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Executive Summary

August 30, 1999

During the week of August 30, an Interagency Team (Team) conducted a field review of the Malheur National Forest (NF) and the Prineville District of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to evaluate compliance with PACFISH/INFISH and the Biological Opinion (BO) for Salmon, Steelhead, and Bull Trout.  Overall, the Team observed some exceptional work to conserve these aquatic species on all the units we visited and some excellent recovery of certain riparian systems.  Our principle finding in this review was that coordination, collaboration, and communication between and within the agencies responsible for implementing PACFISH, INFISH, and the BO's emphasize the use of a collaborative approach among managers to establish priorities for watershed analyses, watershed restoration, road decommissioning, and overall program emphasis.  At the time of this review, very little collaboration was occurring.

One example is that the Forest Service (FS) was moving forward with watershed analysis, some of which included BLM lands.  The BLM was not involved, or made aware.  Also, there was not a Level 1 or 2 consultation process in place that could help facilitate this coordination.  In many situations, communication within the agency was lacking, i.e., across field units; this appeared to be creating much frustration and confusion.  This lack of coordination was an issue the field units were in the process of addressing.  They advised the Team that they were organizing Level 1 and 2 teams on a watershed basis.

Overall, there appeared to be good understanding of the content of PACFISH and INFISH.  However, there was considerable discussion on the interpretation of those standards, especially as related to activities that can occur in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCA's).  For the most part, units appeared to be staying out of RHCA's with roads and timber harvests to avoid appeals and litigation on those actions.

There was also inconsistent understanding and application of the Grazing Implementation Monitoring Module.  In addition, limited aquatics baseline information was being collected. Almost all the information related to recovery of the riparian and aquatic sections was riparian transects and photographs.  Very little quantitative data was being collected on width-depth rates, sediment, woody debris, etc.

Grazing appears to be an activity at risk as related to consultation.  Grazing on the BLM lands is largely spring grazing; with the listing of mid-Columbia steelhead, there is an issue of "take" with grazing occurring during the spawning period for steelhead.  Grazing on BLM lands had not completed consultation, running the risk of not being able to turn cattle out in the spring of 2000.  On the Malheur NF, the Team observed riparian pastures where cattle had been allowed to graze too long had resulted in excessive utilization and raw streambanks.

Lastly, there was no action being taken to batch or bundle projects for consultation as required under the BO's.

PACFISH/INFISH/BIOLOGICAL OPINION (BO) FIELD REVIEW

(August 30 - Sept 2, 1999)

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (BLM) PRINEVILLE DISTRICT

and MALHEUR NATIONAL FOREST (NF)

FIELD REVIEW AREA

· Prairie City and Bear Valley Ranger Districts, Malheur NF

· Deschutes and Central Oregon Resource Areas, Prineville District BLM

This is one of 4 field reviews being conducted in FY 1999.  The other areas include:

· Salmon-Challis NF/Idaho Falls Resource Area, BLM

· Lolo NF/Garnet Resource Area, BLM

· Idaho Panhandle NF/BLM

Field review included discussions and visits of the following projects:

· Delude and Frog Springs Grazing Allotments-Deschutes RA, Prineville District

· South Fork John Day River Grazing (BLM and FS)-Murderers Creek, Rockpile, and Big Baldy Allotments

· Aspen Regeneration in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCA)-South Fork John Day

· Dispersed Recreation-South Fork John Day

· BST Project-Murderers Creek

· 13 Road Bridge Replacement-John Day River

· Dry Fork Timber Sale

· Frosty Gulch Precommercial Thinning

· Sullens Allotment

FIELD REVIEW TEAM (Team)

Bill Burbridge; FS; Ogden, Utah; Team Leader

Dorothy Mason; BLM; Baker, Oregon

Randy Tweten; National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); Portland, Oregon

Dick Lindenmuth; FS; Portland, Oregon

Jerry Cordova; US Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS); Bend, Oregon

FIELD REVIEW OBJECTIVES

· To determine how well PACFISH/INFISH and the BO requirements are understood and being applied.

· Feedback loop for the field, managers and the Interagency Implementation Team (IIT) on issues and concerns relative to the BOs, PACFISH/INFISH.  

COMMENDATIONS
Overall we wish to commend the BLM and FS staff for taking the time to interact with us and for the planning and logistic support.  We recognize there are many ongoing priorities and we appreciate everyone's time involved in this field review.  

1.  The Team recognizes the effort the BLM put into developing batched Biological Assessments (BAs) for ongoing actions.

2.  The BLM is putting a lot of effort in working with private landowners and watershed councils.

3.   The BLM is focused on getting results on the ground.

4.  The monitoring of riparian vegetation is showing upward trend.

5.  The Team recognizes proactive efforts since the Salmon Summit in doing aquatic inventories and changes in riparian management.

6.  The BLM and FS are aware of the IIT. 

7.  There is good coordination with Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife (ODF&W) on spawning surveys.

8.  The Team acknowledges the complexity of scattered land management of BLM and recognizes extra effort needed to do management.

9.  The Team recognizes the high professional level and expertise of BLM and FS working on implementation of PACFISH/INFISH and BOs.  

10.  Good job on the coordinated Allotment Management Plan (AMP) between ODF&W, BLM, FS, and private landowners.

11.  Good job on the modification of the culvert on Smokey Creek for fish passage will extend the range of rearing habitat for steelhead.  This was also done in partnership with Grant County.

12.  BLM's establishment of a cottonwood nursery and the planting of young cottonwood is commended. 

13.  Efforts by Malheur NF to restore aspen in RHCAs is commendable.

14.  Malheur NF is moving ahead with road and culvert inventories which will contribute to the maintenance, decommissioning, and corrective opportunities for fish and water.

15.  Malheur NF has a good knowledge of PACFISH/INFISH standards but may not be taking advantage of flexibility opportunities.  

16.  The Team appreciates the Malheur NF's willingness to focus the review on difficult issues that required candid interaction e.g., determination of employees to bring forth issues needing resolution such as trespass livestock, the 13 Road Bridge, and grazing monitoring.  

17.  The Malheur NF and FWS did excellent pre-planning and design on the 13 Road Bridge Project on relatively short notice.  After the problem was identified prompt action was taken.       

18.  The Team recognizes the Malheur NF's efforts to establish "reference" reaches to help in establishing Riparian Management Objectives (RMOs). 

19.  The Team recognizes the efforts of the Blue Mountain Interagency team to establish 4 Level I and II teams based on watershed boundaries.  This would facilitate much more efficient WA processes.  

OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Streamlining

1.  The BLM does not participate in streamlining procedures.  There is no functioning interagency Level I and II working teams.  The BLM should work towards the establishment of and participate in interagency (BLM, FS, FWS, NMFS) Level I and II teams.    

2.  Spring grazing of livestock in relation to listed steelhead consultation is unresolved.  This needs to be a high priority for Level I and II including FS, BLM, FWS, and NMFS.

3.  NMFS and FWS are not involved with FS and BLM in identifying restoration and WA priorities.  This should occur as an interagency effort.  

4.  The Malheur NF is struggling with compliance with PACFISH direction such as the cutting of hazard trees, landings, temporary roads in RHCAs, and pre-commercial thinning.   We believe many of these issues can be addressed and resolved through functioning interagency Level 1 teams.

5.  There is not a clear understanding or expectation of Level 1 and 2 teams or Streamlining overall.  We recommend FS and BLM read July 1999 streamlining guidance package.  

6.  Land management agency projects are not being brought to functioning interagency Level 1 teams.   We recommend that an effective interagency (FS, BLM, FWS, and NMFS) Level 2 team be established to prioritize project proposals for consultation.  We also recommend that FWS and NMFS explore opportunities for expanded staff for Level 1 participation on the eastside of Oregon.

Watershed Analysis

1.  The BLM does not do WA because of low percent of ownership in watersheds.    They should focus their first WAs in watersheds where the percent is higher (50 percent or greater or where the FS is taking the lead).  This should be done with FS where appropriate.  Proceed with identifying high priority areas for WA.

2.  There is not a clear understanding between BLM and FS of the priority for WA in the South Fork John Day drainage.  The FS is going ahead with WA in Deer Creek and has completed Murderers Creek. The BLM manages the lower reaches and have not been involved in this WA.  There is also acknowledgement that the South Fork has high sediment levels without a good understanding of its source.  We believe a joint WA with FS and BLM would help to identify these sources and help prioritize restoration activities.  

3.  Priority setting is being done for decommissioning roads, culvert replacement, AMP revisions, and WA without the involvement of the other agencies.  These efforts appear to be functionally driven.  We recommend that this prioritization be integrated and WA be the process to integrate these efforts. 

Monitoring

1.  It appears the baseline condition is based primarily on riparian vegetation assessment, excluding the PACFISH list of RMOs.  Establishment and collection of this baseline condition is very important.  It is also very important to coordinate the collection of this data with watershed councils, counties, and other agencies.

2.  The Team is concerned on the BLM incomplete application of grazing implementation monitoring.  This is required by the BOs.  Also the BLM did not attend the monitoring workshops but did have 

Ron Wiley go over the material with them.  Without compliance this leaves the BLM vulnerable for litigation and prevents attainment of regional evaluation of the implementation monitoring.

3.  On Malheur NF there appeared to be excessive grazing in RHCAs along Deer Creek with many raw streambanks.  Permittees have been advised that they are responsible for monitoring and moving livestock.  However, it appears that livestock grazed these units beyond acceptable levels.  Several stragglers were observed beyond the 8/25 off date. 

4.  The use of photo monitoring points is good but they were never followed up with anything else.  A lack of quantitative measurements results in a loss of ability to set a baseline.  

Communication and Coordination

1.  There is concern the John Day draft river plan NEPA document has not gone through interagency coordination and ESA consultation.  Promptly initiate ESA consultation through the interagency Level I team.

2. WA and ESA consultations should include all federal and selected state agencies with jurisdiction within that watershed.   

ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE IIT

1.  IIT needs to provide leadership to encourage wide-spread application of WA.  Distribute examples of of quality WAs.   This leadership must stress to Regional Offices and State Offices much better funding to do Watershed Analyses.  Jeff Blackwood is willing to help write a briefing paper on this issue.  

2.  Materials being developed by IIT are not getting to field.  

3.  IIT needs to renew its focus on communicating BO requirements, for example, executive summaries and workshops for field units.   

4.  There is inconsistent application and understanding of the Grazing Implementation Monitoring Module such as maximum v minimum question and when to do scorecards.   IIT needs to critique application of 1999 Grazing Implementation Monitoring Module and modify as needed.  Improve communication of both implementation and effectiveness monitoring both internally and externally long before the 2000 grazing season.  The 2000 grazing season direction letter to the agencies should be signed by all agencies.  BLM and FS need a better understanding of the cost of implementing the grazing modules.  

OBSERVATIONS

1.  Future of livestock grazing on BLM and FS appears at risk due to a limited baseline information and   monitoring, complex consultation issues over effects of spring grazing on listed fish, and limited staff to address these issues.  

2.  Throughout the review the team observed high stress and frustration levels of the employees.

3.  Communication on the Forest and between Forests is not effective related to key documents and direction i.e., implementation monitoring, FWS letter, Roads Task Team 3 ring binder, etc.   Team recommends that a communication framework be established to assure improved internal and external coordination. 

4.  Little or no progress on batching and bundling future projects as the focus is on completion of consultation on ongoing projects.     

5.  Reviews should be established through line management and prioritized by them.  

CONCLUSIONS

What does all this mean to the field and management?  There are at least three common denominators found throughout these comments:

1.  Communication -- 

· Internal to the Prineville BLM District or Malhuer NF

· Among other Forests and/or BLM Districts

· Interagency -- USFS, BLM, NMFS, FWS, the IIT, and PACFISH/INFISH review teams

· External -- adjacent landowners and interested publics

2.  Early involvement --

· Prioritization of restoration opportunities, watershed analysis, road decomissioning, etc.

· Planning analysis and implementation

· BA and BO 

3.  Continued interagency participation

· From the issue identification phase, to the implementation step, on into the monitoring and feedback process

If you heard from this review nothing more than a long list of concerns, take note of the following:  We all can take comfort in the fact that the growing pains we are experiencing in this arena of PACFISH/INFISH implementation, all agencies involved within the region are going through this learning phase as resource management issues continue to become more complex.  We do, however, have among us, all the necessary tools, expertise, and agency commitment to achieve the recommendations provided by this team.  Obviously a boost of staff and funding in key areas, such as watershed planning, interagency coordination, and range management, would set in motion the solution at even a quicker pace.

The Team extends their appreciatiation to all those involved in the field review, from those who participated in one or more of the site visits, to those who worked hard in the background to make this interagency effort a success.

