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Dear Messrs. Bosworth, Lowe, and Jolly:

Encl osed is the biological opinion (Opinion) prepared by the
Nati onal Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) pursuant to section 7
of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) on eight existing "Land
and Resource Managenent Pl ans" (LRMPs). NMFS finds that
forest activities consistent with the LRMPs may result in both
i mmedi ate, | ocalized project effects and | onger-term broader
effects to the listed salnon. NMS concludes in this Opinion
that the inportance of an LRWP to |listed Snake River sal non
depend on the degree to which its devel opnent potential is
realized through site-specific activities. |If National Forest
managers maxi m ze site-specific devel opnent of forest



resources perm ssible under existing LRWPs, NWMFS woul d
conclude that the actions realized under an LRVWP are likely to
j eopardi ze the listed species and adversely nodify their
critical habitat.

NMFS is concerned that in many respects the existing LRWMPs
currently do not forbid site-specific activities likely to
adversely affect the |listed species. For this reason, NMFS
believes that the U S. Forest Service (USFS) would be better
able to ensure that the standards of ESA section 7(a)(2) are
satisfied at the project |evel by making sure that the
antici pated LRVMP anendnents refl ect the biological

requi renents of listed salnmon. This Opinion includes
suggestions for addressing the | ong-term needs of Snake River
sal mon in the geographically-specific environmental inpact
statenments the USFS is already preparing for the Snake River
Basi n.

NMFS has identified a set of goals, objectives and guidelines
that it will apply to watershed and site-specific
consultations until the LRMPs are anmended. Conformance with
the provisions of this Opinion, in conmbination wth

i npl ement ati on of PACFI SH, should provide reasonable certainty
that site-specific actions will not result in jeopardy to
listed sal non or adverse nodification of critical habitat.

In order to efficiently conplete consultations on the actions
contained in the 47 watershed biol ogical assessnents
previously submtted, it is crucial that NMFS and t he USFS
work closely together. W are commtted to doing so, both in
t he PACFI SH ongoi ng action screening process and in the
process to nodify proposed new acti ons as necessary to conport
with this Opinion.
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EXECUTI VE SUMVARY

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NWFS) prepared this

bi ol ogi cal opinion (Opinion) pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of

t he Endangered Species Act (ESA) as interpreted by the Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals in Pacific River Council v. Thonss,
30 F.3d 1050 (7/7/94). NMFS is considering the U S. Forest
Service's (USFS) eight existing Land and Resource Managenent
Pl ans (LRWMPs) as anmended by PACFISH. PACFISH is the USFS and
Bureau of Land Managenent's interim strategy for nmanagi ng
anadronmous fish-produci ng watersheds in eastern Oregon and
Washi ngton, |daho, and portions of California. PACFISH w |
be in effect until significant amendnments to the LRMPs are
proposed t hrough geographically specific environnmental i npact
statenments (EISs) for ecosystem managenment. The ei ght LRMPs
enconpass all of the designated critical habitat for
endanger ed Snake River sockeye sal non, Snake River

spring/ sumrer chi nook sal non and Snake River fall chinook

sal non that occurs on National Forest system | ands.

The LRMPs set forth broad managenent frameworks for goals,

obj ectives, standards and gui delines, and desired future
conditions. LRMPs also establish goals and objectives
regardi ng how many, when, and where goods and services may be
pr oduced. PACFI SH updated the LRMPs' standards and

gui delines for riparian areas.

Federal | ands managenent has allowed activities to occur which
have degraded habitat in the National Forests, thereby
contributing to the decline of Snake River sal non species.
The effects of forest activities conducted within the
framewor k of these LRMPs include effects on |listed sal non and
desi gnated critical habitat fromtinber harvest, road
construction, grazing, mning, outdoor recreation, small

hydr opower devel opnent, and water conveyance permtting.
These actions have reduced physical, biological and chem cal
connectivity between streans and riparian areas, floodplains,
and upl ands; increased sedinment yields (leading to pool
filling and elim nation of spawning and rearing habitat);
reduced or elimnated | arge woody debris; reduced or
elimnated the vegetative canopy (leading to increased
tenperature fluctuations); altered peak flow tim ng; caused



streanms to become straighter, wi der, and shall ower; and have
degraded water quality by adding toxic chem cals through

m ni ng and pest control. These effects, conbined with

cunul ative effects fromactivities on nonfederal |ands, have
contributed to the decline of these sal nbn speci es.

Forest managers have broad discretion within the framework of
the LRMPs to propose activities with effects ranging from
beneficial to adverse. NMS determ ned that forest activities
consistent with the LRMPs may result in both i medi ate,

| ocal i zed project effects and | onger-term broader effects
(fromthe aggregati on of individual actions) to the listed

sal mon and critical habitat.

NMFS concludes in this Opinion that the significance to the
i sted sal non of an LRMP woul d depend upon the extent to which
its devel opnent potential is realized through site-specific
actions. |If the extent to which an LRW is realized exceeds a
t hreshol d of adverse effects, NWMFS would conclude that the
actions realized under an LRMP are |likely to jeopardi ze the
i sted species and adversely nodify their critical habitat.

NMFS recogni zes that the site-specific forest activities wll
al so be subject to subsequent ESA consultation, as the USFS
has done since these sal non species were |listed. Each site-
specific action that the USFS determ nes "may affect" |isted
sal ron has been, or will be submtted to NMFS for ESA section
7(a)(2) consultation. However, NWMFS believes that the USFS
woul d be better able to ensure the standards of ESA section
7(a)(2) are satisfied by anending its LRWMPs to reflect the

bi ol ogi cal requirenents of these listed salnon for survival
and recovery than to rely exclusively upon site-specific
consultations. The USFS is already preparing environmental

i npact statenents to evaluate alternatives for LRWMP
amendnments.

In this Opinion, NMFS has identified a set of objectives and

gui delines (see Table 1) that NMFS will apply in consultations
on wat ershed and site-specific actions and which the USFS
shoul d consider in developing their EISs that will anend the

LRMPs. Adherence to these provisions would give reasonabl e
certainty that ongoi ng and proposed watershed and site-
specific actions would not cause broad-scale or |ocalized
effects that would result in jeopardy to |isted sal non or
adverse nodification to their critical habitat.



The NMFS project-specific guidelines build on these conponents
of PACFI SH. PACFI SH has the follow ng conponents: riparian
goal s, riparian managenent objectives, riparian habitat
conservation areas, standards and gui delines, key watersheds,
wat er shed anal ysi s, and wat ershed restoration.

The NMFS gui delines build on these conponents by setting the
foll owing goals: (1) no degradation of sal non habitats on
Federal |ands; (2) added protection for watersheds containing
t he best remaining habitat and the nost readily restorable
habitats; and (3) reevaluation of |and allocations, |ong-term
producti on of goods and services and sim | ar decisions in the
El Ss already in preparation by the USFS.

In order to neet these goals, the USFS should ensure that the
direct and indirect aggregated effects of activities in
wat er sheds contai ning the best/restorable habitats have a high
probability of avoiding degradation and of restoring these
areas. Progress toward achieving this objective would be
measured by progress toward mai ntaining and restoring habitat
conditions to neet the objectives and standards descri bed by
NMFS and PACFI SH.

NMFS' strategy includes the follow ng conmponents, which
suppl enment conponents of PACFI SH:

ecol ogi cal goals for Snake River watersheds;

ri pari an habitat conservation areas;

gui delines for identifying Priority Watersheds;

gui delines for managenent of Priority WAtersheds

i ncl udi ng changes to the PACFI SH ri pari an managenent
obj ectives, and guidelines for mning, tinber, roads,
roadl ess areas, and restoration;

Forest-w de guidelines for access to spawni ng habitats,
transport of toxic chem cals, water conveyance
managenent, mning, and fire suppression;

1 procedural guidelines for existing watershed biol ogical
assessnments;

noni toring and reporting guidelines;

wat er shed anal ysi s gui del i nes;

suppl enmental gui delines for Snake River fall chinook
sal non;

suppl enental gui delines for Snake River sockeye sal non;
and

| ong-term consi derations for ecosystem nanagenent at the
| andscape and wat ershed scal es.
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I f the USFS inplenments the above strategy, then their actions
shoul d contribute to achieving the overall goal of assuring

t hat ecol ogi cal processes that create and sustain designated
critical habitat for Snake River salnon are protected and
restored to avoid jeopardy to |listed species and adverse

modi fication of designated critical habitat.



Table E-1.

Gui del i nes for

Site-specific actions.

Cat egory Hl GH PRI ORI TY WATERSHEDS FOREST- W DE
RMOs/ 1) Additions/revisions to PACFI SH RMOs:
RHCAs
a) < 20% surface fine sedinent (spawning habitat)
or < 30% cobbl e enbeddedness (rearing habitat)
(PACFI SH st andards apply)
b) width/depth ratio stratified by channel type
c) $ 90% st reanbank stabili ty.
2) Watershed analysis prior to revising RMOs.
3) Watershed analysis prior to reduci ng RHCA widths.
M ni ng 1) Locate new mines outside RHCAs. Wth EPA and States, ensure draft plans of operation
(Exceptions: de minims risk activities) for new mines are conditioned so mnes will not
adversely affect groundwater or surface water quality
2) Watershed analysis prior to approving plans of operation for in a manner that retards RMO attainnent or adversely
"likely to adversely affect" actions. (Exceptions: de mnims risk affects sal non.
activities)
Ti mber 1) Watershed analysis prior to harvest, salvage, or thinning in
RHCAs; denpnstrate action will not retard/prevent attainment of
RMOs or adversely affect sal non. (Exceptions: de minims risk
activities)
(PACFI SH st andards appl y)
2) (new proposed sales) If ECA > 15% watershed analysis prior to
actions which would increase ECA
3) (sold/awarded sales) For "likely to adversely affect" actions,
aggregated effects anal ysis should show action(s) do not retard RMO
attai nment/do not adversely affect sal non.
Roads 1) (new proposed roads) If road density > 2 mles/
square mile, reduce road mileage and enphasi ze road cl osure,
obliteration, and revegetation.
2) (ongoing actions) New roads offset with concomtant road (PACFI SH st andards appl y)
restoration/reductions in mleage.
3) Conplete and inplenment as soon as feasible Road and
Transportation Plans required by PACFI SH.
Access Eliminate or adequately restrict access (including
(Forest-wi de standards apply) livestock, off-road vehicles, anglers, etc.) to
spawni ng sal mon and redds during spawni ng and
i ncubation periods.
Toxi c M nimze risk of toxic fuel spills during transport
Chemi cal (Forest-wi de standards apply) t hrough RHCAs by using alternative routes and all other
Transport possi bl e precautions.
Roadl| ess 1) Ensure actions have # de mininis risk of degrading the
Ar eas functions and val ues of these areas.
2) Provide NWFS for roadl ess areas: a) maps; (b) pertinent (PACFI SH st andards apply)
description; c) any road construction plans; and (d) analysis of
impacts of the proposed road system on designated critical habitat.
Fire 1) Annual briefing for Fire Overhead Teans on ESA
Suppr essi on/ requirenments for habitat protection.
Rehabi | i tation
(Forest-wi de standards apply) 2) After a fire affecting RHCAs, evaluate
inplementation of measures in the Fire Situation
Anal yses, and evaluate effectiveness of rehabilitation
efforts. Report to NMFS 15 nobnths after containment.
Restoration Priority Watershed focus. Short term 1) develop restoration plans
in context of broader-scale plans; 2) inplement nulti-agency
restoration plans; 3) conduct direct restoration of RHCAs/stream
channels only if corresponding change made to nenagenent actions (PACFI SH st andards apply)
causing the degradation; and 4) priority to restoration of degraded
stream reaches connected to reaches of high quality habitat.




Cat egory HI GH PRI ORI TY WATERSHEDS FOREST- W DE

Moni t ori ng 1) Wth PACFI SH nonitoring conmittee conduct and report
annual ly: a) inplenmentation nonitoring; b)
effectiveness nmonitoring (focus on Priority

Wat ersheds); c¢) photo-nonitoring; d) begin validation
(Forest-wi de standards apply) nmoni toring.

2) Annual report to NMFS on inplenentation of
requirenments in this Opinion.

3) Quality control teamrandom spot checks of the
i npl ementation of PACFI SH and LRMP.




l. BACKGROUND

On July 7, 1994, the U S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth
Circuit determned in Pacific Rivers Council v. Thomas, 30
F.3d 1050 (9th Cir. 1994) that Land and Resource Managenent

Pl ans (LRMPs), adopted by the U S. Forest Service (USFS)
before a species is listed for Endangered Species Act (ESA)
pur poses, hereafter "existing LRMPs", represent continuing
agency "actions" within the meaning of ESA section 7(a)(2).
Furthernmore, the court determ ned that existing Land and
Resour ce Managenment Plans (LRMPs) "may affect” |isted species
and therefore the USFS must consult with the National Mrine
Fi sheries Service (NMFS) on LRMPs thensel ves pursuant to
section 7 of the ESA in addition to any consultations the USFS
may request concerning site-specific, ground disturbing forest
activities.

Al so, in February, 1995, the United States petitioned the U S
Suprene Court to grant certiorari and review the Ninth
Circuit's decision in Pacific Rivers Council v. Thomas, supra.

On August 3, 1994, in response to the decision by the Court of
Appeal s, the USFS sent to NMFS two bi ol ogi cal assessnents
(Bas) with cover letters requesting formal consultation on
LRWMPs for the Umatilla and Wal | owa- Vhi t man NFs. Both BAs
concluded that the LRMPs "may affect” ESA |listed sal non and
their designated critical habitat.

Also in response to the decision by the Court of Appeals, on
Septenber 12, 1994, the USFS sent to NMFS BAs and acconpanyi ng
cover letters requesting formal consultation on the LRWPs for
the Boise, Challis, Nez Perce, Payette, Salnnon, and Sawt oot h
NFs. The Boise, Nez Perce, Payette, and Sawt oot h NFs
concluded that inplenmentation of their LRWPs "may affect”
Snake River spring/sumrer chinook sal non, Snake River fall

chi nook sal non, and Snake Ri ver sockeye sal non.

Prior to these consultation requests and the Court of Appeals
deci sion, on March 6, 1992, the USFS Northern, Internountain,
and Pacific Northwest Regions signed an |Interagency Agreenent
with the NMFS. The goals of this agreenment were to (1)
further the purposes of the ESA by managi ng habitat for the
conservation of endangered and threatened anadronmous fish
species |isted pursuant to section 4 of the ESA; (2)
contribute to the conservation of wild and naturally
reproduci ng stocks of endem c salnonid fishes in the Snake
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Ri ver Basin by renoving threats of further habitat degradation
and by providing habitat suitable for perpetuation of these
speci es on National Forest lands); (3) pronote recognition of
the significance of these sal non stocks; (4) effectively

i npl ement LRMPs in a manner consistent with the ESA and the
USFS Col unbi a Ri ver Basin Anadronous Fi sh Habitat Managenment
Policy and | nplenmentation Guidelines; and (5) facilitate

i npl ement ati on of conservation strategies that woul d reduce
the time needed to coordinate and i npl ement steps necessary
for conserving these listed fish and their critical habitats.

In a Septenber 28, 1992, letter (from John Lowe, USFS, to
Rol l and Schm tten, NMFS) the USFS asked whet her NMFS wi shed to
enter into informal consultation on the existing LRWs and
acconmpanyi ng Final Environnmental |npact Statements (EISs) for
the Umtilla and Wall owa- Whitman Nfs. Respondi ng on Decenber
8, 1992 (Rolland Schmtten to John Lowe), NMFS advised the
USFS that: (1) "the action agency normally has the know edge
and responsibility to determ ne whether a proposed action nay

affect a listed species or critical habitat"; and (2)
"informal consultation on these LRMPs woul d not be
constructive or necessary under the ESA at this tinme." The

NMFS' |etter continues: "The appropriate time for us to
consult on LRWMPs may be during the devel opnent of conservation
strategies" (pursuant to the March 6, 1992, |nteragency
Agreenment) "and on their consequential anmendnments to the

LRMPs." Based on the ternms of the Interagency Agreenent, the
" devel opnent of conservation strategies should be well
under way by m d-1993." Until the conservation strategies

wer e devel oped, NMFS and the USFS agreed to enmbark on site-
specific and wat ershed-scal e consul tati ons.

Al so prior to these consultation requests, the USFS and the
United States Departnment of Interior, Bureau of Land
Managenent (BLM had initiated both long-termand interim
processes to update existing USFS LRMPs and BLM Land Use Pl ans
(LUPs) to better address anadronmous fish habitat requirenents.
On April 1, 1994, the USFS and BLM jointly requested fornal
consultation on the Draft Environmental Assessnent (EA) for

"I npl enmentation of Interim Strategies for Managi ng Anadr onous
Fi sh- produci ng Watersheds in Eastern Oregon and Washi ngt on,

| daho, and Portions of California" (PACFISH) (USDA and USDI
1994). PACFI SH anends riparian conmponents of USFS LRMPs for
the eight National Forests on an interimbasis until |ong-term
managenent approaches are established in the Records of

8



Deci sion for two geographically-specific EISs. The USFS and
BLM expect that both EISs will have Records of Decision within
18 nont hs of PACFI SH i npl enentation. PACFISH will apply for
18 nonths or until the two EI Ss are conpl eted. NWMS conpl et ed
a bi ol ogi cal opinion (Opinion) concerning the PACFI SH LRWP
amendnents on January 23, 1995.

The ElI Ss are expected to include coordi nated ecosystem
managenent strategi es for National Forest System and BLM
public | ands. The Eastsi de Ecosystem Managenment Project in
Wal |l a Wal | a, Washington, will guide the conpletion of an EIS
t hat enconpasses eastern Oregon and Washi ngton. The second
ElI' S, being devel oped in Boise, lIdaho, will address the Upper
Col unbi a River Basin, an area that includes nost of |daho and
smal | portions of Montana, Nevada, Utah, and Wom ng. These
conmbi ned efforts are referred to as the Interior Colunbia
Basi n Ecosystem Managenent Project.

The USFS and BLM Notices of Intent (NOs) to prepare EISs were
rel eased on February 1, 1994, and revised on May 23, 1994, for
t he Oregon/Washi ngton EI'S (February 1, 1994, 59 FR 4680 and
May 23, 1994, 59 FR 26624) and on Decenber 7, 1994, for the
Upper Col unbia River Basin EI'S (Decenber 7, 1994, 59 FR
63071). The NO's indicate that, at a mininmum the EISs wll:
(1) include "direction which will protect and enhance aquatic
ecosystens within the range of threatened and endangered
anadromous fish through amendnents to Forest Plans;" (2)
provi de gui dance to address "forest ecosystem health,

rangel and ecosystem health, riparian and aquati c ecosystem
heal th, integration of econom c and social considerations,
popul ation viability, and the long-term sustainability of

t hreat ened, endangered, and sensitive species;" and may (3)
"identify changes to the ways current plans are inplenmented or
budgets devel oped, that can inprove capability to achieve
ecosyst em managenent objectives." The EISs will amend the
current LRMPs but are not planned to replace them

1. THE CONTI NUI NG ACTI ON: LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
DI RECTI ON

The purpose of this section is to describe the particul ar
action or actions that the action agency proposes to under
take in the future. This is NMFS biol ogical opinion
concerning the likely effect of the proposed action (which in
this case are new and continuing activities within the
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paranmeters of the existing LRMPs) on the |isted species.
Through its biol ogical opinion, NVMFS advises the action agency
as to whether and how it may conformits actions, if

necessary, to neet the substantive obligations of ESA section

7(a)(2).

Typically the agencies have conducted consul tati ons concerning
LRMPs at the time of LRMP adoption or anmendnent. In this
case, however, consistent with the Court of Appeal s opinion,
NMFS is considering the existing LRWPSs thensel ves. The Court
hel d:

The LRMPs are conmprehensive managenent pl ans
governing a multitude of individual projects.

| ndeed, every individual project planned in both
nati onal forests involved in this case is

i npl ement ed according to the LRMPs. Thus, because
the LRMPs have an ongoing and | ong-lasting effect
even after adoption, NMFS hold that the LRMPs
represent ongoi ng agency acti on.

PRC v. Thomas, 30 F.3d 1050 at 1053. Therefore, this
Opinion's objective is to determ ne whether the continuing
application of the managenent direction provided by these

exi sting LRMPs, as anended by PACFISH, to watershed-I|evel and
site-specific project design and inplenentation, is likely to
j eopardi ze the continued existence of Snake River sockeye

sal non (Oncor hynchus nerka), Snake River spring/sumer chinook
sal mon (O tshawytscha), or Snake River fall chinook sal non
(O tshawytscha), or result in destruction or adverse

nodi fication of their designated critical habitat. NWS
approaches this objective with the recognition that the site-

specific forest activities will also be subject to subsequent
ESA consultation. Each site-specific action that the USFS
determ nes "may affect” |isted sal non has been, or will be

submtted to NMFS for ESA section 7(a)(2) consultation. A
full discussion of NMFS approach to this consultation appears
in Section I, bel ow

As was stated in the United State's Petition for Certiorari,
there is a two | evel system of managenent for the National
Forest System
"The first level involves decisions about plan docunents.
Under the Forest and Rangel and Renewabl e Resources

10



Pl anni ng Act of 1974, as anended by the National Forest
Managenment Act of 1976, 16 USC 1600 et seq., the Forest
Service is required to prepare an LRW (forest plan) for
each unit of the National Forest System "The forest
pl an consists of both forest-wi de and area specific

st andards and gui delines that provide for |and uses with
antici pated resource outputs.” 53 Fed. Reg. 26,809(1988).
Wth rare exceptions, the plans do not specify ground-

di sturbing activities (such as tinmber-cutting or road-
buil ding) that are permtted or required to go forward

wi t hout further scrutiny. "The enphasis of the plan is
not on site-specific decisions or specific resource
outputs. Rather, the enphasis is on applying general
managenment practices * * * to achieve nultiple-use goals
and objectives in the nost cost efficient manner."” 1d. at
26,832. The plan establishes proposals (ibid.) that can
be acconplished froma physical, biological, econom c,
and | egal perspective. [But] [i]t is not certain that

t hese proposals will be acconplished. First, the outputs
proposed by the plan are projections or targets. For
exanpl e, the nunber of acre-feet of water neeting water
quality goals is a target nunmber the forest will strive
to attain. Another exanple is allowable sale quantity of
tinmber. That is the maxi mum regul ated vol unme of tinber

t hat can be sold over the planning period, not
necessarily the volunme that will be sold.

"Forest plans serve as guides for the forests for ten to
fifteen years. 16 USC 1604(f)(5). After plans are
adopted, they may be changed by amendment (16 USC
1604(f)(4)) or by revision (16 USC 1604(f)(5)).

"The second | evel of planning comes when site-specific
activities are proposed. This phase requires an
"anal ysis and eval uati on of proposed actions"” (53 Fed.
Reg. 26,834 (1988)) based on "site-specific data" (id. at
26,836), not only to determ ne whether the proposed
action is consistent with the forest plan, but also "to
ensure conpliance with [the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969], and to neet other appropriate |aws and
regul ations" (ibid.), including the ESA. Significantly,
such evaluations may result "in a decision not to proceed
with a proposed project even though the project may be

11



perm ssi bl e under the Forest Plan." Clerk's Record (CR)
37(A) (Wal | owa- Whi t man Record of Decision) at 28."

Petition for a Wit of Certiorari, p. 3 and 4.

Unl ess otherw se stated, the information sources in this

Opi nion are the BAs on the eight LRWMPs; Records of Decision
(RODs) on the Federal EISs for the eight LRMPs; the Boise,
Challis, Nez Perce, Payette, Salnon, Sawtooth, Umatilla, and
Wal | owa- Whi t man NFs LRMPs; the Draft PACFI SH EA, Final PACFI SH
EA/ FONSI and references included therein, and the NMFS January
23, 1995, PACFI SH Opinion. RODs for each National Forest LRMP
were signed on the followi ng dates: (1) Boise NF, April 1990;
(2) Challis NF, June 1987; (3) Nez Perce NF, COctober 1987; (4)
Payette NF, May 1988; (5) Sal non NF, January 1988; (6)

Sawt oot h NF, Septenber 1987; (7) Umatilla NF, June 1990; and
(8) the Wall owa-Whitman NF, April 1990. All proposed | and and
resource managenent direction addressed in this consultation
is contained in these eight LRMWPS.

The USFS has expressed that the LRMPs' duration is to be for
10 to 15 years fromthe dates the RODs were signed, suggesting
t hat new plans will be devel oped between 1997 and 2005.
However, the plans are adjustable through nonitoring,
anmendnment, and revision. NMFS is also taking into

consi deration that the USFS has initiated a process for
significant anmendnment to these eight LRMPs based upon
informati on and anal ysis prepared for the Eastside Ecosystem
Managenent Project and its associated EI'S and for Upper

Col unbi a River Basin EIS.

Based upon NMFS' review of the existing LRMPs and their role
in forest managenent, it is NMFS' opinion that the LRMPs
establish broad managenent direction in two areas: First, as
stated above, LRMP managenent direction is established through
desired future conditions, goals, objectives, and standards
and gui delines. Standards and gui delines are nmandatory and
must be applied at the project scale, unless explicitly
exenpted. Standards and gui delines provide the sideboards for
reaching the broad goals, objectives, and desired future
conditions established in the LRMPs. Second, LRMPs establish
goal s and objectives regardi ng how many, when, and where goods
and services will be produced. This second area of managenent
direction is comonly referred to as the allocation of forest-
wi de resources, forest output projections or projected
producti on of goods and services. Each National Forest's LRW
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addresses a wi de array of management direction (see Appendi x
A). Land and resource managenent direction established by the
LRMPs, and analyzed in this Opinion, address: (1) fish
habitat and water quality, (2) road building, (3) timber

out puts, (4) mneral outputs, (5) range outputs, (6) |and and
wat er classification, (7) recreation outputs, (8) other
managed ani mals, and (9) nonitoring.

I n addition to nmanagenent direction for the above-1listed
categories, LRWPs al so establish managenent direction for
several other resource categories. These include managenent
of air quality, cultural resources, visual quality, research
natural areas, w |l derness areas, designated roadl ess areas,
special areas (historic sites, nonunents, etc.), and
wat er sheds desi gnated as donestic water supplies. The
direction for sonme of these resource categories (e.g. air
quality, visual quality and cultural resources) does not
affect listed salnmon or critical habitat. O her direction
(e.g. inplenmentation of w lderness, roadl ess, and research
natural area managenent plans) is conpatible with their
survival and recovery and is considered not likely to
adversely affect |listed Snake River salnon or their critica
habi t at .

The BAs submtted by each of the eight National Forests
provi de an overvi ew of managenment directions, but collectively
provi de inconsistent detail and discussion of [and and
resource managenment direction and its potential effects across
t he National Forests. For exanple, all the LRMPs provide
managenent direction for several resource categories in the
formof desired future conditions, goals, objectives,

st andards and gui del i nes, and nmanagenent goals for fish.
However, sone BAs did not address some of these managenent
direction categories at all. Table 1 summarizes which
managenent categories were addressed in which BAs.
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Table 1. Summary of continuing actions described in the LRMP bi ol ogi cal
assessnments. Cells without entries indicate that a continuing
action was not addressed in the Forest-specific biological
assessnent.

PROPOSED LAND AND RESOURCE NEZ WALLOWA

MANAGEMENT DI RECTI ON BO SE CHALLI' S PERCE PAYETTE SALMON SAWTOOT - UMATI LLA
H V\HI TVAN

For est Managenent Goal s for Fish X X

Resour ce- speci fi c DFCs? X X X X X X X

Forest Plan Mnitoring X

For est Managenent Cbj ectives X X X X X X

St andar ds/ Qui del i nes ( Forest - X X X X X

wi de)

Managenent Goal s (Forest-w de) X X X X X

Managenent Direction (Forest- X X X X

wi de)

Speci fi c Managenent Area X X X

Di rection

1

DFC - Desired Future Condition

PACFI SH, as described in the Final EA/ FONSI, updated the

st andards and gui del i nes and objectives applicable to riparian
areas in the eight LRMPs. In this Opinion, NMFS eval uated the
LRMPs standards and gui deli nes as anended by PACFI SH.  PACFI SH

is a commendabl e effort by the action agencies to devel op an
i nteri mapproach to addressing concerns for degraded sal non

habi tat that exists on USFS and BLM | ands. By inproving

protective measures for riparian and aquatic habitats, PACFI SH

shoul d hel p reduce adverse effects to |isted species and
designated critical habitat from future | and nanagenent
actions in many instances, relative to what m ght have
occurred by followi ng the LRMPs' gui dance w t hout PACFI SH.

Regar di ng the production of goods and services, the LRWPs

address a variety of categories and provide for varying |and
and resource allocations, as displayed in Table 2. The USFS
attenpts to achieve average annual production (schedul es for
t hese goals are summari zed in Table 2) through site-specific

actions that are planned within and tiered to the LRWMPs.
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Ti mber sales are explicitly described in Activity Schedul es
appended to each subject LRMP. These Activity Schedul es
illustrate how goal s and objectives, standards and gui delines,
and the production of goods and services are intertw ned.

Tabl e 2 sunmari zes projected average annual resource outputs
and activity levels over a 10-year period fromActivity
Schedul es appended to each LRWMP. These schedul es set forth
the actions necessary to achieve projected outputs and achieve
t he production of goods and services for tinber and non-ti nber
resource categories during the decade followi ng each LRW' s

i npl ementation. The Activity Schedul es, organi zed by cal endar
year, list specific actions and inplenentation techniques
necessary to acconplish the economcally efficient production
estimates derived for each analysis area.
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Table 2. Land allocations and projected average annual resource outputs and activity | evels by Nationa

10-year LRWP planning periods as described in LRW EI'S (Records of Decision

Forest for

signed 6/87 - 6/90).

NATI ONAL FOREST
VAL LOVWA-
CATEGORY OF RESOURCE ALLOCATI ON SAVE(I)T CHASLLI SAINIVD PAYEEl'T VH TMVAN UMATI LLA BA SE NEZ PERCE
Subcat egory LRWVP LRVP LRVP LRVP LRVP LRWVP LRWP LRWVP
Fi sh
Habi tat | nprovenent Structures (#/ Year) 28 20 ND* ND ND ND 40 ND
Habi tat | nprovenent (Acres/Decade) 2 643 240 ND ND ND 40 400
Anadr onobus Fi sh User Days (Thousands/ Year) a7 37 ND 26 922 45 842 ND
Resi dent Fish User Days (Thousands/ Year) 97 166 ND 140 -2 117 -2 31
Roads
Col | ector Road Construction (M es/ Year) 0 0 2 ND 693 333 43 ND
Col | ector Road Reconstruction (M es/Year) 8.7 11 6 ND —= = —= ND
Ti mber Road Construction (M| es/ Year) 13 4 28 41 1802 933 27 83
Ti nber Road Reconstruction (M| es/Year) 3 1 10 ND —3 —3 43 28
Ti mber
Al owabl e Sale Quantity Board Feet (MIIions/Year) 11 5 24 81 144 124 85 108
Sui t abl e Acres (Thousands) 99 331 407 432 837 619 656 912
Sawt i nber Board Feet (M 11ions/ Year) 9 5 24 83 144 124 85 103
Fuel wood Cubic Feet (MIIions/Year) 3 5 7 10 5 3 3 5
M neral s
Lease Permits (#) 210 149 183 100 354 ND 203 ND
Acres of Potential for Locatable Mnerals (Thousands) 764 808 ND ND 423 ND 741 1476
Acres Open for Locatable Mneral Entry (Thousands) ND 1728 1374 1380 195 872 1930 698
Acres of Potential for Leasable M nerals (Thousands) 546 321 131 ND ND ND ND 140
Acres Open for Leasable Mneral Entry (Thousands) ND 1728 1374 ND ND ND ND 110
Range
Sui t abl e Acres (Thousands) ND 765 188 539 1300 528 843 314
Ani mal Unit Months of Use (Thousands/ Year) 198 114 55 102 186 58 115 43
Land and Water
Land Acres to be Acquired (Thousands) ND 64 68 5 ND ND 64 ND
W | der ness Acres (Thousands) 488 942 426 982 583 304 250 926
Exi sting Roadl ess Acres* (Thousands) ND 1392 830 945 2515 281 959 503
Roadl ess Acres Avail able for Tinber Harvest (Thousands) ND ND 606 734 130 86 ND 376
Water at State Quality Standard (MIlion Acre-Feet) ND 2.5 1.1 ND 2.7 2.5 3.5 ND
Sedi nent Accel erated (Thousand Tons/ Decade) 7 65° 378 ND 229 197 207 498
Fuel Break and Fuel Treatnent Acres (Thousands/ Year) ND 0.3 5.6 15. 2 22. 4 9.2 8.7 4.5
Recreation
Devel oped Recreation Visitor Days (Thousands/ Year) 1085 124 115 180 399 280 694 162
Undevel oped Recreation Visitor Days (Thousands/ Year) 903 379 272 589 796 1194 999 668
W derness Use Visitor Days (Thousands/ Year) 86 164 102 50 78 115 18 146
Trail Construction and Reconstruction (M| es/Year) ND 6 2 14 4 30 20 ND

ND - No data or unable to locate due to various formats.

Does not include Hell's Canyon National Recreation Area.
Expressed in percentage above natural |evel.

Does not include South Fork Sal non Ri ver drainage.

Sedi nent estimated in tons/square nile/year.

® N O A N R
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Fi sh User Days represents anadronous and resident fishing conbined.
Road mi | eage |isted includes both construction and reconstruction.
Roadl ess area acreage is for roadl ess areas outside of WIderness Areas.
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PACFI SH i s designed to reduce adverse effects from project-
specific actions to listed species and their critical habitat.
The original LRWMPs contain a wide variety of goals,

obj ectives, desired future conditions, and decadal predictions
of avail abl e goods and services; PACFI SH designed to reduce or
avoi d project-specific adverse effects potentially influenced
by these original directions. Fromthis context, NMFS
considered the continuing action as LRMP directions revised by
t he PACFI SH requi renents. However, in several |and managenent
categories, PACFISH may require additional clarity or
addi ti onal devel opnent insure that harnful effects are

m nimzed or avoi ded. These | and nanagenent categories
include: 1) fish habitat and water quality including Riparian
Managenment Objectives, instream habitat structures, and water
conveyances; 2) road managenent directions, including road
bui | di ng upside of riparian habitat conservation areas, and
road mmi ntenance; 3) tinber nmanagenent direction, including
silvacultural treatnment wi thin RHCAs, |ogging in RHCAs
foll ow ng catastrophic events, equivalent clear cut areas, and
fire suppression; 4) mning direction; 5) grazing direction;

6) land and water classification; and 7) recreation
managenent. An eval uation of the potential influence of these
| and managenent categories is considered in Section VII,

Ef fects of the Continuing Action: Land and Resource Managenent
Directions.

L1l CONSULTATI ON APPROACH

A. Rel evance of Plan-1evel Decision nmaking to Site-
specific Effects

As discussed in Section Il, above, the National Forest System
is managed under a two-|evel system of decision making. 1In
NMFS' view this is a system whereby | evel -two project
decisions are tiered to | evel -one LRWP decisions. NWS

consul tation approach for application of ESA standards at both
| evel s of decision making mrrors the tiered approach foll owed
by the USFS in its National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
conpliance. Federal NEPA regul ations (40 CFR 1502. 20 and
1508. 28) provide for the tiering of environnental docunents.
Through the NEPA tiering process, the USFS has connected
forest-wi de National Forest programmatic LRMPs to site-
specific second-tier (level-two) EISs and EAs. Through this
tiering process, all managenent direction, goals, and

st andards and gui delines contained within the LRMPs are
potentially realized in site-specific actions. Thus, plan

| evel consultation may reduce adverse effects at the site-

17



specific level and increase agency efficiency by considering
programmtic issues, identifying common characteristics of
site-specific actions and eval uating potentially cunul ative
effects of nunerous site-specific activities at the earliest
opportunity.

Each LRMP sets upper limts for resource outputs and activity
|l evel s (Table 2). Nonetheless, the total nunber, intensity,
and timng of actions that will actually be inplenmented under
each LRMP cannot be determ ned at this tinme. The full
potential of a given LRVWP may never be realized because

i ndi vidual activities nmay be scal ed back due to site-specific
| egal, fiscal, environnmental, or technical constraints. NWS
finds, however, that to help prevent extinction and pronote
the recovery of |isted sal non, the USFS nust consider both the
i mmedi ate, localized effects of site-specific actions, which
are best known when a project is proposed, and the broad
aggregated increnental effects to the species and its habitat.
This latter factor may be best addressed in a plan-Ievel

anal ysis of the species' biological requirenments across its
range. In this plan-Ilevel opinion, NMFS provides guidelines
for avoiding jeopardy actions at the watershed and project
scal es thus making such subsequent site-specific consultations
nore efficient.

G ven these considerations, there is a broad range of possible
aggregate effects on the |listed species that woul d be caused
by the site-specific actions that fall within an LRMP. The
actual aggregate effect (and cunul ative effect) depends upon
the extent to which the full devel opnent potential of an LRWP
is realized. It would be reasonable for NMFS to concl ude that
t he aggregate of site-specific activities is likely to

j eopardi ze the species and adversely nmodify their critical
habitat i f the extent to which activities under a particul ar
LRMP exceed a threshold of adverse effect on the species. The
best avail abl e science may not now all ow quantification of
that threshold. Neverthel ess, NMFS advises the USFS, in this
bi ol ogi cal opinion, how it may best avoid exceeding that
threshold in the course of managing the forests until the

exi sting LRMPs are amended. NMS defines a set of criteria
that it intends to apply in future consultations on site-
specific forest activities while the LRWP anmendnent process
runs its course. That set of criteria also provides inportant
gui dance for the devel opnent of LRMP amendnents.

The objective of this LRMP consultation is to evaluate the

potenti al broad-scale effects on the |listed species and their
critical habitat of potential forest activities that may be
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i npl emented within the scope of the existing LRMPs' direction.
Based upon its analysis of these potential effects, NWMFS sets
forth its guidelines for ongoing and proposed actions
contained in the 47 watershed BAs, and other activities that
may be proposed, whereby such site-specific actions could be
desi gned and i nplenmented to avoid jeopardy. NMS also
identifies considerations for the two EISs which are in
preparation. These EISs shoul d provide the anal yses of

i npacts for an objective conparison of alternative nmanagenent
paranmeters pertaining to the allocation of forest-w de
resources, forest output projections and the production of
goods and services. The EISs are critical to the USFS process
to anmend these ei ght LRMPs.

| rpl enent ati on of NMFS' guidelines follow ng the concl usion of
this consultation would not elimnate the need to consult on
nost site-specific actions. However, neeting these guidelines
should elim nate or reduce potentially harnful inpacts to
listed salmon from many actions. Thus, NMFS expects that by
provi di ng these gui delines at the plan-I|evel of

deci si onmaki ng, wat ershed and site-specific ESA consultations
will be streanlined. For exanple, the nunber of fornal

consul tati ons needed should be reduced. Wth fewer formal
consultations, many site-specific actions should proceed in a
nore tinmely and efficient manner, and the USFS effort

ot herwi se expended on formal consultations could be focused
instead on inplementation and nonitoring of actions.

B. Application of ESA Standards to Pacific Sal non

NMFS eval uates the effects of proposed Federal actions on the
| i sted Snake River salnon in this and every section 7

consul tation by applying the standards of section 7(a)(2) of
the ESA, 16 U.S.C section 1536(a)(2), as interpreted by the
NMVFS/ Fish and Wldlife Service (FW5) joint consultation
regul ati ons (50 CFR Part 402). The di scretionary
continuation of an action is also a proposed action in this
context. Using the best scientific and comercial data
avai l abl e, when NMFS issues its biological opinion, it

det erm nes whet her a proposed Federal action is likely to 1)

j eopardi ze the continued existence of a |isted species, or 2)
destroy or adversely nmodify the designated critical habitat of
a listed species. See ESA section 7(a)(2).
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The consul tation regul ati ons define "jeopardize the conti nued
exi stence of" to nean:

...to engage in an action that reasonably would be
expected, directly or indirectly, to reduce appreciably
the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of a
listed species in the wild by reducing the reproduction,
nunmbers, or distribution of that species (50 CF.R 8
402. 02) .

The regul ations also define the statutory term "destruction or
adverse nodification”™ of critical habitat to nean:

.o a direct or indirect alteration that

appreci ably di mni shes the value of critical habitat
for both the survival and recovery of a listed
species. Such alterations include, but are not
limted to, alterations adversely nodifying any of

t hose physical or biological features that were the
basis for determ ning the habitat to be critical.
(50 C.F.R 8 402.02)

Addi tionally, NMFS and FWS have recently issued, for public
comment, a docunent that further describes the application of
t hese standards entitled "Draft Section 7 Endangered Species
Consul tati on Handbook -- Procedures for Conducting Section 7
Consul tati ons and Conferences", 59 Federal Register 65781
(Decenmber 21, 1994) (hereafter "the Draft Handbook").

The regul atory ternms "survival" and "recovery" are defined by
the Draft Handbook for use in the jeopardy/critical habitat
anal ysis as follows:

Survival: the species' persistence, beyond conditions

| eading to its endangernent, with sufficient resilience
to allow recovery. Said another way, survival is the
condition in which a species continues to exist into the
future while retaining the potential for recovery. This
condition is characterized by a species with a
sufficiently |arge popul ation, represented by all age

cl asses, genetic heterogeneity, and a nunber of sexually
mat ur e i ndi viduals producing viable offspring, that
exists in an environment providing all requirenments for
conpl etion of the species' entire life cycle, including
reproducti on, sustenance, and shelter.
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Recovery: inprovenent in the status of a species and the
ecosystens upon which they depend. Said another way,
recovery is the process by which species' ecosystens are
restored so they it can support self-sustaining and

sel f-regul ati ng popul ations of |isted species as

persi stent menbers of native biotic comunities.

I n inplementing these standards for Pacific sal non species
NMFS recogni zes certain characteristics of Pacific sal non
species that require special consideration. The Col unbia

Ri ver Basin, in which the Snake River sal non originate, drains
a vast area of the Pacific Northwest; approxinmtely 259, 000
square mles in size, the Basin is located in the states of
Washi ngton, Oregon, |daho, and Montana, as well as British
Colunmbia. The life cycle of these listed fish begins in snal
mount ain streanms, |akes and rivers (depending on the species)
of the Snake River systemin |daho and eastern Oregon and
Washi ngt on where eggs are deposited and fertilized by spawni ng
adul ts, incubate within gravel substrates, hatch and
subsequently energe to rear before they begin, as yearlings or
subyearlings, their mgration down the mainstens of the Snake
and Col unbia River systens to the Pacific Ocean. There they
range fromthe nmouth of the Colunmbia in all directions; to the
north they range at |east as far as ocean waters off of

Al aska. The listed species growto adult size in the ocean
and then conplete their life-cycle by reversing their

m gration fromthe ocean, up the Col unbia and Snake Rivers to
return to their natal habitat to spawn for the next

generation.

I n each consultation concerning these Snake River sal non NMFS
follows the followi ng analysis to apply these ESA standards to
t hese uni que characteristics of sal non:

1. Define the biological requirements of the |listed species.

To determ ne whether a proposed or continuing action is likely
to jeopardi ze the continued existence of |isted species or
adversely nmodify its habitat, it is first necessary to know
what is required for the species' continued existence, which
is nore specifically expressed by the regulations in ternms of
t he species' survival and recovery. The bi ol ogi cal

requi rements of Snake River sal non may be described in a
nunber of different ways. For exanple, they can be expressed
as a ratio of recruits to spawners, as a survival rate for a
given life stage or set of |life stages, as a positive
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popul ation trend line, or as a threshold popul ation size.

Bi ol ogi cal requirenments may al so be descri bed as the

envi ronnental conditions necessary to ensure the species’
continued existence, expressed in terms of physical, chem cal,
and biol ogical prerequisites (e.g., for a particular river
reach, the prerequisite would include water tenperature,
velocity, dissolved gas saturation, etc.). The manner in

whi ch these requirenments are described varies according to the
nature of the action under consultation and its likely effects
on the species. For exanple, the consultation on the FCRPS is
primarily in terms of individual salnmon nortalities whereas a
consultation on an action in spawning and rearing habitat nay
be defined nore by changes in environmental conditions.

2. Eval uate the rel evance of the environnental baseline to
t he species' current status.

The environnmental baseline, to which the effects of the
proposed or continuing action would be added, "includes the
past and present inpacts of all Federal, State, or private
activities in the action area, the anticipated inpacts of al
proposed Federal projects in the action area that have already
undergone formal or early section 7 consultation, and the

i npact of State or private actions which are contenporaneous
with the consultation in process.” See 50 C.F. R section
402. 02, definition for "effects of the action".

Consistent with this definition, the environnmental baseline
does not include future discretionary activities within the
action area that have not undergone ESA consultation. Thus
the current status of the species is described in relation to
the risks presented by the continuing effects of all previous
actions and resource commtnments that are not subject to
further exercise of Federal discretion. For a new project,
the environnmental baseline represents the risks to the species
of the pre-project action area. For an ongoi ng Federal

action, it is necessary to evaluate the effects of previous
resource commtnments separately fromthe effects that woul d be
caused by that action's future prosecution as proposed.

An initial consideration in identifying the environmental
baseline is to delineate the "action area"” for the proposed or
continuing action. It is the environnmental baseline of the
action area that the regul ations specify for use in the

j eopardy determ nation. The "action area" is defined by the
consultation regulations as "all areas to be affected directly
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or indirectly by the Federal action and not nmerely the
i mmedi ate area involved in the action.” 50 CFR § 402.02.

The purpose of considering status of the species under the

ri sks presented by the environnmental baseline w thout the
proposed or continuing action is to better understand the
relative significance of the action's effects upon the
species' |ikelihoods of survival and recovery when those
effects are added to the environmental baseline. The greater
the risks faced by the species at the time of consultation the
nore significant are any additional adverse effects to the

| i sted species caused by the proposed or continuing action.

3. Determ ne the effects of the proposed or conti nuing
action on |listed species.

In this step of the analysis, NMFS exam nes the |likely effects
of the proposed agency action on the species. The analysis
may consider the inpact in ternms of nortalities inflicted
during a particular life stage and that nortality's effect
upon the species' population size and variability, or the

anal ysis nmay consider the inpact on species' environnmental,
such as water tenperature, sedinment |oad, total dissolved gas
| evel s, etc. These are the effects that are, or with further
aut hori zations and appropriations could be, wthin the action
agencies' discretion to inpose or not, a decision that is

i nfluenced by NMFS advice in this biological opinion.

4. Det er mi ne whet her the species can be expected to survive
w th an adequate potential for recovery under the effects
of the proposed or continuing action, the environnental
basel i ne and any cumul ative effects, and considering
measures for survival and recovery specific to other life
st ages.

In this step of the analysis NMFS determ nes whet her the
specific action under consultation is likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of the |isted species. This step has two
parts for Pacific sal non species. NWMS nust first focus on
the action area and add up the effects of the proposed or
continuing action, together with those of the environnmental
basel ine and all cumul ative effects. NMFS nust determ ne the
significance of that aggregate effect upon the particular

bi ol ogi cal requirenents of the listed species in that action
area. At this point NMFS considers effects such as, for
exanpl e, the frequency of nortality to individual nmenbers of
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t he species, or any sublethal effects, caused directly by the
action or through the action's adverse nodification of
envi ronnental conditions inportant to the species.

The second part of the analysis calls for NMFS to place the
effects of the proposed or continuing action in the context of
the full salnon life cycle. This conprehensive analysis is
necessary to fully evaluate the significance of each action
under consultation to the biol ogical requirenments of the
listed species in all |life stages. NWMS | ooks beyond the
particul ar action area for this analysis to consider neasures
likely to be necessary in all life stages that, in

conbi nati on, would insure that the biological requirenments of
the listed species will be nmet and thereby insure its

conti nued exi stence.

At the species |level, NMFS considers that the biol ogical
requirenments for survival, wth an adequate potential for
recovery, are net when there is a high |ikelihood that the
speci es' population will remain above critical escapenent

t hreshol ds over a sufficiently |ong period of tine.

Addi tionally, the species nust have a noderate to high

i keli hood that its population will achieve its recovery |evel
within an adequate period of tine. The particular thresholds,
recovery levels and time periods nust be sel ected dependi ng
upon the characteristics and circunstances of each sal non
speci es under consul tation.

Recovery plans for listed salnon call for measures in each
life stage that are based upon the best avail able scientific

i nformation concerning the listed species' biological

requi renments for survival and recovery. As the statutory
goal of the recovery plan is for the species' conservation and
survival it necessarily nust add these |ife-stage specific
measures together to result in the survival of the species, at
|l east, and in its recovery and delisting at nost. For this
reason, the Recovery Plan is the best source for measures and
requi renents necessary in each life stage to neet the

bi ol ogi cal requirenments of the species across its |life cycle.
This information is currently being devel oped in a working
draft of the Recovery Plan for |isted Snake River sal non.

In circunstances faced by these |isted Snake River sal non,
where their current status, as affected by environnental
baseline, is such that there is a | ow expectation of survival
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with an adequate potential for recovery, the proposed or
continuing actions nust reduce risks to the listed species in
the action area to insure that the |ikelihood of the species’
survival and recovery is not appreciably reduced. The anpunt
of risk reduction necessary to determ ne that the action wl
not likely jeopardize the |listed species will depend upon the
current status of the species. Again, the Recovery Plan wl
be the best evidence of the anount of inprovenent required in
each life stage and the neasures likely to acconplish that
reduction sufficient to satisfy the requirenents of section

7(a)(2).

5. | dentify reasonable and prudent alternatives to a
proposed or continuing action that is likely to
j eopardi ze the continued existence of the |listed species.

| f the proposed or continuing action is likely to jeopardize
the listed speci es NVFS nust consi der potential reasonable and
prudent alternatives that would conply with ESA section
7(a)(2). In that case, the Snake River Sal non Recovery Pl an,
the current draft of which |lays out neasures "for the
conservation and survival of endangered species", ESA section
4(f), is the best source of reasonable and prudent
alternatives that the action agency may inplenment and thereby
nmeet its obligations under ESA section 7(a)(2).

I n approaching this particular consultation, NMFS recognizes
that | and managenment activities tiered from LRWMPs are nost
readily characterized by their effects on critical habitat
than by their quantifiable effects (such as observed
nortality) on individual fish. This is especially true at the
| andscape scale of this consultation. As discussed in nore
detail in follow ng sections, the evidence denonstrates that
Snake River Basin spawning and rearing habitat is
significantly degraded and that good habitat is hyper-
fragnmented across the basin.

The particular focus of this programmtic consultation,
therefore, will be to avoid extinction and i nmprove survival by
a three-fold strategy: (1) protect the best remaining
habitat; (2) restore habitat that is sal vageable in the near-
term (3) protect and inprove connectivity throughout the

net work of good and restorabl e habitat.
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| V. LISTED SPECI ES AND CRI TI CAL HABI TAT

The three Snake River sal non popul ations |isted as endangered
under the ESA occur within the eight National Forests
addressed in this Opinion. Snake River sockeye sal non
(Oncorhynchus nerka) were |isted as endangered (Novenber 20,
1991, 56 FR 58619). Snake River spring/sunmer chinook sal non
(O. tshawytscha) and Snake River fall chinook sal mon (O

t shawytscha) were originally listed as threatened (April 22,
1992, 57 FR 14653), but are proposed for reclassification as
endangered (interimenmergency rule, August 18, 1994, 59 FR
42529 and proposed rul e, Decenber 28, 1994, 59 FR 66784).

Critical habitat was designated for Snake River sockeye

sal non, Snake River spring/summer chinook sal non, and Snake

Ri ver fall chinook sal non on Decenber 28, 1993 (58 FR 68543),
effective on January 27, 1994. The designation of critical
habitat provides notice to Federal agencies and the public
that these areas and features are vital to the conservation of
i sted Snake Ri ver sal non.

Snake River sockeye sal non use the mainstem Snake Ri ver and
mai nstem Sal non River as a migration corridor to and from
Redfi sh Lake, Idaho. This species spawns and rears only
within the Sawt ooth National Recreation Area on the Saw oot h
NF. The sockeye salnmon mgration corridor extends through al
ot her National Forests within the action area, except the

Boi se and Umatilla NFs. Wth respect to sockeye sal non, only
t hose actions which could potentially affect sockeye sal non
spawni ng and rearing habitat on the Sawtooth NF and in the
Snake and Sal non River mgration corridor will be addressed in
t hi s Opinion.

Snake River fall chinook sal non do not spawn, rear, or mgrate
t hrough the Boise, Challis, Salnon, or Sawt ooth NFs. They nay
spawn, rear, and mgrate in certain streamreaches on the
Payette, Nez Perce, Umatilla, and Wall owa- Whi t man NFs.

Snake River spring/sumer chinook sal non spawn, rear, and
mgrate in streans on all eight National Forests covered by
this Opinion. The effects of actions addressed in this
Opinion will be nost noticeable in relation to Snake River
spri ng/ sumrer chinook sal non, since their spawni ng and rearing
habitat is mainly located in upper river reaches and
tributaries in which habitat quality and, therefore, spawning
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and rearing success, is closely linked to the effects of |and
managenent direction and site-specific actions.

Essential Snake River sal mon habitat consists of four
conponents: (1) Spawning and juvenile rearing areas, (2)
juvenile mgration corridors, (3) areas for growh and

devel opnent to adul thood, and (4) adult m gration corridors.
Only habitat for sal non growth and devel opnent to adul thood is
not present within the action area.

Essential features of the spawning and juvenile rearing areas
for Snake Ri ver sockeye sal nmon include adequate: (1) Spawni ng
gravel, (2) water quality, (3) water quantity, (4) water
tenperature, (5) food, (6) riparian vegetation, and (7)
access.

Essential features of the spawning and juvenile rearing areas
for Snake River spring/summer chinook sal non and Snake River
fall chinook sal mon include adequate: (1) Spawning gravel, (2)
water quality, (3) water quantity, (4) water tenperature,

(5) cover and shelter, (6) food, (7) riparian vegetation, and
(8) space.

Essential features of the juvenile and adult m gration
corridors for Snake River sockeye sal non, Snake River

spring/ summer chinook sal non, and Snake River fall chinook

sal non i nclude adequate: (1) Substrate, (2) water quality,
(3) water quantity, (4) water tenperature, (5) water velocity,
(6) cover and shelter, (7) food, (8) riparian vegetation, (9)
space, and (10) safe passage conditions. Food is an

addi tional essential habitat feature for juveniles of al

three |isted sal mon speci es.

V. Bl OLOG CAL | NFORMATI ON

Each Pacific sal non species is conposed of nunerous
geographically isol ated breeding units (stocks). The stock
structure of the Pacific salmon is the result of their
propensity for returning to their native streamto spawn and
their individual adaptations to |local environments (Helle
1981). Preserving a species of Pacific sal non nmeans

per petuating the genetic differences caused by i ndi vidual
stock adaption to unique | ocal environnents.

In small popul ations, random processes can |lead to two major
types of risk: denographic and genetic. Denographic risk is
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the risk of extinction due to environnmental fluctuations,
random events affecting individuals in the popul ation, and
possi bl e reductions in reproduction or survival resulting from
| ow popul ati on sizes. Genetic risk is the risk of |osing
genetic variability or population fitness through inbreeding
and genetic drift. Both types of risk increase rapidly as
popul ati on size decreases.

Severe, short-term genetic problens frominbreeding are
unl i kely unl ess popul ation size remains very |ow for a nunber
of years. However, the erosion of genetic variability due to
| ow popul ation size is cunulative; thus, long-termeffects on
a population (even if it subsequently recovers numerically)
are al so a concern.

During the course of three sessions during the fall of 1994, a
Bi ol ogi cal Requirenments Work Group (BRW5 conposed of
scientists and fishery managers representing the Federal
agenci es and sovereign parties (states and tri bes) devel oped
threshol d popul ation | evels (which were adopted by NWFS) for
Snake River spring/sumrer chinook sal non subpopul ati ons and
Snake River fall chinook salmon (BRWG 1994). The BRWG

exerci sed considerable scientific and professional judgnment in
considering these factors and in defining potential numerical

t hresholds. The primary threshold | evel recomended by the
BRWG was 150 natural spawners annually (for small,
concentrated subpopul ati ons of Snake River spring/sunmer

chi nook sal non) or 300 natural spawners annually (for |arger,
di spersed Snake River spring/sumrer chinook sal non
subpopul ati ons and Snake River fall chinook sal non).

The threshold | evel s recommended by the BRWG do not represent
| evel s at which the trend toward extinction is expected to be
irreversible. The BRWG s suggested threshold escapenent

| evel s and suggested nmethods of analysis indicate that

popul ations will be able to fall below these |evels
periodically and recover to higher |evels, even when
depensation at |ow population levels is taken into account.
This interpretation is consistent with the observation that

t he proposed | evels are substantially higher than any directly
identifiable risk |levels such as genetic or denographic

bott| enecks.

The BRWG s threshold popul ation |evels for survival correspond
to "Draft Section 7 Endangered Species Consultation Handbook- -
Procedures for Conducting Section 7 Consultations and
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Conferences" definition of survival as used by the BRW which
requires "sufficiently |arge popul ations" to ensure

persi stence into the future under conditions that will retain
the potential for recovery. 1In an independent peer review of
t he BRWG report, Barnthouse et al. (1994) concluded that the
BRWG s net hod of devel oping threshold | evels was credible.

A Snake River Sockeye Sal non

Snake River sockeye sal non adults enter the Colunmbia River
primarily during June and July. Arrival at Redfish Lake,

whi ch now supports the only remaining run of Snake River
sockeye sal non, peaks in August and spawni ng occurs primarily
in October (Bjornn et al. 1968). Eggs hatch in the spring
bet ween 80 and 140 days after spawning. Fry remain in the
gravel for three to five weeks, enmerge in April through My,
and nmove immediately into the | ake. Juveniles feed on

pl ankton in the | ake for one to three years before they
mgrate to the ocean (Bell 1986). Smolts |eave Redfish Lake
fromlate April through May (Bjornn et al. 1968), and mgrate
al nrost 900 mles to the Pacific Ocean. For detailed
information on the Snake River sockeye sal non, see Wapl es et
al. (1991a) and 56 FR 58619 (Novenber 20, 1991).

Downst r eam passage at Lower Granite Dam (the first dam on the
Snake River downstream from the Sal non River) occurs fromlate
April to July, with peak passage taking place fromMay to late
June (Fish Passage Center 1992). Once in the ocean, sockeye
snmolts remain near shore or within the Colunmbia River plune

i nfluence during the early sunmer nonths. Later, they mgrate
t hrough the northeast Pacific Ocean (Hart 1973; Hart and Del
1986). Snake River sockeye salnmon usually spend two to three
years in the Pacific Ocean and return in their fourth or fifth
year of life.

Hi storically, the |argest nunbers of Snake River sockeye

sal non 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,
returns of Snake River sockeye salnon to the headwaters of the
Grande Ronde River in Oregon (Wallowa Lake) were esti mted

bet ween 24,000 and 30,000 at a m nimum (Cranmer 1990, cited in
Bevan et al. 1994). During the 1950s and 1960s, adult returns
to Redfish Lake nunbered nore than 4,000 fish (Bevan et al.
1994).
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Snake River sockeye salnon returns to Redfish Lake since at

| east 1985, when the |daho Departnent of Fish and Gane began
operating a tenporary weir below the | ake, have been far bel ow
t he 150-300 spawner escapenent threshold | evel that would be
consistent with BRAWG (1994) recomendati ons (Table 3). Snake
Ri ver sockeye sal non have a very |limted distribution relative
to critical spawning and rearing habitat. Redfish Lake
represents only one of the five Stanley Basin | akes

hi storically occupi ed by Snake Ri ver sockeye sal non and
designated as critical habitat for the species.
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Table 3. Returns of Snake River sockeye salnon to Redfish
Lake, as determ ned by trapping at Redfish Lake
creek weir and spawni ng ground surveys. Threshold
escapenent |level is between 150-300 natural
spawners and recovery escapenent level is at |east
1000 natural spawners (excluding first-generation
progeny of the captive broodstock program in
Redfi sh Lake and at | east 500 natural spawners in
each of two other | akes.

Year_ Adults Cbserved
1985 12
1986 29
1987 16
1988 4
1989 1
1990 0
1991 4
1992 1
1993 8
1994 1

Based on snolt-to-adult returns to the nouth of the Col unbia
River for the 1991 and 1992 outm grating cohorts (0.51% and
0.26% respectively), the expected return in 1995 fromthe 521
snolts that mgrated from Redfish Lake in 1993 will be two
adults (LaVoy 1994).
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Si nce 1991, a captive broodstock program has been in effect
and all returning adults have been spawned in captivity. The
first adults produced by this program (fromthe 1991 returns)
were released into Redfish Lake to spawn in 1993 and their
progeny are expected to outmgrate in the spring of 1995. The
surviving 1993 brood year adults will return to spawn in one
to three years, and their progeny (the first cohort of
natural | y- produced spawners) will not return to spawn in
Redfish Lake until three to five years after that (1999-2003).
Therefore, it will be well into the next century before

nat ural production of Snake River sockeye sal non, based upon
several cohorts, can begin to be eval uated.

G ven the extrenely | ow popul ation size, which has
necessitated the captive broodstock program as an energency
measure to reduce the likelihood of inmnent extinction, the
bi ol ogi cal requirenents of Snake River sockeye sal non are
clearly not being nmet and are unlikely to be met under the
continuing effects of the environnental baseline. The risk is
hi gh that |isted sockeye will be below the threshold
escapenent | evel of 150 fish (which applies only to naturally-
produced spawners), before NVMFS adds the effects of the
continuing or proposed action, because of great uncertainty
associated with the success of the captive broodstock program
The |ikelihood of recovery (which only applies to spawners at

| east two generations renoved from captive broodstock) is even
| ess certain, since there is no recent enpirical evidence to
eval uate the productivity of second-generation wild fish.

In summary, it does not appear that biological requirenments of
i sted Snake Ri ver sockeye sal non would be nmet unless there is
a substantial inmprovenent in the environnental conditions from
those currently avail abl e under the environnental baseline.

B. Snake River Spring/ Sumrer Chinook Sal non
1. Life H story Summary

The present range of naturally-spawned Snake River

spring/ sumrer chinook salnmon is primarily limted to the

Sal nron, Grande Ronde, |maha, and Tucannon Subbasins. Most
Snake River spring/sumrer chinook sal non enter individual
subbasins from May through Septenber. Juvenile Snake River
spring/ sumrer chi nook sal non energe from spawni ng gravels from
February through June (Perry and Bjornn 1991). Typically,
after rearing in their nursery streans for about one year,
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snmolts begin mgrating seaward in April through May (Bugert et
al . 1990; Cannanela 1992). After reaching the nouth of the
Col unmbi a River, spring/sumrer chinook sal mon probably inhabit
near shore areas before beginning their northeast Pacific Ocean
m gration, which lasts two to three years. For detailed
information on the life history and stock status of Snake

Ri ver spring/sumer chinook sal non, see Matthews and Wapl es
(1991), NMFS (1991a), and 56 FR 29542 (June 27, 1991).

2. Popul ation Status and Trends

The nunmber of wild adult Snake River spring/sumer chinook
salnmon in the |ate 1800s was estimated by Bevan et al. (1994)
to be nore than 1.5 mllion fish annually. By the 1950s, the
popul ati on had declined to an estinmated 125,000 adul ts.
Escapenent estimates indicate that the popul ation continued to
decline through the 1970s. Redd count data al so show that the
popul ati ons continued to decline through about 1980. See
Table 4 for the estimted annual nunber of wild adult Snake

Ri ver spring/summer chi nook sal non returning over Lower
Granite Dam (escapenent) in recent years.
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Table 4. Estimates of "wild-natural” Snake River
spring/ summer chi nook sal non counted at Lower
Granite Damin recent years.

Esti mates through 1993 from Tables 26 and 33 of WDFW and ODFW
(1994). Prelimnary estimate for 1994 from TAC (1994).

Year Spring Chi nook Sumrer_Chi nook Tot al
1985 6048 3196 9244
1986 7925 3934 11, 859
1987 8928 2414 11, 342
1988 10, 915 2263 13,178
1989 3900 2350 6250
1990 4152 3378 7530
1991 2706 2814 5520
1992 8196 1148 9344
1993 6224 3959 10, 183
1994 1517 305 1822

Adult returns of Snake River spring/sumer chinook salnmon in
1994 were the |lowest on record. The return of the spring
conponent in 1995 is projected to be even |ower, based on a
strong rel ationshi p between Snake/ Col unbi a Ri ver spring

chi nook jacks and the 4-year old conponent of adult spring
chinook returns in the follow ng year. The 1994 spring

chi nook jack count was less than half of the 1993 jack count,
whi ch represented the previous record |ow (Roler 1994). The
projection for 1995 summer chinook returns is approximtely
the same as 1994 returns (TAC 1994), which were the | owest on
record.

It is unlikely that the biol ogical and ecol ogical requirenents
of listed Snake River spring/sumrer chinook salnon will be net
under the substantial adverse effects of the environnmental
basel i ne alone. The significance of these effects is

magni fied by the current small popul ati on size, projected poor
returns in the next one to two years, the influence of those
poor returns on subsequent cohorts in 1998-2001, and the poor
environnental conditions affecting the species throughout its
life stages. Substantial inprovenents in environmental
conditions under the environmental baseline are necessary to
ensure the continued existence of this species.
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The Snake River spring/sunmmer chinook sal non Evol utionarily
Significant Unit (ESU) consists of 39 |ocal spawning
popul ati ons (subpopul ati ons) spread over a | arge geographic
area (Lichatowi ch et al. 1993; see Table 5). The nunber of
fish returning to a given subpopul ati on woul d therefore be
much | ess than the total run size. Based on recent trends in
redd counts in major tributaries of the Snake River, many
subpopul ations could be at critically low | evels.

Subpopul ations in the Grande Ronde River, M ddle Fork Sal non
Ri ver, and Upper Sal non River basins at particularly high

ri sk. Both denographic and genetic risks would be of concern
for such subpopul ati ons, and in some cases, habitat m ght be
so sparsely populated that adults could not find mates.

NMFS agrees that the BRWG recomended threshold | evel of 150-
300 spawners annually per subpopul ation, dependi ng upon size
of the subpopul ation, is reasonable. Therefore, NMFS adopts
that threshold for purposes of the jeopardy anal ysis
applicable to Snake River spring/sumrer chinook sal non.

The BRWG did not identify a threshold level for the entire
Snake River spring/sumrer chinook ESU, nor did it suggest a
met hod of relating results for individual subpopulations to a
conclusion for the entire ESU (i.e., what percentage of the
avai | abl e subpopul ati ons nust have an acceptabl e probability
of exceeding the threshold to conclude that the ESU has an
acceptabl e probability as well). Wth respect to the first
issue, it is reasonable to assune that because the ESU is
conposed of approximtely 39 subpopul ations with threshol ds
rangi ng from 150- 300 spawners annually, the aggregate
threshold is at |east 6000-12, 000 spawners annually. This
estimate assunes that spawners are distributed anong all
subpopul ations in proportion to each subpopul ation's
threshold. If this assunption is not valid, the aggregate

t hreshol d woul d be higher than 6000-12, 000 spawners annual ly.

Wth respect to the second issue, it is only possible to
estimate the |ikelihood of survival for a few of the 39
subpopul ations identified by the BRAWG (1994). Section 4 of
BRWG (1994) indicated that five "index stocks" (Marsh Creek,
Sul phur Creek, Bear Valley/El k Creek, M nam River, and |Innaha
Ri ver) were "viable candidates for future assessnents" because
they had sufficient data for forward projections. A sixth
potential "index stock,"” Poverty Flats, was analyzed but not
recommended for use in determning |ikelihood of survival
because: (1) the habitat of this subpopul ati on was
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consi derably degraded in recent history, so the probability of
t he popul ati on being above the threshold under relatively good
conditions is unknown; and (2) variation in points around the
production function for this subpopulation is so great that it
shoul d not be used for predictive purposes.
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Tabl e 5. Snake River spring/summer chinook sal non classification by subbasin
(et apopul ations) and subpopul ation. Based on Lichatowi ch et al. 1993,
SRSRT Table VI-1, and BRWAG 1994. SP = spring chinook popul ation; SU =
sunmmer chi nook popul ation

Rl VER SYSTEM SUBBASI N BREEDI NG UNI T/ SUBPOPULATI ON
TUCANNON RI VER | WATERSHED POPULATI ON ( SP)
GRANDE RONDE RI VER M NAM RI VER ( SP)

LOSTI NE AND UPPER WALLOWA TRI BUTARI ES RI VER ( SP)

WENAHA RI VER ( SP)

CATHERI NE CREEK ( SP)

UPPER GRANDE RONDE ( SP)

| MNAHA RI VER MAI NSTEM ( SP/ SU) I

Bl G SHEEP AND LI CK CREEK

SNAKE RI VER MAI NSTEM ASOTI N CREEK ( SP)

MAI NSTEM SHEEP, GRANI TE ( SP)

LOAER SALMON RI VER MAI NSTEM TRI BUTARI ES, MOUTH TO AND | NCLUDI NG HORSE CREEK ( SP)

LI TTLE SALMON RI VER WATERSHED EXCEPT RAPI D RI VER ( SP)
RAPI D RI VER (SU) I
SOUTH FORK SALNMON RI VER MAI NSTEM BLACKMARE TO STOLLE ( SU)

MAI NSTEM MOUTH TO POVERTY FLATS ( SU)

SECESH RI VER ( SU)

JOHNSON CREEK ( SU)

EAST FORK SOUTH FORK (SU)
| D s |

M DDLE FORK SALMON RI VER MAI NSTEM MOUTH TO | NDI AN CREEK ( SU)

MAI NSTEM | NDI AN TO BEAR VALLEY CREEK (SP)

MARSH CREEK AND TRI BUTARI ES ( SP)

BEAR VALLEY AND ELK CREEK (SP)

SULPHUR CREEK

UPPER LOON CREEK AND TRI BUTARI ES ( SP)

LOWER LOON CREEK (BELOW TM 23) (SU)

CAMAS CREEK (SP)

LOVER BI G CREEK (BELOW TM 23) (SU)

UPPER BI G CREEK AND TRI BUTARI ES ( SP)

LEMHI RI VER WATERSHED POPULATI ON ( SP)

PAHSI MERO RI VER WATERSHED POPULATI ON ( SU)

UPPER SALMON RI VER NORTH FORK SALMON RI VER ( SP)

EAST FORK, MOUTH TO HERD CREEK ( SU)

HERD CREEK AND UPPER EAST FORK ( SP)

YANKEE FORK AND TRI BUTARI ES ( SP)

VALLEY CREEK ABOVE STANLEY CREEK (SP)

LOWER VALLEY CREEK (SU)

MAI NSTEM SALMON BELOW REDFI SH LAKE CREEK (SU)

MAI NSTEM SALMON ABOVE REDFI SH LAKE CREEK ( SU)

I CLEARWATER RI VER | NOT LI STED UNDER ESA I
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C. Snake River Fall Chinook Sal nmon

1. Life Hi story Summary

Adult Snake River fall chinook sal non enter the Colunbia River
in July and mgrate into the Snake River from August through
Cct ober. Snake River fall chinook sal non spawning is
primarily limted to the Snake River bel ow Hells Canyon Dam
and the | ower reaches of the Clearwater, G and Ronde, | maha,
Sal ron, and Tucannon rivers. Fall chinook sal non generally
spawn from Oct ober through Novenber, and fry emerge from March
t hrough April. Downstream m gration generally begins wthin
several weeks of energence (Becker 1970; Allen and Meekin
1973), with juveniles rearing in backwaters and shal | ow water
areas through m d-sumer prior to snolting and m gration.

Fal | chi nook spend one to four years in the Pacific Ocean

bef ore beginning their spawning mgration. For detailed
information on the life history and stock status of Snake

Ri ver fall chinook sal non, see Waples et al. (1991b), NWFS
(1991b) and 56 FR 29542 (June 27, 1991).

2. Popul ati on Status and Trends

No reliable historic estimates of abundance are avail able for
Snake River fall chinook sal non (Bevan et al. 1994).

Esti mated returns of Snake River fall chinook sal non declined
from 72,000 annually between 1938 and 1949, to 29,000 from
1950 t hrough 1959 (Bjornn and Horner 1980, cited in Bevan et
al. 1994). Estimated returns of naturally produced adults
from 1985 through 1993 range from 114 to 742 fish (Table 6).
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Table 6. Estimates of naturally-produced adults to
Lower Granite Dam (adjusted to include
natural | y- produced adults trapped at Ice
Har bor Dam). Estimates for 1985-1993 are
from Washi ngt on Departnment of Fish and
WIldlife and Oregon Departnent of Fish and
Widlife 1994. Prelimnary estimte for 1994
from Loch (1995).

Ret urn Year Natural Adults

1985 435

1986 449

1987 252

1988 368

1989 295

1990 78

1991 318

1992 549

1993 742

1994 [ Nat ural Count Not

Avai |l abl e; Total Count =

852]

Unl ess there is information fromthe conpleted 1994 return to
indicate otherwise, it is reasonable to expect that the
returns will continue to decline in 1995. Fall chinook
returns in the Snake River systemare typically dom nated by
4-year old fish. The 1994 run was dom nated by 5-year ol ds
with relatively weak returns of 3- and 4-year old fish. The
| ow return of 3-year olds is based on a record |ow return of
2-year old fish in 1993. The |ow 4-year old return in 1994
was based on the relatively Iow 3-year old return in 1993. A
tentative forecast for 1995 suggests that the return will be
about 60% of that in 1994, or about 500 fish to the river
mout h. The expected escapenents to the Snake River would be
proportionately | ow as well.
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Speci fic projections for returns of fall chinook over the next
three to five years (1996-1998) cannot be made, but it is
possi ble to coment generally on the prospects for greater
returns. The 1991 brood is weak, based on the record | ow
return of jacks in 1993. There was certainly sufficient
escapenent in 1992 and 1993 to allow for increased returns
after 1995, but higher returns will depend largely on inproved
passage and ocean survival conditions.

NMFS finds that the |ikelihood of survival and recovery of
listed fall chinook salnon in the i mediate future is | ow
because of a conbination of factors: 1) Escapenents are well
bel ow t hreshol d I evels in nobst years since 1985 and 2) that,
even assum ng only the continuing direct and indirect effects
of the environnental baseline, and without factoring in

cunul ative effects or the likely effects of the continuing
action, escapenent will continue to be extrenely |low, at |east
t hr ough 1995.

Al t hough risks associated with small popul ation sizes are also
a general concern for Snake River fall chinook sal non, there
is currently no evidence of nultiple subpopul ati ons of
natural | y-spawni ng Snake River fall chinook sal non (Wapl es et
al. 1991b). Thus, the anticipated short-termreduction in
escapenent during the next few years would not raise mjor
genetic concerns of inbreeding, but would rai se denographic
concerns. GCenetic and denographic risks increase dramatically
as the nunmber of consecutive years of depressed popul ati ons

i ncreases.

NMFS finds that the threshold | evel recomended by the BRWG of
300 spawners annually is reasonabl e and adopts that threshold
for the portion of this jeopardy analysis applicable to Snake
Ri ver fall chinook sal non.

VI . ENVI RONMENTAL BASELI NE
A Bi ol ogi cal Consi derations

According to 50 CFR 402.02 "the environnmental baseline

i ncl udes past and present inpacts of all Federal, State, or
private actions and other human activities in the action area
t hat have al ready undergone formal or early section 7
consultations, and the inpacts of State or private actions

whi ch are contenporaneous with the consultation process." The
action area for this consultation is the mainstem Snake River
Basin (bel ow Hells Canyon Dam), and the Sal non, Grande Ronde,
Tucannon, | maha, and Cl earwater Rivers Basins (excluding the
North Fork Cl earwater River above Dworshak Dam . This
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enconpasses the current and potential range of |isted sal non
spawni ng and rearing habitat.

The sharp decline of salmon production in the action area has
resulted froma variety of activities including snal

hydr opower devel opnent, harvest, artificial propagation, and
| and managenent activities. Land managenment activities that
have contri buted to degraded habitat and increased egg-to-
smolt nmortality include water withdrawal s, unscreened water

di versions, small hydropower devel opnent, road construction,
ti mber harvest, mning, livestock grazing, outdoor recreation,
and their associated activities. 1In general, |and nanagenent
actions that disturb ground and renpove vegetation have: (1)
Reduced connectivity (i.e. the flow of energy, organisns, and
mat eri al s) between streans, riparian areas, fl oodplains, and
upl ands; (2) significantly increased watershed sedi nent
yields, leading to pool filling and elim nation of spawning
and rearing habitat; (3) reduced or elimnated in-stream
repl eni shnment of | arge woody debris that traps sedi nent,
stabilizes stream banks, and hel ps form pools; (4) reduced or
el i m nated vegetative canopy that ninimzes tenperature
fluctuations; (5) caused streans to becone straighter, w der,
and shall ower, which has the tendency to reduce spawni ng and
rearing habitat and increase tenperature fluctuations; (6)
altered peak flow volume and timng, |eading to channel
changes and potentially altered fish mgration timng; (7)
altered water tables and base flows, resulting in riparian
wet | and and stream dewatering; and (8) contributed to degraded
wat er quality by adding toxicants through m ning and pest
control (Eastside Forests Scientific Society Panel 1994,

Mcl ntosh et al. 1994; Rhodes et al. 1994; Wssmar et al.
1994).

Representati ve exanpl es of these disturbances can be found

t hr oughout the Snake River Basin. For exanple, streans in the
Upper Grande Ronde River Subbasin have been heavily degraded
by livestock grazing, road construction, tinber harvest,

m ni ng, and stream channelization on private and Federal | ands
(Anderson et al. 1992; Mlntosh et al. 1994). Ten streans
resurveyed in the Grande Ronde River Basin showed declines in
the frequency of large pools by 20 to 90% over the period
1941-1990, with a total decline of 66% (MIntosh et al. 1994).
Dom nant substrate particle size generally decreased in the
basin over the sane period of time, and | arge woody debris was
scarce in recent surveys of managed wat ersheds of the basin.
Peak flows had shifted to as much as 30 days earlier in the

spring.
Simlar kinds of habitat perturbations are wi dely distributed

t hroughout nmanaged wat ersheds in the Colunbia River Basin
(Chaprman et al. 1991; Rhodes and MCul | ough 1994). In
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general, portions of the Sal non River outside designated

wi | derness areas suffer from habitat degradation. |In the
areas of tinmber managenent, related road construction, and

m ni ng, measurable inpacts on |listed sal non habitat have
persi sted for decades in the South Fork Sal non River, Panther
Creek, and nunerous first and second order streans throughout
t he Snake River Basin.

Federal |and management policy has not prevented | oss of

sal non habitat. The principal ways in which | and managenent
policy have contributed to the decline of sal non habitat are:
(1) Overenphasis on production of non-fishery commodities,
resulting in increnmental |osses of riparian and fish habitat;
(2) failure to take a biologically conservative or

ri sk-aversive approach to planning | and managenment actions
when i nadequate i nformation exists about the relationship

bet ween | and managenent actions and fish habitat; (3) failure
to include the best available scientific information in

pl anni ng of project actions; (4) planning actions on a
site-specific basis, rather than based upon broader watershed
and river basin conditions and capabilities; and (5)
reductions in the nunber, size, and distribution of remaining
hi gh-quality habitat areas (such as roadless and mnimally
devel oped areas) that serve as biological refugia for sal non
subpopul ations (Eastside Forests Scientific Society Panel
1994; FEMAT 1993; Rhodes et al. 1994).

B. Rel ati onshi p of Past Progranmatic Managenment
Direction to Baseline Conditions

The USFS devel oped and signed the subject LRMPs prior to the
ESA listing of Snake River salnon. Managenent paraneters
contained in the LRMPs arose from an attenpt to bal ance the

i ssues, technol ogies, and scientific know edge current at the
time of LRMP signature. Scientifically-based ecosystem
concepts and aquatic strategies have evolved significantly
since that tine. Therefore, the current LRMPs do not enconpass
sal non-rel ated ESA considerations or fully endorse an
ecosystem based approach to | and managenent. The Federal | and
managenent agenci es have recogni zed these points, as evidenced
by their decision to inplenment PACFI SH and their Notices of
Intent to prepare EISs for coordi nated ecosystem managenment on
Federal |ands (February 1, 1994, 59 FR 4680; May 23, 1994, 59
FR 26624; and December 7, 1994, 59 FR 63071).

To characterize how progranmatic LRMPs relate to potenti al
effects fromsite-specific actions, it is relevant to consider
the project and watershed consultations conpleted with the
USFS si nce Snake River salnmon were listed. |In the past, ESA
sal nron consultations for these |listed species were conducted
exclusively at the site-specific |evel.
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NMFS reviewed its conpl eted Snake River Sal non consultations
on USFS site-specific actions to determ ne whet her NMFS
concurred with the effects determ nation and whet her NMFS
consultation resulted in an incidental take statenent, or
determ ned that jeopardy or adverse nodification of critical
habitat would result. This review, and the list of
consultations reviewed, are sunmarized in Tables 7, 8, and 9.
The information in these tables indicates LRMP nanagenent
direction's effectiveness of the LRWPs thenselves in

furni shing i ndependent assurance of avoiding adverse effects
to listed salnmon and critical habitat. All original LRMPs
(prior to PACFI SH nodifications) included biologically
conservative objectives and standards and guidelines to
protect riparian and aquatic areas. Riparian area objectives
extracted from LRMPs direct managers to: "maintain riparian
successi onal stages giving priority to the natural pattern of
fire and di sease-dependent stages." The objectives al so ensure
t hat "managenent decisions will be made in favor of riparian
dependent resources where conflicts exist with man's use."
Since strong direction in the LRMPs was witten before sal non
were |isted under ESA, conpl eted project and watershed
consultations should reflect this direction.

However, many of the project-scale actions that the USFS
determ ned "may affect” |isted salnmon or critical habitat have
led to formal consultation under the regulations as a result

of NMFS' identification of adverse effects. This indicates
that LRMPs provide sufficient nmanagenent latitude to allow
actions to be proposed which nay adversely affect |isted

sal non or their critical habitat. NWMS concludes that the
LRMP managenent framework has not provided sufficient guidance
to identify and avoid the proposal of projects with adverse
effects at the earliest opportunity. The lists of site-
specific actions in Tables 7, 8 and 9, which each underwent
ESA sal non consultation, were drawn from all eight National
Forests. These conpleted consultations range fromsite-
specific actions to watershed-scal e actions, involving tinber
harvest, grazing, mning, road permts, recreation, etc. They
hel p denonstrate the variety of actions authorized and tiered
to LRMPs and the wi de range of effects that are possible under
the LRMPs' unbrell a.

Tables 7, 8, and 9 sunmarize consultations between the USFS
and NMFS after three ESA decisions: listing, critical habitat
desi gnati on, and reclassification of Snake River chinook from
t hreatened to endangered, respectively. Many actions |isted
in Table 7 and ultimtely classified by the USFS as "not
likely to adversely affect,” would initially have required
formal consultation. Fornmal consultations for these actions
woul d have concluded with a no jeopardy or jeopardy

determ nation and included an incidental take statenent.
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However, because the USFS adopted NMFS' recommendati ons during
i nformal ESA consultations and revised the proposed action,
formal consultations were avoi ded!. The nunber and types of
actions where these negotiations occurred are not specified in
Tables 7, 8, and 9. However, the many actions that were found
to need nodification during informal consultation were taken
into considerati on when NMFS determ ned what revisions of
LRMPs to suggest to furnish standards and gui dance in the
LRMPs t hensel ves that would in general furnish needed
protection to the |isted species.

1 Exanples of actions that were nodified during informal consultation to

arrive at a mutually agreed upon "not likely to adversely affect”
determi nation include Scott Salvage Tinber Sale (Nez Perce NF), Silver Creek
Bridge (Sal mon NF), and Canas Creek Road Reconstruction (Challis NF).
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Tabl e 7. Sunmmary of consultations between the USFS and NVMFS prior to designation of
critical habitat, January 24, 1994.

USFS BA NMWFS Reply Consul tation
Nat i onal Forest Determ  (Agree/ (Formal / I TS or
Date and Consultation Title ination!' Disagree) I nformal) RPA?

USFS Regions 1,4, & 6

5/8/92: Snorkeling as a Fisheries Mnitoring Techni que NLAA Agr ee I nfor mal None
8/ 6/93: Pacific Yew EI S NLAA Agr ee I nfor mal None
Sawt oot h
4/23/92: Construction of Confort Station at Redfish Lake
Confort Station at Redfish Lake NLAA Agr ee I nf or mal None
8/ 13/92: Proposed Fish Weir Renovation/Rec Marsh Creek NLAA Agr ee I nf or mal None
Challis
5/21/92: Grouse Creek M ne on Snake River Spring/ Summrer
Chi nook & Snake River Sockeye Sal nbn NLAA Agr ee I nf or mal None
8/ 4/ 92: Proposed Canmas Creek Road Reconst. NLAA Agr ee I nf or mal None
8/ 7/92: Gene Moon d ai ns-Jordan Creek Patent Application
Drilling Proposal NLAA Agr ee I nf or mal None
8/18/92: Rapid River Mne Exploration, Phase One NLAA Agr ee I nf or mal None
11/15/93: Forty Buckets Placer Mne, Pre Wnter BA Not
1993 Season O osure & Erosion Control Measure NLAA Di sagr ee For mal
Subnitted
Sal non
1/ 27-93: Squaw Creek, Spring Creek, & Twin Creek
Cul vert Rehabilitation Project NLAA Agree I nf or mal None
4/ 22/ 93: Proposed Silver Creek Bridge Repl acenent NLAA Agr ee I nfor mal None
Payette
8/3/93: Amendnent to BA of Potential Effects of South
Fork Sal mon Ri ver Road | nprovenent NLAA Agr ee I nf or mal None
8/ 4/ 92: Proposed Water at the Red Ledge M ne NLAA Agr ee I nfor mal None
8/ 11/ 92: Zena Creek Sedi ment Research Project NLAA Agr ee I nfor mal None

8/ 18/ 92: Deep/ Copper Tinber Sale on Deep Creek,
of the Snake River NLAA Agree I nf or mal None

9/1/92: Walla Valla M ning, Proposed for the Maxwel |/
Calif. Creek Drainage & Lake Creek/ Secesh River Drai nage NLAA Agr ee I nfor mal None

9/17/92: Potential Effects on Snake River Spring/ Sumrer
and Fall Chinook Salmon of Constructing a Buttress to
Retain a Rock Slide Near Krassel Wrk Center, SFSR NLAA Agr ee I nf or mal None

10/ 14/ 92: Potential Effects of Vehicular Traffic Across
Buttress to Retain Rock Slide Near Krassel Wrk Center,

SFSR, on Snake River Spring/Sunmer Fall Chinook Sal non NLAA Agr ee I nfor mal None
12/ 3/92: Snow Pl owi ng the South Fork Emer gency

Sal non Ri ver Road LAA Agree For nal I TS
1/27/93: Proposed West Face Parking Area NLAA Agree I nf or mal None
4/8/93: Reconstructing, Paving, & Snowpl owi ng of

South Fork Sal mon Ri ver Road NLAA Di sagree For mal I TS
7/ 16/ 93: Payette National Livestock G azing (1993;

sone allotments through 1996) LAA Agree For nal I TS
12/ 15/ 93: South Fork Sal non Ri ver Watershed None;
M ni ng Operations NLAA 3 3 Draft RPA
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USFS BA NMFS Reply

Consul tation

Nati onal Forest Determ  (Agree/ (Formal / ITS or
Date and Consultation Title i nation' D sagree) I nformal ) RPA2
T wal | owa- Wi t man
8/7/92: Starkey Forest Study Activity NLAA Agree I nf or mal None
8/ 10/ 92: Grande Ronde River Boul der Pl acenent, Fisheries
Habi t at Enhancenent Proj ect NLAA Agree I nf or mal None
9/ 16/ 92: Mount Enmily Housel ogs Ti nmber Sale NLAA Agr ee I nf or mal None
1/11/93: Toppl e Tinber Sales: Park HFR & Cantrell NLAA Agr ee I nf or mal None
6/9/93: Wal |l owa- Whi t man Ti nber Sal es (Sheep Creek, Banty,
Tower, JC, Horn, Bugout, Prong, RD, & Johnsale Sal vage
Park HFR & Cantrell Tinber Sales NLAA Di sagr ee For mal I TS
Unatilla
7/ 21/ 93: Tucannon River Subbasin NLAA Di sagree For nal I TS
Boi se
8/ 10/ 92: Proposed Canbi or M ning Exploration NLAA Agr ee I nf or mal None
4/ 19/ 93: Teapot Fuels/WIdlife Burn Project NLAA Agr ee I nf or mal None
6/1/93: Bear Valley Cattle & Horse Allotnent & the Elk
Creek Cattle & Horse Allotnment 1993 Annual Mgt Pl ans NLAA Di sagr ee For nal I TS
7/ 28/ 93: Bear Valley Basin Sal vage Ti nber Harvest-
Cache Creek Tinber Sale NLAA Di sagree For nal I TS
10/5/93: Annual Operating Plans for Sand Creek & Hanson
Hanson Creek Cattle & Horse Allotnents NLAA Di sagr ee For nal I TS
Nez Perce
6/ 30/ 92: Snake River Chinook Salnon MIlion Dollar Placer
Mne - US. Cold Lease NLAA Agree I nf or mal None
7/7/93: Scott Salvage Tinber Sale NLAA Agree I nf or mal None
9/ 7/93: Selway Sal vage Ti nber Sale NLAA Agree I nf or mal None
10/ 1/93: Actions on Main Salnon River Tributaries (NW NLAA Agree I nf or mal None

1 NLAA--Not Likely to Adversely Affect
LAA--Likely to Adversely Affect

2 RPA--Reasonabl e and Prudent Alternatives
I TS--1ncidental Take Statenent

3 19 of 20 Projects Agree; 1 disagree/19 Informal; 1 formal

46



Table 8. Summary of consultations between USFS and NMFS
foll ow ng designation of critical habitat January

24, 1994.
T USFS BA NMFS Reply  Consul tation
Nat i onal Forest Determ  (Agree/ (Formal / I TS or
Date and Consultation Title inati on' Di sagree) I nformal) RPA?
Regi on 6
3/9/94: Tinber Sale "Screens"
For N ne East-Side National Forests in OR & WA NLAA Agr ee I nfor mal None
Sawt oot h
5/6/94: Stanley Basin Cattle & Horse All ot nent I TS;
Managenent Pl an NLAA Di sagree For mal
Lawsui t
Pendi ng
Sal non
3/31/94: Beartrack Mne (Cobalt RD.) NLAA Di sagree For nal I TS,
Lawsui t
Pendi ng
5/13/94: Lower Sal non River Watershed NLAA Di sagr ee For mal I TS
Payette

4/1/94: Managi ng the Payette National Forest Tinber Sales
in the Main Sal mon River Tributaries on Snake River

Spri ng/ Sumrer Chi nook Sal non NLAA Agree I nf or mal None
5/6/94: Soul en Livestock Grazing Allotnents NLAA Agree I nf or mal None
Nez Perce
3/29/94: Castle Creek Reclamation NLAA Agr ee I nf or mal None
6/ 16/ 94: Sal non River Seed Orchard Devel opnent NLAA Agr ee I nf or mal None
Cl earwat er
6/ 7/94: Proposed Activities in the Lochsa River No Eff. BA Not
Section 7 Analysis Area & NLAA Disagree For mal
Subnitted

1 NLAA--Not Likely to Adversely Affect

2 RPA--Reasonabl e and Prudent Alternatives
LAA--Likely to Adversely Affect
I TS--1ncidental Take Statenent
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Tabl e 9. Sunmary of consultations between the USFS and

NMFS foll ow ng the August
reclassificati on of Snake Ri ver

19,

1994,

fromthreatened to endangered speci es.

chi nook sal non

USFS BA NVFS Reply

Consul tation

Nati onal Forest Determ  (Agree/ (Formal / I TS or
Date and Consultation Title ination® Disagree) I nformal) RPA?
" sawtooth
8/ 94: Recreational Floatboating on Main Sal non River
Arendnent s LAA Agree For nal I TS
Challis
10/ 31/94: Jordan Creek Stream Al teration/ Gouse Creek Emer gency Awai t
M ne Proj ect LAA Agree For nal Fi nal
BA
Sal non
8/ 19/ 94: Panther Creek Dr af t
Wat er shed NLAA Di sagr ee For nal RPA
Payette
12/15/93: South Fork Sal non River Watershed Dr af t
M ni ng Operations NLAA 3 For mal RPA
Nez Perce
8/19/94: Main Sal non River I TS
Tributaries (NE) NLAA Di sagree For nal
Requi r ed

1

2

3

NLAA- - Not Likely to Adversely Affect
LAA--Likely to Adversely Affect

RPA- - Reasonabl e and Prudent Alternatives
I TS-- I ncidental Take Statenent

1 of 20 Actions Disagree
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New direction was issued by John Lowe, Regional Forester for
USFS Region 6, in a Decenber 30, 1993, letter to Snake River
Basi n Forest Supervisors and Deputy Regi onal Foresters (M.
Lowe signed for USFS Regions 1 and 4, as well as 6). The

|l etter directed managers to use the science behind the draft
EI' S for managenent of Federal |ands in the range of the
northern spotted owl and in an Executive Summary of the (then)
draft PACFI SH strategy, unless the National Forests had site-
specific data to denonstrate alternative neasures that

af forded sufficient protection for streanside areas and |isted
sal non popul ati ons.

| rpl enent ati on of the Regional Forester's directive should
have resulted in inproved, consistent |evels of fishery
resource protection. However, results were variable as
illustrated in the follow ng exanples. These cases: (1)
illustrate that conflicting resource uses within riparian
areas are not always resolved in favor of riparian-dependent
resources, and (2) denmonstrate that programmati c nmanagenent
framewor ks are often broad enough that they do not foreclose
site-specific departures fromthe intended course of fishery
resource protection.

In the first exanple, the Nez Perce NF did not apply
sufficient riparian protection to streans within the Min
Sal nron River and Northeast Tributaries. Regional and
Nati onal Forest managers were initially not aware of the
Decenmber 30, 1993, direction. When nade aware at

i nt eragency neetings, nanagers maintai ned a course of
direction that would have |l ed to adverse effects on
listed species if an Opinion had not been issued (August
19, 1994, Bi ol ogical Opinion).

In a second exanpl e, managers of the Payette NF were
aware of the Decenmber 30, 1993, direction yet submtted
the Brush Mountain Tinmber Sale (Little Sal non River

Wat ershed BA) for a section 7 consultation with
insufficient riparian protection. NWMS returned the BA
to the Payette NF so the action could be nodified to
adhere with the direction set forth in the Decenber 30,
1993, letter.

In these cases, their was failure to apply programmtic
direction consistently with the intent of protecting fish
habi t at .

Since the Regional Forester's letter, additional devel opnents
have occurred that anplify concern and the need for increased
protection for the declining popul ations of Snake River sal non
and their habitat. These devel opnents include designation of
critical habitat effective on January 27, 1994, and the
interimenergency reclassification of Snake River
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spri ng/ sumrer chinook sal non and Snake River fall chinook
sal mon fromthreatened to endangered on August 18, 1994
(proposed rule to permanently reclassify Snake River sal non
was published on Decenber 28, 1994). However, watershed BAs
and their site-specific actions are still being devel oped
usi ng outdated managenent direction contained in the LRWPs.
Prior site-specific consultations have nmade clear that site-
specific actions that are consistent with the existing plans
may | ead to adverse effects on the listed salnon and their
critical habitat. This information is displayed in Table 7
and further illustrated in Tables 8 and 9 by effects that
occurred after critical habitat was designated and Snake River
chi nook were reclassified fromthreatened to endangered.

VI, EFFECTS OF THE CONTI NUI NG ACTI ON: LAND AND RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT DI RECTI ONS
A. Determ nation Standard for Effects of Proposed
Di rection

LRMPs present a special case for analyzing the effects of
actions because in order to carry out activities in the
forests covered by the plans, the USFS has to conduct

addi tional |ayers of environmental review to neet NFMA, NEPA,
and ESA requirenents. Even though LRWMPs set inportant
paranmeters for the authorization of specific projects, with
sone exceptions (e.g., sone mnes), LRWSs typically do not
provide the final authorization for project inplenentation.
Therefore, this Opinion's analysis of on-the-ground effects
considers the potential effects of site-specific activities
that may be taken consistent with the plans. Although
project-scale actions will still be subject to section 7
consultation, NMFS finds that it is appropriate to consider
the efficacy of LRWP direction to mnimze and avoi d adverse
effects at the earliest project planning |evel.

B. Potential Effects to the Listed Species of Project
Level Actions Likely to Follow From LRMP Direction

As previously stated, the LRMPs under consultation were

devel oped before Snake River salnmon were |isted under the ESA.
Consequently, the biological requirenmnents of endangered sal non
popul ati ons were not always taken into account in the
paranmeters set by the LRMPs. As discussed under

"Envi ronnental Baseline," the past application of LRW

st andards and gui del i nes, goals and objectives, and goods and
services, in connection with site-specific actions, has not
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prevented the decline of |isted Snake River sal nmon and the
degradation of their designated critical habitat. Generally,
adverse effects on listed salnon and their habitat result from
t he aggregati on of inpacts which occur at the site-specific

| evel .

Based on NMFS' experience to date, the range of potenti al
effects fromprojects within the parameters set out in an LRWP
depends to a | arge extent, on individual Forest managers'
interpretation of those paraneters.

Managenent of forests to maxim ze the production of goods and
services would contribute to further degradation of habitat
and continued decline in egg-to-snmolt survival. The

accurmul ation of effects at the | andscape | evel from nunerous
actions, in the event they are not fully arrested at the
project specific level, would reduce the |ikelihood of both
survival and recovery of the species. On the other hand,
managenment of forests for the benefit of |isted sal non,
enphasi zi ng protection of aquatic and riparian areas, with

| andscape-scal e strategies for protecting the best remaining
habi tat and restoring sal vageabl e habitat, could allow for the
sal non' s survival and increasing prospects for recovery
derived frominprovements to their critical habitat.

NMFS finds that consultation on the site-specific |evel of
forest managenent activities is enhanced when there has been
an opportunity to consider the full range of effects, or to
achi eve increased survival and recovery of listed sal non, at
t he species-level under an ecosystem based strategy.

Consi deration of the needs of listed salnon is inportant at
both I evels of forest activity decision making. LRMPs set
goal s, allocations, and expectations for goods and services,
but do not directly require specific actions. However,
expectations for goods and services in the existing LRMPS may
not be realistic and may create conflicts until the needs of
listed salnmon are fully considered.

Advances in science and changes in issue enphasis have
surfaced since the subject LRWMPs were prepared. The current
state of scientific analysis has a strong focus on ecosystem
managenent, bi ol ogical diversity, old growth trees, and
aquatic resource conservation. State-of-the-art ecosystem
managenent strategi es at watershed- and | andscape-scal es are
rapidly replacing traditional |and management concepts which
formed the basis for standards and gui delines and resource
allocations in the subject LRWMPs. These new strategies my
provide a scientifically-based process for addressing
incremental effects across the | andscape. These strategies
include: Eastside Forests Scientific Society Panel (1994) in
an assessnment of eastside forests; Thomas et al. (1993) in a
Scientific Advisory Team s (SAT) review of westside forests;
the President's Forest Plan (FEMAT 1993); and Frissell et al.
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(1993) in an Integrated, Biophysical Strategy for Ecol ogi cal
Restoration of Large Watersheds; and PACFI SH (USDA and USDI
1994) .

Even t hough PACFI SH substantially inmproves many of the
standards and guidelines in the LRMPs, a conprehensive,

| andscape-scal e conservation strategy is still |acking. The
LRMPs, as anended by PACFI SH, do not address how to: provide
for a network of well-distributed watersheds contai ning high
quality spawning and rearing and readily restorable habitats,
reduce risk to these habitats, prioritize restoration, plan
activities and conservation strategies after |andscape-scale
anal ysi s, conduct inplenmentation nonitoring and begin
gathering data for effectiveness and validation nonitoring.

The LRMPs al so do not integrate or adjust the production of
goods and services to conport with the needs of endangered
sal mon. NMFS believes that there is tension between LRWP
direction that enphasi zes producti on of goods and services,
and LRMP direction that requires avoi dance of adverse effects
t o anadronous sal nonids and their habitat. NMS finds that
this tension fromthese internal inconsistencies places the
particul ar national forest project-level managers in the
position of reconciling conflicting programmatic direction.
NMFS is concerned that relying upon such reconciliation at the
proj ect managenent level will lead to inconsistent and

i nadequat e proposal s across the salnon's habitat that will be
ti me-consumng to address in project-specific consultations.

NMFS antici pates that the geographically specific EISs w |
propose alternative approaches to assure that goals for
producti on of goods and services are reconciled with the needs
of endangered salnmon. In the interim while these EISs are
bei ng prepared, | andscape-scale attributes of the Snake River
sal nons' unique life history and subpopul ati on nust be

consi dered and provided for in the upcom ng site-specific
consul tations.

LRMP st andards and gui delines evaluated in this consultation
pertain to: achieving riparian managenent objectives (RM3s);
instream structures; water conveyances; hydrol ogic regines;
road buil ding outside RHCAs; road maintenance; silvicultural
treatments within riparian habitat conservation areas (RHCAS);
equi val ent clearcut areas; fire suppression; mning;, range
managenent; recreation; nonitoring; and other managed ani mal s.
St andards and guidelines in LRWPs for these managenent
categories are manifested in site-specific actions where

i ncremental adverse effects to |listed salnmon and their
designated critical habitat may continue to result.
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The potential on-the-ground effects to |listed species and
critical habitat that could accrue through adherence to

st andards and gui del i nes provided by LRWPs as anended by
PACFI SH, if production of goods and services are not bal anced
across the | andscape with the needs of endangered sal non, are
di scussed in detail bel ow

1. Fish Habitat and Water Quality

The LRMPs provide a managenment framework pertaining
specifically to actions which affect fish habitat and water
quality. The recent PACFI SH EA/ FONSI has anended t hat
framework. Conflict between resource protection and outputs
may continue even after adjustnments required by PACFI SH, if
ot her resource areas are not adjusted to reflect requirenments
of anadromous fish. The potential effects of RMOs, use of

i nstream structures, and oversi ght of water conveyance as
established by the interimPACFI SH strategy are presented in
this section.

a. Ri pari an Managenment Obj ectives

The unanmended LRMPs established general goals to provide for
mai ntai ning or inproving riparian-dependent resources
including fish, water, vegetation, soil, and wildlife.

However, none of the LRMPs |isted quantitative RMOs. The
RMOs, as established in the anended Final PACFI SH EA/ FONSI and
NMFS Opini on, provide a consistent set of interimtargets for

ri parian areas and fish habitat. |In managed wat er sheds, where
current habitat conditions are worse than the RMOs, the
interimPACFI SH strategy may result in some inprovenent. It

is inmportant to note that even the unanmended LRMPs afforded
ri pari an areas consi derable protection, yet degradation of

t hese areas has continued. For instance, the unanmended LRMPs
cal l ed upon managers to err in favor of riparian resources
when conflicts existed. In NMFS opinion, it is clear that
this direction has not always been foll owed.

The PACFI SH strategy adds new conservation goals for
anadronmous fish habitat, but does not relieve Forest managers
from meeting other resource allocation targets. NWS
identified several areas of concern with RMOs, as established
by PACFI SH. These were: (1) no decision framework was

provi ded for | and managers to decide which actions will retard
or prevent attainment of RMOs; (2) no tinmeframe for attainnent
of the RMOs; (3) data requirenments were not described for
determ ni ng whether RMOs are net; (4) no direct guidance to
prevent degradation of areas that currently surpass the RMOs;
(5) the PACFI SH strategy allows RMOs and RHCAs to be adjusted
based on site-specific, rather than watershed anal ysis; and
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(6) the PACFI SH strategy does not provide clear guidance for
areas where existing data (prior to watershed anal ysis)

i ndi cates that watershed or stream reach habitat capabilities
surpass the RMOs.

b. | nstream Structures as Related to Wat ershed
Rest orati on

The amended LRMPs contain no specific guidance on instream
structures; however, they do provide managenent direction
regarding fish habitat enhancenment in which instream
structures are commonly used. O ten instream structures are
i ntended as site-specific inprovenent actions.

Wat er shed restoration progranms either can be part of a
wat er shed anal ysis or devel oped individually. |Inportant

el ements of restoration in the Snake River Basin include: (1)
control and prevent road-related runoff and sedi ment
production; (2) inprove and restore the condition and
conplexity of riparian vegetation; (3) inprove habitat
structure in stream channels; and (4) renpove water
tenperature, water quality, and physical bl ockages to passage
of adults and juvenile sal non.

In the past 10 years, large instream habitat nodification
prograns have been undertaken on Federal |ands. Many instream
projects proceeded with inadequate planning and pre- and
post - proj ect evaluation. Consequently, instream structures
have been recently criticized (Beschta et al. 1991; Frissel

and Nawa 1992). Beschta et al. (1991) were also critical of
instream structures in the Grande Ronde and John Day Rivers in
eastern Oregon because too little attention was paid to
correcting sources of habitat damage.

| nstream structures are typically a small, but sonetines an
integral part of a watershed restoration program whose goal is
to restore anadronmous fish habitat, riparian habitat, and
water quality. Incorporating instreamstructures into a

br oader wat ershed approach will broaden the focus to include
causes of degradation and alternatives to avoid the
continuation of those problens. |nstream neasures are

i nherently short-term and nust be acconpani ed by

wat er shed-wi de restoration and protection to achieve |long-term
restoration. Short-term solutions, while not conplete, nmay
be, in unusual circumstances, a necessary part of a programto
recover fish stocks while long-termrestoration measures have
time to becone effective. The use of instream structures
cannot, however, be viewed as a substitute for habitat
protection (Reeves et al. 1991).
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C. Wat er Conveyances

Each LRMP cont ai ned managenent direction for the protection of
instream fl ows through an anal ysis of proposed water uses,

di version, and transm ssion (conveyance) applications. Water
users are required to obtain special use permts fromthe USFS
to convey water across Federal forest |land. PACFISH provided
sone interimdirection on the issuance of |eases, permts,

ri ghts-of-way, and easenents.

Water withdrawal and conveyance can kill and injure listed
sal non and adversely nodify their designated critical habitat.
Juveni l e chinook sal non can be killed by getting sucked into
unscreened water intakes or stranded in water diversion
canals. These canals can attract juvenile chinook sal non by
provi ding spring and early sunmer rearing habitat. When
summer | ow stream fl ows occur and high water use begins, nany
of these water canals dry up. This results in juvenile fish
bei ng trapped in pools where they nmay eventual ly die.

Di versions may al so cause thermal bl ockages to adult sal non
returning to spawn dewatering natal spawni ng streans.

M gration of adult chinook salnmon to their natal streans can
be physically bl ocked by in-stream water diversion berns and
| ow wat er | evel s caused by excessive water withdrawal.

2. Road Managenent Direction

[ Road construction has been a primary cause of sal nonid
habitat decline (Everett et al. 1994; Wssmar et al. 1994).]
Each LRMP presented general managenment direction regarding
road construction, reconstruction, and mai ntenance. PACFI SH

i nproves LRMP direction by requiring watershed anal ysis prior
to construction of new roads or |andings in RHCAs? requiring
that fish passage be provided and mai ntained at all road
crossings, and requiring practices that m nim ze sedi nent
delivery to streams fromroad surfaces. Construction of roads
in RHCAs coul d have long-terminpacts or irreversible effects
on listed salnon or their critical habitat. Therefore,
results of watershed anal ysis nmust be carefully considered to
ensure that roads are designed to be within the boundaries of
a watershed's capabilities. The LRWPs, as anended by PACFI SH,
do not revise direction for road building outside RHCAs

(al though PACFI SH does apply to any action outside RHCAs if
Forest managers decide the action will degrade the RHCA)

2 PACFISH al | ows RHCAs to be adjusted in size prior to watershed anal ysis.
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a. Road Buil di ng Qutside Riparian Habitat
Conservati on Areas

I n general, roads have been a primary source of sedi nment

i npacts in devel oped wat ersheds (Everett et al. 1994; Rhodes
et al. 1994; Wssmar et al. 1994). Furniss et al. (1991)
stated that "Roads may have unavoi dable harnful effects on
streans, no matter how well they are |ocated, designed or

mai ntai ned... Roads nmodify natural hill sl ope networks and
accel erate erosion processes. These changes can alter

physi cal processes in streans, |eading to changes in stream
fl ow regi nes, sedinment transport and storage, channel bank and
bed configurations, substrate conposition, and stability of
sl opes adj acent to streans. These changes can have
significant biological consequences that affect virtually all
conponents of stream ecosystens."”

Studies in Idaho indicate that, w thout exception, road
construction accel erates surface erosion rates conpared to
undi sturbed conditions (Megahan 1987). According to these
studi es, sedinentation increases greatly during and after road
construction, and then decreases rapidly. However, surface
erosion rates and sedi mentation generally continue to exceed
undi st ur bed conditions.

Fi ne sedi nent degrades sal nonid spawni ng and rearing habitat
(Chapman and McLeod 1987; Bjornn and Reiser 1991). Fine

sedi ment deposition in streamgravel and in pools inpairs

chi nook sal non spawni ng, rearing, and over-w ntering habitat
(Chapman and McLeod 1987). Specifically, high sedinent |evels
can inpair chinook sal non spawni ng, rearing, and over-

wi ntering habitat by:

1) trappi ng chinook salnon fry in redds when they are
attenpting to energe;

2) depl eting intergravel oxygen levels in redds,
snmot heri ng sal non eggs contai ned within,;

3) limting aquatic invertebrate popul ati ons used as a
food source by rearing juvenile chinook sal non;

4) filling and thereby reducing the nunber of |arge
pools which serve as primary feeding and resting
areas for juvenile chinook sal non; and

5) filling interstitial spaces that serve as over-
wi ntering habitat for juvenile chinook sal non.

Cobbl e enbeddedness provides a neasure of sal nonid over-

wi ntering habitat quality (Chapman and McLeod 1987). Sedi nent
| oadi ng i ncreases cobbl e enbeddedness over natural |evels,
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t hereby negatively affecting chinook sal non over-w ntering
habitat. |Increased cobbl e enbeddedness is an indication that
sediment loading is contributing to decreased egg-to-fry
survival in chinook sal mon redds (Chapman and McLeod 1987).

Fi ne sedi ment deposited in a streamis directly related to
chi nook sal non egg-to-fry survival. As fine sedinent

i ncreases above approximately 19% chi nook sal non egg-to-fry
survival starts to decline (Stowell et al. 1983). As fine
sedi ment reaches 30% egg-to-fry survival declines rapidly
(Tappel and Bjornn 1983; Chapman and McLeod 1987; Burton et
al. 1993). As sedinent beconmes deposited in interstitial
spaces, rearing habitat for juvenile salnonids is also
reduced.

Additionally, streamturbidity can be a problem for sal nonids.
M grating sal nonids avoid waters with high silt | oads and,
often, cease m gration when such | oads are unavoi dabl e
(Cordone and Kelley 1961). Newly energed fry are nore
sensitive to turbidity than are older fish. Sal non and

st eel head, Onchorynchus nyki ss, juveniles exhibit reduced
growt h and em grate sooner from streanms containing turbidity
in the range of 25-50 nephelonetric turbidity units (Sigler et
al . 1984).

b. Road Devel opnents in Watersheds with Hi gh
Qual ity Habit at

W | der ness, roadless, and |l arge bl ocks of primtive | ands
contain nost of the best available remaining habitat for

chi nook sal non spawni ng and rearing (Thomas et al. 1993;
East si de Forests Scientific Society Panel 1994; Rhodes et al.
1994). For exanple, in inpacted portions of Bear Valley
Creek, Idaho, chinook sal mon popul ati ons have decli ned
conpared to uni npacted M ddle Fork Sal non River tributaries
(Rich et al. 1992). Simlar conparisons were nmade in coast al
Oregon, Washington, and California (FEMAT 1993) where
primtive areas were shown to retain the best habitat and
strongest fish popul ations. Eastside streans inpacted by

| oggi ng, grazing, and nmining have | ost 50 to 75% of their

| arge pools since the 1940s, while the nunber and quality of

| arge pools in conparable streans in | ess-devel oped

(wi I derness or primtive) areas has changed little (Sedell and
Everest 1991; Mintosh et al. 1994). These | arge pools serve
as i nmportant holding areas for adult chinook sal non and
rearing areas for juvenile chinook sal non.

Many roadl ess areas are steep, unstable, high elevation | ands
where road construction is likely to increase nmass failure
rates, erosion, and sedi nent yield, thereby degradi ng sone of
the best habitat remaining for salnmon. These areas al so
noderate flow regi nes and deliver high quality, |ow
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t enperature water and organic and inorganic materials at
natural rates to downstream habitats. Many of these

undevel oped areas now serve as habitat and species stronghol ds
from whi ch chinook sal non could re-col onize other areas as
habitats recover. A map denoting those undevel oped areas and
the location of |listed salnon (presently and historically) is
unavail able. Such information is necessary to ensure that
good habitat is maintained and poor habitat is restored, until
nore conprehensive strategies are avail abl e.

In parts of the Snake River Basin, roadl ess regions are
extrenely fragnented, often relatively small, and nobst are not
directly protected fromroad construction and subsequent

ti mber harvest, even in steep areas. For exanple, in four
eastsi de National Forests including the Umtilla and Wl | owa
Whi t man consi dered by the Eastside Scientific Society Panel
(1993), only 10% of roadl ess regi ons on sl opes >60% are
protected; only 15% of roadl ess areas on sl opes of 30-60% are
protected. Protection of roadl ess regions smaller than the
5000 acre size included in the RARE (Roadl ess Area Revi ew and
Evaluation) Il inventory may be inportant for maintenance of
sal nron spawni ng and habitat support functions because they
constitute a significant percentage of remaining roadless
patches (Eastside Scientific Society Panel 1993), and because
only a small percentage of RARE Il roadl ess areas are
protected. For exanple, in the Wallowa-Witmn NF, 39% of 41
remai ni ng roadl ess patches are <5000 acres in size, and only

15% of | ate successional/old growh forest in RARE Il areas
was protected adm nistratively or in wlderness (data on other
forest types in RARE Il areas was not provided). In the

Umtilla NF, 32% of 19 renmining roadl ess patches are <5000
acres in size, and only 35% of |ate successional/old growth
forest in RARE Il areas was protected adm nistratively or in
wi | der ness.

C. Road Mai nt enance

The LRMPs as anended by PACFI SH provi de standards and

gui delines for road mai ntenance. The primary goal is to
mtigate sedi ment production to a | evel that would neet or
exceed state water quality standards.

Severe erosion is alnost inevitable if roads are not regularly
mai nt ai ned, and thus regular maintenance is a high priority.
Some short-termincrease in sedinment transport may result from
gradi ng of road surfaces or installation of inproved drainage
structures. Snowpl owi ng nethods that cast snow onto unstable
fill-slopes and road shoul ders may result in increased slope
erosion or slunping. Wth a snow shoul der at roadside, rain
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can accunul ate along the road and cause rilling of road
surfaces. Traffic on a rain soaked or recently thawed road
can contribute to surface rutting and erosion. However,
failure to properly maintain road drai nage can result in nmuch
| arger sedi ment inputs to streamns.

Because of the potential for short-term adverse effects from
such earthwork and related activities, proposed road
obliteration projects nust be neticulously inplenmented to

m nimze adverse effects. NWS believes that nost road

mai nt enance and obliteration, where carefully inplenented, is
not likely to result in adverse effects to listed sal non or
their habitat. This belief is based on the recognition that
mai nt enance and obliteration of roads are generally necessary
and beneficial for |ong-term nmaintenance and restoration of
stream habitat (Furniss et al. 1991).

3. Ti rber Managenent Direction

LRMPs provide tinber managenent paraneters regarding
silviculture and vegetation treatnment, establishment of

al l owabl e sale quantities (ASQ, and fire managenent. PACFI SH
removes RHCAs from the base for schedul ed tinber harvest. It
al so requires watershed analysis prior to salvage logging in
RHCAs and only allows salvage in RHCAs if it does not retard
or prevent attainnment of RMOs and does not result in adverse
effects to listed species and critical habitat. However,
RHCAs can be adjusted on a site-specific basis or follow ng
wat er shed anal ysis. PACFISH al so provides interimdirection
on silvicultural practices within RHCAs and harvest follow ng
cat astrophic events.

Presunmabl y, watershed anal ysis should provide technical
information to assure that adverse effects due to tinber
managenent in RHCAs are avoi ded. However, the renoval of
vegetation from stream banks, riparian areas and adjacent

sl opes (as could occur follow ng adjustnment of RHCAs based on
a site-specific analysis) could affect stream habitats and
their biota in a nunmber of ways (Chanberlin et al. 1991).
Renmoval of vegetation that contributes shade during summer
coul d cause hi gher stream tenperatures and increased diurnal
tenperature vari ation. Canopy reductions can reduce w nter
wat er tenperatures by increasing heat | oss via evaporation,
convection, and |ong-wave radiation. This can slow sal non egg
devel opnent and increase instreamice devel opnent,
destabilizing stream banks (Beschta et al. 1987; Chamberlin et
al . 1991).

Loggi ng within RHCAs could reduce inputs of large fallen wood
into stream channels and onto adjacent banks. Large pieces of
wood stabilize stream banks and adjacent hill slopes, capture
and store fine sedinent, and increase the volune (Carlson et
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al. 1990) and diversity of pool habitat that is crucial to
survival of juvenile salnonids (Bisson et al. 1987; Hicks et
al . 1991).

Loggi ng and subsequent prescribed burning activities also can
i ncrease soil exposure, runoff, and surface erosion (reviewed
by Chamberlin et al. 1991). Logging increases the risk of
surface erosion and mass soil novenent due to | ower
evapotranspiration, higher water yield, and increased stream
flow (Heede 1991; Chanberlin et al. 1991).

The potential influence of LRMP managenent direction on
silviculture and vegetation treatnment, logging in RHCAs after
catastrophic events, the use of equivalent clearcut acres, and
fire suppression are discussed bel ow.

a. Silviculture and Vegetation Treatnent

The LRMPs as anmended by PACFI SH provide for silvicultural
treatments and sal vage logging only if those actions would not
retard or prevent attainnment of the RMOs or adversely affect
listed salnmon or critical habitat. A set of specific
[imtations on silvicultural treatnents to make them
consistent with the attai nment of RMOs and avoi di ng adverse

ef fects was not established by the LRMPs and PACFI SH.

| ncreased sedi mentation and delivery of herbicide chem cals
into anadronous fish streans are exanples of adverse effects
to |listed species that could result fromthese projects if not
conducted with the utnost care, based on the best avail able

i nformation, such as that provided through watershed anal ysis.

Certain silvicultural treatments could have potenti al

| ong-term benefits in restoring habitat functions of RHCAs.
Possi bl e beneficial silvicultural treatments include planting
to stabilize soil, underplanting to establish native tree
species, introduction of prescribed fire and, in sone

i nstances, thinning of overdense stands to encourage tree
growmh. As long as these activities are conducted with

non- mechani cal nmethods and all trees are left on site, habitat
benefits m ght be realized fromthese activities.

Experts di sagree on whether silvicultural treatnents can be
justified in RHCAs, given the |lack of data on their effects on
sal non habitat. Sonme silviculturists point out several
possi bl e benefits for vegetative manipulation in sonme riparian
areas. Others, however, argue that insufficient data exist to
warrant the use of silvicultural treatnents in riparian areas
with |isted species. Silvicultural approaches that involve
renoval of vegetation have a high risk of causing adverse
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effects to salnon habitat, have low reversibility, and their
effectiveness is speculative (Rhodes et al. 1994). Wth the
i nformati on base from watershed anal ysis, |and managers woul d
be better equi pped to assess whether active managenent is
needed in RHCAs of eastside watersheds.

b. Logging in Riparian Habitat Conservation
Areas Fol |l owi ng Unpl anned ( Catastrophic)
Event s

Cat astrophic events are part of the natural disturbance regine
whi ch hel ps maintain diversity of eastside ecosystens (Everett
et al. 1994). Such events are often caused by w ldfire,
insect-related nortality, and di sease. Research on effects of
fire shows that riparian areas are the first to recover from
catastrophic events and nmay actually benefit from being

bur ned.

Sal vage | oggi ng can potentially damage critical habitat of
|isted species and retard the attai nment of RMOs. Sal vage
logging in riparian areas after fire should usually be avoi ded
because the areas are then extrenely fragile and cannot

wi t hstand roadi ng, yarding, and other salvage activities.
Furthernmore, wildfire-damged trees may enhance or accel erate
| arge woody debris recruitnment potential and rates. WIldfire
dramatically increases runoff and fine sedinent while
decreasi ng shading and cover from undercut banks and woody
vegetation (Mnshall et al. 1989; Mnshall et al. 1990;

M nshal | and Brock 1991). Sal vage | oggi ng can exacerbate

t hese i npacts.

Sal vage | oggi ng presents several potential problenms because of
soi |l disturbance and sedi nent generated during road
construction, yarding, and trucking (Chanberlin et al. 1991).
Soil can be disturbed and conpacted by | ogging equi pnent or by
| ogs bei ng dragged over the ground (Everest et al. 1987).
Infiltration capacity of soils is then reduced, and water runs
of f rather than through the soil, increasing sedinent
transport. Skid trails and | andings can trigger increased
mass wasting and sedi ment delivery to streans.

Besi des these potential problenms with sedi nent production,

sal vage | ogging can also retard attai nnent of RMOs by renpving
trees that are sources of |arge woody debris for the stream
Large woody debris plays inportant roles in creating fish

habi tat by providing cover, retaining spawning gravel, formng
pools, retaining organic detritus, and slow ng the novenent of
sedi ment to downstream reaches (Bisson et al. 1987) especially
following wildfires. |In eastside ecosystens, new debris
principally enters the streamin pulses after fire, rather
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t han by sl ow continuous recruitnment (Mnshall et al. 1990).
Cutting and renoving trees fromthe RHCA could | eave fewer
trees to replace the streami s debris as it is depleted by
decay, fragnmentation, and transport.

New sources of |arge woody debris are critical to the strean s
recovery after fire. After fire, existing woody debris in the
stream channel is often renoved by high stream di scharge and
exported downstream or deposited along the floodplain
(Mnshall et al. 1990). Beginning after about two years, new
woody debris gradually begins to accunulate in stream channel s
fromthe undercutting and bl omdown of fire-killed trees

(M nshall et al. 1990). This large debris serves as

accurmul ation points for sticks and fine detritus, fornms pool
habitat, and creates new storage sites for sedinent.

Large woody debris fromfire-killed trees has inportant roles
in sediment routing, not only in streams, but also on
hillslopes (WIlford 1984). As the fire-killed trees fall or
bl ow down across the slope, they form cross-sl ope
obstructions. Sedinents and small debris from upsl ope mass
nmovenents are deposited behind these obstructions, formng a
series of terraces which delay the delivery of sedinents to
stream channels. Salvage of fire-killed trees could reduce
the formati on of these beneficial sedinent-storage el enents on
hillslopes, resulting in gully erosion and transport of
previously stored sedinents into stream channel s.

Al t hough sal vage | oggi ng can have adverse effects on stream
ecosystens, it mght be warranted in sonme situations. Effects
of wildfire and insect outbreaks under current eastside
conditions can be nore severe than in natural |andscapes
because of years of fire suppression (Arno and Otnmar 1994;
Mason and W ckman 1994). Therefore, sonme managenent
activities, including salvage | ogging, mght help to ease the
transition to a nmore natural disturbance reginme (S. Chan,

pers. comm).

Sal vage of insect-killed trees in riparian areas has been
attenmpted in sonme situations to protect integrity of riparian
vegetation fromfurther insect damage (Daterman 1994).

Renoval of infested trees from RHCAs, however, woul d probably
be unsuccessful in stopping insect danmage because: 1) not al
infested trees can be found and renoved; 2) infested trees are
usually renmoved after the beetles have energed in spring; and
3) pest nmanagenent on a "stand level"” is ineffective because
of the beetle's strong flight capability (Daterman 1994). To
i nprove success in controlling insect epidemcs, a pest
managenent plan for the ecosystem nust be inplenmented on a

| andscape scal e (Daternman 1994).
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Sal vage to reduce fuel | oads m ght be justified in some
situations. Fish may be killed when riparian areas al ong
smal | streanms burn in high-intensity fires (Mnshall and Brock
1991). Theoretically, salvage of a proportion of
insect-killed trees could be beneficial in reducing risk of

hi gh-intensity fires in riparian areas. However, such efforts
still must be considered experinmental due to a |lack of data

i ndi cati ng such actions can be conducted w thout adverse
effects to fish habitat (Rhodes et al. 1994).

Many of the potential adverse effects of sal vage | oggi ng
descri bed above vary depending on watershed conditions.
Wat er shed anal ysis could be useful in providing information on
routing of sedinent, |arge wood recruitnent, and hydrol ogy
needed to plan benign or potentially beneficial salvage

| oggi ng actions. Wthout watershed analysis, forest managers
woul d be less likely to avoid adverse effects on |isted
speci es during sal vage | oggi ng.

C. Equi val ent Cl earcut Area

Anmended LRMPs do not set a limt on tinmber harvest by
wat er shed. Allowable sale quantities are established for each
Nati onal Forest as a whole. Some LRMPs provide guidelines
regardi ng the nunber of times per decade that a given

wat ershed may be entered for the purpose of tinber harvest.

In cleared forest areas, the conbination of nore precipitation
reachi ng the ground, rain-on-snow events, and | ess
evapotranspiration of water by trees can conbine to
significantly increase soil noisture and water yield from cut
areas conpared to uncut areas (Chanmberlin et al. 1991; Hicks
et al. 1991; Satterlund and Adans 1992). G eater water inputs
from | ogged areas can conmbi ne on a watershed scale to increase
t he volune of peak flows and the frequency of channel -

nodi fying flows. These events can increase bed scour and
accel erate bank erosion, resulting in higher stream sedi nent

| oad and | ower habitat diversity (Chanmberlin et al. 1991), and
may di sturb or destroy redds (USDA 1982; Bjornn and Reiser
1991). Such problenms may manifest throughout the entire
downstream basin (Sedell and Swanson 1984). Therefore,

i ndi vi dual harvest units nust be considered in the context of
all other ongoing and prior activities in the watershed.

The concept of Equivalent Clearcut Area (ECA), which is a
measure of created forest openings, provides a nethod for
establ i shing thresholds of concern for cunul ati ve managenent
effects. Because the effect of tinber harvest, wildfire,
prescribed fire, insect kills, and other natural or
managenent - i nduced di sturbances can result in the sanme types
of cunul ative inpacts on sedi ment, streanflow, and water
tenperature, all these disturbances should be included in
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determ ning an ECA | evel. ECA can be consi dered equivalent to
the total area of young forest age classes (less than 30 years
ol d; McCammon 1993).

I n many wat ersheds, peak fl ows appear to rise in a curvilinear
fashion with increased tinber harvest (G ant 1988), rather
than failing to change until after a threshold of forest
clearing has been reached. Hydrologic inpacts may appear when
| ess than 20% of a watershed is clearcut. For exanple, peak
winter stormflows increased 13% after 19% of a coast al
British Col unbi a watershed was clear-cut (CGolding 1987).
However, related effects such as sedi ment nobilization and
channel nodification my not be evident until a threshold has
been reached (Grant 1988; Satterlund and Adanms 1992). An ECA
| evel of no nore than 15% of a watershed in young age cl asses
(defined as stands | ess than 30 years old by McCammon {1993})
shoul d confer a low risk of hydrologic effects on streans
based on the cunul ative effects procedure devel oped by
McCammon (1993) and studies reviewed by Satterlund and Adans
(1992).

d. Fire Suppression

The Final PACFI SH EA/ FONSI establishes goals for fire and
fuel s managenment to be designed to all ow achi evenent of RMOs
and mnim ze inpacts in RHCAs and streans. These general
requi rements do not provide specific direction on howto

achi eve the goals. Three primary sources of watershed

di sturbance can result fromfire suppression actions. These
sources include the use of |and-disturbing equipnment, chem cal
fire retardants and fuel, and the location of fire canps and
fire personnel relative to listed salnon and critical habitat.

Use of heavy fire suppression equi pnent such as tractors
causes vegetation and soil disturbances which can increase
sedi ment delivery to streans. Fire suppressing chem cals and
fuel s can contam nate streanms and kill salnon. All potenti al
sources of contam nation need to be identified, and specific
pl ans and nmet hods established to avoid or mnim ze the
potential for contam nation of these streanms. Location of
fire suppression crew canps, staging areas, and heliports
within RHCAs in critical habitat can create substantial ground
di sturbance which nmay affect |isted salnon and their critical
habitat. Careful rehabilitation of areas disturbed by
wildfire and fire suppression activities can mnim ze | ong-
term adverse effects to listed salnon and their critica
habi t at .
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4. M ning Direction

Al'l eight LRWPs presented managenent direction regarding

m neral exploration, extraction, and processing. The LRWPs as
anended by PACFI SH may not provide paraneters sufficient to
avoid the proposal of mning activities that are likely to
adversely affect salnmon or their critical habitat. Amended

st andards and gui del i nes address m ne reclamation requirenents
"for inmpacts that cannot be avoi ded" in RHCAs, but do not
clearly instruct managers to avoid sal non inpacts from m ni ng.
In effect, the standards and gui delines allow the proposal of
future mning activity in RHCAs so | ong as reclamati on bonds
and plans are prepared. In addition, no guidance is provided
on how forest managers shoul d deci de whet her "inpacts (from

m neral operation)...cannot be avoided,” "no alternative to
situating facilities in RHCAs exists,” and "no alternative to
| ocating mne waste...facilities in RHCAs exists." Anmendnents
to these LRWMPs can be expected to facilitate conpliance with

t he ESA.

Possi bl e effects of mning activities on fish and fish
habitats include acid m ne drainage, release of toxic netals
into streans, sedi nent production, changes in channel

nor phol ogy, changes in stream flow regi nes, and rel eases of
chem cals used in ore processing (Nelson et al. 1991). Pl acer
and | ode m ning and associ ated activities can cause many | ong-
term adverse effects to listed salnmon and their critica
habitat. These include adverse effects on surface and
subsurface water quality and quantity, and on the food base
for juvenile anadromous fish.

Recovery of a stream segnment froma major spill of toxic

chem cals used in mning would likely require a m ni num of
three years. A high potential exists that a toxic spill would
elimnate much of the aquatic life in the affected streans.

For example, if a large diesel spill does occur, it could kil
100% of the chinook sal non juveniles, adults, alevins, and
eggs for a considerable distance (several m | es) downstream of

the accident. A spill in the fall could kill all of the one
year old juveniles and zero age eggs and al evins, thus
elimnating two years of chinook sal non progeny. Spill diesel

fuel could m x wth spawni ng gravels and sand and be retained
in the stream substrate for a year or nore, and thereby
negatively affect chinook sal non eggs, alevins, and juveniles
for several years (Mol es 1980; Korn and Rice 1981; Mol es et
al . 1981).

Water quantity is sonetines affected through the redirecting
and diverting of surface and subsurface water flows, and the
elimnation of wetlands in the mning area. M ning and
associ ated activities could elimnate natural nmeadow and
ri parian wetlands within a drainage. Wetlands are inportant
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in maintaining water quality and hydrol ogic functions in
streans. Sedinents, inorganic nutrients, and organic
toxicants are renoved fromwater that flows across wetl ands.
Renmoval of sedinment prior to its reaching streanms is inportant
in maintaining the quality of spawning and rearing habitat for
Snake River spring/sumrer chinook sal non, as discussed above.
Wet | ands al so act as storage areas for water during dry
periods, thus maintaining a nore constant stream fl ow which
also is inmportant for successful sal non spawni ng and reari ng.

5. Grazing Direction

The Final PACFISH EA/FONSI alters the LRMPs by establishing
"an expectation of the characteristics of healthy, functioning
wat er sheds, riparian areas, and associated fish habitats.”
This goal is intended to supersede the previous range
managenent riparian goal found in several LRWPs which state
that "fair" ecol ogical condition (i.e., less than full

ecol ogi cal function) is adequate. PACFISH will also nmodify
the LRMPs by establishing riparian managenent objectives
(RMOs). PACFI SH standards and guidelines require that cattle
grazing actions that the USFS determnes to be "likely to
adversely affect” |isted salnon be elimnated or nodified so
that the action does not retard or prevent attainment of the
RMOs. PACFISH will not apply to other grazing actions.

The RMOs define inportant aspects of stream and streanbank
condition which need to be attained or preserved to restore or
mai ntain "good" fish habitat. However, timeframes are not
provided for the attainnent of RMOs; nor are specific grazing
st andards provided which set a course toward inprovenment of
degraded streanbanks and channels and restoration of plant
speci es conposition, density, and vigor. Lastly, it is
difficult to determ ne how RMOs can be achi eved when a
mechanismto control free-ranging cattle has not been

devel oped. Livestock managenment direction provided by the
PACFI SH- anended LRMPs is intended to avoid adverse effects
fromgrazing to listed salnon and their critical habitat.
Extensi ve effectiveness nmonitoring will be needed to ensure

t hat managenent goals are being achi eved under anended

st andards and gui del i nes.

Numer ous synposi a and publications have docunented the
detrinmental effects of livestock grazing on stream and

ri pari an habitats (Johnson et al. 1985; Menke 1977; Meehan and
Platts 1978; Cope 1979; Anerican Fisheries Society 1980;
Platts 1981; Peek and Dal ke 1982; OChmart and Anderson 1982;
Kauf f man and Krueger 1984; Clary and Webster 1989; G esswell

et al. 1989; Kinch 1989; Mnshall et al. 1989; Chaney et al.
1990.) These publications describe a series of synergistic
effects that can occur when cattle overgraze riparian areas.
Over tinme, woody and hydric herbaceous vegetation along a
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stream can be reduced or elimnated; tranpling by |ivestock
causes streanbanks to col |l apse; w thout vegetation to slow
wat er velocities, hold the soil, and retain noisture, floods
cause nore erosion of streanmbanks; the stream becones w der
and shall ower and in sone cases downcut; the water table
drops; and hydric, deeply rooted herbaceous vegetation dies
out and becones repl aced by upl and species with shall ower
roots and less ability to bind the soil.

The resulting instability in water volume, increased sumrer
wat er tenperature, | oss of pools and habitat adjacent to
streanbanks, and increased cobbl e enbeddedness adversely
affect |isted salnon and their habitat.

The only grazing strategies generally considered to have a
good chance for rehabilitating degraded streanms and ri parian
areas are light or tightly controlled uses such as winter-only
grazing or riparian pastures, and certain strategies
incorporating a full season rest (Platts 1991). O her
strategi es have proven effective in some studies; however,

nost research has taken place under experinental conditions
where fences control |ivestock distribution and vegetation
use, such circunstances are rarely avail able on open rangel and
with free ranging cattle. Relatively conservative strategies
such as rest-rotation can be inadequate if use is not

carefully regul ated between periods of rest. |In general, even
where specific grazing standards have been applied, inability
to control livestock use of National Forest rangel ands

(especially on large allotnments such as Bear Valley in Boise
NF and Morgan Creek in the Sal nmon and Challis NFs), has
resulted in substantial degradation of riparian areas.

Clary and Webster (1989) consolidated a nunmber of studies to
outline neasures needed for maintenance and restoration of
fully functioning riparian areas. They recomend resting nost
poor ecol ogical condition (percent simlarity of riparian
vegetation to the potential natural conmunity/conposition <
25% or stream bank/channel condition rating of "poor")

ri parian areas and applying "riparian grazing managenment
practices"” such as spring-only grazing and residual vegetation
requirenents to riparian areas in fair (percent simlarity of
ri pari an vegetation to the potential natural
comruni ty/ conposition 26-50% or better; and stream

bank/ channel condition rating of at |least "fair") or better
ecol ogi cal condition. They stress that even ecologically
conservative grazing systems will not succeed w thout good
range managenment such as adequate fencing, good distribution
of water and salt, and adequate riding to ensure uniform
cattle distribution. The PACFI SH-anended LRMPs do not require
i npl enment ati on of these or other range nmanagenent approaches
designed to achieve habitat restoration at rates at or near
wat er shed capability.
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The PACFI SH RMOs define inportant aspects of stream and
streanbank condition which need to be attained to restore or
mai ntai n "good" fish habitat. However, tinmefranmes are not
provi ded for the attai nnent of RMOs; nor are specific grazing
st andards provided that would set a course toward i nprovenent
of degraded streanmbanks and channels and restoration of plant
speci es conposition, density, and vigor. Also, it is
difficult to determ ne how RMOs can be achi eved when an
effective mechanismto control free-ranging cattle has not
been devel oped. Extensive effectiveness nmonitoring will be
needed to ensure that managenent goals are bei ng achi eved
under the amended standards and gui deli nes.

6. Land and Water Direction Associated with their
Classifications

Each LRMP provi ded managenent direction regarding various |and
classifications and | and exchange. PACFISH provides interim
direction on | and acquisition, exchange, and conservation
easenments. Land exchanges coul d potentially benefit |isted
sal non and their critical habitat, if private |ands are
obt ai ned by Federal agencies and ESA requirenments applied.
However, when Federal |ands are transferred to private
ownership, authority to conserve listed sal mon nmay be
relinquished. This could result in adverse effects to listed
sal non.

7. Recreati on Managenent Direction

Managenent direction provided by LRMPs proposed to provide a
broad range of recreational opportunities in devel oped and

di spersed areas of the Forests. PACFISH standards and

gui delines restricted construction of recreational facilities
and managenent of various recreation activities if they retard
attai nment of RMOs or adversely effects |listed salnon or their
critical habitat.

Bot h devel oped and di spersed canping areas can result in
alteration or destruction of riparian vegetation, decreased
streanbank cover, and resultant decreases in streambank
stability. Changes in vegetation fromrecreational activities
in upland and riparian areas appear to be generally simlar in
type but not in magnitude to effects of livestock grazing
(Clark and G bbons 1991). Burton et al. (1993) found that
decreases in streanbank stability correspond to increases in
surface fine sedinment. |Increases in stream surface fine

sedi ment result in decreased sal nonid egg-to-fry survival
(Scully and Petrosky 1991).

Fl oat boating and power boating may also affect |isted sal non

t hr ough di sturbance of spawning adults or by physical
di sturbance of redds. Float boaters may step on redds as they
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push their boats over shallow riffle areas where |listed sal non
are likely to spawn. Jet boats passing over or in close
proximty upstream fromredds may increase intragravel
pressure from high speed notors or disturb sedi ment which
could settle out on |listed sal non eggs and reduce egg-to-fry
survi val

Angl ers can harass listed salnmon (intentionally or
unintentionally) while fishing for other species; or there may
be direct take of adults or juveniles. Humans wadi ng on

sal noni d redds can neasurably decrease egg-to-energent fry
survival (Roberts and White 1992).

Hi kers, horseback riders, off-road vehicles, and swimers al so
may affect |isted sal non through harassment of spawning adults
or by physical disturbance of redds. |If redds are | ocated at
or downstream from heavily used trail crossings, disturbed
fine sedinent nay settle out on |isted sal non eggs and reduce
egg-to-fry survival

8. Direction Applied to "Other Managed Ani mal s"

The LRMPs anmended by PACFI SH al so address wild horses and
burro managenent, establishing the standard that nanagenent
shal |l be consistent with attainnent of RMOs. However, the
amended LRMPs do not address big gane animals specifically
with respect to attainment of RMOs. The interi m PACFI SH
strategy establishes general goals of maintaining or restoring
ri pari an vegetation and natural vegetation functions; those
vegetation characteristics may be affected by ani mals ot her

t han donestic |ivestock.

Bi g ganme ani mal s such as deer, elk, and noose may affect
listed salnmon and their critical habitat by altering riparian
vegetation and stream bank stability, especially in neadow
areas along C-type stream channels. Avail able information

i ndi cates that additional nmonitoring of big ganme inpacts is
necessary in portions of the Upper G ande Ronde River. In
general, however, alterations caused by big gane animls are
usually mninmal and very localized in nature. Watersheds
where big game animals may hi nder recovery of riparian
habitats should be nonitored with techni ques designed to

di stingui sh between big ganme and |livestock inpacts.

9. Monitoring Direction

The Final PACFI SH EA/ FONSI strategy potentially inmproves
monitoring specificity by identifying RMOs; however, the
strategy does not describe how RMOs are to be nonitored, and
only nmentions nonitoring in very general ternms in relation to
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eval uating the effects of resource uses. The anended LRMPs
generally give insufficient nonitoring guidance to provide
consi stent, focused eval uations of the effects of |and
managenent actions on |listed salnmon or their critical habitat.

Monitoring is very inmportant, because it provides essenti al

f eedback to Forest managers on whet her standards and

gui delines are being net, whether standards and gui delines are
effective, and whet her goals and objectives are being nmet. In
addition, nonitoring is essential in understanding the

ecol ogi cal foundations of prograns, and helps to i nprove the
gqual ity of managenent activities.

Certain nonitoring activities muy affect |isted sal non and
their critical habitat if they are inproperly conducted or
conducted during spawning time or while eggs remain in the
gravel. These nmonitoring activities include: core sanpling
for sedinment, electrofishing, seining or trapping, and
snorkeling. Core sanmpling can disturb substrate sedi nent

whi ch may settle out in salnon redds | ocated downstream from
the sanple site. |If the core sanple is taken within the redd
itself, eggs will be danmaged or killed. Regarding

el ectrofishing, fish size is inportant in determ ning
efficiency; larger fish receive a greater body voltage and a
nore i ntense "shock"” than do small fish (Reynolds 1983). |If

el ectrofishing is conducted during a time when adult sal non
are present in a stream they could be injured or killed by
vol tages used to effectively sanple smaller non-Ilisted
species. Seining or trapping can injure or kill listed sal non
if they are not handl ed properly; these activities my al so
harass adult sal non when they are holding or spawning in a
stream Snorkeling is probably the nost benign of aquatic
nmonitoring techni ques. However, snorkelers should avoid
entering streans where they could damage redds or harass adult
or juvenile sal non.

C. Cunul ati ve Effects

Cunul ative effects are defined in 50 CFR 402.02 as "t hose
effects of future State or private activities, not involving
Federal activities, that are reasonably certain to occur
within the action area of the Federal action subject to
consultation.”™ For the purposes of this analysis, the action
area includes all USFS | ands and adj acent, affected non-
Federal land in all watersheds that contain designated
critical habitat for |isted Snake River salmon and those | ands
that do not contain designated critical habitat but on which
| and managenent actions are subject to section 7 consultation
for "may affect” actions (this has, at tines, included
portions of the Clearwater River basin excluding the North
Fork Cl earwater River above Dworshak Dam).
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In the Snake River Basin, non-Federal |ands have been
subjected to as great or greater degradation in terns of fish
habi tat than have Federal |ands. Although no information on
non- Federal | ands was provided in the LRWP BAs, it is apparent
t hat nmost of the remmining high-quality fish habitat is on
Federal | ands since non-Federal |ands generally are |ess
renote, nore accessible, and subject to a sonewhat | arger
array of inpacts than Federal |ands. However, a substanti al
portion of the historic sal non spawning and rearing habitat
does occur on non-Federal |ands. Many of these areas have
been degraded by the effects of agriculture, water w thdrawal s
and di versions, urbanization, riparian road building, |ogging,
and |livestock grazing (Bevan et al. 1994, Wssnar et al.
1994). This has resulted in loss of riparian vegetation,
increased water tenperature, increased nutrient |oading, |oss
of pools, and increased fine sedinment (for an exanpl e of
stream condi ti ons on non-Federal |and see the discussion of

t he Tucannon River in USDA 1982a and Theurer et al. 1985).
These i npacts have substantially reduced the survival of

Snake River spring/sumrer chinook sal mon in many wat er sheds
and of Snake River fall chinook salnmon in sone river reaches.

To some extent, the protective neasures included in LRWPs as
anmended by the PACFI SH EA and revised by the NMFS Opi ni ons may
reduce the availability of Federal tinber, rangel and, and

m neral and recreational resources. For exanple, the draft
PACFI SH EA predicted that sone tinber sales within the

Cl earwat er and Nez Perce NFs woul d be cancell ed due to new
restrictions. A reduction in livestock grazing in riparian
areas is also predicted. Depending on other econom c factors
that are inpossible to predict within the scope of this

Opi nion, these restrictions could lead to increased resource
use on non-Federal |ands which, in turn, could result in

ri parian and fishery habitat damage. There is, however

i nadequate information to determ ne whether these changes in
non- Federal actions are reasonably certain to occur.

For the purposes of this |andscape scale consultation, NVFS
considers that the | evel of non-Federal activities that are
reasonably likely to occur within the action area w ||
continue at the sane |level as that considered as part of the
environnental baseline. NWMS anticipates that the

envi ronment al inpact statenment for LRMP anmendnments currently
underway wi Il better assess the effects of such non-Federal
activities for consideration in future ESA consultations.

D. Project-1level consultations under current LRMPs

Many site-specific actions with adverse effects on |listed

sal nron speci es have been proposed under the current LRMPs.
Tables 7, 8, and 9 summarize the project-level consultations
since Snake River salnmon listings. The eight LRMPs as anmended

71



by PACFI SH i ncl ude general and specific direction to protect
anadromous fish resources and their habitat and to conply with
all environnmental |aws, including the ESA. NWMS expects that
forest managers will continue to have the discretion to
propose site-specific | and managenent actions in |ocations or
with sufficient mtigation to mnimze or avoid adverse
inpacts to listed salmon or designated critical habitat.
However, based on conpleted site- and watershed-scal e

consul tations, NMFS finds, based on its experience with these
consultations, that the LRWMPs do not guide nanagers to neet
their ESA responsibilities at the earliest opportunity when
pl anni ng proj ect-scal e acti ons.

VITT. CONCLUSI ON

NMFS' conclusion in this biological opinion is reflective of
the programmatic nature of the continuing action under
consideration. There is a broad range of possible | andscape-

| evel effects on the listed species that would be caused by a
correspondi ngly broad range of potential site-specific actions
t hat woul d each be consistent with the paranmeters provi ded by
each existing LRWP considered. The actual broadly distributed
effects on the listed salnmon that would result fromactivities
that are consistent with plan-Ilevel paraneters depends upon
the extent to which site-specific activities are inplenented,

t hereby realizing some degree of the fullest devel opnent
possi bl e under the LRMP framework.

In reaching this conclusion, NMFS considered the extrenes of
the range of effects that could be proposed at the site-
specific level, while still consistent with the existing LRMPs
even as anended by PACFISH. I n NMFS biol ogical opinion, if
managers maxi m zed site-specific devel opnent of forest
resources perm ssible under existing LRMPs, the biological
requi renments of the listed species would not be nmet; there
woul d be an appreciable reduction in the likelihood of both
survival and recovery, and the standards of ESA section
7(a)(2) would not be satisfied.

VWhen, as now, nunbers of |isted species are below critical
escapenent levels, it is NMFS biological opinion that
substantial inprovenents in their spawning and rearing habitat
are necessary to ensure that the |likelihood of their survival
and recovery is not appreciably reduced. Such inmprovenment is
t herefore essential, together with simlar neasures in other
life stages of these salnon, as presented in NMFS Draft
Recovery Plan, to avoid jeopardy and critical habitat
nodi fi cati on.
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This conclusion also recogni zes the environnental baseline and
t hose cunul ative effects reasonably certain to occur as a
result of non-Federal |and managenent activities. These
factors increase the significance of any adverse effects
caused by future proposed site-specific activities consistent
with these existing LRMPs.

As stated at the outset, there are several categories of
paranmeters in the LRMPs (e.g. air quality, visual quality and
cultural resources) which generally do not affect |isted

sal mon or critical habitat. Others (e.g. inplenmentation of

wi | der ness, roadl ess, and research natural area nanagenent

pl ans) are conpatible with their survival and recovery and is
considered not likely to adversely affect |isted Snake River
salmon or their critical habitat.

However, NMFS is concerned that in many other respects the
exi sting LRMPs currently do not foreclose site-specific
activities likely to adversely affect the |isted species.
This fact places great reliance on site-specific ESA
consultations to address the effects at the broad-scale as
well as the localized, site-specific effects. NWS believes
that the USFS would be better able to ensure the standards of
ESA section 7(a)(2) are satisfied by anending its LRWMPs to
reflect the biological requirements of these |isted sal non
than to rely exclusively upon site-specific consultations.

For this reason, NMFS recommends that USFS anend or replace
the existing LRMPs to provi de nanagenent direction in the
LRMPs t henmsel ves whi ch ensures conditions in which the |isted
species continue to exist into the future and retain the
potential for recovery. Because the USFS, along with other
agenci es, has al ready published notices of intent to prepare
EISs in the Snake River Basin to anend their forest plans,
NMFS believes that the USFS has taken an appropriate first
step to address the long-term needs of listed salnon. In
anticipation of that process, this biological opinion wll
provide direction for the USFS investigations, analysis and
pl anning i n devel opi ng pl an anmendnents.

In Section | X, elenments are suggested for inclusion in the

El Ss to address the |l ong-term needs of the species. In the
interim NMS has identified a set of goals, objectives, and
guidelines that it will apply to watershed and site-specific

consultations and that NMFS expects the USFS to address in
their ecosystem EISs. These address both site-specific and

| andscape-scal e concerns. Conplying with these would give
reasonabl e certainty that ongoing and proposed wat ershed and
site-specific activities would not present the broad-scale or
| ocalized effects that would result in jeopardy to listed

sal non or adverse nodification to their critical habitat.
Conformance with these guidelines, in conmbination with the
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i npl enment ati on of PACFISH, will have the added incidental
benefit of preventing further degradation of habitat for other
fish species including bull trout, Salvelinus confluentus, and
st eel head.

| X. GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND GUI DELI NES TO AVO D JEOPARDY ON
| NDI VI DUAL PRQJIECTS AND LONG- TERM APPROACHES FOR
ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT

This suggested strategy and its related guidelines apply to

t he spawni ng, rearing and m gratory habitat of Snake River
spring/ summer chi nook sal non, Snake River of fall chinook

sal non, and Snake River sockeye salnon as it occurs on USFS

| ands. There are separate guidelines which apply only to
Priority Watersheds. The goals, objectives, and guidelines
serve as the basis for the conservation of Snake River sal non
and their designated critical habitat during the devel opnent
of a strategy for |long-term ecosystem managenent. They al so
provi de gui dance for | and managenment agencies in their

devel opnent of the upper Colunbia River EISs which will anmend
the LRMPs. These objectives also apply to USFS | ands out si de
designated critical habitat where in managenment may affect
spawni ng, rearing or mgratory habitat for any of the three
listed species that are | ocated downstream of USFS | ands:3.
Suppl enmental gui delines that apply specifically to Snake River
fall chinook sal non and Snake River sockeye sal non are
described in sections I X.K. and | X. L.

A. Overall Goal

The overall goal is to assure that ecol ogical processes that
create and sustain designated critical habitat for Snake River
sal non are protected and restored to avoid jeopardy to |listed
speci es and adverse nodification of designated critical
habi t at .

B. Strategy to Meet Overall Goal

Short-term and |l ong-term strategies are needed to assure that
the overall goal is met. The objective of the short-term
Strategies is identical to one of the main objectives of
PACFI SH: to avoid further degradation of Snake River sal non
habitat. NMFS expects that the requirenents of PACFI SH and

t hose described in this Opinion will be included in proposed
site- and watershed-specific consultations. Additionally,
priority should be given to protecting a well distributed,

8 Because fall chinook sal mon spawni ng areas are |located in mai nstem

rivers relatively far downstreamin watersheds or |arger subbasins, |inkages
to land managenent actions on Federal |and often are harder to denonstrate
than for the other two species
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i nterconnect ed network of watersheds containing the highest
quality habitats and habitats with the best potential for
restoration. |If such "priority" watersheds are managed to
ensure a de mnims* risk of adverse effects to |isted sal non
and its critical habitat, a slightly higher risk in other
wat er sheds woul d be accept abl e.

Long-term strategi es need to provide conditions that foster

t he mai ntenance and creation of well distributed, high quality
habitats over time. To provide these conditions, disturbance
regimes fromnatural and ant hropogenic forces need to be
under st ood. Ant hropogeni ¢ di sturbances nust be managed to
ensure that ecol ogical processes and functions are maintained
and allow for the devel opnent of needed habitat conditions in
the future. NWMS expects the geographically-specific EISs to
propose such strategies.

Until long-term strategi es are devel oped, short-term
strategi es nmust be inplenented now to protect the best
remai ni ng habitat and to begin restoration of the next
generation of high quality habitat. Furthernore, short-term
managenment nmust not further erode options for devel opi ng | ong-
term ecosystem strategies. A conprehensive short-term strategy
should: 1) set goals and ecol ogi cal objectives for
aquatic/riparian area conditions; 2) set specific riparian
managenment obj ectives; 3) establish riparian habitat
conservation areas (RHCAs); 4) protect RHCAs from further
degradati on t hroughout designated critical habitat; 5) provide
for a network of well-distributed watersheds containing high
qual ity spawni ng and rearing habitat and the best potenti al
for restoration (Priority Watersheds); 6) provide for
managenent of Priority Watersheds in a manner that mnin zes
risk to the existing physical and ecol ogical conditions; 7)
provide for and prioritize restoration in Priority WAtersheds
to help assure that the "next generation"” of high quality
habitat evol ves and that high quality habitats expand and
reconnect; 8) require that |and managenent be planned after
the best available information on watershed processes and
functions is analyzed; 9) devel op baseline information and

4 De minims is defined as very small or of little significance. The

I and managenent activities which represent greater than de mininis risk to
listed salmon or their habitat may vary by location. Citeria for deternining
de mininus risk will be determned by the USFS and NVFS during the \Watershed
BA consul tation process.
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monitor the effects of |and nanagenent both for consistency
with inplenentation requirenents and for progress in achieving
ecol ogi cal objectives; and 10) begin gathering information for
devel opi ng and not foreclosing options for |long-term ecosystem
strategies. Were the above el ements were not fully conpleted
by PACFI SH (see Table 10) the followi ng sections outline
addi ti onal guidance to fill the gaps.
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Tabl e 10. El ements of a short term Aquatic Ecosystem
Strategy and needs remaining after PACFISH to
conplete these el enents.

El enents of Conprehensive Short Term Needs Reraining After PACFISH to
Str at egy Conpl ete These El enents

1) Ecol ogi cal CGoals and (bj ectives G eater Specificity

2) R parian Managenent bjectives (conpl et e)

3) Establish RHCAs (compl et e)

4) Anti-degradation of RHCAs Geater Specificity

5) Systemof Priority Watersheds Identify Priority \Watersheds

6) Low Ri sk Managenment of Priority Stratify Managenent Requirenents
\Wat er sheds

7) Prioritize Restoration in G eater Specificity

Priority Watersheds

8) Analysis of Watershed Processes Pl an Beyond Pil ot Projects
and Functions Prior to Planning Land
Managenment Acti ons

9) Devel op Baseline |Information and G eater Specificity
Moni tor Effects of Actions

10) Gather Information for Long Term G eater Specificity
Ecosystem Str at egy

C. Ecol ogi cal Goal s

PACFI SH est abli shed a set of riparian goals to provide a
common set of characteristics of healthy, functioning

wat er sheds, riparian areas, and associated fish habitats. The
goal s provide an outline of ecol ogical processes and functions
under which aquatic and riparian ecosystens devel oped and

uni que anadronous fish popul ations evolved. NMS has refined
and restated the PACFI SH goals to provide added detail on

ecol ogi cal function needed for listed salnon and to include

| andscape and habitat connectivity perspectives. These goals
are al so established to provide consistency with NVFS basi n-
wi de set of goals that are in the current Draft Recovery Pl an
for Snake River salnmon (NMFS 1995). Consistency with these
goals will help NMFS determ ne whether actions avoid jeopardy
or adverse nodification of critical habitat during watershed-
scal e and project-scale consultations:
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Mai ntain and restore® the distribution, diversity, and
conpl exity of watershed and | andscape-scale features to
ensure protection of the aquatic systens to which

speci es, popul ations, and communities are uniquely
adapt ed.

Mai ntain and restore spatial and tenporal connectivity
within and between watersheds. Lateral, |ongitudinal,
and drai nage network connections include floodplains,
wet | ands, upsl ope areas, headwater tributaries, and
intact refugia. These network connections nust provide
chem cally and physically unobstructed routes to areas
critical for fulfilling life history requirenments of
aquatic and ri parian-dependent species.

Mai ntain and restore the physical integrity of the
aquatic system including shorelines, banks, and bottom
configurations.

Mai ntain and restore timng, volune and distribution of

| arge woody debris (LWD) recruitment by protecting trees
in riparian habitat conservation areas. Addition of LWD
to streanms is inappropriate unless the causes of LW
deficiency are understood and aneli orat ed.

Mai ntain and restore the water quality necessary to
support healthy riparian, aquatic, and wetl and
ecosystens. Water quality nmust remain within the range
t hat mai ntains the biological, physical, and chem cal
integrity of the system and benefits survival, grow h,
reproduction, and mgration of individuals conposing
aquatic and riparian conmunities.

Mai ntain and restore the sedi nent regi ne under which
aquati c ecosystens evolved. Elenments of the sedi nent
regime include the timng, volunme, rate, and character of
sedi ment input, storage, and transport.

Mai ntain and restore instreamflows sufficient to create
and sustain riparian, aquatic, and wetland habitats,
retain patterns of sedinent, nutrient, and wood routing,

Mai ntai n, where adequate, or restore, where inadequate.
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and optim ze the essential features of designated
critical habitat. The tim ng, magnitude, duration, and
spatial distribution of peak, high, and | ow fl ows should
be mai ntai ned, where optinmm and restored, where not
opti mum

8. Mai ntain and restore the timng, variability, and
duration of floodplain inundation and water table
el evation in meadows and wetl| ands.

9. Mai ntain and restore the species conposition and
structural diversity of plant comrunities in riparian
areas and wetl ands to provi de adequate sunmer and wi nter
thermal regulation, nutrient filtering, appropriate rates
of surface erosion, bank erosion, and channel m gration
and to supply amounts and distributions of coarse woody
debris sufficient to sustain physical conplexity and
stability.

10. Maintain and restore habitat to support well-distributed
popul ati ons of native plant, invertebrate, and vertebrate
ri pari an-dependent speci es.

D. Ri pari an Managenment Obj ectives

Consi stency with the ecosystem obj ectives above (I X.B.) wll
be nmeasured in part by progress toward attai nnent of nore
specific, riparian nmanagenent objectives (RM3s) which apply to
aquatic and riparian habitats for salnmon. These objectives
were established in PACFI SH to descri be good habitat for
anadromous fish. The RMOs quantify several of the designated
critical habitat features needed for the conservation of

sal non. PACFI SH established initial, tenporary values for the
RMOs that could be adjusted on the basis of site-specific
data, or follow ng watershed analysis. NMS assunes the
PACFI SH RMOs wi || be inpl enent ed.

PACFI SH al so established a requirenent that habitat shoul d not
be degraded, regardless of whether current conditions are
better or worse than those represented by the RMOs. NMFS
assumes that the initial values assigned the RMOs represent a
starting point - sone watersheds may have | esser capability
than the RMO standard and sone may have greater capability.
Until watershed analysis or other credible scientific analysis
provi des a basis for adjusting RMOs, NMFS and USFS shoul d use
t hese val ues as general targets. They will be val uable as

79



conmon nonitoring criteria and as an indication of where

i nprovenents are needed. NMS recognizes that, especially as
field esti mtes approach these values, inherent limtations in
t he precision of nmeasurenents may constrain the ability to
denonstrate attai nnent of RMOs. Nevert hel ess, when proposing
actions that NMFS will review for ESA section 7(a)(2)
conpliance, the USFS should ensure that these actions do not
retard or prevent attainment of RMOs or degrade existing
habitat conditions. For Priority Watersheds, where management
shoul d focus on striving for full habitat capability and
nonitoring essential features of sal non habitat, NWFS
identified two m nor revisions to the PACFI SH RMOs and added
an RMO for sedinent.

E. Ri pari an Habitat Conservation Areas

Protection and managenent of RHCAs is a principal neans by

whi ch the ecol ogi cal objectives and RMOs nmay be attai ned.
RHCAs are areas conprising the stream channel, adjacent

ri pari an areas, unstable areas, and other areas that are
directly linked to geonorphic, hydrol ogic, and ecol ogi cal
processes that determ ne the quality of fish habitat and that
serve as connecting corridors. The definition of RHCAs, their
i npl ement ati on, and standards and gui delines for conserving
them are given in PACFI SH NMFS assunes the PACFI SH RHCAs

wi |l be inplenented.

PACFI SH al | ows RHCAs to be adjusted based on either watershed
anal ysis or consideration of existing streamreach or site-
specific data. NMS believes that reducing RHCA wi dths prior
to watershed anal ysis poses a risk that inportant watershed-
scal e considerations that may affect RHCA effectiveness woul d
not be consi dered.

F. Priority Watersheds Gui delines

1. Contribution of Priority Watersheds to the
Overal | Goal

Frissell (1993) described the urgency of protecting high
quality habitats:

"Instead of the ideal matrix of high-quality habitat with
pat ches of disturbed habitat, we find that we have
created a matrix of disturbed, degraded, and depauperate
habitat, surrounding a few tattered remants of high-
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quality habitat that still support |ocally abundant and
di verse assenbl ages of native fish."

Anadr onmous sal noni ds exi st in dynam c environnents. Natural
and ant hr opogeni ¢ di sturbances have caused tenporal and
spatial variability in fish habitat within and between

wat er sheds. |f areas of good quality habitat are isol ated,
then there is the risk that they could be further fragnented,
resulting in restrictions on salnmon mgration and di spersal
and possi ble extirpation due to disturbance events. Priority
areas need to be | arge enough to accommodate for inevitable
nat ural and ant hropogeni ¢ di sturbances, and to allow for the
t enporal and spatial evolution of varying ecol ogical features,
i ncl udi ng adequate areas of interconnected high-quality fish
habi t at .

An ecosystem based approach that considers entire watersheds
and river subbasins is needed to ensure that all the physical,
bi ol ogi cal and chem cal processes and conditions that
contribute to the devel opnent of productive sal non habitat at
wat er sheds and snmall er scal es are maintained (Eastside Forests
Scientific Society Panel 1994; Forest Ecosystem Managenment
Assessnment Team { FEMAT} 1993). FEMAT (1993) summari zed
several papers enphasizing the inmportance of a watershed-scale
approach in protecting "refugia, or designated areas providing
hi gh quality habitat":

"Al t hough fragnented areas of suitable habitat nmay be

i nportant, Moyle and Sato (1991) argue that to recover
aquatic species, refugia should be focused at a watershed
scale. Naiman et al. (1992), Sheldon (1988) and WIIians
et al. (1989) noted that past attenpts to recover fish
popul ati ons were unsuccessful because the probl em was not
approached from a watershed perspective."

2. | dentification of Priority Watersheds
NMFS, with the assistance of and technical information from
the USFS, will identify the priority watersheds. NWS
undertakes this to fulfill its obligation to utilize the best

sci ence available to neet the Snake River sal nobns' needs in
their currently endangered status. Priority Watersheds shoul d
be well distributed across the | andscape inhabited by the
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Snake River spring/sumrer chinook netapopul ati ons (see Table 5
in Opinion). Criteria for identifying Priority WAtersheds
shoul d i ncl ude:

Wat er sheds that meet any of the Habitat Criteria or the
Subpopul ation Criterion below should qualify as Priority
WAt er sheds:

Habitat Criteria

a. Habi tat for spring/sumer chinook is in good condition®
and the watershed also is in good condition (i.e. mniml
di sturbance); or

b. Habitat for spring/summer chinook is in good condition
but the watershed is in marginal condition (i.e.
bi ol ogically significant disturbance history) with a high
potential (relative to other watersheds) for being
restored; or

C. Habi tat for spring/sumer chinook is in marginal
condi tion but habitat and watershed have a high potenti al
(relative to other habitat/watersheds) of being restored.
Focus for this category should be on small (i.e. 3rd -
5th order) watersheds that are within | arger watersheds
(i.e. section 7 watersheds) containing other category 1
and 2 Priority Watersheds. This will enhance the
i kel'i hood of expanding and reconnecting high quality
habitat and foster sal non recol onizati on of margina
habi tat; or

d. Area is not known to be popul ated by spring/sunmrer
chi nook but provides inportant support to downstream
habitat as described in categories 1, 2, and 3 above,
t hrough export of high quality water and
organi c/inorganic materials and by noderating fl ow

regimes. Generally these will be noderately steep to
steep, relatively pristine areas with constrai ned stream
channel s.

6 Include spawning and rearing habitat. "Good habitat" may include:

(1) lowgradient, unconstrained, generally Rosgen C-type channel "flats" with
high productivity historically or currently, as well as;

(2) steeper gradient, constrained, noderately productive reaches (generally
Rosgen B-type channel s).
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Subpopul ation Criteria

a. Area contains spawning or rearing habitat for a
met apopul ati on for which adequate habitat has not been
identified using the above Habitat Criteria.
Subpopul ati ons shoul d al so be considered, especially
where they are hanging on in marginal or degraded
habitat. Because of their potential inportance to the
spri ng/ sumrer chi nook ESU, the watershed should be
designated as a Priority Watershed.

Consi der ati ons:
1). Subpopul ati ons may need nmultiple habitat areas
identified within or across Priority WAtersheds due to
the risk of catastrophic habitat |oss at the reach scale
fromfire, landslides, etc. That is, the risk to any
subpopul ation is higher if only one area of good habit at
has been identified for protection in a Priority
WAt er shed.

2). Current spring/sumrer chinook sal non subpopul ati on
sizes should not, by itself, prevent a watershed from
bei ng considered a Priority Watershed. Areas with | ow
escapenent today but high or potentially high egg to
snmolt survival are crucial to the survival and recovery
of the |isted species.

3. Managenment Application to Priority Watersheds

In Priority Watersheds, the risk of degradation to existing
physi cal and ecol ogi cal conditions should be m nim zed, and

t he probability of maintaining good habitat conditions
maxi m zed. Although there is abundant information on the

ri sks of individual |and managenent actions to |listed sal non,
procedures for assessing the risk of aggregated | and
managenent activities are not presently available. NWS
expects the geographically-specific EISs to address this
shortcom ng (see I X.K). In the neantime, there are sone
actions that cause known direct and indirect/aggregated
effects. These effects should be avoi ded, where possible, or
reduced to negligible significance to listed salnon. After
careful scrutiny of the PACFI SH standards and gui delines, NMFS
establ i shes the guidelines |isted below to enhance protection
in priority watersheds.

83



4. Ri pari an Managenent Obj ectives for High Priority
WAt er sheds

NMFS believes that, to reduce risks of habitat degradation in
Priority Watersheds, the nuneric values for the RMOs shoul d
only be adjusted to reflect |ess-optinmum sal non habit at
conditions if watershed analysis (as descri bed bel ow)

i ndi cates that watershed capabilities cannot support the
initial values. However, values for the RMOs could be
adjusted to reflect nore optinum habitat conditions on a
tenporary basis prior to watershed analysis w thout increasing
risks to listed sal non.

For Priority Watersheds, where managenent should focus on
striving for full habitat capability and nonitoring essenti al
features of salnon habitat, NMFS identified two m nor
revisions to the PACFI SH RMOs and added an RMO for sedi nent
(see Table 11). A sedinent RMO is necessary because of the
potential for sedinent to effect listed salnon and their
habitat, as outlined in effects section of this Opinion. NMS
assumes PACFISH RMOs wi Il be inplenented for the Snake River
Basin and that the follow ng additions and changes apply to
Priority Watersheds:

a. Substrate Sedinment: The addition of objectives rel ated
to sedi ment production and quantifying sedi ment presence is
necessary because of the significance of sedinent to sal non
reproduction. Sedinent can degrade or destroy spawni ng and
rearing habitat and snother or alter the devel opment of sal non
eggs and fry. This problemis particularly acute in the Snake
Ri ver Basin because of highly erodible granitic and ash soils.

The recommended objective based on a review of disturbed and
undi stur bed wat ersheds (Rhodes et al. 1994) is as follows:
Limt stream surface fine sedinment (<6.4 mmin dianeter) or
fine sediment by depth to <20% i n spawning habitat’.

Al ternatively, cobble enmbeddedness nmay be used if procedures
already are in place® Adjust |and managenent practices to

A depth component may be appropriate where substrate arnoring is a

concern.

8  The likely lack of consistent nethodol ogy anong National Forests/Ranger
Districts and within subbasins is a concern for nonitoring (refer to section
H 1., below).
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reduce fine sedi nent delivery, increase residual pool vol unes,
and reduce fine sedinment volunes where fine sediment is higher
than natural. NMS realizes that fine sedinment |evels are

hi ghly variable and that effective nonitoring for sedinment is
difficult and costly. For exanple, some undi sturbed

wat ersheds may have fine sedinment |evels in excess of 20%
Like all RMOs, this is not intended to be a nanagenent
requirement rather, it is included as a general benchmark that
USFS nmanagers should aimtoward until such tinme that watershed
anal yses support a change.

b. Cobbl e Embeddedness: If used, limt to <30% in rearing
habi t at .

C. W dt h/ Depth Ratio: As stated in PACFISH, stream wi dth-
to-depth ratios of greater than 10/ 1 indicate habitat
degradation. NMS believes this objective should be
stratified by Rosgen channel type.

d. Streanbank Stability: At |least 90% of all stream banks
shoul d be stable. PACFISH established an RMO of 80% however,
t he best avail able data for the Snake River Basin indicate
that al nmost all stream channel/substrate types are capabl e of
streanbank stability greater than 85% (USDA Forest Service
1992). Striving for a full conplenment of stable streanbanks
is inportant because of the essential functions stable

st reanmbanks have in providing cover for juvenile fish,
reduci ng sedi nent inputs, and helping regulate flow, which in
turn increases habitat suitability and conplexity.
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Table 11. Ri pari an Managenent Objectives (RM3s) in the
PACFI SH EA and as addressed by this Opinion.

Habi t at RMOs in Expectations for RM3s in
Feature PACFI SH this Opinion

Pool frequency Varies by channel Sare

(all systens) width from9 m-?

for 200-foot w de
streanms to 96 mi-?
for 10-foot wi de

streans
Wat er Tenperature No neasur abl e Sare
(all systens) increase in

maxi mum

t enper at ure;

maxi mum

tenmper at ures <64F
in mgration and
rearing habitats
and <60F within
spawni ng habitats

Large Wody >20 pi eces mi-1; Sane
Debris (forested >12 inch
syst ens) di ameter, >35
foot |ength
Substrate No obj ectives Fi ne Sediment: <20%in spawni ng
Sedi nent (all est abl i shed habitat. |If cobble enbeddedness
syst ens) used, <30%in rearing habitat
St r eambank 80% 90%

Stability (non-
forested systens)

Lower Bank Angl e >75% of banks Sane

(non-forested with <90° angl e

syst ens) (i.e., undercut)

Wdth/ Depth Ratio <10 <10; stratify by channel type

(all systens)
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5. CGui delines for Specific Actions Affecting
Priority Watersheds

Land nmanagenent actions should be planned and executed such
that the direct, indirect and aggregate effects of |and
managenent within Priority WAtersheds pose no nore than a de
mnims risk of adverse effects to riparian/aquatic habitats
and |listed salnon. The aggregated | and nmanagenent actions
within these watersheds should denonstrate a high probability
that high quality habitats will be mintained, expanded, and
reconnected. The guidelines described below apply in
conjunction with the PACFI SH st andards and gui delines for
project-specific actions. The guidelines that are within the
di scretion and authority of the USFS shoul d be inpl enented.

a. M ni ng

Sone gui dance is provided in PACFISH for m ning actions within
RHCAs. However, these guidelines allow for inpacts within
RHCAs when no alternative can be identified outside these
RHCAs. Mning activities can adversely affect sal non and
their habitat by producing acid drainage, releasing toxic
nmetal s and chem cal s, producing sedinent, and changi ng stream
channel norphol ogy and fl ows (Nelson et al. 1991). The

gui del i nes bel ow pertain to new mning activities and are
intended to build on the PACFI SH approach to ensure attai nnment
of the RMOs and ecol ogi cal objectives:

1) In Priority Watersheds, the USFS should use the full
extent of its authorities to ensure that new m nes,
i ncludi ng hard-rock, placer, sand and gravel, and other
nm ning operations (ore body, waste rock, spent ore,
tailings, roads, mlling, chem cal storage, housing,
etc.) are located outside of RHCAs. There may be sone
exceptions for activities with a de mnims risk of
adverse effects. Exanples of activities that may pose
nore than a de mnims risk include: 1) new roads, and 2)
actions with inpacts greater than 3 acres, and 3) actions
whi ch cause nodifications that cannot be restored within
one year.

2) The USFS shoul d conpl ete watershed analysis in Priority
Wat er sheds prior to approving plans of operation for
m neral activities outside RHCAs that are likely to
adversely affect |isted sal non, designated critica
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habitat, or the ecol ogical processes and functions
described in the ecol ogi cal goals above. Based on
wat er shed anal ysis results, the USFS shoul d adj ust
proposed plans of operation or, if necessary, prohibit

m ning operations to prevent degradation of the

ecol ogi cal processes and functions and adverse effects to
listed sal non and designated critical habitat. WAatershed
anal ysis may not be necessary for mneral activities with
de mnims risk of adverse effects. Exanples of mnera
activities outside RHCAs that pose nore than a de mnims
risk include: a) actions that will retard or prevent
attai nment of the RMOs; and b) actions that will degrade
any of the essential features of designated critical
habitat (as described at 58 FR 68543) that would di m nish
the value of the habitat for the survival and recovery of
listed sal non.

b. Ti mber

PACFI SH prohi bits schedul ed timber harvest in RHCAs and

requi res watershed analysis prior to salvage cutting in RHCAs
of watersheds with designated critical habitat. PACFISH
requires that other silvicultural practices in RHCAs not
retard or prevent attainnment of the RMOs. While these are
good general requirenments, NMFS believes that additional
precautions to avoid and mnim ze the risk of habitat
degradation in Priority Watersheds are warrant ed.

Experts di sagree on whether silvicultural activities such as
t hi nning can be justified in RHCAs due to a |ack of data on
their effects to salnon habitat (Rhodes et al. 1994).
Furthernmore, PACFISH allows for adjustnent of RHCAs prior to
wat er shed anal ysis. Tinmber managenent activities within
RHCAs, in the absence of watershed analysis are likely to vary
bet ween Nati onal Forests and Ranger Districts. G ven this
uncertainty, there is risk that tinber nmanagenent activities
in RHCAs coul d degrade sal non habitat by altering recruitnent
of | arge woody debris, sedinment delivery, tenperature, and

ot her ecol ogi cal features.

Furthernore, tinmber managenent gui delines outside RHCAs were
not established by PACFI SH. Excessive even-age harvesting
out side RHCAs could intensify water yield, peak flows and
alter peak flow tin ng, thereby changing tenperature regines,
destabilizing streanbanks, and raising sedinment |oads in
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Priority Watersheds. The guidelines bel ow are designed to
avoi d such adverse effects and to pronote attai nment of the
RMCs .

1) PACFI SH requi res wat ershed anal ysis prior to sal vage
cutting wthin RHCAs in watersheds wth designated
critical habitat. NWMFS adds that in Priority Watersheds,
the potential significance of adverse effects to sal non
and their habitat is heightened. Therefore, if the USFS
proposes any salvage or silvicultural activities within
RHCAs that pose nore than a de mnims risk of adverse
effects to |listed salnon or critical habitat, NWFS
expects the USFS to denonstrate clearly, based on both
wat er shed and site-specific anal yses, how these actions
wi Il avoid adverse effects to salnon and their habitat
and how they will not retard or prevent attainnent and
mai nt enance of ecol ogi cal goals and RMOs. Exanpl es of
actions that pose nore than a de mnims risk in RHCAs
i nclude: machi nery-rel ated ground di sturbance; b) cutting
of live fire-resistant tree species (e.g. ponderosa pine,
Douglas fir, western |arch and | odgepole pine); c)
cutting of any native species of trees or shrubs that are
contributing shade to the stream and d) cutting or
removal of any large trees® from RHCAs that coul d
contribute to maintaining or restoring a natural regine
of | arge woody debris recruitnent.

2) a) For new proposed tinmber sales, the USFS shoul d
eval uate equivalent clearcut area (ECA) in Priority
WAt ersheds. |If the ECA exceeds 15% of the
potentially forested area, a watershed anal ysis
shoul d be conducted prior to initiating actions that

9  The Eastside Forests Scientific Soci ety Panel (1993) recommended no

cutting of any tree species older than 150 years or with a dianeter at breast
hei ght of greater than 20 inches. NWS believes this to be a prudent
recomrendation, particularly wthin RHCAs.

10 properly designed and inpl emented sal vage operations in burned over
areas should have little inpact or no effect on ECA dependi ng upon wat er shed-
specific factors. The USFS, with NVFS, shoul d devel op wat ershed-specific
criteria to evaluate the effects of such sal vage operations on ECA
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woul d i ncrease ECA. Actions that would increase ECA
shoul d proceed after watershed analysis only if
there is lowto de mnims risk of adversely
affecting fish habitat and if attainment and

mai nt enance of ecol ogical goals and RMOs will not be
retarded or prevented.

b) For ongoing (sol d/ awarded) timber sales that USFS
has determ ned are likely to adversely affect |isted
sal non or their designated critical habitat, the
USFS and NMFS shoul d use existing information to
eval uate whether these sales, when added to the
aggregated effects (environnental baseline) of
timber activity in the watershed, would retard or
prevent the attainnment of ecol ogical goals and RMOs
in the watershed.

3) For proposed/ new actions, watershed anal ysis should be
conducted prior to reducing RHCA widths in Priority
WAt er sheds.

C. Roads

The PACFI SH gui delines for road managenent generally were
adequate for road managenent. However, for ongoing actions
such as road mmi ntenance, the PACFI SH gui delines apply only if
| and managers deci de they are necessary to prevent an
unacceptabl e risk of habitat degradation or adverse effects to
listed salnmon. Many scientific studies support these
gui del i nes that address the |ink between forest roads and
changes in drainage networks and i nstream sedi ment, both of

whi ch can adversely affect salnmon habitat. The guidelines

bel ow build on the PACFI SH gui delines by prioritizing road
restoration and managenent actions for Priority WAtersheds.
PACFI SH cal | ed for devel opnment of Road Managenent and
Transportation Managenent Plans that will address road

cl osure, obliteration, maintenance, and inspection plans for
each road. The USFS i nformed NMFS during the PACFI SH
consultation that these plans will not be conpleted during the
i nteri m PACFI SH peri od.

1) a) For proposed/ new roads, where road density is

greater than 2 mles/square mle in Priority
Wat er sheds, the USFS should reduce road m | eage and
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enphasi ze road cl osure, obliteration, and
revegetation. MCampn (1993) descri bed water and
sedi ment delivery effects associated with road
densities greater than 2 mles/square mle.

b) For ongoi ng road devel opnent actions, the USFS
shoul d denonstrate that new roads are being offset
by concom tant reductions in road m | eage and road
restoration in Priority Watersheds.

2) Road Managenent Pl ans and Transportati on Managenent Pl ans
required by the interimPACFI SH gui dance shoul d be
conpleted and i nplenented in Priority Watersheds as soon
as feasible. The status of these plans, schedules for
conpl etion, and effects of not conpleting these plans
shoul d be anal yzed and described in the EISs for
ecosystem managenent. The EISs should include a strategy
for conpleting these plans.

d. Roadl ess Areas

Many roadl ess areas are relatively steep, unstable | ands where
road construction and logging is likely to increase nmass
failure rates, erosion, and sedinent yield, thereby degrading
sone of the best habitat remaining for salnon. These areas

al so noderate flow regi mes and deliver high quality, |ow
tenperature water and organic and inorganic materials at
natural rates to downstream habitats. Many of these

undevel oped areas now serve as habitat and species stronghol ds
from whi ch chi nook sal non could re-col onize other areas as
habitats recover

Protection of roadless regions snmaller than the 5000 acre size
included in the RARE (Roadl ess Area Review and Eval uation) 11
inventory may be inportant for maintenance of sal non spawni ng
and habitat support functions because they constitute a
significant percentage of remnining roadl ess patches in sone
Eastside Forests (Eastside Scientific Society Panel 1994), and
because only a small percentage of RARE Il roadl ess areas are
Congressionally or adm nistratively protected. NMS agrees
with the Eastside Forests Scientific Society Panel's finding

t hat roadl ess areas of 1000 acres or larger are significant.
These areas should be carefully evaluated for their inportance
in nmeeting ecological goals and RMOs in Priority Watersheds
for Snake River sal non.
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A conprehensive inventory of these areas and their spatial and
ecol ogical relationship to salnon habitat (presently and
historically) is unavailable. Such information is necessary
to ensure that good habitat within or downstream of roadless
areas is maintained. 1In parts of the Snake River Basin,

roadl ess regions are fragnented, often relatively small, and
nost are not protected fromroad construction and subsequent

ti mber harvest, even in steep areas.

The functions and val ues of roadl ess areas for maintaining and
restoring ecological conditions in Priority Watersheds should

be carefully evaluated prior to proposing new actions in these
areas. Collectively, the actions nust pose no nore than a de

mnims risk of degrading these functions and val ues.

1) The USFS should provide to NMFS followi ng the issuance of
this biological opinion the following information to
facilitate project-level consultations. NMS requires
the follow ng information to adequately descri be proposed
effects of actions involving road construction in
roadl ess areas under consultations under 50 C. F. R
402. 02:

a) a map of roadl ess areas to include inventoried and
non-inventori ed roadl ess areas of 1000 acres or
greater in the Snake River Basin;

b) descriptions of the roadl ess areas includi ng nanes,
| ocations, sizes and general geonorphol ogi cal
characteristics;

c) a description of any planned or proposed road
construction in these areas during the next two
years;

d) an anal ysis of the inpacts of the proposed road
system on ecol ogi cal goals, RMOs, Snake River sal non
and their designated critical habitat.

e. Rest orati on

Restoration activities should initially be focused in Priority
Wat er sheds sel ected as such due to their restoration
potential. The USFS should prioritize watershed restoration
for funding as soon as possible. Utimtely, watershed
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restoration planning should be based on wat ershed anal ysi s.
However, the USFS should not wait to comence restoration
efforts. The follow ng guidelines apply to the short term

1) Wat er shed restoration plans should be devel oped for
Priority Watersheds within the context of broader area
pl ans (subbasin, Forest, etc.) where possible.

2) Speci al enphasis should be provided to inplenent nulti-
agency restoration plans in readily restorable habitat.

3) Direct restoration of RHCAs or stream channels, including
but not limted to additions of |arge woody debris,
shoul d be only be undertaken concurrent with a
correspondi ng change to the managenent regi me responsible
for the habitat degradation.

4) Priority should be give to watershed restoration actions
that will help inprove degraded stream reaches adjacent
to or connected to remaining reaches of high quality
habitat (Frissell 1993, Frissell et al. 1993). This wll
hel p restore connectivity and bol ster recol oni zati on.

G Forest-W de CGui del i nes

The follow ng guidelines apply Forest-wide to both priority
and non-Priority Watersheds. These are needed in addition to
those in PACFISH to assure that direct harmto |isted sal non
and indirect harmthrough habitat inpacts is avoi ded:

1. Access to Spawni ng Habitats and Redds

To prevent harassnment of spawni ng sal non and danage to
spawni ng substrate and redds, the USFS should elim nate or
adequately restrict access, including livestock, off-road
vehicles, anglers, etc., during spawni ng and incubation
periods. The effectiveness of this effort could be maxim zed
by expandi ng outreach and education prograns in cooperation
with state agencies to pronote awareness of the need for
protection of spawning fish and redds. This effort may al so
require additional enforcement of ESA regul ations prohibiting
t ake.
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2. Transport of Toxic Chem cal s

PACFI SH prohibits the storage of toxic chem cals in RHCAs but
does not address transportation. The USFS should m nim ze
risk of toxic fuel spills during transport through RHCAs by
using alternative routes where feasible, and taking all other
possi bl e precauti ons.

3. Wat er Conveyance Managenent

PACFI SH gui deline LH- 3 provided sonme interimdirection on the
i ssuance of |eases, permts, rights-of-way, and easenents but
did not specifically address water conveyances. Juvenile and
adult listed salnmon could be killed, their spawni ng and
rearing habitat reduced and degraded, or their mgration
adversely altered by water conveyances and their associ ated

i ntake structures and pipes. NMS assunes that PACFI SH

gui deline LH 3 addresses these concerns to the extent of USFS
di scretion and authority. In particular, NMFS expects

i npl ementation of LH-3 to assure that water conveyance i ntakes
with the potential to trap or inpinge |listed sal non woul d neet
NMFS' established i ntake screening criteria before use is
approved and that permts would be authorized or re-authorized
only if streanflows are adequate to not retard or prevent

attai nment of RMOs and not adversely affect |isted sal non.

4. M ni ng Managenent

Some interimguidance is provided in PACFISH for m ning
actions within RHCAs. These guidelines still allow for

i mpacts to RHCAs when no alternative can be identified outside
these corridors. Mning activities can adversely affect

sal non and their habitat by producing acid drainage, releasing
toxic nmetals and chem cals, producing sedi nent, and changi ng
stream channel norphology and flows. The guidelines below are
intended to build on the PACFI SH approach and ensure
conpliance with the RMOs.

The follow ng m ning managenent guidelines that are within the
di scretion and authority of the USFS shoul d be inpl enented:

a. The USFS should work with the Environnental Protection
Agency and the State water quality agency to ensure that
draft plans of operation for new m nes that have the
potential to produce acid rock drainage (either in the
ore body, pregnant ore storage area, waste rock storage
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area, or mne tailings storage area) are conditioned so
that the mnes will not adversely affect groundwater or
surface water quality in a manner that woul d adversely

affect fish habitat or retard or prevent attainnent and
mai nt enance of ecol ogi cal goals and RMOs.

5. Fire Suppression Managenent

PACFI SH i ncl uded general guidelines but |left some uncertainty
about control of possible effects of various nethods that
coul d be used during fire suppression. This uncertainty,
conbined with the requirenment for quick suppression decisions,
could result in salnon habitat inmpacts from ground di sturbance
or vegetation renoval that are nore harnful than effects of
the fire. Gound disturbing activities used in fire
suppression may alter natural water drainage patterns and
timng and increase sedi ment delivery to salnmon habitat. The
gui delines below are intended to clarify the existing
gui del i nes and reduce existing uncertainty.

a. The USFS should submt to NMFS, by June 1 before each
fire season, an outline that the National Forests wl]|
use to brief Fire Overhead Teans regarding
responsibilities for protecting sal non habitat under the
ESA.

b. Following a fire that affected RHCAs in watersheds
with designated critical habitat, the USFS should
review the suppression and rehabilitation efforts to
det erm ne whet her the requirenents and tactics
identified in the Fire Situation Analysis or Escape
Fire Situation Analysis were successfully
i npl emented and if the revegetation and
rehabilitation of the burned area were successful.

A report should be submtted to NMFS for review
within 15 nonths following fire containnent.
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H. Procedural Guidelines for Existing Watershed Bas

1. The USFS plans to screen ongoing actionst by March 26,
1995 (30 days after the signing of the PACFI SH deci sion
notice). Continuation of the activities that have
successfully passed through these PACFI SH screens i s not
anticipated to pose a significant threat of harmto
listed sal non. NMS anticipates that ongoing activities
that do not pass the PACFISH screens will be nodified to
conmport wi th PACFI SH and t hat watershed consul tations
will be conpleted rapidly after this occurs.

2. Upon identification of Priority Watersheds the USFS wil |
continue consultations on new proposed actions in the 47
wat ershed BAs that have been submtted. In those
consultations, the USFS wi |l have the opportunity to
nodi fy all proposed actions so that they conport with the
sal non and habitat protection requirenments in PACFI SH and
this Opinion; or NVFS may set forth such nodifications as
reasonabl e and prudent alternatives to the actions
proposed where appropriate. This process should ensure
t hat both the direct and indirect aggregated and
cunul ative effects of ongoing and proposed actions in the
BAs shoul d have a low risk of damagi ng or del ayi ng
recovery of Priority Watersheds.

3. Forty-seven wat ershed biol ogi cal assessnents have al ready
been submtted for ongoing grazing activities that nmay
affect listed salnon or their critical habitat. For

grazing activities which are likely to adversely affect
listed sal non, the USFS shoul d docunent how the grazing
activity will be nodified to neet the PACFI SH grazi ng
standard of "do not retard or prevent attainment of RMOs
or adversely affect listed sal non."

I . Moni toring and Reporting

Monitoring and reporting are essential to ensure that
st andards and gui delines are being inplenented, that progress
is made toward achi eving ecol ogi cal and riparian nmanagenent

11 Ongoi ng actions are defined as those actions that have been

i nmpl enented, or contracts awarded, or pernits issued and (within the range of
listed anadronous sal noni ds) for which BAs have been prepared and subnitted
for consultation prior to the signature of PACFISH, February 24, 1995
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obj ectives, and that the goals and objectives are effective in
achi eving the conservation of |isted sal non. Monitoring
procedures were not provided in PACFI SH, however, a PACFI SH
monitoring commttee is being forned. The follow ng

gui delines pertain to nmonitoring and reporting, and should be
made part of PACFISH i npl enentation and i ncluded in

devel opnent of the EI Ss:

1. The PACFI SH nonitoring conmttee shoul d oversee
experimental design, data collection, quality control and
anal ysi s net hodol ogi es, and reporting. Sanpling and
anal ysis protocols should be devel oped in cooperation
with a statistician and should be scientifically valid
and repeat abl e.

2. The PACFI SH nonitoring conmttee should provide NMFS with
a schedul e for devel opnment of the nonitoring program
within 14 days of the signature of this opinion.

3. The follow ng components of a nonitoring program shoul d
be carried out, with priority for effectiveness
nmonitoring given to Priority Watersheds:

a. i npl ementati on nonitoring and reporting for al
actions included in watershed BAs that may affect
listed salnmon or their designated critical habitat;

b. effectiveness nonitoring and reporting annually for
groups of actions (by activity type, time, and
subwat er shed or watershed) that may affect |isted
sal non or their designated critical habitat.
Priority should be given to Priority Watersheds and
to actions that receive incidental take statenents.
Ef fecti veness nonitoring should entail periodic
measur enent of inportant habitat conponents,

i ncludi ng but not necessarily limted to the
attributes conprising the RMOs;

C. per manent photo-nonitoring plots to enhance
continuity in nonitoring efforts and establish
basel i ne informati on agai nst which | andscape
nmodi fi cations can be conpared and future decisions
can be wei ghed; and
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d. pl an and begin validation nmonitoring to determ ne
whet her the assunptions used in form ng the aquatic
ecosystem strategy described in this biological
opi nion are valid.

4. The USFS should provide to NMFS an annual report on
i npl ementation of the guidelines in this Opinion until
such tine as the LRMPs undergo significant amendnent,
whi ch woul d cause a reinitiation of consultation.

5. NMFS and the USFS shoul d establish a nonitoring quality
control teamto conduct and oversee random spot checks of
the impl enentati on of PACFI SH and LRVWP directives. The
teamw Il report its findings to the NMFS Regi onal
Di rector and USFS Regi onal Foresters.

J. WAt er shed Anal ysi s

WAt er shed anal ysis provides a potentially valuable tool for
wat er shed nmanagenent. For this reason, NMFS strongly
recommends that the USFS conpl ete as many wat ershed anal yses
as feasible before conpletion of the two EI Ss.

Wat er shed anal ysi s enphasi zes the inportance of determ ning
wat er shed status, resilience and capabilities, exam ning
ecol ogi cal relationships, and identifying watershed
restoration and nonitoring objectives, strategies, and
priorities prior to planning actions in the watershed

(Wat ershed Anal ysis Coordi nati on Team 1994). \Watershed
analysis ideally should be conpleted before actions are

pl anned, rather than in response to actions that already are
pl anned.

| deal |y wat ershed anal ysis should be carried out in Priority
Wat ersheds prior to planning and inplenmenting new | and
managenent actions that may affect |isted salnon or their
designated critical habitat. PACFISH requires watershed

anal ysis prior to road building in RHCAs, salvage logging in
RHCAs of watersheds with designated critical habitat, and new
recreation facilities in RHCAs. However, PACFISH did not
establish a schedul e for watershed anal ysis or an agreed-upon
pr ot ocol .

The USFS shoul d ensure that watershed anal yses are conduct ed
in a consistent, scientifically credible manner. Therefore,
there should be a process established for quality control,
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whi ch coul d include peer review or interagency quality review.
WAt ershed anal ysis should be designed and carried out to neet
the goals described on p. C-18 to C-19 of the March 18, 1994
Draft PACFISH EA, in accordance with the foll owi ng steps and
ti meframes:

1. Wat er shed anal yses should follow the protocol devel oped
and now under revision by the Interagency Watershed
Anal ysi s Coordi nati on Team

2. Wthin 30 days of the inplenmentation of PACFISH, the USFS
shoul d provide NMFS with a schedul e of proposed watershed
anal yses in 1995 and 1996, and should provide NMFS with
copies of the resulting anal yses when conpl et ed.

K. Addi ti onal Guidelines for Snake Ri ver fall chinook
sal non

1. Strategy consi derations

The conbination of Priority Watersheds and the general

requi rement to not degrade habitat conditions should help
protect watershed functions that support fall chinook sal non
spawni ng and mi gratory habitat. However, quantitative

cunul ative effects anal yses have not been provided to NMFS to
determ ne how | and managenent actions affect downstream fal
chinook critical habitat.

2. CGui del i nes for Managenent at the Landscape and Watershed
Scal es:

Assess cunul ative effects of upstream | and nanagenent
activities on mainstem fall chinook critical habitat,
particularly in the Cl earwater River.

L. Addi ti onal Guidelines for Snake River sockeye
sal non.
1. Strategy consi derations:

Snake River sockeye sal non should be adequately protected
in Redfish Lake by the Guidelines that apply to sections
C. through K. of this Opinion. However, broodstock may
be outplanted into other Snake River Basin | akes,
necessitating additional nmeasures to protect this

speci es.
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2. Gui deline for future outplanting efforts:

To protect energing popul ations of sockeye from human
i npacts during critical life stages, the USFS, in
cooperation with the State of Idaho and fishing and
boati ng organi zati ons, should undertake a public
information program a year in advance of outplanting
sockeye sal non broodstock progeny in any Snake River
Basin | ake. The purpose of this programwould be to
enlist public approval of, and support for, managenent
measur es designed to protect fisheries resources.

M Long- Term Approaches for Ecosystem Managenent at the
Landscape and WAt ershed Scal es

Long-term strategies need to allow for | andscapes and

wat ersheds to create and maintain well distributed, high
quality fish habitat over tine. To do this, disturbance
regimes from natural and ant hropogenic forces need to be
under st ood and accommodat ed. Ant hropogeni ¢ di sturbances nust
be managed such that ecol ogi cal processes and functions are
mai ntai ned and to | eave a | egacy that allows for the

devel opment of needed habitat conditions at the stream reach
and wat ershed scal es (see the Ecosystem Objectives at Section
| X.C.). The long tine horizon covered by LRMPs provides an
appropriate tinme scale in which to achieve internedi ate and
long termgoals for habitat restoration and recovery of
popul ati ons of |listed species. As previously stated, NWS
antici pates that the geographically-specific EISs will propose
LRWP strategies that foster the mai ntenance and creation of
wel | distributed, high quality habitat over tine.

Addi tionally, broad scale evaluation nakes it possible to
identify and eval uate cunul ative inpacts of nultiple
activities, many of which may individually appear
insignificant but which in the aggregate may jeopardi ze the
continued existence of |isted species.

Baseline informati on on the physical, chem cal and bi ol ogi cal
attributes of the forests and their watersheds has not been
col | ected, synthesized and used in a cohesive and consi stent
manner. NMFS expects this to occur during devel opnent of the
two broad USFS EI Ss that will apply to these eight forests.

The LRMP EI Ss shoul d evaluate one or nore alternatives with a
hi gh probability of ensuring the survival and recovery of
listed sal nonid species. The EISs should evaluate alternative
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| and al |l ocati ons, allowable sale quantities, grazing
intensities, managenent area prescriptions, desired future
condi tions, and other decisions that affect the intensity and
timng of managenment actions on USFS | ands, thereby affecting
t he ecol ogi cal processes and functions that create and sustain
sal nron habi tat.

The follow ng additional information and anal yses, which are
| andscape- and wat ershed-scal e topics, should be addressed in
the EISs. This information is necessary to conply with

Nati onal Environnmental Policy Act requirenents (e.g. for
describing the affected environnment, evaluating alternatives,
etc.):

1. Devel op a strategy that establishes adequate high
qual ity habitat at the basin-w de scale for healthy
sal non subpopul ati ons and net apopul ati ons over the
long term This includes consideration of spatial
and tenporal variability in salnon habitat so that
future gains in high quality habitat will counteract
the | osses caused by natural processes as well as
ant hropogenic activities. The strategy should
i nclude determ nation of |evels of resource use
whi ch have a high probability of maintaining high
quality habitat, restoring degraded habitat, and
restoring connectivity (FEMAT 1993; Frissell et al.
1993) between high quality habitats. It should also
consider and refine criteria for prioritizing
restoration actions anmong wat ersheds. To acconplish
this, the follow ng steps may be necessary:

2. Descri be the range of historic conditions and disturbance
regi mes.
a. Descri be historic aquatic habitat condition and flow
regi mes.
b. Descri be natural disturbance regines and

frequenci es.

cC. Expl ai n and nodel the relationship between natural
and human-induced di sturbance events.
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Descri be desired future conditions.

a. Descri be desired future conditions in terns of the
range of natural variation rather than discrete
values. Modify and devel op existing values in
response to this information

b. Devel op linkages or nodels to explain relationship
bet ween | ocal habitat features and broader,
| andscape scal e features.

Refine the delineation of inportant areas of biol ogical
di versity within watersheds.

Adj ust land allocations and outputs of goods and services
to reflect the ecological requirements of |isted sal non.
This adjustrment should include allocating habitats for

sal non survival and recovery in accordance with the

i nportance of those habitats and acceptable |evels of

ri sk outlined above.

| dentify and protect enough pristine or relatively
pristine well-studi ed watersheds (section 7) to serve as
"reference areas" or benchmarks agai nst which | ong-term
effects of restoration and | and managenent projects can
be nmeasur ed.

Devel op a nonitoring programthat wll:

a. docunment subbasin-scale trends in habitat quality
and quantity, and (in cooperation with state
agenci es) fish popul ations; and

b. nmoni tor and eval uate reference watersheds, and other
wat er sheds where restoration and | and managenent
projects are nore active than reference watersheds,
to determne if watershed restorati on and managenment
prograns are neeting the habitat maintenance and
i mprovenent objectives.

Coordinate with the fishery agencies, Tribes, BPA, EPA
BOR, BLM NRCS, NPPC, |ocal governnents, and private

| andowners to devel op | ong-term subbasi n habit at
managenent pl ans.
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9. Establish as one of the purposes of the EISs that al
LRMPs shoul d pronote the survival and recovery of |isted
sal non.

10. All water conveyances across national forest |ands shoul d
be catal ogued and the state-granted water rights
associated with each identified. Efforts should be taken
to resolve discrepancies and conflicts identified between
wat er conveyances, state water rights, and the RMOs.
Proposed conveyances affecting Priority Watersheds shoul d
be given a priority for this analysis.

X. REI NI TI ATI ON OF CONSULTATI ON

The Ninth Circuit in Pacific Rivers Council v. Thomas, supra,
has held that existing LRMPs are continui ng agency "actions"
within the neaning of the ESA and inplenmenting regul ati ons.
That hol ding presumably inplies that the plans remain subject
to the requirenents of 50 C.F. R 402.16. Under that

provi sion, consultation nmust be reinitiated if: (1) new
information reveal s that managenent direction may affect
|isted species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent
not previously considered; (2) the direction is nodified in a
manner that causes an effect to the |listed species or critical
habitat that was not considered in this Opinion; or (3) a new
species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be
af fected by the managenent direction.

In Section | X, NMFS provides guidance for the USFS to address
concerns at two scales: the immedi ate effects of project
actions and the broad aggregate effects across the species'
range. |Inplenmentation of this guidance should achieve the
goals of: (1) maxim zing |ikelihood of conpliance with section
7(a)(2) at the earliest opportunity in planning site-specific
actions; (2) increasing the efficiency and all ow ng speedy
concl usi on of consultation for site-specific actions; (3)

est abl i shi ng common under st andi ngs of project-scale
protections and information needs between the USFS and NVFS;
and (4) clarifying the broad paranmeters contained in current

pl ans to neet the stated goals of inproving anadronous fish
resources and riparian habitat on USFS | ands. NMFS advi ses
the USFS, in its conpliance with ESA section 7(a)(2), to
monitor the effectiveness of these expectations in neeting the
above goal s.
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| f, through this nmonitoring, it is clear that these goals are
not fulfilled, NMS would consider that to be new information
for the basis of a reinitiation of consultation on the LRMPs.

In this consultation, NMFS assumed that the USFS will continue
to develop the eastside EISs, with a goal of releasing a draft
ElI'S for public coment in October, 1995. NMS, in this
consultation, identified elenments that the USFS shoul d include
in these EISs that will address |ong-term needs of |isted

sal mon. |If devel opnent of the EISs is cancelled, suspended or
del ayed (past Decenber, 1995), NMFS woul d consider that to be
a change in the proposed action relevant for a reinitiation of
this consultation.
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XII. APPENDI X A
CONTI NUI NG ACTI ON:  LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DI RECTI ON

Each National Forest's LRMP and Record of Decision address a
wi de array of managenent direction to be applied to its
respective lands. The managenent direction (or continuing
action) is programmatically applied in the form of desired
future conditions, goals, objectives, and standards and

gui delines. Table Al sunmarizes ten broad categories of
managenent nodi fied by the managenent direction devel oped in
each of the LRWPs. Wthin each broad category there are nore
resource entries that add clarity and bring definition to that
broader | and or resource category. These subcategories are
subject to LRVMP managenent direction and National Forest

regul atory and permtting oversight that NMFS considers to be
the "continuing action". The ten broad categories are: (1)
fish and water quality managenent, (2) road managenent, (3)

ti mber managenent, (4) m nerals managenent, (5) range
managenent, (6) |land and water classifications, (7) recreation
managenent, (8) other nmanaged aninmals, (9) nonitoring, and
(10) m scell aneous managenment activities. |mediately
follow ng Table Al is a description of LRMP managenent
direction for each of the categories.
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Table Al. Summary of broad and specific land and resource nanagenent categories over which
each National Forest maintains authorizations or oversight responsibilities. A description of
the managenent direction applied to each category immediately follows this table. Blank cells
indicate that the land or resource category was not addressed in a Forest-specific LRWP or
RCD.

# PROPOSED LAND AND RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT CATEGCRI ES NATI ONAL FORESTS 1

STNF CNF SNF PNF WANF UNF BNF NPNF

1. Fish and Water Qual ity Managenent

a. Anadr onous Fi sh Habi t at X X X X X X X X
b. State Water Quality Standards X X X X X X X X
C. Water Quality (Sedinent, etc.) X X X X X X X X
d. Ri pari an Areas X X X X X X X X
e. Resi dent Fi sh X X X X X X X X
f. Water Rights (D versions, etc.) X X X X X X X X
g. Hydr opower X X X X X X
h. Soils (Productivity, Erosion) X X X X X X X X
i. Domestic Water Supply Wat er sheds X X X X X X

2. Road Managenent

a. Access X X X X X X X X

b. Transportation X X X X X X X X

3. Tinber Managenent

a. Silviculture and Vegetation X X X X X X X X
Treat ment s

b. Al owabl e Sale Quantity (ASQ X X X X X X X X

C. Fire (Protection, Suppression, X X X X X X X X

Prescri bed Burns)

d. Pest Managenent X X X X X X X X

e. Fi rewood Qutting X X X X X X X X

4. M neral s Managenent

a. Excl usi on of New M neral X X X X X X X
Activities from WI derness

b. Lands Avail able for Mneral Entry X X X X X X
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# PROPOSED LAND AND RESCURCE
MANAGEMENT CATEGORI ES NATI ONAL FORESTS 1
STNF CNF SNF PNF WANF UNF BNF NPNF
5. Range Managenent
a. Range and G azi ng X X X X X X X X
6. Land and Water Managenent
a. W der ness X X X X X X X X
b. Research Natural Areas X X X X X X X X
C. Managenent Area Direction X X X X X X X X
d. Undevel oped Areas (Roadl ess) X X X X X X X X
e. Endangered American W/ derness X
Act of 1978
f. Central |daho WIderness Act of X X X X
1980
g. WId and Scenic R vers X X X X X X X X
h. Land Exchange and Acqui sition X X X X X X X X
i. Speci al Areas (Landmarks, Trails) X X X X X X X X
7. Recreation Managenent
a. Publ i c Recreation X X X X X X X X
8. Ot her Managed Ani nal s
a. Wldlife Habitat X X X X X X X X
b. Ad-growth Wldlife Habitat X X X X X X X
C. Thr eat ened and Endangered Speci es X X X X X X X X
9. Monitoring
a. Moni tor Forest Goal s X X X X X X X X
10. O her Managenent Consi derations
a. Visual Quality X X X X X X X X
b. CQul tural Resources X X X X X X X X
C. Treaty Rights X X X X X
d. Local Econony and Community X X X X X X X X
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PROPOSED LAND AND RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT CATEGCRI ES

NATI ONAL FORESTS 1

1 STNF = Sawtooth National Forest; CNF = Challis National Forest; SNF = Sal non National

For est ;
Nat i onal

PNF = Payette National Forest; WWF =

Forest; BNF = Boi se National Forest;

Wl | owa- Wii t man Nat i onal
NPNF = Nez Perce Nati onal
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Forest;
For est

UNF = Umatilla

STNF CNF SNF PNF WANF UNF BNF NPNF
e. Ar Quality X X X X X X X X
f. Law Enf or cerent X X X X X X
g. Dat abase Devel opnent X X
h. I nt eragency Coordi nation X X X X X X X X




1. Fish and Water Quality

This category covers managenent directions pertaining to
anadronmous and resident fishes, water quality standards,

ri pari an areas, water rights, hydropower, soils, and donestic
wat er supply watersheds. The anadromous fish program goals
are simlar to the resident fish habitat nmanagenent and
restoration prograns. They include protecting, maintaining,
or enhanci ng anadronous fish spawni ng and rearing habitat and
ri parian conditions in order to maintain or increase viable
popul ati ons. These goals are to be acconplished by applying
Forest-w de standards and gui delines to protect aquatic and

ri pari an resources and by nmonitoring: (1) the effectiveness of
ri pari an habitat standards, (2) fish habitat inprovenment
projects (3) limting factors restricting fish spawni ng and
rearing; and, (4) inpacts from National Forest activities such
as tinmber harvesting, range, nining, recreation, and road
managenent activities. LRWMPs fromthe Payette, Umatilla,

Boi se, and Nez Perce NFs stated objectives for maintaining
streans at certain percentages of habitat potential. For
exanpl e, the Nez Perce NF would maintain streans containing
chi nook sal non habitat at 90% of potential, streans with

west sl ope cutthroat trout, Onchorynchus clarkii, or steel head
at 80% of their potential, and any other streans at 70% of
their potential. These objectives allow for a 10-20%

reduction of habitat potential in anadronous fish streans.
Ot her LRWMPs did not list specific objectives for nmaintaining
habitat potential.

Al'l eight LRWPs directed that state water quality standards be
met or exceeded, and sone LRMPs i ncl udi ng Federal water

gqual ity standards. The goal was to maintain or enhance water
quantity, quality, and tim ng of streanflows to neet
downstream needs. This would be acconplished through neeting
fishery and water quality objectives, best managenent
practices (the set of practices in LRMPs which, when applied
during inplenmentation of a project, ensures that water-rel ated
beneficial uses are protected and that state water quality
standards are net), and inprovenent projects to protect
streanms, stream banks, riparian areas and wetl ands. Objectives
for mnimzing soil erosion and sedi nent delivery to stream
channel s and for managi ng wetl ands and fl oodpl ains are al so
included in some LRMP water quality sections.

Ri pari an managenent direction, objectives, desired future
conditions, and standards and gui delines were included in al
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eight LRMPs. The RMOs, as established in the Final PACFI SH
EA/ FONSI and NMFS Opi nion, provide a consistent set of interim
targets for riparian areas and fish habitat. The riparian
areas were to be mmi ntai ned and enhanced (regarding their
value for wildlife, fisheries, aquatic habitats, and water
quality) by mnim zing the disturbance associated with |and
managenment activities (mning, tinber harvest, road
construction, etc.), reducing erosion from existing roads,
managi ng recreation use, altering grazing systens for donestic
i vestock, and constructing fish habitat inprovenents. These
i ncl uded mmai ntaining vegetative cover, allow ng no detrinmental
changes in water tenperature or chem cal conposition,
permtting no additional water blockages, and reduci ng erosion
and sedi nent delivery.

Six of the eight LRWMPs included managenent direction on

hydr opower. Hydropower included both Federal Energy

Regul atory Comm ssion (FERC) and non- FERC projects. Sone
LRMPs encour aged hydroel ectric production while others

recogni zed only a limted potential for hydroelectric

devel opnents. O her LRMPs contained statenments that the

Nati onal Forest would review hydroelectric projects on a case-
by- case basis using the expected benefits, environnental and
soci al consequences, and consi deration of other resource

obj ectives and activities as guidelines. Anticipated non-FERC
Nati onal Forest water devel opnent projects for National Forest
management purposes were primarily related to |ivestock and
wildlife water devel opnents.

Al'l LRMPs contained direction on soils managenent. The goals
were generally to maintain or enhance soil productivity. This
was to be acconplished through di mnishing potential erosion
during actions such as revegetation after fire, using |ogging
techni ques which m nimze soil disturbance, identifying and
protecting lands with shallow soils, mnimzing detrinmental
soil conditions such as conpaction, puddling, displacenment,
and severe burning. Goals and objectives related to soils
were to be nmet through continued efforts to prevent soil
danmage and to mtigate prevention techniques. The mai ntenance
or enhancenent of soil productivity inherently reduces soils
eroding into streans inhabited or used by |isted sal non.

Each LRMP cont ai ned managenent direction for the protection of
instream fl ows through an anal ysis of proposed water uses,

di versions, and transm ssion applications. A |arge percentage
of the water draining into the Snake River and its tributaries
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is used for irrigation and other agricultural and industrial
pur poses. Many tinme water users may cross Federal |and during
the transfer of water fromthe source (stream to its use
(irrigated field). In order to convey water across Federal
property, the water user is typically required to obtain
various special use permts for rights-of-way from USFS.

Si x of eight LRMPs addressed donestic water supply watersheds.
Conpared wi th managenment in other parts of these National
Forests, different nmanagenent strategies and practices were
used in public supply watersheds. The goals were to maintain
or inmprove water quality and streanflows, and to mnim ze the
potential for adverse inpacts on water quality from sedi nent,
petrol eum products or chemcals to conply with public supply
wat er sheds obj ectives. Exanples of these strategies are
reduced tinber harvest |evel and road construction, and nore
conservative (less ground disturbing) fire suppression
practices.

2. Roads

Each LRMP presented general managenment direction regarding
road construction, reconstruction, and mai ntenance. The Nez
Perce NF LRWP specified that all roads be designed to mtigate
at | east 60% of the predicted sedinent resulting from new road
construction; other LRMPs did not |list specific sedinent
mtigation |levels for road construction. Sonme LRMPs
specifically addressed road closure and road obliteration
policies, while others did not. Sone LRMPs addressed the

i nportance of providing fish passage at road crossings on
streans which contain anadronous or resident fishes; others
did not. O her factors pertaining to roads which were
presented in some LRMPs, but not in others, were road density
i ndi ces and entry frequency gui delines.

3. Ti mber

The LRMP managenent direction on tinmber includes silviculture
and vegetation treatnment, establishnent of an allowable sale
gquantity (ASQ, fire managenent, pest managenent, and fuel wood
(firewood) nmnagenent.

Appendi x A-7



4. M ni ng

All eight LRWMPs presented managenent direction governing

m neral exploration, extraction, and processing. In general,
the direction encouraged valid exploration and devel opnent of
m neral resources, while mnimzing surface inpacts. Al

Nati onal Forest |ands are open to m ning except those areas

t hat have been specifically withdrawn from mneral entry. The
LRMPs |ist areas that have been w thdrawn from m neral

expl oration, such as wilderness areas and adm nistrative
sites. Mning clainms that predate w thdrawal, including those
within wi |l derness, may continue to be worked under existing
mning laws, if they contain a valid discovery of a val uable

m neral. USFS designated roadl ess areas are not w thdrawn
fromm neral exploration. General standards and guidelines
regardi ng access, operating plans, mtigation, reclamtion,
and nmonitoring are presented in each LRMP.

5. Range

Al'l eight LRMPs established managenment direction for |ivestock
grazing and range managenent. Direction differed anong

Nati onal Forests. For exanple, Sawtooth NF, Challis NF, and
Umtilla NF set a goal to maintain suitable range in

sati sfactory (ecological state of fair or better with an
upward or stable trend) condition, and inprove suitable range
that is in less than satisfactory condition. By contrast, the
Sal non NF, Payette NF, Boise NF, and Nez Perce NF set a goal
to inprove any range that was in |ess than good ecol ogi cal
condition. Several National Forests also established goals of
mai ntai ning or slightly increasing the current |evel of

i vestock use. Most National Forests also included a goal for
mai ntai ning or increasing their noxious weed control efforts.

O her range managenent goals and objectives that may affect
listed salnmon or their critical habitat nentioned for sone
Nati onal Forests included high quality range adm nistration,
predator control, providing forage and space for elk,

conpl eting range i nprovenents (seeding, prescribed fire, water
devel opnents, fences, etc.), protecting threatened and
endanger ed species, and continuing or inproving range
stewardshi p prograns and coordination with private, state, and
Federal entities.
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Wth the exception of the Sal non NF and the Payette NF, LRMPs
i ncluded standards and guidelines with general utilization
prescriptions based on range condition. The utilization

| evel s prescribed by each LRWMP vari ed anong National Forests.

6. Land and Water Classification

Al'l LRMPs provided managenent direction for areas classified
as wi |l derness, Research Natural Areas (RNAs), undevel oped
(roadl ess) areas, wild and scenic rivers, special areas
(historic landmarks, trails, etc.), and | and exchanges. The
LRMPs al so divided each National Forest into "Managenent
Areas" with different management goals, resource potentials,
and limtations. Managenent of w | derness areas, RNAs, those
roadl ess areas that remain roadl ess, and special areas are
generally not likely to adversely affect |isted sal non species
or their critical habitat; and, in fact, their nmnanagenent
coul d have restorative or beneficial effects.

The National Forests differ in their approaches to defining
managenent areas. The Challis NF, Sal non NF, Payette NF, and
Boi se NF defi ne managenent areas in terns of geographic

bl ocks, with a single managenent prescription or set of
managenent prescriptions within each block. The other

Nati onal Forests define management areas primarily in ternms of
type of managenent prescription (WIlderness, Sem -Primtive,

Ti mber Production, etc.) or type of location (Corridors,
Backcountry, etc.) and provide maps or descriptions of where
the prescriptions are applied. Mnagenment areas may enconpass
parts or all of other land classifications. For instance, on
the Payette NF, several different managenent areas contain one
or more RNAs, whereas on Wall owa-VWhitman NF, RNAs are all
grouped together as a single nanagenent area.

All eight LRWMPs provided managenment direction for existing
roadl ess areas. Considerable variability existed between
LRMPs regardi ng the percentages of their roadl ess areas which
were recommended to remain roadl ess and those which were
consi dered for devel opnment. Some LRMPs recommended certain
roadl ess areas for w lderness classification, while others
recommended no additional wlderness. These classifications
can be found in Table 2 in the body of this Opinion.

Every LRMP indicated that streams within their respective
Nat i onal Forest boundary had been evaluated for wild and
scenic river eligibility. Lists of existing and potenti al
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wild, scenic, and recreational stream segnents were included;
and standards and gui delines regul ati ng managenent and
recreational activities along these streans were presented.
For exanpl e, devel opments proposed in or along the shorelines
of these streans will not alter the potential classification
of the river or streamprior to a detailed suitability study.

Each LRMP presented managenent direction regarding |and
exchanges with other Federal or state agencies or with private
| andowners. Adjustnents made in | and ownership woul d,

t heoretically, allow National Forest |and to be managed nore
efficiently.

The Sawt oot h, Payette, Wall owa-Whitman, Umatilla, Boise, and
Nez Perce NFs describe special managenent enphases which are
established for portions of their |and allocations. The
managenent enphases in some cases allow for higher |evels of
fish protection than those provided by the m ni num st andards
of the draft PACFI SH EA. Exanples of these areas include the
Sout h Fork Sal non River, Sawtooth National Recreation Area,
and Hells Canyon National Recreation Area, and some Research
Nat ur al Areas.

7. Recreati on

Managenment direction provided by each LRMP proposed to provide
a broad range of recreational opportunities in devel oped and
di spersed areas of the National Forests. Standards and

gui delines directed that recreational use be limted and

di stributed as necessary to protect riparian areas.

8. Ot her Managed Ani mal s

Each LRMP provided direction regarding managenment of wildlife
habitat through utilization of prescribed fire; maintenance of
ol d-growth stands for ol d-growth dependent species; and
protecti on of non-piscine endangered species such as gray

wol ves, grizzly bears, peregrine falcons,and bald eagl es.

Li sted anadronmous fish species were not included in this

cat egory, because the LRWMPs were signed prior to the listing
of Snake River sal non.
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9. Moni t ori ng

Al'l eight LRWPs established goals and objectives for
monitoring and included a nonitoring plan. The basic
nmonitoring goals were to determine if standards and gui delines
and managenent area prescriptions are being applied as
specified in the LRMWPs, and to determne if goals and

obj ectives are being achieved. Objectives of nonitoring
include: (1) determ ning how well management prescriptions
are responding to public issues and managenent concerns and
opportunities; (2) identifying if there is a need to change
managenent strategies; (3) determ ning how managenent
practices on other lands within and adjacent to the Nati onal
Forests affect the achi evenent of goals and objectives in the
LRWPs; and (4) determning the effects of LRWP inplenentation
on the managenent efforts of other |and and resource agencies.

Moni toring plans vary anong National Forests, but each
contains custodial nmonitoring requirenments for different

cat egori es of managenment activities (tinmber, range, etc.), a
general time schedule, and reporting requirements. Monitoring
can provide essential data on the condition of |listed fish
popul ati ons and habitat and the effectiveness of nmanagenent
measures in protecting those resources. The success of these
nmonitoring prograns i s not known because nonitoring reports
were not available for this consultation.

Only the Nez Perce NF considered nonitoring in their BA.

Al t hough all LRWMPs discussed sone type of custodi al

moni toring, the nmonitoring |acks specificity in many cases.
For exanple, the Nez Perce NF |isted general nonitoring

requi rements in NFMA, and requirenents such as nonitoring of
ri pari an areas were described only as being done "through
adm nistrative field reviews." Another exanple is the Challis
NF range managenment nonitoring, which simply calls for
“measur enent of plant conposition and vigor, ground cover and
soil stability"” and "grazing inpact studies.” This direction
could easily allow inportant aspects of grazing effects on
stream and riparian area functions not to be nonitored. The
| ack of specificity raises concern for consistency between
Nati onal Forests and does not pronote devel opnment of widely
appl i cabl e dat abases.
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10. M scel |l aneous

Al'l eight National Forests established other m scell aneous
goal s, objectives, and standards and guidelines. These fell
into categories including visual quality, cultural resources,

| ocal econony and community, air quality, and interagency
coordi nation. NMFS believes that managenent direction in these
cat egori es woul d have no effect on |isted salnon or their
critical habitat.
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