measures for maintaining and restoring anadromous fish habitat are included in the Final 
Supplemental Envilomnentl'Jl Impact Statement on MQ11Qgement of HabillZI for 
Lale-Suecemonal and Old-G,owth Forest Rel4Jed Species Within the Range of the Northem 
Spotted Owl (Northern Spotted Owl FSEIS) for all or pans of the 15 national forests and 6 
BLM dis!ric;ts2'1 that are within the range of the northern spotted owl and which accommodate 
naturally reproducing stoclcs of anadromous fish. 

Over the next 18 months, the Agencies will cooperatively prepare several geographically­
specific environmental analyses ( e.g., envinmmen1al irnp'ICt statements (EISs)) ft\ examine 
longer-term management strategies for protecting or restoring anadromous fish-producing 
watetsheds in areas considered in this environmental assessment 21 These analyses will build 
on the information developed by the Agencies' technical teams and policy group, and 
detennine if amendments 10 forest plans, LUPs, or regional guides in California, Idaho, 
Oregon, and Washington are ne+.:essP1)'. 

Because new information documents that nearly one-half of the anadromous fish stoclcs are at 
risk of extinction, and habitat degradation is a common causal factor, the· Agencies are 
analyzing a range of interim sttategies, based on the won:· of the technical teams and policy 
group, for imrnedi~ auesting the decline in habitat conditions, initiating habitat restoration, 
and protecting remaining-high quality habitat until the geographically-specific environmental 
analyses are completed. The Agencies want 10 make their best effort 10 ensure that nothing 
done on national forests and BLM public lands in the interim results in di., extinction or 
further endangerment of at-risk anadramous fish stnclcs, or otherwise precludes options that 
will be considered in the geographically-specific environmental analyses. Improved 
management of aquatic and riparit.4 eeosyS1eiiiS on lands adrninisrer"'1 by die Agencies, 
combined with improvemems in lrychopower oj>tMaaiuns, batcbeiy practices, and fish harvest 
rnanag"'Uent,.can prevent.additional stoclcs from becoming extinct and preclude the need 10 
extend the protection of the Endangered Species Act 10 other anadromous fish stoclcs in 
California, Idaho, Oregon, and Wasbington. 

In accordance with congressional direction provided in the Fiscal Year 1994 Interior and 
llelatecl Agencies Appropriations Act, die FS will not implement new anadromous fish habitat 
rnanagl!lll~ direction during fiscal year 1994 on the Tongass National Forest in A1asb, but 
will conduct studies and monitm: cmrart managl".IDCllt practices on the Tongass 1n 

111.W. Thomas, M.G. Raphael, R.G. Allthony, E.D. Fommm, A.G. Guadmon, R.S. Holtfvm'lffll, B.G. Man:ot, 
G.B. Rma, 1.R. Sedcl1, 8Dd D.M. Solis. Man:h 1993. Yuibiliry A-=ncnu ..,,I Mlftllgatfflt Cor:tiw;.-.. 
forSixau A an ·ea--.ilhl.,aSooou#mol ,._ OWG.DNIAForul:I of the Podf,c Nwd,.,ar. TM Rqo,t of 
ti,e Smntif,c A~.si.s T_,,. U8PA, Forest Service. Portland, OR. 

1'Forest EeosjSICii' Venagrment A rnznt ieam. 1993. Forut Eco:; "'* Managa,mt: .... Ecolotfi=, 
Econo,nit, ,._ Soaal ,t-...,mr, USDA, Forest Semcc. Pmtlad. OR. 

2°tbe Mt. Hood, Rogue Rmr, Siskiyou, Simlaw, Umpqaa. WiIJmnette, Giffcmi-Pinehot, M1. Bam-Snoqmhme, 
a ponion of tile Olamopn, Olympic. Wenetcbcc, KJmnath, !lhasla•Tmity, Mendocino, end Six Rivers Nalional 
Fcnes1S; and tbe Coos Bay, Meclfoni, Evgme, Roscbmg, ADd Salrm BLM Districts in Oregon; mi tbe Arcata 
mi Rt:riding Raomcc .Alm of tile Ukiah BLM Disuict in Califomi• 

. 21The notim initialing tlicse analyses me included in App-ndix l 
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subsequent years, as determined necessa'Y for stew.irdship of anadromous fish habitat in 
Alaska and evaluated as required by ·the National Envuomnental Policy Act (NEPA), both 
Agencies will incorporate appropriate measures into regional guides and forest plans and 
LUPs fo" management of all lands and resources within their respective jurisdictions in 
Alaska. . 

Al1hough neither Agency has jurisdiction over other factors affecting anadromous fish, each 
will remain alert for opportunities to coordinate its efforts to improve habitat condition on 
Agency-administered lands with the efforts taken by others to address such factors as dams, 
hatcheries, fish harvesting,· and private-land habitat condition. Full recovery of listed 
anadromous fish and conservation of other anadromous fish that are at risk: of eittinction will 
depend on the development of a response to all faclms affecting their decline. including those 
factors outside the Agencies' jurisdictions. Regardless of any action or inaction by other 

. responsible agencies or O'P'!izations that might affect populations of anadromous fish stocks, 
the Agencies have responsil>ilities to proceed with action to restore degraded habitat and 
protect good-quality habitat. 

The FS, BLM, and National Marine Fisheries Service and others signed a Memmandmn of 
Understanding in January, 1994 to •[w]ork together and participate in the conservation of 
selected plant and animal species and their habitats to reduce, mitigate. and possibly eliminate 
the need for their listing 1Dlder the ESA by developing habitat conservation assessmomis 
leading to Conservation Agreements.• This MOU was signed to facili1Bte the agencies 
woricing cooperatively to assess and p1otect habitat in an effon to conserve at-risk: species, 
avoiding the need to list them as threatenecl or cndangeied 1D1der the ESA. · . 

In recognition of the alarming decline of some Pacific Northwe.ct salmon stocks and the need 
for the federal government to respond in a coordinated fashion, the Depanmen1s of the 
Interior and Agric:ulture signed a Memorandum of Agreement with other Depazrroents, the 
White Bouse Office on Envuomnental Policy, and the Environmental Protection Agency to 
eslablish a framework to facilitate the development of .. cocvdioated and comprehensive · 
salmon restoration plan in October, 1994. The Agreement is in1ended to ensure that federal 
agencies work together in a coorclioatted manner that maximim the use of federal expertise 
and resources, and eliminates 1D1Deres••ry duplication and inefficiencies. The Agreement 
eslablished a plan for salmon, and a regional Coordinating ConuniUee to •afflJJDe primmy 
responsibility for developing and implementing a coordinated Federal effort to conserve and 
restore Pacific salmon and their associated habi.1als. • 

Pwp,se 

The pwpose -,f this environmental ese •Mnt is to provide decision makers with analysis of a 
range of interim strategies for mesting the degradation and b~rming tie 1e:.1Wation of 
riparian and aquatic ecosystems in wate.sheds where anadromous fish habiut is present or 
easily could be reestablished (hereinafter refened.to as anadromous wate.sheds},-to publicly 
disclose the possible environmental consequences that adoption of each Sb.deg) would bring, 
and to provide continuing opportunities to inco.porate the latest scientific information into 
resomce plans and managf!lllent practices .. Alternative snategi ... presented in this 
environmental &'lSessmmt are designed to main1ain op1;ions for more comprehensive mitigation 
or environmental protection measures that may be found nses •y through the 
geographically-specific environmental analyses that will be prepared for the affected area.· 
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To protect the good quality anadromous fish habitats, arrest 1he degradation, and begin 
restoration of anadromous fish habitat, as well as to respond to a wide array of new scientific 
infonnation on the stltUS of various anadromous fish stocks and the condition of aquatic and 
riparian habitat, the Agencies are reevaluating all management projects and activities in 
anadromous watersheds not considered in the Northem Spotted Owl FSEIS. Because the 
preparation of geographically-specific environmema1 analyses that will examine longer-term 
options for protecting this habitat is scheduled to 1ake 1 ll months, and because =t 
assessm~ts of the short- and long-term risks to maintenance and recoveiy of anadromous fish 
stocks under currmt managP.JDent direction are high, the Agencies believe that a range of 
interim strategies must be examined for possible adoption. Such sbategies are an attempt to 
ensure that management actions taken in 1he interim do not have adverse environmental 
effects that could result in extinction or further endangerment of anadromous fish stocks or 
otherwise limit the range or number of reason!blP. altemalives that are to be evaluated in the 
geographically-specific environmental analyses (40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
1506.1 ). lhe interim st,:ategi,..; are intended to bridge the time gap between existing forest 
plans and whatever long•terru. stiategy is finally adopted. 

The FS, in accordance with 36 CFR. 219.19, develops land and resource management plans to 
rnanagp fish and wildlife habitat to maintain viable populations of existing native and desired 
non-native vertebrate species in the particular planning area. Because of the complexity and 
dynamic nature of the national forest resources managed under the NFMA, there is no specific 
or precise srandartl or technique for satisfying thu requiJem...a, as recognized by the scientific 
community and many courts (see Reco,d of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and 
B- of Land Management Planmng Documents Within the Range of the Nonhem Spotted 
Owl (NSO R.OD)), pp. 43-47). lhe BLM, in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), 43 U.S.C. 1701.8, is required tt> rnanag,, public lands to 
protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and 
atmospheric, water resomg:, and an:beological values. Both agencies are requiled by the 
Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251, 1329, to see that activities ueew,in5 on lands they 
administer comply with reqaitements COJ1cerning the discbarge or run-off of pollUIID.ts. In 
compliance with their own laws and regulaiions; and in accordance with the lnteragenc:y 
MOU, the Clean Water Act, and applicable Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regalations, the Agencies jointly propose to develop and adopt a coordimtted, interim strategy 
for protecting quality anadromous fish habitat; and auesting the degradation and beginning the 
restoration of aquatic and riparian ecosystems that CODStitute anadromous fish habitat. 

Interim direction also would facilitate the ability of managers of Federal land within the range 
of listed anadromous fish 1D more efliciemiy and effectively prepare project-specific decisions 
that will successfully meet requiremems of 1he ESA Because consultation with the NMFS 
and the FWS on the interim direction has been completed prior to any adoption, the interim 
direction would establish guidance that incotporates during initial p10ject design those 
measures generally determined neressary for compliance with the ESA This would result in 
an approach to p10ject design that is more efficient mid cost-effective than awaiting project­
specific c:onsultation to incorpo1ate all necessa.y provisions. Interim direction also would 
increase Agency r.nnsiS!l'D,;y with and responsiveness to riparian and aquatic habitat concems 
across the range of anadromous fish habitat in the western contiguous United States. This, in 
twn, would reduce the probability that some additional stocks of anadromous fish will need to 
be listed as threatened or endangered. 

There is a noted and continuing decline of habitat elements essential to anadromous fish; and 
not all forest plans or LUPs include standards, guidelines, and p10cedures that allow managers 
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to efficiemfy and effectively address measures suggested by the. NMFS for protection of listed 
anadromous fish species. Further, not all these planning iloc:uments ensure the maintenance 
and restoration of habitat for other anadromous fish stocks. To better meet responsibilities to 
provide habitat for listed and other at-risk anadromollS fish stocks, and to avoid gridlock in 
the, managl!!Dent of the national forests and BLM public lands and help stabilize the flow of 
goods and services from these lands, both Agencies believe there is an immediate need to 
examine; appropriate modifications in management direclion. 

Need 

1be need fot mterim management has been made clear by the rapidly declining status of 
numerollS anadromollS fish stocks and numerous studies that have demonstrated that declining 
freshwater habitat condition is a common causal factor in those declines. Furthermore, 
independent investigations by Agency scientists have confirmed the declining habitat 
conditions on Agency-administered lands and the dependency of anadromous fish upon high 
quality habitat conditions. Because nf this decline in habitat elements, there is a need to 

adopt an interim strategy DOW. --.i.. ~ 
In 1991, the AFS published the first comprehensive report on the status of anadromous fish 
stocks.= Die AFS report documents the results of a 4-year effort by the AFS Endangered 
Species Committee to gathm, inierprel, and SPD1marize information compiled from previously 
published lite.atwe and unpublished dam on the status of anadromous fish in California, 
Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. Information comained in that report was gathered from fish 
managP1Dent agencies, Native American tnl,es, Oregon and Idaho c:bapters of the AFS, and 
sportfishing and conservation groups as well as from published scientific journals, 
proceedings, and books. Die authors used a wide variety of available data, including 
spawning escapements, tedd COUDts, adult C01IDts, recreati048l catch, dam counts, and 
anecdotal information. The report documented l SIOclc that in 1991 already was listed . 
pursuant to the ESA,ano1her 101 stocks at high risk of minction, S8 at moderate risk of. 
e:xtinction, and 54 of special concem. lbiny-nine of these stocks occur in California, S8 on 
1he Oregon Coast, 76 in 1he Colmnbia RiVllr Basin, and 41 in 1he WasbinglOD Coasr/Puget 
SolDld area. 1be present or 1hreatened destruction. modification. or c:unailment of habitat or 
range was cited as one of the primary causal factors in the decline of 19S (91 percent) of the 
at-risk anadromollS fish stc>clcs . 

Since the AFS Endangered Species Committee report was published, three State-specific 
reviews of at-risk anadromollS fish stoclcs have been conducted. In uorthem California, the 
Rumbolt Chapter of the AFS published .. .tep01f' identifying 49 stoclcs of anadromous fish 
stocks ir, sbeatw. between the Russian River and the Oregon border. That report generally 
agreed with the AFS report except that coastal cuamoat were considered by 1he Humboldt 
Chapter to be more seriously affected and were 'llClassifi--t from "of special concem• to •at 
moderate risk• of extinction, and many of 1he summer md winter steelhead SIOclcs were 
subdivided into smaller stock units. 

~ by W. Nehlsen. J.E. Williams, and J'.A. I ichatowich, cited in foolDOtc 2. 

~ by P ffiggins, S. Dobush, and D. Fuller. cited in foo- 4. 
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For the Oregon coast, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) conducted a 
review of anadromous fish stocks in the coastal basins.24 In dris repon, the ODFW ranked 
stocks differently 1han had the AFS and 1he Rumbolt Chapter reports. The ODFW used the 
terms •of special concern" to note a high-risk stock, and "depressed" to note a moderate-risk 
stoclc. The ODFW report also included the terms "llllknown" and "healthy." Although they 

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

I reviewed only coastal stocks, all of their data applied to stocks within the rmp of the 
northem spotted owl and omside the range of dris mvironmeD111 anessm"'lll. · 
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The Washington Depanment of Fisheries (WDOF) reportecF on the swm of anadromous fish 
stocks throughout the Sttte. In addition 1D the WOOF, the Wasbing1011 l>epanmmt of 
Wildlife and ~cal stiffs of 23 Native American tribes also contributed ID lbe report. That 
report identifi..,. .7R sairnon and 44 steelhead stocks as "depressed" (def111ed lbe same as "at 
moderate risk" of extinction in the AFS published report), and I J salrnoa ADCb and 1 
steelhead stock as "critical" (defined the same as "at high risk" of exDJIC1IOII III the AFS 
published report). Of the 134 stocks in Washington identified by WOOF • dcp1 1 = d md 
critical, 71 occur in the Columbia River Basin. 

I ~ by T.E. Nickelson, J.W. N"ichols, A.M. McGie, R.B. Lmdsay, D.L. Bollom. RJ ~. mid S.E. 
Jacobs, cited in foo- 5. 

I ~ by Wasbington Depar1mcDt of Fisheries, Wasbmgton Depa,- ofW"ildli!c, a,d Wesirm Wasbiagton 
lDdian tribes. cited in foomote 6. 
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' The FEMAT reporf' reviewed and compared the. above refe.enced ,epons. In general, each 
succeeding report added or subdivided stocks from the original list in the .AFS published 
report. · Including data from the AFS report, the Humboldt Chapter report, the ODFW report, 
and the WDOF report, FEMAT found a total of 314 aaadromous fish mc:J: s at-risk just within 
the range of the northern spotted owl, more than doubling 1hat nmnber originally reported for 
the same area in the AFS report (an increase of 178 over the original 136-}. 

AtteSSTDents by teSea1.chers indicate 1hat sueam syslellb 1bmugbom Calimmia, Oregon, 
Washington, and Idaho have been degraded considerably by bmnan-induced -:mnulative 
effects. Such activnies as livestock use, 108d construction, limber bw. !I, rec:reational use, 
channelization, Ind othei watetshed management projects and activnies are the most common 
causal factoJS. The effec:ts of livestock grazing and timber h&Nest :related ldiviues on· 
anadromous fish and their habitat have been specifically demon4ra1ed in the geographic range 
of the intetim direction. For example, in the Upper Grande Rmade River basin in northeastern 
Oregon, over 80 .percent of the drainage is considered to be in a c1ea..;01ated state because of 
high water tetupeiatwes, high sediment levels, and low levels of waody debris caused 
primarily by livestock grazing, timber harvest, 10ad-builiting, and other land management 
activities (Wallowa-Whitman National Forest 1992). Chapman aad Witty (1993) cite woJk of 
Rich et al. (1992) which demonstrated that, in the Middle Fork of tr Sabuon lUver, streams 
not ~ by livestock possessed ten times the number of~ drinool<: salmon compared 
to Bear and Elk Creeks, which receive heavy grazing presswe. The Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game (1992) fo1md that Chamberlain Creek, a triblllaly of the Salmon ltiver which bas 
been protected from major human impacts by wilderness rign•rian, has higher parr densities 
than othe:i stieews which have been exposed to multiple de.elopweuwelated implldS 

Between 1987 and 1992, researchers from the Pacific Nord.west :Resealch Forest and Range 
Experiment Station (PNW) resurveyed 116 sueam systems in Oregon, Wesbington, and Idaho, 
and compared the nmnber of large, deep pools pei sueam ..aile-a primary indicator of high-

. quali1¥, in-channel habiut condition, to the nmnber documented eluting surveys conducted 
between 1935 and 1945. The PNW reporf' documents Subsremial clecrnns in the quality 
and quantity of large, deep pools 1hroughout managed areas of 1bc regicm. The number of 
large, deep pools decreased 58 percent in the Cowlitz ltiver Basin, 41 percent in the Lewis 
ltiver, 84 percent in the Elochoman River Basin, and BS percent in the Vakama River Basin, 
all in WasbingtOD State; 78 percent in the Lewis and C1arlc Riw:r mi IS percent in the 
Cle!Skanie :River, both in Oregon; and 52 percent in tbe Salmon River Basia of Idaho. 

Pool-riffle ratios are a gauge of aquatic habiut diveJSity, 811d are an incic:aror of the degree to 
which stieams are capable of producing and supporting a varied .aad complex commlDlity of 
fish species. According to Oregon Game Commission surwys in tbe 19605 and Forest 
Service surveys in the 1970s (unpublished data), pool-riffle ratios have decreased from 
historic levels of about SO:SO to 20:80 or 10:90, indicating a clnmatic loss of diversity and 
diminution offish habitat capability. BLM scientists fo1md 1hat oftbe 211 miles of 
anadromous fish habitat in that Agency's Salein District of w: ltto Oregon. 42 percent was in 

~ by Forest E=,)stcm Management Assessment Team. cited in f- l!I. 

~ by BA Mclutosh et al., cited in foolllOtl: 7, 
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poor condition, 35 percent in fair condition, and 23 percent in good condition. 21 On Forest 
Service-administered lands, 80 percent of fish habitat in the upper Grande Ronde Basin fails 
to meet cmrent forest plan standards and guidelines for water temperature; sediment levels, 
and riparian condition. Seventy percent of stream habitats of the Middle Fork Clearwater and 
Lochsa Rivers on Idaho's Cle..;water National Forest fail to meet cmrent forest plan standards 
and guidelines. These results provide confirmation that Agency-adrninic:tfflld lands also .have 
experienced deterioration of anadromous fish habitat condition. 

Several papers xeeeuti) have reviewed and reconfirmed the dependency of healthy 
anadromous fish stocks on high-quality freshwater habitats. Studies by R.J. Naiman and 
others defined ecologically healthy watersheds by the deliveiy and routing of water,. sediment, 
and woody debris. 29 Healthy riparian areas provide the primary control for this deliveiy and 
routing. Riparian areas are critical to the maintenance of water temperature, habitat 
complexity, pools, sediment levels, and instream str:ucture, which are ner:esse1y for the natural 
reproduction of anadromous fist, stoc:ks 30 

' 

The Agencies independently have examinHl the results of these and other studies (Appendix 
A) and believe that the conclusions regarding declining status of anadromous fish stocks. 
degradation of aquatic and riparian habitat condition, and the causal link between the two .are 
Ct'Dsistent with the Agencies' own studies. Forest plans and LUPs were intended by 
Congress to be readily adaptable to new information to make adjustments that assme sound 
resource rnanagf!ftlent. A reasoned response to new information is crucial to the Agencies' 
success in meeting the "continuing compliance" obligations of NEPA, Nationiu Forest 
Management Act of 1976 (NFMA), FLPMA, ESA, and other mvironmental laws. By using 
the latest scientific information, the Agencies will better be able to comnl,ute to the long-term 
comervation of anadrornous fish species and the continuing production of goods and services 
from public lands. 

Decision F1&m.!Work 

Analyses and findings descnl,ed in this environmental asse m~..t will help the Agencies 
decide: 

(1) whether to continue with rnanag""1ellt direction descnl,ed in current forest plans and 
LUPs, or to increase protection throug!. inteailn rnanagement direction until longer-term 
manag"'tlent options proposed in the geographically-specific environmental analyses are 
evaluated and an alternative is approved and implemented; 

(2) what direction would be necessary 1D arrest the degradation, begin the restoration of, and 
protect aquatic and riparian ecosystems during the interim period; 

"R.A. Bouse. 1992. Monaga,ent of AnadranOIIS Salmon and T1'llllt Habittll -1 TMrS-.. iii 1'" Salem 
Dutnt:t. Report of B- of Lad MaDagema,I. Salem. OR. 

~ by NaimaD, RJ~ TJ. B==me, LE. Benda. et al, cilcd ill foomote 8. 

30S.V. Gregory,FJ. SWBIISOII, W.A McKee, mid K.W. C ins 1991.Anuosy- Pa:JFaive aj'Ripari4n 
Zanu. Bit>Scrienc:e. 41:540-SSI. RJ. Naiman, mid ll. De: J • (-=ds.). 1990. TM Eealogy -1 Managa,ent of 
Aq,,ati,:-rarutriol Eeot,,nu. UNESCO, Paris. Report by R.J. Namum, T.J. Beeclrie, t..E. Benda, et al, cired ill 
foomote 8. 
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(3) which watersheds would be subject to interim _direction; and 

(4) whether interim direction would apply to: 

L 

b. 

C. 

only proposed or new projects and activities; 

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

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

1he geographically-specific enviromnezrtal analyses will evaluate longer-term management 
direction for anadromous fish habi1at wi1hin all or portions of 1he 15 national foresls and 7 
BLM districts described 1mder Pn,posed Action, and may include altematives that are not 
considered for interim application in this environmental assessment lbe geographically­
specific enviromnental analyses will complement aquatic and riparian provisions of the 
Northem Spotted Owl FSEIS and provide consistently sound habitat management practices on 
lancl-c: administePd by the Agencies throughout the range of anadromous fish in Califomia, 
Oregon. Washington, and Idaho. 1he Agencies are examining the-need for NEPA analyses of 
poml,le longer-term modifications in anadromous fish habitat managl'!llent direction for the 2 
national forests and 5 BLM districts in Alaska. 

PROPOSm ACIION 

Geo&mllbic Raa&e and Dunmon 

The proposed action in this environmezrtal BSS"ssm--rt is to establish interiJi, management 
direction that would arrest 1he degradation and begin 1he restoration. of anadromous fish 
habi1at within all or portions of 15 national forests31 in 4 Forest Service Regions in 4 States. 
and 7 BLM distridS in 4 States while 1he Agencit" examine longer-term options that will be 
developed in geographically-specific environmental analyses. lbe geographically-specific 
environmental analyses are scheduled to be completed in 1B months. lbe proposed action 
together with the NSO ROD would provide an aquatic and riparian management staateg, for 
all anadromous fish-producing wate1meds on FS- and BW-achninistered lands in the westem 
contiguous United States. 1be proposed action "WOUid be a mart-term effort to preserve or 
initiate improvement in the environmental Sllltus quo while the Agencies develop and evaluate 
a longer-term policy: lbe temporary nature of the proposed action would limit effects of the 
interim direc:tion. 

31Tb=e me all or part of 1hosc D8lional foRSIS listed in Appendix A of tbe Inf"-otianal Rcpon-Bat:kgrrnllld 
Rqorr for w Dr,eu,p,naa of 1M F-Scwia Mat1"1,tmonl SIISqy for Pat:ifu: Salman and Stec/head 
Hobilar (Dec ember 1992). which are DOt mdadcd ill tile Nonbem Spotlcd Owl FSEIS. 'Ibis 1111111qrmc:Dt 

direction WDDld apply to any anadnlmous fisb-pJOducmg wnersbeds located in Idaho, Washington, l'lRgon, and 
Califomia. ouiside tile areas implcmc:utiais Ille Northrm SpoUed Owl ROD. 
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Areas considered in 1he proposed action are those anadromous watersheds in the western 

I contiguous United States excluding areas implementing 1he Northern Spotted Owl R.OD 
(Figure 1 ). The national forests considered in: 1im asse ment iuclude: 

I 
I 
I 

STA'IE 

Califomia 

Idaho 

Oregon 

REGION 

s 
1 
4 

6 

NATIONAL ·FOREST 

I assen and Los Padres 

Ditteuoot, Clearwater. Nez Perce, 
Boise, Challis, Payette, Salmon, and Sawtoo1h32 

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

Washington 6 

I By State, 1he BLM districts include: . 

Okanogan 

I 
I 
I 

STA'IE 

Califomia 

Idaho 

Oregon 

Washington 

BLM DIS'IlUCI' 

Bakasfield and Ukiah33 

Coeur d'Alene and Salmon 

Prineville and Vale 

Spokane 

I Appendix B displays 1he esrimated 'ICrellge in anadromous watersheds for each of the 7 BLM 
distridS and 15 national forests. Approximately 16 million acres of anadromous watersheds 
are considered in this environmental &'"SeSSITleut; however, 1he standards and guidelines 
proposed under 1he various aJtemative.c emnm"'Cf would apply only to protect 1h~ defined I Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) wi1hin anadromous fish watersheds. Projec:ts 
and activities that are not within defined RHCAs would wutinlld to operate under direc:tion m 
cmrmt forest plans and LUPs-except in those cases where-NEPA analyses (or screening of 

I ongoing actions) mdicate that those projec:IS and ac:tivities would degrade RHCA conditions. 
As a consequence, there would be few effects upon existing resource users outside 1he defined 
RHCAs. 

I 
I 
I '1be Sawtooth NatiOIIBl R=eatiOIIBl ,._, and the Columbia River Go,ge NatiOIIBl Scemc Alea also -

included 

I »nus includes "Easlsicle' portic,Ds of the Obnog,m. National Fozest mid the BI.M's Ukiah District that ae not 
implnn ring tlle Northe:m Spotled Owl ROD. 

I 
I 
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As part of the analysis for the Northern Spotted Owl FSElS. -.;p,,rian reserves• were modeled 
using substantially the same criteria as is specified for RHCAs in 1he proposed action. In 
Key Wamsheds, the reserves generally encompassed 40-SO peace.at vI the weslside 
watersh..Js, in non-key westside watersheds the reserves gmerally encompassed 25-4S . 

. percent,. Within the proposed action area, tiJjc estimate -would CGDStitute 4-7 million acres in 
RHCAs. Recanse drainage networks generally are less dense within the proposed detion area 
than within 1he range of the northern spotted owl, the actual area delineated as RHCAs will 
likely be less than this estimate 

Maaacemeut Diadion 

lhe Agencies :i,1opose ID adopt mitigation and managemes,t m e mes specified mader 
Alternative 4 (PREFERRED). lhis alternative, which is described in detail in .Appendix C, 
would provide interiJi, managl'!Dlent direction that would supplement LUPs and would amend 
cw1ent regional guides and forest plans to add new riparian goals. interim Riparian 
Managem,:m Objectives (RMOs), 111d·Slandards and guidelines for application to all new and 
proposed and some ongoing projects and activities m piotect 1he condition and fundion of 
RHCAs. lhe standards and guidelines serve to provide adequate envinmmen181 safeguards 
for proposed or new and ongoing projects and activities that pose an umcceptable risk within 
RHCAs or that degrade RHCAs. For the FS, these intmim ..amdards and guidelines replace 
conflicting .direction described in the existing ~ plans, except where that direction 
provides more prote c:tion for anadtomous fish habitat. No additional mitigation measures are 
identified here. It also would p!Ovide for ;dentification of a netwvrk of Key Wamsheds and 
development and trial ,application of a protocOl for Wmmshed Analysis. 

"J.R. Sedell. 1994. Per.ranaJ Com11rrmi=tion. Pacific NW R=can:11 Statioa, Cona11is. OR. 
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Figure l. General Location of Proposed Action Area. 
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Riparian Goals would establish a common set of characteristics of healthy, functioning 
watersheds, riparian areas, and associated fish habi1ats. Because the qualit¥ of water and fish 
habitat in aquatic systems is inseparably related to· the integrity of upland and riparian areas 
within the watenh..ds, the proposed action artia!lates several goals for watershed, riparian, 
and meant channel conditions, including the maintenance or resaoration of water quali1¥, 
stream c.bmuel integrit¥, channel processes, sediment regime, insueam flows, naiural timing 
and variability of the water 1able·elevation in meadows and wedands, and the diversity and. 
productivify of native and desired non-native plant, vertebrate. and inveneb,ate communities. 
These goals focus on ecological processes and functions under which the riparian and aquatic 
ecosystem,, developed and the unique genetic anadromous fish SIDcks evolved. 

RMOs would establish measurable habitat parameters .that togesber define good anadromous 
fish habitat and setVe as indicator.: against whic:b attainm"lt, or progiess towmd anairuuent, of . 
the goals cm be measured. The proposed action would eslablish 6 landscape scahdntetim 
RMOs (mcluding I key and S supplemental featmes) that are indicative of ecosystem health 
and ate easily quantified and subject to accurate, ,epemble iileaswem.mts. For all areas 
(mcluding forested and non-forested ecosystems) the key' featme is the number of deep pools 
per mile of stteam ..ad supplemental features include water lempei:atwe and width-to-depth 
ratio. In forested ecosystems the amoUDt of woody debris in the stream also is a 
supplemental feature. In non-forested ecosystalb, meant bank stability and lower bank angle 
also are supplemental features. 

Proposed standards and guidelines have been developed for management of timber, toads, 
~g and recreation resources, minetals, fire and fuels, and general riparian areas, as well 
as for laud uses such as those govein..i by leases, pennits, rigi11S-of-way, and easetne1115. 
Standards and guidelines also have been developed for the restotaiiua of watetshed, fisheries, 
and wildlife habitat. The proposed standards and guidelines would provide management 
direc:tion believed necessary to halt degradation and begin res101aiion to meet Riparian Goals 
and BMOs for stteam dumnel, riparian area, and watetsbed. Standards and guidelines 
specified under the proposed action. for activities and projects within RHCAs or that degrade 
RHCAs, in combination wi1h standards and guidelines that have been established DI cw,eut 
forest plans and LUPs, have been designed to provide a 1'encbmarlc: for mitigaiion -of 
management activities, to recogniz.e the need for increased sensitivi1y to ecological balances, 
and to foster a continuing commitment m ecosyslelil management. The complete text of the 
standards and guidelinl"$ specified under the proposed action is included in Appendix C, pages 
C-9 through C-18. · 

The proposed action would establish intetim RHCAs to identify areas DI watetsheds that ate 
most sensitive to managernmt The standards and pidelines of the proposed action would be 
applied within all RHCAs and to projects and activities outside RHCAs that would degrade 
RHCA condition. Interim RHCAs would be based on geomorpbic featwes ..uch as the edges 
of the active, mewn .:hannels, the top of the inner gorge, the emnt of the 100-year flood 
plain, 1he outer edges of riparian vegetati.:,n, the height of site-potential trees, and-the extent 
c,f •mstabl.e soils.· Generally, interim RHCAs would include the following areas: 300 feet on 
either side of fish-bearing streams, 150 feet on either side of permanent non-fish-bearing 
stJeam:., and an,.md ponds, reservoirs, and wetlands greater than one acre, and 100 feet in 
Key Watetsheds (SO feet in non-key watersheds) on either side of seasonally flowing or 
intermittebt sneams, and around wetlands less than one acre, and landslides and 
landslide-prone areas. In non-forested rangeland ecosy~ the interim RHCA width for 
permanently flowing fish-bearing and non-fish-bearin!O SbeaiiW would be the extent of the 
l 00-year flood plain. . 
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The proposed action would provide for Key WateJSheds widlin the proposed action area. 
Actual designation of Key Watersheds will be addressed in the geographically-specific I environmemal analyses 10 be prepared for eastern Oregon/Washington, Idaho, and portions of 
California outside of areas implementing the Northern Spotted Owl R.OD. Designation would 
be based on information developed through ecological assessrn-=nts (e.g., Interior Columbia 

I River Basin Assessm-t). Key Watersheds would likely be selecred from among those that 
are important to at-risk anadromous fish srocks, or those that are. providing, or are readily 
capable of being restored to provide "good" anadromous fish habitat, and that would 

I contnl,me to a network of watersheds across the landscape that provide for the long-term 
conservation of anadromous fish. During the-period of interim direction, all watersheds with 
listed anadromcius fish or with designated critical habi1llt for anadromous fish will be treated 
as if they are Key Wiitersheds. Identified Key WateJSheds would receive priority for I Watershed .Analysis, as well as maintenance and restoration projec:IS and activities • RHCAs 
widlin Key WateJSheds would include a larger area than in non-key wate.sh..as. Specifically, 
more area around seasonally flowing or intermittent streams, wetlands. and landslide or 

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

I A Watershed Analysis protocol would be established under the proposed action to 
characteri7.e watershed/fish habitat conditions and contributing factors, and identify areas that 
are in need of immediaw, co~ management. As per consemdion recommendations 

I provided by NMFS in consultlllion on the proposed action, the guidelines and proc:edural 
manlllls developed by the Interagency Wate.shed Analysis Coordination Team and other 
poten1ially relevant procedures (e.g., the Cumulative Watershed Eft'ec:IS Process for Idaho, 

I etc.) will be considered and used, where appropriate, in development of the protocol. This 
more complete &""essm-=nt would identify watershed restoration objectivelo. suategies, and 

· priorities, and would provide the Kientific basis for watershed-specific; adjustments to the 
interim RMOs and interim RHCAs. To provide accountsbili1y, the proposed action would I establish a certification process to that the analysis has been conducted and completed 

· according to expected scientific standards. 

I The proposed action includes bo1ft managrment measwes (e.g., Wate.shed Analysis) and 
mitigation measures (e.g., stmdards and guidelines). Adoption of interim direction would 
establish I managf'lllent regime and system of mitigation measwes that would maintain or 

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

I and activities would continue through site-specific analyses that are required by NEPA to 
a5SUl'I' consistency with interim RMOs. Further, the standards and guidelines also would 
apply to high-priority, ongoing projec:IS and activities widlin RHCAs or that degrade RHCAs. 

I 
Proposed or new projects and activities include those initiated during the interim period, as 

I well as those that have been approved but not yet implemented,·w for which contracts have 
not been awarded, or for which permits have not been issued. Widlin the range of listed 
anadromous fish. continuing actions for which biological assessm,..nts (BAs) have not been 
prepared and submitted for consultlllion, prior to signature of the decision notice for the I proposed action, will also be treated as new projects or activities. 

I 
I 
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•Ongoing projects and activities that pose an unacceptable risk" are 1hose detmained on the 
basis of a case-by-case evaluation to pose unacceptable risk to anad:romoas fislt. 
Unacceptable risk is defined as a level of risk from an ongoing activity or POIIP of ongoing 
activities that is determined through review of biological as,,+ iii#Ursh.valna!PWS to be: 
"liJcely to advenely affect" listed anadromous fish or their de,qgnawi c:ritic:a! habitat; nr 
"lilceJy ao advezseJy impar.t" non-listed anadromous fish. Biological assessmemsfevalons 
or environmemal analyses for all ongoing projects and adivi1ies will be JeYiewed with a 
checklist ao screen for unacceptlble risk. When applymg these screens.. managers will 
consider such faetors as the condition of the watershed, the 5la1VS of anadromous fish stocks 
in th,. watetshed, and the magnitude, ftequenc:y, duration, and timing of1he i,.acts Nosed by 
the ongoing project or activity. 

The·mw:ceptable risk determination: triggers application of 1ht .interim standards and 
guidelines to ongoing projects. There will be appropriate level of inwhement in 1his process 
for contract holders and those whose ongoing projects are affected. > mmmm- -wdetsuu.iing 
of the teim is critical ao CODSistent application of interim diredion. Where ongaing projects 
and activities may affect listed anadromous fish. 1his cc,mmon m,de, J @ding also facilitates 
effects determinations made in BAs prepared by Forest Service and BLM biok,g· SIS 1hat can 
be concurred with by NMFS. Definitions of "adverse effect" (for listed anadromous fish) and 
"adverse impact" (for non-listed anadromous fish) provided in di~ glo ) .- a by 
component of evaluating mw:ceptable risk. The following guidelines build upon 1he . 
definition of "adverse effec:t" used by the Forest Service and NMFS 10 conduct Sec!ion 7 
consubation. 35 These more explicit guidelines are provided to faC?libne c:.;pecfi=at review of 
ongoing actions that may affect listed anadromous fish or their clesignawi ,,;.- J liabitat and 
promote consistent determination of unacceptable risk. 

Oeddis1s l'or UmccepCable Risk 

Check!iSIS t,;, screen ongoing projects and activities for unaccep1able risk wilt be clevdoped 
for both within and outside of the area of listed .anadromous fish. 

W'nbin 1be Amt or Li.aed Anadromom FJSh: If either of the following nsults is probable or 
f"-reseeable as a result of an ongoing action or group of actions, that aaiml or gmap of 
actions will be considered to pose an unacc:eptable risk and ~ iu1e1im sa cfanfs 8IMl 
guidelines would be applied to avoid adverse effects. 

1. One or more of the essential featwes .,-f critical habi1at for liSled awuhw fish is 
affected such that the value of that habitat to c:omn,,_ to the survival aad 1ewvaJ .,f listed 
lllllldromous fish is diminished. 

2. The action or group of actions resuhs in increased mortality, rem, eel grow di, or other 
adverse physiological changes, harassment of fish, physical dia.1wbauce of redds, Rduced 
reproductive success, delayed or premature migration, or other adverse behavieral changes. 

Ongoing actions outside of Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas that may affect listed 
anadromous fish or their de,qgnawi r.ritical habitat may also pose an '"" • 11 I aLle risk based 
on whether these results are probable or foreseeable. 

»tJsoA Fm:st Semce. June 22, 1992. Anadromo,u Fuh (Snake Rtur Bmin) G,-fo,S«tia, 1 
CtRUrUllllion.. Portland, OR. 
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Omside die Ala of Lis1ed .Anadromoas FISh: If either of the following results is 
probable or foreseeable as a result of an ongoing action or group of actions, that action or 
group of actions will be considered to pose 11.1 mam;,1able risk and the interim standards and 
guidelines would be applied to avoid adverse impacts. 

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

2. Environmemal changes that decrease the estimated <tumbers and distn'bution of 
reproductive individuals such that the COl11inued existence of the population throughout its 
existing range is at risk. 

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

Applic:asion of the screen to identify ongoing pn,jeds and activities within watersh..ds with 
listed fish that pose unacceptable risk will be completed within 30 days of publication of the 
decision notice for the proposed action. Applic:asion of the screen to identify ongoing projects 
and activities in other watersheds that pose unaccepiable risk will be completed within 60 
days of public:asion of the decision notice. 

Those ongoing projects and activities that may pose an unacceptable risk might require 

I 
additional NEPA analysis to inc:cnporate the interim direction encompassed by the proposed 
action. Within the range of listed salmon, ongoing projects and activities that may pose an 
unacceptable risk .sball be suspended 1ll11il completion of ESA c:onsuhation. Affected COD1ract 
or permit holders will be notified of their applicant Slams and right to participate in the 

I consultation. Depending on the imponanc:e and scope of such projects, it is poSSJ'ble that 
some may need to be examinPd as pan of the geographically-specific environmemal analyses. 

. Ongoing projects considered not to pose unacceptable risk will be allowed to continue during 

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

I 'The A:emies' Apprvacbes 

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

BLM Approach: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Under the provisions of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act,·BLM will 
incorporate management direction (Le., goals, objectives, RHCAs, srandards, guidelines, 
and procedures) that are cnnsisrent with cw1ent LUPs into certain ongoing and all 
proposed or new projects. When proposeo managf'!lllent direction is not mnsisteP~ with 
existing LUPs, BLM will attempt to apply proposed standards, guidelines, and procedures 
for applicable ongoing projects through negotiation. If agreement with the affected 
permittee or applicant cannot be reached, direction as descnl>ed in the existing LUP will be 
applied. 

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

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



with NEPA regulations (CFR 1S06.1), upon issuance '1f a Notice of Intent, and until 
issuance of a ROD, BLM will take no actions 1hat limit the choice of reasonabl.e 
altffl!atives being analyzed or that have an advase environmental impact 

FS Approach: 

For 1he FS, 1mder provisions of the NF.MA, 1he p1uposed aiterim direction would amend 
regional guides and forest plans for each of 1he 15 national forests listed to incorporate 
new goals. objectives, standards, guidelines, ad management direction (see Appendix L 
for overview of Forest Service land management rJsming). These new standards, · 
guidelines, arid direction will supersede or replace conflicting direction descnl,ed in forest 
plans that provide less protection. Thmeaftet, fumre and, depending on the alternative 
selected, some or all ongoing projects and activities 1'0Uld be evaluated 10 detennin.: if 
modifications are wammted. · The FS believes 1he preferred alternative would not be a 
~gnificant amendment as defined by NFMA for 1be following reasons: (I) It would be 
applied for a limited time. (2) It would resalt in only minor modifications 10 standards and 
guidelines in existing forest plans. (3) It would not substantially modify the goals and 
objectives developed in the existing forest plans. (4) It would not alter long-term levels of 
goods and services proj~ by cuuent forest plans. • 

On its own, none of the alternatives eunii11ed in this mvironment1l l:SStSSiii"'lt would change 
1he physical envinmment. Any subsequent p.op,,sed actions 1Jaat would change the 
enwonment will be subject to mitigation measwes p.esc:ribed mufer the interim direction 
adopted. Any action p1oposed .vi1hin lands ,d111ini I ed by 1he Agencies during the intelim 
period would be subject to appropriate, siie-spec:ifi .. analyses .equired by NEPA and, where 
appIOpriate, provisions of the ESA, as well as .elevaz:w plamring tegUlations. Thus, the site­
specific effects of application of the standards and guicfelina ~ed 1mder any alternative 
would be disclosed at the project level of decision making, ,iepending on the previous level of 
environmental analysis. Such projects or activities would be carried out only after the 
Agencies have 1mdertske:n the appropriate level of NEPA analysis. For more infonnation on 
1his process (mcluding provisions for public II01ic:e. 1e.iew aid comment, and administtasive 
appeal) refer to 40 CFil IS00-1S08 as well as the FS NEPA Ban.dbook FSH 1909.lS and FS 
Manual FSM 19S0 and the BLM NEPA Ban.dbook. MlRQIII 1792. Further, those ongoing 
projects and activities · that pose an unacceptable risk 10 aquatic and riparian habitat and at-risk 
anadromous fish stocks would .equin, ..dditional NEPA analysis prior to D1Curpo1ating 
1"odifications in project direction. In addition, cans,,l111M1 with the NMFS and the FWS 
pursuant to the ESA will be completed by the .Agencies prior to project level decisions. 

The geographically-specific envitomnental analyses for Jong-tenn managf'!l!lent, which are 
scheduled 10 be completed in 18-montbs, could result in decisions 1hat would supe.sede the 
interim direction and require further moctifi.-.aticms ~ p1ojeC1S and activnies. The decision 
regarding which alternative is app10p1i..ie for 1he iniaim period would not preclude -
consideration in the geographically-specific envirm11 11..t analyses of any altematives that 
may be developed for long-term management 
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ISSUES 

I From questions raised in briefings with Members of Congress and in conversation and 
correspondence with employees of the Agencies, as well as with representatives from other 

I Federal and State agencies, Tribal govemmenis, service and commodity inteaests, and 
conservation orgmrizarinus, the Jnterdisciplimuy Team (lD Team) identified five issues as 
relevant 10 the proposed action. These issues, which have been addressed in formula1ing and 

I 
evaluating action alternatives, are: 

1. MaiD1BiDing S1Dcks of amdrvmoas fish: A number of anadromous fish stocks have been 
listed by the NMFS as threatened or endangered, in part as a result of habitat modifications 

I caused by past and ongoing resomw managf!IJ1ellt practices on Federal. State, and private 
land. Dam construction and operation, water diversions. fish hau:bety operations. fish harvest, 
and random natma1 even1s (e.g., drought, unfavorable ocean c:onditions) also have contributed 

I 
10 the listings. Additional anadromous fish stocks have been identified as at risk of 
extinction, and in the near future may be petitioned for listing pmsuant to the ESA The 
Agencies have an obligation 10 provide habitat conditions necessa'Y 10 conserve the viability 
of listed anadromous fish stocks and protect or restore des\gnated eritical habitat. They also 

I have Section 7(a) obligations 10 conserve anadromous fish stocks not now listed under the 
ESA and to managl': habitat in ways that would halt or reverse trends toward future listing 

I 2. Pn,vidiJlc management cliftdion 1D facilitare eomalbdiua RqUiml by 1be l'.Ddan&eftd 
Species Ad: Where there are listed stocks of anadromous fish, managfmlellt activities 
conducted under current forest plans and LUPs must undergo c:onsultatjon pursuant 10 the 

I 
ESA-incorj>cna1ins, where appropriaie, p,utective measures identified by NMFS as necessary 
10 avoid jeopaidy 10 listed species or adverse modification of ~gnated -:ritical habitat or 
minimize .dverse effects. Protective measures identified during ESA consultation may result 
in changes in project design and/or project-specific amendmems of regional guides and forest 

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

I 
incorporate in10 initial project planning those measures that are uecESs ,,. 10 avoid j,.,eo...,p""ar""dy to 
listed species ot adverse modification of critical habitat. · 

3, Considerin& tbe ability of mlioml forats md BIM distrids·1D plffide mdi6oml 111110llll1S I md Ilium of zoods and services: The adoption of any p1oposed inlelim saaregy, including 
the altemative 10 continue management under cm1ent forest plan and LUP direction, may 
affect the flow of goods and services that are provided from Federal lands and may directly or 

I indirectly affect management activities conducted on other Federal. Staie, and private lands. 
Any interim management strategy must consider the demand for and the supply of goods and 
services, and the often conflicting issues that can affect supply. It is imponant to note, 

I 
however, that the production of goods and services from the national foreslS is i:ontingent 
upon compliance with the mandates of federal environmental laws such as the ESA,-Clean 
Water Act, and 36 CFR 219.19. If commodity production cannc:it be conducted within the 

I 
parameters of these laws, .then development will not go fo1 wa.d Decisions resulting in an 
irretrievable or irreversible commitment of resources are made during project-level planning. 
Thus, there is no guaranteed or assured level of commodity production m national forest 
planning. It is important 10 note, however, that the production of goods and services from 

I FS- andBLM-administered lands is contingent upon compliance with the mandates of Federal 
environmental laws, such as the ESA, Clean Water Act, NFMA, and FLPMA If commodoity 
production '8DDOt be c:onducted within the parameters of these laws, then development will 

•• 
I 
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not go forward. Decisions resulting in an irretrievable or irreversible'c:ommitment of 
resources are made during project level planning. Thus, there is 111) gua.antt=d or assured 
level of commodi1¥ production in forest plans or LUPs. 

4. lldepidin& pn,posed Dderim diftdion for J1111D111emeDt of ............ &ft hatliDlt widl 
odaer pllDDP!E efforts: The development of an appropriatt, interim mawg, for managing 
anadromom fish habitat must take. in1o account other mategi..., and ,approadles 1hat have been 
proposed or implemented within or adjacent to 1he areas considered in this e:uviromnental 
ass• ,mcnt. The Northern Spotted Owl FSEIS, pending legislative or admio:isflativ-, action on 
Rangeland Reform, minmg reform, etc., has described 1he need for flmble, coc,ntinared 
resource 1Danagf!11ient strategies that would help mainlain .md restore lbe heahb of riparian 
and aquati. .. ewsy!.1enb that are necesmy for 1he survival of )isled and other aaadromous fish 
stocks. Any interim <m'8tegy for 1he proposed action area lllllSl be coonfi'tPterl with other 
habi1at management efforts and be based OD c:oopermive management of aqualic: and riparian 
ecosystems throughout 1he range of anadromous fish. In addi1icm, any iate.im ..Uategy must 
take in1o account and be coordinated with effor1s undenabn to address other DOn-habitat 
factors infJnenc:ing 1.he status of 8118dromous fish (e.g..·:dam construClion ad ope.ation. water 
diversions, fish bl!Cbesy operations, and fish harvest practices). .. 

5. lida:&•idin&- scientifi~ lmowledge imD dJ,o m•n :rrrMMf""•wl ...mm &sic As 
explained above, new scielllific knowledge on 1he status of anadromous fish SIDcks and 1he 
condition of aaadromous fish habitat has become available. I:=· c arch on taese and other 
matters is ongoing. Any iuteriru S11.ategy d1DSt allow for 1he application of- scielllific 
knowledge and provide ,. mechanism fnr adapting lll8ll8grmellt dim:tioa 1D watetslwkpecific 
conditions. Further, any inteiim stlategy ..wst include •implementation 811d effectiveness . 
monitoring• and must include mechanisms for adapting mauagADCUt paaaices ~ ,esponse to 
1he information gained. 

COMPONEN'JS OF 1llE ALTERNADVD 

The development of alternatives included Dl this e:uviromnentPI 155 IIHHI a C esed around 
. 1hree componmt parts that define 1he range of a1tematives for i:uterim di1:aritl' These 1hree 

COmpoDHl1S are: 

(1) 1he geographic range of 1he proposed action; 

(2) 1he range of interiJl' management direction, including 1he Sl8Ddards. g,ei.Jelio<15, and 
procedwes; and . . 

(3) 1he range of projeclS and activiues to which interim standards, ga-dcJhcs, 1Dd prc,cechues 
would apply. . 

FormnJating •ltematives arolllld 1hese 1hree CODlpOD..ats was not a hieran:leical process, ie., 
deciding on 1he range of projec1s and activities, 1hHl prescribing direclion and geography, or 
vice versa. Rather, 1he alternatives for interim ditection were formidated · d&vugh· ..n iterative 
process, which considered various combimdions of1he 1hree aspeclS (geography. management 
direction:, and projecls and activities covered) that fit logically to~. 
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GeolJIIPbicRan&e 

I The ID Team de1ermined that most of the new information regarding declines in anadromous 
fish stocks and the degradation of aquatic and riparian habi1at is more relevant to changes of 
habi1at within tbe westem contiguous United States than in 1he State of A1aslca. Management I direction has already been evaluated for that part of tbe anadromous fish range in the western 
contiguous United States that is also within tbe range of the nortbem spotted owl.· As a 
result, interim direction is proposed for lands administered by the Agencies within 

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

I Ran&e or Mana:ement Diledion 

The range of standards, guidelines, and proc:edwes considered for interim direction is based 
on 10 preliminmy proposals, or management direction options, developed by Agency 
researchers and managers from Oregon, Washington, California, Idaho, and Alaska. The 
managPment direction options contain one or more of the seven components defined below: I 

I 
I 

Riparian Goals: Riparian goals establish a common set of the characteristics of healthy, 
functioning watersheds, riparian areas, and associared fish habitats (e.g., maioiairting or 
restoring water quali1}, $11eam channel integrity, channel processes, sediment regime, instream 
flows, natural timing and variability of the water table elevation in meadows and wetlands, 
and the diversity and productivity of plant commllllities). 

Riparian MrPj,WZI Objecti+es: :RMOs establish a nmnber of instream- and 

I streamside-habi1at conditions that together define good anadromous fish habitat at the 
. landscap~ scale, and serve as indicators against whidt attainm<ent, or progress toward 

snainm'11lt, of the goals can be A&easwed. These objectives consist of such parameters ~ the 

I number of deep pools per mile of stream, water temperature, amo1D1t of woody debris in the 
stream, stream bank stability, width-to-depth ratio, and bank angle. Several a1tematives • 
provide for lards, 7J15 e scale, i1ue1 i111 ,objectives that can be refined and tailored to specific 

I 
watershed conditions through the Watershed Analysis process or be Jl'lodifi"'1 as a result of 
ESA consultation. . 

Samdards md Guidetinrs: Stmdards and guidelines constrain how riparian-and other 

I important areas (sucb as landslide and landslide-prone areas) are managed They provide 
managl'ID.ent direction believed neces ,y to meet Riparian Goals and :RMOs for stream 
channel, riparian, and wata:&J conditions. .. · 

I Riparian 11.fsc 1 :nent Alas: Riparian management areas descn"be portions of the watershed 
that requiP special management attention, and to which tbe standards and guidelines generally 

I 
apply. These areas most directly affect the hydrologic, geomorphic, and ecologic processes 'lf 
the riparian ecosystem and, depending on the altemaliye, can include permanent and .. 
intermittent streams. wetlands, ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and landslide or landslide-prone areas. 
Several alternatives establish interim RHCAs with widths dependent on the type of stream or 

I area and which, on average, vmy from SO feet·to 300 feet on either side of the water body. 
Interim RHCAs can be refined and tailored to specific watetshed conditions through the 
Watershed Analysis process or be modified as a result of ESA consultation. 

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

I 
I 
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provide "good" anadromous fish habitat. Key WateJSbeds are selected to contnoute to a 
network of watersheds across the landscape that provide for the long-term conservation of 
anadromous fish. Key WateJSbeds receive priority for WateJSbed Analysis, as well as . 
maintenan""l and resmration projects and activities. Key WateJSbeds may be afforded stncter 
management standards, guidelines, and procedures than non•ke) wateisheds. 

Waeenbed Analysis: WateJSbed Analysis iden1ifies areas within a watmhed that.need . 
immediate corrective management, and it provides a more complete asse•sot"lllt of cumulative 
effects. Waiershed Analysis also provides the scientific basis for watmhed-specific 
adjustments to the interim RMOs and interim RHCAs. The extent of Watershed Analysis will 
vuy by alternative. . 

Waeenbed Ba!smnaion: Several ldteinativ.:s provide guidance for landscape/watershed-scale 
restoration.. Key Watersheds would receive priority for aquatic and riparian habitat 
restwation.. 

:Rai1Be of Projects and Adivi1ies 

For the applicaaion of inteiiw ,oanagl'lnent diredion ·to projects and actmiies within .RHCAs 
on Agency-adrninistered lands. this environmental assessrn"lllt considers 1hree options: 

1. ;\pp)y the standards, guidelines, and procedures to only proposed ur new projeds and 
activities (i.e., 1hose projects and activities initiated during the interim period, as well as 1hose 
that have been approved but not yet implemented, or for which contrads have not been 
awarded, or for which pennits have not been issued, and-within the range of listed 
an.adromous fish, continuing actions for which BAs have not been prepared and submiued for. 
consultation, prior to signamre of the decision 'lloiietfdecision record for the proposed action.) 

2. Apply the standards, guidelines, and procedures to proposed or new projects and a=vities 
and to 1hose ongoing projeds and activities that. tlm:,ugh ,case by-case evaluaiion, are 
determined to pose an unacceptable risk to anadrornous fish stocks 

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

ALTERNATIVD ·CONSIDERED BUT ELlMINATED FROM DEI'AlLED S'llJDY 

Oamde Alene, asdi("fion Opcion Dimin1M 

One option was considered that would address all the principal factors limi1ing anadromous 
stock survival that were discussed on page l, but the option was elirninared from detailed 
study. . 

This option would have-considereci1he broad-geographicab1rea within 1henmge·of Pacific 
an.adromous fish and evaluated the principal human 'IC!ions that influence anadromous fish 
populations, including dam construction and operatiwi, water diversions, habitat modificaaions, 
:fish hatchery operations, and fish harvest. This option would have evaluatecf rnanagP111ent 
direction for all limi1ing factors, and would have involved the coordination of a number of 
Federal and State agencies that have jurisdiction over commercial, sport, and subsistence fish 
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harvest, hatcheries, dams, and habitat; including, for example, the NMFS, FWS, State fish and 
game departments, and Federal and State water quality regulatory agencies. This option was 
not analyzed in detail because ,:ffons by responsible agencies to develop management 
sttategies for dam construction and operation, water diversions, fish hatchery operations, and 
fish harvest practices, although underway, are at the formative stage. The time required to 
develop reas »1able alternatives that address all factors affecting anadromous fish stocks and 
complete the coordinered "Dd highly compla analyses would substantially delay application 
of measures ner:essary to effectively manag,, habitat on Agency-administP.red lands. Both 
Agencies remain alert for opportunities to coordinate . their efforts to improve habitat 
conditions with efforts by other Federal and State agencies to evaluate the non-habitat related 
factors. Each will take into consideration the evaluations of the other Federal and State 
agencies. 

Geopapbic Opliom ffill!iu...., 

Three geographic options were eliminated from detail~ study: 

AhemaliYe A: The option of applying interim direction to lands administered by the 
Agencies only within specific, designated Key Watersheds of the western contiguous United 
States that contain at-risk smcks of anadrom011S fish was eliminated from detailed study 
because it fails to provide a level of protection necessa,7 to provide habitat conditions that 
would support viable and SilS!aioablP. anadromous fish populations, and fails to assure 
adequate wmer quality in non-key waterwlk By applying interim direction only to Key 
Watermeds 1here would be no assurance that options that will be considered in the 
geographically-specific.environmental analyses would not be compromised by actions taken in 
non-key watersheds during the interim period. 

>Jmwi=e B: Ihe option of applying interim direction to Agency-administeRd lands in 
Alaska W8." eliminated for the following misons: . . 

l. Genenlly, madromous fish smcks and habitat conditions in Alaska are not as degraded as 
those in the westan contiguous United States. Agency biologists and others have determined 
~ ~ smcks generally are not in need of interim protection to maintain future options are 
ms.o.la■oed. 

2. The FISCIII Year 1994 Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act contains language 
that pn,hibiis the application of PACFISH standards and guidelines to the Tongass National 
Forest during fiscal year (FY) 1994.3' · 

3. During FY 1994, the Agencies conducted sbeam analyses and studies and reviewed 
procedmes reprding land managl'IDeDt to evaluate the effectiveness of current stream 
protection and determine the need for additional p.totection of lands and resources they 
adminiSICT' in Alaska. Analysis of these findings will.be completed in FY 1995. --

Allermdite C: The option of applying interim direction to watersheds beyond the range of 
anadromous fish, but where there is habitat important to at-risk resident fish species-such as 
the bull trout-was elirninared because it is beyond the scope of this environmental 

"PJ.. 103-138. Nowmber 11, 1993. 107 Stat. 1379. Depa.tlmeDt .iflmrior and Related Agencies 
Appn,priatiou Act of 1994. 
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asse 111.,.u, and hecause 1ndependent initiatives to address resident fish habitat manage,uent 
already have begun. 37 This option will be ~ muuiued in the geographically-specific 
enviroumemal analyses, being prepared for long-term management, which will consider local 
conditions and the status of various resident fish SIOCks. . 

Public involvement during the scoping process for the geographically-specific environmental 
analyses will ex &hlioe options for managl'!Dlent after the interim period and may produce . · 
altemaiives that include some of the geographic options considered but eliminared from 
detailed study. 

Maoa:emeat DiRctioa Opdo• Elimirnded 

A number of management direction options for standards, guidelines, and procedures were 
considered, ranging fro1u cw1ent direction to alternatives spec:ifying riparian goals. interim 

· riparian mm&gemeDt objectives, standards and guidelines, a new definition of riparian area, 
Key Watershed identification, and iucreasiug levels of road and/or watetmed analysis. 

Six manage,nent direction alternatives were eliminated from detailed study: · 

Alie.Wdiwe A: ibis a1temanve generally a'"SWDed that forest plan and LUP goals. objectives, 
standards, guidelines, riparian areas, and procedures are sufficient for interim protection. 
However. it would have modified cw.eot .iirec:ricm by (1) applying draft Forest Service 
Pa¢ic Southwest Region (RS) minerals management staudmds and guidelines within riparian 
areas; and (2) requiring the identification of Key W&16isheds and specifyiug "no net gain" in 
road mileage within them. ibis a1temative would have provided for neither road nor 
watershed Analyses . 

. Altemeli"'e B: Similar 10 A1temative A. this altemalive would have n,Nfjfi--{ cm1ent 
direction with RS minerals manag"'1lent standards and guidelines within riparian areas. It also 
would have ~lied riparian SlaDdards and guidelines that were developed for the Willamette 
Nalional Forest" and requi.ed A teduction in road mileage within Key Watersheds. 1bis 
altemative would not have provided for road or Watershed Analyses. 

Alae.Wdive C: ibis altemative was derived from RS draft st&Ddmds and guidelines for 
riparian managP.tDent. It would have imposed standards, guidelines, and procedures adopted 
from RS's riparian management direction for Zones 1 and 2. 39 It would have required 
identification of Key Watersheds. Roads Sl8Ddards would have specified constnlelion that 

31:or example, a Halmat Comervatior A mr (HCA) ,~ c!e• · ball - habit.a .cqai.cmeuls .md 
llabilat c:ondition has heal completed, and HCAs for sevaa! mlaad c:a11broat ttout species c~ iG!.delwa,. In 
addition, tbe FWS, BLM. NPS, FS, NMFS haw held rre)" • 11') imrmgem:y plamring m ,( gs•<> imtiate 
clevelopmcnt of m agreement ~ babilat managc:mcnt to CODSCJn ball trout lhroqhoul .ils nmge. 'Ille 
Bureau of lDdian Affairs aud 1he 5oil<:onserwtion Service ar,, •xp e led to jom tbe inlmgcm:y effort. 

JtG!egOI)', S. 4skenas, L. 1990. Riparian -➔•mmt g,,itk. Willanenc Natiaml F-. Portlama, OR, 
USDA-Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 120 p. 

~ Slandanls" and guidelines me iacladed in tbe draft forest plam for tbr Klamath, Mmdocino, 
Shasta-Trinity, aud Six Riven National Forem. 
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would ac:commodate 100-year flood events in non-key wate1sheds and 150-year flood events I in Key Watersheds. It provided for road analysis, but not for Watershed Analysis. 

Al11.niativ.e D: This altemative would have modified current direction by ll'Jllying the 
minerals area managl!'lllent guidance desc:ribed in Appendix C for Altrml!lves 3 and 4. 
Further, it would have applied the remaining standards and guidelines and R.HCAs descnoed 
in Appendix C for Alternatives 3 and 4 in Key Watersheds and areas not meeun& current 
standards and guidelines. In all other watersheds, Alternative D would have ll'Jlbed the 

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

watershed .Analysis. 

I Alfemldive E: This altemative would have modified current direction by a;,piym& the goals, 
interim RMOs, standards and guidelines, interim RHCAs, Key Watmbed 1dmufic:aiion, and 
Watershed Analysis protocol specified in Appendix C for Alternatives 3 and 4. This 

I 
alternative differed from Altematives 3 and 4 by specifying a 180- to 200-yar umber rotation 
within all watersheds. This alternative would have provided for Waicnbad AAalysis. . . 
Alknlldiwe F: This alternative is identical to Alternative 9 in the Nontwn Spoaed Owl Draft 

I Supplemental Environmental Impart Statement (DSEIS). The goals, .._drds and pdelines, 
Riparian Reserves, Key Watershed identification, and Watershed Analym pr010C01 of this 
alternative are substantially the same as those descnoed for AltemaUva 3 and , 111 Appendix 

I 
C. However, it differed from Alternatives 3 and 4 in two ways: (1) Al~ F would 
have limited the construction of new roads in roadless areas; a ~ aoc mduded in 
Alternatives 3 and 4. Nonetheless, the presence or absence of this pro,a 1111 -.ould not make 

I 
II substantial difference, hecause r.mrent direction requires a project-lewwl vwl;m of any enuy 
into roadless areas that could be expected to extend beyond 1he intcnm ,-nod. and 
Alternatives 3 and 4 also require completion of Watershed Analysis pnor • rllell or landing 
consttuction in an RHCA. (2) Alternative F would not have included 111W1111 DCOs (die 

I objectives specified for this alternative were comparable to the goals co-111 ■d RI Al=nmives 
3 and 4), but instead would depend on Watershed Analyses to estaiuue ~Os; a.a.. interim 
RMOs would not have been established to guide decisions prior to c:ompitDOD ol Wasershed 

I Analyses. 
Alternatives A, B, and C were not analyzed in detail fcu interim dire=c:e ~ ■ Ibey would . 

I 
I 

not have provided comprehensive direction addressing the full suite"' er111111ait actions 
that can o= on land.., adminirred by the Agencies. Further, lbese lbt'N ■11an1&11ves would 
not have included a Watershed Analysis protoeol providing for a compt t me-.. and 
consistent evaluation of watershed condition, which would facilita1e taal0n11& Ian ~.. •p e scale 
information and expeetati..m 1D the capabilities of specific watersheds. By aduptm& my of 
these alternatives for a short, interim period, there would have been DO I r w 11w options 
to be considered in the geognq,hically-specific environmental analysa -14 DOt be 
compromised by managlllllent activities not covered by the direction daaibed by diem. In 

I addition, the standards, guidelines, and p,uetdwes of Alternatives A. B. and C ~-not 
believed to be sufficient to facilitate successfoal ESA consuhation wilh 1hc NMFS on projects 
and ac:tivities in those areas where anadromous fish are listed as threasmed or aadangered. 

I Alternatives D, E, and F were not arialyzed in detail for interim direclioa because they include 
management direction similar ti:, that contained in Altematives 3, 4, and 5. which are carried 

I 
forward for detailed evaluation in ibis environmental aressrn-:nt. Also, as disazssed above, 
the differences among Alternatives D,.E. and F, when compared to AltenWives 3, 4, and 5, 
were not considered substantial over the interim period. 
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ALTERNA~ CONSIDERED 1N DEl'AJL 

This environmental assessment exarninPS five altema!ives in detail. The alternatives 
considered in detail represent combinations of four oplions for managl"Uent direction and 
three oplions for the range of projects and activities. All are applied only to those 
anadromous wate1sl1.:ds outside the range of the nonhem spotted ·owl and within the westeln 
contiguous United States. 

This area includes anadromous wate?sbeds on the IS national foresls and 7 BLM districts 
listed under the PROPOSED ACTION. The five alternatives are compared in Table 1. 
Standards, guidelines, and procedures specified for the five alternatives are described in detail 
in Appendix C, and the special riparian management areas are. depicted in Figures 2-4. The 
alternatives were designed to provide progressively more protection of habitat and resources 
within the affeded area. For example, riparian goals and objecaives. special standards and 
guidelines, riparian areas, special piucedutes, and other managemmt actions afford more 
habitat protection imder Alternative 2 than under the no-action a1temative, and protection is 
increased further imder Altemative 3. Alternative S affords the most protection, although 
certain tradeoffs in resource outputs may make it more impractical than another altemative. 

A smnmmy discussion of the scientific basis and ecolTcal principles suppo,tin5 elemen1S of . 
the five alternatives is included in the process records. The altemalives, particularly 
Alternatives 3-5, include provisions to facilitate incotpOndiuu of new information and Agency 
responsiveness to changed ci>G1111stan<:es. The five altematives assume that geogniphically­
specific environmental analyses to evalua1e the need for longer-term modifi"'ltions to 
management direction will be completed, and tbat decisions resulting from the longer-term 
analyses could result in changes to forest plans, LUPs. or regional guides. 

Alleumift! 1. Under this alternative, the Agencies would mimav, national forest and public 
land resources under direction specified in cw1ent forest plans and LUPs, without any 
adj11Stment daring the inte1im period. NEPA compliaDce would b,, reqailed for all projects 
and ac:tiviti~ Under provisions of the ESA, c:onsul1ation with ei1ber the NMFS (for 
anadromous fish species and marine mammals) or the FWS (fol teuestri.11 and freshwater 
species) would be ner:e-581} where projects and activities may affect listed species or 
designated critical habitat. ltesponsible officials also "WOuld I:... reqailed to identify any 
'ffsonabl .. anif pnuient altematives that may be needed to avoid jeopardy to a listed species 
or the destruclion or adverse modification of critical habitat. 

Ala.mtive 2. This ahemRtive would provide management clirec:tion tbat would modify 
cw1ent direction (as specified in A1temative 1). It would include standards and guidelines for 
road systems consttuction and reconstruction, logging slash tre•Uiient and prescnl,ed fire, 
~ck grazing, and riparian and fish-habitat restoration. It 'WOuld provide riparian · 
protec:tiua mnes of appnmmarely 300 feet on either side of fish-bearing $11eams,-150 feet on 
ei1ber side of permanent water comses, and SO feet on either side of intermittent $11eatm in 
areas with moderately to highly vnsrable soils. It also would require the identification of Key 

~A Forest Scrrice • USDI Burau of Lmid Men•s,,r,ent 1994. S, 11y of scieutifu: ·prillmples followed 
in dncloping altrmatives for an Enoiloimu,illll A.aumort: lntm1a S~ for MA...gug ,tnad,mnous Fui,. 
Producing 1Y ot£fVb:b ""Fedaal r:.-Js in Easton Oregon and 1Y talungton, Idaho, -' P"'1ians of Calif--, 
lDlmlal report to the ID Team. . 
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Watersheds and provide for road- and cumulative-effects analyses. The direction provided 
under 1his altemative includes the riparian and aquatic provisions of the watershed and fish 
habitat emphasis option detailed in the October 8, 1991, report by the Scientific Panel on 
Late-Successional Forest Ecosystems (Scientific Panel Report), which was presented to the 
Agriculture Committee and the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee of the U.S. House 
of Represm!!rives.'1 Standards, guidelines, and procedwes specified under 1his alternative 
would apply only to proposed projects and activities , and would have no effect on ongoing 
projects and activities . 

Alllemlive 3. This alternative would provide management diiec:tion that would modify 
cur.rent direction (as specified in Alternative I). It would include riparian goals, interim 
RMOs, and standards and guidelines for all kinds of projects and activities. Interim RHCAs 
would be established to identify areas of waterSheds most sensitive to mBDagement. RHCAs 
would be based on geomorpbic features and would include die following (approximate) areas: 
300 feet on either side of fish-bearing streams, ISO feet on either side of permanent non-fish 
bearint sueams, and around ponds, reservoirs, and wetlands greatet 1han one acre, and 100 
feet in Key Watersheds (50 feet in non-key wate!Sheds)"on either side of seasonally flowing 
or intermiUent streams, and around wetlands less 1han one acre, as well as landslides and 
landslide-prone areas. In non-forested rangeland ecosysUmlS, the interim RHCA widlh for 
permanently flowing sireams would be the extent of the 100-year floodplain. This alternative 
also would require identification of Key Watersheds and development of a protocol for 

I 
Watershed Analysis. It is not anticipated that extensive Watershed Analysis would be 
initiated under this altemative. The standards, guidelines, and procedures would apply only to 
proposed projects and activities. They would not apply to ongoing projects and activities. 

I Alllemlive 4 (PREFERRED): This alternative would provide management direction that 
would modify current direction (as specified in Alternative I) with the management direction 
that is specified under Altemative 3. It would include riparian goals, interim RMOs, and 

I standards and guidelines for all kinds of projects and activities. RHCAs would be established 
to identify areas of watersh<lds most sensitive to management RHCAs would be based on 
geomorphic features and would include the following (appmcirnate) areas: 300 feet on either 
side of fish-bearing streams, 1S0 feet on either side of permanent non-fish bearing streams, 

I and &rolDld ponds, reservoirs, and wetlands greater 1han one acre, and 100 feet in Key 
Watersheds (50 feet in non-key watersheds) on either side of seasonally flowing or 
intermittent suearns, and around wetlands less than one acre, as well as landslides and 

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

I application of a protocol for Watershed Analysis. During tb.e period of interim direction, the 
Agencies will complete at )east fom or five prototype watershed BDalyses wi1hin the Snalce 
River Basin. 

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

I 
I 
1· 

I 

risk to anadromous fish stocks. · 

• 41K.N . .1o1mson, J.:F. Fnmldin, 1.W. Thomas, and J. Gordon. l99l.AltanatiYaf<1rM-.agnnmt of 
Lau..S~ Fo,uu of the Pacific NorrJn,,e$l. A iq,ort to tbe Agriculture Committee and Mm:hmn 
Marine Fuberies Committee o(tbe U.S. House of~ 



Al~ 5: This alternative would provide management direction that would modify 
current direction (as specified in Alternative I). It would include the same riparian goals, 
inteiim ltMOs, and standards and guidelines for all kinds of projecis and activities as 
specified in Altematives 3 and 4. RHCAs would be established to identify wawsb..d areas 
most sensitive "' management RHCAs would be based on geomorphic feamres and would 
include the following (app1"ximate) areas in all watersheds: 300 feet 011 either ade of 
fisb-bem:iu5 Stleatib, 150 feet on either side of permanent non-fish bearins areams, and 
around ponds, reservoirs, and wetlands greateJ than ·one acre, and 100 feei on euher side of 
sea"Ollsily .flowing or intermitteut Stlt'il.W, and around wetlands less than one acre as well as 
landslides and hindslid~rone areas. In non-forested rangeland ecosyaems, lhe mterim 
RHCA width for permmently-flowing streams would be the extent of lhe 100-yar floodplain. 
It also would require identification of Key Watersheds and require that \\'ISfflihed Analysis be 
initiated in all Key Watersheds during the interim period and be complercd pnc:,r., initiation 
of new projedS and activities in 1hese areas. Management direction would be applied to all 
ongoing and proposed projects and activities. 

-. 
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Table 1. Summary Comparison of Atternatlves Considered In Detail. 

ALTERNATIVE RIPARIAN OOAUII SPECIAL 8TANDARD9 RIPAIIIAN AREAi 

OBJECTl\ll!S AND OOIDEUNES 

1 Cur11nt pl111 golll and Cun,nt pl111 a&o, Cun,nt pl111 lfpllllll bufl111 
ob)eotlvll 

2 Solon!Hlo Pano! llopoit Bolontlflo Panol llopor1 IUpalf11111111: 
goalo & obJaollv11 a&o, lot road,, fogging ftoh bealfng • 300 IHI 

1luh lrlllrMnl & ffrt, pelmanent • 180 IHI 
rang,, roatoraUon eome lnl1rmlll1nl • IIO IHI 

3 Now rlpll!an goalo and lnorouad a&o, for all aotlvl- RHCA 1on11: 
quantified lntolfm lfpll!an tin: timber, ro1d1, grulng, ftoh bell!ng otr1arn1 • 300 IHI 
1nanag1m1nt ob/aollv11 '"'•etlon, mfn1ret,, nre/fu,11, porm1111nt non-fl•h bealfng t111m1, 

lando, general lfpll!ori aroa, pond,, r-rvolre, and wl1land1 
and ff1h11f11 and wtldlK1 > 1 aoro• 1IIOIHI 
man1g1m1nt, and woterahld lntormlllent otroomo, watfando < 1 
and hobttal rootoratfon aoro, ond landtlldo or landtlldo 

prone 11111 • 100 IHI In Key 
Wallrthodt 
and • IIO iHI In non-key 
w-.hod, 

AFFECT• 
ED 

SPECIAL MANAGE· 
MENT 

PROCEDURES ACTIONS 

Wot111h1d Anolyoll/Key Propo11d 
Woterehad d11lgnotlon 
not required 

Road anatv1l1 and oumul• Propolld 
Ihle offeota an1ly1l1 
lnfflaled/Key Walerthed 
dulgnaUon requlrod 

Wot111had An1ly1l1 
lnttlaled/Key Wot11th1d 

Propoud 

d11lgnatfon required 



Table 1, cont. Summary Comparison of Altematlves Considered In Detail. 

' AFFECT• 
ED 

ALTERNATM! RIPARIAN 00Al81 SPECIAL STANDARDS A1PAll1AN AREAS SPECIAL MANAGE-
MENT 

OBJECTM!S AND GUIDELINES 
. PROCEDURES ACTIONS 

4 New rfparfan 1011, and lnot1ued sao, for all actlvl- AHOAaan .. : Wll111hed An1ly1l1 Propooed 

quantHted lnt,rtm riparian 
and 

tlH: tlm.,.,, 101d1, arulng, ftoh beulng llr111111 • 300 IHI lnllllltd/Key Wllt11htd 1ome 

m1n1gem1rrt obJtotlv11 · rNrelllon, mlne11l1, fl11/IU1l1, permanerrt non-fl•h beertng llnm,, 
ongoing 

dttlgn.Uon required 

~ 
I lend,, g1n111I tlperlen ,,.., pondl, 1Heovol11, and wlllend1 

and tl1h1rlH end wfldlK1 > 1 .. ,. • 11101111 
men•a•m•nt. and wll111hed lnttrmltt1nt llrHmt, wlll1nd1 < t 
and h1bllll rtttorlllon HII, and l1nd1lld1 or l1nd1lld1 

pron1·1r1u • too IHI In Key 
Watmhedt 
end • 1111 IHI In non-key 
wll111hed1 

I New tlp1rl1n ao•I• and lnoreued B&Ot for 111 aotlvl- RHCA1on": Complol1 Wllonhod Propooed 
and 111 

qu1n1Hted lnttrlm rfparl1n ffH: timber, road,, gr11ln1, tloh be1rfrig at,111111 • 300 1111 Analy1l1 11qulred In Key ongoing 
m1n111m1nt obfeotlv•• reoreltlon, miner•!•, flrt/ft.1111, permanent non-floh bearing olt1m1, Wll111h1d1 prior lo lnttl• 

loncl1, g1n11II llparlen 1111, pond,, rH11Vol11, and wlllend, tlon of new proJoott a 
and f11h1rlet and wlldlK1 > 1 .... • 111111.111 eotlvltlel/Key Wllenhed 
m1n1g1mtnt. and wat111hld lntormlllorrt lllrt1m1, woll1nd1 < t d11lgnollon required 
and h1btt11 rlolorotlon 1011, and lend1lld1 or l1nd1lld1 

', p,ont 111u - too IHI 

~~-------------------



' ' . \ ,. 
1,' ,, 

I . 
I 
r ,,, 
r ,,, 
I , 
I , 

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

,--
..ii 

300' 

150' 

50' 

-.... __ 

I Boundary on each side of stream 

I 
I Figure 2. Schematic Delineation of Riparian- Area Under 

Alternative 2. Hatch area denotes landslide-prone area. 
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50' ~ ~ 
~ 

Boundmy on each side of stream 

i 

V 

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

150' 

100' 

- ·:.·:::.·:::.·:.·.·::.·: 

Boundary on each side of stream 

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

None of the alternatives examined in this environmental a"Sl'SSll)'"llt would, on its own, 
change the physical environment within RHCAs. However, any subsequent proposed projects 
and activities wi1hin RHCAs that would change the environment would be subject to 
mitigation measures presc:nl,ed under the interim direction adopted. Such projects and 
activities would. be carried out only after the Agencies have wdenaken the appropriate level 
of NEPA analysis and completed ESA Section 7 c:onsultation. Depending on the alternative 
selected, some or all ongoing projects and activities wi1hin RBCAs also would be subject to 
the mitigation measures following appropriate NEPA and ESA analysis. 

To provide the decision maker with a means of comparing the possible effects of the 
alternatives, the ID Team prepared reports on components of the environment (Le., physical, 
biological, and human) that would be affected by the proposed action. The following 
discussion descnoes the direct, indirect, and cumulative effec:ts that the altematives would 
have on each compvnent during the interim period. Vutually all of the environmental 
consequences disclosed in this environmental asc;essm!'l'lt are "cumulative effects,• 1,ecause 
they are the environmental and management impacts of an accumulation of management 
actions that would occur local1y within the proposed action area. Appendix D lists those 
forest plans and LtJPs that have been prepared for lands within the proposed action area that 
are under the Agencies' jurisdictions and the EISs from which those plans were developed. 
On a, watet..h,=d..specific basis, those forest plans, LUPs, and EISs descnDl:: cw1eut riparian 
and aquatic environments in greate.t detail than is presented in this e:avironmental assessm-.t. 

Analyses of envmmmental consequences are based primarily on estimates of the effec:ts of 
predicted changes in livestock grazing, reueational use, and timber harvesting, as well as the 
road construction and reconstrudion activities associated with those uses, which would result 
from implementation of each of the altemanves. A repon of the estimated changes in these 

· resource outputs· for each alternative is included in the process rccords. c The changes were 
deiemuned as follows: 

Th .. estimated effects of each altemative on timber, range. and recreation programs were 
based on preliminary analyses0 conducted by field and research economists who collected 
dasa from the IS affected nasional forests and 7 BLM districts; :As originally conceived, the 
preliminaty analyses considered environmental effects over a I ().year period. The asswnpti.m 
underlying the preliminary analysis was that during that time, management direction on the 
scope of projects and activities would be consistent with that which is descn1>ed for · 
Alternative 4, the preferred altemative in this environmental asse 111-mt. The results of the 
preliminary analyses were based on forest plan and LOP output projections, as well as data 
from current, actual outputs. A key concept of the study was the incremental change that 

CUsoA Forat Service· - USDI Bureau of Land Mulagemcm. 1993. Detamilllltion of M tlNlged A <:titlities 
Affet:tu by AIZmu,tivu Delleribed in th Environmental A......,,,mt for Managing ,b1111bomom F~ing 
_W aur.rhed on Funai Lands in Etmern Oregon and IV a,J,ingr,m, Idaho, and Portiotu of Califomia. Pioccss 
paper to tbe ID Team. 

43C.S. Hsasen-Mmny, N.A. Bol1111, and R. W. Haynes. 1993. TM Em-med 'mpo,:u an the Timber, Rar,ge, and 
Ret:nation P,o,,,_s on N<#ianal Fon,n lll>li 111lnlZIJ of l.-d JdtlNlgallfflt lAuis From Adopting the Picpvui 
P.4CF1SJJ SIWllegy. Dnft jnten,sl report to tbc WO PACFISH Poliey Gtoup .. 
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would result from adoption of new managP1Uent direction. The economists followed a 3-step 
process that included: (1) identification and delineation of anadromous watersheds, (2) 
definition of interim boundaries for RHCAs, described in terms of width-in-feet for each 
category of stream or water body, and (3) estimated <irmges in management activities and 
output levels wi1hin the RHCAs, which would result from applying proposed standards and 
guidelines to achieve RMOs. Full consideration of changes in oU1pU1S will require the more 
site-specific analyses that will be developed, analyzed, and displayed in the separiite and 
distinct geographically-specific environmental analyses and project level NEPA documents. 

Data from the prelirninaiy analyses were used as a basis for estimating the effects, in terms of 
the physical 0111pms and the costs to the Govemment, of implementing Altemative 4, the 
preferred altemative, during the interim period. Ihe changes in ompUIS described in 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 5, were extrapolated from data that were computed for Altemalive 4 
(Preferred) by an interagency, interdisciplinary technical advisory group. 

All cost data in this environmental assessm""lt. are reponed in 1993 dollars. Costs and effecis 
not reponed include those related 10 additional impacts to road and trail systems construction, 
reconsttuction, and maintenance, minerals extraction, and water management programs, as 
well as costs incurred by private operators and IISllIS. More complete costs will be developed, 
analyzed, and displayed in economic reports prepared for and included in the geographically• 
specific environmental analyses. 

Ihe Agencies have participated in extensive consultation with the NMFS about listed salmon 
in the Snake River Basin and the effedS of ongoing and proposed activities there. These 
consuJtations indicate that the greatest changes 10 resource outputs would be expected in 
timber, range, and reaeation resources. Nonetheless, some minor changes in other 
activities-such as mining, wildlife habitat improvement, and the use of prescribed fire-also 
would be expected. · . 

In analyzing the alternatives considered in detail. the m Team assumed the following: 

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

2. Altcmative l represems no deviation from the level and intensity of ongoing or proposed 
projects and activities. Condnions and uends wollld not change Sl'bstantially. and all ongoing 
and proposed projects and activities would proceed, in accordance with approved forest plans 
and LUPs, and in compliance with Agency regulations, provisions of the ESA, and direction 
provided by the Congress. 

3. Ihe affected environment is the present environment. . Analyses in this environmental 
acsessrnent consider trends and changes associated primarily with ongoing and proposed 
timber harvesting, liveslock grazing, and recreation uses during the interim period. Net 
changes to the affected environment are the basis for comparison of altematives. 

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

S. The effects of the altematives are considered only for the interim period. Because 
recovezy processes within riparian and aquatic habitats are gradual, shon-ienn aqjustments in 
management practices may not result in dramatic habitat improvement during 1he interim 
period. However, redirection of trends, shifts m rates of c:bange, establishment of different· 
risk factors, or changes in the time frames of ongoing or proposed projects and activities may 
occur. Incremental improvement in habitat condition and trends is ftecessmy to contnl>ute to 
the protection or restoration of some anadromous fish stocks. 

6. A1rj changes ni environmental conditicns 11w may result are attn"butable tr> moctifir:ations 
in management practices within RHCAs and increased undemanding of watershed condition 
1bat is gamed through Watershed Analysis. The ID Team analyad.the net effect of 
modifications in management practices, based on differences among the alternatives in the 
size, number, and distnl>ution of RHCAs, as well as in the breacbh of standards and 
guidelines, the scope ofprojec:ts and activities covered,'.and the degtee to which Watershed 
Analysis is conductK 

7. No Alternative Considered in Detail would require 1he removal or obliteration of roads or 
facilities during the interim period. However, closure or a reduction in use of such facilities 
may occur. . 

8. Projects and activities within the range of listed anadromous fish. and for which ESA 
consultation with the NMFS has been completed will be considered 10 be in compliance with 
any interim direction altemative 1bat is selected. . 

9. Implementation of any interiiu sttategy for protecting anadromous fish would not begin 
until analysis of the public's comments on this environmental assessml"tt is completed, and 
ESA consultation provisions are met. The Agencies have incoiponted c:omaions, darifyiDg 
language, and minor modifica:ti.ons based on 1hese reviews. 

Oimuilllift Fireas 

Cumulative effects result from the incremental impart ftf individually minor, but collectively 
impo1taut effeas, laking plaee over a period of time. Vlrtllally all of the enviromneatal 
consequences disclosed in this environmental assessment are •cumulative effec:1s: as they are 
the poteuti,J enviromnentl'I impac:IS of management aclions which may occur throughout 
miadromous fish-producing wam:sbetls on FS- and BLM-edrnini"W"d lands. 'Ihose 
cumulative effects that are reasonably foreseeable at thi$ p.og,emmatic stage of planning ve 
discussed on a resource-by-resoun:e basis for the vari011S altematives in the following sections 
of this chapter. 

The potential cumulative effec:IS of this action would be limited by. the nature of the interim 
direction i1se1f'. No ground-disturbing actions would be authorized, funded, or camed-out by 
the interim ditection. -The-interim ditecr:i.on would-not involve-my irreveIS!l>le or irretrievable 
commitment of resources. In this progrnrnrnari"' environmemal asse smmt, 1he Agencies are 
merely considering the impacts of various interim strategies for protecting .anadrornous fish · 
habitat· over an 18-mouth period. The intended effect of the interim direction is to maintain 
the environmental SlatUs quo while loug-tenJI management suuegies are being developed. 
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The standards and guidelines presented in the various alternatives are intended to limit or 
mitigate 1he effects of human activity on anadromous fish habitat on FS- and BLM­
administered lands. The potential cumulative effects of this action would also be limited by 
the short time period in which this interim direction will be in effect 

The interim direction would not be the sole or final direction for anadromous fish habitat 
protection on F'S- and BLM-administered lands. Potential cunmlative effects of habitat 
protection mc=isures would continue to be assessed at several planning levels. For example 
1he environmental analyses for the long-temt mauagl!IDent st.au:gies will assess cumulative 
effects at a broad scale. Several alternatives for interim direction include procedures for 
Watershed Analysis and monitoring which would provide more detailed analysis of 
cumulative effects (Appendix C). Additionally, cumulative effec:15 will be assessed as specific 
project and activities are proposed and analyzed. Site-spec:ific, detailed cumulative effects 
analysis can only be conducted as specific projects and activity proposals crystali%e the 
environmemal consequences of the project decision. At 1he pn,gnoomati" level of this 
interim direclion, analysis of these cumulative effects is not possible, because such analysis 
would requiie speculation as to the seope, chaiacter, and environmental consequences of 
future project and activity decisions. Because it is not pos51"ble to provide a meaningful 
analysis of potential site-specific effects at this interim, prograrnrnati" level, analysis of the 
cumulative effects of projects and activities will not be complete until particular projects and 
activities are proposed and analyzed. . 

Olber Federal agencies that have jurisdiction over factors that influence Pacific anadromous 
fish populations are preparing management plans. 0paatiu11 plans. or other aetions that may 
have ar, cmnularivi, effect on anadromous fish populations. However, at this stage in 1he 
preparation of !hose aetions, it. would be speculative u, a11e111pt to analyze what cumulative 
effect on anadromous fish populations may result. Funhermore. however these actions might 
develop, 1hey would not have a reasonably foreseeable cumulative effect on anadromous fish 
habitat on FS- and BIN-adrninisteP<l lands. 

:Reasonably foreseeable related future actions, such as 1he development of long-term 
management su-ategies for anadromous fish-producing watersheds, were consi~ in the 
analysis pr=s=wi in this chapter. At this time, the preparation of these long-term · 
manag,mient su-ategies is not complete, and it would be speculative to anenq,t 11> analyze 
what, if any, cumulative effects may result. It is not clear ·at this time if any part of the 
interim Stiateg, will be adopted as pan of ihe long-term suau:gi""- There is no precedent 
essablished by this interim strategy. Moreover, in the process of developing 1he long-term 
st.ategies, additional analyses are now underway which will produce additional scientific 
information and may effect 1he assumptions underlying 1he interin. Stiateg). Any actions or 
mitigation measures adopted in the long-term Stiategy will be based on the best scientific 
information available at that time. Any cumulative effeclS that do arise from such related 
future actions would likely be beneficial to the protedion of anadromous fish habitat and 
other related natural resources. 

This analysis incorporates by reference 1he analysis and discussion of polaltial cumulative 
effects in existing :EISs - including the discussion of cumulative effects of watershed 
protection rneasures - prepared for the affected forest plans and LUPs (Appendix D). 
Similarly, this analysis incorporateS by reference the analysis and cliscnssi""I in the NSO 
FSEIS of cumulative effects of an aquatic c:onservatior. strateg) similar to several alternatives 
presented in this analysis (NS0 FSEIS, Chapters 3&4, pp. S1-82). 
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Physical F.nviromaeat 

WATERSHED & WATER RESOURCES 

Important water resource issues are related to water quality (primarily the deliveiy, movement, 
and disposition of sediment); temperature cbangei,, (elCtiemes and flurt11atfons); flow regimen 
adjustmen1S (flooding and low flows); sueam dumnel conditions (including the stability 
c:harac:teristics of erosion and deposition); and channel mcnphology (structural componems, 
widdi-depih ratio, bank angle). These elemen1S often are fmu:tionally related. 44 Further, they 
are influenced by natural soil erosion hazards, potential and actual mass stability hazards, 
geomorphology~ and the status of other riparian-area components including flood-prone areas, 
wetlands, and proximal upslope or terrestrial lands that buffer or directly influence riparian 
areas. 

•· 

The :response of water and associated lqll8fic and riparian resources is a function of the entire 
river basin and th .. cmnu\ative effecis of activities in the river basin. The interim standards · 
and guidelines evaluated in this analysis apply 10 activities within riparian areas or RHCAs or 
degrading .RBCAs; however, their application may indirectly affect or be affected by 
managl"'lle;tt activities elsewhere in the watershed. 

AFFECTED ENYIR.ONMENT 

The proposed action encompasses much of the Colmnbia River Basia upstream and east of 
the Cascade ML'mttains in Oregon and Washingtmi, and large areas of Idaho, as well as 
Portions of the Sacramemo, San Joaquin, and south coastal drainages in California. Below 
8P mmmmy descriptions of the affected areas. .More complete, watershed-specific 
Jesaiptions of the affected pbysical environment are included in 1he forest plans, LUPs, and 
EISs listed in Appendix D. 

OJ•-bi• "River Brrim The Columbia and i1S 1ribUlaries flow 1hrough several geomorphic 
provinces. Ihe area within the scope of 1h., ptOp.1sed action is dommared by 1he intrusive 
granites and metasediml'fflS associated with the Idaho Batbolith and Bitteuoot Ranges, the 
extruded basahs and o1her igneous roclcs associared with.1he Columbia PJ111m1, and various 
sedimentmy and wind-deposited formations. Glacial actions and mo11Dtain uplift defined the 
moiphology of most of the higher eleva1ions. Volcanic activity influences much of the 
western and central basins 

Streamflow from the headwatas genenlly is snow-dnminated. A significant snowpack 
accum111ates from late fall tbJough spring. Snow melt in spring and early summer resul1S in a 
n01able nmoffsmge that usually i.c sustrin!"4 well into the MMOer. Water tempeiatwes tend 
to be cool year-ro11Dd. Generally, water quali1y is excellent in the headwaters. 

In general, the rivers and sueams are relatively steep in the headwaters, conttolled by bedrock 
and glacially-derived formations. Falls, step-Pools, ancl cascades are not imcommon. High 
mountain lakes are common in 1he headwatets. Relatively gentle gradient meadow reaches 
are frequent, but 1hey are not dominan1 over most tributary lengths near the headwateJs. 

' '"L.B. Leopold, M.G. Wolman, mid 1:P. Miller. 1964. l'7,n,;al Pr«o.- in Geomorphology. W.R. FRCmlUI and 
Co~ San Francis:o, CA • -
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Lower in the drainage where gradients are less, channels are not as confined, and depositional 
landfom1S dominate, the streams often exhibit meandering ~cs wi1h lateral 
adjustrnen1s taking place. Wide flood-prone areas become more frequent Channels tend 
toward pool-riffle-nm systems. 

S.,,amenl!+ River Bame lhe Sacramento River and its tributaries drain four geomorphic 
provinces: the Coast Range on 1he west side of the Sacramento Valley; the Siskiyou 
Mountains to the north and northwest; the southern Cascade volcanics on the northeastern 
side of the valley; and the northern Sima Nevada mountains on the east side. The area of 
the proposed action-the southern Cascades is derived from layers of quatemmy and Pliocene 
volcanics overlaying extensions of some Sierra Nevada fonnations, with Mt. Shasta and Mt. 
I assen being dnminant teuain featwes. The lower reach of the Sacramento flows mostly 
through recent alluvium that foIDIS the floor of the Central: Valley. 

Mam channel 'flows are heavily regulated by releases from major dams, including Folsom, 
Oroville. and Shasta. Most of the tnDIJtar) st1eams are obstructed at multiple locations by 

· dams for hydroelectric power and irrigation. In the area proposed for action Deer Creek, Mill 
Creek, and Antelope Creek are the last, 1mobstructed madromous streams in interior 
Califomia. · lhey all drain southern Cascade volcanic fonnations and flow southwest, directly 
into the Sacramento River below Shasta Dam. Streamflows in these tn"butaries mostly are 
supplied by snowrnelt, with su.<tainine base flows from springs and gro1mdwater seepage. 
Deer, Mill, and Antelope Creeks are all yomg drainages, with few perennial tributaries to 
their main channels and without a well-developed, dendritic tribuwy drainage, patteJn. 

Temperature regimes in the anadromous "tnmsport" reaches of the Sacramento River are 
affected primarily by release flows from Shasta Dam ·and by irrigation diversions and returns. 
Deer, Mill, and Antelope creeks have a minor effect on the tempaanue llf the Sacramento, 
compared to that of other major tnl>utaries and to outflows from Shasta Dam. 

Ternpaatwes m Deer, Mill, and Antelope creeks are determined almost entirely by elevation. 
lheir upper and middle reaches have cold water, flowing mostly in deeply-incised, 
mainstream canyons through moderate gradient reaches. Streambeds are dominated l,y riffles, 
interspersed with deep pools scowed mto volcanic bedrock. Their upper reaches include a 
few alluvial meadows on the main channels. The lower reaches maintain somewhat warmer 
temperatures in similar gradient and streambed conditions, without cooling perennial · 
tributaries. The lowest reaches have general wanning though their lowest canyon and foothill 
sections to the valley floor and their confluences with the Sacramento River. Water quality is 
excellent OD all three streams. .. 

Saa .Joaquin River Bame The San Joaquin River drains the Sierra Nevada mo1mtains to the 
east, the related Tehachapi Mountains to the south, and the Coast Range to the west. lhe 
prinwy .somce of flows is snowmelt from the high molmtain snowpacks in the Sierra. 
Geology in the major tributaries is dominated hy mensive areas of grannies, wit!1n01able 
areas of metavolcanic and metasedimP.lltary bedrock. On the arid west side of the San 
Joaquin Valley, small ephemeral streams drain the east side of the Coast Range but rarely 
reach 1he San Joaquin River. From the wetter Sierra Nevada, west slope snowpacks supply 
nwnerous streams and three major rivers-the Merced, Tuolumne, and Stanislaus llivers. The 
Conswnnes, Mokelumne, and Calaveras Rivers are significant, smaller tnl>utaries. The San 
Joaquin and its major inl>utaries all are obstructed by one or more large dams in their deep, 
middle reach canyons. Below 1he impo1mdments, the rivers' gradients are moderate, and their · 
channels include a variety of boulder rapids and gentle pool-riffle sequences. · 
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The anadromous, "transport" reaches of the San Joaquin River are affected by nutrient, 
mineral, and heat loading from agricultural return flows and by pumped impon flows from the 
Sacramento River system. Riparian woodlands and floodplain areas have been vastly reduced 
by agricultural development and expanding urbauizarinu. The San Joaquin sysiem. which 
once maimained one of the largest spring-nm chinook salmon fisheries OD ihe Pacific Coast, 
now provides habitat for only a limited escapement of fall-nm chinook salmon m the foothill 
regions below the tnou1aly dams. Most of the eastem tributaries have cold flows. with good 
to excellent water quality. 

Soadl Coaal Daaiwaaes: Most of the coastal watersheds in central 111d solllheni California 
once supported substantial runs of steelhead. Coastal watersheds in centtal Ca11fonua also 
supported coho salmon. These :rans have been reduced grad-.wly and some may no longer be 
in existence. Dams, channelizari"'I. 111d habi1at modification. combined w,m pound 111d 
surface water withdrawals, have limited steelhead nms. 

The Somh Coast Drainages flow through several geomorphic provinc:a. n. - widiin the 
range of the proposed action is clnmiuated hy metam'3rphic rock intenmud -,111 various 
sedimenmy fomwions and igneous rock of the Ceattal Coast Subrepm ad wa.~a• 
sedimenmy fomwions intemuxed with metamorphic and igneous rocb of 11w Soudl Coast 
and Transverse Ranges. The bedrock of the area has been intensively fololcl m=nd, and 
faulted. Major faults in the. area are considered active or potentially IC1'W Se-•c activity 
influences much of the morphology of the area. 

Generally, stieamflow from the headwaters is rainstonn-event dominred S.0-, aaufates 
in the higher elevations but is not a significant part of the wintet prec:qr a a Moa 
drainages are dependant on winter rainfall and year-romui springs 111d -.. c-.nIJy. water 
quality is good. although lime cememation of the subsuaie, either dlle • ....i wal 
content or upsttemr, mining operations, may cause degradation of habna LD aumner water 
flows and high 1emperatllreS may become limiting in some areas. Floodalc & mmes occurs 
along major stieam ..ourses during and following mended rains. The wms ftoodm& resul1S 
from high utterasity winter ramc faJJing on bumecl watersheds, incrasmc ,-a nows and 
enabling inc:rased transpoi:t of sediment loads within th,. channel. Larp ~ ; •• of 1111d at 
river mouths o~ form coastal lagoons and sand bars that may block fui , v during low 
flows. During periods when river mouths close, .dissolved oxygen lewis ad -
temperatures may stress trapped.aquatic life. 

In general, the rivers and :.11- flow through deep and relalively mode• • lup pdient 
canyons. Bedrock uutuops, cascades, and falls historically limited fish ,_,. -. die 
headwaters. Deep pools separated by short, shallow glides and latge-<0t~8"slllalJ-boulder • 
rifDes and runs. ilnrninate the historically accessible reaches. 

. . 

Lower in the drainages where gradients are less, channels are not as c:oafiDed. ~f nsir.ional 
landforms ck>miuate the streams, and stream courses often exhibit meandenaa ~cs 
with lateral adjustmen1S taking place. Wider flood prone areas become _,. frequent. 
Channels tend toward pool-rifDe-ruu systems. 
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ENVIR.ONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Past and continuing rnanagen:ient practices are causing erosion and sedimentation in various 
forms and by varying degrees throughout tbe project area. In central Idaho, for example, 
where granite bedrock nipidly weathers into highly mobile, coarse sand, tbese phenomena are 
prevalent. Inadequately located, designed, and constructed roads, as well as poorly designed 
timber-harvest units, have provided a substantial IJ'lecbmism £or delivering sediments to and 
through majo, stream systems throughout tbe project area. 

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

Local exttemes·in water temperature have been significantly increased by a reduction of 
shading from bank and other vegetation, flattening of bank angles, and reduction of overall 
water dep1h in tbe summer mon1hs from sedimentation as well as water diversion. 
Temperature effects tend to be localized in tbe mountainous areas, but in die lower gradient 
and non-timbered stream reaches, tempetatwe clumge can be geogtaphically extensive. 

Channel condition and channel stability have been and continue to be affected, espec:ially in 
areas of exteilsive or long term rnanag=nent. Gtllzing animals, "°8d conslrUCtion, logging 
practices, and recreational use in some areas have destabilized stream banks resulting in bank 
erosion, loss of cover an,l shading, widening and filling of channels, and accelerated lateral 
migration. Recently. developed and implemented Best Management Practices, forest plans, 
and LUPs have reduced tbe frequency wi1h which new stream destabilization occurs; however, 
existing channel condition and stability problems are not expected to be significantly 
corrected if pieseut irmds continue. 

Channel structure, which is a natural control Jnechanism for maintaining water quality and the 
stream's ability to handle flooding and provide appropriate fish habitat, has been widely 
modified throughout tbe basin. In forested SYstems. habitat complexity and channel structure 
are created and maintained largely by the effects of lazge woody debris. In non-forested 
SYstems. h~tby riparian comm•es contnl>ute to the creation and maintenance of structure 
and complexity as exhibited by tbe presence of deep pools and 1mdercut banks. 

Logging and otber associated timber rnanagen:ient activities can affect water resources in . 
several ways. ltemoval of trees and s.tteam-side brush can reduce the complexity of habitat 
and channel structure by influenc:ing the amount of large woody debris available for 
rewuibllllllt into stream Systellb. .By altering stteam shading, ,;uch activities can affect water 
temperature regimes and elirninate stream habitat cover. Removal of vegetati..a also can 
deslabilize marginally stable slopes by increasing the subsurface water load, lowaing root 
sttengtb, and altering water tlow patterns in die slope. Skid trails, logging roads, and road 
crossings can be direct sources of sediment to the creek and can provide direct conduits for 
water yield and sediment from other local sources. Roads, road crossings, and skid trails also 
can partially constrict or channelize flows and impede a stream's ability to maintain pools. 

Gtllzing patterns in and around riparian areas can alter tbe vigor, co1Dposition, and amount of 
the natural vegetation. This in tum can affect the site's ability to control erosion. provide 
stability to stream banks, and provide shade and cover to th«. s.tteam. Mechanical compaction 
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can reduce the productivity of the soils appreciably and cause bank slough and erosion. 
Mechanical banlr darnagP. often leads to channel widening, lateral migration ( channel erosion), 
and excess sedim.,,tation. 

Recreation sites in riparian areas attract and eu.ucentlate human use in and around stream 
channels. Heavy and continuous use often results in ~ cornpaciion and bank sloughing, 
not unlike the effects of heavy livestock use. Erosion and gully formation can follow. Bank 
and near-bank vegetation often jc: damagl'ld and the potential for important woody riparian 
vegetatiun replacement can be compromised. -

Water 4ivmions and impoundments that alter flow regimes (1.e.. peaks flows, low flows, and 
duration of flows) directly reduce available fish habitat, and reduce the stie..m's ability to 
move sedirnfflt and woody debris, maintain its str1ldllral iutegtity -amd fonn, and prevent 
vegetative enaoacbrnent. 

Alllmaafiwe 1: Jt~ a n5e tlJis alternative is limited to providing only those protectio11 rueasmes 
provided in ew1ent plans and 1hrough NEPA and the ESA, present trends in riparian and 
aquatic habitat condition would be expected to continue. Modifications to projects and 
activities to comply wi1h the requuements of cwu::nt plans or the ESA may reduce JU:reation 
visitor days (RVDs), animal wit months (AUMs) of permitted grazing, or timber harvest 
However, to the emnt these reductions occur, they are independent of any decision by the 
Agencies regmding adoption ofiutetirn direction. 

Where soil is compacted from heavy me, additional erosion and sueam degradation would be 
expected. !Ac:alized benefi1s would be lirni1ed primarily to areas protected by special 
designation or subject to ESA Seciion 7 COIISllltation. 

Alflemati'ff 1: Because flus alternative is limited tr, ceuain kinds of proposed proj=s and 
activities, expected effects on watershed and water resources would be limited and randomly 
dispersed over the planning area. However, modifications to proposed projects and activities 
would result iu fewer RVDs and reduced tiJnber harvest. The levm of permiUed grazing 
would not be affected. 

This altemalive · would apply stmdards and guidelines that are designed to prevent funher 
stream. degradation to some specifi-:d kinds of pioposed projects and activities wi1hin riparian 
areas would meet . Those measures would be taken to contribute 10 the maintenance of 
effective habitat. 

In some areas. where soils have not been compacted by heavy use, and ongoing activities are 
not contn"buting to substantial habitat degradation, revegerarion would begin. 1.ncalized 
benefits could be large where a large number of p,oposed projects and activities occur within 
the affected riparian areas. However, it is not likely that improvements in basin--wide water 
resources and stream conditions would be measmable as a result of actions takeii during the 
interim period. . . . . -

Alfemative 3: Because additional standards .and guidelines-would .apply-to all p.oposed 
projects and activities within RHCAs or that degrade RHCAs, Jncalized risks associated wi1h 
all proposed projects or activities would be reduced. 
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Modifications to proposed projects and aclivities would lead to reductions in some resource 
· outputs. These modifications would accolDlt for fewer R.VDs and a modest reduction in 
timber harvest. The level of permitted grazing would not be affected. 

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

Although measurable improvements in basin-wide water resource and stteam conditions would 
be 11!llikely, because standards and guidelines would be applied to all proposed projects and 
activities, and RHCAs would include more of the watetsh.d than would be protected IDlder 
Alternative 2, some additional protection of anadromous fish would occur. 

Altemaiift 4 (PREFERRED):. On a case-by-case basis, land managers would evaluate 
ongoing projects and activities within RHCAs and modify those that are determined to be 
causing unacceptable risk. .Modifications to proposed projects and activities and to some 
ongoing projects and activities would lead to a reduction in resource outputs. Those 
modifications would accoUDt for fewer R.VDs, a reduction in timber harvest, and fewer AUMs 
of permitted grazing wi1hin c:enain streamside areas. 

Several existing dispersed and developed recreation sites, where continued use would prevent 
attainme-rt of Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect 1isied anadromous fish, 
would be closed during the interim period. Such closures would allow some recovery in 
riparian areas and stteams where heavy bvman uses have degraded riparian and aquatic: 
habrtat, although soil compaction resulting from extended use would inJulnt such recoveiy. 

Wtiere grazing and timber harvest have caused impacts, adoption of 1his alternative would 
provide improved soil stability, additional stream shading, and continuing supplies of large 
woody debris to affected streams. Where grazing has contributed to unstable stream banks, 
loss of vegetative cover and shade, and increased sedimentation, 1he trend toward SIICh habitat 
degradation would be reversed. This action would be e.q,ected to arrest habitat degradation 
and initiate recovery. 

Protection measure:. presc:n"bed for timber-, recreasion-, and grazing-related activities, as well 
as other activities, would be widely .dispersed ihroughout the area of the proposed action. 
Where such measures ire applied, associated risks to water resources would be reduced 
Where 1hey are not applied, associated risks will be few. Risks.associated wi1h sediment 
loading, bank damage, loss of shade, and water leiDpe:iatwe inc:mses, or the loss of large 
woody debris from 1he riparian area would be subsCamially reduced from cummt and expected 
levels. The degree of recovery would I,,, contingent on the extent of damage, 1he sensitivity 
of the affected site and stream channel to modifications in management direction, and the 
availability of moisture during the interim period. Although improvements to watersheds and 
water resources could be noticeable at a few sites, measurable improvement in habitat 
condition during ihe interim period would not likely be substantial bee a11se recovery processes 
are gradual. · 

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

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

Adop1ion of this alternative would provide improved soil stability, additional stream shading 
and continuing ~lies of large woody debris to affected :>1ie&llb. Where grazing, timber, 
and other activities have contributed 10 unstable meam banks, loss of .-egelatiye cover and 
shade. and inaeased sedimentation, the trend 1DW8rd such habi1at degradation would be 
slowed or reversed. This action would t... expected to arrest habi1at clegradauon and initiate 
recovery. 

Protection measures prescn"bed for timber-, reaeauon-, and grazing-related activities, as well 
as other activities, would be dispezsed widely throughout the area considered in this 
environmental messment Associated risks to water resources would be reducecl Risks 
associated with sediment loading. b~ damage, loss of shade and water tempe.atwe 
increases, or the loss of large woody debris from the riparian area would be substantially 
reduced from cw1ent ad expected levels. The degree of recovery would be conlingent on the 
extent of darnRF, the sensitivity of the affected site and meam cbaanel to modificaiions in 
management direction, and the availability of moisture daring 1he iulttim period, ahhough 
measurable impn,vemems t.. wa1e1sh..Js and water resomces ,could be noticeable at a few 
sites. The overall health of affected areas and any sut.s1&11tw improvement in habi1at 
conditions would occur gradually, and would not be expected to .impiove substantially during 
the interim period. 

NON-FORES"IED VEGETATION 

AFFECTED ENYIR.ONMENT 

Non-forested uplands within the affected area consist ,nostiy of sagebrush plant communities. 
W}'oming, Basin Big, and Moumain Big sagelnush are 1he most common species. Other 
common shrubs indudb biuabrush, wild rose. and rabbidnush. Typical perennial grasses are 
Bluebaach ~ Idaho fesc:ue, Western wheatgrass, and Giant wild rye. Various £orbs. 

. including buckwheals, daisies, phlox, and dandelions. are common. 45 Upland sagebrush 
commllllities typically occur in areas where precipitatiun averages 10-18 inches per year and 
comes 85 snow or nm in th,, winter and spring. 

Riparian vegetation in non-forested areas consisls mainly of herbaceous species such 8S 
Kentucky bluegrass. al1hough sedges, forbs, and woody species such 85 willow, alder, and 
COUDnWuods !ll'e common. Vegetative cover is absent or muclt diminish~ in severely 
degraded riparian areas, and stream banks in such areas have been inaeasingly exposed to . 
severe erosion. Moderately degraded areas typically have a good cover of Kentucky 

~.N. Sbiflct, ed. 1994. Rt,ngeland Cover Typu of the Vnikd Statu, Soc. Range Mgmt. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
_I 

I 
] 



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

bluegniss and other plant species but often are lacking in woody species. Riparian ~ in 
good condition have a cover of sedges and/or a variety of different age cla.ues of willows, 
aldeis and, in some cases, cottonwoods. 

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

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Most negative effects to riparian vegetation have been caused by excessive grazing, although 
e,ccessio.,e recreational use is important in some areas. Popular summer recreation areas, as 
well as areas where year-round grazing or grazing during the hot, mid-summer months occ:ms, 
have experienced degradation of riparian and aquatic habitat Normally, changes in ecological 
condition resulting from a modification in the percent composition of plant species do not 
occur in the short 1el'D1. Changes in ecological condition require at least S years and in most 
cases 10 or more years. 

The time frame in which measurable change can be expected is dependent on the precipitation 
zone and the plant rnmmunrty. In higher precipitation areas (where more than 12 inches of 
precipitation per year is common), improved management regimes in upland plant 
co~unities may effect changes in ecological condition within S-10 yem. In drier, more 
arid areas (where less than 10 inches of precipitation per year is c:omrnon), improvement in 
ecological condition may take 30 yeais or longer. Unlike the uplands, where ecological 
recovery may take S-10 years or longer, vegetative improvement in riparian areas may occur 
within a relatively short time, '>ec:ause water usually is available for plant groWlh during the 
entire growing season. 

Alt. .. udi+e 1: Effects on non-forested uplands would continue, as modified in some areas by 
consultation provisions of the ESA. Uplands would not be expected to show measurable 
improvement in overall ecological condition, although som~ pIOposed projec:15 or activi1ies 

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

Due to the proximity of water and the resultant concentration of livestock and people, uplands 
adjacent to riparian areas, which are typically some of the most productive, have been some 
of the most adversely affected. In those upland areas not receiving additional protection, a 
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continued concea11atiun of livestoclc grazing and dispe?sed recreational use would continue to 
cause degradation of upland vegetation. 

Non-forested riparian areas would not be expected to show measurable improvement Current 
forest plan and LUP ditection would apply to all ongoing and proposed aciions. The 
condition of riparian areas where appropriate protection 1ueaswes are taken ( e.1-. "riparian 
emphasis areas" and those areas-where projects and activities are· subject to c:casuiwion under 
provisions of 1fcie ESA) would improve somewhat. But the condition of ripanan and aquatic 
habitat not ~gnared as riparian emphasis areas. as well as those areas for wtudl 
comultation does not oc:c:ur, would not I,., expected to improve. A downward irmd may be 
evident in some of those areas. In o1her, severely degraded areas, where sloua;hm1 banlcs and 
erosion have resulted in_ a major loss of soil, degradation would continue. 

AJem■Cite 2: Under this aJtemative, specific new standards and guidelmes wol&ld apply to 
some kinds of activities. Other proposed projects and activities and ODJOUII proJtas wnd 
activities would continue, as modified in some areas by provisions of lbe ESA Uplwnds 
would not be e:xpe..ted to show measwable improvement in their overall ec:o&os,cwl condition, 
although some projects and activities 1hat are determined likely to affect haed fi.sti species 
would be cancelled or modified as a result of c:onsaltation, wnd some ~ p. o, ?Pd projects 
and activities- would be modified as a result of the new standwrds and pdei- S1andards, 
guidelines, and pn,cedmes would apply only to some proposed proje= ad lftlMIC!Dent 
activities, and not to any ongoing projects and activities. 

Livestock grazing, timber hatves1i115, "Ud recreational uses would conrmae • --current 
levels. However, during th.. inteaim period some proposed projects wnd aai"'- would be 
modifieii Some incremental reduction in the risks to upland wnd ripwna , ,, b..111 would be 
expected, although for the duration of the inteaim period the imp.ct.enw .. llabrm 
conditions would be negligible. 

Alleniidite 3: During thto inteaim period, the effects on non-forested uplecb -.Id continue, 
as rnocJified in some areas by provisions of 1he ESA and in all RHCAs II, _,., 
guidelines, and procedmes _applied to proposed projects and managemmt ■a1V111& 1hese 
more comprehensive measwes w0uld help see 1hat all new projects Wild KDvio• would be 
developed in a manner that is responsive to new information on stock w ad bwbuwl 
condition. However, be: ose ongoing projects and activities would comm• aoer direction 
prescribed n. cw1eat forest plans and LUPs. there would be negligible effec11 oa much of the 
upland and riparian -.egelation. 

Livestock grazing, timber harvesting, and recreational uses would continue • --ew1eat 
levels. Ho~. during the interim period all proposed projects and KDviD• would be 
subject to new standards and guidelines. Some incrementwl reduction ill 1be nsb to riparian 
vegetation would be expected, al1hough adoption for the ciwation of the iDllliUA period would 
result in negligi"ble improvement in habitat conditions. 

Al1emldive 4 (PREFERRED): Under this alternative, the negative effe= OD non-forested 
uplands would be somewhat reduced, not only by modifir.ations of proposed projeas and 
activities within RHCAs, but also by the application of Slandwrds and guidelmes to those 
ongoing projects and activities within RHCAs 1hat are detennined to be posing 111 
unacceptable risk to aquatic and riparian habitat and anadromous fish stocks. This more 
comprehensive application of direction would help see 1hat ongoing projeas wnd wctivities, as 
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well as all new projects and activities, would be carried out in a manner that is responsive to 
new information on stock status and habitat condition. 

A=ordingly, livestock gr:mng, for example, would be modified if current grazing practices 
pose an unacc:ep18ble risk. Modification in such practices could include such 1hings as a 
reduction in numbers· of livestock or season of use, changes in handling practices, or the · 
complete removal of livestock from RHC.As. Similar modifications in management of 
recreation and other activities would occ:ur as needed. The amount of improvement of 
non-forested uplands would be dependent on the type and number of modifications adopted. 

In· riparian areas when, ewteut projects and· activities are modified or halted, habitat 
conditions would be expected to improve, although the amollllt of improvement would depend 
on the extent of degradation that has occurred and the overall health of the riparian 
community. In some areas, the vegetative response to improved management would be 
expected 11> be measurable, and in some less degtaded aieas. substantial. Most vegetated 
riparian areas would ~ eq,e.;ted to show an increase in desirable riparian ..egetatiun such as 
sedges and/or young willows. · 

W-rth the niodifi"'ltion or elimination, during the interim period, of projects 1hat are 
determined to be causing unaccepuble risk, as well as 'the application of protec:tive JneRSIZTes 
in all future projects and activities, some improvement in upland and riparian habitat would 
be expected, and new causes of degradation would be avoided. 

Alfblmive 5; Ber•1,se standards and guidelines would apply to all ongoing projects and 
activities as well as all proposed projects and activities, and latger RHCAs would be 
esiablished wi1hin all watersheds, land managers would be more likely to see that projects and 
activities are carried out in a manner that is responsive to new infoJ'JDation on stoc:k status and 
habitat condition. 

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

Measures required under this alternative would further contribute to improvemllllt of the 
ecological condition of all non-forested upland and riparian areas. In areas where cmrent 
projects and activities are modified or halted, habitat conditions would be expected to 
improve, although the amount of improvement would depend on the extent of degradation that 
has OCCUJTed and the relative heallh of the upland or riparian community. In some areas the 
vegetative RSpODSe to improved management would be expected to be measurable, and in 
some less degiaded areas, substantial. Desitable riparian vegetation, such as sedges_ and/or 
willow, would be expected to increase in most affected areas. · 
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FORESTED VEGETATION 

.4.FFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
. . 

'Ihe major forest typeS found in the affected areas include Fir-Spruce, Ponderosa pine, and 
Lodgepole pine in eanem Oregon and eastern Wasbinglon; Fir-Spruce, Ponderosa pine. 
Lodgepole pine,. White pine, and. Larch in Idaho; Fir-Spruce and Ponderosa pine in northern 
Califomia; and Monterey pine, :Redwood, and Valley hardwoods in soUlhem Califomia." 
Although the predominant tree species an, softwoods, there also are hardwoods such as aspen, 
c::ouonwwd, willow, and various oaks associated with many of the foregoing forest types. as 
well as a wide range of m.deu1m., plant species. More completi., watet..hed-specific 
descriptions of the affected forested vegetation environment are included in the forest plans, 
LUPs, and EISs listed in Appendix D. 

Forest types that would be affected are primarily those found in Idaho, be: •use -nost of the 
timber harvesting that would be affected by the proposed interim direction is within RHCAs 
in the national forests in Idaho. · 

Forests in the affected areas developed over 1ime under conditions of periodic disturbance by 
fire (natural and human-caused), catastrophic insect and disease infestations, windstorms, and 

. logging. In terms of tree growth rates and biomass pmduction, the forests are very 
productive, panic:ularly those areas in or near ripariau syS1rm:l that often are characterized by 
deep soils and high-moismre regimes. Forest vegetatiwi provides habitat for many species of 
wildlife and is critic:al to ensuring the integtil:} of aquatic ecusysrems and the life-forms they 
suppun.. 

'Ihe condition of forests on the affected areas varies considerably. Those forests represent a 
full range of successional siages, from young-growdi stands to late-succession Slands 
approac:hing the end of.their biological life-span, often referred to as old growth. Old-growth 
forests range in·age from 100 years for species such as aspen, to many hundreds of years for 
species such 115 Douglas fir. The diversi1y of tree and other vegetative species varies · 
considerably, on a site-by-site basis, as does the ment of canopy closure and vertical and 
horizomal sttacmre. Forest health as viewed in terms of endemic tree mortality generally is a 
function of tree age; however, insect and dis!We infestations and advers,. climarir. condition 
cause monality in both young and old forests. High monali1¥ rates are particularly prevalent 
in the affected areas in eastern 9regon and are descnl>ed in detail in the .Ea.rtside Fo,ut 
Ecosystem H~ .4.ssesment...., · 

"'w.M. Harlow, E.S. Blmar, mid F.M. White. 1979. TatbaoL .("Dnuirou,gy. Mc<lmw-Hill 
C.S. Schopmeyer. 1989. Seeds of 1Y oody Planu in the United SttaU. Ag Handbook 450. 

"usoA Forest Serrice Pacific Northwest Region. 1991. Ecmde Forrn Ecosy#nl Health A-=narz. April 
1993. 
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ENVIR.ONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Forest riparian areas normally constitute a strip along and adjacent to water courses, 
meadows, and water bodies. Tunber harvesting would be permitted in some of these areas­
using best management practices and in consideration of 01her requirements described under 
Alternative 1-. Alternatives 2 1brough 5 prescribe progressively wider riparian protection areas 
or RHCAs, in which timber harvesting generally is not permitted. In general, when viewed in 
the context of forest-wide vegetative conditions and successi"Ual time scales, adoption of any 
of the 5 altematives during the interim period would have little effect on forest vegetation. . . 

Altemalive 1: Under this alternative, implementation of forest plans and LUPs would 
continue. All proposed projects and management activities would undergo NEPA analyses, 
which would be presented for formal public review and comment.; and all proposed projects 
and activities 1hat may affect listed species or adversely affect designated critical habitat 
would be subject to COD$11ltation provisions of the ESA. 

The major environmental impact on forest vegetation would result from timber harvesting, 
which iutetu,pts natural successional stages of stand development and reduces biomass and 
struaural mversity . .Because timber harvest would continue to the extent prescribed in current 
forest plans and LUPs, with modifications made necessuy by consultation provisions of the 
ESA, adoption of this alternative would result in a continuation of the rate st which 
ciegradation of riparian and aquatic habitat is occurring. Species composition and structural 
diversity of forest vegetati.m following timber harvest is dependent, in part, on the harvest 
method prescnl,ed in forest plans and LOPs and employed in affected areas. The number of 
living and dead trees and the amount of material that is involved, which is comprised of down 
woody material and other vegetation that nm,ains on cut-over areas also depends on the 
harvest method selected. In general, timber harvest simulates natural events that create an· 
early~ stage in forest S1Jccession; Under this alternative, more overall acreage would be 1 · returned to those early stages than under the action alternatives.. · 

AJ1l!JD1dive 1: Under this altemaiive, specific new standards and guidelines regarding timber 
mmagl'lllent projects and activities, logging-slash trealment and the me of prescribed fire, as 
well as road c:onsttuction, reconstruction, and maintenance, livestock grazing, md riparian and 
fish habitat restoration, would apply to proposed projects and activities. I 

I 
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Generally, timber harvesting would not be permitted within riparian areas. The exclusion of 
proposed timber harvesting in the affected areas would permit the natural succession of forest 
vegetation and rely more heavily on natural events, such as fire and insect and disease 
infestations, to influence or shape forest !"lccessi"'l. Consequently, increases in tree mortality 
and the associated risk of fire, insects, and disease would be expected, although less than 
would be expec;ted under any of the other action alternatives, which provide more extmSive 
piotection to riparian areas. However, during 1he interim period the eifect would b(" rninirnal · 

Alfemative 3: Specific new standards and guidelines ,eganling timber management actions 
descnl>ed under Alternative 2 would apply to all proposed projects and activities within 
RHCAs. 

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

Ahemmive 4 {PREFERRED): Specific new standards and guidelines regarding timber 
management projects and activities descnoed wder Alternative 3 would apply to some · 
ongoing projects and activities within RHCAs, as well as all proposed projects and activities. 

Tmiber harvesting generally would not be penni1ted within IUICAs. The exclusion of 
proposed timber harvesting in IUICAs-and in o1her areas where it is determined that such 
activities would pose an unacceptable risk to aquatic and riparian habimt or anadromous fish-­
would permit the naruraI sm:cession of forest vegetation and rely more heavily on natural 
evm1S, such as fire and insect and disease infestatiOJIS, to influence or shape such succession. 
Consequemiy, tree mortality 8'ld the associated risk offire. insects, and disease ,uld be 
expected to increase somewhat from levels expec,ted under Alternative 2 or 3. However, 
during the interim period the effect would be mjnjmaJ 

.AlfemaG•e S: Specific new standards and guidelines 1egardiJlg timber management projects 
and activities descnoed under Alternative 3 would apply 10 all ongoing and proposed projects 
and activities within RHCAs. 

Tmiber harvesting generally would not be pennitted within IUICAs. The exclusion of timber 
hattestin5 would permit the natural successkm of forest vegetasi04 and rely more heavily on 
natural evm1S, such as fire and insect and disease infestations, to influence ot shape forest 
succession. Consequently, tree mortality and the associated risk of fire, insects. and disease 
could be expected to increase from leveb expected under the other IICbOD slternativi=i. 
However, during the interim period the effect would be minimal 

A.1-1'1:.Cl"ED ENYIRONMENT 
Within the an:aconsidered in this enviromnentaJ assessment, appns.;iroately 16 million acres 
of lands provide diveise riparian and aquatic habitlds for a 'Vllriety of fish species, including 
c:uubroat, rainbow, brook, bmwn, golden, and bull trout; sockeye, chinook, and coho salmon, 
and sreeihead nout; and whitt; stwgeon, northern squawfish, sucken, chubs, dace, shiners, 
sc:alpins, and other lesser known species.., More complete. watershed-specific clescziplions of 
the affected fishery resource enviromnent are included in the forest plans. LUPs. and EISs 
listed in .Appendix D. Several fish species, including many salmon and trout stocks, are 
1breatened, mdangered, State-sensitive, or at risk of becoming "special status• species. Of the 
214 anadromous fish identified in the AFS published report as at-risk or of special concern, 
39 are from California. 58 are from the Oregon coast, 76 are from the Columbia River basin 
in Idaho, Oregon and Washington, and 41 are from the Washington coast/Puget Sound area. 
Activities in areas used by those species that an. dueatened, endangered, or p.oposed for 
lisliDg, are subject to ESA -provisions that require consultation or special consideration. See 

<lp.B. Moyle. 1976. Jnlan,1 Fultu ofCalifamia. ~- CA Pzess, Bcdccley. c.E. Bond. 1973. Kq8 to Orrgon 
Fruln,oUrFuhu. Tech. Bull 58. OSO Ag. Exp. Sta., Corvallis, OR. R.S. Wydosl:i and R.R. Whitney. 1979. 
Wand Funu of IV ushingron. Univ. WA Pzess, Scattl=. 1. Simpson and R. Wallace. 1978. Fultu of lddu,. 

Univ. Pras of ID, Moscow. 
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pages 1-11 above for further description of recent ~es on aquatic and riparian habitat 

1 
degradation and anadromous fish population declines. 

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

I Agencies' responsibilities are focused on managl!lllent of habitat that is wnlun dleir 
jurisdictions. Close cooperation among the various odler agencies,. govenunenu, and 
jurisdictions is necessa1y to provide proper management of fishery resources. 

I 
I 

Anadromous fish are widely distn"buted 1hroughout the area and tend ID lhnYC m sa-eams that 
are characteristic of mDM watels-b..ds within the area of consideration. F1Jln I shows 
known anadromous watexsheds within the. proposed area. Anadromous full requarc a marine 
environment to complete their life cycles, and they spend vmying amoun11 of ame in the 

. ocean during their major growth phase. Over the past S0-80 y~ fresbwmer anadromous 
fish habitats have been adversely affected by human population growdl and faaors associated I with that growth. 

I 
I 

Generally, anadromous fish streams currently contain 30-70 percent r_. larp. deep pools, 
more fine sediments in spawning gravels, and greater disturbance of npana usermon than 
is acceptable. As a result, the fish habitat capability of those stleams baa ••mashed The 
number of anadromous fish retuming 10 freshwater systemS has declme:' 1a t 11.Jly from 
the levels recorded in years past This decline stems from a variery of faaDrl. mduding 
excessrre ocean and freshwater harvest, habitat losses from logging. puaq. emm~ 
recreation, and other surface-distmbig activities, genetic and disease pr c b I II ci ued 
with hatchery supplementation efforts, and problems with p8SS8~ 1111d flow Pied -.ith 

I bydropower installations and other impo1D1dment and diversion faciba• \oc c f m critical 
watersheds. Future human population growth i:l expecled 10 contiaue ID mer . p, 1 wres on 
1hese habitats. Management changes that work to improve habi111t capaboldy ..S 6a I populations will be nee 1y 11> ameliorate these, pnsswes. 

I 
ENYIR.ONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Anticipated effec1S on anadromous fish and riparian and aquatic habi111t1 ndruoeally have 
been estimated by the effects OD representative habitats and species. By --=a that such 

I representative habitats and species are adequately considered, sufficie111 baDta qualny and 
diversity are presumed to exist where all species using similar babi111t1 .. pr-,ld md/or 
resiored. Adoption of alternatives presented here would serve, by varrma ap.a. ID preserve 
or restore existing riparian and aquatic habitats and related aquatic re,ourca. w,lb special I emphasis on anadromous fish habiut. To gain a crucial perspective OD t»tr bar ID manage 

I 
I 

riparian and aquatic habitat, it is necessm,. not only 10 focus on specific ,ep mive 
habitats and species, but. also OD 1hose habitats' processes and functions. 

Management activities can adversely affect fishery habitats and fish populaJaoas. by altering 
riparian vegetation amo1D1t, composition, diversi1Y and vigor, reducing areambank vegetation 
and cover, reducing i>tldlwbank ,:t,;ibilliy, modifying water quantity, timmc. and quality, and 
by changing delivery of structmal elements, nutrients, and sediments ID 1ile waser. Livestock 
grazing, timber harvest, and recreational use, with their associated road building and site 
development, are the most prevalent activities affecting riparian and aquanc habi111tS and 

I anadromous fish populations. Application of management constraints or prescriptions serves 
to alleviate problems with habitat and anadromous fish populations. Improvements in habitat 

I 
I 
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I 
quality and quantity· and anadromous fish population diversity and al>undance can result from I 
application of managl'1Jlent prescriptions that produce improved riparian health and increased 

aquatic habi1at diversity. .....,_!II I 
Alteuudive 1: Under 1his alternative, the effects of ongoing and p.oposed projects and I 
ac;tivities would continue, pursuant to guidance provided in c:w1eat best plans and LUPs, and 
in COmPlianc:e with NEPA procedures and ESA provisions. Direct, mdirec:t. and cumulative 
effects to fishe.y resources-from grazing, timber harvesting. recteaSicm uses, mining, and I 
other discmimwy activities-would be expected to continue at c:w1ent levels. 

The severity cf effects on fisheries and aquatic and riparian habi1at would be proportional to 
the level of g10und-disturbing activities associated with ongoing md future adivities that are I 
permitted within riparian areas. Overall ttends in habitat degradation aad declines in 
anadromous fish populations indicate that ESA provisions may result in modifi"'ltions to 
projects and.activities, amendments to cwrent regional guides and forest plans and LUPs I 
wl:iere anadromous fish already are listed, and the listing of additioaa1 species in the near 
future. 

AlbiiaDte 2: Under 1his altemative, spec:ific new standards and guidelhes would apply to I 
proposed livestock grazing, logging slash uwmeut and the me ufpies tii-e.f fire. road 
c:onstruction and.rec:onstruction, and riparian and fish.habi1at resllmdion. Other proposed 
projects and activities.. and all ongoing projects and activities, would c;.auime, pursuant to I 
guidance provided in c:wrent foiest plans and LUPs. and in compliace with NEPA 
proeedu, es and consultation provisions of the ESA. . . 

The effects of 1his alternative on anadromous fish habitat would be related 1D the level of I 
permitted ground-disturbing activitic=: associated with fmme liwstock graziDg. logging slash 
fTe8tm"llt and presc:n1,ed fire. road systems, and riparian and fish habi1a1 I t:ation activities 
within riparian areas. It would see that these kinds of pioposed projects and adivities would I 
meet standards and guidelines 1hat are designed to .,1eva11 fanhcr stream degradation. 

Fecause ibe scope of 1his alternative is limited to certain kinds oI p11 rpused projects and I 
activities, expected beneficial effec:ls OD madJomous fish habi1at wouici be ttUlile.f and 
randomly dispersed over the planning area. Localized bendi!s to anadromous fish habitat 
could be large where large percamges of proposed projects and IICliwi1ies occar within I 
affected watersheds. However, improvements in anadromous fislt habitat mncfirion are 
gradual, and Cl!D take decades 

Alermaive 3: Bec:anse 1his altemative would broaden the scope of man g ?Mt direction to I 
include new standards and gnidelines for all proposed projects and aaivities within RHCAs or . 
that degrade RHCAs, and 'hecause RHCAs would be established in.all w1tt1d eds and would · 
be larger in Key Watersheds, some measure of additional piulNion (ff riparian aud aquatic I 
habi1at and anadromous fish would occur. ·. · · --

Adoption ofdlis altemative--would not-r-esult-in pennanemly-foregoiag-a, pmposed activiey- I 
within the RHCAs, but some actions could be defe.red or modified dmiug tt... inte.im period, . 
resulting in .a slight, shon-term beneficial effect on certain llll3di:umous ma species Ongoing 
projects and activities would not be modified as a result of inte.im di.eclion. No measurable 
effects on riparian or aquatic habiiat would be ezpec:ted, although p.,teatial bendi!s would . I 
include inaememal imProvements .resulting from modifications 11, p.oposed projects and 
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activities and from proposed riparian restoration projects. Al1hough improved aquatic habitat 
condition and the attainment of RMOs eventually would be an expected result of this 
managl!IDent direction, such benefits would not be achieved through adoption during the 
interim period, nor would the rate of restoration be increased substantially. 

Al1emafive 4 (PREFERRED): 'Recause this alternative would broaden the application of 
managl!IDent direction by including new standards and guidelines to all proposed projects and 
activities and some ongoing projects and activities within RHCAs or that degrade RHCAs. 
and because large RHCAs would be established in all Key Watmheds, additional protection 
of riparian and aquatic habitat would occur. 

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

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

I considered in this environmental asse Siil"'l.t, benefits through adoption during the interim 
period would b.. expe..."'ted to be negligil>le. However, because case-by-case reviews would be 
made of ongoing actions, and 1hose actions determined to pose an unacceptable risk would be 

I 
modified, some benefits to anadromous fish populations, including a reduction in risks, would 
be expected. 
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Potential benefits would include the initiation of riparian vegetative recoveiy that would result 
from a reduction in human activities and livestock use within riparian areas. Although this 
eventually would result in improved aquatic habitat condition and tht- anaiom'lllt of RMOs, 
such benefits would not likely be apparent during the interim period. 

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

Although 1here would be no permanent cessation of activities, some actions would be 
modified or deferred during the interim period. As a result, some adverse effects on riparian 
and l!qU&tic habitais within RHCAs would be reduced. Because the restoration of riparian and 
aquatic habitat complexity typically occurs over a much longer time than is considered in this 
environmental asse s111e>1t, benefits through implementation during the interim period would 
be expected to be n~gible. However, because large RHCAs would be established in all 
anadromous wawsh..ds, and because 'Ill ongoing and proposed actions would be modified as 
needed to comply wi1h the manage,uent direction, some benefits, including a reduction in 
risks to anadromous fish populations, would be expected. • 

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

Numero11S threatened, endanped, and sensitive plant spec:ies oc:eur within the proposed 
project area (SO CFR 17.12).~ Projects that might affect plant species listed as threatened or 

- endangered under the Endangered Spec:ies Act are subject to consulution with FWS. To 
avoid negative effeas on individual plams or populations, projeds sometimes are modified or, 
in some rare instances, cancelled.. Generally, plant species cltqgnatecf as "sensitive" by the 
Agencies are inventoried during project planning, so that potentiaJ impaeis can be avoided or 
mi1igated. None of the proposed altematives would affect this direction. 

A number of threatened, endangered, and sensitm tenestr;al · vertebrate and invertebrate 
species occur on lands administered by the Agencies (SO CFR 17.11). Among the 
federally-listed dlrea•eocd and endangered species that occur within the area are bald eagle, 
peregtin~ falcon, grizzly bear, and gray wol! More complete, wateum..d-specific descriptions 
of the affected threatened, endangered, and sensitive species environment are included in the 
forest plans, LUPs, and EISs listed in Appendix D. 

Under the ESA, activities that may have an effect on threatened or endangered wildlife 
species are subject to consultation with FWS or NMFS. Requirements for consultation would 
remain in effect under any of the interim strategies. Management of sensitive wildlife species 
varies by national forest or BLM district, and usually is conducted in cooperation with State 
wildlife agencies. On land,c, administer-i by the Agencies, managers are directed to plan and 
implement projeds in ways which would avoid imp'ICIS which could move any species 
towards Federal listing. 

The Agencies _have concluded consultation with FWS and NMFS on the effect of the 
proposed action on listed species. The FWS, through a letter of concum:nce, found that the 
proposed action would have a neutral or beneficial effect on listed species under their 
jurisdiction. 50 NMFS, through a biological opinion, has determined that the proposed action is 
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species under their jurisdiction or 
result in destruction or adverv rnoctifir.ation of critical habitat. 51 

"'Ju. Memke. 1982. Tlrnata,d IIN1 ~ y=:uJar p1- of Cmgon: an ilbutratdgr,ide. U.S. rub and 
W-ddlifc Service. · 

~ to Forat Service Chief Jack Ward tbom•s, dated June 27, 1994, from rub mid Wildlife Service, 
Portlmd. OR, signed by Regional director MarriD. L. Plcncrt. 

51NMFS Biological Opmi~ dated Janway 23, 1995. · 

56 

-1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
.I 



I 
I 
I WILDLIF.E RESOURCES 

I AFFECTED ENYIRONMENT 

I 
The IS national forests and 7 BLM districts included in 1hto proposal provide an array of 
wildlife habitms, ranging from the alpine meadows and mesic, old-growth coniferous forests 
ofnorthem Washington and Idaho to the semi-arid sagebrush steppes, alkali flats, and 
volcanic formations of the Great Basin and northern Califomia These diverse landforms and 
plant communities, in tum, support a large number of species. For example, over 400 species 

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

During the preparation of forest plans, indicator species were selected to represent either 

I 
featured species or groups of species that respond to environmental variables in similar ways. 
Specific allocations and management practices were established to c:ontnl,ute to the continued 
viability and sus• •inability of indicators and the species groups they :represent. More than 30 
bird, mammal, and amplnl>ian indicator species are identified in the forest plans. Many of 

I these species have either complex habitat reqairem..m or are closely associated with llllique 
or scarce habitals. -:Riparian habitats are critical to the conservation of many species in the 
more arid interior portions of the West and, in general, suppon greater species richness and 

I density than any other habitat type. Riparian habitats in the West are in mon supply, both 
naturally and as a result of human manipulation, and account for less than 10 percent of the. 
total land base considered in 1his enviTonmen1al ass meat 

I 
I 
I 

-1 
I 
I 

Many indicator species are considered old-growth associired ')I' old-growth-dependent. A 
combination of cin:urnstm---s (mcluding steep slopes, inan:ess,1,ility and/or long fire.return 
intervals) have resulted in the survival of remnant old-growth stands along many streams in 
the inland Northwest.. Although often highly fragmented. these Slringers of late-successin11al 
forest still provide micro-climates and forest structure important for a variety of species-from 
salarnantlm to bald eagles to Rocky Mountain elk.. .. -- -• • · ·· 

ENYIB.ONMENT.A.L· CONSEQUENCE.s 

Any of the action alternatives would have potential beneficial effects on wildlife habitats and 
populations, either by avoiding habitat loss, allowing inaernental improvement of degraded 
habitat in the absence of further disturbance, providing the potential for increased reproductive 
success (on a site-specific basis), or simply by the retention of options for future protection 
under measures prescribed in the geographically-specific environmental analyses; However, 
the degree of benefit varies by alremaiive. 

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

I 
I 



Altem◄· .. e 2: This altemative applies the aquatic and riparian components ·,lf the "watershed 
and fish habitat emphasis option,• which were developed by 1r Srienrifi" l'anel on Late-
1::uccessional f'orest Ecosystems, to anadromous ~ c >A si d ed dl tms environmental 
PSse 11w1t. Thi,, strategy would augment reserve areas already in place far indicator species 
ann waiu•eio important refugia for other species, inc:luding big-gam-- biting cover. 

Benose the consttuction of new roads would be minimized. h•-1111.effec:tiveness and Teduced 
Sil sses im big-game species would increase, particularly dntin& lllmiiag s HIS 

~ec ewe restrictions on livestock grazing, timber management, logging slash treatment and 
p.escribed fire, rt>ad systems c:onstruction and reconstruction, 811d rii,atiaa and fish-habitat 
restu1atiu4 would apply to proposed projeas and activities cml). salt5i+ni.J: ~ems in 
riparian wildlife habilm would not be expected during thf' i11re1im perioc:l . 

Ale 57 e 3: S1andards, guidelines, and procedures for riparian hahif I c:mm:rvmion would 
apply to all proposed projedS and activities. Suc:h measmes would c:omribute to 1he 
J>Jotec:tion of wildlife species and their habitats, although the eff'ec:IS aF acfopriou during the 
intaim period would likely not be measurable. 

,...ffli ti=e 4 (PREFERRED): S1andards, guidelines, and J>i' ,ed es Im --ip• iao habitat 
comervation would apply to all proposed projects and activities and 1bm... aagoing projeas 
and activnies within RHCAs that are detennined to J>OSI' ona r eplable risk 1D anadromous fish 
SIOcks Be. aose RHCAs would be ch-cignated within all ... ,1 d rts, "Dd llilger RHCAs 
would be eslablished in Key Watersheds, the distnDution and size of 1llase areas would 
contn"bate 1D the protection of wildlife species and 1heir habi1Hls. Bowe..-, during 1he interim 
period - dffds of adoplion likely would not be measurable. . 

Modifications to livestock grazing programs, although repns 4i;;g ,aaly ahoat 4 percent of 
cw1eut AUMs. are wi1hin RHCAs. Generally, 1his small clec as: 7011ldhave vmy litde 
dfec:t on wildlife habitat, except. perhaps wi1hin those specific loc:al project areas where 
;:::_ c~,:-1~ are occmring. ~ benefi1s to habitals ad F ; datums would result 
uuw ....... but overall beneficial effeas would be ec1...:ted 1D be small. 

Al1Wudift ;5: S1andards, guidelines, and procedures for ,iparian h•f ·1◄ c vatioJ11 would 
apply to all proposed projects and activities, as well as all ongomg projects or activities. 
Bee a,e _1,qe RHCAs would be designated wi1hin all watersheds, the £ 1 i►mon and size of 
1bose areas would contnl,ute to the protection of wildlife species aad 1&eir babibds. Howiwer. 
the effects of adoption during the interim likely would not bf, m . , -iie 

Changes to liveslock grazing programs, although represeuling only aboat 1-10 percent of the 
,otal AUMs, would be wi1bin RBCAs. · Gene.ally, 1his small dee.case '1111711id have vmy litde 
effect on wildlife habitat, except perhaps wi1hin those specific local piaject areas where 
unacreptable impacts are c,ccw1i.ng. Some benefits .10 habitats and populaiicms would result 
from toad closures, but overall beneficial effects would be eq,e cs:~ U> ~ small. 
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Homan ~nment 

SOCIAL 

SOCIAL Y .A.LUES 

A wide range of social values·are assigned to 1he resources administered by 1he Agencies. 
More complete, Wl!el'shed-specific descriptions of 1hese values are included in 1he forest 
plans, LUPs, and EISs listed in Appendix D. 

Hoover (1993),: has provided an overview of non-economic values 1hat are assigned to 
anadromous fish in 1he Pacific Northwest, by bo1h native and non-native peoples. Symbolic 
values, cultural and spiritual values, subsistence uses, and psychological and social benefits 
descnl>e some of 1he importance 1hat people assign to 1hose species. 

In an attempt to prevent funher degradation of anadromous fish habitat and declines in fish 
populations, the Agencies also are seeking an appropriate means of preventing losses in 1he 
social, cultural, and psychological investment 1hat people have made in anadromous fish. 

I However, during 1he intexim period, adoption of any of 1he altematiws likely would have no 
direct or immediate effect on any human values associated wi1h anadromous fish. Such 

I 
effects would be brought about by 1he presence or absence of fish. Modifications in · 
management practices affect habitat conditions only gradually, and changes in habitat 
conditions, whe1her positive or negative, bring about changes in fish populations only over a 
period of years. For this reason, 1he best available information suggests 1hat adoption of any 

I of 1he alternatives considered in this environmental assessm"'llt would be of little consequence 
during 1he interim period. Pediaps 1he greatest effect 1hat adoption of an interiiu. ..Uategy 
would have on 1hose people and communities 1hat value anadromous fish would be associated I wi1h 1he yerceplio.1 1hat action was being taken to protect a valued resource. 

Others in 1he Pacific Northwest feel 1hat 1heir lifestyle and economic Slability are 1hreatened 

I 
by actions such as are proposed in this environmental asse 111..,,rt, as well as a variety of other 
Federal actions, such as Rangeland Reform, Nonhem Spotted Owl .ROD, and provisions of 
1he Endangered Species Act. Some local communities and individuals believe 1hat recent 
changes in natural resource management on Federal· lands are designed to remove users and to 

I redefine 1he relilticmshii, between Federal land management agencies and uaditional user 
groups. 

I 
A variety of factors contributes to social stress and disruption, but perhaps none is so 
pervasive as the prospect of Wljllecedented change. Involumary changes in lifestyle, 
impending threalS to independence and financial stability, and direct confronution wi1h values 

I 
and motives o1her 1han our own, often lead to stasis and social uncertainty. The prospects 

I 
I 
I 
I 

seem unequivocal: 

nA.P. Hoover. 1993. N-canamic valuu of Pacific sabnan ond -~o.-d: U.S. Farr,a Servin PodFu: sabnan 
ond melhead habitllt managemau maugy. Papei ptepared for 1bc PACFISH Wasbmgton Offii:c Womng 
Group. Polli:y Analysis Slaff. 
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job losses, a kind of Federal rnanagf!"1ent that would seem to be iaking away the availability 
of predictable volumes of raw materials and om open access to public lands and resources, for 
the possible protection of species other than om own. 

Effects that the interim strategies considered in this mvmmmenta.1 ecsa 1•ent would have on 
. the human community would vary, depending on the Agencies' capacity to adapt to internal 

and extemal forces, as well as .the consequ.ences of adopting my of them. A community's 
capacity to adapt to such forces depmds · on its ability to pursue colleaive JO&ls. the skills, 
experience, and educational levels of people in the commmaity; the size and diversity of local 
hnsinesses; and access to financial capital, transportation, markets, and raw awenals. 

Generally, small, isolated communities are more vulnerable to memal forces due to their less 
active leadership, weaker links to centers of political and economic inf'•-. lower levels of 
economic diversity, and lack of control over resources and capital. Slllal.l comm111111ies are 
more likely to experience unemployment, increased poverty, and social dm,ipraoa m the face 
of shifts in natnral resource management policy. 

The social effects of adopting my of the alternatives would be manifCSllld _111 a Yanel)' of 
ways. Because the amount of real change in resource use during the 1111:1n111 period would be 
relatively small, it is not anticipated that adoption of my of the a11emars,,. would have 
substantial positive or negative social implications. · Further, my soaal effaca -1d differ 
from individual to individual and community to community. 

CULTUIUL RESOURCES · 

Watershed-specific descriptions of the cn1tural resources (e.g., arch clu11cal ad lusllmcal 
sites) within the proposed aetion area are included in the forest plans. LlJPI. ad ElSs listed 
in Appendix D. Effecas to cultural resource sites include direct, incbrec1. ad cmaulazive 
impacts that would result from either intentional or ~ dam•p ID lboll 111a. In 
general, such effects would be the result of -gro111lcl-distmbin adiviucs m dw _,_.,. of 
cultural resources. Such activities are constrllined by forest plan and I.UP " ads and 
guidelines. Surveys for archaeological resources are accomplished pnor ID "'9fO.al of 
gronnd-dismrbing projedS and activities. . However, there is a potermal fr:x cffacu 011 this 
resource when gronnd-distmbing projects and activities are implemenad n. KDOG 
alternatives, by vaiying degn=s, would provide addmonal, i..c:re11w-11DII ;:u =tee 'D culinral 
resources in riparian and associated upland areas, depmding on the appl1caDca of mndards 
and guidelines and the size of riparian areas or BllCAs in which they are pnac:ipally applied. 
However, during the iute:tim period, no al1em8l:ive would be, e..1..- tied '"' h' 11-lly 1breaten 
or benefit cultural resources. Alternatives 2 and 3 would provide some addlDOllal measure of 
protection to cultural resources by applying additional standards, gpiddma. 111d pcu ,edures to 
proposed projedS and activities. Altemative 4 (PJ'efeued) would iDcrew lbe bmcfi&s by also 
applying these provisions to some ongoing activities. Alternative S would offer _the IDOSl 
addi1ional protection by applying management direction to all proposed ancfoapng projects 
and activities, and by establishing large BllCAs within all anadromous waeuiwds on lands 
adminiSlered by the Agencies. 

'° 
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WILD A.ND SCENIC RIVERS 

I Watershed-specific descriptions of 1he Wild and Scenic Rivets System .wuhin 1he proposed 
action area are included in 1he forest plans, LUPs, and EISs listed m Appendix D. Waters 

I 
mcluded in, or determined eligil>le for inclusion in, the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System are governed by legislation. regulations, and rnanagem"'lt plans designed to achieve 
goals and objectives similar to 1hose considered in Altematives 2-5. Anadromous fish 
typically are considered to be "outstandingly remarkable" Ieatwes of waters in 1he System. 

I Wild and Scmic River corridors always are wholly included wi1hin 1he definition of riparian 
areas described in Altemative 2, and oflUICAs descnl,ed m Altematives 3-5. Therefore, 
adoption of any alternative would have essentially no direct effect on 1he condition or I ~nse ofWdd and Scmic .Rivers. Indirect and c:umularive effects also would be negligil>)e. · 

I INDIA.N TRIBES 

Indian Tn"bal govemmems in Oregon, Wmmgtm1. aml Idaho have inteiesls in the planning 
area (see Table 2) .. Several of1hese govemmems have reserved certain off.reservation rights 
involving resources on Federal lands managed by 1he Agencies; the Klamath Tnl>e exercises 
rights in former reservation lands. All of the Tribal governments maintain interesis in the 
managl'tllent of Federal lands and resources, beyond the scope of treaty-reserved rights, which 
include protection of sacred areas, burial locations, and archaeological sites, as well as the 
peipetuation of traditional practices. Further description of the affected Indian Tribes are 
included in the forest plans, LUPs, and EISs listed in Appendix D. 

I 
I 
I Treaties negotiated in Oregon and Wasbingtou between 1851 and 1855 enumerated a variety 

of specific reserved righ1s in addition to the reservation of lands as homes for the tnoes. 
Treaties with 1he Wann Springs, Umatilla, Nez Perce, and Vu:arna T'e5Cl'Ve the right to fish, 

I hunt, gather !'0915 and berries, pasture horses and cattle, and erect tempormy buildings for 
curing fish in off-reservation areas. More specific tr> fishing, the Wann Springs and Umatilla 

I 
I 
I 

treaties state as follows: · · 

"Provided also, that the exclusive right of taking fish in 1he sttearnS nmning 1hrough 
and bordering said reservation is hereby seemed to said Indians, and at all otber usual 
and accustomed Simians in common wi1h citizens of the United States. and of erecting 
suitable buildings for curing the same.• 

l'be Y akama ll!ld Nez Perce treaties include slight variations of the language. The scope 111d 
extent of fishing at "usual and accustomed places in common wi1h citizens" have been defined 
through numen,us court decisions. Exclusive rights to certain resources are limited to streams 
running through or bordering reservations, whereas otber rights off-reservation.are to be 
shared with non-Indians. One prinl3ly intent of the ireasies was to provide a right of access 

I to the-tn"bes' resomces and a certain share of those resources. lbe Fort Bridger treaty only · 
addresses off-reservation hunting, but has been held by 1he Supreme Court of Idaho 10 include 
the right to fish as well as the right to hunt. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Even though the Klamath Tnl>e was terminated in 1964, 1he courts have held that the Tribe 
retained hunting, fishing, and trapping rights on former reservation lands still in public 
ownership (the W-mema National Forest). The Klamath Tnl>e was restored 10 Federal 
recognition in 1986. 
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The courts, Federal legislation, and policy of the Department of the Interior recognize mat 
Federal land managing agencies have a continuing trust respom1l>ility to honor the ~ of 
the treaties and 10 protec:t the rights of Indian govemments, as well as the resources subJect to 
those rights. In addition, a number of laws, court decisions, and executive orders have 
increasingly sustain~ the rights of Tnl>al govemments in public resources. . There is an 
obligation and a '1'Sp0Dsibility for Federal agencies 10 consult, cooperate, and coordinate 
resouree management programs and activities upon public lands with Tribes with reserved 
treaty rights or other intetes1S in those lands. 

lbe five alternatives offer increasingly protective management sualegi..s for trust resources, 
with Alternative 5 being most protective. Peipetualion of the ability to eercise treaty rig:h1s 
is legally guaranteed 1mder all altematives, but Altematives 3-S offer greateJ llml,ility in the 
exercise of those rights and the conducting of other traditional pradices on Federal lands. 
The sections addressing water qwuey and wuer resources. fisheries, plants, riparian areas, md 
wildlife address thl'! impacts 1110re specifically. 

Other Tnl>al heritage concerns, including protection of ar'cbaeologicil sites and locations of 
religious importance, are considered in the cultural resources and social values sections. 
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Table 2 • Tribal Governments Affected by Proposed Interim Direction 

I Pacific Northwest Tn"bal Governments 

I : 
+ 

I : 
I 
I 

+ 

C CI ITribesof1beW-SplmpR : . T-o[Mlddlc~ll55. (12Slll"3) 

Klamda ladim Tm,c of<lnpm. D,mdl, T- of 1864 (16Slal '107) 
Crf I : I Tribes of1be Umalilla IDdir R . , W" dlt>W dlo. C.,-T- <(" JBSJ. (12 SIil 1145) 
Ncz ,_ Tlillt,Nc _ T_ <f" JBSJ (12 Sllt957) 

Y-Nllioa,1__,,T-ofJBSS(l2Slot'51) 

C CI t 1Salidllllld~Tribesof1bel'lllbal'R 
Nodliw BIDl!ofSbomaiNalioo.T-ofJ/J6B 
0 t · -Tribaof1beFa1tllll'R T_,._,,,,__s-lS'-"""'-1B-ofJMI 

C C I t I Tribes of1be Colvillt R u • E ·ue Onlcrof Apm !I, 1ffl 
Spatw Tlillo. E ·ue OnlcrofMan:h 23.1!114 
1'alilpd 1Ddia- C • ,. E "ue Oulcr ofMan:h 23. 1!114 

am. l'lillt TJill<. E r .. Onlcr of 18"7 
c:.n D'Alalo T,il,e, E ·,. O.,!cr of Jaaay 18, 1111 

~ Tuilo ofl4aluo. E -,. O.dcr ofMan:h 8, 115!1 

I Ca1ifomia Tnl>al Governments 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

- R t ia (Pit~ Tribe). Al:l of 1ms 21. lll06 (34 Slit 32S-333) 
Bis - R I • (Pit Rmr Tuilo). Al:l of 1ms 21. lll06 

Bis 1-(Yunk•T-Tnlla). -• D I 15.1!113 

Oacw:ile P ± P (Maida). RmaniJ D t :r %2. 1913 
a· I en.t P I ia (Ncmh'i-,.,._Waiim-Naimat). Al:l of Juar: 21. lll06 
-R I . ~Al:lofMmdl.3.11!13 
· 1..oa1mr R I . {Mj,nk) Al:l of Ja,o 21. lll06 

M t y Cnr'- R t ii (Madcli Blad of Pi~). Al:l of 1ms 30. 1!113 

H • r P t ia (Maida). lllland D 22. 1913 
PilliwrTme aro,rc Lia 
Ro.WiagR I . (W"-llnu).-D t 15,1!113 
11am11c end: R I . (Pit - Tribes). Al:l of Aliplt 31. 1!115 
- IDdim C . , (Ya:ill'il -Al\<:bl -oiW-"'al -•ll',!il1<llr:i"IN'7-,:,: Hl""ll:i" -).-Al:lof April I. 116f 

~ R t ;. (W"-). Al:l o! 1907 
Slwp Rwll (Miwalr). -tf I 1 Apa! 5. 1!116 

Sluiop Spring, R I ia (Mjwat), 1 Ft I D t \6. 1'16 
-R I . (Paiullc.M--.Pillliw,.A I i."-"-W-). 
Tuuollw R I ia ~ Y-). Al:lof 1ms 21. lll06 
a.., R t . (Wailall:i _, Maiduu) 

C "flit R t ia~ -) 
_ L,.... R I . (Pc,i,o) 

S-V.:.YP I . ~-) 

+ Tribeswi7balf-<m •. ....,lipla 

IC ! d Aapat 1S. 1923 



ECONOMIC 

The economic effects analysis presents, by alternative, information about impacts to resources 
that would tM; e.q,ected to result from interim directiOD as it applies to timber, range, and 
recreation programs. Estimated effects on physical output levels and budget costs to the 
Agencies that would result from interim diredion are reported by alternative. Fmlher 
consideration of changes in outputs and costs to the Agencies will be developed, analyzed, 
and displayed in more complete economic studies, which will be prepared for the 
geographically-specifi,: mvironmentaJ ualyses. 

An essemial concept: used to conduct 1he economic analysis is incrementsJ diange. The 
resource impacu pieseDted BP estimates attribmable only to 1he adoption of interim direction. 
Decisions already made and actions already tlken-to provide some degree of protection to 
aquatic and ripatian ecosystem.. and anadromo11S fish habitat-are part of the baseline f'w 
assbsiog Ifie economi,: effects of interim direction. Those prior de:cisions and actions already 
are in place and will continue to have their effect, reganlless of whether interim direction is 
adopted. The focus of 1he economic effects discussiOD in this environmental loSeSSJ71""\t is to 
identify the additional or incremental effects that may be expected as a result of interim 
diredion. Be ,se of ESA requirements and the p:r : s :nu of listed anadromous fish stocks. 
both Agencies' field units in the Snake River Basin generally are o..,e.atiug under more 
stringent management requiJem.mts than are called for 1lllder cuuent forest plans or LUPs. 
These units already have experienced reductions in many activities and output levels as a 
result of consultation and other ESA provisions. This envimmnental assessmmt examin~ 1he 

· inc:remental ec:onouw: effects that cm be •expected, over and above those brought about by· 
actions that will pn,ceed regardless of interim direction. 

With a proposal of this nature, there are two main categories of economic interest The first 
categoiy is concemed wi1b chang5 in economic value 1D society, as reflected by changes in 
actual rewnue and cash flows (market prices and administrative fees) and by changes in 
economic value to individuals which are not Irr i'""C Dy market prices (nonmarket values). 
The second category includes changB in levels of economic activity (employment and 
income) that are associated wi1b potential modific:atioas in management actions. More 
complete desc:riptions of the affected economic eakV"• a•naent frnduding economic values and 
. economic adm1f levels) are included in 1he forest plans. LUPs, ·and EISs listed in Appendix 
D. 

The altematives aualy:zed in this document include managern""lt and mitigation measures that 
may affect the way ~--administerld lands are med. As a result, adoption of any 
altemative would in some way affect the acsoc:iated }'ln)ductioD of consumer goods and 
services from those lands. Effects on environmental goods and services. such as healthy and 
abundant anadromous fish populations and clean water, are considered in previous discussinus 
of 1he effects on the physical and biological environment. Consumer goods and services have 
economic values associated wi1b them. 'Ibey may be marketed directly. as is the case wi1b 
timber SbDnp"ge. Ibey may be subject to priCB that are administtativel set, such as for 
livestock grazing on public-lands or·for camping in1ieveloped-campsites. These 
administrative fees do not gener.illy capture the full economic value of the goods or services. 
Finally, some goods or services may provide aesthetic or other benefits that are not purchased 
directly but for which people would still be willing to pay, such as river floating or driving 
for pleasure. Ibis •consumer surplus" is another way to measure economic value associated 
wi1b goods and services. 
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'Ihe alternatives also would haye direct budget costs associated with them. These costs are 
economically relevant, but are discussed under Agency Effects. 

The geographic area descnoed in this environmental m;sessm"Ut includes large pans of 
four States, and is economically complex. There are substantial amo1D1ts of timber, forage, 
recreation, water, fish, wildlife, minerals, and other resources or resource uses provided from 
national forest and BLM lands in the area 1D1der consideration. The ecorioffllt value 
associated with these resources uses is substantial. State and private lands provide additional 
amoun1S of many of those resources and resource uses, but those uses are not addressed in 
this document because the management direction applies only to lands admuusicred by the 
Agencies. 

The total geographic area also encompasses many cities, towns, and nnl populaled areas. 
Each of these population centers or areas has its own economic struain. wtuch 1s integrated 
with a wider subregional economy, which, in tum, is part of an even 1arser res,onal economy. 
All are affected by State, national, and international economic activity and -ts to a greater 
or lesser degree. 

ECONOMIC VALUES 

The Agencies used preliminary analyses conducted by field and res11•r?- • ◄ hm,m" and 
modifilOl{ for the purposes of this environmental analysis,54 to assess pocmual cffecis of the 
proposed altematives on market and non-market economic values. The avalable information 
relates primarily to expected changes over the interim period in ouq,uo of lllllbtr, use of . 
grazing lands, and recreation use on the national forests and BLM dismca Some information 
also is available: iegau)ing changes in mineral exploration and develu9 mt ,aiV111es. The 
estirnated "eSOurce changes displayed in Table 3 focus on timber, rmp. and 11C1eation · 
activities because the greateSt impacts during the interim period would be • cpeaed then. 
Impacts from mineral exploration and development activities, devdopmmt of analJ 
hydroelectric sites, or new road or uail consttuction would not be ui---S ID be mbslantial 
during 1he interim period. Long-term resuwce impacts will be exarnrrd • clilail in the 
geographically-specific environmental analyses. 

Some indication of the estimated ttirect revenue and non-mari:t:t ecoooauc: value associated 

I with the timber, range, and recreation programs is pos51ole. These fipns d0 not constitute 
1he basis for an economic analysis in the classical sense of the term. a--. Ibey are broad 
indicators of the magnitude of economic value changes that may bt eq,;, 1ecl ONer the interim 

I period. 'Iheie are oiher economic benefits and values that will be expenmc:ed m 1he longer 
term if anadromous fish habitat degradation and thl." decline of mwtr- fdh populations is 
slowed, stopped. and reversed. These values would include increased rCC1 r, new fishing 

I 
. opponunities, success rates, and quality of experience; increased fish avaal.l>ibty for 
commercial and subsistence fisheries; and incieased existen~e and opt1e◄1 values (passive-use 
values) for people who would not necessarily use the fisheries diiectly, bul value the fact that 

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

I 
I 
I 
I 

53Report by C.S. Hansc:n-Mimay, N.A. Bolon, and R. W. BayDes, cited in f-tc 43. 

~ paper cited in footnote 42. 



• 

There are also odier economic direct and opportunity costs that may be experienced in the 
interim period that were not measured or available. These could include such lhings as higher 
COSIS of operation of minerals development, changes in operation of exicring permitted 
hydroelectric facilities, and delay in development of proposed hydro sites. A major cost area 
not analyzed for 1his environmental assessm'"llt is that of road closures and 1be probable 
effeds on various resource activities and uses. These coSIS will t,,. examined in die 
geographically-specific environmental analyses. 

Table 3. Comparison of Changes In Flesource Yields by Alternative. 

Alternative Rea eation Use Timber Harvested Animals Grazed 
(M RVDs) (MMBF) (M AUMs) 

-
1 . 0 0 0 

2 -710.4 -Z1 0 

3 -789.3 -36 0 

4 -789.3 -58 -412.1 

5 8682 -81 -84.2 

Under aimnt law, 2S percent of 1he gross receipts collected by the Forest Service from 
timber sales, grazing permi1s, campground fees, and other special UK pam:iis 1n returned to 
1be counties which .contain die National Forest System lands (based on all receipts over an 
entire year for die forest). The paymenis to counties are based on p,ss rec:eipts. In 1he case . 
of timber stmnpage payments, gross receipts are defined by law u, include not only the 
snunpa~ payments, but also die pmcbaser road cr..dits g0ing to timber purc:basers. 
(Purchaser road cn.dits allow timber purc:basers 10 deduct a certain amount of 1be COSIS 1hey 
incur for building timber harvest roads from the price 1hey pay to the U.S. gowmment for the 
timber stumpage they have purchased.) These paymems 10 counties aR amma payments 
from the Federal government back 10 the local governments. They are not additive to revenue 
effeds from changes in use of die Federal lands, but are a subset of die changes in die level 
of those revenues collected. 

For BLM lands within die geographic scope covered by this EA. timbei re.;eipts are not 
shared with local governments. However, under the Taylor Grazing .Act, .receip;s from 
grazing permits and leasec: adrninisrered by the BLM are shared with the SWes where 1he fees 
are collected. For fees from grazing permits within grazing districts 12.S pac:ent is returned 
to the States. For fees from grazing leases outside grazing districts, SO paceat is retumed to 
lhe States. The changes in resource outputs and associated market and mm-market economic 
values for timber, range, and recreation reso= are discussed below. 
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I l'.ffem ea Tllllber Batttslinl: The timber harvest change estimate reflects the number of 

timber sales that would be partly or totally defmed, suspended, or relocated during the 
interim period. Only the Cleat"Water, Nez Pen:e, and the Malheur National Forests, and the 

I BLM Coeur cl' Alene District reponed expected deferment of planned cw cmceJlation of active 
timber sales; of that total, about 90 percent would be from the Clearwater. It is expected that 
less than 2 pe1cent of the affected sales would be on BLM-administeffli lands. T1D1ber yields 

I would be "muced by 27 million board feet (mmbf) under Altemative 2, by 36 mmbf under 
Allemat:ive 3, 58 mmbf under Alternative 4, and by 81 mmbf under Altemative 5. In 
addition, up to 50 miles of road coDSttuction and reconstruction would be affected. 

I 
I 

Recent timber price calculati.ons made for the 11PCOD1ing Resources Program and Ass men:t 
(RPA) 1995 updates indicate that stmDpagl' values foregone (which reflect gross revenues) 
would be about $3. 7 million under A1temative 2 and increase to about Sll.O million under 
Altemative 5 (m 1993 dollars). Recent analysis of timber prices55 also indicates there is about 
a 20 percmt incrrment of consumer smplus value on timber prices, compared wi1h straight 
stvmp'lge values. Tm1ber values foregone for the inter:im period, including.consumer smplus, 

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

Tllllber harvest redui:uons would be accompanied by reductions in the 2S percent payments 10 

I coamies from timber harvested on National Forest System lands. For 1he 18-month period of 
intetim direction., this redui:uon in paymen1S to counties would range from about $900,000, 
plus ZS percmt of any purchaser road credits, for Altemative 2, up 10 about S2. 7 million, plus 

I 2S percent of any purchaser road credilS, for Ahemarive 5. Thie impact would be 
. . concentrated in the north-central Idaho counties that have National Forest System lands in the 

Clea. wate. .md Nez Pen:e National Foresis, as these two foresis account for almost 94 percent 

I 
of 1hl- esri_mffl!d ~-harvest reductions that would be associated with the adoption of the 
p1oposed FOlfl idl direction. 

I 
The Agencies· might incur costs for compensating timber purcbasets holding msting conuacts 
for active or awarded sales (sales under contract). Field units report that sales under contract 
are limited 10 45 mmbf of timber on the Clem watet National Forest Under Altematives 1, 2, 
and 3, no active or awarded sales would be cancelled, and there would be no poleiltW cost 

I for compensaliO'I. The economic analysis assumes that under Altemative 4, half of the sales 
muief contract (22.5 mmbf) might be cancelled, and that under Alternatiw 5, all sales under 
contrm (45 mmbf) might be cancelled. The potential cost for compensation for cancelled 
c:oJltracls would depend heavily on sale specific conditions and on the diifermce between 

I recent 6-month average bid prices for stumpage and the value of s1111111.av mder contract at 
the the time of sale cancellation. While specific cost estimates are not poss1l>le 10 make at 
this time. the range of sale cancellation costs would be about $225,000 to $450,000 for I Altemative 4, and $450,000 to $900,000 for Altematjve S. 

I 
meas ~ Range Resoan:es: Alternatives 1-3 would not require adjusring ongoing livestoek 
~g activities. Therefore, no changes in grazing use during the interim period, as · 
measured in AUMs; would be expected. The changes in grazing use 1111der Altematives 4 and 

I "a. W. BayDes. l!m. Pu-lDl C-mrmiclltion- Fcnesay Sciences 1.aboratmy, PNW. W OR. 
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S would be spread across 13 of the 21 national forests and BLM disliicts and would occur 
wi1hin the anadromous wateISheds. Individual unit changes range from under S percent to 
over 30 .percent. For the entire grazing program in anadromous watersheds across all UDi1s 
eonsidered in this environmental a.«esSlll"!lt, estimated dianges would range from 6-12 
percent decreaes. Ibis translates 10 decreases of 42.1 thollSIIDd AUMs under Altemative 4, 
and 84.2 thousand AUMs 1D1der Alternative S. Approximately 9 percent of the estimated 
reduction in AUMs is anticipated to occur on BLM-administerecUands. 

Fee income from grazing use 1hat would be foregone by the Agenc:ies would be SO for 
Alternatives 1-3, and from about $90 thousand 1Dlder Alternative 4 (Piefemd) to about $180 
thousand under Alternative S (m 1993 dollars). Grazing fees are set by administrative 
formula and are significantly below comparable private marltet values. The •fair market 
rental values• m,. estimated to be 2-3 times higher than th., admil,isnative price. There are 
not good consumer surplllS studies for range values, although a study using linear . 
progr1111111ing and rmch budgetinf' showed shadow prices of forage ranging between $6 and 
$12 (1993 dollars) per AUM for the geographic _.. eonsidered in this eimnmmental 
assessm-.t. "Fair market values• from grazing me 1hat WOllld be foregone would be SO 1D1der 
.A.lternatives 1-3, about.$230 thousand 1Dlder Alternative 4 (Preferred), and about $460 
thousand 1D1der Alternative S (m 1993 dollars). 

Grazing reductions would be aceompanied by reductions in the payments shares. to counties 
and States-primarily in 25 percent payments to counties-as grazing reductions OD National 
Forest System lands would account for about 94 perrmt of the total. For the IS-month 
period of interim direetion, there would be no reduction in these payments for Ahematives l • 
3. The reduction would be about $22,500 for Alternative 4 and about $45,000 for Alternative 
S, spread across a large number of the counties within the geographic scope of this EA. 

Effects an Be Cfflaian Baomus: Changes in recreation use would be concentrated along 
rivers and Shean.a.. Areas most affected would be developed and·dispe1sed camping, boating 
and floating, and fishing. Changes would come from seasonal closures or pennanent closures 
nec:essuy to meet the proposed altemalive standards and guidelines and ripariar, rnanagPment 
objectives. . . 

Almost 85 percent of tb" estimated change in reaeation use during th., iuiaim period would 
be OD the Wallowa-Whitman, Los Padres, and Boise National Forests. ~ balance of the 
apected changes would occur on the Prineville BLM Disnict and the Clem water and 
Malheur National Forests. About 9 percent of th~ estimated reducri.on in reaeation use would 
occur on BLM-administered lands: Individual unit changes would range from under S percent 
to over 30 percent. For recreation use in anadromous watersheds across all mii1s covered by 
1he proposed action, 1he estimated o:banges range between S percent and 6 percent. This 
tnmshttes to 710.41housand llVDs under Alternative 2, 789.3 thousand B.VDs under 
Alternatives 3 and 4, and 868.2 thousand RVDs 1D1der Alternative S. . 

As suggested by these figures, there would be little expected difference among the alternatives 
during ihe interim period. Alternative 2 would provide for somewhat less stringent 
eonsideration of recreation llSes in the anadromous warersheds. Alternative S would extend 

S6vi:F. Halm, Tl.. Cmwford. ll. Nelson, and RA. Bowe, 1989. USDA Err 1t1111ic Rueomi St,ojf Repo,r 89-
SJ. (Also available fio:m Range Managcmcm Slaff, USDA Fo=t Savicc, Washmgtoli, D.C.) 
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more proteetion to intermittent streams and small wetlands. This would result in a somewhat 
greater effect, primarily on dispersed camping uses in those areas. 

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

ECONOMIC IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT 

Impacts on employment are very difficult to estimate wi1h any degree of comiden= because 
of the short clmation of this pioposed adion, the scope of 8lllllysis, the wicldy varied 
economies (both in size md in complexity), and the relative conce1111ari.m of estimated -rl'fects 
in ceilain 5eographic areas. The employment multipliers or •response coefficien1S" developed 

I during earlier plamiing efforts are generally based on input-ouiput models. These models 
provided estimates of direct, inclirect, and induced employment changes. In reality, such 
changes generally take place over a period of several years, as the changes in economic 

I 
ac:tivify' work their way through the economy. Therefore, they are likely to overstate the 
effects for an 18-month time frame. The rei=:ponse c:oefficien1S also were developed for areas · 
of local.economic- influence, and are not technically addi1ive wi1h others over this much larger 
geographic area. 

I 
I 
I 

However, it is pom"ble 10 gm an indication of 1he relative magnitades of what might be 
c:xpecred from adop1ion of the alternatives considered in deiail, both by a1tmnalive and by 
resowce area. Employment response coefficients (again, including direct, iDdirect, and 
induced employment) for timb~-..1Umpage sales average in the neighborhood of 10 jobs per 
mmbf of timber harvested, e:qnessed on a basis of annual jobs. Range coefficients appear to 
be between 0.3 and 0.610tal jobs per 1bnusand AUMs grazed. Recreation coefficients vary 
wicldy, wi1h developed recreation providing more total jobs per thollSllld RVDs 1ban 
dispersed motori7.ed or dispersed nonmotorized recreation. Generally, the more equipment, 
food, lodging, etc,. associated with a recreation activity (e.g., developed camping, hunting, 

I skiing), the larger 1111- associated employment factor. Sample respnnse coefficients for 
recreation range from around 1 job per thousand RVDs for dispersed, nonmotntizecl 
recreation, 10 around 6 jobs for developed, equipment-intensive recreation. Again, 1hese 
figures are highly dependent on the suucture, sia, md diversitr of the local economy. 

I Givanhe above discussion, and looking at the various resource ouq,ms reported by 
alternative, one can conclude that over the entire geographical area the magnitude of jobs 

I affected on an annual basis would probably be in the.low tens for range, the low l\undreds for 
timber, and the low 1hcmsands fot recreation. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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AGENCY EFFECTS 

The best available.information indicates that adoption of Alternative 5 could cost the 
Agencies up to $54 million. However, both Agencies ~ limited experience conducting the 
new, more rigorous Watershed Analyses included under some of die al1mlatives. In addition, 
different levels of technical skills, inventOJy completeness, 1111d .moniluilli!> capability exists 
between the Agencies as well as among the 15 national forests and 7 BLM districts. Finally, 
no funds have been budgeted specifically for adoption of intaim direction. It ·was assumed 
1fJat, for the interim period, funds largely would need to be rediJeCted from wi1hin current 
funding levels iegatdless of which alternative is adopted. However, new funds probably 
would be requited to fully implement the more costly almmatms (Table 4). 1be range of 
costs varies from no additional c:osts mder Altrmalive 1 to about $54 million mder the most 
expensive ahemative (Alternative 5}. In addition, the govrmment may be required io pay 
compensation to 1imber purchasers for timber sales under comract 1hat could not be relocated 
under Alternatives 4 and 5. This compensation could range from under $100,000 to several 
million dollars, depending on sale-specific ciJ/!lrmsnmres. These costs break oat in the 
following three caiegories: 

. 
Wg1she4 Analysis - Up 1D 520.0 million. For simplicit,y, COS1S 1D complem inventories and 
conduct supplerner,1al tnlituni; were included as analysis COSlS. 'Mouitm iog wr: estimated as a 
separate categoiy of cost, although a portion of those costs relates ditec:dy to the conduct of 
Watershed Analysis. lhe BLM makes up about 40 percent of total Wate.shed Analysis costs, 
despite managing about 12 pen:eat of the anadromolb water.med -m gc cove.ed by the 
p.1oposed interim direction. lhe BUK estimates 1ep.esent lbe fall cosas estimated to conduct 
Watershed Analysis, including subsianti.d inventoiy woik, which is not funded "1i1hm ew,eut 
budget levels. P.ecause some of the activrties necessary to ccmduci Waw:med Analysis 
already an funded in cw1eut FS budgets, -the FS estimates •ep.t ii -aaly a 30 perrmt 
incremental increase over cmrent funding levels. Without acmal experience conducting 1he 
more rigorous Wate.shed Analyses anticipated, these pre1iminmy cost esrirnates could be 
substaD1ial)y over- or 1lllderslated. · 

To estimate the costs of conducting Watetmed Analysis 1IDder Ahematms 3 and 4, COSIS 
were celcvlated 'IS 5 percent and 10 percent, respectively, of1he $20 nriDion estimated for 
Alternative 5. Additional funds of Sl.5 million were added to ~ es&irmde for Alternative 4 
(Preferred}, based on th" asserr1111ti.m that analyses of all ongoing projeds and ldivities would 
need to be conducted for all watersheds to identify projects with ...,.. epaable levels of risk. 
Watershed Analysis would be optional 1mder Al1ernative 3, and under Ahemative 2 c:osts 
would be incurred only for roads inventoiy and analysis on • limited DJUDber uf new pmjecas. 

Mo1JU11rin: • Up fD S25 million. Complete monitoring COSIS ~ not been developed by 
ei1her Agency. However, given historical underfunding of this lldmt,y, and based on ,.,ewm1""en,..t 
levels of invesanent for managing timber, recreation, and range resources, a surrogate 15 

. percent inc:rease was calculated to cover additional monitoring activities. This estimate 
assmnes that much of-the :prormmatic monitoring would be cowred 1Dl.der ongoing program 
budgets. The increase represents the increment associated widJ adoption of interim direction, 
80 percent of which would be incurred by the FS. Unde. A1tematives 3 and 4, costs were 
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· esrim8ted -t 20 percent and 40 percent, respectively, of Altemaiive S. Altenwives I and 2 I would incur no additional monitoring costs. 
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Pnznm MIDazement - Up 1D 59 million. Almost 80 percent of these cam would be 
incurred by the FS. lhese costs may be significantly ovetstated for the interim period. They 
were derived ftom pn:liminaiy e.-:timates developed for multiple-year appbcauoo of 
Altemalive 4 (Preferred) and, 1herefore, coniain costs associared with mn1p11011 of effects on 
timber, range. and RQU%ion program resources that would not be anuapued chlring the 
interim period. For instance, the livestock-grazing component of the abo¥e fipre is 
ovmtated due to the assumed cost of fencing that would be neress ■ry 110 rainct livestock 
access to riparian .zones. During 1he interim period, however, liveszock may be kept off the 
range to avoid the additional cost of fence building. Annual costs, a;,prop11,zcty included as 
costs that would be incurred during the interim period, include additional pro,ram 
administ!'lltion, enforcement, and educational expenses Site and facil11y modificazion, or 
reconstruction, and other mitigation costs would not be incurred to a 11pificms asent during 
the inlerim period. Estimates of costs llDder Alternatives 2 and 3 _., redincl from 
Alternative 4 (Preferred) by 25 percait each and increased 25 percent adlr Ahemative S. 
lhe previous "Economic Values" section discusses changes in resouza ou111• 111 more detail 
Potemial costs to the Agencies of compensating timber purchasers for cac.lled cammcts 
range from $225,000 to S4S0,000 for Alternative 4 and from $450,000 ., S900,000 for 
Altemative 5. 

J'!esemm - Not ~maed In- keeping with approximme 11110\llU dial Ila-. bNa budgeted to 
implement the Norlhem Spotted Owl ROD, it was assumed that nine. -.Id a..i 10 be 
redirected towmd .applied research on ecosystem management. It was DOC a.If lllllclher new 
funds would be required or if existing funds would be "reprogrlJIIIMd" fioa ca!'lllt projects. 
For the interim period, the investment could probably be less than S: mall.- ne level of 
investment would probably not differ substantially among 1he altenms,_ 

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

. 
Altemalive 1 2 3 • 

Watershed Analysis 0 0.5 1.0 3.5 

Monitoring 0 0 5.0 10.O 

Program Management 0 · 4.0 5.0 7.0 

TOTAL -0 4.5 11.0 20.5 

71 

5 

20.0 

25.0 

- 9.0 

54.0 



CONSULTATION WIIH OlHERS 

I 
I 

The Agencies' public involvement efforts began with a series of briefings for Members of the I 
House and Senate, Fedenl and State agency officials, Tn"bal governments, and a variety of 
other OTg&Dizari'>DS. Written input was received from Members of Congress. and from others 
for whom briefings were held and from those not briefed. The briefings held and letters of 1. 
comment received. are listed in. Appendix E. 

Such initial public involvement is consistent with guidance issued by the Council on I 
mvironmental Quality. SmnrnariP.S of these meetings, letters, and other information relative 
to the Agencies' public involvement efforts are documcmted in the process records. 

The process of determining appropriate direction included a period for public comment, and I 
c:onsultati011 with NMFS and FWS relative to the effeas of the p1oposed action on listed 
species. The documentation from these consultations. with NMFS and FWS is p.esented as 
Appendix 1. The 45-day public comment period was ~ded by 15 days to facilitate broad •I 
review of the direction being proposed for the interim period. CoDSUltation with NMFS took 
place over seveDI months "lld examiuP.Ci all aspectS of-the interim direction. Modifications to 
clarify the interim direction were made in response 10 public comments and consultation with I 
NMFS and FWS. An overview of the comments received and Agencies' response to those 
comments are p.esented as Appendix F. 

The public also will be involved in the development of the longer-term mamg, and future I 
regional guide, forest plan and LUP ameodmems AdditiOJUOI adrninismltive appeal . 
oppo1twtitic::S will be available. The public is encouraged to pJOVide any information they feel 
is relevant to the consideration of interim direction .and the development of future plan · I 
amendments. 
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GLOSSARY 

Advene Effeds • Adverse effects include short- or long-term, direct or indirect mmagement­
related impacts of m individual or cumulaiive nature, such as mortality, reduced 
growth or other adverse physiological changes, harassment of fish, physical 
disturbance of relids, reduced reproductive SUCttSS, delayed or prem,nm,. migration, or 
other adverse behavioral changes to listed anadromous fish at any life stage. Adverse 
effects to designated eri1ical habiut include effects to any of the essential features of 
critical habitat (e.g., as descnl,ed in 58 FR 68543) that would diminish the value of 
the habitat for the survival and recoveiy of listed anadrornous fish. 

Advene Juq,¥1s - As used to define 'llll8CCCl)table risk, the term refers to JDSDagement• 
related, shon- or long-temi, direct or indirect irnpadS of an individual or cumulative 

. nature that is likely to contribute 10 the need for listing of a non-listed anadrornous 
salmonid population. . 

lbe Alencies · U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management and U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Forest Service. 

Anadmmom FJSb • Fish that are spawned and reared in freshwater, move to the ocean to 
grow and mature, and retum to freshwater to reproduce. For pmposes of this 
EnviJonmemal .AssriS•iirSlt, •anadromous fish• refers to Pacific salmon, steelhead, and 
sea-nm cutthroat trout 

Anadramom Wmrshed • WaterSheds where anadromous fish habitat is present or easily 
could be reestablished. 

At Risk Stodls • Stocks of Pacific anadromous fish that have been identified by professional 
socielies, fish management agencies, and in 1he scientific literature as being in need of 
special mmag1>1Dent consideration because of low or declining populaiions. 

I Atmin RMOs • Meet riparian management objectives for 1he given attn"butes. For habitats 

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

I Avoid• Apply pre-project rlanning, best available technology, mmagen:ient pi'actices, and 
scientific knowledge u, eliminate !mown mmagP.mmt induced impacts 10 1he greatest 
extent practicable and minimize the risk of other potential impacts. I 

I 
I 
I 

Best Convell1ional - Most effective existing tec:bniqu5, methods, and/or rnanagen:ient 
practices. 

GLOSSARY- I 



Biolo&ical DivelSity - The variety of life forms and p.n,cesses, including the complete natural 
complex of species, communities, genes, and ecological functions. 

Comaltadou - A formal interaction between the National Marine FisherieS Service or U.S. 
Fish and W'Jldlife Sezvice and another Federal agency when it is determined that the · 
agency's action may affect a specieS that has been listed as 1hreatened or endangered 
or its critical habitat. 

Cli1ical Babi1at- Under the Endangered Species Act, critical habitat is defined as (1) the 
specific areas within the geographic area occupied by a federally listed specieS on 
which are found physical and biological features essentisl to the conservation of the 
species, and that may iequite special management considerations or protection; and (2) 
specific areas outside the geographical area. occupied by the listed species, when it is 
determiDed that such areas are esseolial for the C:onsemaion of species. 

Cumulative mecu -Those effee1s on the environment that result from the incremental effect 
of the action when added to the past, pres at, 9Dd reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardleSS of what agency (Federal or nonfederal) or person undertakes such other 
actions. Cmnwative effects can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant actions taking place over a period of time. 

Dez13de - Measurably change an RMO feature in a way that : 

-further reduCeS habitat quality where existing conditions meet or are worse than the 
objective values. 

-redvceS habnat quality· where erisring ,:onditions are better than the objective values. 

»..ipfflf Critical Bahi1at - Those habitats designated l,y the National Marine FlSb.eries 
Service or U.S. FlSb. and Wildlife Sezvice under the provisions of tbe Endangered 
Species Act that include (1) the specific areas within the geographical area occupied 
by a fedenlly listed species on which are found physical or biological featwes 
essmtial to the conservation of the species, and that may iequhe special management 
considerations "' piotection, and (2) specific areas outside the geographical area 
occupied by a listed species, upon dete:rminasion by the Sewelai) of Commerce or 
Iuterior that such areas are essential for the conservation of the species. 

. Dnima:e - An area (basin) mostly bolDl.ded by ridges or other similar 1,upOgraphic featmes, 
encompassing part,.most, or all.of a.watetsh..d. 

F.asaside - Generally, east of the crest of the Cascade .Range in the States of Oregon and 
Washington. 

GLOSSARY-2 
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Ecosystem Approach - A strategy or plan 1D manage ecosystems to provide for all associated 
organisms, IS opposed to a strategy or plan for managing individual species. 

F.fl'ec1s - Effects, impacts, and consequences, as used in this environmental assessment, are 
· synonymous. Effects may be direct, indirect or cumulative. 

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

Enmn1111w1IIII AuaiJsis - An. analysis of aliemative adions and their predictable short-term 
and long-term· environmental effects, inco1poraiing physical, biological, economic, and 
social consideratiOIIS. '. 

Enviin11nae11IIII Assessment (EA) • A systematic analysis of site-specific or programmatic 
activities used to determine whether such activities have a significant effect on the 
quality of the physical, biological, and human environment and whether a formal 
environmental impact statement is required; and 1D aid an agency's compliance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act when no envinmmentlll imps.ct statement is 
neressaay. 

Federal Land Policy and Manapnent Act {FlPM'.A) - A law passed in 1976 applying to 
the BLM directing the management of lands administered by that agency including the 
requirement to develop land use plans and prepare regulatiOIIS 1D guide that 
development. 

Fi.sJ,..J,e 1i111 Sft&IDS - Stream segments that support fish during all or a portion of a typical 
year. 

Foiest Plaas - Land and llesowce Management Plans developed by the Forest Service 
pwsuant to requiremems of 1he .National Forest Management Act to guide land 
manag1"111ent. 

Oagomi Projeds and Adivi1ies 'lbat Pose • Unr•eptabh: Bisk- Those ongoing projects . 
and activities occurring on landc administeP<i by the Agencies that are determined on 
a case-by-case exarninati"" 1D pose an unacceptable risk to anadromous fish stocks. 
Such faclors as the condition of the watersh..i, 1he status of anadromous fish stocks in 
the watershed, and the magnitude, frequency, duration, and timing of the impacts 
caused l,y the ongoing adion shall be considered when determining if an unaccepmble 
threat is being posed. 
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Bip Waiel'Quality- Water with 1he physical, biological, and chemical attributes necessary 
to meet 1he life.history requiremen1s and provide for the naturally attainable 
productivity of anadromous fish. 

Imudisc:iplimuy Team - A group of individuals with varying areas of specialty assembled to 
solve a problem or peifonn a task. The team is assembled out of recognition that no 
one scientific discipline is sufficiently broad enough to adequately analyze the problem 
and p1opose action. · · 

Jnferim Dilfflion - Management direction that would guide management decisions on lands 
administer"Ci by 1he Agencies during 1he 18 month period that Environmental Impact 
Statements are being prepared ti' examine longer-term opiions for managemfflt. 

lmenuitltiut Staum - Any non-permanent flowing drainage feature having a definable channel 
and evidence of annual scour or deposition. This includes what are sometimes referred 
to as ephemeral meams if 1hey meet these two criteria. · 

Key WmlShed - A watetshed that (1) is important to at risk anadromous fish, or (2)' 
provides good anadromous fish habitat. or (3) is readily capable of providing good 
anadromous fish habitat; and is selected to contnl,ute to a network across the 
landscape _that provides for 1he long-tenn eonservation of anadromous fish. 

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

Minimize - Apply pre-project pl8Dning, best available technology, management practices, and 
scientific· knowledge to limit, to 1he greatest extent practicable, the magnitude, extent, 
and/or duration of an activity and/or effect 

Mifi1moa· Measwes - Modifications of actions that (1) avoid impacts by not taking a certain 
action or parts of an action; (2) minimi:>:e irnpac:!S by limiting the degree or magnitude 
of the actions and its implementation; (3) r=ify impacts by repairing. rehabilitating, 
or resioring 1he affected enviJonmeD1; (4) reduce or eliminate impacts over time by 
preservation and maintenance operations during 1he life of the action; or (5) 
compensate for impacls by replacing or providing $uh$-litule resources or _enviIOmnents. 

Monitorinz - A process of collecting information to evaluate if objective and anticipated or 
assumed results of a management plan are being reali:>:ed (effectiveness monitoring) or 
if component activities AR, proceeding as planned (unplementation monitoring). 

GLOSSARY-4 

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



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

. 
National F.nvironmemal Policy Act- An act passed in 1969 to declare a National policy 

that encourages productive and enjoyable harmony between humankind and the 
environment, promotes efforts that prevent (Ir eliminate damage to the environment and 
biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of humanity, enriches the understanding 
of the ecological systems and natural resources important to th,. nmon. md establishes 
a Council on Environmental Quality. 

National Foiescs - Lands administered by the USDA Forest Service. 

National Foll!St Mana:emeut Act (NFMA) - A law passed in 1976 IS an amendment to the 
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act, tequmna lbs· preparation of 
Forest Plans and the preparation of regulations to guide 1hat develop rt 

Non-fonsled Rangelmds - Land on which the native vegetation is p.....,..,.11y srasses, 
grass--like plants, fotbs, or shrubs. In determining what.rniaim11111 mwnm llHCA 
bomdmy widths apply, there may be instances where the widms fo, _...fon:su:d 
rangelands apply to one side of a stream and 1he widths for foa i51lid llDCk apply to the 
other side of the stream (based on 1he vegelati-.re cover of adJacmt ••di). 

On&oin: Pnjeds and Adivi1ies - Those actions 1hat have been implm: •lri. • dial have 
contracts awarded, or permits issued, and (within the range of h-.t ..._us fish) 
for which biologiCl't assessrnems have been prepared and submazed for ccmsultation, 
prior to signatme of the decision notice for 1he proposed aai011 (P AOlSH Interim 
Direction). 

PAO:ISH • An inter-agency ecosystem management approach for m&ll'TNnma ed res10ring 
heal1hy, func:tio~ watetsileds, riparian areas, and aquatic: habtrm wn1tim lbe range of 
Pacific anadromous fish on Federal lands managed by the USDl-8..,_ ol Land 
Management and 1he USDA-Forest Service. 

Permaneady Flowin&, Non F'isJ,..Le11ia1& Strams - Stream segments thll coa11111 nmning 
water throughout a typical year, but do not suppon fish durin& my pomoa of a typical 
year. 

l'ftveat AUainmem of RMOs - Preclude attainment of habitat conditions dial meet RMOs. 
Permanent or long-term modification ofthepbysical/bioiogical .,.,,, ffifl or conditions 
that determine the RMO featmes would be·considered to preve111t lfflinmmt ofRMOs. 

Pnposed or New l'nljects and Activi1ies - Those actions that have not been implemented, · 
or for which contraclS have not been awarded, or for which permits have not been 
issued, or (within the range of listed anadromous fish) continuing actions for which 
biological assessm"'!115 have not been prepared and submitted for c:onsuhation, prior to 
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signature of die decision notii:e for the proposed action (PACFISH Interim Direction). 

Public :umds - Land.c: administered by 1he USDI Bureau of Land Management 

Remd AC1ai1111111M of RMOs - Measurably slow recoveiy of any identified RMO feature 
(e.g., pool frequency, water temperature, etc.) 1hat is worse dun 1he objective level. 
Degradation of 1he physical/biological process or conditions that detenlline RMO 
features would also be considered 1D retard e!leiorn"'tt ofRMOs. 

Riparian Ala - A geographic area c:cmtaining an aquatic ecosystem and 1he adjacent upland 
areas that directly affect it. This includes floodplain, and associated woodland, 
rangeland. or other related upland areas. 

Riparian Goals - lhe characteristics ofheeliby, functioning watersbMS, riparian areas, and 
a-sociated fish habitats 1hat are e:mblished as ·a common expectation. 

Riparian Mana:emeut Objec:lites (RMOs) - Quantifiable measures of stream- and sueam­
side conditions that define good anadromous fish habitat, and serve as indicators 
agarnst which sttainm"Gt, or progress towarr sttainmenr, ,,f the goals will be 
tueasmed. 

Riparim Bahitllt Consemmon AJW (llBCA) - Portions of watersheds where riparian­
dependent resources receive primary emphasis, and mmagement activities are subject 
u, specific standards and guidelines RBCAs include uaditional riparian corridors, 
wetlands, inlelmittent headwater sueams, and other areas where proper ecological 
funclioning is crucial u- maintenance of die stream's water, sediment, woody debris 
and nutrient deliveJy syslelDs. 

Riparian Z.One - 1hose tenestrial areas where 1he \iegelaUun complex and microclimate 
condmons are products of 1he combined presmce and influence of peremrial and/or 
intermittent water, associated high water tables, and soils that exiulnt some wetness 
c:baracteristics. Normally used to refer to the zone wi1bin which plants groy.- rooted in 
1he water table of 1hese rivers, Sbtabb, lakes, ponds, reservous, springs, mmshes, 
seeps. bogs, and wet meadows. 

Salmon Summit - A regional effon convened by Senaior Mark Hariield that involved all 
inle!est.ed parties in an effon during 1990-1991 tn examine restoration of Columbia 
River Basin anadromous fish, and identify those actions that could eliminate 1he need 
10 list Col1DDbia River Basin anadromous fish under 1he Endangered Species Act. 

Sensitive Species - lhose plant O" animal species for which population viabili1¥ is a concern 
as evidence by a significant cw1ent or polelil'W downwards trend in population 
numbers, distnlnrtion, density, or habitat capability. 
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Short-1mD Babi1at Impac1s - Impacts of shon duration-generally days or weeks-that would 
not retard or prevent auaiomP.Dt of RMOs. 

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

Stlmdanfs and Gmdeli:oes - The primary instructions for land manager: Standards address 
mandatory actions, while guidelines are rec:ornrnended actions necess aiy to a land 
management decision. 

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

'l1ueaaed Species • Those plant c,r animal species likely to become endangered species 
· throughout all or a significant portion of their range within the foreseeable future. A 

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

Uaacceptable Risk - A level of risk from an ongoing activiiy or group of activities 1hat is 
determined through NEPA analysis or the preparation of biological 
assessiii-aits/evaluations, or their subsequent review, tu be: 

-"lilcely to adversely affect" listed anadrumous fish or their ~gnared <:ritical habitat, 
or 

-•likely to adversely impact non-listed anadrumous fish. 

Viable Populmon • A viable population is one which has such numbers and distn"bmion of 
repIOduc:tive individuals as tu ptovide a high likelihood that species will continue to 
exist and be well-distributed tluuughout its range. 

W.atenbed • The drainage basin contn"buting water, organic: matter, dissolved nutti~ts, and 
sediments to a. stream or lake. · · 

Walelshed Analysis - A systematic: procedure for c:harac:terizing watershed and ec:ologic:al 
pruc:esses to meet specifi., management and soc:ial objectives. Watershed analysis is a 
sttatam of ec:osysten, management planning applied to watersheds of app,oi:iaiarely 20 
to 200 square miles. 
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Wllffflhed Resmnlfioa • Actions taken to improve the ew,eat conditions of watershed to 
restore degraded habitat, and to provide lo.ng-tenn protection to natural resources, 
mcluding riparian and aquatic resources. 

Wesmde - Generally, west of the- Cascade bilge in the States of Oregon and Washington. 
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APPENDIX B - AMOUNT OF ANADROMOUS WATERSHED ACREAGE 

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

Acres of Acres AdminiStrative Unit 

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

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

Oregon 
Malheur NF 1.5 0.7 50% 
Ochoco NF 0.8 0.2 20% 
Prineville BLM 1.6 .1.2 12% 
Umatilla NF 1.4 0.5 98% 
ValeBLM 5.2 0.1 01% 
Wallowa-Whitman NF 2.4 1.7 59% 

Washington 
Spokane SLM 0.4 0.1 36% 
Okanogan NF 1.7 0.3 20% 

TOTAL 37.3, 15.81 42% 

'Any discrepancies are a result of rounding. 
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APPENDIX C • DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

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

ALTERNATIVE 2 

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

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

. "reserve areas." Reserve areas would be managed to maintain and/or enhance their 
ecological integrity. In general, removing merchantable timber from reserve areas is 
not appropriate. Such prohibitions are applied to timber sales under preparation but 
not yet awarded to buyers. Many other management activities may be appropriate in 
reserve areas during the interim, induding fire suppression/prescription-, -precommercial 

· silvicultural treatments of young stands, and restoration of aquatic habitats. Public use 
of these areas, such as for recreation, hunting, and fishing, may be allowed to 
continue as long as the activities are managed so that they do not impair attainment of 
the overall objectives. Scientific use of reserves is encouraged. 

The Scientific Panel Report watershed and fish habitat emphasis option specifies the 
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following Riparian Management Areas on lands administered by the Agencies: 

(1). Wild, Scenic, and Recreational rivers designated or under study: no-harvest 
area 1/4 mile on each side of the stream or the width of the 100-year 
floodplain, whichever is larger, where water quality, fish, or other ecological 
values are described as part of the stream's outstandingly remarkable features. 

(2) Major streams draining at least 30 square miles: no-harvest area 1/8 mile on 
each side of the stream or the width of the 100-year flood plain, whichever is 
larger. · 

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

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

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

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

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

For road systems and related road-drainage problems: 

(1) Reduce and minimize road system mileage: 

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

(b) Remove (return to a natural condition) spur roads and other 
nonessential roads. 

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

(3) Road drainage: 

(a) Increase maintenance of road network during the rainy season. 
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(b) Upgrade culverts to larger sizes on existing and planned roads. 

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

For logging slash treatment/prescribed fire: 

(1) Eliminat& hot bums on steep grounds. 

(2) Eliminate bums in riparian management areas. 

For livestoc:k grazing: 

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

For riparian and fish-habitat restoration: 

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

For cumulative effects: 

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

ALTERNATIVES 3 AND 4 

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

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

RIPARIAN GOALS (GOALS) 

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

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

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

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

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

(5) diversity and productivity of native and desired nonsnative plant communities in. 
riparian zones; 

(6) riparian vegetation to: 

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

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

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

(7) riparian and aquatic habitats necessary to foster the unique genetic fish stocks 
that evolved within the specific geo-c:limatic region; and 

(8) habitat to s::ipport populations of well-distributed native and desired non-native 
plant, verte.,rate, and invertebrate populations that contribute to the viability of 
riparian-dependent communities. 

RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES (RMOs) 

Landscape-scale interim RMOs describing good habitat for anadromous fish were 
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developed using stream inventory data for pool frequency, large woody debris, bank 
stability and lower bank angle, and width to depth ratio. Applicable published and 
non-published scientific literature was used to define favorable water temperatures. All 
of the described features may not occur in a specific segment of stream within a 
watershed, but all generally should occur at the watershed scale for stream systems of 
moderate to large size (3rd to 7th order). 

Interim RMOs may be modified to better reflect conditions that are attainable in a 
specific watershed or .stream reach based on local geology, topography, climate, and 
potential vegetation. Generally, RMO modifications will require completion of 
watershed analysis to provide the ecological basis for the change. However, RMOs 
may be modified in the absence of watershed analysis where watershed or stream 
reach specific data support the change. ln all cases, RMO modifications, ttie rationale 
supporting those changes, and the effects of the changes will be documented. Within 
the range· of listed salmon, modification of RM Os will be done in consultation with 
NMFS. 

The interim RMOs for stream channel conditions provide the "criteria" against which 
attainment, or progress toward attainment, of the riparian goals is measured. Interim 
RMOs provide the target toward which Agency managers will be aiming as they 
conduct resource management activities across the landscape. However, interim 
RMOs are not to establish a ceiling for what constitutes good habitat conditions. 
Actions that reduce habitat quality, whether existing conditions are better or worse 
than objective values, are inconsistent with the purpose of this interim direction. 
Without the benchmark provided by measurable RMOs habitat suffers a continual 
erosion. As indicated parenthetically below, some of the objectives apply to forested 
ecosystems only, some to non-forested ecosystems, and some to all ecosystems 
regardless of whether or not they are forested. Objectives for six environmental 
features have been identified, including one key feature (kf) and five suppol'tlng 
features (sf). these features are good indicators of ecosystem health, are quantifiable, 
and are subject to accurate, repeatable measurements." 

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

Habitat Feature 

Poo!Frequency(kf) 
(all systems) 

wetted Width in feet: 
number pools per mile: 

Water Temperature (sf) 

Large Woody Debris (sf) 
(forested systems) 

Bank Stability (sf) 
(non-forested systems) 

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

Width/Depth Ratio (sf) 
(all systems) 

Interim Obiectives 

Varies by channel Width, see below: 

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

No measurable increase in maximum water temperature.* 

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

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

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

>80 percent stable. 

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

<10, mean wetted Width divided by mean depth 

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

RIPARIAN HABITAT CONSERVATION AREAS (RHCAs) 

Interim RHCAs Will be delineated in every· anadromous watershed on Agency­
administered lands Within the geographic range of the proposed action. RHCAs are 
portions of watersheds where riparian-dependent resources receive primary emphasis, 
and management activities are subject to specific standards and guidelines. RHCAs 
indude traditional riparian corridors, wetlands, intermittent streams, and other areas 
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that help maintain the integrity of aquatic ecosystems by (1) influencing the delivery of 
coarse sediment, organic matter, and woody debris to streams, (2) providing root 
strength for channel stability, (3) shading the stream, and (4) protecting water quality 
(Naiman et al. 1992). 

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

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

C-7 



STANDARD WIDTHS DEFINING INTERIM RHCAs 

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

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

Category 2 - Pennanently flowing non-fish.bearing streams: Interim RHCAs 
consist of the stream and the area on either side of the stream extending from 

_ the edges of the active stream channel to the top of the inner gorge, or to the 
outer edges of the 100-year flood plain, or to the outer edges of riparian 
vegetation, or to a distance equal to the height of one site-potential tree. or 150 
feet slope distance (300 feet, including both sides of the stream channel). 
whichever is greatest. 

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

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

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

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

c. the intermittent stream channel or wetland and the area··10 the outer 
edges of the riparian vegetation. 
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d. for Key Watersheds, the area from the edges of the stream channel, 
wetland, landslide, or landslide-prone area to a distance equal to the 
height of one site-potential tree, or 100 feet slope distance, whichever is 
greatest. 

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

In non-forested rangeland ecosystems, the interim RHCA width for permanently 
flowing streams in categories 1 and 2 is the extent of the 1 OD-year flood plain. 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

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

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

I " interim period in accordance with management direction in current forest plans and 
LUPs. 
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Under Alternative 4, the standards and guidelines listed below would be applied to 
proposed projects and activities, as well as ongoing projects and activities that pose 

. unacceptable risk to anadromous fish. Due to the short-term duration of this interim 
direction, provisions for development and implementation of road/transportation 
management plans and the relocation, elimination, or reconstruction of existing roads, 
facilities, and other improvements {i.e., RF-2 c, RF-3 a and c, RF-4, RF-5, GM-2, RM-
1, and MM-2) will be initiated but are unlikely to be completed during the interim 
period. Where existing roads, facilities, and other improvements found to be causing 
an unacceptable risk cannot be relocated, eliminated, or reconstructed, those 
improvements will be dosed. The option of relocation, elimination, or reconstruction of 
existing improvements will be explored as part of the long-term strategy being 
developed in the geographically-specific environmental analyses. Also, due to the 
short-term duration of this direction, adjustments to management not within the sole 
discretion of the Agencies (i.e., RF-1, LH-3, RA-1, WR-2, FW-3, and FW-4) will be 
initiated but are unlikely to be completed during the interim period. 
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Timber Management 

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

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

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

Roads Management 

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

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

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

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

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

1. Road design criteria, elements, and standards that govern construction 
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RF-3. 

and reconstruction. 

2. Road management objectives for each road. 

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

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

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

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

7. Mitigation plans for road failures. 

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

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

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

e. avoiding disruption of natural hydrologic flow paths. 

f. avoiding sidecasting of soils or snow. Sidecasting of road material is 
prohibited on road segments within or abutting RHCAs in watersheds 
containing designated critical habitat for listed anadromous fish. 

Determine the influence of each road on the Riparian Management 
Objectives. Meet Riparian Management Objectives and avoid adverse 
effects on listed anadromous fish by: 

a. reconstructing road and drainage features that do not meet design criteria 
or operation and maintenance standards, or that have been shown to be 
less effective than designed for controlling sediment delivery, or that retard 
attainment of Riparian Management Objectives, or do not protect designated 
critical habitat for listed anadromous fish from increased sedimentation. 

C-11 



b. prioritizing reconstruction based on the current and potential damage to 
listed anadromous fish and their designated critical habitat, the ecological 
value of the riparian resources affected, and the feasibility of options such 
as helicopter logging and road relocation out of Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas. 

c. closing and stabilizing or obliterating, and stabilizing roads not needed for 
future management activities. Prioritize these actions based on the current 
and potential damage to listed anadromous fish and their designated critical 
habitat, and the ecological value of the riparian resources affected. 

RF-4. Construct new, and improve existing, culverts, bridges, and other stream 
crossings to accommodate a 100-year flood, including associated bedload 
.and debris, where those improvements would/do pose a substantial risk to 
riparian conditions. Substantial risk improvements include those that do not 
meet design and operation maintenance criteria, or that have been shown to 
be less effective than designed for controlling erosion, or that retard 
attainment of Riparian Management Objectives, or that do not protect 
designated critical habitat from increased sedimentation. Base priority for 
upgrading on risks to listed anadro·mous fish and their designated Critical 
habitat and the ecological value of the riparian resources affected. 
Construct and maintain crossings to prevent diversion of streamflow out of 
the channel and down the road in the event of crossing failure. 

RF-5. Provide and maintain fish passage at all road crossings of existing and 
potential fish-bearing streams. 

Grazing Management . 

GM-1. Modify grazing practices (e.g., accessibility of riparian areas to livestock, 
length of grazing season, stocking levels, timing of grazing, etc.) that retard 
or prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives or are likely to 
adversely affect listed anadromous fish. • Suspend grazing if adjusting 
practices is not effective in meeting Riparian Management Objectives and 
avoiding adverse effects on listed anadromous fish. 

GM-2. Locate new livestock handling and/or management facilities outside of 
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. For existing livestock handling 
facilities inside the Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas, assure that facilities 
do not prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives or adversely 
affect listed anadromous fish.· Relocate or dose facilities where these 
objectives cannot be met 
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GM-3. Limit livestock trailing, bedding, watering, salting, loading, and other handling 
efforts to those areas and times that will not retard or prevent attainment of 
Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect listed anadromous fish. 

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

Recreation Management 

RM-1. 

RM-2. 

RM-3. 

Design, construct, and operate recreation facilities. including trails and 
dispersed sites, in a manner that does not retard or prevent attainment of 
the Riparian Management Objectives and avoids adverse effects on listed 
anadromous fish. Complete Watershed Analysis prior to construction of new 
recreation facilities in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. For existing 
recreation facilities inside Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas, assure that 
the facilities or use of the facilities will not prevent attainment of Riparian 
Management Objectives or adversely affect listed anadromous fish. 
Relocate or close recreation facilities where Riparian Management 
Objectives cannot be met or adverse effects on listed anadromous fish 
avoided. 

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

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

Minerals Management 

MM-1. Avoid adverse effects to listed species and designated critical habitat from 
mineral operations. · If the Notice of Intent indicates a mineral operation 
would be.located in a Riparian Habitat Conservation Area, or could affect 
attainment of Riparian Management Objectives, or adversely affect listed 
anadromous fish, require a reclamation plan, approved Plan of Operations 
(or other such governing document), and reclamation bond. For effects that 
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cannot be avoided, such plans and bonds must address the costs of 
removing facilities, equipment, and materials; recontouring disturbed areas 
to near pre-mining topography; isolating and neutralizing or removing toxic 
or potentially toxic materials; salvage and replacement of topsoil; and 
seedbed preparation and revegetation to attain Riparian Management 
Objectives and avoid adverse effects on listed anadromous fish. Ensure 
Reclamation Plans contain measurable attainment and bond release criteria 
for each reclamation activity. 

MM-2. Locate structures, support facilities, and roads outside Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas. Where no alternative to siting facilities in Riparian 
Habitat Conservation Areas exists, locate and construct the facilities in ways 
that avoid impacts to Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas and streams and 
adverse effects on listed anadromous fish. · Where no alternative to road 
construction exists, keep roads to the minimum necessary for the approved 
.mineral activity. Close, obliterate and revegetate roads no longer required 
for mineral or land management activities. 

MM-3. Prohibit so!id and sanitary waste facilities in Riparian Habitat Conservation 
Areas. If no alternative to locating mine waste (waste rock, spent ore, 
tailings) facilities in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas exists, and releases 
can be prevented and stability can be ensured, then: 

a. analyze the waste material using the best conventional sampling methods 
and analytic techniques to determine its chemical and physical stability 
characteristics. 

b. locate and design the waste facilities using the best conventional 
techniques to ensure mass stability and prevent the release of acid or toxic 
materials. If the best conventional technology is not sufficient to prevent 
such releases and ensure stability over the long term, prohibit such facilities 
in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. 

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

d. reclaim and monitor waste facilities to assure .chemical and ·physical 
stability and revegetation to avoid adverse effects to listed anadromous fish, 
and to attain the Riparian Management Objectives. 

e. require reclamation bonds adequate to ensure long-term chemical and 
physical stability and successful revegetation of mine waste facilities. 
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MM-4. For leasable minerals, prohibit surface occupancy within Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas for oil, gas, and geothermal exploration and 
development activities where contracts and leases do not already exist, 
unless. there are no other options for location and Riparian Management 
Objectives can be attained and adverse effects to listed anadromous fish 
can be avoided. Adjust the operating plans of existing contracts to (1) 
eliminate impacts that prevent attainment of Riparian Management 
Objectives and (2) avoid adverse effects to listed anadromous fish. 

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

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

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

Fire/Fuels Management 

FM-1. 

FM-2. 

FM-3. 

Design fuel treatment and fire suppression strategies, practices, and actions 
so as not to prevent attainment of Riparian Management Objectives, and to 
minimize disturbance of riparian ground cover and vegetation. Strategies 
should recognize the role of fire in ecosystem function and identify those 
instances where fire suppression or fuel management actions could 
perpetuate or be damaging to long-term ecosystem function, listed 
anadromous fish, or designated critical habitat 

Locate incident bases, camps, helibases, staging areas, helispots, and other 
centers for incident activities outside of Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. 
If the only suitable location for such activities is within the Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Area, an exemption may be granted following a review and 
recommendation by a resource advisor. The advisor will prescribe the 
location, use conditions, and rehabilitation requirements, with avoidance of 
adverse effects to listed anadromous fish a primary goal. Use an · · 
interdisciplinary team, including a fishery biologist, to predetermine incident 
base and helibase locations during presuppression planning, with avoidance 
of potential adverse effects to listed anadromous fish a primary goal. 

Avoid delivery of chemical retardant, foam, or additives to surface waters. 
An exception may be warranted in situations where overriding immediate 
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safety imperatives exist, or, following a review and recommendation by a 
resource advisor·and a fishery biologist, when the action agency determines 
an escape fire would cause more long-term damage to anadromous fish 
habitats than chemical delivery to surface waters. 

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

FM-5. Immediately establish an emergency team to develop a rehabilitation 
treatment plan to attain Riparian Management Objectives and avoid adverse 
effects on listed anadromous fish whenever Ripa_rian Habitat Conservation 
Areas are significantly damaged by a wildfire or a prescribed fire burning out· 
of prescription. · 

Lands 

LH-1. Require instream flows and habitat conditions for hydroelectric and other 
surface water development proposals that maintain or restore riparian 
resources, favorable channel conditions, and fish passage, reproduction, 
and growth. Coordinate this process with the appropriate State agencies. 
During relicensing of hydroelectric projects,· provide written and timely 
license conditions to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
that require fish passage and flows and habitat conditions that 
maintain/restore riparian resources and channel integrity. Coordinate 
relicensing projects with the appropriate State agencies. 

LH-2. Locate new hydroelectric ancillary facilities outside Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas. For existing ancillary facilities inside the RHCA that 
are essential to proper management, provide recommendations to FERC to 

. assure that the facilities will not prevent attainment of the Riparian 
Management Objectives and that adverse effects on listed anadromous fish 
are avoided. Where .these objectives cannot be met, provide 
recommendations to FERC that such ancillary facilities should be relocated. 
Locate, operate, and maintain hydroelectric facilities that must be located in 
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas to avoid effects that would retard or 
prevent attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives and avoid 
adverse effects on listed anadromous fish. 

LH-3. Issue leases, permits, rights-of-way, and easements to avoid effects that 
would retard or prevent attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives 
and avoid adverse effects on listed anadromous fish. Where the authority to 
do so was retained, adjust existing leases, permits, rights-of-way, and 
easements to eliminate effects that would retard or prevent attainment of the 
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LH-4. 

Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect listed anadromous fish. 
If adjustments are not effective, eliminate the activity. Where the authority 
to adjust was not retained, negotiate to make changes in-existing leases, 
permits, rights-of-way, and easements to eliminate effects that would 
prevent attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives or adversely 
affect listed anadromous fish. Priority for modifying existing leases, permits, 
rights-of-way, and easements will be based on the current and potential 
adverse effects on listed anadromous fish and the ecological value of the 
riparian resources affected. 

Use land acquisition, exchange, and conservation easements to meet 
Riparian Management Objectives and facilitate restoration of fish stocks and 
other species at risk of extinction. · 

General Riparian Area Management 

RA-1. 

RA-2. 

RA-3. 

RA-4 

RA-5. 

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

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

Apply herbicides, pesticides, and other toxicants, and other chemicals in a 
manner that does not retard or prevent attainment of Riparian Management 
Objectives and avoids adverse effects on listed anadromous fish. 

Prohibit storage of fuels and other toxicants within Riparian· Habitat 
Conservation Areas. Prohibit refueling within Riparian Habitat Conservation 
Areas unless there are no other alternatives. Refueling. sites within a 
Riparian Habitat Conservation Area must be approved by the Forest Service 
or Bureau of Land Management and have an approved spill containment 
plan. 

Locate water drafting sites to· avoid adverse effects to listed anadromous 
fish and instream flows, and in a manner that does not retard or prevent 
attainment of Riparian Management Objectives. 
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Watershed and Habitat Restoration 

WR-1. Design and implement watershed restoration projects in a manner that 
promotes the long-term ecological integrity of ecosystems, conserves the 
genetic integrity of native species, and contributes to attainment of Riparian 
Management Objectives. 

WR-2. Cooperate with Federal, State, local, and Tribal agencies, and private 
landowners to develop watershed-based Coordinated Resource 
Management Plans (CRMPs) or other cooperative agreements to meet 
Riparian Management Objectives. 

WR-3. Do not use planned restoration as a substitute for preventing habitat 
degradation (i.e., use planned restoration only to mitigate existing problems, 
not to mitigate the effects of proposed activities). 

Fisheries and \Nildlife Restoration 

FW-1. Design and implement fish and wildlife habitat restoration and enhancement 
actions in a manner that contributes to attainment of the Riparian 
Management Objectives. 

FW-2. Design, construct, and operate fish and wildlife interpretive and other 
user-enhancement facilities in a manner that does not retard or prevent 
attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect listed 
anadromous fish. For existing fish and wildlife interpretive and other 
user-enhancement facilities inside Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas, 
assure that Riparian Management Objectives are met and adverse effects 
on listed anadromous fish are avoided. Where Riparian Management 
Objectives cannot be met or adverse effects on listed anadromous fish 
avoided, relocate or close such facilities. 

FW-3. Cooperate with Federal, Tribal, and State wildlife management agencies to 
identify and eliminate wild ungulate impacts that prevent attainment of the 
Riparian Management Objectives or adversely affect listed anadromous fish. 

FW-4. Cooperate with Federal, Tribal, and State fish management ag_encies to 
identify and eliminate adverse effects on native anadromo·us fish associated 
with habitat manipulation, fish stocking, fish harvest, and poaching. 

C-18 

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



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

KEY WATERSHEDS 

Key Watersheds already have been designated in California, Oregon, and Washington 
within areas implementing the Northern Spotted Owl Record of Decision (ROD). 
Similar criteria will be considered to designate Key Watersheds in the 15 national 
forests and 7 SLM districts: 

(1) watersheds with stocks listed pursuant to the Endangered Species Act, or 
stocks identified in the 1991 American Fisheries Society report as "at risk" or 
subsequent scientific stock status reviews; or 

(2) watersheds that contain excellent habitat for mixed salmonid assemblages; or 

(3) degraded watersheds with a high restoration potential. 

Key Watersheds will be identified through broad scale ecological assessments and 
addressed in the geographically-specific environmental analyses. During the period of 
interim direction, all watersheds that contain designated critical habitat for listed 
anadromous fish will be treated as Key Watersheds. The intent of designating Key 
.Watersheds is to provide a pattern of protection across the landscape where habitat 
for anadromous fish would receive special attention and treatment Priority within 
these watersheds would be to protect or restore habitat for listed stocks, stocks of 
special interest or concern, or salmonid assemblages of critical value for productivity 
or biodiversity. Areas in good condition would serve as anchors for the potential 
recovery of depressed stocks, and also would provide colonists for adjacent areas 
where habitat had been degraded' by land management or natural events. Those 
areas of lower quality habitat with high .potential for restoration would become future 
sources of good habitat with the implementation of a comprehensive restoration 
program. 

WATERSHED ANALYSIS 

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

Watershed Analysis is a prerequisite for determining which processes and parts of the 
landscape affec:t fish and riparian habitat, and is essential for defining watershed­
specific boundaries for Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas and for Riparian 
Management Objectives. Watershed Analysis forms the basis for evaluating 
cumulative watershed effects; defining watershed restoration needs, goals and 
objectives; implementing restoration strategies; and monitoring the effectiveness of 

. watershed protection measures. Watershed Analysis employs the perspectives and 
tools of multiple disciplines, especially geomorphology, hydrology, geology, aquatic 
and terrestrial ecology, and soil science. It is the framework for understanding and 
carrying out land use activities within a geomorphic context, and is a major component 
of the evolving science of ecosystem analysis. Watershed Analysis is an iterative 
process which includes monitoring, evaluation, and adjustment to incorporate detected 
changes. 

Watershed Analysis consists of a sequence of activities designed to identify and 
interpret the processes operating in a specific landscape. The components and 
intensity of the analysis will vary depending on level of activity and significance of 
issues involved. The overall goals of Watershed Analysis are to: 

1. Screen current watersl:led condition: 

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

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

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

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

d. Identify parts of the landscape, including hill slopes arid channels. that are 
either s~nsitive to specific disturbance processes or are critical to beneficial 
uses, key anadromous fish stocks or other species. 

2. Interpret watershed history, including the effects of previous natural 
disturbances and land use activities on watershed processes. . 
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3. Provide information necessary to establish ecologically and geomorphically 
appropriate boundaries of Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. 

4. Provide information necessary to establish ecologically and geomorphically 
appropriate Riparian Management Objectives. 

5. Identify potentially necessary adjustments to resource output projections 
(e.g., board-feet, animal unH months, and recreation visitor days projected in 
forest plans, LUPs and other planning documents). 

6. Identify appropriate watershed restoration objectives, strategies, and 
priorities. 

7. Provide information necessary to design approaches to evaluate and 
monitor the effectiveness of standards and guidelines for mitigating impacts 
of current uses and contributing to the attainment of Riparian Management 
Objectives, and the effectiveness of restoration efforts in correcting past 
degradation. 

8. Monitor and identify appropriate modifications to projects and activities to 
improve or maintain watershed condition. 

To provide accountability, Watershed Analysis indudes a process by which the 
Agencies certify the analysis has been conducted and completed according to the 
expected scientific standards. The certification process will be addressed in the 
geographically-specific environmental analyses. 

WATERSHED RESTORATION 

Watershed restoration comprises actions taken to improve the current conditions of 
watersheds to restore degraded habitat, and to provide long-term protection to natural 
resources, induding riparian and aquatic resources. Alternatives 3 and 4 assume that 
no additional funds will be available for watershed restoration during the interim 

. period, but ·that some existing funds· will be retargeted, as necessary, to establish a 
watershed restoration management program thaUndudes: 

1) A regional strategy that looks across landscapes and ownerships within the 
watershed to identify where restoration efforts are likely to be.most effective. 

2) Use of Watershed Analysis to adapt restoration strategies to specific 
landscapes, taking into account unique watershed histories, conditions, and 
resources. 
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3) Use of Watershed Analysis to establish a specific set of habitat objectives 
for each watershed. 

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

5) Monitoring and evaluation to define and refine restoration objectives and 
track the effectiveness of restoration efforts. 

Priority in conducting watershed restoration will be given to Key Watersheds. 

MONITORING 

Monitoring is an important component of the proposed interim direction. It will be used 
to verify that the standards and guidelines were applied during the project 
implementation (i.e., implementation monitoring) and to assess whether those 
protective measures are adequate to attain Riparian Goals and Management 
Objectives (i.e., effectiveness monitoring). 

Those national forests and BLM districts adopting interim direction will be required to 
conduct implementation monitoring as outlined in the Section 7 Monitoring Protocol for 
the Upper Columbia River Basin (USDA Forest Service 1994) for each project. 
Implementation monitoring will entail onsite verification and written/photographic 
documentation that standards and guidelines were applied. The format provided in 
the Section 7 protocol, which serves as a basic outline for implementation monitoring, 
will be refined and used for monitoring implementation of the interim direction. 

Assessing effectiveness is logistically more complex and difficult than implementation 
monitoring, and in many cases will require a time period greater than that of the 
interim direction. Individual national forests and/or SLM districts will focus their efforts 
and combine resources to address the most important effectiveness issues. 
Stratification based on eco-regions, watershed characteristics, and the presence of 
listed or at-risk. anadromous fish will be used to identify specific monitoring sites and 
priorities. Study designs with clear objectives, statistically valid sampling techniques, 
replication, and comparisons with "reference" conditions will direct effectiveness 
monitoring efforts. 

The Section 7 monitoring protocol provides detailed descriptions of how each RMO 
element is to be monitored. This document is to be used as a guide. Individual 
monitoring efforts will be coordinated by the lnteragency Implementation Team to 
make every effort to ensure applicable effectiveness issues are addressed. Monitoring 
results will be summarized annually, with conclusions drawn in regard to how effective 
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standards and guidelines are in contributing to meeting Riparian Goals and . 
Management Objectives. Complex ecological processes and long time frames are 
inherent in the RMOs, and it is unrealistic to expect that the planned monitoring will 
generate conclusive results within 1 B months. Nevertheless, it is critical to begin 
monitoring to establish a baseline against which effectiveness can be assessed 
through time. 

A third type of monitoring (i.e., validation monitoring) is intended to ascertain the 
validity of the assumptions used in developing the interim direction. Because of the 
short-term nature of the management direction, no specific requirements are included 
for validation monitoring. The geographically-specific environmental analyses will 
address longer-term validation monitoring and research needs. 

ALTERNATIVE 5 

Alternative 5 applies the same riparian goals, interim Riparian Management 
Objectives, Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas, and standards and guidelines; uses 
the same protocol for Key Watershed identification and Watershed Analysis; and 
applies the same criteria for watershed restoration as Alternatives 3 and 4, with the 
following exceptions. In Alternative 5: 

1. Interim RHCA widths are the same as in Alternatives 3 and 4, except that for 
category four (seasonally flowing or intermittent streams, wetlands less than 1 
acre, landslides, and landslide-prone areas). Alternative 5 does not distinguish 
between Key and non-Key Watersheds. For category four areas in all 
watersheds, Alternative 5 specifies that the interim RHCAs must include: 

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

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

c. the intermittent stream channel or wetland and the area to the outer edges of 
the riparian vegetation; and 

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

2. Watershed Analysis, although conducted as described for Alternatives 3 and 4, 
must be completed in Key Watersheds prior to initiation of any new projects and 
activities therein. 

3. The management direction is appfied to all proposed and all ongoing projects and 
activities. 
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APPENDIX D - LIST OF BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT .LAND USE PLANS AND 
FOREST SERVICE LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANS (FOREST PLANS) 

Bureau of Land Management 

CALIFORNIA 

BAKERSFIELD DISTRICT 

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

UKIAH DISTRICT 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, California State Office. 1993. Redding 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. June 1993. 
Ukiah District, Redding Resource Area. Ukiah, California. 

IDAHO 

SALMON DISTRICT 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Idaho State Office. 1979. Challis 
Management Framework Plan. July 1979. Challis Resource Area, Salmon 
District. Salmon, Idaho. 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Idaho State Office. 1982. Ellis-Pahsimeroi 
Management Framework Plan. September 1982. Challis Resource Area. Salmon 
District. Salmon, Idaho. 

USOI Bureau of Land Management, Idaho State Office. 1984. Mackay 
Management Framework Plan. January 1984. Challis Resource Area, Salmon 
District. Salmon, Idaho. 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Idaho State Office. 1987. Lemhi Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. April 1987. Salmon 
Distrtct, Lemhi Resource Area. Salmon, Idaho. 
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COEUR D'ALENE DISTRICT 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Idaho State Office. 1981. Chief Joseph Management 
Framework Plan. November 1981. Coeur d'Alene District, Cottonwood Resource Area, 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho. 

OREGON/WASHINGTON 

PRINEVILLE DISTRICT 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 1985. John Day 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. August 1985. 

· Prineville District. Prineville, Oregon. 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 1986. Two Rivers 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. June 1986. 
Prineville District. Prineville, Oregon. 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 1989. Brothers Lapine 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. July 1989. 
Prineville District. Prineville, Oregon. 

SPOKANE DISTRICT 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 1987. Spokane 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. May 1987. 
Spokane District. Spokane, Washington. 

VALE DISTRICT 

USDI Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 1989. Baker Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. July 1989. Vale District, 
Baker Resource Area. Vale, Oregon. 
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Forest Service 

CALIFORNIA 

LASSEN NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific. Southwest Region. 1992. Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Land and Resource Management Plan • Lassen National 
Forest. 1992. Lassen National Forest. Susanville, California. 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region. 1992. Land and Resource 
Management Plan • Lassen National Forest. 1992. Lassen National Forest. 
Susanville, California. · 

LOS PADRES NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region. 1988. Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, Land and Resource Management Plan • Los Padres National 
Forest. March 1988. Los Padres National Forest. Goleta, California. 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region. 1988. Land and Resource 
Management Plan • Los Padres National Forest. March 1988. Los Padres 
National Forest Goleta, California. 

IDAHO 

BITTERROOT NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Bitterroot National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. 
September 1987. Bitterroot National Forest Hamilton, Montana. 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Bitterroot National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan. September 1987. Bitterroot National Forest 
Hamilton, Montana. 
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BOISE NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, lntermountain Region. 1990. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Boise National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. 
April 1990. Boise National Forest Boise, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, lntermountain Region. 1990. Boise National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan. April 1990. Boise National Forest. Boise, 
Idaho. 

CHALLIS NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, lntermountain Region. 1987. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Challis National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. 

. June 1987. Challis National Forest. Challis, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, lntermountain Region. 1987. Challis National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan. June 1987. Challis National Forest. Challis, 
Idaho. 

CLEARWATER NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Clearwater National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plan. September 1987. Clearwater National Forest. Orofino, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Clearwater National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan. Spetember 1987. Clearwater National Forest. 
Orofino, Idaho. 

NEZ PERCE NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Nez Perce National Forest Plan. October 1987. Nez Perce 
National Forest. Grangeville, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region. 1987. Nez Perce National Forest Plan. 
October 1987. Nez Perce National Forest. Grangeville, Idaho. .-

. . . . 
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PAYETTE NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, lntermountain Region. 1988. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Land and Resource Management Plan for the Payette National 
Forest. May 1988. Payette National Forest. McCall, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, lntermountain Region. 1988. Land and Resource 
Management Plan for the Payette National Forest. May 1988. Payette National 
Forest. McCall, Idaho. 

SALMON NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, lntermountain Region. 1988. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Salmon National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. 

. January 1988. Salmon National Forest. Salmon, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, lntermountain Region. 1988. Salmon National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Pfan. January 1988. Salmon National Forest. 
Salmon, Idaho. 

SAWTOOTH NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, lntermountain Region. 1987. Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Sawtooth National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Pfan. September 1988. Sawtooth National Forest. Twin Falls, Idaho. 

USDA Forest Service, lntermountain Region. 1987. Sawtooth National Forest 
Land and Resource Management Pfan. September 1988. Sawtooth National 
Forest. Twin Falls, Idaho. 

OREGON/WASHINGTON 

MALHEUR NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. · Final Environmental 
Impact Statement - Malheur National Forest - Land and Resource Management 
Ptan. May 1990. Malheur National Forest. John Day, Oregon.•· --

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. Malheur National Forest­
Land and Resource Management Plan. May 1990. Malheur National Forest. 

John Day, Oregon. 
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OCHOCO NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1989. Final Environmental 
Impact Statement - Land and Resource Management Plans - Ochoco National 
Forest and Crooked River National Grassland. August 1989. Ochoco National 
Forest. Prineville, Oregon. 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1989. Land and Resource 
Management Plans - Ochoco National Forest and Crooked River National 
Grassland .. August 1989. Ochoco National Forest. Prineville, Oregon. 

OKANOGAN NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1989. Final Environmental 
Impact Statement - Land and Resource Management Plan - Okanogan National 
Forest. 1989. Okanogan National Forest. Okanogan, Washington. 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1989. Land and Resource 
Management Plan - Okanogan National Forest. 1989. Okanogan National Forest. 
Okanogan, Washington. 

UMATILLA NATIONAL FOREST 
USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. Final Environmental 
Impact Statement - Forest Land and Resource Management Plan - Umatilla 
National Forest. 1990. Umatilla National Forest. Pendleton, Oregon. 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. Forest Land and 
Resource Management Plan - Umatilla National Forest. 1990. Umatilla National 
Forest Pendleton, Oregon. · 

WALLOWA-WHITMAN NATIONAL FOREST 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. Final Environmental 
Impact Statement - Wallowa-Whitman National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan. April 1990. Wallowa-Whitman· National Forest. Baker, 
Oregon. 

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 1990. Wallowa-Whitman 
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. April 1990. Wallowa­
Whitman National Forest. Baker, Oregon. 
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APPENDIX E - LIST OF BRIEFINGS AND CORRESPONDENCE 
Table E-1. External Brleflnas. 

Name of Organization Briefed 

House and Senate 
Senate Agriculture Committee 
House Agriculture Committee - Subcommittee on Speciafrty Crops 

and Natural Resources 
House Merctiant Marine and Fisheries Committee -

Fisheries Subcommittee 
Personal staffs of Alaska Congressional delegation 
House and senate Congressional staff 
Staffs ID, OR, .CA Congressional delegation 

(Field and Washington, DC offices) 

Federa!Agenclea· 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Environmental Proledion Agency 
USDA Soil Conservation service 
USDC National Marine Fisheries Service 
USDI Bureau of Indian AffaitS 
USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 

US Department of Justice 

National Biological Su,vey 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Washington, DC 

and Portland, Oregon 
Office of American Indian Trust/Dept of Interior 
USDI, Bureau of Reclamation 
USDA Agriculture Stabilization and Conservation 

Service, California 
USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region 
USDA Soil Conservation Se!Viee, California . 
USDC National Marine F'ISheries Service, Santa Rosa 
USDI Bureau of Reclarnalion, Mid-Pacific Region 
USO! F'ISh and WIidiife Service, Region 1 
USOI National Park Service, Western Region 
BuD Trout lnteragency Meeting (BlM, FWS), Idaho 
FISHNET Conference, Idaho 
SLM/EPA Wortcshop, Idaho 

S1ateAgencles 
Alaska Governor's Office (et al.) 
Alaska Dept of Commerce and Economic Development 
Alaska 0epattmem of Fish and Game 
Columbia Basin F'ISll & Wddlife Authority. 
International Association of Fish & Wildfrfe Agencies 

E • 1 

Date of Briefing 

May 24, 1993 

October 21, 1993 

October 7, 1993 
August 5, 1993 

April 1992; January 1993 
March 25, 1994 

January & March 1994 
August 1993:June 1994 

August 4 & 10, 1993 
Juiy 1992; OctOber 15, 1993 

August 4, 1993 
July 1992; July 28, 1993; 

Februaly 10, 1994 
October 1992; Summer 1993; 

Februaly 1994 
Marctl 2. 1994 
March 2. 1994 

March 2. 1994 
April 15, 1994 

June 1994 

June 1994 
June 1994 

May 10, 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 

March 10, 1994 
June 2, 1994 
June 28, 1994 

September 8-9, 1993 
September 8-9, 1993 
September 8-9, 1993 
Apri~ October 1993 

April 1992; September 14, 1993 



Table E-1 •. Extemal Brklflnga (Cont.) 

Name at Organlzalion Brieted 

Non-point Source Watl!r 0uality Monitoring Wotlcshop 
Oregon Depa. ane,it at F"ISh & Widlife 
Univelsity at Waslliig!OI, 
Virginia Slate Unillelsity and Polytechnic lnslilute 
Western L8!fs IX➔ Foreslry Task Force 
Catilomia Department at Coe ISIIMlliol, 
Catilomia Department at F"ssh and Game 
Catilomia Departmenl at Food and Agriculture . 
Catilomia Depariment of Forestry and F"ire PIP,auta:ce:tili>onon 
Catilomia Department at Parks and Rec:rea1ion 
Callomia Department of Water Resources 
califomia Stare Lands Cuna nis:sio.1 
califomia Stare Resources: Ageney 
Idaho Gc:Mimor's Staff 
ldahoGcM!rnor 
Idaho Department at F"ssh and Game 
university at Idaho (Nalural Fles:oun:es: Conference) 

Tribal Govemmenta 
Tribal Govemmenls of the Northwest 
Cok.inbia AMII' lnteiaibal F"ssh Commiss:ion 
NezPerce 
NontiMISt Indian Fisheries: Col,11 · on . 

Shos:hoii8Bati0dc 
Umatilla 

· Wann Springs 
Yalcama 
Hoopa ValJet Indian ReseMilon (Calif0mia) 

0rganlzallona 
Alaska Trolers As S H iation 
Alra'icalt F"ISheries: Soc:iely 

Bonneville Power Admi lis:llalion 
Klamall't R SIC~ Alliance 

-National Camemen•s .6SSbl ialHll'l 
Natural Re:scuces OefeltSe Council 
Northwest Fontsllr .Ass:, ialim 
NorttJAest Hydlt slsarir ASVII iii•~ 
Northwest Power Pla■1i119 Co1.rtci1 .-..W..,. __ 'A .,. 
--•~S S CiAIOn· 
Paciic Coast Feder.II at F"IShen'nen's Associations 
Paciic RMlrs Council 

Public Info Mueli1 .,;s: Boise. L.e,.istor, Grangeville 
McCall, New Me r'ow. Ketchum, Stanley. Challis. 
Salmor, and Idaho FaDs. 10 
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Date of Briefing 

January 4, 1993 
Seplembel1993 
January 11, 1993 
Fetxuary 1, 1994 

September 18, 1993 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 
June 1994 

January 10, 1994 
Man:h 25, 1994 
Man:h 26. 1994 
Mard'I 30, 1994 

Jul.,Nov..J)ec., 1992 
July 2S,30, 1993 
July 25-30, 1993 
July 25-30, 1993; 

March 2. 1994 
July25-30, 1993 
July 25-30, 1993 
July 25-30. 1993 
July 25-30, 1993 

May18, 1994 

5eptember1993 
April 1992: April 14, November 

15, September 16, 1993 
June1993 

May 20, 1993 
Seple{tlber 21, 1993 
September 16, 1993 

Augrs 1993 
Februaly2,1993 

June 1992: June 1993 
Septembe.- 1992 
September 1993 

April 1992: April 14, 
December 2. 1993 

Apr. 6-27, 1994 

I 
I ,, 
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Table E-1. External Briefings (Cont.) 

Name ct OrganiZalion Briefed 

Public Lands Council 
Society for Range Management 
Society ot American Foresters 
Southeast Alaska Conservation Council 
SPOlt F"IShing lnsliMe 
Trout Unlimited 

United F"ISherman ot Alaska 
Weyemauser 
The Wilderness Society 
The Wildlife Society 
California AssoeiaTi'VI ct Resource 

Conseivation Districts 
California Calllemen's Associati"ll 
Califomia Fann Bureau 
California Indian Legal Service 
California Sheep Growers 
Idaho Cattle~- four meetings: 

Salmon. Idaho 
Grangeville. Idaho 
Boise, Idaho 
Emmett. Idaho 

Idaho Conservalion League 
ldallo Sporting Congress 
The Wilderness Society, Idaho 
Pacific Rivers Council 
Western Legis1a!ive Task Force 

Senate 
Senator Jim Duncan 
Senator Ted Stevens (News Release) 
Senator Ted Stevens (News Release) 

Federal Ageni;les 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program 
Office of the Chief Scientist 
usoc National Marine F"ISheries Service 
USOI F"ISh and Wildlife Service 

State Governments 
Alaska Department of Commerce and Economic Development 
Alaska 0ffic:e of the Governor 
Board ot Commissioners - County of Coos. Oregon 
Califomia Department of Forestry 
Columbia Basin F"ISh & Wddlife Authority 
Oregon Water Resources Oepanment 
Western Legislative Forestry Task Force 
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Cate ct Briefing 

September 1992: June 9, 1993 
June 9, 1993 
June 9, 1993 

September 19. 1993 
April 1992; April 14, 1993 

Apr., Aug. 1992; Mar., Apr. 
Aug:, Oct., 1993 

September 3, 1993 
September 19, 1993 

April 1992 
June 9, 1993 
June, 1994 

May 23, 1994 
May 23, 1994 
May 18, 1994 
May23, 1994 

April 16, 1994 
April 1 B, 1994 
Apnl 19, 1994 
May 10, 1994 

March 26, 1994 
March 25, 1994 
March 26, 1994 
March 2. 1994 
April 21, 1994 

September 30. 1993 
$eptember 15, 1993 

October 6, 1993 

August 25, 1993 
December 14, 1993 
• January Z7, 1994 
November 8, 1993 
August 26. -1993 

Septemller27, 1993 
August 1993 

OCIOber 14, 1993 
Oecember 12. 1993 
January Z7, 1994 
November 1993 
October 6, 1993 



Table E-2. Letters RecelYed. 

Name cl Correspondent 

Tribal Qoolwnmenta 
Confederated Tribes and Bands cl the Yakima Indian Nation 
Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee 

Organlzltionl 
The AFSEEE Ac1iYi1ies (News Alticle) 
Alaska Center for the. Environment 
Alaska Center for the Environment, et. al. (Nl!Wf Relaase) 
Alaska Trollas Ats oc:iato, 
Alaska Coin:11 cl Trout Unlimited 
Amelican F"ISheries Society - . Alaska Chapter 
American F"ISheries Society - Humboldt Chapter 
American F"ISheries Society - Idaho Chapter 
American F"ISheries Society • Virginia Tech Chapter 
Americ:al I F"ISheries Society, et. af. 1 

Amelical, Rivers 
Amelicall Rivers (News Release) 
B.A.S.S. Inc. 
Blade Hills A, dubon Society 
Canadian Wildlife Federation 
Coalition for the C0l'IS8Mllion cl Aquatic Habitat 
Envi1011rnental Defense Fund 
Health to the Salmon 
National Auch lbon Society 
Nallonal FORISUy .ASS C Claton 
Northwest Forvsuy Association 
Oi&g011 Trout 
Preston, TllDrgrimsDn. Shidler, Gates & EDis 
United F"IShermen cl Alaska 
Weyerhaeuser 

lndlvlduala 
.'ThClrnas Ar-igei---1e1-nt 
Pat & Bil Bleha 
Charles CheSney 
Stew Churchwell 
Margaret Conradsen 
William and Ran10,,a Crooks 
James H. OeJano 
MarvO.Domi 
Bob F"ll'lhaus 
Doug Goodall 

•Letter to the lnlerior AppropriatjDnS Conference. 
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Date cl Letter 

July 29, 1993 
July %7, 1993 

August 1993 
September 3, · 1993 

September 28. 1993 
September 18, 1993 

October 10, 1993 
September 23, 1993 

April 24, 1993 
September 13, 1993 
September 1, 1993 

September 21, 1993 
August 5, 1993 

September 28, 1993 
September %7, 1993 
September 8, 1993 

March 26, 1993 
November S. 1993 
January %7, 11194 
January %7, 11194 

September 24, 1SISl3 
August 9, 1993 
August 9, 111513 

January Z'/, 1994 
October 25. 1993 

Septembel 3. 1993 
September 23. 1993 

August 20, 1993 
September 7, 1993 . 
. November 1993 
August %7. 1993 

September 3, 1993 
August 30, 1993 
August 29, 1993 

Updated 
Undated 
Undated 
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Table E-2. Letters Received (Cont.) 

Name of Colrespondent 

lncllvfduala (Cont.) 
Mamie Graham 
Ga,yGulis.11om 
Dennis Honkomp 
H. James Howe 
John Hutt>unl 
RobettR.Jammes 
Alberta Kittleson 
Rebei G a j, Knight 
James Uchatowich (Mobrand Biometries) 
TadMastersen 
Gertrude C. Minnix 
Richard T. Myren 
Jolv'I and Karyn Nelson 
Kyle Nelson 
Nancy R. Norsen 
Dr. Robert L Olson 
DavidPatenavde 
Dr. Nathauel A. Peters & Juanila L Peter.; 
David W. Robens 
Peggy Robil 1501, 
Ron and Martha RobinSon 
Dr. John A. S8llerwhite 
BillScarbOurg 
Dr. Dan Silver 
CarolSolh 
Kersten Tanner 
Sal Tromba 
Robett Tuclc 
Kalhleen VanWlhl 
Rf S. Wakefield 
Bud Wakeland 
Howard J. Whilaker 
Ray While 
RonYOClcim 

Date of Letter 

September 10, 1993 
November 2, 1993 

Undated 
August 22, 1993 

Updated 
August 26, 1993 
August zr. 1993 

September 10, 1993 
January zr, 1994 

September 16, 1993 
August Z1, 1993 

September 8, 1993 
August 28, 1993 

September 9, 1993 
August 28, 1993 
August 25, 1993 

September 2, 1993 
September 8, 1993 
January zr. 1994 

September 25, 1993 
August 23, 1993 

September 1, 1993 
August 28, 1993 
August 25, 1993 
August 30, 1993 

Undalec:I 
Undaled 

Janua,yZl, 1994 
August 'D. 1993 
August 20, 1993 

September 2. 1993 
August 31, 1993 
January Z,, 1994 
Februaly 23, 1993 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal 

Name of Resoondent 
Arkansas 
Charles F. Gauvin 
Victoria E. McDonald 
John Peterson 
Steven A. Brink 

Alaska 
Roger 0. Snippen 

AriZona 
David E. McGillivary 

Cafdomia 
V. Louise Knowe 
Oclean Griffin 
Doris E. Cole 
James L Woods 
Joanna NeJson 
Rodney M. Fujita 
W. James Edwards 
Not Signed 
R. Brett Matzke 
Felica Pace 
Susie Van Kirk 
Betty Ball 
Richard W. Harter 
Ed Dunkley 
Harold Madsen 
Steven L Evans 
rm McKay 
Edwin P. Pister 
Balbara C. Tumer 
Kevin Turner 
JohnL Braly 
Clifton Hodge 
Eric P. Simmen 
AndrewJ. & Elois F"ISCher 
Bill Devall 
JohnB. Merz 
Bill Wilson 
Virginia Russell 
Stephen C. Volker 
Ryan M. Henson 
Marcia H. Armstrong 
John Nelson 
Karyn Nelson 
Barbara Pascoe 

Trout Unlimited 
Seafrsh 

Oraanization 

Greater Ketchikan Chamber.of Commerce 
Tongass NF Plan Revision Team Leader 

State of Alaska Project Analyst 

U.S. Department of the Interior Frsh/WI 

Environmental Defense Fund 

Caflfomia Trout, Inc. Sierra Nevada Mgr 
Klamath Forest Alliance Pgnn.Coordinator 
Sierra Club Redwood Chapter North ·Group 
Mendocino Environmental Center 

California Association of 4WD Clubs, Inc. 

Friends of the River - Conservation Dir. 
The Northcoast Environmental Center 
Desert Fishes Council 

Caflfomia Cattlemen's Association 

9XRanch 

Sacraniento River Presentation Trust 
Modoc County Cattlemen's Assn. 

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, Inc. 
Califomia Wilderness Coalition 
Siskiyou County Fann Bureau 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont) 

Name of Resoondent 
California (Cont) 
Kent Pascoe 
Janet Reynolds 
John M. Richards 
Randy Bailey 
Kerry L Burke 
Daniel Hall 
Circle S Ranch 
James Sinton 
Steve Sinton 
Richard S. Cincino 

Colorado 
Kerry L Burke 
Jim Connolly 
Paul Wilbert 

District of Columbia 
Thomas J. Cassidy, Jr. 
Charles B. Rumburg 
Ruth T. McWdliams 
Larry Craig 
Jerry T. Williams 
William G. Myers Ill 
Larry E. Craig 

Idaho 
Richard Scully 
Marvin Park 
Lara L Ellsworth 
Jacqueline E. Moore 
Darci Daniels 
BtllSteele 
Sabrina Blsworth 
MariAne Evans 
Randy Hess 
H.LSolom 
Dan Crawford 
Darcy Estes 
Eward Smith 
Geo Poleson 
Robert Manhm 
Carrol Stewart 
Gerald Lohman 
Elwin Hutchins 
Emerald Hutchins 
Lisa Lombardi 

Omanization 

American Fisheries Society 

The Pacific Forest Trust 

Avenales Cattle Co. 
Avenales Cattle Co. 

Connolly Properties, Inc. 

American Rivers 
Society for Range Mgmt Executive VP 
U.S.DA Forest Service 
United States Senate 
U.S.DA Forest Service 
Public Lands Counal-Executive Director 
United States Senate 

American Fisheries Society 

White Otter Outdoor Adventures 

Hutchins lumber, Inc. 
Hutchins Lumber, Inc. 
Clearwater Forest Watch Coalition 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) 

Name of Resnnndent 
Idaho (Cont.) 
Randy Hartshorn 
M. Clemenhagen 
James Sorenson 
Verle Pfefferkorn 
Unn Kincannon 
GeorgeKur1s 
Sabrina Ellsworth 
Kip Dieringer 
Wade Gruhl 
Wendell M. Stark 
Al Espinosa 
Alan S. Wright 
Rayola Jacobsen 
Robert C. Sears 
Kathy Richmond 
Pam Lewis 
Roland Craft 
Phillip L Mikeanny 
Dick Kolbrener 
M. Keene Hueftle 
Michael Fish 
Lyle Maynard 
Ed Coates 
Helen Rice· 
Lawrence Armacost 
Richard Uberuaga 
Joyce Broodsword 
Bill Summers 
Patrick Donivan 
Jeff Carlson 
Daniel G Johnson 
Neil R. Rimbey 
Jack Buell 
Rudy J. Verschoor 
Dennis Baird 
Hadley B. Rober1s 
Ernest Pendell 
Don Pischner 
Steve Paulson 
Doug Thompson 
James W. Guthrie 
James D. Wassmuth 
Russ Moritz 
Robert L Leffert 
Mike Mihelich 
Jane M. Miller 

Omanizalion 

Idaho Conservation League 

Idaho Farm Bureau Federation 
Idaho Cattle Association 

Louisiana-Pacific Corporation 

R.0.0.T.S. 
Univ. of Idaho Cooperative l:xtension 
County of Benewah 

Idaho Environmental Council 

City of St Maries 
Driftwood Heights Ranch 

Kaniksu Bioregional Council 

National Audubon Society 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) 

Name of Re=ndent Oraanization 

I Idaho (Cont.) 
Michael Kirk 
Nick R. Butler ' 

I Homer Hasfurther 
Jerry Klemm Pulp & Paperworker's Resource Council 
Brenda Oammarell 

I 
Kris Nesbitt 
Josephine Brown 
Peter De Lisser 

I 
Ivan I. Taylor Custer County Board of Commissioners 
Elaine D. Hedenstrom 
Paul A. Lang 
Dan C, Miller 

I Jasper Purdey 
David C. Bums 

Warren Rice 

I William K. Terry Snake River Cutthroats-VP/Conservation · 
Lori Barnes 
Larry Isenberg 

I Geoff Schneider 
Karolyn R. Zierold 
Alan Peterson 

I 
nm Christopherson Clearwater Resource Coalition 
James R. Bennetts 
Char Roth 

I 
Joan Vanhorn 
Bill DeVeny , 

Julia Irby 

I 
Mark Klingerman 
Lynne K. Stone 
Class Landscape Ecology 

I 
Doug Cruthirds 
Shirley Gertlack 
Debra L Yeoman 
Gene P. Deasy 

I Fred L Edmiston County Extension Agent 
Barbara Fabin 
Win Green 

I James N. Hawkins Custer County Extension Agent - -

Mike Medberry 
Shaun Robertson The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 

I 
Tom Coates 
Steve Bliss 
Joe Osborne 

I 
Steve Pittman 
Jack Linnemeyer LaJack Timber, Inc. 
Larry Linnemeyer LaJack Timber, Inc 

I 
I 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) 

Name of R0 c""ndent 
Idaho (Cont.) 
Myrna Linnemeyer 
Stieg Gabrielsen 
Richard K. Kelly 
Jon Johnson 
Suezette Zenner 
Darrell Daubert 
Elma & Kenneth Bradbury 
Jason Charley 
N.M. Stigum 
Patrick Young 
Bob Smeltz 
Scott K. C8mpbell 
BDIVargovich 
Kile L Parris 
Kenny Howen 
David Outo, Jr. 
Kevin Paris 
RockyVargovich 
John A. Curtis 
John A. Curtis 
David N. Stamper 
David N. Stamper 
James L CasweD 
AJex Irby 
Bob Sears 
Tom Geary 
Janice R. Hartig 
Raymond F. Coon 
Ron W. Hartig 
David L Foushee 
Joseph M. Hinson 
N"ICk Chenoweth 
Terice B. Childers 
Patricia M. Duren 
John Goffinet 
Shirley J. Johnson 
Monica J. Jones 
Paul Lang 
Anhui' G. Osterberg 
Deniece M. Osterberg 
lee C. Peppinger 
Paul Peppenger 
Gordon A. Thiessen 
Dennis Thompson 
Jeffrey Wicks 
Nancy Spencer 

Omanization 

LaJack Tmlber, Inc. 

US Forest Ser. Clearwater NF Supervisor 
Clearwater Soil & Water Conservation 
Idaho Cattle Association 
Idaho Farm Bureau Federation 

lntermountain Forest Industry Assoc. 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) 

Name of Re"'""ndent 
Idaho (Cont.) 

Julie Chenoweth 
Dennis Harper 
Steve Law 
Donna R. Leach 
Amylondon • 
Rob 0. Miller 
David L Washburn 
Charles E. Pace 
Pat Ford 
Off. Of The Gover 
John McCarthy 
Charles Ray 
Rhonda Norland 
Ron Norland 
Mike Hanna 
Norman West 
Sharon Arnold 
Wayne & Sue Thornton 
James A. Little 
Wayne T. Stelles 
V. James Wilson 
Mike Kerttu 
Chet Bowers 
Bill Mulligan 
Tom Lanman 
OlaVevle 
Jonathan H. Marvel 
George L Rawley 
Damon M. Carpenter 
Cheryl Woehfer 
FrankWoehler 
Dave Elliot 
Kenneth G. Watson 
Dale Adams 
Lorene Sutton 
Ron C. Merecfrth 
Carl Ellsworth 
Pete Ellsworth 
Andy Frei 
Arlene c. Kolar 
Julie Hershey 
Peter M. K. Frost 
Stanley P. McCoy 

. Philip H. Feucht 
Gary W. Heringartner 
Todd Riggers 

Omanization 

Regional Services, Inc. 

State of Idaho 
Idaho Conservation League 
Idaho Rivers United 

Board of County Commissioners 
Bennett Lumber Products, Inc. 
Bowers Aero-Photo 
Weyerhaeuser - Resource Manager 

County of Boise District Court 

Potlatch Corporation 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) 

Name of Resoondent 
Idaho (Cont.) 
Karen I. Vallejo 
WendyWeclum 
Grace M. Brown 
Silas C. Whitman 
Lisa Konrad • 
Becky Brooks 
Joel E. Coursey 
Larry Isenberg 
Glenn A Smith 
Ardis Fugate 
Ron Fugate 
Lynette B. Asay 
ReedZ.Asay 
Ambase Kudronowerz 
Todd McCollum 
Richard G. Heediman 
Ronald J. Peterson 
KimUhlom 
SteveUhlom 
Laly Bruce 
Howard Zimmerman 
Randy Bryngelson 
Larry Arnold Zimmerman 
MartyBruce 

· David L Brown 
Jay O'Laughlin 
Kenneth T. Kolar 
Mike Miraglio 
Michael King 
Janice M. Donley 
Margaret L Drake 
JohnNDyer 
Elizabeth Rieffenberger 
Liz Sedler 
Lisa Lombardi 
Craig Ames 
Dave Behrens 
Michael N. Norton 
Owen Squires 
Omar J. Sarbacher 
JohnLGrasham. 
WendeR M. Stark 
J.D.& Gay Craig 
Mark H. Johnson 

• George M. Rauch 
Duane York 

Omanization 

Nez Perce Tribe 

Crown Pacific Inland-Timber & Lands 

U.S. Forest Service • Nez Perce NF 
Boise County Bd. Of Co\,lnty CommiSsioners 
Boise County Bd. Of County Commissioners 
Boise County Bd. Of County Commissioners 
Salmon National Forest 
Alliance for the Wild Rockies 
Clearwater Forest Watch Coa6tion 

Bennett Lumber Prcclucts, Inc. 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) 

Name of Respondent nm..nization 

Idaho (Cont.) 
Doug Clark 
Donald Jones 
Linda D. Rauch 
Jim Hershey 
Thomas L Snyder 
Andy Gilder 
VemUhlom 
Ron Wetmore 
Terri Ro1hwell 
ED.Coy 
Albert Low 
B.Hoidal 
James T. Vandegrift 
J.LRoss 
Jerry D. Chambers 
B. Rauch 
Michelle Poesy 
Britt Carpenter . 
Gillis Kelly 
Teresa M. Quimby 
Tom Wolny 
Alvin Minden 
Roger Cauble 
Suzanne R. Wilson 
Doug Litchfield 
Bill Lundgrem 
Darrell Turnelson 
Hal R. Covey 
Will Ingram . 
Gordon Fulton 
Richard C. Reimers 
Gary Cantrell 
Zella Cantrell· 
Patrick E. Long 
Gordon E. Mohr 
Garold E. Clionte 
Marvin L Hutchins 
William C. Liedkie -
Robert A. Saulls 

. Gary W. Riddle 
Ike Coleman GEM Community Committee 
Elaine Cook GEM Community Committee 
Patricia Dobson GEM Community Committee 
Shannon Esenmeth GEM Community Committee 
Bob Hyde GEM Community Committee 
Marlene Hyde GEM Community Committee 

-
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (ConL) . 

Name of A .. _c:nnndent n.,,,,.nization 

Idaho (ConL) 
Sandra L. Lawrence GEM Community Committee 
Kathyn Lefferts GEM Community Committee 
Sandy Luis GEM Community Committee 
Lori MeMillen GEM Community Committee 
Mike Mc:Milfian GEM Community Committee 
Patty J. Ramey GEM Community Committee 
Michael D. Snyder. GEM Community Committee 
Shannon Snyder GEM Community Committee 
Shelly Stewart GEM Community Committee 
Billie L Waide GEM Community Committee 
Chris Walsh GEM Community Committee 
TedWalsh. GEM Community Committee 
R. D. Willhite 
Marguerite McLaughlin Idaho State Senate 
Thomas B. Beamish 
Maurice Pae 
EdHaD Idaho County Farm Bureau 
Calvin J. Whittaker 
Carol Whittaker 
Paul Belzer 
Ben Sa6sl:My 
Lyle Maynard 
Jim Hayes 
Craig Nelson 
Maine 
Jim Gerber 
John A. Swanson 
John R. Swanson 
p. John Manyan 
Tim OodsOn 
Walter Lindsey 
Gary Estlund 
Missy Keys 
Duane Ash 
Steven G. Ubey 
Janet Crowley Connecting Point for Public .Lands 
Ron Watters 
Jennifer Davis 
Jack R. Palmer 
Rosemary Mc:Queen 
Brian Nesbitt 
Mike D. Moore 
PateyAcree 
Dartyne Nice 
Teny E. Byrd 
RayK.Ongstad 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) • 

I Name of Resnnndent Orruinization 

I 
Idaho (Cont.) 
Don Wilson 
Jess Mooney 

I 
Erin Donley 
Cathy Baer Sawtooth Wildlife Council 
Kathy Richmond 
Stew Churchwell Salmon River Environmental Ed. & Defense 

I Montana 
John R. Swanson 

I Arlene Montgomery Friends of the Wild Swan 
Patrick Graham Montana Dept of Fish, Wildrlfe & Parks 

I Nevada 
William Patric Mineral Poficy Center 
Kevin Whitener 

I Oregon 
Diane Valantine Oregon Natural Resources Council 

I J.F. Edmonds American Fisheries Society 
CJ Andersen 
George T. Gant 

I John Swanson 
James McCauley Associated Oregon Loggers, Inc. 
John T. Cheslock 

I Wilflam MacKenzie Oregon Small Woodlands Association 
Steven J. Courtney Malheur Tmber Operators, Inc. 

· LE. Bedell 

I Stuart J. Sheik, Jr. 0choco Lumber Company 
Dale White County Court for Hamey County 
JackLBeebe Coos County Board Of Commissioners 

I 
Bev Owen Coos County Board Of Commissioners 
Gordon Ross Coos County Board Of Commissioners 
Arieigh G. Isley Wallowa County Court 

I 
Pat Wortman Wallowa County Court 
Kevin Campbell County Court of Grant County 
Bob Kimberfing County Court of Grant County 
Sondra Lino County Court of Grant County 

I Barry carter Blue Mtn. Native Forest Alliance .. . -

DaleOberlag 
Louis A. Carlson County Court. Morrow County Judge 

I Joyce Morgan Board of Commissioners 
Doug Robertson Board of Commissioners 
Doris Wadsworth Board of Commissioners 

I John J. Howard IAC Idaho Assn. of Oregon Counties 
Terry Thompson IAC Idaho Association of Counties 
Paula Burness Office of the Govemor 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal {Cont.) 

Name of R....,..ondent n..-nization 
Washington {Cont.) 

John Shaver R.C.G.N.W. - United For Multiple Use 
Dave Somers The Tulalip Tribes 
Maxine Keesling 
Bill Burley 
Johnny M. Floon 
S.Pacha 
Ralph Coyle 
Mike Erickson 
Kurt Bell 
DeMis Lebold 
DonM. BaJlly 
Ross Emery 
Jim R. Schroeder 
Chuck Parker BUSE Timber & Sales, Inc. 
David Kliegman Tonas~ Forest Watch 
Bruce Kenyon 
Richard Weber 
Ed Harris 
Greg Paris 
Thomas L Vandevanter 
Wayne Hirsche! 
Nonn McClure Washington Rangeland Committee 
Lovern Payton 
Gary Warnecke ' 
Henry A. Burt 
Gary E. Johnser 
Jack A. Aubrey, Jr. 
Marcie Jo Oppenheimer 
John A. Sharp 
Margie Sharp 
Melanie McFarland U. S. Forest Service - I asse" NF 
No Name No Name 

· Terry Braden 
Steve Blankinship 
Dan Peer 
Cherylene J. Engle 
Gary Van Scotter 
Brad Hollenbeclc - -

Mike Bailey 
Ronald S. Yockim Grant and Hamey County Courts 
Bonnie Lawrence Okanogan Resource Counal 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont) 

Name of Refflondent o~nization 
Washington {Cont) 
David Long Grande R Adventures 
Brian Fox 
Joe Labelle 
Steve Purcell 
DonWeza 
Clinton Carlyle 
Lori Long 
Robert Freres, Jr. Freres Lumber Co., Inc. 
Betty L White 
Mary L. Water 
Georgia Columbia 
Bobbi Turner 
Lauri Vigue · 
Jack McClellan 
Stella Renald 
Renea Martin 
Doug & Lucy Pearce 
Wley Hollingsworth . 

. Bonnie Phillips-Howard Pilchuck Audubon Society 
Derek Lutz 

' Richard A. McNeilly McNeilly Ranch, Inc. 
Guadalupe Flores 
Milch Friedman Greater Ecosystem Alliance 
David A. Hoppens David A. Hoppens • ENGINEERS 
Sill Erickson 
John R. Norberg U. S. Dept Of Interior-Bureau of Mines 
Brad AIBoucq 
Marshall Ward 
George Boyd 
James D. Tank 
Doug CampbeU Pacific Northwest Ski Areas Assoc. 
Kaare Norland 
James N. Hall U.S. DOT Fed Hwy Adm. Division Engineer 
Karl F. Moore 
Kathy Veil U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Alfred Amyotte 
James W. Simpson 
Adam Berger Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, Inc. 
John P. McMahon Weyerhauser 

. . 

Ken Davis Washington Cattlemen's Association 
Ron Mason 
Decker K. Johnson 
Carroll Palmer Yakima lncfian Nation 
Deborah A. Sivas, Esq. Inland Empire Public Lands Council 
David L Scott 
Thomas A. Weza 
Robert D. Wilcoxon 
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Table E-3. Respondents to Draft Proposal (Cont.) 

Name of Resriondent 
Washington (Cont.) 

John Shaver 
Dave Somers 
Maxine Keesling 
Bill Burley 
Johnny M. Roon 
S.Pacha 
Ralph Coyle 
Mike Erickson 
Kurt Sen 
Dennis Lebold 
DonM.Ballly 
Ross Emery 
Jim R. Schroeder 
Chuck Parker 
David Kliegman 
Bruce Kenyon 
Richard Weber 
Ed Harris 
Greg Paris 
Thomas L Vandevanter 
Wayne Hirsche! 
Norm McClure 
Lovem Payton 
Gary Wamecke 
Henry A. Burt 
Ga!y E. Johnser 
Jack A. Aubrey, Jr. 
Marcie Jo Oppenheimer 
John A. Sharp 
Margie Sharp 
Melanie McFarland 
No Name No Name 

· Terry Braden 
Steve Blankinship 
Dan Peer 
Cherylene J. Engle 
Gary Van Scotter 
Brad Hollenbeck 
Mike Bailey 
Ronald S. Yockim 
Bonnie Lawrence 

Om::inization 

R.C.G.N.W. • United For Multiple Use 
The Tulalip Tribes 

BUSE Timber & Sales, Inc. 
Tonasket Forest Watch 

Washington Rangeland Committee 

U. S. Forest Service • Lassen NF 

Grant and Hamey County Courts 
Okanogan Resource Council 
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APPENDIX F - RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

A. Summary of Public Comments 

A notice of availability for the Environmental Assessment (EA} and proposed Finding 
of No Significant Impact (FONSI} was published in the Federal Register March 25, 
1994 (58 FR 14356}, with a 45-day public comment period scheduled to dose May 9, 
1994. A notice published May 4, 1994 (85 FR 23049}, extended the public comment 
period for two weeks, until May 23, 1994. 

The Forest Service (FS} and the Bureau of Land Management (SLM} received 
approximately 500 written comments. Over 90 percent of these were from within the 
geographic range of the proposed action (Idaho, California, Oregon, and Washington}. 
Over half of the comments were from Idaho alone. The remaining letters came from 
areas outside the range of the proposed action, induding the District of Columbia, 
Pennsylvania, Alaska, Virginia, Minnesota, Arizona, Colorado, Montana, Nevada, Ohio, 
and Alabama. Commentors included individuals as well as representatives of national 
and local interest groups, other Federal agencies, State, local, and Tribal 
governments, and the academic community. The length of written comments received 
ranged from several sentences to over a hundred pages. 

Comments reflected a wide range of positions from recommendations to take no 
action (Alternative 1} to recommendations to take greater protective measures than 
proposed in any of the five alternatives. Some felt the standards an9 guidelines 
(S&Gs} were too restrictive, while others felt they were not restrictive enough. Many 
commentors questioned the interim widths for Riparian .Habitat Conservation Areas 
(RHCAs); some felt that they were arbitrary and too wide, and others felt the RHCAs 
should be wider. Some commentors proposed strategies for management of 
anadromous fish habitat other than the alternatives considered in the EA. The 
Agencies reviewed these proposals, and though some were quite detailed, none 
adequately addressed the purpose and need of the interim direction or adequately 
responded to the issues identified in the EA (pp. 6-11, 21-22). 

The limited scope of the proposal and alternatives concerned some, who noted that 
the EA does not address other causes of fish decline (dams and excessive fish 
harvesting, for example}; focuses-only on ·freshwater (and not marine or estuarine) 
habitat; focuses only on anadromous fish; applies only to lands administered by the 
FS and SLM; and is limited to an .18-month time period. Some commentors 
expressed skepticism that the interim direction would be applied for only 18 months. 
Many commentors felt the geographic range of the proposal should be extended to 
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include the range of the bull trout (which extends into parts of Montana). Some 
suggested extending the geographic range of the proposal to include Alaska. Others 
wanted all watersheds to be included. Many of the comments were more applicable 
to the longer-term strategies that will be analyzed in geographically-specific 
environmental analyses for long-term management. Accordingly, those comments will 
be forwarded to the. appropriate interdisciplinary teams working on the environmental 
analyses for long-term management. 

Native Americans described restoration of salmon populations as a significant benefit 
to Tribal social and economic conditions, but expressed concem about access to 
Tnbal use areas and consideration given to inherent treaty interests and 

. treaty-reserved rights. 

Many fisheries and conservation groups commented on the social and economic 
impact of the decline of anadromous fish. Other commentors expressed concerns 
about the costs associated with adopting PACFISH and impacts t~ local economies. 
Others expressed objection simply because adoption would impose more Federal 
regulation. 

Additional concerns included potential adverse impacts to the grazing, limber, mining, 
and associated service industries; whether the measures proposed in the preferred 
alternative would be adequate to restore habitat; whether restoration of habitat would . 
affect anadromous fish populations; and whether an environmental impact statement 
(EIS) was required instead of an EA. 

This appendix contains a distillation of the concerns identified by the commentors and 
the Agencies' response to these concerns. In addition, this appencfix documents 
where clarifications and pertinent additional information were added to the EA in 
response to public comments. 

B. Response to pub6c comments on PACFISH interim direction 

Concern 1 

Whether Interim cf"irection is the appropriate management action 

Response: 
The need for immediate action has been made clear by the rapidly declining status of 
anadromous fish stocks; the contributing role of degraded habitat condition in these 
declines; and the poor habitat conditions on Agency-administered lands (EA pp. 8-11 ). 
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The Agencies are proposing the interim direction while geographically-specific 
environmental analyses are being developed for long-term management of 
anadromous fish-producing watersheds. The analyses for long-term management are 
underway, but these will not be completed for 18 months. While these analyses are 
being prepared, the Agencies should take no actions which would have an adverse 
environmental impact or limit the choice among reasonable alternatives for the long­
term management, as directed by the implementing regulations promulgated under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

The Agencies are attempting to facilitate their compliance with the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (ESA) and foster a more consistent and efficient project-level 
ESA consultation process. In developing the interim direction, the Agencies are 
working to maintain stocks of anadromous fish, while giving consideration to the ability 
of national forests and SLM districts to provide goods and services. The long-term 
provision of goods and services from Agency-administered lands will depend in part 
on avoiding the need for further listings of anadromous fish under the ESA. 

1a: The Agencies have the necessary authority now to do the job fthey would follow 
existing regulations. 

Response: 
The proposed interim direction is consistent with existing regulation and seeks to 
provide a consistent approach across Agency-administered lands as part of a multi­
step planning process. Existing goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines for the 15 
national forests and 7 SLM districts are not all consistent or detailed enough to 
address the purpose of the proposed action. Each of these national forests and 
districts could individually develop standards and guidelines for management of 
anadromous fish-producing watersheds (and conduct the requisite NEPA analysis), but 
this would be a burdensome and redundant effort, and would not insure a consistent 
approach. The interim direction will bridge the time gap between the existing forest 
plans and LUPs and the development of long-term management strategies that are 
now underway. 

The proposed interim direction will also foster project decisions that meet the 
requirements of the ESA. The completed consultation with the F"ISh and Wildfrfe 
Service (FWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) on the -
programmatic interim direction will facilitate site-specific, project-tevei consultations; 

· the standards and guidelines of the interim direction wm insure that those measures 
generally determined- necessary for compliance with the ESA will be incorporated 
during initial project design, rather than awaiting results of project consultation. This 
will result in a more efficient and_ effective project consultation process. 
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1b: The Agencies do not have adequate staffing and funding to conduct the 
necessary actions, such as Watershed Analysis, monitoring, and restoration, to 
implement interim direction. 

Response: 
Implementation of this strategy will not require significant additional staffing or funding 
on the interim basis. The Agencies will need to shift some existing funds and staff to 
meet short-term requirements. The Agencies have recognized this requirement and . · 
feel ·that interim direction is the appropriate management action. The long-term 
management may require significant adcfrtional funding or re-allocation of staff and 
funding. If so, these needs will be identified in the geographically-specific 
environmental analyses and associated decision documents. 

1 c: The FS. cannot adopt the proposed interim direction without amending existing 
Regi_onal Guides. 

Response: 
Based upon public comments and FS review of existing regional direction, the FS has 
determined that the Regional Guides should be amended pursuant to 36 CFR 
219.10(1). Thus, the proposed interim management direction would amend the 
Regional Guides for the affected Regions (Northern, lntermountain, Pacific Southwest, 
and Pacific Northwest Regions) and the forest plans for the 15 affected national 
forests. Implementation procedures for the proposed interim direction will be 
discussed more fully in the Decision Notice/Decision Record. 

1 d: The BLM cannot adopt the proposed interim direction wilf1out anienctJng -.xistil,g 
Land Use Plans (LUPs). 

Response:· 
The proposed interim direction would not amend the existing LUPs. The Biological 
Assessment for the EA is incorrect on this point adoption of the proposed interim 
direction would amend FS forest plans, but not SLM LUPs. The guidance in the 
existing LUPs in the geographic scope of the proposed action does riot need to be 

· changed, but instead requires additional, more specific direction to assist managers in 
achieving the goals of the existing LUPs. 

Under the provisions of regulations developed pursuant to the Federal !:and Policy 
· Management Act, SLM wiU incorporate the proposed interim direction foUowing a 
review of the conformance of the action with existing LUPs. Following a decision on 
the proposed interim direction, the BLM Director would issue instruction to State 
Directors to review the conformance of the interim direction with existing LUPs and, if 
in conformance, adopt the interim direction into all proposed and new projects and 
activities, and certain ongoing projects and activities. 
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If the interim direction were found to be not in conformance with existing LUPs, SLM 
would seek to amend or revise the LUP so that the interim direction would be in 
conformance with the LUP. Until the LUP were to be amended or revised, SLM would 
use the existing LUP direction, or would attempt to implement the management 
direction for certain ongoing projects and activities through negotiation with the use 
authorization holders (e.g., grazing permittees, right-of-way holders, recreation permit 
holders), or wo1:1ld seek other remedy within the terms of the existing authorization, 
including modifying, suspending, or cancelling authorization. However, preliminary 
review of existing LUPs has indicated that the interim direction would be found to be in 
conformance and therefore could be adopted directly. Implementation procedures will 
be discussed more fully in the Decision Notice/Decision Record. 

Concern 2· 

Whether an EA is adequate for the proposed interim direction 

Response: 
An EA is adequate for the proposed interim direction because the nature of the 
proposed action is to maintain the environmental status quo. That is, the interim 
direction would restrict disruption of natural processes and avoid degradation of the 
physical environment The proposed interim direction does not authorize any ground­
disturbing activities, and in no way obviates the need for site-specific, projed-level 
NEPA analysis. 

The EA meets the twin aims of NEPA, informed decisionmaking and disclosure of 
potential environmental impacts. As noted in the NEPA regulations, 40 CFR Sec. 
1500.1(b), (c), the purpose is not to generate paperwork or create encyclopedic 
documents. NEPA documents are to concentrate on the issues that are truly 
important to the action rather than amassing detail. An environmental assessment is 
to be a concise document, 40 CFR Sec. 1508.9. The detail required in disclosing · 
potential environmental effects depends upon the nature and scope of the proposed 
action. This EA was prepared for temporary, programmatic measures to retain the 
environmental status quo while the long-term decisionmaking process (including 
preparation of adcfJtional environmental analyses) underway is completed. The intent 
of the proposed action is to prevent adverse environmental change. The thorough 
discussion of potential environmental effects arising from the prograr:nmatic decision 
considered in this EA is adequate. 
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2a: An EIS should have been prepared for interim direction bec:ause It is a highly 
controversia~ major Federal action which would significantly affect the human 
environment 

Response: 
The proposed FONS!, which was made available for public comment in March 1994, 
presented the r&asons why this interim direction, through the use of goals, objectives, 
standards and guidelines, would not have a significant effect on the human 
environment NEPA regulations provide for the preparation of an EA under certain 
circumstances. An EA is a concise public document which serves to: 

-briefly provide evidence of analysis sufficient for determining whether to 
- prepare an EIS or a FONS!, and 

-facirrtate preparation of an EIS when one is needed, or aid Agency compliance 
with NEPA when no EIS is needed. . 

The standard for determining whether an EIS is needed is the significance of the 
environmental impacts of the action, 40 CFR 1508.27. 

As was discussed_ in the proposed FONS!, the proposed interim direction would not 
have a significant impact because it is limited both in scope and time. The proposed 
interim direction does not affect all projects throughout entire planning areas, but 
instead provides standards and guidelines for certain projects on certain lands. The 
proposed interim direction will remain in effect for only 18 months until the 
geographicaUy-specific environmental analyses for long-term management are 
prepared. 

As was discussed in the proposed FONSI, the proposed interim direelion does not 
involve effects on the quaflty of the human environment that are 6kely to be highly 
controversial. Controversy in this context refers to substantial cfispute as to the size, 
nature, or environmental effect of the proposed aelion, rather than to opposition to the 
adoption of the proposed action. In the preparation of the EA, the Agencies examined 
all relevant information to determine the short-term and long-term effects that would be 
expected to result from the proposed interim direction. Because the interim period is 
limited to 18 months, there will be little impact on the affected environment; the goal of 
the proposed action is to avoid degradation of the physical environment during the 
interim period. Though the proposed interim direelion is anticipated to cause a 
decrease in resource outPuts of some areas in the short-term, resource output levels 
projected in forest_plans and.LUPs may still be attainable over the long-term. 
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2b: An EIS should have been prepared for interim direction because the action is 
programmatic rather than site-specific. 

Programmatic decisions do not necessarily require an EIS. The interim direction is 
programmatic in that the proposed· action does not make site-specific decisions or 
commitment of resources that result in environmental effects. A programmatic NEPA 
document may be prepared as part of a large-scale, multi-step process to address 
actions which share common goals and objectives and/or share a common timing or 
geography. Programmatic documents, suc:h as this EA, are followed by additional 
NEPA analyses for site-specific projects within the broader geographic area. This 
planning concept, referred to as tiering, is provided for in the NEPA regulations and 
FS NEPA Procedures FSM 1950.3, paragraph 4; FSH 1909.15 Chapter 42.1. 

The programmatic nature of the proposed interim direction limits the level of detail that 
must be disclosed at this level of decisionmaking. As noted above, site-specific 
effects will oe disclosed in environmental analyses prior to any decision at the project 
level. The proposed interim direction would not involve any resource or ground• 
disturbing action, but instead would guide future decisionmaking by providing direction 
for additional resource protection. Further mitigation measures might be necessary for 

.some site-specific proposals; this would be determined by project level environmental 
analyses. The proposed interim direction does not propose, authorize, fund, or carry­
out any site-specific project decisions. The proposed interim direction would maintain 
the environmental status quo. It would therefore be premature and speculative to 
assess possible site-specific impacts in this programmatic NEPA document 

2c: An EIS should have been prepared for interim cfirec:tion because the action would 
constitute a significant amendment of forest plans. 

Under the National Forest Management Act (NFMA} and the NFMA regulations, a 
significant amendment of a forest plan requires the preparation of an EIS.· However, 
an amendment that does not result in a significant change in a forest plan only 
requires public notice and appropriate NEPA compliance. As was discussed in the 
proposed FONS!, an EA constitutes appropriate NEPA compliance for the proposed 
interim direction. 

The proposed interim direction would not result in a significant change in the 15 forest 
plans because: (1) it is limited in time and will only be in place until the·current 
analysis of a longer term strategy is completed; (2) the size of the area affected is 
very small when compared to the overall planning area because the interim strategy 
applies only to projects within RHCAs or projects outside the RHCAs that would 
degrade RHCA condition; (3) it wm not alter the long-term relationship between the 
levels of goods and services in the planning area because it would only apply to 
proposed or new projects and activities and ongoing projects and activities that pose 
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an unacceptable risk until a longer-term strategy is developed and examined in an EIS 
within 18 months; (4) any short term reductions in outputs do not foreclose 
opportunities to aehieve such outputs in later years; (5) it only applies to site-specific 
areas where ~lected projects are occurring or are seheduled to occur and does not 
alter the management framework for the vast majority of lands within the planning 
area; (6) it is merely a tempora,y attempt to preserve the environmental status quo, 
thereby maintaining management options while a longer-term policy can be evaluated; 
and (7) by taking the active step of adopting interim guidelines pending the 
development of longer-term options, the Forest Service is better able to aehieve its 
goals of managing the national forests for sustainable multiple uses, and to avoid 
drastic emergency measures in the Mure. 

The Decision Notice/Decision Record will more fully discuss the Significance under 
NFMA of the amendments to forest plans. 

2d: There should have been a fonnal public scoping process, ·and other agencies 
and/'or groups should have been involved in the preparation of the EA. 

Response: 
Although a public scoping process is not required for actions whieh do not have a 
significant impact on the human environment, the Agencies held various meetings and 
briefings with members of Congress, other Federal and State agencies, Tribal 
governments, and a variety of organiZations and individuals (EA, Appendix E). This 
public involvement is consistent with guidance issued by the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEO) for proposed actions that would not have a significant impact on the 
human environment Appendix E of the EA identifies the briefings held and letters 
received prior to completion of the revised EA. Consultation under Section 7 of the 
ESA has been conducted with FWS and NMFS. 

Concem 3 

Whether the alternatives were addressed adequately 

3a: Alternatives were not given equal treatment 

Response: 
As detailed in the EA (pp. 28-30), each of the five attematives considered in detail was 
described by the same components: 
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-Riparian goals and objectives. 

-Special standards and guidelines. 

-Treatment of riparian areas. 

-Special procedures. 

-Management actions affected. . . 

These components are summarized in the EA for comparison of the alternatives 
(Table 1, pp. 31-32). The environmental consequences of each alternative are 
analyzed in the EA (pp. 43-71), detailing consequences for the phySical, biological, . 
and human environment The consistent description of alternatives and analysis of 
consequences provides a sufficient basis for a reasoned choice among alternatives. 

3b: Allemative 4 should not have been identified as the prefened altemative. 

Response: 
An alternative is identified in the EA as the Agencies' preferred alternative to help 
focus public comments and Agency consultations. The identification of a preferred 
alternative in the EA does not constrain the selection of an alternative. The selection 
of an alternative and the rationale,for selection will be discussed in the Decision 
Notice/Decision Record. For this selection, the alternatives will be evaluated based, in 
part, on meeting the stated purpose of-the interim direction within the context of the 
five issues identified in the EA (pp. 21-22): 

(1) Maintaining stocks of anadromous fish. 

(2) Providing management direction to comply with consultation required by. the 
ESA. 

(3) Considering the ability of national forests and BLM districts to provide 
traditional amounts and kinds of goods and services. 

. . 

(4) Integrating proposed interim direction for management of anadromous fish 
habitat with other planning efforts. 

(5) Integrating new scientific knowledge into the management of anadromous · 
fish. 
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3c: The range of alternatives for interim direction is too narrow. 

Response: 
The EA considered five alternatives in detail, including a no-action alternative. An 
additional 10 alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed study. The 
range of alternatives analyzed in the EA was directly related to the scope of the 
proposed action. The range of alternatives that must be considered decreases as the 

- environmental impad of its proposed action becomes less substantial. The scope of 
the proposed action, an interim strategy for managing anadromous fish-producing 
watersheds, _does not involve adverse environmental effeds or an irretrievable 
commitment of resources. The Agencies have focused their analysis of possible 
alternatives on a manageable but broad range of alternatives, making the best use of 
the Agencies' limited resources. Moreover, the Agencies' ability to accomplish the 
purpose and need of the interim strategy would not be enhanced by the addition of 
further altematives, particularly those that are infeasible under federal environmental 
protection laws (e.g., ESA and 36 CFR 219.19). 

The EA set forth alternatives sufficient to permit a reasoned choice. The Agencies are 
not required to examine altematives whose adoption is remote or speculative, nor are 
they required to analyze altematives that would not achieve the purpose of the 
proposed action. The discussion of the five altematives in the EA met NEPA's twin 
aims of informed decisionmaking and disclo~ure of environmental effects. The EA · 
considened a broad range of approaches to interim management of anadromous fish­
producing watersheds. 

The range of alternatives considered in this EA for interim direction will not constrain 
the range of alternatives that will be considered in the geographically-specific 
environmental analyses for long-term management Those analyses will consider a 
broad range of alternatives for management of anadromous fish-producing watersheds 
and will be developed with pubtic participation and early opportunities for public 
comment These alternatives may include some of the interim direction alternatives, 
induding those considered but eliminated from detailed study. 

Concem4 

Whether the proposed interim crrrection addresses the true causes of declines of 
anadromous fish · 

· Response: 
The proposed interim direction addresses anadromous fish habitat on Agency­
administered lands. The EA acknowledges there are numerous other factors, both 
biological and physical, which are contributing to the decline of Pacific salmon, 
steelhead, and sea-run cutthroat trout Most, if not all, of the observed declines are 
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due to a combination of freshwater and ocean conditions and management activities. 
Nonetheless, all anadromous fish require freshwater habitat to complete their life 
cydes. Even where non!habitat factors contribute to decline, the highest egg-to--smolt 
survival occurs in watersheds with the best habitat {Chapman and Witty 1993). As 
discussed in the EA, research has indicated that land management activities can 
degrade anadromous fish habitat. The EA has been modified to include additional 
discussion of the impacts of land management activities on anadromous fish habitat 

The Agencies are required by law and regulation to maintain freshwater anadromous 
habitat, regardless of which factor is determined to be the most limiting to fish 
production in a given situation. The Forest Service is required to manage freshwater 
habitat on national forests to maintain viable populations of anadromous fish and other 
native and desirable non-native species: The BLM is required to protect the quality of 
the water resources of lands under its administration. Relevant to all Federal 
agencies is the ESA, as amended, which: {1) identifies the responsibilities of Federal 
agencies in the recovery and conservation of the four anadromous fish stocks that are 
currently fisted as threatened. or endangered species within the geographic range of 
the interim direction, and {2) prohibits Federal actions which might contribute to the 
potential listing of the candidate or sensitive listed species as threatened. 

The Agencies cannot. during the interim period alone, restore habitat necessary for 
the recovery of at-risk anadromous stocks. Furthermore, in parts of the geographic 
range of interim management, the Agencies administer a highly fragmented land base 
that constitutes only a small portion of the regional anadromous fish habitat, and 
cannot. by themselves, restore habitat conditions necessary for recovery of at-risk 
anadromous stocks. The Agencies must act to arrest degradation and begin the 
restoration on Agency-administered lands, but the Agencies must also encourage 
others to join in partnerships to develop strategies aaoss watersheds and river basins. 
These partners must include other Federal agencies, States, local governments, Tribal 
governments, and private landowners. 

In October', 1994, the Departments of the Interior and Agriculture signed a 
Memorandum of Agreement with the White House Office on Environmental Policy and 
other federal government agencies to establish a framework to facilitate development 
of a coordinated and comprehensive salmon restoration plan. The agreement is 
intended to ensure that federal agencies work together in a coordinated manner that 
maximizes the use of federal expertise and resources, and eliminates unnecessary 
duplication and inefficiencies. The Agreement established a Task Force to address 
policy issues governing the restoration plan for salmon, and a regional Coordinating 
Committee to •assume primary responsibility for developing an implementing a 
coordinated Federal effort to conserve and restore Pacific salmon and their associated 
habitats.• The interim strategy for anadromous fish habitat is consistent with the 
purposes of the October, 1994 Agreement 
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Concern 5 

Whether the scope and geographic range of the EA should be changed 

Sa: The geographic range.of the interim direction should be expanded to Include 
Alaska . . 

Response: 
As discussed in the EA (pp. 5-6, 25), the option of applying interim direction to 
Agency-administered lands in Alaska was eliminated for the following reasons: 

-Research in Alaska has not identified declines of anadromous fish stocks and 
degradation of habitat conditions comparable to those in the westem contiguous 

• United States. 

-The Fiscal Year 1994 Interior and Related Agencies Appropriation Act 
prohibits the application of PACFISH standards and guidelines to Agency­
administered lands in Alaska during fiscal year 1994. 

The Agencies will conduct stream studies and will review land management activities 
to evaluate the effectiveness of current fish habitat protection measures and needs for 
additional protection of resources on Agency-administered lands in Alaska. 

Sb: The scope of the interim direction should be expanded to include other species, 
such as bul 1r0ut and other resident fish. 

Response: 
Though the. interim direction is focused on anadromous fish, it will also benefit resident 
fish, as well as other aquatic and riparian-dependent terrestrial species. The Riparian 
Goats of the interim direction have the underlying principle of maintaining or restoring 
aquatic and riparian ecosystem health and function, which will promote conservation of 
all components of the aquati~ community within the geographic range of the interim 
direction. 

As diseussed in the EA (pp. 25-26), an option was considered that would apply interim 
direction to watersheds beyond the range of anadromous fish, but where there is 
habitat important to at-risk resident fish species. The option was eliminated from 
detailed study because it is beyond the scope of the stated purpose and need of 
interim direction, and because independent initiatives to address resident fish habitat 
management (such as habitat conservation agreements in Idaho and Montana) have 
already begun. The geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term 
management for the Eastside Ecosystem Management Project and the Upper 
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Columbia River Basin Project will consider the management of habitat for resident fish 
as well as other species. · 

Sc: The interim direction is not ecosystem-based, because it deals only With riparian 
management in watersheds containing anadromous fish. 

Response: 
The primary purpose of the proposed interim direction is to arrest the degradation and 
begin the restoration of aquatic ecosystems in anadromous watersheds. The interim 
direction would reach well beyond the stream channel to provide proper functioning of 
aquatic ecosystems. Interim RHCAs indude not only the immediate riparian zone, but 
extend to the 100-year floodplain on all permanently-flowing streams and to the 
headwaters on all intermittent streams, and incorporate all wetlands and landslide­
prone areas. The interim direction also proposes a landscape-scale network of Key 
Watersheds. All watersheds in which NMFS has designated critical habitat for 
anadromous fish will be treated as Key Watersheds for the interim period. These 
components of the interim direction combine to create an aquatic-based management 
strategy that will initiate restoration of the structure, function, and processes of healthy 
aquatic ecosystems. 

Concern 6 

Whether other goals and objectives should have been used 

Response: 
The goals and objectives were selected because, for the interim periOd, they best 
address Agency intent to: 

-minimize impacts to anadromous fish habitat; 

-provide a consistent approach to the management of anadromous fish habitat; 
and 

--demonstrate the commitment of the Agencies to protecting anadromous fish. 

Goals and objectives for long-term management of anadromous fish-producing 
. watersheds will be developed in the geographically-specific environmental analyses. 
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6a: There should be goals for fish population numbers. 

Response: 
The focus of the proposed interim direction is habitat management, not fish population 
numbers. Important fadors other than habitat affecting anadromous fish population 
numbers, such as hydro-power facility operations, fish harvest, and hatchery 
operations, are beyond the control of the Agencies. However, the Agencies are 
required by law and regulations to manage habitat within their jurisdictions. Thus, 
within the context of this proposed interim direction, it is appropriate for the Agencies 
to estabDsh goals for habitat, which is under the control of the Agencies, rather than 
goals for fish population numbers, which are only partially under the control of the 
Agencies. 

However, goals for fish population numbers are being established through other 
efforts. For example, under the auspices of the Northwest Power Planning Council, 
fish population goals and objectives were developed for 32 sub-basins in the Columbia 
River Basin (USDA 1993). Population goals and objectives are also being established 
collaboratively for the Snake River Basin, where NMFS is coordinating salmon 
recovery (NMFS 19~3). In both instances, population goals are estabfjshed across 
jurisdictions and not on the basis of a single prOduction fador, such as freshwater 
habitat 

6b: The Riparian Management Objectives (RMOs) are not adequate for the purpose 
and need. 

Response: 
The interim RMOs make an essential contribution to meeting the purpose of the 
proposed action, which is to develop a consistent approach for arresting the 
degradation and beginning the restoration of anadromous fish habitat while long-term 
management strategies are being developed. Interim objectives are needed until 
Watershed Analysis provides data on which more specific: objectives can be based. 

The interim RMOs were selected because they are reasonable indicators of 
ecosystem health, are easily quantified, and are subjed to aCQJrate and repeatable 
measurements. Protocols for monitoring these variables are found in the Section 7 
Monitoring Protocol Procedures for the Snake River Basin Forests (USDA 1994). The 
interim RMOs are broad averages developed from data colleded in over 100 
watersheds. It iS recogniZed that aquatic: systems are naturally dynamic and diverse. 

· Therefore, the interim RMOs are not intended to represent fixed threshold levels of 
habitat components, but are criteria against which managers can measure progress 
towards attainment of riparian goals. Measurable RMOs help prevent the dedine in · 
habitat condition that may oc:cur without such a benchmark. 
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The interim RMOs provide an initial framework which can be tailored to watershed-
. specific conditions by Watershed Analysis. Additional or alternative RMOs may be 

selected based on local conditions following completion of Watershed Analysis and 
site-specific analysis. Finally, the geographically-specific environmental analyses for 
long-term management will address riparian objectives, which may include refinements 
of the interim RM Os, or development of additional or alternative riparian objectives. 

6c: The riparian objective for water temperature is not adequate to protect Pacific:: 
anadromous fish. 

Response: 
Based on public comment, consultation with NMFS, and additional review of scientific 
literature, the interim RMO for water temperature has been changed to provide a more 

- effective and detailed objective. The RMO now consists of a temperature objective for 
migration and rearing habitat, and a temperature objective for spawning habitat, and a 
dause identifying the objective of no measurable increase in maximum water 
temperature {EA, Appendix C, p. C-6). This latter clause is consistent with the 
purpose of th_e proposed interim direction, which is to arrest the degradation and begin 
the restoration of anadromous fish-producing watersheas, and is particularly relevant 
given pervasive water tempe~ture problems throughout the geographic range of the 
proposed interim direction {USEPA 1992). This change cfoes not alter the analysis of 
environmental effects. The temperature objective values were developed through 
consultation with NMFS ana were based on review of current Scientific literature (Brett 
1971, McCollough 1993). The temperature values are below those demonstrated to 
result in cfirect mortality to anaaromous fish, ana were selected as necessary to 
maintain healthy anaaromous fish populations capable of carrying out all life history 
requirements, inclucfing spawning (McCollough 1993). The temperature RMO, like all 
of the interim RMOs, provides broad values that may not be appropriate in all stream 
sections of all watersheds, but together with the other RMOs provides a picture of 
good habitat for managers to work toward cfuring the interim direction period. This 
interim temperature RMO can be refined for local conditions through Watershed 
Analy$i$ and site-specific analysis. · 

6d: There should be a riparian objective for secranent 

Response: 
Good quality habitat for Pacific anadromous fish is in large part aependent upon the 
balance among delivery, storage, and transport of sediment in stream systems. 
Although several measures.are possible for evaluating this balance, the interim RMOs 
best meet the criteria of being reasonable indicators of ecosystem health, are easily 
quantified, and are subject to accurate and repeatable measurements. Direct 
measures of sediment delivery to streams or stream substrate condition would not 
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provide effective interim RMOs, because they are naturally too variable both within 
watersheds and across the range of the interim direction (Reid 1993). 

A synthesis of the interim RMOs for pool frequency, large woody debris, bank stability, 
and width/depth ratios is particularly useful in directing management activities to avoid 
sediment impacts to anadromous fish habitat. Pool frequency and width/depth ratios 
integrate the delivery of sediment with the capacity of the stream to store and 
transport sediment. Frequent pools and low width/depth ratios indicate that Sediment 
delivery to the stream does not exceed storage and transport capacities, and thus, 
indicate that excessive sediment is not accumulating in the stream channel. Large 
woody debris helps create pools, and thus, more pieces of debris indicate a greater 
capacity of the stream to store sediment. Highly stable banks indicate a ~uced 
potential for erosion and subsequent sediment delivery to the channel. 

RMOs are only one mechanism in the interim direction to maintain and restore the 
sediment balance in stream systems. Interim standards and guidelines for timber 
management, grazing, and road management were designed to minimize sediment 
delivery to streams. Furthermore, the riparian goal addreSSing sediment instructs 
management .to maintain or restore stream channel. integrity, channel processes, and 
the sediment regime (induding elements of timing, volume, and charader of sediment 
input and transport under which the riparian and aquatic ecosystems developed). · 

It may be appropriate in some watersheds to develop riparian objectives- directly 
related to sediment delivery to streams or stream substrate condition. In such 
Situations, changes or additions to the interim RMOs would be made through 
Watershed Analysis. 

6e: There should be a riparian objediVe for disSolved oxygen. 

Response: 
The interim RMO for water temperature should facilitate dissolved oxygen 
concentrations meet requirements of a·nadromous fish. Some management activities 
may increase biological or chemical oxygen demand. However these conditions are 
generally associated with water temperature increases, which are addressed by the 
interim RMOs. Should it be determined that dissolved oxygen concentrations are 
inadequately addressed by the temperature RMO, a watershed-specific RMO for 
diSSolved oxygen would be developed through watershed Analysis. - -
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Concem 7 

Whether the Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) and standards and 
guidelines are adequate for the purpose and need 

Response: 
Interim minimum widths for RHCAs and the standards and guidelines were developed 
by an interdisciplinary team and are based on the best available science to meet the 
purpose and need of interim direction. Most of the standards and guidelines direct 
management activities so as not to retard or prevent attainment of the RMOs and to 
avoid adverse effects to listed species. 

7a: lnte~ RHCAs Should apply to all stream sections in a watershed. 

Response: 
The RHCAs do apply to all streams within watersheds (approximately 20-200 square 
miles) containing anadromous fish. For example, if only the lower mile of a stream or 
river contains anadromous fiSh, then RHCAs would be applied to all tributary streams 
within ttiat watershed. Within anadromous-fish producing watersheds, tributary 
streams which do not themselves support anadromous fish contribute to the 
functionality of downstream sections. Proper function in downstream sections is in 
part dependent upon delivery from upstream sections of water, nutrients, sediment, 
and woody debris. To halt the degradation and begin the restoration of anadromous 
fiSh habitat, it is necessary to guide land management activities in upstream areas to 
avoid altering the natural delivery pattern of these materials.. Therefore, it is 
appropriate that riparian-dependent resources receive primary emphasis during the 
interim direction period in RHCAs throughout the watershed. · 

7b: The effectiveness Of the interim RHCA widths has not been proven. 

Response: 
Interim RHCA widths have been designed to proted aquatic ecosystems against 
unforeseen events· and to incorporate scientific uncertainties. The Agencies are 
attempting to make every effort to see that management activities on Agency­
administered lands over the next 18 months do not result in further endangerment of 
at-risk fiSh stocks, or otherwise preclude options.that will be considered in the 
geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term manageinenl The 
interim RHCA widths are. consistent-with .this purpose. The EA has been modified to 
provide additional discussion on the faders considered in the determination of the 

· interim RHCA widths (EA, APpendix C, pp. C-6-9). 
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Riparian areas are particularly dynamic portions of the landscape, subject to 
disturbances characteristic of uplands, such as fire and windthrow, and disturbances 
unique to streams, such as lateral channel erosion, deposition by floods, and debris · 
flows (Naiman et al. 1992, Gregory et al. 1991). To avoid foreclosing the development 
of alternatives for longer-term management. the interim direction provides measures 
that minimiZe disturbances to aquatic ecosystems from management activities and do · 
not exacerbate the effects of natural disturbances. The interim direction provides a 
level of riparian protection that allows for scientific uncertainties and information gaps 
until Watershed Analysis can provide a basis for watershed-specific RHCA widths. 

Some cominentors argued that the interim RHCA widths are arbitrary and too wide 
and cited scientific studies that they feel support their argument. These studies were 
considered in the development of the propoSed interim direction. Many of these 
studies are specifically cited in the EA. Most of the cited studies suggest that 
particular individual stream functions (such as water temperature as influenced by 
stream shading) could be largely protected With narrower RHCAs. Although RHCAs 
narrower than the interim widths might be adequate to protect certain individual stream 
functions, the EA states that interim widths need to be sufficient to protect a variety of 
stream functions. Specifically, the EA identifies that interim widths adequate to protect 
streams from non-channelized sediment inputs should be sufficient to protect other 
stream functions (EA, Appencfrx C, p. C-7). 

7c: Designation of RHCAs must be site-specific according to NFMA. 

Response: 
Interim RHCAs, standards and guidelines, and the Watershed Analysis process for 
modifying RHCA widths are consistent with NFMA direction which stipulates that 
streams be protected from degradation. Regulations to implement the NFMA state 
that special attention shall be given to land and vegetation for approximately 100 feet 
from edges of all water bodies, and that this area shall at least correspond to the 
recognizable area dominated by riparian vegetation. The regulations go on to state 

. that site-specific conditions, as well as management objectives and other factors, shall 
· be considered in determining what management practices may be performed within 

these areas, but that no management practices that cause detrimental temperature 
increases, sedimentation, or other degradation are to be permitted. 

NFMA does not require site-specific RHCAs or site-specific plan amendments Of any 
kind. With regard to amendments, NFMA, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(1)(4) merely states 
that forest plans shall "be amended in any. manner whatsoever after final adoption 
after public_notic::e, and, if such amendment would result in a significant change in 

. such plan, in accordance with the provisions of subsections {e) and {f) of this section 
and public involvement comparable to that required by subsection {d) of this section." 
Other NFMA provisions require protection of water resources (Section 1604{g){3)(E)). 
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However, the NFMA does not require plan amendments or standards and guidelines 
which are site-specific. 

The interim strategy indudes standards and guidelines (essentially mitigation 
measures to guide future decisions) to prevent adverse environmental effects .. 
Additional site-specific mitigation measures may be developed during project-level 
analysis. 

7d: The standards and guide6nes and interim RHCAs should have been developed 
based on the Idaho Forest Practices Act and the Idaho draft Cumulative Watershed 
Effects (CWE) process. 

Response: 
The Idaho Forest Practices Act may not provide a level of fish habitat protection 
sufficient to meet the legal and regulatory obligations of the Agencies (Idaho 
Department of Lands 1990, Belt et al. 1992). For Class I streams (those used for 
domestic water supply or "important" for the spawning, rearing, or migration of fish}, 
the protection zone is the area encompassed by a slope distance of 75 .feet on either 
-side of the ordinary high water marks. For Class II $!reams (headwater streams or 
minor drainages used by only a few, if any, fish for spawning or rearing), the 
protection zone iS the area encompassed by a slope distance of 5 feet on either side 
of the ordinary high water marks. Based on the Idaho Forest Practices Act standards, 
many perennial and all intennittent streams identified for protection in the PACFISH 
interim direction would fall into the Class II category and receive only a 5-foot 
protection area. This level of protection would be inadequate where fish habitats are 
at risk of degradation or where habitats have already been degraded and need to be 
restored. 

The draft CWE process establishes procedures for making watershed assessments 
and does not involve an analysis resulting in riparian protection standards, riparian 
conservation area delineation, or riparian management objectives.- Thus, it does not 
serve the purpose and need of the interim direction. However, the CWE might be 
used to screen those management activities contributing to habitat degradation, and 
managers might utilize the CWE procedures as part of the Watershed Analysis and 
assessment of restoration needs. 

7e: The standards and guidelines should prohibit new road constructiOn in aB 
· Inventoried roadless areas. · 

Response: 
Programmatic decisions prohibiting all road-building in all roadless areas within the 
geographic scope of the proposed action would be beyond the scope of an 
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environmental assessment for interim direction on management of anadromous fish­
producing watersheds. The issue of road construction in roadless areas will be 
considered in the geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term 
management The road management standards in the interim direction will maintain 
options for management of anadromous fish-produeing watersheds during the interim 
direction period and are adequate to meet the purpose of the interim direction. 
Additionally, any project decisions that include road-building will be made only with the 
requisite NEPA analysis and, where appropriate, consultation under Section 7 of the 
ESA. FS NEPA procedures, FSH 1909.15; 20.6, require preparation of an EIS prior 
to development of roadless areas of 5000 acres or more. 

7f: The standards and guide6nes should pn1hibit au mining in RHCAs. 

Response: 
The Agencies' authority to prohibit mining is limited under existing laws and 
regulations. However, consistent with the Agencies' authorities, the standards and 
guidelines: 

-prohibit sand and gravel extraction within RHCAs; 

-prohibit surface occupancy in RHCAs for exploration and development of 
leasable minerals where contracts and-leases do not already exist; 

-require mining structures, support facilities and roads to be located outside of 
RHCAs; and 

-prohibit placement of solid and sanitary waste facilities in RHCAs _ 
unless no other options exist, and the RMOs can be attained, and adverse 
effects to listed anadromous fish can be avoided. The standards and 
guidelines also indude monitoring and reclamation requirements to assure that 
attainment of RMOs is not retarded, and that adverse effects on listed 
anadromous fish are avoided (EA. Appendix C, p. C-14). 

7g: It is not clear which ongoing activllies are subject to 1he standards and gulde&nes. 

Response: 
The standards and guidelines apply to ongoing activities that pose an unacceptable 
risk to anadromous fish. The definition of unacceptable risk has been clarified in the 
modified EA based on public comment and consultation with NMFS (EA. Glossary-7). 
Also, the EA describes an approach to promote a consistent determination of 
unacceptable risk (EA, pp.18-19). · 
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Concem 8 

Whether procedures for Watershed Analysis and Identification of Key Watersheds are 
adequately defined 

Response: 
Watershed analysis protocols, suitable for application to a broad range of ecosystem 
management issues, are being developed for the geographic area of the interim 
direction. As discussed in the EA, these protocols are being addressed by the 
lnteragency Watershed Analysis Coordination Team in cooperation with the Eastside 
Ecosystem Management Project's Science Integration Team. Regionally specific 
procedures for Watershed Analysis will be developed compabl>le with guidelines in the 
Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land · 
Management Planning Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl 
(Northem Spotted Owl ROD). Other potentially relevant processes, such as the Idaho 
•cumulative Watershed Effects" process and the Washington "Watershed Analysis" 
process, will be considered. in-.the development of regionally-specific procedures. The 
modified EA also identifies that during the period of interim direction, four or five 
prototype Watershed Analyses will be conducted in the Snake River Basin (EA, 
Appendix C, p. C-20). 

The EA identifies general Criteria for identification of Key Watersheds (EA, p. 17, 
Appendix C, p. C-19-21). More specific Criteria and data with which to identify a 
network of Key Watersheds will be primary products of the scientific assessment being 
prepared for the Columbia River Basin. Designation of Key Watersheds will be 
addreSSed by geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term 
management Until a network of Key Watersheds is designated, all watersheds 
containing critical habitat for listed anadromous fish or in which NMFS has designated 
· critical habitat for listed anadromous stocks will be treated as Key Watersheds, as 
described in the proposed interim direction (EA, p. 17, Appendix C, p. C-19). 

Concem 9 

Whether the effects analyses are adequate to support the proposed Interim direc6on 

9a: The analysis of envirorunenta~ economic, and social effects is Incomplete, 
inadequately quantified, andfor is not site-specific. · · 

Response: 
According to NEPA regulations, an EA is to be a concise public document that shall 
indude brief discussions of the environmental impacts of the proposed action and 
altematives. This EA has been completed in accordance with NEPA to determine 
whether the proposed interim direction would significantly affect the human 
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environment whiie the geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term 
management are being developed. The effects analyses in the EA are necessarily 
general because of the broad scope and programmatic nature of the EA. The effects 
analyses are sufficient to allow the Agencies to make a reasoned choice among 
alternatives for interim direction. 

The analysis of the effects of adopting the proposed interim direetion on timber, range, 
and recreation programs was based on the best available information provided by the 
affected national forests and SLM districts. The estimates are based on the proposed 
RHCA widths and on the actual resource uses versus expected uses in those RHCAs, 
with and without the proposed interim direetion. The analysis of a proposed action 
was of the incremental change expected if the aetion were adopted, compared to what 
would happen if the aetion were not adopted. 

As discussed in the EA (pp. 38-39), the Agencies have considered actions which may 
have a cumulative or synergistic environmental effect. Based on this analysis, the 
Agencies have concluded that there would be limited, if any, adverse cumulative 
effects resulting from the adoption of the proposed interim direetion because of the 
nature of the action and its limited time and applicabmty. 

The geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term management will 
comprehensively evaluate and document long-term environmental, economic, and 
social effects. Project-level analyses will evaluate site-specific effects, including 
quantitative measurements of environmental and economic effects. 

NEPA requires the Agencies to be informed of and disclose the potential 
consequences of the interim strategy with regard to the environment The Agencies 
are not required to assess every impact or effect of the proposed actiOn, but only the 
effect or impact on the environment NEPA does not contemplate .detailed monetary 
cost-benefit· analysis. 

_"Human environment" in the NEPA context is interpreted comprehensively as the 
natural and physical environment and the relationship of people with the environment 
Thus, economic or social effects are riot intended by themselves to require preparation 
of an environmental impact statement. The EA disclosed the potential socio-economic 
effects that were interrelated to the natural and environmental effects of the proposed 

· action, including the potential impact upon estimated timber and grazing production. 
The level of socio-economic analysis in the _EA provided a reasoned consideration of 
the relative differences between alternatives by the public and the decisionmaker. 
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9b: The Impacts on timber programs are understated or not fuOy disclosed, and 
should include the aDowable sale quantity (ASQ) of timber that will be foregone. 

Response: 
The current actual operating annual ASQ for the field units within the geographic 
scope of the EA is about 7 40 million board-feet (mmbf), or about 1,110 mmbf for ari 
18-month period. A 58 mmbf reduction (Alternative 4) would be about 5 percent of 
this total. The timber harvest reductions were calculated as follows for Alternatives 1-
5, respectively: 

(1) No change. 

(2) 75 percent of the reductions in Alternative 3 (27 mmbf). 

(3) All harvest from currently proposed sales over the next 18 months (36 
mmbf). 

(4) All harvest from currently proposed sales plus 50 percent of harvest from 
currently active sales over the next 18 months (58 mmbf). 

(5) All harvest from both currently proposed and currently active sales over the 
next 18 months (81 mmbf). 

. There was an error in the timber harvest reductions shown in Table 3 for Alternatives 
2, 3, and s because of a mistake in the Nez Perce figures reported in the process 
paper. These totals, along with the related values cited in the text, have been 
corrected in the moalfied EA. 

As recognized by several courts, the NFMA's ASQ found in forest plans is simply the 
maximum amount of timber or •cemng• on the level of timber that could possibly be 
sold over a 10-year period, taking into account other multiple-use resources and forest 
plan standards and guidelines. Forest plan standards and guidelines take precedence 
over program outputs if there is a conflict between them. The Forest Service iS not 
mandated by law to offer any particular level of timber for sale. Project decisions must 
be consistent with forest plan standards and guidelines as required by NFMA and 
Forest Service policy (Chiefs Letter of February 23, 1990) .. 

Since NFMA and FLPMA do not mandate the production of any parlicufar level of 
- timber, there is no commitment or guarantee in forest plans or LUPs to sell any 

specified volume of timber. The ASQ level in a forest plan is merely part of a 10-year 
management framework whieh assumes that many adjustments will be made over the 
planning period. Thus, without any certain level of .timber guaranteed in the existing 
plans, any Change resulting from· the interim strategy is more apparent than real. 
While it is appropriate to estimate the possible consequences of the interim strategy in 
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the EA, the volume of timber that would have been sold in the absence of the interim 
strategy, cannot be predicted with certainty. The effect of the interim strategy on 
timber volume_ offered therefore can only be approximately estimated, since there is no 
guaranteed level to be offered in the existing forest plans, regional guides, or LUPs. 
(See, Preamble to Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 36 CFR Part 219, 56 
Fed. Reg. 6519-20 February 15, 1991). 

The ASQ is calculated as an annual average maximum allowable sale level over a 10-
year period for an entire national forest or BLM district, not by watershed. Because 
the duration of the proposed interim direction is only 18 months, expected changes in 
ASQ for the national forests and BLM districts were not used in the EA. Rather, 
information from the field units on expected timber sale cancellations or modifications 
within the 18-month period was used. For this 18-month period, it is expected that, in 
most field units, sales which would have been located within RHCAs could be 
repla!:ed by other sales outside the RHCAs. 

An error was made in the interpretation· of the timber prices for the 1995 Resources 
Program and Assessment (RPA) update (Haynes 1993, EA, p. 67). The corrected 
version of the prices is taken from the 1995 RPA update. The prices used are close 
to recent "cut" prices for timber in the Northern Region (northern Idaho and Montana); 
better reflect the timber revenue and associated payments to counties that will be 
foregone in the 18-month implementation period of proposed interim direction; and are 
not subject to a particular high or low in the timber price cycle. The timber values 
foregone have been corrected in the modified EA (p. 67). 

Two additional discussions have been added to the modified EA: the potential cost to 
the Agencies of compensating timber purchasers for canceled contracts {EA, p. 67} 
and estimates of payments to counties (EA, pp. 66-67). 

9c: The impacts on grazing programs are understated or inaccurate, and 1he 
economic: analysis used for grazing ls flawed. · 

. Response: 
The RPA values for grazjng are dose to the current grazing fees and are appropriate 
to use for.this analysis. It was assumed for this analysis that no grazing allotment 
permits would require renewal during the 18-month period, that additional structures 
would be deferred, and that no existing structures would be removed. __ 

There would be no changes to grazing under Alternatives 1-3, since grazing 
constitutes •ongoing• activjty. Under Alternative 4, interim standards and guidelines 
would be applied to some ongoing activities {-42.1 thousand animal unit months 
(AUMs)), an overall 6 percent reduction in grazing within the anadromous watersheds. 
Under Alternative 5, interim standards and guidelines would be applied to all ongoing 

( 

F-24 

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



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

activities plus an additional reduction in grazing caused by constraints in more of the 
uplands (-84.2 thousand AUMs). This increased constraint on uplands would be 
caused by the greater RHCA widths along intermittent streams. 

NFMA and FLPMA do not mandate a particular level of livestoek grazing. Issuance of 
livestock grazing permits is discretionary and does not create any right, title or interest 
in federal lands.or resources. Thus, the projected grazing levels in the exiSting forest 
plans and LUPs are mere eStimates based upon the best information available and 
professional judgment ft is appropriate to estimate ttie potential impacts of the interim 
strategy upon the projected level of livestoek grazing. However, it is not-certain what 
the level of grazing would be in the absence of the interim strategy, since there is no 
guaranteed level of grazing in the exiSting forest plans, regional guides, or LUPs. The 
impact of the interim strategy can only be estimated, since there iS no guaranteed 
level of livestock grazing in the existing plans or regional guides. 

9d: The impacts on employment are underestimated. 

Response: . 
The employment response coefficients tor timber and range indude. direct, indirect, 
and induced employment (EA, p. 69). 

Timber employment response coefficients developed for the 1991 Forest Sel'\lice 
Timber Sale Program Information Reporting System (TSPIRS) showed coefficients for 
national forests along the eastern edge of Oregon and Washington (within the scope 
of the proposed interim direction) that ranged from 8 to 10 jobs/mmbf. In addition, the 
timber employment response coefficient for the Clearwater National Forest plan, based 
on 1980 data, was 11. 7 jobs/mmbf t>f softwood sawtimber harvest. The use of 10 
jobs/mmbf as an indicator of the relative magnitude of the timber-related employment 
Changes that may occur during the interim period is reasonable and supported by the 
above figures. 

The range-related employment response coefficients (0.3 to 0.6 jobs per thousand 
AUMs) are for total jobs. These response coefficients were taken from forest planning 
doamients completed· during the 1980s and were generally for multi-county areas of 
influence around a national forest 

9e: Adoption of proposed interim direction would have a serious inpact on local 
communities and economies.. 

Response:· 
Because the duration of the proposed interim direction is only 18 months, the overall 
economic effects of adoption of interim standards and guidelines would be marginal 



and short~tenn. Adoption of interim direction may have some localized negative 
impacts on communities, particularly in the area of the Clearwater and Nez Perce 
National Forests in north-central Idaho, related to reductions in timber harveSting. The 
effects of adoption of the interim direction on grazing would be relatively minor: over 
the 1 S~onth period, the reduction from total current grazing use within anadromous 
watersheds would be about 6 percent This reduction would be spread relatively 
evenly across anadromous fish-producing watersheds on Agency- administered lands 
and would be a smaller percentage if expressed in tenns of all grazing allotments, 
including those on non-anadromous watersheds. 

Concem 10 

Whether the long-tenn management strategies should consider other species besides 
· anadromous fish · 

Response: 
The scope, geographic range, and range of alternatives for long-tenn management will 
be detennined with public participation and will not be constrained by the proposed 
interim direction. Notices of Intent (NOls) to prepare an EIS for the Eastside 
Ecosystem Management Project (EEMP) for eastern Oregon and eastem Washington, 
and an EIS for the Upper Columbia River Basin Project (UCRBP), which includes · 
Idaho, have been published. For portions of Callfomia outside the area implementing 
the Northem Spotted Owl ROD, a notice has been published requeSting public 
comment on the development of a long-tenn management strategy for anadromous 
fish-producing watersheds. Copies of these notices are included with this document 
(EA, Appendix I). For the EEMP, the Agencies have already determined 'through the 
scoping process that the EIS will address a wide range of ecosystem management 
issues, wen beyond the direct needs of anadromous fish. For tlie UCRBP, the 
Agencies are considering expanding the scope similarfy, and .will make this 
determination through the public scoping process. 

Concem 11 

Whether the proposed action violates the ESA by designating crlical habitat 

Response: 
The proposed Interim direction does not designate critical habitat for any listed 
species, nor does.it contradict the aitical habitat designated by NMFS on December 
23, 1993. The Agencies will comply fully with the ESA and are committed to working 
within exiSting raws to avoid the need for future listings. For example, on January 25, 
1994, the Agencies joined the National Park Service, FWS, and NMFS in signing an 
interagency Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in which they pledge to coordinate 

F-26 

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



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

efforts on Federally-administered lands that will conserve species tending toward 
extinction .. The MOU describes the protection and proper management of habitats as 
important tools in preventing listings under the ESA. The interagency MOU was 
executed to make the best effort to ensure Agencies comply with ESA Section 7(a) 
obligations that require all Federal agencies to manage lands and resources pro­
actively within their jurisdictions to conserve rare species. Any adoption of the 
proposed interim direction will be made in accordance with the ESA, the MOU, and 
Agency laws and regulations. 
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A. 

. B. 

C. 

BIOLOGICAL EVALUATION 
FOR THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE 
INTERIM STRATEGIES FOR MANAGING ANADRO!fOUS 
nsH-PRODUCING llAn:RSHEDS ON FEDERAL LliNDS 

IN £ASTERN ORECON AN» llASHINGTON, IDAHO, 
. J,Nl) PORTIONS OF CAI.ll'ORNIA 

U.S.D.A. Forest Sernce and U.S.D.I. Bureau of Land Ma:iagement 

INnODUCTION 
this Biological Evaluation (BE) analyzes the poteneial effects, from a 
programmatic standpoint, of the alternatives considered cd developed in 
the Environmental Assessment (EA) on species listed under the !Ddangered 
Species Act CESA) and those species identified as sensitive by the 
U.S.D.A. Forest Sernce (FS) and U.S.D.I. Bureau of Laid !fanageaent (BLK), 
(collectively referred to as Agencies.). the purpose of this evaluation 
is to determine if implementation of the alternatives considered and 
developed in the EA vould result in a •may effect• or •uo effect• to the 
specie.s and/or critical habitat listed or proposed under the !SA; the 
evaluation will also determine if implementation of the alternative.s 
considered and developed in the EA would result in a loss of viability of 
the sensitive species or - sensitive species toward federal listing 
under the ESA. 

AREA COVERED BY TBE EVAWATION 
This evaluation vill only address those species and their habitats known 
or suspected to be Vi:hin the ~romous fish-producing watersheds on all 
or part of 15 National Forests and seven BLK Districts in t:he four states. 
Those administrad.ve units are: 
Bureau of Land Management 

State BLK District 
California Bakersfield and tlkiah 
Idaho Coeur d' Alene and Salmon 
Oregon Prineville and Vale 
llashington Spokane 

Forest Service 
·State. 
California 
Idaho 

Oregon 

llashington 

National Forest 
~sen and Los Padres 
Bitterroot, Clearwater, liez Perce, Boise, Challis, 
Payette, sa.i.cm, Sawtooth, and Sav:ooth National 
Recreation Area 
Malheur, Ochoco, Umatilla, Wallova-llhitiaan, and 
Columbia Gorge N&tional Scenic Area 
Okanogan (area .outside of spotted ovl habitat) 

For a more specific description of the areas covered refer to the EA. 

SPECIES CONSIDERED IN nns EVALtJAnON 
((E)•endangered,. (T)-threatened, (!')·proposed, (CH)-critical habitat) 



Species listed under the ESA are: Snake River sockeye salllon (Oncorhynchus 
nerka) (E,C!!), Snake River fall and spring/sumier chinook salmon (£.a. 
tschawyucha) (T ,CH), Sacraitent:o River vinter chinook salllon (~ 
tschawytscha) (T,CH), northern bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 
(T/E), California condor (Gymnogyps californianus) (E), American peregrine 
falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) (E), grizzly bear (Ursus actos) (T), gray 
volf (Canis lupus) (E), Macfarland' s four•o-clock (Mirabilis macfarlanei) 
(E), California least: tern (Sterna antillarum brovni) (E), least Bell's 
vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) (E,C!!), western snowy plover (Charadrius 
alexandrinus nivosus) (T), _tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi) (E), 
unarmored threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus acleatus Yilli11111Soni) {E), 
salt marsh bird' a 'beak (Cordylanthus maritimus ssp. maritimus) (E), marsh 
sandwori (Arenaria paludicola) (E), Gambels's water crest (Rorippii 
ga11bellii) (E), delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus) CT), Califomia 
freahvater shrimp (Syncaris pacifica) CE) , valley elderberry longhorn 
beatle (DeSIDOCerus califomicus dimorphus) (T), loch lemond coyote-thistle 
(Eryndum constance!) (E) , Burke's goldfielda (Lasthenia burkei) (E) , 
southwestern Yillov flycatcher (Empidonmt traillii extimus) (P), 
California redlegged frog (Rana aurora draytopii) (P), arroyo sout:hvestern 
toad (Bufo microscaphus califomicus) (P), California seablite (Sueda 
californica) (P), Sacramento splittail (Pogonichl:hys macrolepidotus) (P), 
vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) (P) , vernal pool tadpole 
sbd.ap (Lepichmzs packardi) (P). California linderiella {Linderiella 
occidentalis) (P), Hoover's spurge (Ct11maeryce hoover!) (P), pilose.Orcutt 
grass (Orcuttia pilosa) (P), slender Orcutt grass (0. tenuis) (P), and 
Greene's_ tuctoria (Tuctoria greenei) (P). OIKFS and NS species list:s) 

For a list of sensitive species, desi~ted by the Agencies, see the FS 
I.a%ld and Resource Management Plans (Lc.!IPs) and BU! Land tlse Plans 
(LtlPs)(collectively·Plans) for the •dm1n1st::rative units listed above. The 
progr-tic nature of this evaluation does not warrant the listing of 
those species here. · 

D. LIMITATIONS or mis EVAltlATIO!f 
. The U process vu· designed to evaluate the potential effecca of 
site-specific actiVities on lisud and sensitive species and their 
habitaca. the process does not lend itself well to assessing potential· 
effec_ta of a progr-tic decision. Po1:ential, aite•specific effects of 
implementing 11%1}' of the alternatives, on 11%1}' give species or habitat, 
Will be evaluated in a second level project analysis. Therefore, the 
.discussions in this U Yill be qualitative, not quantitative. 

E. P0TENl'lAL EFFECTS OF m ALTERNATIVES OB LISTED Alll> PROPOSED SPECIES AND 
CRinCAL BASITAT 
(For a full description of the alternatives, see the EA.). 
The proposed action is co implement direction, on ari interia basia, 
through the -ndment of existing Plans, that vould establish interim 
liparian Habitat Conservation Areas (IHCAs) and "tand•rds and guidelines 
for aanaging resources within them. the IBCAs by definition vould be 
applied to that part of a watershed needed to maineain the hydrologic, 
geomorphic, and ecological process of riparian ecosystems. 

Illlplementation of the No Action Alternative would continue the direction 
outlined in the existing Plans. On a project by project basis, the 
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implementation of the current direction has the potential to affect listed 
and proposed species and/or designated critical habitat. Therefore, the 
implementation of the No Action Alternative vould constitute a •uy 
affect• under the ESA. Implementation of the four Action Alternative■, on 
a project by project basis, could lead to potential effects to listed and 
proposed species and/or designated critical habitats. Therefore, the 
implementation of the Action Alternatives would constitute a •may affect• 
under the ESA. 

The four Action Alternatives would have less of an impact than the No 
Action Alternative due to the 110re constraining nature of the proposed 
interim direction. Due to the interill nature of the RHCAs and a lack of 
site-specific infotlllation, the relative degree of potential effects from 
the Action Alternatives is assumed to be inversely related to the 
constraints that would result from the implementation of proposed 
standards and guidelines, and the actions those constraints are applied. 
Therefore, Alternative S, being the most constT•fnfng Cid applying to all 
ongoing and proposed actions, would have the least risk, followed by 
Alternatives 3 Cid 4, with Alternative 2 having the 110st risk. 

F. POTENTIAl. EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES ON SENSITIVE SPECIES 
As stated above the criterion for evaluating potential effects to 
sensitive species are: 
1. llould implementation of the alternatives result in a loss ·of 

viability or distribution throughout the pl•nnfng area of the 
sensitive species_; or 

2. llould implementation of the alternatives move sensitive species 
toward federal listing under the ESA. 

An assumption made here 'is that all regulations, policies, and direction 
of the Agencies would be followed vith the implementation of arty 
alternative. Therefore, none ·of the alternatives, if fully illplemented, 
would fail to meet the two criterion. However, impacts to ·sensitive 
species could occur, to some extent, vith the illplementation of the 
alternatives. As vith the listed species, specific impacts to a given 
sensitive species camiot be detem1ned due to the progr-tic nature of 
the interilll direction. · 

Relative to the !fo Action Alternative, the Action Alternatives, With 110re 
constraining interim direction, would have potentially. less iJlpacts to 
sensitive species. Among the Action Alternatives, Alternative S, being 
the most consttafnfng and applying to the most actions, would have the 
least risk to sensitive species, followed by Alternatives 3 and 4, Vith 
Alternative 2 having the most risk. 

Fr=lr: Bird 
Fisheries Biologist 

Date" 

U.S.D.I. Bureau of Land Management 
Salmon, Idaho . 

P:irt~c 
liclt Roberts 
llildlife Biologist 
U.S.D.A. Forest Service 
Portland, Oregon 
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A. 

B. 

C. 

BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 
FOR 'IHE 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE 
INTERIM STRATEGIES FOR MANAGING ANADROKOUS 
nSH-PRODUCING VATERSHEDS ON FEDERAL L\NDS 

IN EASTERN OREGON AND WASHINGTON, IDAHO, 
AND PORTIONS OF CALIFORNIA 

U.S.D.A. Forest Service and U.S.D.I. Bureau of Land Management 

INTRODUCTION . 
?hta Biological Assessment (.BA) analyzes the potential effects, from a 
progr-tic standpoint, of Alternative 4 of the Env1rolllllental Assessme·1t 
(!A) on species listed under the Endangered Species Act CESA) and/or 
designated critical habitats. Implementation of Alternative 4. would 
result in lUllendllents, on an interim basis, of Forest Service Land and 
Resource Management Plans (LRMPs) and BLM Land Use Plans 
(LtJPs)(collectively Plans). 

AREA COVERED BY THE ASSESSMENT 
?his BA vill only address those species and tbeir habitats knovn or 
suspected co be vithin the anadromous fish-producing watersheds on all or 
part of 15 National Forests and seven BLM Districts in the four states. 
?hose administrative units are: 

Bureau of Land Management 
Seate ·BUI District 
California Bakersfield and tJlciah 
Idaho Coeur d' Alene and Salmon 
Oregon Prineville and Vale 
liashington Spolcane 

Forest Service 
.Seate 
California 
Idaho 

Oregon 

·1,1ash1ngton 

National Forest 
Lassen and Los Padres 
Bitterroot, Clearwater, Nez Perce, Boise, Challis, 
Payette, Salaou, Savtooth, and Sawtooth Naeional 
Recreat:icni Area . 
Malheur, Ochoco, Ullatilla, Vallova•Vhi~. ed 
Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area 
Okanogan (area outside of spotted ovl habitat) 

For a more specific descripticni of the areas covered refer co the EA. 

SPECIES CONSIDERED IN THIS ASSESSMENT 
(NMFS am NS species list; (E)•endangered, (!)-threatened, (CH)-critical 
habitat) . 
Species listed under the ESA are: Snake River soclceye salaon (ODcorhynchus 
!!!E:!) (E,CH), Snake River fall and spring/S1.11aer chinook salmon (£.:. 
tsc:bawyescha) (T,CH), Sacramento River winter c:hinook salmon (£.:. 



tschawytscha) (T,CH), northern bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 
(T/E), California condor (Gymnogyps califomianus)' (E), American peregrine 
falcon (Falco peregrimis anatum) (E), grizzly bear (Ursus actos) (T.), gray 
wolf (Canis lupus) (E), MacFarland's four•o•clock (Mirabilis macfarlanei) 
(E), California least tem (Sterns mtillarum browni) (E) , leaat Bell's 
vireo (Vireo bellif pusillus) (E,CH), western snowy plover (Charadrius 
alexandrinus nivosus) (T), tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi) (E), 
unaniored threespine stickleback (Casterosteus acleatus villiamsoni) (E), 
salt marsh bird's beak (Cordylantbus maritillua •sp. maritillus) (E), marsh 
sandvort (Arenaria paludicola) (E), Cabels's water crest (Rorippa 
gambellii) (E), delta Sllelt (Hypomesus transpacificus) (T), California 
freshwater shrimp (Syncaris pacifica) (E), valley elderberry longhorn 
beatle (Desmocerus californicus d:llllorphus) (T), loch le110nd coyote-thistle 
(Eryngium constll?lcei) (E), and iurke' s goldfields (Lastbenia burkei) (E). 

Species proposed for Federal listing are: southwestern villov flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii extilllus), California redlegged frog (Rana aurora 
dra;yeonii), arroyo southwestern toad (iufo micro•caphus californicus), 
California sublite (Sueda califomica), Sacramento splittail 
(Pogonichthy• macrolepiclotus), vernal pool fairy sbrillp (Brm,cbinecta 
lynch!), vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi), California 
liDderiells (I.inderiella occidentalis), Hoover's spurge (Cbemeesyce 
h-ri), pilose Orcutt grass (Orcuttia pilosa), sl_ender Orcutt grass (Q.:. 
tenuis) , and Greene's tuctoria (Tuctoria greenei) • 

D. LIMITAnONS OF THIS ASSESSMENT 
'Ihe JI.A process·was designed to evaluate the potential effects of 
site-specific ac:tivities on listed species and tbei:r habitats. The 
process does not lend itself well to assessing potential effects of a 
programmatic decision. Potential, site-specific effects of illplementing 
Alternative 4 on any given listed species or critical habitat, would be 
evaluated in second level project analyse•. Therefore, the discussions in 
this BA will be qualitative, not quantitative. 

E. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 4 
Alternative 4 specifies riparian goals and riparian management objectives 
(RMOe) :. specifies stand•rds and guidelines; provides lip.aric Habitat 
Conservation A:reas (IHCAs) with ■in:llllum inter:llll widths (on each side of 
the stream) -of 300 feet for anadromous fish bearing streams, lSO feet for 
permanent non-fish bearing •treaas, ponds, reaervoirs, and wetlaruls 
greater than one acre, 100 feet in Key Vatersheds (SO feet in non-Key 
Vatersheds) for seasonally flowing or inteJ:llittent stteams, wetlands less 
than one acre and landslides and"undslide-proneareas; requires 
identification of Key Vatersheds; and provides fo:r Watershed Analysis. 
'Ihe standards, guidelines, p:rocedu?"es, Aud other requirements -would apply 
to some high priority ongoing projects and· activities, u -11 as proposed 
projects and activities, and projects and activities that have been 
decided but for which contracts or pemi~ have not been issued. The high 
priority ongoing projects &lid activities would be identified as those 
determined, on a ·case-by-case basis, as having c unacceptable risk to 
species and/or habitats. See Appendix C of the EA for the specific 
standards and guidelines and the criteria for establishing the width of 
the RBCAs. . 
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F.. POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVE 4 ON LISTED SPECIES OR CRITICAL HABITAT 
The proposed action is co implement direction, on an inter:lJII basis, 
through the maendlDent_of existing Plans, that would establish interim 
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas CRHCAs) and standard. and guidelines 
for managing resources within them. The RHCAs by definition would be 
applied to that part of a watershed needed to maintain the hydrologic, 
geomorphic, and ecological process of riparian ecosystems. · 

brplementation of Alternative 4, on a project by project basis, could lead 
to potential effects to listed species. Due to the interim nature of the 
RHCAs, the constraining nature of the associated direction applied to 
activities within them, and the intent of improving habitat conditions for 
anadro110us fish, the degree of potential direct and indirect effects, 
during the inter111 period, from Alternative 4 are considered to be 
insignificant. 

The criteria for evaluating potential effects to designated critical 
habitat is whether or not the action would result in adverse IIIOdification 
or destruction of critical habitat. The programmatic nature of 
Alternative 4 does not allow for spec:ific evaluation of effec:ts. However, 
the implementation of Alternative 4 would have the potential to .•,uq 
affect" any such critical habitats within the RHCAs, but would not result 
in the adverse modification or distruction of critical habitat. 

C. POI!lit'.IAI. EFFECTS to PROPOSED SPECIES 
The question to be answered is whether· or not the implementation of 
Alternative 4 would jeopardize the continued existetice of the proposed 
spec:ies. Due to the interim nature of the RHCA.s, the consttaining nature 
of the associated direction applied to activities within them, and the 
intent of improving habitat conditions for anadr0110us fiah, the 
implementation of Alternative 4 would not result in the jeopardy of-, of 
the proposed spec:ies. !he improveaent of habitat c:onditions for 

. anadromcnas fish would also result in illprovemeiit of habitat conditions for 
riparian dependent species. 

H. nm:RREIATED AND INTEll>EPENDDIT ACTIONS 
'Ihere· are no interrelated or interdependent ac:tions associated with the 
implementation of Alternative 4. 

I. Clllro1ATIVE. EFFECTS 
The proposed action is part of a large array of activities taking place 
throughout the range of anadrOIIOUS fish, vi:hin the area covered by this 
analysis. In addition to Federal interests, private, state, and local 
interests are interspersed within the area which are essentially 
unregulated by federal agencies. '!be actions of private land ovnera 
include livestock aanagemene and tillber 111µ1ageaent, ■1n1ng, agriculcure, 
recreation and private residences, ·and o:her co-rcial uses. '?he type of 
actions cO?lduc:ted or allowed by State agencies are sillilar to those on 
private lands. State agencies and a number of private land owners· are 
taking positive steps to reduce poteneial illpac:ts to listed species; 
however,· it is impossible to eseillate :he potential cumul.aeive e~feca 
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associated with these actions due to the interim nature of the proposed 
action. 

DETERMINATION 
We have determined that the implementation of Alternative 4, which would 
amend the Plans on an interim basis, would constitute a "may effect• to 
listed species and designated critical habitat within the anadromous fish 
producing watersheds covered by this analysis. 

rank llird 
Fisheries lliologist 

f_j}W- j-:lcP-fy· 
Rick Roberts Date 
Wildlife Biologist 

U.S.D.I. Bureau of Land Management 
Salmon, Idaho 

U.S.D.A. Forest Service 
Portland, Oregon 
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(3410-l.l) 

DEPARTMENT OF AGIUCCI.Tt!RB 

Forest Service 

Eastside Ecosystem Hanagement Strategy, Pacific Northwest Region, 

DEPAR:IMEIIT OF DITERIOR 

Bureau of Land.Manage:nent, States of Oregon and Washington 

[OR-0lS-94-4410-02; G4-047J 

AGENCIES: Forest Service, OSDA; Bureau of Land Management, OSDI 

ACTXON: Revised Notice of Intent to prepare an environmental impact 

Stateinent 

S!JMKU!Y: At the time the _original Federal Register and local media 

announcements of our Notice of Intent were pul)1ished (Febri.la%y l, 1994, 

59 FR 4680), the geographic area to be addressed in this environmental 

impact: statement (EIS) had not been ccmpletely identified. The 

geographic area to be included in the analysis for the EIS has now been 

decided by the Oregon/Washington Bureau of Land Management (BLM) State 

Director and Forest Service Regional Forester. It will include all land 

east· of the crest of the cascade Moul1tains in the States of Oregon and 

Washington managed by the· Forest Service and the :BLM. The areas being 

added include lands managed by the BU! within the Vale, Lakeview, and 

:Bums Districts in portions of Malheur, Harney, and Lake counties in 

southeast Oregon. The subject: BU! managed lands· are caoered by the 

Northern Malheur, Southern l!lalheur, Andrews, High Des·ere, and Warner· 

Lakes Management Framework Plans, all of which may be amended or revised 

to incorporate the new ecosystem management strategy and rangeland 

reform standards and guidelines. The entire BLM Prineville District 

area in north central Oregon and alJ. portions of the Baker Resource Area 

in northeastern Oregon will also be addressed in the EIS. 



It has also been decided to bold additional public meetings 

throughout this area for the purposes of identifying public issues. 

These scoping meetings will be held in the following locations: 

May 23. 1994 May 24. 1994 

Walla Walla, Washington 

May ·25, 1994 

Lakeview, Oregon 

Bu=s, Oregon 

Okanogan, Washington 

. May 31. 1994 

Spokane, Washington 

La Grande, Oregon 

Jtme 2. 1994 

Seattle, Washington 

Bend, Oregon 

John Day, Oregon 

Wenatchee, Washington 

May 26. 1994 

Klamath Falls, Oregon 

Vale, Oregon 

Colville, Washington 

Jtme 1 1 1994 

Portland, Oregon 

Yakima; Washington 

Specific 1ocations for the meetings _within these comrrnmi ti.es will be 

published in local newspapers of record. All meetings start at 7:00 PM 

PDT except the one in Vale, OR which starts at 7:00 PH !IDT. 

D.A1'B: It is important for camnents to be postzaarked by July 2, l.994 to 

be considered in the f0%1111Uation of alternatives in this enviroamental 

impact stateaient. 

ADDRESS: Send written caaaients concerning issues to be.-addressed in 

this El'.S to Eastsicle Ecosystem Management Project, ~tn, Scoping, l.22 

East Poplar Street, Walla Walla, Washington 99362. 

·2· 
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FOR FtlRTl!ER INFORMATION CONTACT: George R. Po:z:zuto, EIS Team Leader, 

l.22 East Poplar Street, Walla Walla, Washington 99362, phone (509) 

522-4030. 

/s/ Nanc:y Graybeal 

NANCY GRATI!EAL 
Deputy Regional Forester 

/s/ Ro!)ert D. Rheiner, Jr. 

ROBERT D. RHEINER, JR. 
Associate State Director 

May 17, 1994 

Date 

May 17, 1994 

Date 

-3-
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[ 3410· ll J 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICU1.T'UR£ 
Forest: Service 

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 
Bureau of.Land Management 

Oppcrtuniry to comment en development of long-ten, strategy fer 
management of anadr0m0us fish-producing watersheds in California 

AGENCIES: Forest Service, USDA (lead agency), and Bureau of Land 
Management, USDI (cooperating agency) 

ACTION: Notice; opporC\Ulit:y for public comment 

SUMMARY: The USDA Forest Service (FS) (lead agency) and the USDI 
Bureau of land Management (BUI) (cooperating agency) will develop 
and implement a long-term strategy for :management of anadromous 
fish-producing watersheds in California. The· objective of the 

. strategy is to maintain and restore ecological functions and 
processes that create good habitat for Pacific salmon and 
steelhead trout. The area to be addressed includes portions of 
Mill, Deer, and Antelope Creek watersheds managed. by the Lassen 
National Forest; portions of nine watersheds aa:naged by the Los 
Padres National Forest; portions of the Redding Resource Area, 
Ukiah District, of the BUI; and portions of the Canael liver 
Watershed in the Hollister Resource Area, Bakersfield District, 
of the BI.M. Areas mafl&ged by the FS and BU! already implementing 
direction from the President's Forest Plan for the Pac:i£ic 
Northwest are net included because long-tem 111C1Bgement directiozi 
for anadromous fish-producing watersheds is already provided. 
The Mendocino, Shasta•'Irinit:y, Klamath, and Six livers National 
Forests and other areas managed· by the FS and BUI Within the 
range of the northern spotted owl are therefore excluded. The 
geographic area to be addressed is that covered by_ PACFISH 
inter.im management direction for anadromous fish-producing 
watersheds in California. (PACFISH refers to the proposed. 
interilll management strategy analyzed in the Environmental 
Assessment for the Implementation of Interia Strategies for 
Managing Anadromous Fish-producing Watersheds 1n Eastern Oregon· 
and Washington._ Idaho. and portions of California (PACFISH EA)) . 

Preliminary review indicates that impl-tation of FS · land and 
resource-management plans and BU! resource aanagement plans for 
the affected areas already provides protection of aziadromous fish 
habitat. However, the .adequacy of those plans and consistency 
among plans 8%ld between the FS. and BUI is bei11g reviewed in light 
of information developed ·for the PAcnSH EA. The analysis 
conducted for the PACFISH EA . indicates that implementation cf 
PACFISH ·wili have minor environmental effects in California 
because of the relatively- small size, discontiguous, and 



geographically dispersed ownership pattern of the affected rs and 
BU! administered lands, and because of the protection already 
afforded by the implementation of existing management plans. 

The PACFISH ineerim managemene seraeegy is ineended to arrest 
degradation of riparian and aquaeic habieae and inieiaee 
ecosystem recovery across four western Seaees while long eerm 
serategies are prepared. In addieion to the relaeively small 
area in California, the ineerill strategy also covers an 
exeensive area of rs and BU! adluniseered lands in Oregon, 
Washington, and Idaho. Long•teni strategies for the aanagemene 
of anadromous fish-producing watersheds will be developed for 
!:hose areas within the conent of the Eastaide Ecosystem 
Management Project and the Upper Colllllbia liver .B.uin Project. 

For tile developaent of a lODg•teni -s-nt ai:ratec,, in 
California, t:h1a cc+ nt proc:eaa will be used by the FS &Dd JUf 
to belp detemine 'Whether exiating -&-nt pl.au (with or 
vt~ the addition of PACJ'ID illteria direction) adequately 
procece anadr- fiah habitat; what, if any, additioul iaauea 
need to be addressed; the appropriaee level of llational. 
Environmental Policy Act analysis for the development of auch a 
serau.gy; and ehe level of inu.ragency coordination neceasuy to 
insure a consistene approach to management on FS &Dd BUf 
adainisu.red lands in California. · 

DATE: Comants concerning the mialysia should be received in 
writing by [insert daee 90 days fr- date of publication in the 
Federal llegisu.r]. 

ADDRESS: Send written c-ts to JCat:harine Cl-, Director, 
Laid Management PJaming. 630 Sansw Street, s-. Pranciaco, CA 
94111. 

FOR FtJRTHEll t!IFORKATIOH COHTACT: ICacberina Cl-t, Director, 
I.arid Kanageaeiie Planing, (415) 70S-1134. 

~ IIIFOIIMAnOll: 
Pacific salllon and •teelhead trout occur na1:Ur&lly froll aoutbern 
California northward to .the Arctic Ocean. TheH fiah population& 
coaprise a large number of scocks, or populations that originate 
fr- specific wau.rsbeds during apecific tiaea of year as 
jvveniles, lligrate to the ocean, and generally return to 
reproduce in their natal waeersheds. · Of the aore than 400 seocks 
from C.lifornia, Idaho, Oregon, and Vashington recenely evaluated_. 
in a report published by the Aaerican Fisheries Society, 106 were 
found to be extinct, 214 were considered to be at •IIOdei-ace• or 
·•high• risk of exeinceion or of •special concern,• and about 120 
were considered •secure.• · 

The analysis conducu.d for the PACFISH EA indicates that 
implementation of cbe interim management will have minor 
environmental effects in California because of the relatively 
small size, discontiguous, and geographically· dispersed ownership 
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geographically dispersed ownership pattern of the affected FS and 
BU! administered lands, and because of the protection already 
afforded by the implemencation of existing management plans. 

The PACnSH interim management strategy is intended to arrest 
degradation of riparian and aquatic habitat and initiate 
ecosyste11 recovery across four western States while long term 
strategies are prepared. In addition to the relatively Sll&ll 
area in California, the interill strategy al.so covers an 
extensive area of FS and BIJ! administered lands in Oregon, 
Vashington, and Idaho. LoDg-eem strategies for the =-gnent 
of anadrOIIOUS fish-producing vaeersheds will be developed for 
chose areas within the conuzt of the Eutside Ecosystem 
M.lmagaent Project and the tipper Columbia liver Buiti Project. 

For the claftlopMDt of a l.oDg•teDI aazi&geNDt stratel)' in 
California, du.a =-ant ptoceaa will 'be used by the FS and llJ! 
to help deterllille vhlltbsr en.sting unag-t plam ('ldth or 
without the addition of PACFISB interill directiou) adeq,aately 
protect anadr- fiah habitat; what, if my, additi=-1 1aauu 
need to be addressed; the appropriate level of Bat1onal 
Enviromental Policy Act analysis for the . developaent of -such a 
strategy; and the level of interagency coordination tiecessuy to 
insure a consistent approach to 11.&n&geitent on FS cd BU! 
adllinistered lands in Califoi:nia. · 

DATE: Coments conce:ning tbs analys1a should 'be rec:eifld in 
writing by [insert date 90 days fr011 date of paolication in the 
Federal Register]. 

ADDRESS: SeDd vrlti:en c~ts to JCa:bertM Cl-t, :Di.rector, 
Led Management Plann1ng. 630 sans- Street, San hccisco, CA 
94111. 

FOl FtlR!HEll nm>DAnOR CO!ffAC1': !Catherine Cleaent, Director, 
Land tlan&gueDt PJ .. m1ng, (415) 705-1134. 

~ 1JiF0RIIA?IQII: 
Pacific aalaon and steelhaad trout oc= aa1:llrally fJ:oa 1wceni 
California northward to :be -Arctic: Octwl. These fiah populations 
c:oaprise a large Dllllber of stoc:u, or popul.ationa that originate 
froa spec:ific watersheds during specific tiaN of yeu u 
juveniles, lligrate to :he oce-, and generally retuni to 
reproduc:e in their natal watersheds. ·Of the 110r• than 400 stoek.s 
fr011 California, Idaho, Oregon, and ilashingt= recently evalµated 
in a report paolisbed by :be Aaeric:&:1 Fisberiu Society, 106 were 
found to be extinct, 214 were considered to be at "moderate• or 
•high" risk of ezdnction or of •special -em,• and about 120 _ 
vere considered "se=e.• 

The analysis conduc:ted for the Pt.CFISB EA indicates dlat 
implementation of the interia -gement will have ■inor 
enviromtental effects in California because of t:be rela~ively 
S111&ll size, discon~iguous, aJMS geographically dispersed ownership 



pattern of the affected BI.If and FS adainistered lands, and 
because of the protection already afforded by the illple■entation 
of exiseing ■anagement plans. Detaiu follow. 

Lassen National Forest • Mill, Deer, and Antelope Creek 
watersheds 

The existing Lassen National Forest Plan includes direction 
for protection and improvement of anadro■oua fish hal>itat. 
Three anadromous fish-producing watersheds exist on the 
Forest: Mill, Deer, and Antelope Creeks, Along aost of 
eheir lengths , these creeks are 11&n&ged as proposed Vlld and 
Scenic livers \lllder cha existing forest pl.cl. Olieside the 
Wild and Scenic liver corridors established by · tbe pl.cl, 
watershed distu:rbance is liaited by other standards and 
guidelines Htablisbad by die pl.a. All lands ill Cid 
adjacent co labs, screw, •P~ral and per-Sal 
veclands, bop, seeps, and pothole lakes an usipd the 
riparian/fish prescription. Ac:tivit1N witbin ripuian 
zone• are liaited to chou that rime• riparian 
objectives. Final vidtha of riparian &oms an Ht 
following site•spKific evaluation. !be forest plan direc:ts 
preparation of decailed anadr_. full and Vild and Scenic 
River ■anage■ent plans following site-specific analysu; 
Ocher presc:ripti- :bat lillic vacenhed dia=rbazlc:e iDc:lude 
priaitive recreation, lace-sgcceasional, research nacural 
area, and existing and proposed Vildemus. 

In addition, the Lau- Bational. Forest Plan v1ll be -nc!ed 
by the Califonu.a Spotted Ovl EIS that 1a under preparation 
for the ten national. forests ill tbe Sierrazi provmce. 
Alternatives considered in that IIS iDc:lude -nbmce-1 

· riparian standards and guideline•. vitb. speci&l provuiODa 
for the anadrOIIO\lS fish-producing vatenheds on the Jars~. 
'tha stander.is and guidel1- are bued on the Aqu&Cic 
Conservation Scracegy in cha Pruidellt'• Forut nan for the 
Pacific .Norchwesc, &114 on the proposed PACFISJI interia 
1Ut1&ge■enc directioll. A dect.ioa oa tb1a m is apecced in 
1995. ?be alternative aelacted aay further liait 
discurbance in anadroaous fish-producing watersheds. 

Los Padres National Forest • !line Coastal Vatershed Areas 

The existing Los Padres Bational Foresc Pl.cl includes 
direction for protection and illprov-t of ~- fish_ 
habitat. The forest hu developed a JU.puian Conunation­
Strategy co aid in i■ple■encacion of the forut pun 
direction. Scandards and guidelines for -cersbed 
protection md prograas for in•sttea■ habitat illprcuuau 
and prescribed fire for chaparral 11&n&ge■ent are included in 
the plan. Vi:dfires in ebaparral and riparian woodlands are 
identified it> the plan as having the greatest effecc on 
anadromous · fish habitat. Scheduled ti■ber hsrvesc 1s not 
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permicced under the plan (the allowable sale quancity is 
zero). 

BUI• Redding and Hollister Resource Areas 

In California, B1Jf 11&:1&ges cvo areas vith anadrODOus 
fish-producing vatersheds outside the area implementing the 
President's Forest Plan for the Pacific Northvest. IUI has 
reviewed the current resource m&nagement plans (IIMl's) for 
the Redding lesource Area, Ukiah District, and the Hollister 
Resource Area, Bakersfield District, and bas deterained that 
PACFISH interill 11&nageae11t direction 1a in confoPUZ!Ce vith 
the existing pl.am. 

'the hlkling a.source AreU inclwte• about 24 .u.. 1n 
scattered parceu along the Upper Sacr-to liffl' and 
. tributari .. , iJlc:luding Jat:le, Clear, l>Mr, Ad Pa,ma 
Creeu. ?he aiban-t of cadr-. fiaheriN 1a 
identified as an objectift in the Redding IKP. 

The Hollister lesource Area iJicludea a parcel of 
approximately 1300 acres of upland area vithin an amdrOIIOUS 
fish-producing vatersbed in the upper Cu!Nl liver 
drainage. the Hollister ltMP identifi.. watershed 
enhancement as .a ujor land use objective. 

Elements of the PAcnSH interill unag-t, including interill 
Riparian Ma!lagemenc Objectives Gld lipariaD Habitat Comervation 
Area vidchs, uy need to be refined for long•tem aanag-t, 1n 
light of specific conditions in California. 

Written c-nts froa the public on this anal.yaia .tiould be 
submitted as indicaced at the begimling of tb1a notice. C nu 
vould be aost useflll if sent by the date specified Cid if they 
address clearly the proposed action: .._lopMDt Cid 
illpleaentation of a long•tem atrategy for the· uziapMDt of 
wd.roaous fiab-producing watersheds on rs Cid Ill! •def:nhtered 
lands 1n California, outside areas illpl&Ml!Cizlg tba ?ruidat' 1 
Forest Plan for the Pacific Rorthveat. Alternatives tbat uy be 
considered iziclude coutinuation of ezisti:ng un&g8Mllt direction 
for the affected national forests and JJJI resource areas; 
integration of PACFISII interill amag8Mllt with feacurq of 
existing puns that provide _equal or greater long•tem protection 
of anadro■ous fish habitat; and application of the Aquatic -
Conservation Strategy froa the Presidellt • s Forest Plan for the 
Pacific Nort:hvest ill all anadrOIIOUII fish-producing watersheds of 
the Lassen Nacional Forest and lledding Resource Area. nie 
analysis of public cements and review of existing unageaent 
plans.could reaffirm_ the adequ&c:y of existing plan direction, or 
it could lead to uend■ent of those plans, doc,aeuted Vitb one or 
more enviromental analyses. If aore than one analysis 1.s 
conducted, they uy be structured by unit, by agency, or by 
geography. For example, two joint FS/BU{ analyses aight be 



conducced ~- one for porcions of the Lassen Nacional Foresc and 
Redding Resource Area, and another for portions of the Los Padres 
Naciooal Foresc and Holliscer Resource Area. A decision on the 
nature, scope, and struccure of the analysis necessary for 
long-cerm managemenc is expected by April 1995. 

The responsible official for the FS is C. Lynn Sprague, Regional 
Forester, 630 sans- Street, S- Francisco, Cl. 94111. The 
responsible official for the llUf is Ed Hastey, State ni.rector, 
2800 Cottage V Sacrame to, CA 9582S. 

D 5 SEP 1994 

. Date 
· Regional Foreseer 
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Federal P.g;«« I Vol 59, No. 23f / Wednesday, Decamber 7, 1994 / Notices 

die Fonst Servioo ar BLM); (3) support 
the ueds oI dynamic ecosystems that 
change 091rtime md space: md (4) 

. the iole that distulbaDce 
::f.:sms play ill die evolution md 
maintelllDCe of ecosystems. 

ScopiDg meetings 119 tentatively 
plamied for Coeur d"Alene, Moscow. 
Orofino. Glugmlle. McCall. Salmoa 
Challis, Idaho Falls. Pocatello. Twill 

~~-~=:.. 
Helena. md Butte. in Mtm•m•· JeckSOll, 
Wyomillg; Salt Lab City, Uteh; md 
Elko, Nende. Specific dales. limes and 
localians far the meeti11p will be 
PDDOWU:eCi ill local newspapers of 
generel clis!ribulian. 

The Bwau of Land Man.agement and 
the Fanst Service will acr as jaillt 1111d 
pSIIIICies ID pnpue the EIS. The two 
agencies will COIISUh with Tribl1 

· Govemmmts and coordinete with swe 
md locel govmamenrsmd otherli!daal 
agencies. Tbe F"JSb md W-lldlife Semce 
end die Nelianel Mamie F"isheries 
Service will be c:ansulted pUZSUPDt lo 
the Eaida,gmed Species Act. 

The zespomible offici•ls far Nalianel 
Fanst System ieDds will be'the Regimial 
Foresters for the; 
-lmemiDIIZIWD Regioa.. Federal 

Building, 324 25th Street, Ogden. 
Utah 84401; mid 

-Nmthem Regian, P.O. Box 7669, 
MiSSDWI'"'-• 

The respoDSible officials far public 
land.• edmiaisbncl by the BureaD of 
LPDd J.fmagemmt will be the Stale I>in,ctm..,..,,. 
-Idaho; 3380 Americea• Tm 

Boise. \dahD 83706; 
--Mal11aD&.Grmile Tower, Z22 N. 3ZDd 

Street. Billiags MoDlaDa 59101; 
-Wyomillg. P .0. Box 1828, Clieyemle, 

Wyomillg 82003: 
-Utah. 324 Soulh Stell Slreet. Suite 

301, Salt Lab City. Utah lltl 11; and 
-Nevada, p .o. Box 12IIOO, Rmo, 

Nevada 89520. 
The clreft EIS is e,q,ec:ted ~ be filed 

with the EIIYV'Ollmenlll ProtectiDD 
Agency ill Oc:lober, 1995, Gld will be 
available for public nmew at that time. 
A public comment period of 90 days 
will be provided far the draft EIS. 

The llCRB EIS Team (Teem) believes 
it is imponmt ID gift rw;,,.ms DDlice 
at this early stage of .-era! court · 
rulillgs related ID public"parlicipalian ill 
ihe tmvirolmlmtal review process. Fust. 
reviewers of draft EISs must SlnJCDU9 

. their participaliall in the eD>""'IIITDmtal 
review of the proposal so-that it is 
meaniDgful and alerts m agency ID the 
re~iewer's positiDll and am.tentiODS. 
[Vmnont Ycmb!r Nuclear Power Corp. 
V. NRDC, 435 U.S. 519,553 (1978)1. 

Also. mvimnmentel objectiom that 
could be llllsed Pl the draft EIS stage but 
that 119 IIOt niiad llllli1 after campleticm 
of the filial EIS mey be waived or 
dismi...,, 1,y the c:omta. (Oty of Angoon 
v. Hodel. 803 F .zd 1016. 1022 (9th Cir. 
19861 Gld Wisconsin~ Inc. v. 
Homs. 490 F. Supp. 1334, 1338 (£D. 
W-is. 1980)). Because of Iba. court 
rulillgs. it is very impoffm1t that those 
iDteresled ill this pn,posed acli011 
participate by the dose of the 90-day 
comrneat period Oll the draft EIS. so that 
substanli- commtmlS and objectians 
are made anilahle lo the Team at a time 
when it cm memiDgfully consider them 
and !IISp0lld to lhtmi in the fiDa1 EIS. 

To assist the Team iD iclenti.fyiDg md 
COIISiclmmg Issues Gld CODCffllll ftl\ the 
proposed acli"" cammenrs "D the draft 
EIS lhould be as specific u possible h 
also ia belpful ii mmnets rm to 
specific pagea or&:baptms oI the dnft 
stetamer:>• Corn!DeDIS"lso may addnsa 
the adequacy oI the dnft EIS or the 
merits of th- •ltemetiwisjmmulated 
and dise:rnd iri the stltt:Lirimt. 
R8viewezs may wish to mer to the 
Council on E:awiJ. mmrtel Quality 
ltegulaliansform,plmtmtingtl.e 
pracedmal provisioDs of the Nllianel 
ED"'i>"Oo •al 1'rilicy Ad at 40 CFR 
1503.3 iD adcbwi»& lhw polJzls. 

h is a,ipe:1&! tlm the 5ml EIS will 
befii.dwilbtheEmmmmamal 

• Pmtemcm ApDc:; app ·111,ae)y 6 
mcmt,lls after the dzall.EIS i• published 
"Ihe recmd l)f clecisian h Natiolla1 
Fmest S)'llllm Ladt will be issued with 
the bal EIS ad will be sabject to 
Fmest Semce appal w,g,,)etians (l6 
CFR Z17). 'l1le IDM'. P:4 I plan 
-tmdmen! decisiOIII wiJl be publish&! 
with the lillal EIS Gld will be subject lo 
BLMpmestngulatioas(43 CFR 
1610~%), The IDM'a neon! of derisicm 
will be published fallowing re,olulian 
ofmypn,la1S. 
-r.JaUy. 
&p,,,a1F...-,Nattbt!m&g;.... 
DallN.Bwwwda. 
lllp,nal Foi'esl,,.., •· a •illlil, &gion. 
AlaLPlonm..· 
Acm,gS-Ditet:lar,ldaho. 
L1rrJ &. Bmiltnn 
SlateDilscar. Nontrma 
1FR Doc. 94 30085 F"ued 12-6-!M-; 1us amf 

&I.Na ccoe: m~ 
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Notices 

· 'Tlls seclicll of 1t1t FEDSW. REGISTER 
conlainS - ~-rules"' 
po,,cAed IYeS 11111 n II'•• at I • JIIMI p.tiic:.-ol~----; •·ocis_ 
CUtUlibe fNeCitlgS,. II/JfJ!IC'/ IMC ·n a and 
llllingL = r I G .. os ot aulllorily, filing ot 
petitians - 4 • 5 . • - agency stata••• of wgau :iz;llica1 ancs tunctians are 
.-.-.oi~~i,gi1111is _,. 

DEPAR111EHT OF AGRICULTURE 

FOIWtS.W. 

Upper Columbia RlverBasln 
£c111•nllllllgtffle.itSllalljjy, 
NorllMm and ll!1llffllClllm ReglOM 

DEPAlffllElff OF THE INTERIOR 

llurwl,of Lind Manag.-t 
ID na.tet0-4)-IICAIIJ 

UpperColunlllll Rlww Bain 
Ec~lysllffl Management h2kffw -of ldlllo, Montana, w,omi,111, 
Ullll,anCIHwadl 

AGB as: FOlell Semce. USDA; Bmaa:u 
ofLmdMm sment USDL 
ACIIOll:·Naliat o!illlmt to pnp1111 ID 
cwaDllllllllalimpae'9..._41DtlEISJ 
IDQ conchrt plllllliDg activ.itywlw:h 
may am81111 F-Service Regimial -
Gmde:s IJld will -=Ii Fmest Semca 
IJldBmauo!LalldMewg lllllud 
useplms. 

-. Tbe Forest Service IJld tbe 
BureG on.ad Management lBLM) 
plOJICM lo develop 8 scielltifica))y 
somuL : IJclli b I d stntes,' for 

;::J..::~J;;:~ 
l!i-11am (UCRJIJ ill Idaho. Montane 
UW1. Nevada. Wyammg. lJld. small 
pm ofWasllmgtoa that r. administer-<! 
by Region 1 o!tbe F-Senica. This 
suategy will modify existing IIJld use 
plans. TJiA modification will iDduda a 
ooo:dmatecl ecosystem management 
strategy for Natianal Forest Systm1 and 
BLM public lands. This suategy will be 
CODSisleDt with !he "Framewori: for 
Ec:osystem Managemen• in the lntelior 
Columbia Rifff Basin" that is being 
oompletecl by the Sciemific: ~ 
Team oft"- Fuuide Ecosystem 
Management Pzoject. the EIS that will 
accompany this stntegy will use the 
informatian ln,m the "Scientific: 
.!i Ssesstn"llt fat Ecosystem Management 

in the Interior Colwnbia River Basin" 
anti infnnnatian "IICSived from the 
public: as a buis for issue '-4..._iuati'lll 
and for enl1llltiDg alle!Dative strategies. 
Additicmal infmmatiGll may be 
c:olJec:tecl IS ~ ry. 

the strablgy will be adopted in the 
fmm or deciri?DSthour desinclrmges 
of future canditiana 14. ec:os,stem.. and 
ielated ~ md guidelines for 
IDaDagemtlllt o!Naticmal Forest System 
and BLM public lmds OD all or paits of 
the UCRB. Tbe EIS will consider 
1hemative ttntegiel for men a rrrt of 
NatiaDal Fmast System and BLM­
•dministel-i lands and their efrecls in 
the 1111tinr UCRB. Ar a miDimum: 

A. The sQat,gy wi.11 iDcluda dinc:tion 
which will pn,tect an/I enhance tquatic 
ecosystema withiD the -. of 
tbnaumed ar cdangend ID8drmnous 
fish tbnugh-,!menb to Fonst 
Plauad.llwtwMrr a neotPlam.. 
Thia dinc:tim Will. d intllrimctirection~C:r!:L 
&nimatal.~ r nt for the 
lr\plm !•lien o!Jnterim bl8gies for 
Mn,agi:Dg A'WlrmDal,s f"llil-pn,clucing 
W: I 1 da~EutemOnp:m.ad 
Wnhmg!OD Idaho, and lwlima of 
C.Hfnrn:ie (cnmmcolJ nfmed to as 
"PACFISH"). 

B. The llNlagy also willindude adler 
r n; gnidece ,q,plic:■hle to the Jasin•• wilole. orto broadsabngiom 
witbm the 1-in. ~ pid8llce "lilJ 
addnAbw• ;•emba■ltb; 
IIZII JandmJ-1-ldl:aqaaticand 
ripvian • j II hallh. lDt&gzatiuA ,4 
todallllld-amic'DISidarations: 
papaJati.clll v.iabilitJ;IJld tb- l B ,,= 
fU1tlintbjlity of t.bte■•orwl. 
mdc B Gd.GldNDSitiV-specir-S The 
pidance l&o Will be dllveloped by 
ramining ---issues identified by the 
pabllc tmaugb the -i,iDs process. . 
11:iiS pidmce -rill be adopted IS 
Nlll8DGlll8D1s to the Fme:st Serv.ice 
Ragianal Guides for Regions 1 IJld 4 
and/or fllll"lldmClU to FareR Scmc:e 
and BLM Jmd use plans. 

C. the thitd. part of the~ may 
identify changes to the ways c:une111 
plans are implemented orbudgels 
ileveJoped. that CID improve capability 
IO achieve ecosystem management 
objectives. the strategy may also help 
establish priorities for revising forest 
plans and clevelopmg 01 IID"lldiug 
resoun:e IIIIIDagemenl plans. This part of 
the strategy does DOI require 

Fodanl...-­
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enviromnental IDalysis, butmay be 
addnssed within the oa,pe of tbis EIS. 
D.&ffl', Commets conc:mringtbezope 
of the IDalysis should be NQived iD · 
writing by 30 days followiJIB lhe dara of 
lhe last scoping m.tiDg ta i=eive full 
C®Sideratian in the dsmopmelll of 
altmllti-. Dates of those meetiDgs 
will be publisbecl in loc:aJ and regional 
llewspapelS. 
.&IIDAFSSa: "end wntten c:omments 
c:oncenlillg tbis proposal to Steph"II P. 
Maley. Pmjacl Manager. 3114 North 8th 
SL, Room 253, Baioe ldaho 83702. 
FOIi FUIITHEII INFOIIMA110N C011TACT: Cary 
Wyb or Cindy Ilaacol1 Williams. EIS 
Team ~leadels. 3ot Narlh 8th St.. 
Rm 253, Boise, Idaho 83702, phone · 
(208) 334-1710. a-C Cff'l\' INF0All.&TION: The 
pmpose oftbis action is to develop and 
malyze a ri,ntificaJJy SOUDd. 
6C.OfJ-bwedstntegy!at 
IIINDll8IIIIICl oflaiMI• •dminiSIPJed by 
the UAiled 511181 Depaltment of · 
Api,l:wl1n'{USDA)F011!S1Se!vic:eand 
tbit Omtad 5-Depaitment of the 
lmslar{USDJ) Bureau of Land 
Hen a ent 1illat.,. iD the UCRS iD 
IdahC' Mmztm• Wyaming. Utah. and 
Nevada and that poniGll o!WashiDgton 
admiDisteNd by the Forest Service"s 
Nmibem Region. The strategy will fac:us OIi.. ystamheallb. iDdudiDg its 
li:ln,t I[ 8 land, IJld aquatie/Iipalian. 
Janclecape and 111e»llecmiamic: 
camf!!MP!S, tirith emphasis on 
pc,piJlatiGll v.iability IJld the 
snsreineffl'Jity of tbreateDed. 
"II: "'Gs' IJld .asitive species. . 

nae - will prepan, • proposed 
1CtiaA tllat nspcmds to pioblems 
d"SO'ned fll it,..__,, ... , of purpose 
IJldJINCI.FmmalKDpiDgmeetiDgswill 
follow the clevelopmeal. of the p,oposed 
ldiaD. Ibe pu:; 011 and need statement 
and pwpowdlCticm will serw ta focus 
fomia1 ICOPiDII ms rtiJ'i&S ),y giving the 
publicabetlllf '11Ddas1anding of the 
agondes' aarly!lumghts •loaut. or initial 
appioximalians of. what the UCRB 
ecasystem strategy might be. The Iheme 
of the proposed aciian will be the 
restoration of ecological resiliency ill 
forest. nugeJand. and aquatidliparian 
ecosystems within the UCRB. (Aldo . 
Leopold. ill his essay The Laud Ethic. 
defines the health of the land as --the 
capacity of the land £or seU-m1ewal. ·· 
We speak of ec:ologic:al resiliency as the 
capacity of an ecosystem. including its 
physical. biologic:al and human 
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components. for self-renewal We do not To the extent possible. those planning 
imply that all human wams will be efforts will ~ coordinated with 
satisfied by a resilient ecosystem.) development of the UCRB ecosystem 
Altemalives to tho ;,1opo,ed 6dien will management strategy. The UCRB EIS 
be deve!Dped. Jazgely i~ response to may lead to a Record o1 Decision that 
public comments on the proposed. amends one or mare of those five plans 
action.in fmmal -"I · S @ W1 · g followillg cmaplllim d CIZ!-goiDg 

This EIS will aadMs all BLM lads plan.niag IIBam. If tbe UCIIB EIS is 
withia tbeQwmllia ~ Besm - m cnepirred pzillz ID cmnplelicn,.. my ol 
On,gm,lllldWasiiiD(ll-andall tlaRawvg · gafiarl~•li _, 
Natim1aJ Forest Systm> J:aads in !he may be tnade1D DD g . g-ffmls to 
Columbia River Basm wi\loia tae en.sun, consisteiicy with !he UCIIB 
agenc.y'sNDnhemaorineerw :n:tin ~-,,. :antmaiagy. 
admillisualiv.- 11 gi • tn,;c h➔:rlr Bu.4 lu:dssuiijec:Uo potential plaA 
Naional Forest 5,-stea -4 BIM. p,hs •mendrnents thzoupi Iha UC!ID dr<lct 
Jan.ds in all o!ldaho except the total •pp xi-tely 14 mi.Ilicm -=- ill 
southeast comer thal draiaa m. uie fi•- na Natio-,al FcnstS~ 
Gteot BGiA. 11 also includes<"- par1iaa lalllkmhject ID IIOlm1ial plm 
ohbP Panl:md]e Natione\ 1'-il:, · amendmeal tDtal ~ly 3U 
Wast'.tll tAatportimoft4 7 lllilliGIUCl'IL · 
weSli af tbe C-antinental Divid&. a rml1 Coen eat with. this EIS. a lle.sin· 
poniaa of wr =ttaI W~ the wide e teD! \:now1I as Ille 
no:th--camei-ofOtali.andlbe MScientific.w ezrt '-arbsJslenl 
nt"!beastem = afNe,,aaa.} 'Il:e u=•z di iD !!le 1Dreriar Cohmlhia 
selected al!emalive mayrwll m Rffff Basin. is'll:lld,;rde lopmeaL 
amendment to th£ Famst Semce . (TIie ":iDlaim Ctd I ia Rmr- Basm• . 
Regional Guides far the Nartlmn md has been. defi.t u dis lmlds ill !f:e 
In.lenllOW1tain hginns mcf mendment ec◄1 • call! tJaAINI Stales tri!nll:la:r tit 
of the land usa pfaas far the Farest th£ Colambia Rher- oF!becnst of 
Semceandlhmlmofl.ad i.c J u, · Jtimge.JT!lis 
Muagernent as foU-: Scien.li.k A , wSl c:Dl'lll' Di'081! 

Fonst Seniar: Bair, Bri 'g, Tctall. CCOSJ l 11111 J ibe ...cial, 
Caribou. Challis. Jfumbo?dt. .~ economic, m t.iapfl;Jicel FCU 
Salmol1. Sa'IIV!mtb, anif Tcghe • • f 7" ni.i mMwl ,a.: m 
NationalFan:stsiza.1:he-1)11■11 ,:m1'1:in Wlllliatlli9bl'Buguupqhi ... 1'eift. 
Region:andPanbm!dle.Oea.tww.N!2. beeDa"-d-tim911Jma,-itclers 
Perce "-■. 1.oll>, F1aillaad. !!alma. inc:h,6:,gtb gbL JiR. Appl • . 
Dealodge,madB!tl:auaatNari•iowl glabalc&illledlmp,lin I tf:gn · & 
Forests in the Nartbml Rlugicm. miniag timber huvest. un,m;a.;-. 

Bmau ortandM:mag,mmlt:Bmse. ---nr~--Bwley.1<¥,i, Fa!ls.Sa!mmt.SI I w. Scieaailic-Ji n1illbemod.ilr 
and Coellrd"AleaeDistricSiD l'dalm; j;mt.1&aal:,ai.. .... of,-. 
ButteDisrrictinM-.:Jtld:Spmgs a F 
District m Wycamiag. Sc!tLmDsuict :"~CU:. ►J ... Z.f& * t 
in Utah: end mo and Wilm = t liee .. llelp aw · 11:a .-10 
IlistriCIS in Nevada. a,.. tat . I' and IO 

The IILM C:aBs R ma Ala def ·= 'Im tt&cu .,t ,1·5 eDt 

eu:.i:~==iz:tl.-= 5Pf:Js~ :-1;;::.;:4. 1 °' .... 
Owyhee Res:ouice .IUl!a (B::,f,c Ilistl:ic!J * ·-. o..-ii •-eaim. 
m,w-.,. pJepu;iL:& Rema defiDell&Cllllallt ladw plm 
Man·gamn<~ (RNP'S!l!mtme die::s&w ..,.__ aoclifiatien Clf av 
expected tt, hsrmposa&e a:assistrm decision nnnltiag flea•• · 
Ill i UV stltstegies. Simi!lniy.11,e ~• a., t ior 11,a· 
Ta:g!te:r Natioml l'&tStisfflUll(ils lmpirTmhliM ..lJawim StnYpS t..r 
farestplan.andllle Cleatwatu Nllli-1 u,n.,.Anad uF•p Jvc:iag 
Fmest ezpedS ID rerisefts ftftstptm. WCI 1 eds"" F st mOmaauid 
Tik sd:eda:L. fnrdle Cleax WBI& .!inst Washington. JdaAo. alMl Plllli- ->i 
plea revmon. proc,,,s wi!l bt- ,IL, I Califonut {commcmly :iefemd to as the 
at the time a.Jllllim ofi:lllmtfirdlat "PACP!SH"' atza.egy).. Anelherwi?tbe 
purpms i>, pal>li:dtt:d. 'ftlml.five cmm-JML 3mtdi18Clion as 
plamring ~will=~- '?b mocli5ml,y any cledsion ismed as 
ChalkBfflDIPfttmls. md OwJt;ae ~ 4ieclian ,....rtrin&~ tt.e 
RMPsaa 4 rel•he.cuwpleted:ill -PAO'!Slr&+iz 11wuMru PUL 
1995. ?be Tagbee mst p}a...1eoision As illcfiClll!d. fanller a"ml•ti~ will be 
is-ape I ltalllltwmpbizlt995,md d,eftlt+edlD.11 Ci fJR! tDissues. 
um Clrnwatu fonstplm revision• identiled during Ille ~c scoping 
e.<pec:led to be cmnple!ed :s,mmiam - proces a def'imd in. the Council on 
after the amrpletitm oflbe t.lCUtl!IS. EIIYironmenlal ~ Naticma! 

Environ.mental Policv /'.ct 11''D'.-I.I 
implementing regulations to ide:,.til, a 
range of reasonable alter:iati ,·es. 

Issues that an, expec:ted to be 
addressed in. detail lhrollgb tile 
development end analysis of 
altenralives Im l li'\m t.o the . 
managemenl of~ fish 
habitat} iJldade a.us, wr: loea!th and 
its 6:nll. 1gd a ~ .. d aquatic/ 
riparian I caa&ts with emphasis on 
population. wilaility and Jong-te= 
SltSainaNli'J aftmealBDed. 
ecda.,.....i 'lad SIIIIQti>"e species. The 
use of public lands and resources in the 
production ft~gaadsan.d ser.-ices wi:=in 
the context of snst•inahiJity "ill aiso be 
exam· t ~ lll'UllltiCtD of lbese 
altematives and others will consider· 
people's expectations for public ]ands 
and resources. along ,.ith the capability 
oftht. ecosJsteaA r., pnmde md Stlstzin 
these Wilaes lllril1,zh time. !nfomiaticm 
wi!beilSEd flam Ille basin-wide 
Sciectific A. n: Tril;al 
govern.ments. state and local. 
~ ll&lm ladml agencies. 
and other appropriate sources. 

The duectiClll lllling c!eo,,Joped 
tlirougb this process will sen-e JS an · 
ecosystem g71Wt Jtllltegy tD mo.-e 
from -c:::mctitimlslD more 
ecwJ C By s. ,r • at le md SDCial!y 
desirable conditions. lemng options 
,n;JzHe farkmepnc, tions 1'be 
saategy will. al .11:asl. rtahJish desired 
nnges of flmue conditions for broad 
forlst. mngeland. and aquatichiparian 
habim typcsud intePftlated social. 
•eccmcnie-md bmdscape systemS. 
Ac:men!matofclesiJedsangesoffunae 
COllditims bypn cti= -.d actiVi~ 
defflDped md implmen.ted at the 
netionel forest and BLM distri.d leveL 
will-it iA-.onlian of ecosysMS 

- heahluad-nnration llfecclcgical 
pt c illll meintein ecasystem.s over 
time.E ; tr mstan.ticm to.md 
maintmance ~ snsteinabJe rmges 
by identil'yillt appropriaM goals and 

~.i!o .. _-::c:.,g.viabM';:t= . 
nscriasei SDdaJ aDA economic~~ 
nte-..gy will be based an integ:alian 
ofsccial values.,r:nlop:a1 capahiti~ 
and ecoamnic -!etinnshiJ>1 .. md will 
-cnp1ize ':l!AtY rigbzs n:s Ned by 
nlious Na!ive Ama;::an Tzibesan . 
ceded lands and will £ulfill United 
States Fft!mlll!D1 :us' --spcms,'hitities 
todle~ T1aesuategywill (1) 
assure balll'lal amdilicm needed to 
support species~ within 1he 
context of desired ....,stuz. f..nction 
md ittUdllrC; (2J address th£ needs of 

. and llabila'S ,,, canc:em =Uy !isled c:rbeini considered fgr 
Ji.slin& under ihe F"I!• 8 ad Species 
Ad or design-tee! as sensitive species by 
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AppendixJ 

Letter from FWS, NMFS Biological 
.Opinion 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FlSH AND V.'ll.DLIFE SERVICE 

IS" tEPLYUfD.. Tt>. 

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 the 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 both 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 (Salvelinus eonfluent::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 other pending proposals of higher prioi£ty, for 
the population segments residing in the 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 land 4 of the 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'~ 
:>• .,,., .. ..,. 

~~~VINL • ..:,c:.M 

Regional Director 
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. . 

Mr. Jack Ward Thomas, Chief 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
Washington, D.C. 20090 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

UNITE0 BTAT'ES CEPAR'nlllENT 0F C01111MERCE 
Natior,el 0ceenic and Atn ptw. ic: Artm.ihieQ aCio:o 
NATO",.IA,L. ~ F1SI C !ES $5RVCE 
1335 Eas:-Wes,; Hgt,wey 
SiNs-5c,,,,g.M0209'10 

T>-E OIREC"TO'l 

Jt\N 23 1995 ~EC'P FOREST SERV!CE 

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

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 Easte= Oregon and 
Washington, Idaho, and Portions of Califo=ia (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 our 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 

I Primed oa R=ycJed Paper 

Sincerely, 

---.:--) (~ -. 
~~J A \c..l.----'7------.; 

Rolland A. Schmitten 

T>-E ASSSTANT AOMNSTRATO=I 
FO=l:Fl51 G SW 



Mr. Mike Dombeck, Acting Director 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Washington, D.C. 20240 · 

Dear Mr. Dombeck: 
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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 Strategies fer Managing. 
Anadrcmous Fish-:-prcducing_Watersheds in Ea!!t= Oreg~and 
Washington, Idaho, and Portions of califcrnia (PACFISH). · 

' . 

As stated in the biological opinion, mas has·determineq 
that the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of endangered Snake River sa1mon 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 PACFISB 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, Y9U should reinitiate consultation. 

The Forest Service, . 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, mo:re con:si.stent, 
and to.improve protective measures for listed sa1mon. successful 
implementation.of the. PACFISH strategy will depend·on continued 
close cocrdination 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. ' . . 

·-· 

Enclosure 

"'""ltccydcdl'o;,cr 

Sincerely, 

·-:q,, .. ,c-~A~-- ~ 
Rolland A. Schmitten 

TI-E ASSISTANT ~ TCFI 
t=cFl:~GCS 
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BACKGRO'OND 

On Aprill, 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 consultation 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 deteniination 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 CESA) 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 interim dir.ec:tion, the interim locations of key 
watersheds, and cl,arifii::ations and changes -to the proposed 
standards and guidelines. This biological opinion (Opinion) 
analyzes the_ original proposed action, with the clarifications 

I · and changes described in an October ll, 1994 letter from Gray F. 
Reynolds, FS, and Al Wright, BLM, to Rollie Schlllitten, NMFS. 
Unless stated otherwise, the so=ce 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 nerka}, 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 
lllOQification of their designated critical habitat. 

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

PROPOSED ACTION 

I areas (RHCA.s-), 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 beginning the . 
restoration of riparian and stream habitats. Although. PACFISB. 
sets in place common goals, objectives, ·and standards and 
guidelines that may facilitate project- or watershed-level 
consultations, its implementation following conclusion of 
consultation does not eliminate the requirement to consult at 
other levels, such as on site-specific actions. 

PACFISH would provide interim guidance for.each of the affected 
national forests and BLM districts while long-termmana.ge11).ellt 
approaches are evaluated via geographically specific · 
enviroimental analyses. ·The· Environmental .ll!!Pilct 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 J.993, and published 
notices·of intent in fall J.994 to prepare an EIS for Idaho and to 
complete an environmental analysis for California. See 
59 FR 4880 (February l, 1994) and 59 FR 63071 (December 7, 1994). 
The action agencies expect all three enviroll!llental analyses to 
have decisions within J.8 months of PACFISH implementation. 
Therefore, fflo!FS 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 management objectives, -S&Gs and monitoring 
requirements. 

For the PACFISH consultation, the FS and BLM requested 
consultation on alternative 4 of the March J.8, 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•• and developed a draft set of 

. . 

'RMFs 'lmders~ uiat •~cceptable risk• will be defined i:. the ~­
EA as "A level of risk-from an ez>goi:,g- activity or group of ongou,g activities 
that is determined c.brough NEPA analysis or the preparation of biological. 
assessmenes/evaluaticms, or their subsequent review, to be likely to adver-sely · 
affect listed a,:iadromous fisb or tbeir designated critical habitat, or likely 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 l.3, · 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 C0J11Ponents of PACFISli 

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

Go&1s - The goals of PACFISB (March 18, l.994 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 

temperature, large woody debris, bank stability, lower bank 
angle, and width/depth ratio (Harv Forsgren, FS, pers. co~. with 
Jeffrey Lockwood, NMFS, October 28, l.994). Watershed analysis 
•generally• would be required to adjust-the RMOs (November l.O, 
l.994.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 Schmitten, NMFS). 

Each of the int!'!rim RMOs must be met or exceeded before habitat 
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 •good• habitat is SU%pa.Ssed 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 Eabitat Conservation Areas - Interim RHCAs·wouldbe 
delineated in every anadromous fish-bearing watershed on lands 
admi n; "'tered 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, mining, watershed 
restoration, and fisheries enhan~ement). New road and landing 
construction {March 18, l.994 EA), new recreation facilities . 
(October 11, 1994 letter), and timber salvage (October J.-3, 1994) 
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 ecosystems. · 

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 -Reynolds, Forest Service, and Tom Walker, BLM to 
Rollie Sc:hmitten, 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 
mticipate 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 Lochs= 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 determining how a 
-atershed functions in relation to its physical and biological 
,omponents. This is accomplished through consideration of 
istory, processes; landform, and condition.• Watershed analysis 

I 
I sit is.being developed pursuant to the FSEIS/Record of Decision 

n Management-of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth 
orest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted 
wl -emphasizes the importance of deterniining watershed status, 

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

I. 1 anning actions in the watershed (Interagency Watershed Analysis 
X>rdination Team 1994). 

I 
:iring consultation with NMF'S, the action agencies.indicated that 
atershed analysis procedures ·for the SR Basin would not be_ . 
:,mpletely 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 ~:cogzaw.. 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 management, lands, ripariilll 
areas, watershed and habitat restoration, and fisheries and 
wildlife restoration. The S&.Gs ·would apply only to RBCAs (see 
clarifications below). 

The PACFISB S&(35 proposed in the March l.8, l.9~4 EA would a1low 
activities to proceed-under a variety of ~cenarios: .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 
during 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 materia1 on road segments within or al:>utting 
RBCAs in watersheds containing designated critica1 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 
salvage and fuel wood cutting in RHCAs until after watershed . 
analysis. However, RHCAs could be adjusted based on either 
watershed analysis 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 
endan~ered 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 SacraJl)ento River winter run chinook salmon (0~ 
tshawytschal do not occur OD.Federal lands ~ddressed by the March 
18; 1.9.94 EA, but could be affected by FS or BLM land management 
actions in watersheds with tributaries to the Sacramento River. 
However, NMFS does not expect PACFISH-to adversely affect 
Sa~to River winter run chinook salmon. 

Critical habitat was designated for SR soclce}":! "almori; SR 
spring/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 witilµl the range of PACFISH. 

Essential features of the spawning and juvenile rearing 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 cbinoQk salmon and SR fall chinook salmon 
include adequate: (1) Spawning gravel, (2) water quality., (3) 
water quantity, ·(4) water temperature, (Sl cover/shelter, (6) 
food, (-7) riparian vegetation, and (8) space. 

Essential features of the juvenile migration corridors for SR 
sockeye salmon, SR spring/summer chinook salmon, and SR f~l­
chinook salmon include adequate: . (1l Substrate, (2) water 
quality, (3) water quantity, (4) water temperature, (5) water 
velocity, (6) cover/shelter, (7)_ food, (8) riparian vegetation, 
(9) space, and q.o) safe passage conditions. 

Essential features of the Columbia River adult migration 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, (6) cover/shelter, (7) riparian vegetation, (8) space, 
_and (9) safe passage conditions. 

V. BIOLOGICAL INFOlUQ.1':ION 

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 prllwµ'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 feedon·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 sal1110n, see Waples et al. (l99la) 
and S6 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 
1992). Once in the ocean, the S1110lts remain inshore or within 
the Columbia liver influence during the early siumner 1110nths. 
Later, they migrate through ,the northeast Pacific Ocean (Bart 
1973; Bart and Dell l.986) • SR sockeye salmon usually spend 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 sal1110n returned 
to headwaters of the Payette River, where 75,000 were taken one 
year by a single fishing operation in Big Payette Lake (Bevan et 
al. 1994). During the.early 1880s, retw: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 iE. ievan et al. 1994). During the l.950s and 1960&, 

· adult returns to •Redfish Lake numbered 1110:re th.an 4', ooo fish 
(Bevan.et al. 1994). 

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 1990. In 1988, IDFG 
conducted spawning.gro=d surveys that identified four adults 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. In·l.991, three males and -one female returned 
to Redfish Lake. One male SR- sockeye salmon returned. 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 {NMF'S} 
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:ags) by t:he 
Idaho Department cf Fish and Game and released int:o t:he SR system 

· in 1994 (NMFS 1994a) • 

As of October 9, 1994, one adult sockeye salmon had returned to 
Redfish Lake in 1994. The Columbia River Technical Staffs (1993) 
predicted a return of three fish to the Columbia River mouth 
.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 ret= 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, 
Imnaba, and Tucannon subbasins. Most SR spring/11111111DPT 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 ·(Bugert 
et al. 1990; C,nnam,ola 1992). After reaching the.mouth of the 
Columbia River_, spring/summer cbinoQk .salmon probably inhabit 
nearshore a%'.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/ ,s,1mmer chinook 
salmon; see Matthews and Waples (1991), ·NMF'S (1991a), and S.6· FR 
29S42 .(June 27, 1991) •· 

2. Popu1ation Status _;md 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.s 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 salmon were at an 
a:ll-time record low in 1994. Only 3,915 adults were counted at 
Lower Granit.e Dam; this ·.is about 15% of the recent ten year 
average (Fish Passage Center l.994}. 

In small populations, random processes can lead to two major 
types of risk: demog:z:aphic and genetic .. Demographic risk is the 
ri:sk of extinction due to environmental fluctuations, random . 
events affecting individuals in the population, and possible 
reductions in reproduction or survival at low population sizes. 
Genetic risk is the risk of loss of genetic variability and/or 
population fitness through inbreeding and genetic drift .. Both 
types of risk increase rapidly as population size decreases. 

Severe, short-term genetic .problems from inbreeding are unlikely 
unless population size·remains very low for a number of years. 
However, the erosion of genetic variability due to low population 
size is·c:umulative, so long-term effects on the population (even 
if it subsequently recovers numerica1l.y) .are also a conce=.-

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 Sal1110n 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-liver Fal.l Chinook Salmozl 

· 1. Life Ki.story_ !:!mm,ary 

River in July and 
Natural 

Adult SR fall chinook salmon enter the COlUlllbia 
migrate into the SR .from August through October. 
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, Iumaha. 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 i:!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 chi nook salmon (Bevan et al. 1994). Estimated returns of. SR. 
fall chinook·salmon declined. from 72,0!)0 annually between 1938 
and 1949, to 29,000· 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 Colll!llbia River is 
803 fish (NMFS and ~SFWS 1994). Accounting for estimated inter­
dam adult fall cbinook losses of S6%,. and a preliminary estimated 
post-season harvest rate of 15% on Snake River fall chinook 

·. salmon, a preliminary estimate· of 1994 escapement of naturally- . 
spawned SR fall chinook salmon to 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 cbinook salmon, currently there is no 
evidence of lllUltiple 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._ 

Env.h-om,.e:tal Baselille 
. . 

I. ·NMFs·defines thti a~ion area for this consultation as the 
mainstem SR Basin (below Hells Canyon Dam), and the Saltnon, 
Grande Ronde, Tucannon, Tmriaba and Cle~ter (excluding the 

I 
I 
I 

North Fork Clearwater River above Dworshak Dam) River subbasins. 
In large part, the sharp decline of salmon production in the 
action area has resulted from a variety o~ activities that have 

11 



degraded habitat and increased egg to smolt mortality, including 
hydropower development, water withdrawals; unscreened water 
diversioDS, road c;oDStruction, timber harvest, livestock grazing, 
mining, and outdoor :recreation. In general, land mnagement . 
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; (S) caused streams to.bec0111e 
straighter, wider, and shallower, and in the ,,,erst case incised, 

· with concomitant reduction in spawning and rearing habi_l:at and 
increased the:mal- fluctuat.ions; (6) altered peak flow volume and 
timing, leading to channel changes and probably altered fish 
migration -timing; and (7) alt-ered water ~les _and base flows, 
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.ell 18, 1994 EA, •major portioDS of 
the lands =dmi Di stered 'by the FS and BLM have poor habitat 
conditioDS for anadromou.s 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 examp1~, streams in the Upper Grande Ronde 
River subbasin have been heavily impacted by livestock grazing, 
road construction, timber harvest, -mining,· 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 peri,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 3o·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 managed 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 existing 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 oc= because 
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they have not adequately provided for.the needs of salmon and 
their habitats during the_planning and execution of land 
management actions and during land allocation planning. 
Principal among the ways ill which the historic: and existing land 
management ~imes have contributed to the deelµie of sal1110n · 
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 (S) 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 two 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 
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 
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 cu=ent condition of critical bal:>itat. 

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

1. Dete..,.,ining Effects of P:oposed Acticms 

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.-raminillg its approach for detennin.illg the 
particular requirements 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 eu=ent 
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-existence. 

To eval~te the likely effects of a proposed action on designated 
critical habitat, NMFS examines 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 component. NMFS then 
considers the signif_icance of a reduction in the habitat's value 
in relation to the species current status, risk of extinction, 
and the likelihood of both survival and recovery. 

The •effects of the action,• as defined at SO, 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 envirollmental baseline .. 
. . Indirect effects are those that are caused.by the 
proposed action and are later in time, but are still 
reasonably certain to oc=. Interrelated actions are those 
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that are part of a larger action and depend on the larger 
action for their _justi"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 · 
~cosysteni Management Team {FEMAT} 1993). --Procedures for 
lddressing these .issues over time are being developed by the . 

I Lnteragency Watershed Analysis ~tion Tea111, the Interior . 
:Olumbia Basin Ecosy1;1tem Management Project, and res~ efforts 
-,y ~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 actions described above. . . 
•ACFISH is a commendable effort by -the action agencies .to develop 

I 
.n·interim approach to addressing concerns for degraded· salmon 
abitat that exist .on_OSFS and BLM lands.· By improving· . 
,rotective 111ea$U.res 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 determinant 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·.interpretatic,n and t~e possibility that· it may 
ot be applied consistently a=ss watershed and admini<rtrative 
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 admini,;trative 

I 
oundaries; (2) determinations as to whether particular actions 
ssist, retard, or prevent the attainment of RMOs, or adversely 

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

a. Riparian Mana~emezit: 0.bjec:t:ives · 

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: 1) 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 man.agers 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 desc:x-ibed in 
the March 18, 1994 PACFISB EA, although the guidance is somewhat 
indirect as a result of. being part of the definitions. NMFS also 
wil.l address this problem where it occ:urs in watershed 
consultations. · · 
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b. Riparian Habitat Couservation Areas (UCAs) 

The proposed RHCAs (descz:i.bed in Appenc:lix 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!IIIIIOnly 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 
begi=ing of natural habitat restoration. 

c. Key Watersheds 

NMFS agrees with the action agencies' decision to include 
watersheds containing Snake River salmon critical habitat as key 
watersheds. However, The action agencies' decision to include 
only watersheds with designated critical habitat in the initial 
identification of key watersheds may have implications f¢r SR 
fall· chinook sallllOll in the lower mainstem Clearwater River. This 
decision increases the.risk-of water quality degradation and 
sedimentation due to .reduced protl;!ction fe>r_inteJ:mittent, streams, 
relative to key watersheds. NMFS also rece>gnizes that this 
decision could affect other species currently undergoing status 
review for listing, such as steelhead, although this conce= is 
beyond the scope of this Opinion "(for more information, see NMFS 
[1994c]). NMFS' representation on the Interior Columbia Basin 
Ecosystem Management Project should help ensure NMFS' 
participation in the final designation of key watersheds for.the 
SR Basin (July 20, 1994 meeting). 

d. _Watershed Restoration 

I 
NMFS does not expect PACFISH to significantly alter the =.unt-or 
kinds of watershed restoration actions carried out during the 
interim period it is in effect. Thus PACFISH alone will. not 
enable the action agencies t_o achieve part of their stated 

I purpose (begin·the restoration of anadromous fish habitat) and to 
improve the already-deterio:z;ated environmental )?aseline for SR 
spring/summer cb;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 mining 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 c:ritic:al habitat in many clreaS, i!: is especially 
important that PAC!'ISB prevent further adverse effects to listed 
species and designated critical habitat. 

e. Sta=dards anc1 GuideliDes (S&Gs) 

The S&Gs described generally in the October ll, 1994 letter and 
specifically in an August 30, 1994 fax from Harv Forsgren, FS to 
Jeffrey Loc:kwood, NMFS specify consistently (with the exception 
of proposed mining activity) that ac:tions-~t would retard.or 
prevent at~t of the RMOs, or that adversely affect listed 
species or their designated c:ritic:al habitat, should be_lllOdified 
or· e1iminated2

• ~vex, most of the RMOs (with the exception 
of water temperature, lower bank angle, and st-reamJ;,ank -'itahility) 
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 consultations 

While all project-level actions that may affect listed species 
are subject to consultation, it is relevant to discuss the 
impleuientation of PACFISH in relation to project-level 
consultations. In particular, NMFS .is c:onc:e=ed. about, (1) the 
c:onsistenc:y of the application of its standards and guidelines 
across watersheds and =-dminist:rative boundaries by the action · 
agencies; (2) .the consistency of determinations as to whether 
particular actions assist, retard, or prevent the att:ainmen~ 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 exampie, in c::urrent 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~ 1-ead to 
inconsistent application of protection measures for listed salmon 
and designated. critical habitat. For e."U!mp1e, 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.and ·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 actions 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 serve 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 Cg) 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 bw:ning 
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 mining do not 
explicitly prohibit rnining-actio= 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 
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actions may adversely affect listed species and their designated 
critical habitat by .increasing sediment loads and raising water 
temperatures ·(grazing, prescribed bu=ing and mining) .o:r 
con~amina~ing 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 "less efficiency, less 
expediency and perhaps less uniformity. NMFS' s participation on 
the PACFISH Implementation Team should also·reduce the potential 
for adverse effects from inconsistent implementation. 

. 2) Ho· timeframe for atta:i.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 •. m-!FS 
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:nnining 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 feat'll%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. · · · 

S) .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 maint:aining 
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 address this 
problem where it occurs in.waters~ed.consultations. 

6) PACY.tSB allows RMOs to be adjusted"·l:>ased ·en 
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 saJrnon. 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} inq.icates that watershed .or stream reach 
habitat capabilities ilu: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 :Eabitat Cozlservatiou 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 nou-forested 
rangeland ecosystems. This may not provide adequate protection 
from land-management actions for SR spring/SUIDl!ler 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 

21 



flowing streams with floodplains wider than 60·0 feet and so may 
be subject to further restrictions when brought to ESA section 7 
consultation at the project level. This would include some areas 
of high historic productivity for SR spring/summer cbinook 
salmon, such as Bear Valley in Idaho. PACFISR. would not 
necessarily prevent potentially harmful activities such as road 
construction or rn;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 RHCAs if forest managers decide that those 
actions pose an unacceptable risk (for ongoing actions) or if 
they decide·those.action,s would·degrade the RHCAs. :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 actions outside of RHCAs in consultations on the LRMPs, 
and in project-specific consultations. 

The RHCAs would be subject to modification following watershed 
analysis or site-specific analysis. The action agencies have not 
described the goals and procedures for site-specific analysis· 
under PACFISH, other than a statement in the November 10, 1994 
letter that •RHCAs may be moaified in the absence of watershed 
analysis where stream reach or site specific data support the 
change•. NMFS is concerned that site-specific analyses, by 
definition, would not include watershed-scale factors that should 
help shape the 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 anq. SR fall 
chinook salmon), temperature increases Call three listed species 
of SR salmon) , and reduced recruitment potential for large woody 
debris (SR spring/summer chinook salmon and SR fall chinook· 
salmon). NMFS will further·address these possible adverse 
effects in watershed and ongoing LRMP consultations, which should 
reduce 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 ·cwatershed 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. Staudards 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 are 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 (Cbarnt,,,i:lin 
et al. 1991). This is true mainly where watershed conditions or 
capabilities are demonstrated by watershed analysis to SU%l)ass 
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 November 10, 1994 
letter) may res;w-t in similar adverse effects as described above. 

Roads 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;.ersheds that may affect listed salmon sho~d be consistently 
managed to avoid adverse effects from sedimentation, f-ish passage 
problems, ·and altered hydrologic response, and to attain 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 ma.na.geme:t directiOA 

In its analysis and conclusion, NMFS considered several.factors 
· · re~ the relationship of PACFISH to the overall Federal 

land-use p1arining process: 

(1) The land-use planning processes of FS and BLM involve a 
_variety of tiered, interrelated actions, beginning with broad 
admini$trative 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 pJanning process, where such p)anriing -

. actions .identify elements (~. g. , standards and guidelines, 
management objectives and goals, land use allocations, _etc.·, as 
we11-as actua1 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 p1anning either completed or underway; these 
consultations include those for Rangeland Reform 94, individual 
LRMPs, and project-specific actions. 

In particular, the.analysis and conclusion in this biological 
opinion is based on the assumption that consultation on t:he LRMPs 
for the Sawtooth National Recreation Area, and the Boise, Salmon, 
Payette, Challis, Nez Perce, tJma.tilla · anq. Wallowa Whitman · 
National Forests shall be completed by March 1, 1.995. · 

(2) NMFS similarly recognizes .the temporal relationship of. 
i'ACFISH with other a!ipects of the land-Use pJanning 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 PACFISH, and the fact.that the action 
agencies shall consult on other components of land-use planning 
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subsequently. Consequently, · the analysis and conclusion in this 
biological opinion is based on the assumption that consultation 
on the EISs for ecosystem management in eastern Oregon, . · . 
Washington anc1 Idaho shall be c0111pleted 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 e,q.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 
existence of the listed salmon or adversely modify their 
designated critical habitat are based on the significance of 
these adverse effects and the likelihood that they will be 
addressed by alternative approaches and mechanisms beyond the 
scope of PACFISH. The FS initiated ESA_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 consis·tent, 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 occ:urred ·consistent with the existing guidance.in 
LRMPs and LUPs. · 

However, there are potential·effects to listed species and 
critical habitat that·mayonly be addressed 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.project. The.combined 
effects 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 road construction and timber 
harvest in roadless areas and other ar,eas of remaining high­
quality·habitat ·on the.availability and quality of habitat 
refugia for remaining subpopulations of listed salmon. The 
adequacy-of remaining refugia cannot be determined by examin;ng 
one action or even one watershed at a time. The importance of 
such refugia and combined impacts of projects upon refugia across 
several watersheds can only be ·assessed by broad-scale strategies 
such as PACFISH and the upcoming EISs for ecosystem management. 

Because the existing decision_ framework may not be adequate_:to .. 
fully determine how proposed actions will affect attainment of 
the IUotC>s, listed species, and designated critical habitat, and 
because of other reasons described below, SOllle actions that would 
adversely affect listed sal111011, or their designated-critical 
habitat may be not-be prevented by PACFISR at earlier p.1anning 
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; Cballll)Prlain 
et al. 1991; Hicks et al. 1991a) 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. tipariim Ma:iiagement Objectives 

As stated previously, RMOs provide a consist~nt set of target 
conditions for riparian areas and fish habitat and should have a 
positive effect to listed species and their designated critical 
habitat over what is currently occurring, since land managers 
wiil have to proceed cautiously in order to protect habitat and · 
allow nacural restoration to begin. However, because the 
environmental baseline ·consists of widespread poor habitat 
conditions on OSFS- and BLM-.,dmini~tered 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 Appendix 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 Fin 
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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 actions that affect 
stream temperatures in watershed and ongo~g LRMP consultations. 

2. Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (DCAs) 

Although the proposed RHCAs provide a coi:isistent 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 mining at the edge 0f 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 ·. 
act·ions) or if they decide those actions would degrade the RHCAs. 
Thus PACFISH does not .consistently control adverse effects:from 
actions outside of RHCAs, since it defers such decisions_to local 
land ~gers without providing a clear decision framework~ 
However, NMFS and the action agencies will address the full range 
of potential actions outside of RHCAs in consultations on the 
LRMPs, and in project-specific consultations. NMFS participation 
on the PACFISR Implementation Team should also reduce the · 
likelihood of adverse effects .. 

The proposed RHCAs stop at-the edge of the 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 oc=. 

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 ca=ied in unchannelized flows, but 111ay 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 Fummar;zed by Chapman 
and McLeod (l.987) and Hicks et al. (1991a) demonstrated that for 
a variety of salmonids,_ including chinook salmon, increasing· 
proportions of fine sediment _ (variously defined as particles that_ 
would pass sieve openings from 0.83 mm to. 9.5 111111 in.size) reduced 
fish survival from egg to emergence of fry, and caused-earlier .. 
emergence of survi. ving 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 
waeersheds, 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 11~i'ment 
transport (Bisson et al. 1987),-increased SPdiment generation 
(Charnberlin et al •. l.991) , 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 chinook salmon in the mainsi:em 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 
pc;>ssibility of delayed fry emergence {Arnsberg et. al 1992). 
This problem is due in part to water management ·at Dworshak Dam 
past and in part to forest management practices in the Clearwater 
National Forest ,thae removed riparian vegetation. · 

Because of the great distances involved between designated 
critical habitat and the affected streams, NMFS is uncertain 
whether measurable downstream effects will occur from reduced 
intermittent stream protection. However, there likely is some 
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incremental risk to listed SR fall chinook salmon from potential 
project level actions by the action agencies consistent 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 exarninP 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 
RHCAs), 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 proposed 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 point for wildfire suppression activities. However,· the 
guidelines would allow prescribed burning and •fuels management• 
to oc= 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 roadless 

·areas, was a crucial factor in estimating salmonid population 
viability under different alternatives in the final supplemental 
EIS for m.maging 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 RH~­
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 remajning 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 remote, more accessible, and subject to 
a somewhat larger array of impacts than Federal lands • . However, 
a substantial portion of historic salmgn 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.vamp1e 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 resources to local user groups. The draft EA 
predicted cancellation of some timber sales within-the 
Clearwater and Nez Perce National ·Forests and in the BLM coeur 
d'Alene District due to restrictions in 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 Opilµ.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.saim911.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 effective in amel:iorating 
probiems from timber harvest, road construction, and road· · 

. maintenance; however; ;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. spring/sumrner 
chinook salmon, or SR fall cbinook salmon, or result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of critical habi~t. 

Implementation of PACFISH couid foster.the beginning of natural 
habitat restoration in some areas of designated critical habitat. 
However, since PACFISH will be in place for a relatively short 
time, and does not contain an active watershed restoration· 
component, it is unlikely_that its implementation will 
significantly reduce mortality of listed salmon caused by 
existing degradation of. the environmental baseline. Possible 
cumulative effects occurring in.the action.area frorn 
implementation of PACFISH are dif~icult to pr~dict but are not 
iikely to pe significant. 

llnder the ESA·and its implementing regulations, and existing 
agency policies,· agencies _lllµSt avoid or minimize incidental take 
at their earliest opportunity. There~ore programmatic measures 
that will reduce the -potential for taki.ng_are an appropriate 
result of a consultation on a programmatic action. Consultations 
and further measi.u:-es to· avoid or minimize incidental take may 
still be necessary·at the LRMP and project/permit levels, where 
more comprehensive and quantitative.information about proposed 
actions and likely effects on listed salmon and designated 
critical habitat will be available. 

32 

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



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

v:u::r. REm:tn: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 easte= 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 assumption 
that some of the adverse effects from interrelated actions not 
prohibited by PACFISH will be addressed in COnS\µ~ations on the 
LRMPs for the Sawtooth National Recreation Area and the Boise, 
Salmon, Payette, Challis, Nez.Perce, Umatilla, and · 
Wallowa-Whitman National Forests. Although NMFS expects 
consultation to be completed on these LRMPs by February. 1, 1995, 
consultation on 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. 

DC. CONSnvAT:tON RECOMMENDATl:ONS 
. . 

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 amd protection-for listed ,.aJmon · 

l. The FS and BLM, in coordination with the :Interior Columbia 
Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP), should provide to 
NMFS following the issuance of this biological opinion the 
following information to facilitate project-level consultations 
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 J;'Oad 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 COlldition may be made as a result 
of sectiOll· 7 consultation with NMFS. . · · · · 

3. RECAs 

a. All stream reaches presently or historically accessible to 
listed Snake River sal1110n (except reaches above impassable 
natural falls, and Dworshak and Hells canyon Dams) in designated 
critical habitat should be included in the proposed RHCA for 
category l - Fish-bearing streams. 

b. Actions or groups_ of act-ions outside 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 agency 
biologists,. or unless supported by the results of watershed 
analysis and permitted by section 7 consultation·for the subject 
watershed. · 

.e. The FS and BLM should use ·procedures equivalent to the 
Federal Wetlands Manual (U.S. Army Corps·of Engineers et al. 
1987) to identify riparian areas within 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. watersheds 
in the Clearwater River Basin ·1excluding the North Fork 
Clearwater 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 guidance 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 BLM shQuld coordinate with NMFS, th=ugh- 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 Amll.ysis 

a. :NMFS recommenlis 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 l!: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 an.,.1yses, 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 .malysis procedures is completed •. 

b) For new mineral exploration and extraction actions authorized 
or.permitted by the FS or BLM that may adversely affect listed· 
salmon, the agencies should complete watershed analysis prior to 
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authorizing or permitting those actions in RHCAs of watersheds 
with designated critical habitat. 

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 c0111plete watershed 
analysis prior to planning·and carrying out prescribed burning. 
and fuels management actions inside RHCAs. 
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6. Watershed Restoration 

The FS and BLM should begin identifying areas that are in need of 
watershed restoration .immediately upon implementation of PACFISB, 
and should begm planning for and carrying out·watershed ·· 
restoration in those areas as soon as possible .. Priorities 
should be based on existing and potential risks and effects to 
listed salmon and their critical habitat, as well as the likely 
effectiveness of the restoration effort. 

7. Standards and Guidelines 

a. ·The FS and BLM should attempt, to ·the extent-practicable,' ·to· 
complete Road Management Plans and Transportation Management 
Plans within the period of PACFISB impiementation. · 

b. The following gui~ should be added· to ~ beginning of 
guideline MM-1: · .•Avoid adverse effects to listed species and 
designated c:ritical·habitai fr0111·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 stabilizing, 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.f''"ammendP.d 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 
•unac:c:eptable risk•.sc:reens for ongoing actions. ,This team would 
address the consisten-c:y of scientific: andtedmical 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·description of 
analysis.status, a summary of peer review comments {with 
complete copies of peer review comments attached as an 
appendix), an evaluation of results for any completed 
analyses, and a description of planned revision of 
procedures. 

c. A section describing results of stream inventory and . 
monitoring efforts, and relating those results to status·of 
atta~t 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 smnmary of land management actions (e.g. timber 
harvest by acres, changes in equivalent clearcut acreage, 
road miles constructed, reconstructed, and obliterated, 
recreation developments, mining activity; grazing activity, 
and watershed restoration) begun, carried out, or completed 
that are in, or modify, RHt::As, or that affect attainrnent 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 ~-raminP the ·assumptions 
·used in designing the PACFISH RBCAs; RMOs and S&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. Recommendaticns to silllplify project- or watershed-level 
ccmsultatious_ (see also rec:o=ienc:1a.ticms OD :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 consultations during fire season, · 
the FS and M.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 acti0ns 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 ccm.tamiriant:s), and· 
peak flow timing and volume wit¥n designated critical habitat. 

%. ~cidfm.tal- 'hke Statemezi.t 

section 9 .of the ESA prohibits any taking {harass, harm~ pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound; kill, trap, capture, collect, or attempt to 
engage in ·any such conduct) of endangered species without a 
specific permit or·exemption. Generally, when a proposed Federal" 
action is found to be consistent with Section 7(a) (2) of the ESA 
(i.e., the action is found not likely to jeepardize the coll,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 reasonab,.e and prudent measur~ that are necessary 
tc-minimi-.:e impacts; and (3) sets forth terms.and conditions with 
which the action agency must· comply in order to implement the 
reasonable and prudent measures. Any incidental taking that is 
in compliance with the terms and conditions of the incidental 
take. statement are exempt from the taking prohibition pursuant to 
section 7 (o) of the ESA.. · · · · 

In the case of PACFISH,. NMFS is · not specifying any incidental 
take level. . NHFS will be better able to identify the amount or 

. extent of incidental taking and· more comprehensively. identify 
those reasonable and prudent measures necessary. \to 1110llitor and 
reduce take in future biological epinions. . Therefore no 
incidental ,take statement is provided, and no take is authorized 
incidental. to OSFS or BLM activities under PACFJ;SH. · -
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XJ:l:. Appendix~ 

INTERIM llPARllH DNAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 'AND · 
llPARllH HABITAT CONSERVA'l'ZON AREAS 
FmL PROPOSAL l:Dlw1:l:!'1ED BY tJS!'S AND BLM 

DlJRDfG SEC'l'l:ON 7 CONSULTATION 
ON 1NTElUM PACFXS:E DIRECTION 

:tNTERl:M llPAlU.AN MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 

Interim Objectives Habitat Feature 

. 
Pool Frequency 
{all systems) 

·Varie? by channel width, see below: 

wetted width in feet: 
~ p0Qls per mile·: 

Water Teq,erature_ · · . ._-. ·.• . . 

10 20 25 · so· · 75 100 125 
96 56. 47 26 23 · 18 14 

. .. ... 

150· 200 
·12 9 

No· measurable increase in inaximum ~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 
Washington. 
(forested systems) 
diameter; >50 

hDk Stability 
(non-forested systems) 

Lower Bank Angle 

(non-forested sy~tems) 

Width/Depth Ratio 

(all systems) 

Coastal. cal.ifornia, Oregon, and 

>80 pieces per mile; >24 inc:h 
foot length. 

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

>80 per<::ent stable. 

>75 ·percent of banks with >9·o degree 
angle. 

(i:e. undercut). 

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

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. 

STANI>AlU> WIDTB'.S I>EF~G INTERm RB:CAs 

.Four categories of stream or water body, and the standard widths 
for each ~e: 

· category l ~ !'ish•bearing streams: Interim RHCAs consist of 
the·seream·and the ·area on either side of the stream· 
extending from the edges-of the active stream chann~l to the 

· top of ~ ; nner gorge, or to the outer• edges of the · · 
100-year floodplain, or to the outer edges of riparian 
:vegetatio~ or ·.to a, distance. equal ·to .. the height of two · 
site-potential trees; or.-300 feet slope ·distance. (.600 .feet., 
including both sides ·of ~be.stream channial), whicheii:er is 
greatest. · 

. . 
cat.egory 2 - Perman""ltly f1owing 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 
strea111 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 
chann~l), whichever is greatest. . . . 

catego;y 3 - Po:i.ds, lakes, reservoirs, and 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 lS0 feet· slope distance from the· 
edge of.the maximum pool elevation of constructed ponds and 
reservoirs or from the edge of the wetland, pend or lake, 
whichever is greatest. 

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

·a. the extent of landslides and landslide-prone areas, 
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b. the intermittent stream channel and the·area to the 
top of the imler gorge, 

c. the intermittent stream chann~l 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,iltest; 

e. for watersheds·not identified as·Key Watersheds, the 
area from· the edges of the stream chann-al, 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 greatest. : · .' 

. . . 

In non:..forest;ed rangeland ·ecosystems, the_ interim RBCA width fo%'. 
pe::i;,naneritly flowing s~reams· in ca~egory 1 and 2 is·the exten1;.of 
the 100 year flO!'d plain: · · 

/ 

·--
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llI:I:. Appendix B. 

FINAI. DEFDO:Tl:ONS PROPOSED BY US!'S AND BLM­
DtJllNG SECTI:OH 7 COHSlJLTA1'1'.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, pltysical 
disturbance of redds, reduced reproductive success, delayed or 
premature migration, or other adverse behavioral changes to 
listed anadromous salmonids at any life stage. Adverse effects 
to designated critical habitat 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 J:Ull[Ulative nature that 
jeopardize the viability of, or which may cause a non-listed 
anadro1110us 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. ActiODS 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 conventional: Most effective existing techniqi;es, methods 
and/or management practices. 

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

-- further-reduces- habitat quality, where existing 
conditions meet or are worse than the objective values. 

-- reduces habitat quality, where existing conditions are 
better than the ob~ective values. 

Designated Critical Rabitat: Those habitats designated-by the· 
National Marine Fisheries Service or US Fish and Wildlife 
Service, under.provisions of the Endangered Species Act, that:_ 
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include (1)_ the specific areas within the geographical area 
occupied by a Federally listed species on which are found 
physical or biological features essential to the conservation of· 
the species, and that may require special management 
considerations or protection, and (2) specific areas outside the 
geographical area occupied by a listed species, ·upon 
determination by the Secretary of Commerce or Interior that such 
areas are essential for the conservation of the species. 

Fish-bearing 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 and· 
chemical attributes nece~saryto meet the life~history 
requirements and provide for the naturally-attainabte 
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 iq>acts. 

Ncn-Forested Rangelands: Land on which the native vegetation is 
predo~~tely gras~e~, ~ss-l~ke plants, forbs,_or shrubs. In 
·determuung what =mum 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 permits 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 ,.,inning water throughout· a typical year, but ·do not 
support fish.during any portion-of a typical year. 

Prevent A~tainment 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 decision 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-T= 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 or 
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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PURPOSE 

********** 01/19/95 DIAFT ********* 

PROTOCOL FOR SCREENING FOREST SD.VICE & BU ONGOING ACTIONS 
IN liATEl!.Sl!EDS i'ITII USTEI> AlllJ)ROHOUS FISB FOR 

DETD.HINING UNACCEPTABLE llSK 

Alternative 4, the agencies' proposed interim direction to arrest the 
degradation and begin restoration of aquatic and riparian ecosystems that 
support Pacific anadromous salmonids, provides for application of standards and 
guidelines to all new projects and activities and selected ongoing projects and 
activities that.pose an •unacceptable risk• to salmon and steelhead. The. 
Environmental Assessment equates unacceptable risk for listed ana~omous 
salmonids to a determination of "likely to adversely affect. A protocol is 
described below to facilitate screening-of ongoing •may affect• projects and 
activities to determine which are likely to adversely affect listed anadromous 
salmonids or their designated critical ~bitat, and to which PAcnSH interim 
direction (e.g., standards and guidelines) shall be applied to avoid adverse 
effects. 

APPROACH 

Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management fisheries biologists-A' will use the 
checklist outlined below - in conjunction with the Biological Assessments 
prepared and submitted for ongoing projects and activities, other relevant 
information, and professional judgement - to evaluate all ongoing actions that 
may affect listed anadromous salmonids. The •screen• will be applied to 
actions for which consultation has been initiated but not completed - with the 
exception of a small number of actions for which consultation is nearly 
complete (see attached list). The checklist will be applied to Se.ction 7 
Vatershed Scale Biological Assessments to assess cumulative effects of 
individual actions. One document (screen) will be completed for each 
Biological -Assessment. 'liben making the determination each ongoing project or 
group of like ongoing projects addressed in the Biological Assessment will be 
tested against the criteria. llhere.appropriate, Forest.Service and Bureau of 
Land Management biologist who prepared the initial Biological Assessments are 
encouraged to work together to complete the screens. Ongoing actions for which 
consultation has been completed will not be screened. 

Based on the results of the cbeclclist, the biologist will determine if the 
ongoing action is likely to adversely affect listed salmon_. Screening results 
will be forwarded to the National.Marine Fisheries Service (NKFS) to supplement 
the Biological Assessment. 

Ongoing actions that are likely to adversely affect listed salmon will be 
suspended or modified through application of PACFISH interim direction to avoid 
.the adverse effects, until consultation is concluded. Ongoing actions that are 
determined not likely to adversely affect listed salmon·or their critical 
habitat, based on the results· of the checklist, may continue pending conclusion 
of consultation with the llMFS. 

* Fisheries biologist who signed the Biological Assessment for the ongoing 
action or group of ongoing actions will apply the screen. 'llhere that is 
not possible, a fisheries biologist with appropriate experience and 
knowledge will apply die screen criteria. -~ 



********* 01/19/95 DliFT ********* 

CBECX:UST FOR SCUENIRG ONGOING ACTIONS 
IN VAT!RSBEDS l1ITI! LISTED ANADllOMOtJS FISH FOil 

DETERMINING lJNACCEPTABLE 11.ISX 

Forest/BUf Unit: ____________________________ _ 

BA lleing Evaluated: ___________________________ _ 

Description of Ongoing Actions or Group of Actions within BA that are being 
tested against screens:·----------'-----------------

Initial determination made in the BA for these Ongoing Actions or Group of 
Actions: 

lleneficial Effect ---
-~_Not Ukely to Adversely Affect 

___ Ukely to Adversely Affect 

Fisheries Biologist Performing Evaluation:. ________________ _ 

Telephone Number: ____________ _ Date: ____________ _ 

CBECICLIST 

Respond with a Y (Yes) or N (No) to each component of the following two 
questions. Provide a brief rationale for responses, (i.e., Cite the applicable 
page numbers of the BA, other relevant info:i:mation, or, in the absence of c;lata, 
the professiollal. judgement that supports the response). 

1. ls it probab
0

le or foreseeable that the ongoing actions or group of ongoing 
actions would affect ,my of the following essential features of critical 
habitat, diminishing the· value of that habitat (relative to the current 
condition)? (Answer •yes• if the ongoing action· is currently resulting, or 
will likely result, in a measurable or observable change in an essential 
feature of critical habitat, (i.e., a yes to ,my element of this question would 
result.in checking one or more elements of the second question). 

Migration, Spawning and Rearing Habitats 

ilater quality (e.g., chemical, suspended sediment,. temperature) 

latiouale: __ '--~--------_..; ____________ _ 

Water quantity (i.e., magnitude, duration, timing of high/low flows) 

lationale:. _________________ _..; _________ _ 
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Water velocit:y 

Rationale: -----------------------'---

Safe passage conditions 

Rationale: -------------------------

Amount of spawning area 

Rationale: __________________________ _ 

Substrate characteristics 

Rationale: . ----------------------------

Space 

Rationale: __________________________ _ 

Cover/shelter 

Rationale: ____ ...... _____________________ _ 

Riparian vegeeation (does tile action degrade/reeard recovery?) 

iationale: _________________________ _ 

Amount or qualit:y of food (available to rearing/migrating juveniles) 

Rationale:. _________________ .._ ________ _;,_ 



2. Are any of the following impacts on listed anadromous salmonids occurring, 
or are foreseeable, as a result of the ongoing action or group of ongoing 
actions? (In responding, consider adverse effects resulting from modifications 
of essential features of critical habitat and direct effects on the listed 
salmon themselves.) 

Increased mortality (to eggs, juveniles, or adults) 

llationale: ___________________________ _ 

Reduced growth 

llationale:. ___________ ""---"----------------

Other adverse physiological changes (describe: ) -----------
Rationale: _________________________ _ 

Harassment 

llationale: -------------------------

Physical disturbance of redds 

Bationale: -------------------~-----

Reduced reproductive success 

lationale: ___________________________ _ 

Delayed/premature migration 

lationale: ___________________________ _ 
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Other adverse behavioral changes (describe: _____________ ) 

Jlacionale: -------------------------

ADVERSE EFFECTS DJ".'l'ERMINATION 

Based on the screen checklist'll', I certify that the ongoing aciions described in 
the _________ ,,_ ____ :Biological Opinion are-not likely to adversely 
affect listed anadromous salmonids, or- their critical habitat and support the 
original determination of not likely to adversely affect. No additional 
management direction is needed. 

EXCEPTIONS: 

1. The following ongoing projects or group of.projects are-exceptions to the 
above determination: ------------------------

2. PACFISH Standards and Guides were applied to the following projects to 
reverse the likely effect· 
determinations: · --------------------------

3. PACFISH Standards and Guides as applied were not able to reverse the 
determination and the following project or projects are to be cancelled or 
terminated until a watershed analysis·is completed:. _____________ _ 

Signature of Fisheries Biologist Date 

* A determination of •likely to adversely affect• will be made for any 
ongoing action or group of actions that result in a positive response to 
one or more of .the checklist elements. 
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APPENDIX L: 
OVERVIEW OF FOREST SERVICE LAND MANAGEMENT PLANNING 

Introduction 

The 156 National Forests and Grasslands comprise about 191 million acres or 8.5 percent 
of the United States (58 Fed. Reg. 19369). Forest Service fine officers issue an estimated 
40,000 decisions a year accompanied by National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) docu­
mentation (EIS, EA, or categorical exclusion) most of which are subject to administrative 
appeal. Since 1989 more than 1200 administrative appeals have been filed annually alleging 
environmental law violations. About 30 new lawsuits are filed each year invoMng various 
Forest Service decisions and environmental law compfiance. 

Under the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), National Forest System lands are 
administered for multiple use resources. 16 U.S.C. Secs. 528-531, 1604(e), 1607, and 1609. 
The courts have distinguished the multiple-use and sustained-yield mandate of national 
forests from other Congressional management mandates, such as national parks. See, 
Cronin v. United States Department of Agriculture, 919 F.2cl 439, 444 (7th Cir. 1990) ("The 
national forests, unfike national parks, are not wholly dedicated to recreational and environ­
mental values,"); Sierra Club v. Robertson, 845 F. Supp. 485,489 (S.D. Ohio 1994) ("harvest­
ing of timber is and always has been one of the purposes of the National Forest System"); 
Krichbaum v. Kelly 844 F. Supp. 1107, 1115 (!N.D. Va 1994) ("Every pro cfrversity command 
in the regulatory scheme is quafriied to permit multiple-use goals"); Resources ltd. v. 
Robertson, 789 F. Supp. 1529, 1540 (D. Mont 1991) aff'd and reversed in part. 8 F.3d 1394 
(9th Cir. 1993) ("the Forest Service is faced with a nearly impossible task of serving many 
different interests"); Sierra Club v. Espy, 38 F.3d 792, 800 (5th Cir. 1994) ("Maintenance of 
a pristine environment where no species' numbers are threatened runs counter to the notion 
that NFMA contemplates both even- and uneven-aged timber management. •. That protection 
means less than preservation of the status quo but more than eradication of species 
suggests that this is just the type of poficy-oriented decision Congress wisely left to the 
cf1Scretion of experts - here, the Forest Service."). 

The Forest Service must-harmonize its NFMA multiple-use, sustained-yield mandate With the 
requirements of other environmental laws such as the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), Endangered Species Act (ESA), and Clean Water Act. The agency adopted a 
multiple level decisionmaking process to ensure compliance with appucable laws. As noted . 
·below, this process involves discrete levels of programmatic and project decisions. 

1 



How Do Forest Plans Frt into Forest Service Decisionmaking? 

There are four levels of Forest Service decisionmaking: 

National RPA Program (5 years); RPA Assessment (1 O years), 16 U.S.C. Secs. 1601, 
·1602. 

Regional Regional Guide and EIS (not required by statute, required by 36 CFR 219.4; 
nine regions in U.S.) 

Forest Plan Plan and EIS required for administrative units of National Forest System; 
NFMA does not require an EIS for plan approval or revision (16 U.S.C. Sec. 
1604(g)(1)) but an EIS is required by 36 CFR 219. The area for a forest plan 
is a national forest administrative unit, usually about 1-2 million acres. 
Forest plans must be revised every 1 Oto 15 years. The decision document 
for plan approval, amendment, or revision is subject to administrative ap-
peal under 36 CFR 217. · 

Project Project decisions (critical decisions that change the environment) require 
additional NEPA and environmental law compliance (some uses such as oil 
and gas leasing, grazing and rea-eation developments have multi-step 
consideration at the project leveQ. In 1992 Congress added requirements 
for notice and comment and administrative appeal of projects. Section 322, 
Interior Appropriations Act Fiscal Year 1993 (106 Stat 1419); 36 CFR 215. 

The decisionmaking process is not sequential, but is continuous within and between each 
. level Continuous plan monitoring, evaluation, amendment or revision is undertaken. All 

project decisions are subject to site-specific compliance with federal environmental law such 
as NEPA. ESA, and the Clean Water Act, despite multiple levels of programmatic disclosure. 
Judicial review is available for decisions that represent "final agency action• and present a 
justiciable controversy. 

The Forest Service Planning Handbook sets descnbes the plan and project levels of deci­
sionmaking: 

Planning for units of the National Forest System involves two levels of decisions. The 
first is the development of a Forest Plan that provides cfrrectiori for_all resource man­
agement programs, practices, uses, and protection measures: •. ~ The second level 
planning involves the analysis and implementation of management practices designed 
to achieve the goals and objectives of the Forest Plan. This level involves site-specific 
analysis to meet NEPA requirements for decisionmaking. FSM 1922, 53 Fed. Reg. 
26807, 26809 (July 15, 1988). 

Congress ratified this multiple level decisionmaking approach by enacting a statutory notice, 
comment, and administrative appeal right for project decisions, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1612(note), 
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(106 Stat. 1419). Further discussion of the nature of plan and project decisionmaking may 
be found in: 

Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 36 CFR 219, 
56 Fed. Reg. 6508, 6519-21, (February 15, 1991); 

Proposed Administrative Appeal Regulation, 36 CFR 215, 
58 Fed. Reg. 19369, 19370-71 (April 14, 1993); 

Final Administrative Appeal Regulation, 36 CFR 215, 
58 Fed. Reg. 58904, 58909 (November 4, 1993); and 

Proposed Rule for Management of Grazing Use Within Rangeland 
Ecosystems, 59 Fed. Reg. 22074, 22076 (April 28, 1994). 

What is the Relationship Between Forest Plan and Proiect Decision Levels? 

Forest Plans 

An approved national forest plan (LRMP) is the product of a comprehensive notice and 
comment process established by Congress in NFMA. Forest plans must be formulated 
using an "intercfisciplinary approach to achieve integrated consideration of physical, biologi­
cal, economic and other sciences." 16 U.S.C. Secs. 1604(b), 1604(f), 1604(g), and 1604(i). 
Forest plans provide direction to assure coordination of multiple-use resources (outdoor 
recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife and fish, and wilderness) and sustained yield 
of products and services. 16 U.S.C. Secs. 528-531, 1604(e). NFMAsetsforth three plan-level 
actions: approval (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(d} and (j)), amendment (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(f)(4)), 
and revision (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(f)(5)). Approval of a .forest plan results in: 

1. · establishment of forest multiple-use goals and objectives, 36 CFR 219.11(b); 

2. . establishment of forest-wide standards and guidelines to fulfill NFMA requirements 
(e.g. 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(9); see also 36 CFR 219.13 to 219.27); 

3. establishment of management areas and management area direction (or "prescrip­
tions") applying to future activities in that management area (resource-integration and 
minimum specific management requirements), 36 CFR 219.11(c); 

4. designation of suitable timber land (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(k), 36 CFR 219.14) and 
establishment of allowable timber sale quantity (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1611 and 36 CFR 
219.16); 

5. nonwtldemess allocations or wilderness recommendations where 36 CFR 219.17 ap-
plies; and · 
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6. establishment of monitoring and evaluation provisions, 36 CFR 219.11 (d). See Citizens 
for Environmental Quality v. Lyng. 731 F.Supp. 970, 977-78 (D. Colo. 1989). 

Somewhat like a zoning ordinance, the forest plan allows or prohibits some uses and 
establishes standards and guidelines which regulate future decisions. See Advance Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking, 36 CFR 219, 56 Fed. Reg. at 6519-20. The heart of a forest plan 
is the forest-wide and management area standards and guidelines ("prescriptions"). Plans 
rarely, if ever, authorize any grounc:k:listurbing activities or make an irretrievable or irrevers­
ible commitment of resources. Plans are routinely adapted to new information and changing 
science or social values through monitoring and evaluation, amendment, or revision. 

Project Decisions 

The key to the relationship between plan and project levels of decisionmaking is NFMA's 
consistency requirement, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(i), which requires contracts, permits, licenses, 
resource plans and activities to conform to plan standards and guidelines. If future project 
decisions cannot be · carried-out consistent with the parameters established by the plan 
standards and guidelines, then the development cannot proceed. However, a plan may be 
amended (36 CFR 219.1 O(f)) to allow a proposed project to proceed. See Preamble, USDA 
Oil and Gas Resource Regulation, 36 CFR 228.100, 55 Fed. Reg. 10423, 10430 (March 21, 
1990); see also Wilkinson and Anderson, 64 Oregon L Review 1, 10-12. 

The Forest Service's regulatory scheme in 36 CFR Part 200 contains · examples of the 
multiple levels of national forest clecisionmaking. Forest plans contain mandatory mitigation 
measures O.e. standards and guidelines) and project decisions [irretrievable commitment of 
resources) are made only after site-specific review. Examples of site-specific review at the 
project level prior to "irretrievable commitment" of resources include: harclrock minerals 
operating plans 228.4, land exchanges 254.10, timber 223.30, rang,. 222 2, special uses, 
251.54 and Wilderness uses 293.3. 

Even the project decisionmaking level itself may have several discrete steps: 

a grazing allotment management plans and grazing permits (36 CFR 222. 1 to 
222.3): Chiefs Appeal Decision Toiyabe National Forest LAMP #1694 and 1696, 
May 3, 1988) and Proposed Rule, 36 CFR 222, 222.3, 59 Fed Reg. 22074, 
22076-78, 22093 (Apnl 28, 1994) Nevada Land Action Ass'n. v. United States 
Forest Service, 8 F.3d 713, 718 (9th Cir. 1993); 

b. mufti.step recreational development, such as ski areas: Robertson v. Methow 
Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 322, 336-37 (1989); 

c. hardrock mining operating plans for prospecting, exploration or development 
(36 CFR 228.1 to 228.15): Cabinet Mountain Wilderness v. Peterson, 685 F.2d 

. 678, 683-84 (D.C. Cir. 1982); 
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d. multiple decision steps in oil and gas leasing, exploration and development (31 
U.S.C. Sec. 226(9) and (h)). See USDA Oil and Gas Resource Regulations, 36 · 
CFR 228, 228.102 (55 Fed. Reg. 10423, March 21, 1990) and Chiefs Appeal 
Decision #0192, pp. 5-7, October 1, 1990 (Bridger-Teton LRMP); Chiefs Appeal 
Decision #2042, pp. 5-7, October 1, 1990 (Custer LRMP). 

In summary, plans prOVide programmatic direction for projects, but do not authorize, carry­
out, or fund site-specific actions. Projects are independent decisions preceded by environ­
mental analysis (NEPA, ESA, etc.) and generally subject to notice, comment, and administra­
tive appeal under 36 CFR Part 215. 

Inter-Regional, Multiple Plan Amendments for Ecosvstem Management 

Forest plan amendments are essential to keep the management direction current. A "signifi­
cant" plan amendment requires additional administrative procedures under NEPA and NF­
MA regulations. If a proposed amendment is determined to be a NEPA "Significant" change 
to the Regional Guide or forest plan an EIS must be prepared pursuant to 36 CFR 219.9 and 
219.10. Guidance for determining NFMA "significance• of amendments is found in Forest 
Service Planning Handbook, Chapter 5.32 (53 Fed. Reg. 26807, 26836, July 15, 1988). If an 
amendment is "significant" under NFMA, then the same procedure required for plan approv­
al must be followed; 36 CFR 219.10(f). 

Under NFMA, all amendments must receive public notice to be effective, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 
1604(f)(4); see also Forest Service Planning Manual and Handbooks FSM 1920 and FSH 
1909.12 {53 Fed. Reg. 26807, July 15, 1988). Citizens may file a petition td amend forest 
plans, Oregon Natural Resources Council v. Lowe, 836 F,Supp. 727, 736 (D. Or. 1993); 
Nevada Land Action Ass'n v. United States, 88-889 Sfip Op. at 17 (D. Nev. Feb. 21, 1992); 
aff'd on other grounds. 8 F.3d 713 (9th Cir. 1993). 

Some environmental issues are better addressed over broad ecosystem areas rather on an 
administrative unit basis, especially those issues involving wildlife and fish species Q.e. 

· salmon) with a broad habitat range. The Forest Service has used an ecosystem approach 
to promulgate new wilclfrfe protection standards, guidelines, and. land allocations across 
broad ecosystems rather than plan-by-plan adjustments. Some exampleS of inter-regional, 
multiple plan amendments inelude: 

o Southern Pine Beetle Control EIS and ROD amended ·15 forest plans throughout 
Forest Service Southern Region issued April 7, 1987. 

· o Red Cockaded Woodpecker. Interim Standards and Guidelines; Environmental As­
sessment; Finding of No Significant Impact and Decision Notice amended forest plans 
with red-cockaded woodpeckers, except Texas National Forests. See, Southem Tim­
ber Purchasers Council v. Alcock, 736 F.Supp. 267 (N.D. Ga 1990), aff'd. on standing 
grounds, 993 F2d 800 (11th Cir. 1993), cert. denied, January 10, 1994. · 
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o Northern Spotted Owl and Old-growth Forest Species. Record of Decision for I 
Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning Docu-
ments Within the Range of the Northem Spotted Owl-Standards and Guidelines for 
Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species 
within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (April 13, 1994). amended 13 forest I 

· plans and 2 regional guides. Judge Dwyer sustained the inter-regional, multiple plan, 
ecosystem-based amendment in Seattle Audubon Society v. Lyons, 92-479 Slip Opin-

1 ion pp 30-35, 48 (W.D. Wash. Dec. 21, 1994). 

o California Spotted Owl. Interim Standards and Guideflnes; Environmental Assess-
ment; Finding of No Significant Impact and Decision Notice amended 1 O Pacific I 
Southwest Region forest plans and Regional Guide (January 13, 1993). DEIS issued 
February 6, 1995. Litigation pending, California Forestry Association v. Thomas, (0. 

1 D.C. filed March 23, 1994). 

o Interim Strategies for Managing Anadromous F'ish-Producing Watersheds I 
(PACFISH). Notice of Availability of Environmental Assessment and Proposed F"111ding 
of No Significant Impact, March 25, 1994 (59 Fed. Reg. 14356). Proposed amend-
ments to 15 forest plans in 4 Forest Service Regions and interim management direction I 
for 7 BLM Districts. . 

o Mexican Spotted Owl and Northern Goshawk. Proposed amendments to 10 forest 
plans in Forest Service Southwestern Region. DEIS issued September 1994. ESA and 
NFMA compliance for Mexican Spotted Owl in litigation in Silver v. Thomas, (0. Ariz. 
filed August 1994). 

The. ESA and federal court orders such as Seattle Audubon Society v. Evans, 771 F.Supp. 
1081 (W.O. Wash. 1991), aff'd., 931 F.2d 590 (9th Cir. 1991} compelJed protective measures 
for the entire habitat range of the northern spotted owl. NFMA's administrative unit focus 
must be harmonized with the ecosystem view of NEPA and ESA, see, Seattle Audubon 
Society v. Espy. 998 F .2d 699, 704 (9th Cir. 1993) ("gap in planning that cannot closedj; 
Seattle Audubon Society v. lyons. 92-479 srrp Opinion pp 30-35 (W.O. Wash. Dec. 21. 1994) 
("[g]iven the current condition of the forests, there is no way the agencies could comply with 
environmental laws without planning on an ecosystem basis.)" 

In some situations, the public has asserted "new information• exists and urged supplementa­
tion of the forest plan EIS and amendment of the plan, Oregon Natural Resources Council 
v. Lowe, 836 F.Supp. 727, 736 (0. Or. 1993); see also Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. 

· v. Natural Resources Defense Council, 435 U.S. 519, 554-555 (1978). The Tenth Circuit has · 
held that the Forest Service is not required to cease all non-significant amendments once 
a significant amendment of a forest plan has began. In Sierra Club v. eargm, 11 F.3d 1545 
(10th Cir. 1993}, the court found that prohibiting non-significant amendments during the 
pendency of a significant amendment would "thwart the purpose of the regulations.• The 
remedy in a forest plan administrative appeal or lawsuit if a legal error is found, has been 
an order to go through the plan amendment process. See Citizens for Environmental Quality 
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v. Lvng. 731 F.Supp. 970 (D. Colo. 1989) and Sierra Club v. Cargill, 732 F.Supp .. 1095 (D. 
Colo. 1990). 

Judicial Review of Forest Plan and Project Decisions 

Numerous courts have upheld the Forest Service's harmonization of NFMA and other 
environmental laws through multiple level decisionmaking: Idaho Conservation League v. 
Mumma, 956 F.2d 1508, 1511-12 (staged decisionmaking) and 1523 (plan level EIS is merely 
programmatic) (9th Cir. 1992) and Swan View Coalition v. Turner, 824 F. Supp. 923,935 (D. 
Mont 1992); National Wildlife Federationv. Coston, 773 F .2d 1513, 1518 (9th Cir. 1985); .Ql!y 
of Tenakee Springs v. Blo9'5, 778 F.2d 1402, 1406 (9th Cir. 1986); Cronin v. United States 
Dept. of Agriculture, 919 F.2d 439, 447-49 (7th Cir. 1990); Idaho Conservation League v. 
Mumma, 956 F.2d 1508, 1511-12 (9th Cir. 1992); Resources Ltd, Inc. v. Robertson, 789 F. 
Supp. 1529 (0. Mont 1991), affd. in part, (NEPA, NFMA) and reversed in part (ESA), 8 F.3d 
1394 (9th Cir. 1993), amended, 35 F.3d 1300; Sierra Club v. Robertson, 810 F.Supp. 1021 
r,N.O. Ark 1992), rev'd. on standing grounds, in the alternative affirmed lower court on the 
merits, 28 F.3d 753 (8th Cir. 1994); Seattle Audubon Society v. Lyons, Slip Opinion, 92-479 
r,N.O. Wash. Dec. 21; 1994). 

The case of Swan View Coafrtionv. Turner, 824 F.Supp. at 935, contains a particularly good 
exposition of the programmatic nature of forest plans: · 

the Forest Plan is a broad framework for the management of a National Forest which 
does not cfirec:tly commit to development Allowing for additional review at eaeh subse­
quent stage of development recognizes both the managerial purpose of a Forest Plan 
to provide mechanisms for monitoring and regulating future development as well as 
its inherent limitations in predicting what development wm actually occur. 

The court concluded that: 

the standards and guidelines operate as parameters within whieh all future develop­
ment must take place. If a development project cannot be maintained within those 
parameters, the safeguard meehanisms in the Plan will prevent sueh development 
from going forward. 

Finally, Plaintiffs argue that [U.S. Fish and Wildflfe Service] should be compelled to 
analyze the resource production objectives [included in LRMPJ so that the Forest 
Service can look at the "big picture" before adopting the Plan. As stated above, these 
resource production objectiveS simply represent a ceiling on tirriber production and do 
not mandate that such quantities actually be harvested. 
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Likewise, in Sierra Club v. Robertson, 28 F.3d 753, 758-59 (8th Cir. 1994) the court focused 
upon the nature of the forest plan as a framework for Mure project decisions in denying 
plaintiffs standing to sue: 

The mere existence of the Ouachita Forest Plan does not produce an imminent injury 
in fact. A forest plan, such as the Ouachita Plan, is a general planning tool. It provides 
guidelines and approved methods by which forest management decisions are to be 
made for a period of ten to fifteen years. Adoption of the Plan does not effectuate any 
on-the-ground environmental changes. Nor does it dictate that any particular site­
specific action causing environmental injury must occur. Indeed, before an environ­
mental change can come about, several events must transpire. First, a site-specific 
action (!,g., a timber sale) must be proposed and found to be consistentwith the Plan. 
Next. the action is subject to NEPA and NFMA analysis and public comment. Finally, 
the Forest Service must adopt the action. Finding an environmental injury based on 
the Plan alone, without reference to a particular site-specific action, would "take [ ] us 
into the area of speculation and conjecture,• O'Shea v. Littleton, 414 U.S. 488, 497 
(1974). 

••. Thus, when a site-specific action in the Ouachita Forest, such as a timber sale, is 
proposed, and all administrative appeals are exhausted, persons threatened by an 
imminent injury in fact may seek judicial review of the proposed action. At. that time, 
such persons may assert that the proposed site-specific action is not consistent with 
the Plan, or that the Plan as it relates to the proposed action is inconsistent with the 
governing statutes, or both. Here, however, as we already have emphasized, appel­
lants mount their attack on the Plan ·per se, their arguments devoid of reference to the 
particularities of any proposed site-specific action that might give rise to an injury in 
fact. . 

The Ninth Circuit has acknowledged that EISs prepared in conjunction with forest plan 
approval are "an early stage, where the EIS is 'merely' programmatic." Idaho Conservation 
League v. Mumma, 956 F .2d at 1523. The Circuit has also ruled that when a programmatic 
EIS "is prepared, site-specific impacts need not be fully evaluated until a 'critical decision' 
has been made to act on site development.• Salmon River Concer'ned Citizens v. Robertson, 
32 F.3d 1346, 1357 (9th Cir. 1994); Resources Lid. Inc., 35 F.3d at 1306, 1307. 

However, there is a fundamental disagreement between the Eghth and Ninth Circuits as to 
the nature of forest plans Q.e. whether plan· approval without a project decision presents a 
justiciable controversy). The Eghth Circuit said, "[w]e are aware that on several occasions 
the N"mth Circuit has entertained challenges to forest plans similar to the Plan here in issue. 
[citations deleted) .•. we ·decline to apply them [Ninth Circuit decisions] as a basis for finding 
that the appellants have standing to attack the Plan outside the context of a proposed 
site-specific action that causes or threatens to cause injury in fact." Sierra Club v. Robertson, 
28 F.3d 753, 759-60 (8th Cir. 1994). See also, Wilderness Society v. Alcock, 867 F.Supp. 
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1026 (N.D. Ga. 1994) (on appeal to Eleventh Circuit) (plaintiffs' claims against Cherokee 
National Forest Plan not a justiciable controversy). The Seventh Circuit recently declined to 
follow the Eighth Circuit view and found that environmental organizations did have standing 
to challenge forest plan approval, Sierra Club v. M~ 94-1736 arid 94-1827 (7th Cir. 
January 28, 1995). 

It is worth noting that administrative appeal or litigation of a programmatic plan does not 
preclude judicial review of any project decisions. The courts have held that project decisions 
are reviewable even if plaintiff did not appeal or litigate the plan. See, Cronin v. United States 
Dept of Agriculture, 919 F.2d 439 (7th Cir. 1990); Northern Alaska Environmental Center v. 
Lujan, 961 F.2d 886, 891 (9th Cir. 1992); Salmon River Concerned Citizens, 32 F.3d at 
1357-58; Mitchell Smith v. Forest Service, "93-36187, Sup Op. at 9482-84 (9th Cir. August 22, 
1994). Moreover, Congress rejected estoppel based upon the failure to administratively 
appeal or litigate the plan by mandating a staMory right of notice, comment, and appeal of 
project decisions in the Section 322 of Interior Appropriations Act Fiscal Year 1993 (16 U.S.C. 
Sec. 1612(note), 106 Stat. 1419). In Section 322(d)(4), Congress linked project notice, 
comment, and administrative appeal to Administrative Procedure Act judicial review. 

The complex and broad nature of the congressional delegation to the Secretary of Agricul­
ture under the Property Clause, Article rl, Section 3, Clause 2. U.S. Constitution, to plan, 
manage, and administer uses of the national forests has generally led to limited judicial 
review. See, Griffin v. Yeutter, 88-1415f (S.D. Cal. November 1, 1989) 20 ELR 20400 (1990), 
pages 3-4, aff'd., 944 F .2d 908 (9th Cir. 1991) Oimitecl judicial review of Cleveland National 
Forest Plan approval); Sierra Club v. Hardin, 325 F. Supp. 99, 123 (D. Alaska 1971), rev'd 
sub .!l!:!!!! on grounds of new evidence; Sierra Club v. Butz, 3 ELA 20,292 (9th Cir. 1973) 
(limited review of preference between multiple use resources); Hi-Ridge Lumber Co. v. 
United States, 443 F .2d 452, 455 (9th Cir. 1971} (court deference to rejection of timber sales 
bids); Ness Investment Cop. v. United States Dept of Agriculture, 512 F 2d 706, 712 (9th 
Cir. 1975) (court refrained from second guessing special use permit decision}; Perkins v. 
Bergland, 608 F.2d 803 (9th Cir~ 1979) {6mited review of grazing decision the court stated 
that MUSYA "breathes discretion at every pore"); United States v. Means, 858 F .2d 404,410 
(8th Cir. 1988) (denial of speciakJse permit sustained by agency record}; Big Hole Ranchers 
Ass'n v. U.S. Forest Service, 686 F. Supp. 256,264 (D. Mont 1988} (Forest Service has wide 
discretion to weigh and decide proper uses); Wind River Multiple Use Advocates v. Espy. 
835 F.Supp.1362, 1372-1373 (D. Wyo.1993) (MUSYAdoesnotcontemplatethateveryacre 
of national forest will be managed for every multiple use); Resources Limited, Inc. v. Robert­
son, 789 F. Supp. 1529, 1540 (D. Mont 1991) aff'd in part and reversed in part, 8 F.3d 1394 
(9th Cir. 1993), amended, 35 F.3d 1300 (9th Cir. 1994) (court isn't to substitute its judgment 
as to alternative to select for Forest Plan}; Sierra Club v. Robertson, 845 F. Supp. 485, 503 
(S.D. Ohio 1994) (Congress has vested the Forest Service with discretion to make the 
decision on land management plans and its decision must be upheld unless arbitrary, 
capricious or contrary to law). See also, Wilkinson and Anderson, 64 Oregon L Rev. 1, 52-75 
(1985} for overview of judicial review of Forest Service decisions. 
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