CRITERIA FOR AT-RISK SALMONIDS: NATIONAL FIRE PLAN ACTIVITIES

BACKGROUND AND INSTRUCTIONS

Interagency National Fire Plan Salmonids Technical Team, December 2004
NOTE: The salmonid criteria originally had interagency agreement for “not likely to adversely affect” determinations for National Fire Plan projects and included an expedited 14-day consultation period.  Through an interagency memo released in December 2004, the Northwest National Fire Plan Project Design and Consultation Process was decommissioned.  This document provides background material for the final, December 2004, update to the salmonid criteria.  This final update received interagency review so that the salmonid criteria will continue to be useful for consultations and project design.  Use of the criteria should be reviewed by interagency processes, such as Streamlining Level 1 Teams. 
Purpose: Effects determination criteria were developed to screen National Fire Plan projects for those actions with low-risk to salmonid species in the Northwest, including: sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka), steelhead trout (O. mykiss), Chinook salmon (O. tshawytscha), coho salmon (O. kisutch), chum salmon (O. keta), bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus), redband trout (O. mykiss gairdneri), Lahontan cutthroat (O. clarki henshawi), Pauite cutthroat trout (O. clarki seleniris), Bonneville cutthroat (O. clarki utah), westlope cutthroat (O. clarki lewisi), Colorado River cutthroat trout (O. clarki pleuriticus), coastal cutthroat (O. clarki clarki), and Yellowstone cutthroat (O. clarki bouvieri).  Both listed and non-listed salmonids, threatened with extinction, or at risk of becoming listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) are included and addressed in the criteria as a comprehensive group.

These effects determination criteria were designed to promote consistency across administrative units, assist staff in analyzing potential impacts of projects and developing documentation of effects, guide the development of future projects, and simplify the consultation or conferencing process for projects that meet the effects determination criteria.  An “adverse effect” to salmonids was defined by NMFS (1996) as: “…. short or long-term, direct or indirect management-related, impacts of an individual or cumulative nature such as mortality, reduced growth or other adverse physiological changes, harassment of fish, physical disturbance of redds, reduced reproductive success, delayed or premature migration, or other adverse behavioral changes to salmonids at any life stage.” Effects determination criteria developed for non-listed salmonids (redband and cutthroat trout, as well as non-listed Chinook, sockeye, steelhead, coho, and bull trout) may be used to promote projects with minimal or beneficial effects to these species, though these species do not require consultation or conferencing.  These effects determination criteria may be useful in implementing the agency’s policies for conserving non-listed species (FS 2670 manual, BLM 6840 manual), and for designing actions (projects) that promote species conservation.

I. Criteria development: An interagency team of fisheries biologists (the Salmonids Species Team) was convened in Portland, Oregon on March 12 - 16, 2001 to draft the salmonids criteria.  These biologists met with an interagency team of activity experts to develop criteria for potential National Fire Plan projects.  After drafting the initial set of criteria, a sub-set of the Salmonids Species Team reviewed and refined the Salmonids Criteria.  The criteria were distributed for focused review in July 2001, and the group added subsequent refinements in September 2001, and early 2002, followed by another focused review in March 2002.  Comments were solicited in spring 2004, and minor revisions and clarifications are included in this final version of the salmonid criteria.
The salmonids criteria for ground-disturbing activities within riparian habitat conservation areas (RHCAs) were, in part, designed to avoid sediment delivery to streams or reduce it to a negligible amount.  If application of the criteria in a local situation does not meet this intent, additional measures to ensure sediment delivery is avoided or negligible may be appropriate and should be developed through the local Level 1 Team or equivalent interagency group.

II. Scientific basis: Salmonids Criteria and Rationale are based in the scientific literature and the consultation experience of the Salmonids and Technical Team members.  This effort focused on several key salmonid species in the Northwest.  These species were included because: 1) More is known about this group of species than other fishes; 2) They are or were widely distributed; 3) They are predators and competitors and prey on other aquatic taxa and are therefore more likely to influence the status of the entire aquatic ecosystem; and 4) They are potentially more sensitive to disturbance than other aquatic groups (Quigley and Arbelbide 1997, p 1146).  Several of these species are now listed as “threatened” or “endangered” under the ESA in portions of their native ranges in the Northwest.  Others are declining in status and at risk of being listed under the ESA.  The scientific background for the effects of National Fire Plan activities and design measures to ameliorate adverse effects (the criteria) were derived mostly from four major sources:

1. FEMAT - Forest ecosystem management: an ecological, economic, and social assessment (Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team 1993),

2. SCIENCE ASSESSMENT - An assessment of ecosystem components in the interior Columbia basin and portions of the Klamath and Great Basins (Quigley and Arbelbide 1997),

3. INFISH - Inland Native Fish Strategy (USDA Forest Service 1995), and

4. PACFISH - Strategies for Managing Anadromous Fish-Producing Watersheds in Eastern Oregon and Washington, Idaho, and Portions of California (USDA Forest Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management 1995).

III. Existing Direction: The criteria for salmonids do not replace existing local direction and requirements.  Examples include: PACFISH, INFISH, Lahontan Cutthroat Recovery Plan, Northwest Forest Plan, any biological opinions, and Land and Resource Management Plans (LRMPs) or Resource Management Plans (RMPs).  All provisions of these documents continue to apply.  The provisions of interagency conservation agreements also continue to apply.

IV. Conditional Statements: Criteria were developed for five basic types of conditions (or locations on the landscape), that may or may not be exclusive of one another.  Conditional statements were developed geographically for both watersheds and RHCAs.  “Watersheds” are defined as: 5th Field Hydrologic Unit Codes (HUCs) for all anadromous salmonids, and 6th Field HUCs for all non-anadromous salmonids.  RHCAs are defined in PACFISH & INFISH (See Attachment 1).  National Fire Plan projects could overlap more than one Conditional Statement.  Proposed critical habitat may be considered “designated critical habitat” for the conditional statement.
Conditional Statement 1. The action occurs in RHCAs in watersheds with at-risk fish species or with designated critical habitat or unoccupied habitat critical to species recovery. 
Conditional Statement 2. The action occurs in watersheds with at-risk fish species, or with designated critical habitat or unoccupied habitat critical to species recovery, within or outside of RHCAs.
Conditional Statement 3. The action occurs outside the RHCA in watersheds with at-risk fish species or with designated critical habitat or unoccupied habitat critical to species recovery.

Conditional Statement 4. The action occurs in watersheds without at-risk fish species or with no designated critical habitat, within or outside of RHCAs.  Criteria applied using this condition assume that activity effects inside these watersheds would not be transferred downstream and affect at-risk fish or their occupied habitat.

The following illustrates an application using these “conditions” in a hypothetical basin of multiple 6th Field HUCs.
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Condition  1 includes RHCAs within watersheds that are critical to the species.

Condition 2 includes all areas within watersheds that are critical to the species.

Condition 3 includes areas outside of RHCAs within watersheds that are critical to the species.  

Condition 4 includes all the area within watersheds that are NOT critical to the species.    
A. RHCAs: “RHCA,” as used in the Conditional Statements is defined in PACFISH(1995) and INFISH(1995): It is similar to “riparian reserve” used in the Northwest Forest Plan, and “Riparian Conservation Area” (RCA) used in the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

“Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas are portions of watersheds where riparian dependent resources receive primary emphasis, and management activities are subject to specific standards and guidelines.  Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas include traditional riparian corridors, wetlands, intermittent streams, and other areas that help maintain the integrity of aquatic ecosystems by: 1) Influencing the delivery of coarse sediment, organic matter, and woody debris to streams; 2) Providing root strength for channel stability; 3) Shading the stream; and 4) protecting water quality” (Naiman et al. 1992).

Further, RHCA extent is described in PACFISH/INFISH as follows:

“Widths of interim Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas that are adequate to protect streams from non-channelized sediment inputs should be sufficient to provide other riparian functions, including delivery of organic matter and woody debris, stream shading, and bank stability” (Brazier and Brown 1973; Gregory et al. 1987; Steinblums et al. 1984; Beschta et al. 1987; McDade et al. 1990; Sedell and Beschta 1991; Belt et al. 1992).

The value and function of riparian vegetation are discussed in The Interior Columbia Basin Science Assessment (Quigley and Arbelbide 1997):

“Ecological functions provided by riparian vegetation are achieved at different distances, depending on the type of function and the width of riparian vegetation needed for the function.” Examples:

Litter fall and nutrient input and retention in streams (23 to 46 meters), shade to streams for maintenance of summer stream temperatures (23 to 46 meters), woody debris delivery (30 to 46 meters), stream bank stability (23 to 46 meters), and sediment buffering (100 to 170 meters depending on slope and lithology adjacent to the stream).

Watershed- or stream-specific analysis should be used as the basis for defining local buffer widths needed to prevent inputs of fine sediment.  Based on the Science Assessment (Quigley and Arbelbide 1997), in the absence of local watershed analysis, RHCA buffers adequate to prevent delivery of non-channelized sediment, to both perennial and intermittent streams, should be according to Table 1 in Attachment 1.

A detailed discussion of riparian management and the scientific basis for RHCAs is contained in Attachment 1.  RHCA widths are defined for fish-bearing streams, permanently flowing non-fish bearing streams, ponds/lakes/reservoirs greater than 1 acre in size, wetlands, intermittent streams, landslides, and landslide-prone areas.

B. Watersheds: The Conditional Statements use two separate watershed (or HUC) scales for anadromous versus inland native fishes.  The “Condition” applies if the species occurs (or does not occur) within:

5th Field HUCs for anadromous fishes (Chinook, steelhead, coho, chum, and sockeye).

6th Field HUCs for inland native fishes (cutthroat, redband, bull trout).

Local populations of these species are usually more closely associated with the 6th Field HUC scale (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1998).  Local anadromous fish populations tend to occur on larger scales (5th Field HUC).  Therefore, the Conditional Statement determines whether or not the species of interest, or its critical habitat, or unoccupied habitat critical to its recovery, occurs within the appropriately scaled watershed associated with the proposed National Fire Plan project or activity.  Proposed critical habitat was not specifically considered in Conditional Statements but may be considered as “designated critical habitat.”
V. Criteria and Rationale: The “effects determination criteria” are defined as: broadly applied, activity-specific stipulations of method, mitigation, and project design, which would lead to a reasonable conclusion that the project is not likely to adversely affect the species or critical habitat, are the centerpiece of this document.  The “rationale” or reasons why the criteria would reduce the effect to “Not likely to adversely affect,” or “No effect” were documented for each criteria statement.  Scientific background materials for these criteria and rationale are provided in Attachments 1 and 2.  When the final effect is stated as “Conserve and Restore,” criteria are given as guidance or recommendations to assist with project effects analysis, but a final determination of effect could not be made at the programmatic level.  Both types of criteria should be evaluated with local knowledge to ensure that they meet the needs of individual consultations or project design.  Attachments summarize the literature on potential effects of various land management activities on the effects pathways.  Relevant attachments are referenced in the criteria and in-document links are provided.

VI. Effects Pathways: The following components were used to evaluate effects of National Fire Plan activities on at-risk salmonids and their habitat:
Habitat Elements Effect Pathway – Includes all “Habitat Element” indicators contained in Table 2, Attachment 3.

Water Yield Effect Pathway – Includes all “Flow/Hydrology” indicators contained in Table 2, Attachment 3.

Water Quality Effect Pathway – Includes all “Water Quality” indicators contained in Table 2, Attachment 3.

Riparian Vegetation Condition Effect Pathway - Condition of riparian vegetation to provide adequate shade, large woody debris recruitment, fine sediment filtration, stream bank protection, and favorable microclimate.  Includes ability to adequately buffer impacts of land disturbance on at-risk salmonids and their habitat.  Condition is often measured by percent similarity of riparian vegetation to the potential natural community/composition.

VII. Salmonid criteria database: Criteria and rationale were documented in a database using MS - ACCESS.  The database was used to handle sorting and queries.  Previous versions of the salmonid criteria have been presented in a .pdf format.  This version of the Salmonid Criteria was reformatted into MS WORD format.  Criteria in this document are ordered alphabetically according to Activity Type, Activity Component, and Work Element.  Since the document is large, navigation to parts of the document can be done from the Table of Contents by pressing the CTRL key and left-clicking the mouse on the desired heading.  Activity Descriptions (with the Activity Type Lists) and several Attachments are available in separate WORD documents that are available online on the website where this background material and the salmonid criteria are found (www.or.blm.gov/esa).  Links are provided within the Salmonid Criteria from individual Activity Components to the corresponding section in the Activity Descriptions and to the referenced Attachments.
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Instructions for use of Effects Determination Criteria


1. Review the proposed action to determine if at-risk fish species may be affected by the proposed action (either they occur or have potential habitat within the project area), and to determine which Activity Types, Activity Components, and Work Elements apply.


2. Review the criteria for each Activity Type/Component/Work Element. Navigate through the criteria from the Table of Contents using the CTRL key and the right-click button on the mouse.  Consider whether or not the project design is consistent with the criteria.


3. For ground disturbing activities within RHCAs that may have short-term adverse affects with long-term positive effects (i.e. road decommissioning), and that are inconsistent with the criteria, use local design considerations and consult locally.


4. If activity occurs in occupied habitat, review the criteria for appropriate Activity Type/Component/Work Elements. If using for consultation, fill out the Consultation Worksheet with required information by copying and pasting from the salmonid criteria to the Worksheet.  For consultation, the information will need normal interagency review.
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