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Mr. Jack Ward Thomas 
Chief; USDA Forest Service 
Washington Office 
~4th and Independence sw 
Washington, D.C. 20090~6090 

Mr r Michael P. Dombeck 
Acting Director 
Bureau of Land Management 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Messrs. Thomas and Dombeck: 

UNITEO STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and AtrnasphBric AdminietrBtlon 
NA nONAL MAR1NE FISHERIES SERVICE. 

Northwest Region 
7600 Sand Point Way, N.R. 
Ein C15700, Bldg. 1 

Seattle, Washington 98115-0070 

F/NW 

This letter amends the January 23, 1995, biological opinion on 
the Implementation of Interim Strategies for Managing Anadromous 
Fish-producing Watersheds in Eastern Oregon and Washington, 
Idahor and Portions of California (PACFISH) under section 7(a} (2) 
of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and its implementing 
regulations, 50 CFR Part 4Q2. -This amendment is in response to 
your August 29, 1996, letter addressed to Rolland A. Schmitten, 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), requesting reinitiation 
of consultation on PACFISH. You requested that the consultation 
evaluate your proposal to extend the application of PACFISH 
direction to IIcover the period until the completion of the plan 
amendments proposed by the Interior Columbia River Basin 
Ecosystem Management Project ll

l which you expect to occur by 
IIsummer of 1997. 11 Events subsequent to your letter suggest that 
this may not occur until winter ~997-98. 

I first want to commend the leadership of both the Forest Service 
and the Bureau of Land Management in your initiative through 
PACFISH and related activities to recognize and respond to the 
ne~d to adjust the current direction on land management 
activities to address very important issues associated with the 
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protection and restoration of aquatic health for at-risk 
salmonids in the Pacific and inland northwest. This effort is 
vital to the re~toration of salmon and ateelhead in the region. 
I further want to commend you for the follow-up activity to 
monitor and assess the success of the implementation efforts for 
PACFISH.. While there are clearly some deficiencies in 
implementation and documentation of PACFISH to date in certain 
areas z your monitoring of those effortBand clear direction to 
correct deficiencies will only strengthen the effort and its long 
term Success. Change does not and cannot occur automatically 
across the entire landscape, but your continuing emphasis on 
compliance will prove of enormous importance to the effort 
overall. 

Your letter included the following enclosures; 

1) an August 27, 1996 J supplement to the Biological 
Assessment (supplemental BA) for the February 28( 1994, 
Environmental Assessment for Interim Strategies for Managing 
Anadromous Fish-producing Watersheds in Eastern Oregon and 
Washington, Idaho, and Portions of California (PACFISH). 

2) a February 28, 1996 Revised Notice of Intent to Prepare 
Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) for the Interior 
Colu~ia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (draft Notice)­
These EISe will describe a proposal by the USPS and BLM to 
develop and adopt a coordinated ecosystem management 
strategy for national forests and public lands in eastern 
Oregon and Washington, Idaho, Western Montana,. and small 
portions of Nevada, wyoming and Utah. The Notice of Intent 
summarizes certain results o£ PACFISH to date and includes 
information about the effects of extending PACFISH until the 
EISs are completed. 

In addition to the above documents, the NMFS reviewed the 
following during this consultation: 

3) a January~ 1996 r document titled "Execut.ive Summary I 
PACFISH Field Reviews, August ~ November 1995; 

4) a July 30 t 1996 r letter from Jack Ward Thomas (U.S. 
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Forest Service) and Michael P. Dombeck (Bureau of Land 
Management} to the Regional Foresters for Regions I, 4, 5 
and 6 and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) State 
Directors for oregon, Idaho and Washington and; 

5} an August 21, 1996, fax from Gordon Haugen .. u.s. Forest 
Service (USPS) to Elizabeth Gaar, NMFS. 

The determination reached in the supplemental BA was the same as 
in the PACFISH BA, namely that the proposed extension of PACFISH 
"may affect!! listed species and designated critical habitat. As 
in the PACFISH BA, the supplemental BA does not include a 
determination as to whether the proposed action is Iflikely to' 
adversely affect If or "not' likely to adversely affect. II listed 
species and designated critical habitat~ 

The NMFS understands that the ELM is conducting additional 
analysis and public input regarding extension of PACFISH 1 but 
intends to follow PJ! ... CFISH until it makes a final decision. 
Therefore, the NMFS may reconsider the concluSlons in this 
amendment with respect to the ~LM if new information surfaces or 
the proposed action is changed as a result of the additional 
analysis and public input. 

The NMFS completed an Endangered Species Act Section 7 Biological 
Opinion {Opinion) on PACFISH on January 23, 1995. In the PACFISH 
Opinion! the ~FS concluded that PACFISH would not jeopa~ize the 
continued existence of listed salmon or cause destruction or 
adverse modification of their designated critical habitat. The 
analysis and conclusion in the PACF!SH biological opinion was 
based on a number of assumptions, including: 

l} that there are potential effects to listed species and 
critical habitat that may only be addressed at broad scales 
(such as the scale of PACFISH) because they may n9t be 
adequately addressed in project-specific consultations; 

2} that consultation on the LRMPs for ,the Sawtooth National 
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Recreation Areal and the Boise~ Salmon, Payette I Challis, 
Nez Perce, Umatilla and Wallowa Whitman National Forests 
would be completed by March 1, 1995, and that deficiencies 
In PACFISH would be addressed during that consultation; 

3} that consultation on the ICBEMP BISs (which will replace 
PACFISH) would be completed no later than 18 months from the 
date that PACFISH was implemented; 

4) that consultations to avoid or minimize incidental take 
would continue to occur on proposed land management actions 
at the site, watershed or LRMP scales after PACFISH was 
implemented; and 

5) that application of section 7(d) of the ESA to site­
specific actions [through the consultation on the LRMPs] 
would reduce the potential for adverse effects to listed 
species and their designated critical habitat. 

The PACFISH Opinion considered PACFISH only as an interim 
strategy. The Opinion recognized that PACFISH was not intended 
to be and did not constitute an adequate long-term strategy for 
the protection and restoration of anadromous fish habitat. 

The NMFB intended the PACFISH Opinion to make watershed and site­
scale consultations more efficient during the interim period. To 
this end t the PACFISH Opinion provided conservation 
recommendations to assist the USFS and BLM in ruinimizing their 
impacts to listed salmon and designated critical habitat at the 
earliest opportunity_ These included: (l) recommended 
clarifications to PACFISH interim direction to provide furth6r 
consistency and clearer protection for listed salmon; (2) 
recommended elements for monitoring the implementation and 
effectiveness of PACFISHi (3) expectations of data requirements 
the NMFS will need for section 7 consultations at the project or 
watershed level for actions conducted under PACFISH interim 
direction; and (4) recommended elements for the geographically­
specific EISs. 

The NMFS also completed an Opinion on the Land and Resource 
Management Plans {LRMP Opinion} for the Boise, Challis, Nez 
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Perce, Payette, Salmon, Sawtooth, Umatilla, and Wallowa-Whitman 
National 'Forests, a,s amended by PACFISH on March 1, 1995. In the 
LRMP Opinion, the NMFS identified a set of goals, objectives and 
guidelines that it will apply to watershed and sitB~specific 
consultations until the LRMPs are amended to provide, in 
combination with implementation of PACFISH, reasonable certainty 
that site-specific actions will not result in jeopa~dy to listed 
salmon or adverse modification of critical habitat. The 
guidelines in the LRMP Opinion included and expanded upon the 
conservation measures in the PACFISH Opinion. (See LRMP Opinion 
Table 10, or Appendix I in this letter.) Specific changes to 
riparian management objectives, riparian habitat conservation 
areas (RHCAs) , and riparian management objectives recommended by 
the NMFS in the LRMP Opinion ·for use with PACFISH are summarized 
in Appendix II of this letter. 

The LRMP Opinion also included recommendations for addressing the 
long-term needs of Snake River salmon through the ICBEMP 
environmental impact statements (EISs) (s~ction M in the LRMP 
Opinion 1 Or Appendix III in this l~ttBr). These recommendations 
arB also stated in the Proposed Recovery Plan for Snake River 
Salmon (March 1995) . 

The NMFS intended the PACFISH and LRMP consultations to provide 
substantial programmatic guidance that would create efficiencies 
in proj ect-level consultations'. The NMFS I overall goal was the 
same as the USFS and the BLM: to arrest the degradation and begin 
restoration of anadromous fish habitat. The NMFS intended 
PACFISH to I'hold the line tl until long-term approaches for 
ecosystem management and the landscape and. watershed scales were 
developed in t.he ICBEMP EISSA Our review of this reinitia.tion 
request focused on the agencies· accomplishments toward that 
goal. 

Effects of E~~endjpg PACEISH 

The "Executive Summary.r PACFISH Field Reviews I August - November,; 
1995" (January, 1996} describes the findings of PACFISH 
monitoring during the specified time period. The document notes 
a !f~onsistent pattern of poor documentation of P~C~!SB-related 
decisions, limited use of watershed analysis and little or no 
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evidence of monitoring for PACFISH implementation and 
effectiveness. u Because of this lack of monitoring l there lS 

little evidence as to whether PACFISH has accomplished its goal 
of arresting the degradation- and beginning the restoration of 
anadromous fish habitat. 

You took steps to improve PACFISH implementation by sending the 
July 30 L 1996, letter to the responsible Regional Fore~ters and 
State Directors. The letter stated that the guidelines contained 
in the LRMP Opinion will be considered in the development of 
site-specific projects. The letter instructs field units that 
were reviewed in 1995 to submit reports as to how they will 
correct deficiencies in PACFISH implementation. The NMFS 
receivsd copies of the ~eports on August 27, 1996; for the 
Clearwater ( Salmon-Challis, and Nez Perce National Forests. The 
Umatilla ~ational Forest did not submit its report due to fire 
emergencies. Summaries of the reports are. attached to this 
letter as Appendix IV. The letter stresses the need for 
increased compliance and documentation by USFS field staff and 
increased documentation by BLM field staff. Also, the letter 
mentions planned field reviews by the PACFISH Field Review Team 
for fall 1.996. 

Additionally, the August 21, 1996, fax from Gordon Haugen {USPS} 
to Elizabeth Gaar (NMFS) responds to some of the concerns raised 
by the NMFS during the reinitiated consultation on PACFISH. Much 
of the discussion in this fax concerns requested analyses in the 
LRMP Opinion for lOOO-acre and larger unroaded areas in the Snake 
River Basin (no. 1, a-d on p. 82 of the LRMP Opinion). The NMFS 
requested this information to provide a surrogate for identifying 
remaining areas of high quality habitat. The USFS has provided 
the NMFS maps of road densities from the ICBEMP Science 
Integration Team that the NMFS could overlay with its priority 
Watershed maps to help identify remaining areas of high quality 
habitat for watershed and site-scale consultations. The USFS 
states that it is unable to provide names, locations, etc. of 
unroaded areas smaller than 5000 acres but has ag~eed to provide 
th~s list for the larger areas& 

The NMFS has verbally requested an update on actions planned in 
unroaded areas {August 23 1 1996 t conference call between Ted 
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Meyers and Jeff Lockwood r NMFS p and Gordon Haugen t USPS}. Some 
of this information was included in the watershed-scale BAs that 
have been provided to the NMFS beginning in 1992. However, many 
of the projections in these plans are now outdated. During thE 
original consultation on PACFISH, the USFS claimed that the 
requirement to do watershed analysis befa're building roads ac:t"oss 
RHCAs would mean very little new road construction during the 
tenure of PACFISH~ Available information indicates some U$FS 

field units are not completing wat~rshed analysis before building 
roads across RHCAs. The NMFS assumes that the JUly 30, 1996, 
letter will correct the problem of new road construction in RHCAs 
prior to watershed analysis by reinforcing the need to follow 
PACFISH interim direction, which prohibits such actions. 

The larger scale issues such as the distribution of high-quality 
habitat across the subbasins inhabited by different 
subpopulations of salmon require information and analyses that 
extend beyond individual watersheds and projects. This 
information should be provided as part of the PACFISH extension. 
In particular, the us~s should provide the following information 
within 30 days of the extension of PACFISF!: 

1) a list of names and descriptions of general geomorphic 
characteristics of inventoried roadless areas, keyed to the 
map of road densities, 

2) updates on actions planned in \\section 7 watersheds" for 
Snake River salmon that involve road building or timber 
harvest, for each national forest and BLM District {see 
~ppendix V of this letter for information needed in the 
updates)j and 

3) a report from the Umatilla National Forest on how they 
will correct PACFISH deficiencies. 

Alsos the NMFS understands that: 

4) the USFS aJ.'ld BLM will promptly submit monitoring' reports 
from the fall 1996 field reviews to the NMFS upon their 
completion; 
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5) interagency Level 1 Consultation Teams reviewing both 
USPS and BLM actions will consider r incorporate when 
possible l and document any departures from the Guidelines in 
the NMFSI LRMP Opinion when designing and implementing 
projects and monitoringi 

6) compliance with PACFISH interim direction, and monitoring 
of PACFISH, will improve pursuant to the July 30, 1996, 
letter of direction; and 

7) PACFISH will be followed until the LRMPs and BLM Land 
Use Plans are amended by the EIS RODs (presumably this would 
be sometime after issuance of ths RODs) . 

Conclusion 

The continuing issues with PACFISH pertain largely to 
inconsistent implementation of both PACFISH and the LRMP Opinion 
and underscore the need to make significant progress on these 
issues in the ICBEMP EISs. If conservatively and consistently 
implemented, PACFISH combined with the LRMV Opinion and the 
interagency streamlining consultation process should continue to 
represent an adequate short-term strategy for reducing damage to 
anadromous fish habitat from land management actions~ Also, the 
NMFS will continue to review "may affect rr land management 
decisions in watershed and site-scale consultations. 

The NMFS has determined that I based on the available information" 
extension of the interim PACFISH guidance is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of SR sockeye salmon, SR 
spring/summer chinook salmon, or SR fall chinook salmon, or 
result in the destruction O~ adverse modification of critical 
habitat~ This conclusion is based in part on the assumptions 
described under II Effects of. Extending PACFISH" above. 

ReinitatiQn Qf CQn~~ltatign 

Under the requirements of 5.0 C.P.R. 402.16 f consultation must be 
reinitiated if: (1) new information reveals that management 
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direction may affect listed species,or critical habitat in a 
manner Or to an extent not previously considered; (2) the 
direction is modified ina 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 affected by the management direction. 

The NMFS would consider the following sufficient cause for 
reinitiation of consultation on the PACFISH extension: 

1) if the USFS and BLM field unit responses to the PACFISH field 
reviews do not adequately correct implementation and 
documentation deficiencies, 

2) if the 1996 PACFISH field reviews uncover implementation 
problems that are not addressed by the field unit reports; 

3) i£ there is widespread or consistent failure of Level l 

Consultation Teams to consider, incorporate when possible, and 
document any departures from the Guidelines in the NMFS' LRMP 
Opinion when designing and implementing projects. 

4} if the ICBEMP E1Ss ar~ not issued and records of decision are 
not signed by winter 1997-98~ 

If you have any questions regarding this amendment I please 
contact Ted Meyers at (208) 334-9852. 

~IL~fJJ 
William Stelle[ Jrw 
Regional Administrator 
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be : F /NW03 ~~ ~~ I~:~ Ted Meyers, 
Elizabeth Gaar, Randy Tweten~ Russ Strach 

F/PR - Joe Blum 
GCNW - Mark Eames 
File copy 

G:\ADWORK\PACFEXT.6 
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Appendix 1-

Excerpt from LRMP Opinion: 

Table 10. Elements of a short term Aquatic Ecosystem Strategy and needs remaining after 
PACFISH to complete these elements. 

Elements QfCompl'ehen!ive Short Term Strategy Needs Ren1aining After PAC FISH to Complete 
These Elements 

l) Ecological Goa'ls and Objectives Greater Specificity 

2) Riparian Management Objectives Added Sediment RMOs and Other Modifications 
(See Table 11) 

3) Establish RHeAs (complete) 

4) Anti~degradation ofRHCAs Greater Specificity 

5) System of PriorIty Watersheds Cdentify Priority Watersheds 

6) Low Risk Management of Priority WaterSheds St:rn.tify Management Req uirtments 

1) Prioritize Restoration in Priority Watersheds Greater Specificity 

8) Analysis of Watershed Processes and Functions Pian Beyond Pilot Projects 
Prior to Planning Land Management Actions 

9) Develop Baseline Information and Monitor Effects Greater Specificjty 
of ActiQUS 

] 0) Ga.ther lnforrnatioI1 for Long Tenn Ecosystem Greater Specificity 
Strategy 

1 



I In I - .L~r .L ::J;:1 ( .L~ • ...)J l'it' 11-:::' r'Ut< I LHNU, Ut<t:::l:IUN P.12/16 
A-ppendix)L LllMp Opinion - recommended 'RMOs, RHCA~. and gtJid4l':lit'le~ [0 :avoid jf!Ol~ard~. 

Cflt~Ory PRIORITY WATl!:ruiHEDS FOREST-WIVIl: 

RMOsand I) AddruansirevisiQf\.S to PACfISH RMOs: 
R}JCA-s a) <20% surface rme s:ediIllellt (sp:lwniflg habitat) Of .::JO%. ccbt;llc 

emboeddtdness (rearlng hilbilnt) 
b} width/depth rnt10 sttatified by cMnne1 type 
c) !!:9O"'At strc:aml)lU1.l( stlWiiity. (PACF!SH standatt:k apply) 

2) Wt1tershed analysho prior to rcv~jJlS !Uv'JOi. 
J) W*rsheli analysis priOI' to n=di*e1ng RHeA widehs. 

Mining n Within agency discrction.loc:are tlew minC:li outside 'RHeAs. (Ex(X:ptiQI1S; With EPA and Stites. ensure druft pb.m ofo~mlion for new 
de I'1Imrmu rn.1c ~ivit;ies) mine~ ~ conditioned so miMs will dot adversely afi'e!;;r 
2) Wate~cd a:na.I)l!ii~ prior ~o llPproving plans ofopers.tion fQr IlClions t1w1 groundwater or s;urfuce wa~r q1,L3lity in a mMnef that rc'tllds 
may affect ~ologicnl function. (ExQt:ptions; dA! minimis risk activities) RMO Btt:ai.nmc:nt Df acivt::l'5eiy affC::CL'i !j;wm(lq, 

Timber 1) HtIrvc~t, smvasc. or thinning in RHCAi rc:q~jres; watcrsbr::d l!IJla1ysis and 
dttnonruatint; action needed 10 attain R.MOs. (E.x.ceptions~ de minimis l'i$k 
activities) 
2) (new(~oposed ~t,l:~): ICECA >lS%, wi!!c:cthed an:a.lysu pdcir to aeHons. 
th:¢ WQ",ld incre:3Se ECA. (PACflSH stanclsrm; apply) 
J) (SQh:IJaw.8fded sales): Aggregat<:d effects ana:1y,i$ of' watershed timbcr 
activity .$h()wing ~tiQn(5) do not rctm'd RMO mainrrumtldo nat IIdv(:rSely 
a.trect smmoa 

Roads 1) (ru:wlpropoSed muds): (fmad density:> 2. miles/square mile.. redu~e rood 
mileage and emphasize road cfosun:. obliterutiol"l, and revegetation. 
2) {ongoing actions): New roads offiet with ronoomi.tant road 
rc.ston.tiol'1lrtedm::tioRS i4 mil~. 
3) Complete and implement as soon as fea,sjbJe Road ill'll;! Tran~portation (PACF[SH S[ilndan'lS. apply) 
PWflS fcquill:d by PACFISH. 

AC(:r:ss Eliminate or oor.::quatc:ly I'¢Stri~ (1CC1;:S5 (inctl,ldinz !iv~ck. off-
(~Q~-wi(fe ~dards apply) road vehicles. ;m8J~fS. ~tc.) to SJ'l!wnins sstmon ood redds durin~ 

,pawning and incubation periods. 

Toxic MiI1iItJiz.e risk ofroltic fuel spills during troDSport tnroughRHCAs 
Chr::rnicaJ (Forest-wide standard, apply) b)l using; altemative routes and aU other possibl~ prec~tions.. 
Tr;msport 

UnrQaded 1) EnSl,lr~1 actions h~e s: de fttht.lm!: fisk of dQ'grruling tht functions and values 
r Arctl$ (If the:$e lU'Ca.5. 

2) Provide the NMF$ for 1000 acn:: and Inrgcr lDtJ'Oaded areas: a) m~ps; (b) 
pertinent description; c;) il.D.y road roostruction pl~s;: mtd (0) analysis of (p ACflSl { st&\dar& aJ}ply) 
impat;ts uC the propo:sc::d mad -"yslem on designattd uiti~1 h~b;U'lt. 

rift; 1) Anmw bri~fing fol' Fil'e Owrhcad Team Oil 'ESA. ll!ql1ire~nl.S; 
Suppn:$ionl fOf habiUlt prol.e\':tJQrt. 
Rehabllit.u,tiQ" 2) Alkr a fire a.lThctiltg RHeAs, evaluate im-p1crru::ntst:ion uf" 

(Fon::st-wide sfwldards apply) ltleasurtS ill the Fire Situation Analyses, and evnfuate 
effectiveness of rehab iUtafioTl c::ffims- A.c:purt til the NMfS 1 S 
moftths after comainmr:l1t. 

Rt::Storution Priority Wat.e.r:sheu fO(;lIs. Short renn: I) develop restQrntLon plms in <:;onl.c:xl 
ofbroadet-scale plans.; 2) implement multi-agency restoration pllill!.i; 3) 
conduc.t direct restomtion. ofRHCAsistream chllflncfs onty if oorn.:S'poodillg 
change made: to management Mt~OM causlllg tlm deuadation; and 4) priority (PACF[Sll st~l'l,dards appl)') 

to restoration of degraded stream reaches connected IV reaChes. of high Quality 
habitat. 

MoniW!'ing 1) With PACFISH monitoring committu conducl and report 
Ml'IuaJly: a.) imDlementatioIlll1oniloring and repOrting for ::dl 
"may affect" actio"~; b) c:ffi:ctivcm:iS m()l'IilDring aqt(j mportint 
.nnnually far groups (by activity type, time, and subwaterSbed or 

(Fort3t·widc st;md~s apply) wi.\\eI'Sbeu) of "m<l.)' affect" l\~tkn~ (fQCus. on Pr'i.otity 
W.,terSheds): c:) photo.monitorin~; d) bcgin ... alidation 
mOllitorillg. 

2) in r;oordinl11ion willi Uie proposctJ Hablear Committu omd 
IQ.entify and the ht~[io(' Columbia Ba.'iin E.JS effutts.. proter.t 
mou~ pristine:: Or rtliltivdy pristine, wcll~tudied watmhcds as 
"reference areas" against whktl the effects ofreswr.:uion and lana 
management project$; can bt:. n'I~t1(C'd. 
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Appendix III. Excerpt from LRMP Opinion: 

M. Long-Term Approaches fo.- Ecosystem Management at the Landscape and Watershed 
Scales (excerpt): 

Baseline information on the: physical, chemi¢.!ll and biologicaJ attributes of the: forests and their 
watersheds has not been collected, synthesized and used in a cohesive and consistent marmer. The 
NMFS expects this to occur during development of the two broad USFS EISs that will apply to these 
eight forests_ 

The LRMP ErSs should evaluate one or more alternatives with a high probabUity of ensuring the survival 
and recovery of listed saJmonid spec1es- The EISs should evaluate alternative land allocation~ allowable 
sale quantities, grazing intensities~ management area prescriptions~ desired future conditions7 and other 
decisions that affect the intensity and timing of management actions On USFS lands, thereby affecting 
the ecological processes and functions that create and sustain salmon habitat. 

The fallowing additional infoTInation and analyses, which are 1andSC3p~ and watershed-scale topics,. 
should be addressed in the EISs. This infomlation is necessary to comply with National Environmental 
PoHcy Act requirements (e.g. for describing the affected environment, evaluating altematives, etc.): 

L Develop a strategy that establishes adequate high quality habitat attbe basin-wide scale for 
healthy salmon subpopu1atiollS and metapopulat1ons over the long term. This includes 
consideration of spatial and temporal variability in salmon habitat so that future gains in. high 
quality habitat 'will counteract the losses caused by natural processes as well as anthropogenic 
activities. The strategy should include determination ofleveJs of resource Use which have a high 
probability of maintaining high quality habitat, restoring degraded habita~ and restoring 
connectivity (FEMA T 1993; Frissell at a1. 1993) between high quality habitaUL It should also 
consider and refine criteria for prioritizing restoratjon actions among watersheds. To accomplish 
this~ the following steps may be necessary: 

2. Describe the range of historic conditions and disturbance regimes. 

a. Describe historic aquatic habitat condition and flow regimes. 

b. Describe natural disturbance regimes and frequencies. 

c. Explain and model the relationship between natural and human-induced disturbance 
events_ 

3- Describe desired future conditions. 

a. Describe desired future cond1tlons in terms of the range of natural variation rather than 
discrete values. Modify and develop existing values in response to this infommtion. 

h. Develop linkages Or models to expJain relationship between local habitat features and 
brooder, landscape scale features. 

4. Refine the delineation of impoIWnt .areas of biological diversity within watersheds_ 
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5. Adjust land allocations and outputs of goods and ~rvices to reflect the ecological requirements 
of Jisted salmon. This adjustment should include allocating habitats for salmon survival and 
recovery in accordance with the importance of those hahitats and acceptable levels of risk 
outlined above. Identify and protect enough pristine Or relatively pristine welt-studied 
watersheds (section 7) to seNe as "reference areas" or benchmarks against whtch long-term 
effects of restoration and land management projects can be measured. 

7- Develop a monitoring program that will: 
B_ document subbasin-scale trends in habitat quality and quantityJ and (in. cooperation with 

state agencies) fish populations; and 

b. monitor and evaluate reference watersheds, and other watersheds where restoration and 
land management projects are more active than reference watersheds, to determ11le if 
watershed restoration and management programs are meeting the habitat maintenance 
and improvement objectives. 

8. Coordinate with the fishery agencies, Tribes~ BPA, EP~ BOR~ BLM, NRCS, NPPC, local 
governments') and private landowners to develop kmg~terrn subbasin habitat management plans. 

9- Establish as one Qfthe purposes of the EISs that all LRM.Ps should promote the survival and 
recovery of listed salmon. 

10. All wa.ter conveyances acroSS national forest lands .should be catalogued and the state-granted 
water rights associated with each identified. Efforts should he taken to resolve discrepancies and 
conflicts identified between water conveyances1 state water rights, and the RMOs. Proposed 
conveyances affecting Priority Watersheds should be given a priority for this anaJysis. 
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Appendix IV. Summaries ofUSFS reports on correction of PAC FISH deficiencle5 based on 1995 field 
reviews. 

Salmon aDd Cballis National Forests 

The Salmon and Challis National Forests (SCNF) has addressed or is addressing deficiencies found in 
implementation of livestock grazing guidelines and monitoring of both npland and riparian areas in 
grazing allotments. Documentati.on of PAC FISH related decisions has been improved in recently 
submitted Biological Assessments. There are four watershed assessments in progress on the SeNF, but 
none have boon completed. 

Nez Perce Natiooal Forest 

The: Nez Perce National Forest (NPNF) has modified all on-going projects to comply with PACFlSH 
standards and is implementing PACFISH RHeAs on new projects. Two watershed analyses have been 
completed and two more are near completion. The' NPNF has "not initiated effectiveness monitoring and 
cites a 35% reduction in funding as the reason. There was no indication that the deficiencies regarding 
transportation planning and identification of key watersheds in the Clearwater Basin have been 
addressed. 

Clearwater National Forest 

The Clearwater National Forest (CNF) has provided additional direction to the Districts regarding 
documentation of changes to RMOs and RHeAs. The CNF has three watershed analyses scheduled for 
1996~ but their current status is unknowD- The CNF has committed to increased monitoring of timber 
harYest, grazing~ and mining projects) and submitted a list of projects to be monitored during 1996. The 
current status of this proposed monitoring effort is unknown. 

OchooofPri1itwilie 

The Ochoco National Forest (ONF) has addressed the ide'ntified deficiency in documentation for changes 
in RMOs or RHeAs by developing a checklist which would refer to an analysis document if 
modifications were made. However~ contents of the analysis document are not specified so it is not 
possible to determine whether documentation would really be improved. The ONF will conduct a 
Yfflrkshop to address implementation monitoring in 1996; whether monitoring will actually increase is 
unknown. 

UmatillalBaker 

The Umatilla National Forest (UNF) did not submit a responset because of "extreme fire problems". 
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Appendix V. Infonnation needs for updates on planned actions. 

The USPS and BLM should query administrative units containing "section 7 watefsheds~7 fur the 
following infonnation on timber sales and road construction now in planning stages. Approximations 
are appropriate due to the likelihood of adjustments during the NEPA and ESA processes:: 

1) Names of section 7 watershed and subwatershed containing projec~ and allocation class. 

2) Road density before and after project in watershed. and subwatershed .. 

3) Miles of road construction., reconstruction, closure and obliteration. 

4) Acreage of project. 

5) Type of harvest and yarding. 

TOTAL P.16 


