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I. BACKGROUND

The Coos Bay, Medford, and Roseburg Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Didtrict Offices
submitted May 25 and June 20, 2000, |etters requesting formal consultation for a number of proposed
activitiesthat were determined likely to adversdy affect Oregon Coast (OC) coho salmon
(Oncorhynchus kisutch) and OC steelhead (O. mykiss). Biologica assessments (BA) addressing
potentia affects to these species accompanied the May 25 and June 20, 2000, letters. The BAs
describe the environmenta basdine and effects of actions in the Umpqgua River basin which may have
short-term adverse effects on OC coho salmon and OC steelhead and their habitat, but which are
expected to provide long-term beneficid effects.

The OC coho sdmon evolutionarily significant unit (ESU) was listed by the Nationa Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) as threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) on August 10, 1998 (63 FR
42587). Critica habitat for this species was designated on February 16, 2000 (65 FR 7764). NMFS
determined that alisting under the ESA was not warranted for the OC steelhead ESU (March 19,
1998, 63 FR 13347). However, this species continues to be a candidate for listing due to various risk
factors and its status will continue to be monitored by NMFS.

Because of the candidate status of OC steelhead, NMFS has considered the BLM' s effects
determinations for this gpecies smultaneoudy with OC coho sdmon in this consultation. Thisis
because NMFS adopted a habitat-based jeopardy analysisinits March 18, 1997, biologica opinion
for Land and Resource Management Plans of several Nationa Forests and Resource Management
Pans of severd BLM Digtricts (heresfter referred to as the LRMP/RMP Opinion). NMFS (1999)
further describes this approach. Furthermore, OC stedlhead habitat is substantialy overlapped by that
of OC coho saimon in these proposed actions. Individua OC coho salmon and OC steelhead would
likely to be smilarly affected by actions which may directly injure or cause changes to the behavior of
these fish.

Coos Bay, Medford, and Roseburg District BLM personnel made the effects determinations in the BAs
following procedures described in NMFS (1996). The short-term effects of the actions proposed in
the BAs were evaduated by BLM hiologists at the Ste scale using criteria based upon the biologica
requirements of OC coho salmon and OC steelhead and other potentidly affected anadromous
sdmonids. Compliance with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) objectives of the Northwest
Forest Plan (NFP) (USDA and USDI 1994) was aso anayzed for those activities which would result
in substantid effectsto riparian or aquatic habitat. BLM biologists also evauated the likely effects of
the proposed actions on the watershed scale, and in the long term, in the context of watershed
processes. The Leve 1 streamlined consultation teams for the relevant BLM Didricts have defined
long term for ESA consultation purposes as about a decade, while short-term effects would occur
over ashorter duration, most typicaly afew monthsto afew years. The Leve 1 streamlined
consultation team members for the BLM Didtricts and NMFS reviewed the BLM' s effect
determinations and documentation of ACS consistency for the subject actions on July 6 and 10, 2000.
The team members concurred on the BLM'’ s effect determinations and ACS consstency anayses.



This document serves as a biologicd opinion for OC coho salmon and as a conference opinion for OC
sechead. The objective of thisbiologica opinion (Opinion) is to determine whether the proposed
actions are likely to jeopardize the continued existence of OC coho samon and OC steelheed, or
destroy or adversdy modify designated critica habitat for OC coho sdmon. This conaultation is
undertaken pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the ESA and its implementing regulations, 50 CFR Part 402.

[I. PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed actions andyzed in this Opinion include road maintenance, upgrade, renovation, and
decommissioning projects; culvert replacement and modification projects; aguatic and riparian habitat
restoration projects, a form damage road repair project; and in-stream surveys for fisheries, wildlife,
hydrology, and engineering. The BLM made likely to adversely affect (LAA) determinations for at
least one individua action in each of the categories above, athough NMFS emphasizes that many of the
proposed actions under each category arein fact not likely to adversely affect (NLAA) OC coho
sdmon and OC steelhead or their habitat, or are likely to have no effect on these species or their
habitat. Thisistrue even when theindividua actions are proposed to occur in proximity to water
bodies. The Roseburg BLM requested consultation on LAA pump chance maintenance, but this
activity will be addressed by NMFS in a separate document.

Road maintenance actions proposed by the BLM would occur in each of the fifth field hydrologic unit
codes! (HUC) of the Umpqua River basin in which the BLM manages Federd lands, athough not
every road maintained by the BLM in the Umpqua River basin has the potentid to affect OC coho
sdmon or its critica habitat. The 23 fifth fiedd HUCs (which will be considered water sheds for
consultation purposes) in which road maintenance is proposed to occur are listed in Table 1 of the June
20, 2000, BA; the other proposed actions described and analyzed in the BLM BAswould also occur
in one or more of these 23 watersheds. Environmenta Assessments (EAS) and other documentation
were gppended to the BLM’ s BA and have detailed information on the proposed actions, but brief
summaries are provided below.

Road Maintenance. Maintenanceis proposed during caendar year 2000 on hundreds of miles of
roads under BLM control in the Umpgqua Basin. Although the BLM mentions in the June 20, 2000,
cover |etter that the actions described in the BA would occur in the 2000 and 2001 fiscal years, NMFS
declinesto andyze the effects of road maintenance beyond the end of the 2000 caendar year. Thisis
because a multiple-year programmiatic consultation which includes road mantenance is currently being

Istream drai nages can be arranged in nested hierarchies, in which alarge drainage is composed of smaller drainages. The
BLM uses a system in which these drainages are numbered in a computer data base for analytical purposes. The numerical
identifier of a particular drainage in this data base (which is located in a specific column or field in the data base) is called its
hydrologic unit code, or HUC. This HUC increases with decreasing drainage area, thus afourth field HUC (such asthe Main
Umpqua River) is composed of several fifth field HUCs (such as the Middle Umpgua River, Mill Creek, etc.) and so on. The
NFP determined that the scale for Watershed Analyses should be 20 to 200 square miles, which often corresponds to a fifth field
HUC.



developed by Umpqua River basin Leved 1 team members and should be completed within the next few
months.

Road maintenance is performed to maintain road safety, control and/or prevent road erosion and
sedimentation, and to maintain or restore hydrologic function. Road maintenance consdts of cleaning
ditchlines to maintain proper road drainage, grading the road surface to maintain a crown and a smooth
running surface, cleaning culvert catch basins, removing dide materia from the road surface and
ditchlines, replacing crossdrain culverts, brushing and limbing of overhanging vegetation and movement
of downed trees from the road prism, and other smilar activities. Road maintenance would usudly be
performed with trucks and other heavy equipment, but would not include operation of this equipment
within stream channdls. Culvert replacement and improvement is sometimes categorized as road
maintenance, but will be separately covered in this consultation. The BLM would implement a number
of mitigation measures to minimize the effects of road maintenance on fish and fish habitat, including the
specific Best Management Practices (BMPs) for road maintenance listed in the BAs to reduce the
likelihood and intengity of sedimentation, erosion, and introduction of contaminants.

Road Upgrade, Renovation, and Decommissioning Projects. While the definitions of these types of
projects tend to vary between adminidrative units, al of the projectsin this category would remove or
lessen the effects of existing roads on hydrologic and sediment regimes. Actions potentidly associated
with these projectsinclude bridge and culvert remova, remova of asphdt and gravel, subsoiling or
ripping of road surfaces, outdoping, waterbarring, fill remova, sdecast pullback, revegetating with
native species and placement of large woody materid (LWM) and/or boulders, and roadway
barricading to exclude vehicular traffic. The BLM usualy uses the term “full decommission” to describe
aproject which would nearly completely remove the effects of the road and would close it to vehicular
use, while “renovation” and “ sorm-proofing” usudly imply improved hydrologic and sediment
functioning but with continuing or future vehicular use. Depending on the circumstances, the degree of
trestment often falls somewhere between full decommissoning and renovation. The BLM proposesin
their BAs to decommission more than 20 miles of road and to renovate, ssorm-proof, or otherwise
rehabilitate more than 50 miles of exiging road in eight subwatersheds in the Umpqua River basinin the
course of four separate projects. These projects would al begin during 2000, but may extend into
2001 or later, depending on funding and other congderations. Similar to road maintenance, the BLM
would implement a number of mitigation measures to minimize the effects of the proposed actions on
fish and fish habitat, including the implementation of specific BMPsto reduce the likelihood and intensity
of sedimentation, erosion, and introduction of contaminants.

Culvert Replacement and Modification Projects Culverts which pass streams under roads often are
full or partia barriers to upstream passage for adult and juvenile anadromous salmonids, and so reduce
the amount of habitat available for these speciesto use. Barriersto fish passage develop when the
outlets of culverts become perched many feet above the surface of the stream, when the stream bottom
erodes, or when sted culverts eventualy rust out and collapse; while other culverts were originaly
ingtaled in a pogtion that prevents or deters upstream fish passage. In addition, some undersized
culverts are replaced in fish-bearing and fishless streams because of the potentia for the transmission of
large amounts of sediment in the stream system if the culvert fails and the fill washes out during high flow



events. The BLM proposes to replace 12 culvertsin five Umpqua River basin subwatersheds, and to
modify the hydraulic conditions below two culvertsin one subwatershed. Specificdly, in two Paradise
Creek tributaries, the BLM would construct up to five rock weirs each to backwater the outlet of the
culverts and alow upstream fish passage. The congtruction of the weirs would require the instream
operation of an excavator or other heavy equipment to place the boulders. Replacement of the 12
culvertsto current stlandards would aso require the use of heavy equipment to excavate and replace fill
and to place the culverts, but instream operation should not be needed. These projects would al begin
during 2000, but may extend into 2001 or later, depending on funding and other considerations. The
BLM would implement a number of mitigation measures to minimize the effects of the proposed actions
on fish and fish habitat, including the implementation of specific BMPs to reduce the likelihood and
intengty of sedimentation, eroson, and introduction of contaminants.

Agquatic and Riparian Habitat Restoration Projects While the long-term recovery of watersheds
under Federd management in the Umpqua Basin depends on the passive restoration inherent in the
growth of trees and large wood recruitment to stream channels, return to norma sediment and
hydrologic regimes, etc., the BLM is dso charged with the development and implementation of active
restoration projects, where such projects are prudent and feasible. In the subject BAs, the BLM
proposes to conduct three instream habitat restoration projects and ariparian restoration project. The
instream projects would consst of log and boulder placement a eight Stesin three hydraulicaly-
amplified streams, while the riparian trestment would be the maintenance of exigting conifer plantings
(the hand-remova of brush and other competing plants) in one subwatershed. Combined, the instream
projects would consist of more than 200 boulder clusters placed at stream margins, 75 logs hauled from
off-gte for in-channd placement, 188 red ader trees felled on site for in-channel placement, and 19
large conifers pulled or felled on-gte for in-channel placement. The hauling and placement of boulders
and logs would require the use of trucks and heavy equipment and the construction of some temporary
accessroads. Some heavy equipment would operate within the stream channdl. These projects would
al begin during 2000, but may extend into 2001 or later, depending on funding and other
condderaions. The BLM would implement a number of mitigation measures to minimize the effects of
the proposed actions on fish and fish habitat, including the implementation of specific BMPsto reduce
the likelihood and intendity of sedimentation, erosion, and introduction of contaminants.

Sorm Damage Repair Project. The BLM proposes to construct alow-water road crossing to
replace arecently washed-out culvert crossing on Fitzpatrick Creek in the Upper Umpqua watershed.
Because of areciproca road use agreement with a private land-owner, the BLM isrequired to provide
access to land on the far side of the creek. The BLM bdieves, and the NMFS concurs, that the
proposed action is the most practica and environmentaly-sound method of maintaining this access.
The ford would be about 12 feet wide and 104 feet long and would be armored with a series of
cabled-together concrete blocks, which would be buried so that the surfaces of the blocks are just
below the grade of the original stream bottom. The concrete blocks would be anchored to steel plates
which would be driven by impact hammer about 5 feet into the subgtrate of the stream channd. The
BLM expects the concrete pad to be covered with afew inches of dluvium after the first winter storm.
A road, which was congtructed in 1999, is paved at the agpproaches to the ford to minimize the
introduction of sediment into the creek during use of the ford, and the high-flow streambanks would be



armored with riprap at their intersection with the road/ford to resst eroson. No substantia riparian
vegetation would be affected by the construction of the ford, which would occur during mid-August,
when the wetted channd of the creek is only afew feet in width. The hauling and placement of the
concrete blocks would require the use of trucks and heavy equipment which would operate within the
stream channel, but water would be diverted around the work area so that no in-water work would
occur. The high-flow event which washed out the culvert crossing left the culvert itsdf and asmall
amount of fill which would aso be removed from the creek channel as part of thisaction. The BLM
would implement anumber of mitigation measures to minimize the effects of the proposed action on fish
and fish habitat, including the implementation of specific BMPs to reduce the likelihood and intengity of
sedimentation, erosion, and introduction of contaminants.

Fisheries, Macroinvertebrate, Hydrology, and Engineering Surveys. The BLM proposes to
conduct instream and riparian area surveys for avariety of purposesin 2000. As noted above for road
maintenance, a programmiatic consultation is being devel oped which should provide Section 7 coverage
for these activities in future years. Fisheries surveys would include direct observation of juvenile and
spawning salmonids and measurements of aguatic and riparian habitat variables. BLM juvenile fish
surveys would be conducted by visud observations while snorkeling and wading, but would not include
direct capture techniques such as eectrofishing or seining. Spawning surveys would be conducted by
wading, and some wading would occur during conduct of instream habitat measurements. The BLM
proposes to conduct up to nearly 200 miles of such surveysin 2000, in nearly every Umpqua River
basn watershed. The BLM would aso conduct surveys and collections of macroinvertebrates at 45
gtesin five watersheds and hydrology surveys (e.g., water sample collection) would be conducted at
49 gtesin seven watersheds. These surveys are chiefly intended to provide information on water
quality and instream habitat and would involve some wading and subdirate disturbance. Findly,
engineering surveys conssting of devation and distance measurements would be conducted at about 11
gtes and over roughly 11 stream miles. Some wading will occur during these surveys, which would
provide data for the design of replacement culverts, road decommissioning, instream restoration
projects, and other beneficia activities. Specific BMPs and other mitigation measures would be
implemented to minimize the adverse effects of these actions on fish and fish habitat.

1. BIOLOGICAL INFORMATION AND CRITICAL HABITAT

The biologica requirements, including the dements of critical habitat, of each of the ESUs are
discussed in the LRMP/RMP Opinion and in NMFS (1999). Environmentd baseline conditionsin the
Umpqua Basin are discussed in Johnson et al. (1994), and pages 13-14 of the LRMP/RMP Opinion.
Cumulative effects as defined under 50 CFR 402.02 are discussed for the Umpqua Basin on pages
40-43 of the NMFS LRMP/RMP Opinion. These respective analyses are incorporated herein by this
reference. NMFSisnot aware of any newly avallable information that would materidly change these
previous analyses of biologica requirements, environmental basdline, or cumulative effects for the
purpose of this Opinion. Some generd biologica information is provided below.



The OC coho sdmon is an anadromous species in which individuas typicdly have athree-year
life-cycle. OC coho salmon occur in each of the 23 subject watersheds. Adult OC coho salmon
gpawn in the late fdl and winter, with fry emergence occurring the following soring. Juvenile coho
sdmon rear for about ayear in natal streams and then outmigrate to the ocean as smoaltsin the spring.
Some male coho return to freshwater to spawn the fal and winter of the same year as their smolt
migration, but the mgority of adult OC coho saimon do not return to spawn until after having spent
roughly 18 monthsin the ocean. Thus, an active OC coho sdmon stream would be used for some
life-stage—as rearing, feeding, spawning, and incubation habitat—year-round.

OC stedhead occur in each of the 23 subject watersheds and may exhibit anadromy or freshwater
resdency. Resdent forms are usudly referred to asrainbow trout, while anadromous life forms are
termed steel head; both forms likely occur in dl four subject watersheds. Stedhead typicaly migrate to
marine waters as smalts in the spring after spending two yearsin freshwater. They then resde in marine
watersfor 2 to 3 years prior to returning to their natal stream to spawn as 4- or 5-year-olds. Unlike
sdmon, stedlhead do not necessarily die after spawning and may survive to spawn two or more times.
Mogt or dl adult sedhead in the BLM-managed portions of the Umpqua River basin likely enter
freshwater in the late fal or winter, and spawn in the late winter to early spring. Thus, as with OC coho
sdmon, an active OC steelhead stream would be used for some life-stage—as rearing, feeding,
spawning, and incubation habitat—year-round.

Although genera information about the populations of anadromous fish within the Umpqua River basin
isavailable (eg., those streams likely inhabited) specific information on the size and health of
anadromous fish populations in the basin is often lacking or incomplete. For example, the BLM’s
Watershed Andyses (WAS) for the 23 watersheds at issue in this consultation generaly do not provide
specific information on fish populations Size, trends, or stream mileage inhabited by anadromous fish or
resident fish, but often do document that scores of miles of habitat are available in each watershed for
anadromous and resident saimonids. Because of the generd paucity of the type of knowledge which
would alow the BLM and NMFS to assess the rdlative hedlth of anadromous salmonid populations on
adream or watershed scae, and the fact that dl fish species, populations, and individuas depend on
adequate habitat, the NMFS primarily uses a habitat-based system in ESA consultation on
land-management activities (NMFS 1999). The NMFS has applied the concept of properly
functioning habitat condition to assess the quality of the habitat that fish need to survive and recover.
This concept is discussad in the next section.

Site-level environmentd basdline descriptions and effects determinations are typicaly made by BLM
personnd for proposed actions. For the actions discussed in the subject BAs, the BLM often used
surrogate Ste-level anayses because of the large number of Sitesinherent in the proposed actions and
because the typical site-level effects on sdmonid habitat for these actions are minor to negligible. The
basdline descriptions and effects determination are displayed in the project-level Matrices of Pathways
and Indicators (MPIs) which were included in the BAs. In addition, watershed-level information on
anadromous salmonid habitat is provided in the fifth field MPIs dso included in the BA. Surrogate
watershed-level MPIs were aso prepared for many of the watersheds in which the proposed activities
would occur, for the same reasons as noted above for ste-level analyses. The NMFS concurred with



these project and watershed-scale environmental baseline descriptions and effect determinationsin the
streamlined consultation process and NMFS considered them in addition to the broad-scale analysis
conducted for the LRMP/RMP Opinion described above.

V. EVALUATING PROPOSED ACTIONS

The standards for determining jeopardy are set forth in Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA as defined by

the consultation regulations (50 CFR 402). NMFS (1999) describes how NMFS applies the

ESA jeopardy and destruction/adverse modification of critical habitat standards to Section 7
consultations, including those for Federd |and management actions in the Umpqua River basin.
While land management actions typically have the potentia to modify sdmonid habitat, some actions
aso or ingead have the potentid to affect the behavior and/or surviva of individud salmonids apart
from effects on habitat. Such actions can adversely affect individud fish through harassment or direct
contact by people or their equipment.

Asdescribed in NMFS (1999), the first steps in applying the ESA jeopardy standards for habitat are to
define the biologica requirements of ESA-listed species and to describe the species current status as
reflected by the environmental basdline. In the next steps, NMFS jeopardy analysis consders how
proposed actions are expected to directly and indirectly affect specific environmenta factors that define
properly functioning agquatic habitat essentia for the surviva and recovery of the species. Thisandysis
is set within the dud context of the species biologica requirements and the exigting conditions under the
environmenta basdline (defined in NMFS 1999). An andyss of more direct (i.e., non-habitat) effects
on individuas of the species of interest isaso made. The jeopardy analyss takes into consideration an
overdl picture of the beneficid and detrimenta activities taking place within the action area, which is
defined as "al areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federa action and not merely the
immediate areainvolved in the action” (50 CFR 402.02). If the net effect of the activitiesis found to
jeopardize the listed species, then NMFS must identify any reasonable and prudent dternatives to the
proposed action.

A. Biological Requirements

For this consultation, NMFS finds that the biological requirements of OC coho sdlmon and OC
steelhead are best expressed in terms of current population status and environmenta factors that define
properly functioning freshwater aguetic habitat necessary for surviva and recovery of the species. The
NMFS defines this “properly functioning” condition as the state in which dl of the individua habitat
factors operate together to provide a hedthy aguatic ecosystem that meets the biologica requirements
of the fish species of interest. Individud, measurable habitat factors (or indicators) have been identified
(e.g., water temperature, substrate, etc.), and the properly functioning vaues for these indicators have
been determined, using the best information available. These indicators, when considered together,
provide a summary of the conditions necessary to ensure the long-term surviva of aguatic species.

The NMFS has assembled a set of these indicatorsin aform cdled the Matrix of Pathways and



Indicators (MP1) (NMFS 1996 and 1999). The MPI isatable that lists several categories or
pathways of essential sdmonid habitat, such as water quaity, ingream habitat elements, and
flow/hydrology. Under these pathways are quantitative habitat indicators for which ranges of values are
identified that correspond to a properly functioning condition, an at risk condition, and a not
properly functioning condition. Because these habitat measurements are more readily available than
quantitative measurements of biologica variables such as incubation success, sanding crop, and growth
rate, the NMFS and BLM are able to assess the health of stream reaches or watersheds based on the
condition of their component indicators. Such an assessment provides a baseline description of the
hedlth of the Sream/watershed, and aso dlows the effects of an action (e.g., a culvert replacement) to
be evaluated.

Properly functioning watersheds, where dl of the individua factors operate together to provide
hedlthy aguatic ecosystems, are necessary for the surviva and recovery of the listed species. It
follows, then, that NMFS has determined that an action which would cause the habitat
indicators of awatershed to move to a degraded condition, or one which further degrades a not
properly functioning watershed, is dso likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the listed
Species.

In addition to the use of the MP! a the watershed leved to assst in making jeopardy
determinationsin Section 7 consultations (especidly for land management agencies), the NMFS
aso usesthe MPI a the Site or project sce. Assuming that a Federal agency determinesthat an
action isamay affect, ether informa or forma consultation isrequired. To assg inthis
determination, the action agency prepares aproject-level MPI. If no degrades occur at this
scae, then the action is probably not likely to adversdy affect individuals of alisted species, and
an informal Section 7 consultation is appropriate. If the proposed action degrades any of the
indicators at this smaler scae (often the sixth or seventh fiedld HUC), then the action is generdly
consdered to be alikely to adversely affect, and forma consultation must occur.

B. Environmental Basdine

Current range-wide status of listed species under environmental basdine. NMFS described the current
population status of OC coho salmon in a gatus review (Weitkamp et al. 1995), and in the find listing

rule (August 10, 1998, 63 FR 42587). Critical habitat for this ESU was designated on February 16,
2000 (65 FR 7764). The current population status of OC steelhead is described in Busby et al.
(1996), and in thefind rule in which the NMFS determined that the status of the ESU did not currently
warrant listing (March 19, 1998, 63 FR 13347).

Current status of listed species under environmental basdline within the action areas. As noted above,
the action areaincludes dl areas directly or indirectly affected by the proposed action. The generd
action areas for this Opinion can be defined as al 23 watersheds in which the proposed actions would
occur.




As aso noted above, OC coho salmon and OC steelhead use the action areas as rearing, feeding,
sgpawning, and incubation habitat, as well asamigration corridor. The environmenta basdine of the
action areas are dominated by conditions rated largely as not properly functioning or at risk (see
watershed MPIsin BAs). These conditions are likely primarily the result of past forest management
and agricultura practices, in particular, timber harvest/clearing within riparian zones, large-scale clear-
cut timber harvest, road congtruction (especidly within riparian zones), and timber yarding in riparian
zones and streams.

Indicators particularly at issue in this consultation are those which would potentidly be degraded by the
proposed actions at the project scae, dthough the NMFS has aso reviewed the BLM’s maintain and
restore effects determinations. For the projects reviewed in this biologica opinion, sediment/turbidity
and substrate were determined to be degraded at the project scale by afew of the actions.

Based on the best information available on the current status of OC coho salmon and OC steelhead,
NMFS assumptions given the information available regarding population status, population trends, and
genetics, and the rlatively poor environmenta baseline conditions within the action areas (see MPIsin
BAs, the OC coho saimon find ligting rule, and OC steelhead proposed listing rule), NMFS finds that
the environmenta basdine does not currently meet dl of the biologica requirements for the surviva and
recovery of the listed species within the action area. Actionsthat do not retard attainment of properly
functioning aquatic conditions, when added to the environmenta basdine, are necessary to meet the
needs of the species for surviva and recovery.

V. ANALYSSOF EFFECTS

The effects determinations in this Opinion were made using amethod for evaluaing current aguetic
conditions (the environmenta basdine) and predicting the effects of the actions on them. This process
is described in NMFS (1996) and NMFS (1999). This assessment method, in which MPIs are
assembled by action agency biologists, was designed for the purpose of providing information in a
tabular form for NMFS to determine the effects of actions subject to consultation.

The BLM usesthe MPI to make project-leve effects determinations on actions which have the
potentia to modify salmonid habitat, i.e., whether an action is NLAA or LAA the ESA-listed species
(inthis case, OC coho samon). If any of the indicators is thought to be degraded at the project level
by the action, the action is determined to LAA. In addition, if harassment or other forms of non-habitat
related adverse effects are more than negligibly likely to occur due to the proposed actions, the BLM
notes the type, duration, and likely severity of such effectsin the BA. The NMFS must then determine
whether such adverse effects are profound enough to jeopardize the continued surviva of the listed
Species.

A. Effectsof Proposed Actions



Project-Level Effects. The BLM-provided MPIsfor the effects of actions are expressed in terms of
the expected effect—restore, maintain, or degrade—on aqueatic habitat factorsin the project areafor a
subwatershed (or other project-level spatia scae) affected by the proposed actions. The results of the
completed checklist for the proposed action provide a basis for determining the effects of the action on
the environmenta basdine in the project area.

In this conaultation, the BLM provided only afew project-level MPIs to serve as surrogates for the
many subwatersheds at issue. NMFS believes that this approach is adequate for the proposed actions,
because the vast mgjority of the proposed actions would have dmost no potentid for Ste-level adverse
effects. A few of the actions have asmall potentid for Ste-level adverse effects, but even for these
projects, only two of the indicators are expected to be affected. The BLM determined that the actions
would dmost invariably not degrade indicators at the project level chiefly because most of the activities
would occur out of the stream channel during the dry season and because effective mitigation methods
and BMPs would be employed.

Road Maintenance. The BLM marked the sediment/turbidity and substrate indicators as degraded
in some of the project-level matrices as aresult of road maintenance activities and determined thet all
other indicators would be maintained. The BLM attributes the degrade checkmarks to a transitory
increase in stream sedimentation caused by culvert-reated work, but emphasized that thiswas only an
acknowledgment that it was possible that some sediment would enter stream channels as aresult of the
action. The BLM bdlievesthat some types of road maintenance may briefly cause an increase in
turbidity at some sites, but would not measurably increase sediment levels in the affected streams and
would not impede recovery of the streams' historic sediment regimes. As noted above, BMPs and
other mitigation techniques should minimize sediment input to Stream channels due to road maintenance.
The BLM dso noted that there was more than a negligible potentia for harassment of individud fish a
road crossings because of road maintenance activities.

Because the proposed activities would have more than a negligible potentid for harassment of individua
fish, and to alesser extent, because afew degrades checkmarks occurred at the project scale, the
BLM determined that some road maintenance is likely to adversdly affect OC coho salmon or OC
gedhead. The NMFS concurs with the BLM on the project-level effects determination for road

mai ntenance.

Road Upgrade, Renovation, and Decommissioning Projects Similar to Road Maintenance, the
BLM marked the sediment/turbidity and substrate indicators as degraded in some of the project-leve
matrices due to this category of action and determined that al other indicators would be maintained.
The BLM attributes the degrade checkmarks to a transtory increase in stream sedimentation caused
by culvert-related work, but emphasized that this was only an acknowledgment that it was possible that
some sediment would enter stream channels as aresult of the action. The BLM bdieves that some
agoects of the actionsin this category may briefly cause an increase in turbidity at some sites, but would
not measurably increase sediment levesin the affected streams and would not impede recovery of the
sreams historic sediment regimes. As noted above, BMPs and other mitigation techniques should
minimize sediment input to stream channds due to the proposed activities. The BLM aso noted that
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there was more than a negligible potentid for harassment of individua fish a road crossings because of
culvert remova activities.

Because the proposed activities would have more than a negligible potentid for harassment of individua
fish, and to alesser extent, because afew degrades checkmarks occurred at the project scale, the
BLM determined that some of the road upgrade, renovation and/or decommissioning projects are likely
to adversdly affect OC coho salmon or OC steelhead. The NMFS concurs with the BLM on the
project-leve effects determination for this category.

Culvert Replacement and Modification Projects Similar to Road Maintenance, the BLM marked
the sediment/turbidity and substrate indicators as degraded in some of the project-level matrices due
to this category of action and determined that dl other indicators would be maintained. The BLM
attributes the degrade checkmarks to atranstory increase in stream sedimentation caused by culvert-
related work, but emphasized that this was only an acknowledgment that it was possible that some
sediment would enter stream channels as aresult of the action. The BLM believes that some aspects of
the actions in this category may briefly cause an increase in turbidity at some sites, but would not
measurably increase sediment levels in the affected streams and would not impede recovery of the
sreams historic sediment regimes. As noted above, BMPs and other mitigation techniques should
minimize sediment input to stream channds due to the proposed activities. The BLM adso noted that
there was more than a negligible potentia for harassment of individua fish at road crossings and & the
welr congtruction Site because of the use of heavy equipment adjacent to and in the streams.

Because the proposed activities would have more than a negligible potentia for harassment of individua
fish, and to alesser extent, because afew degrades checkmarks occurred at the project scae, the
BLM determined that some of the culvert replacement and modification projects are likely to adversely
affect OC coho salmon or OC steelhead. The NMFS concurs with the BLM on the project-level
effects determination for this category.

Aquatic and Riparian Habitat Restoration Projects. Smilar to Road Maintenance, the BLM
marked the sediment/turbidity and substrate indicators as degraded in some of the project-level
matrices due to this category of action and determined that al other indicators would be maintained.
The BLM attributes the degrade checkmarks to a trangtory increase in stream sedimentation caused
by operation of heavy equipment adjacent to and in the stream channdls, but emphasized that thiswas
only an acknowledgment that it was possible that some sediment would enter stream channelsasa
result of the action. The BLM believes that some aspects of the actions in this category may briefly
cause an increase in turbidity at some Sites, but would not measurably increase sediment levelsin the
affected streams and would not impede recovery of the streams’ historic sediment regimes. As noted
above, BMPs and other mitigation techniques should minimize sediment input to stream channels due to
the proposed activities. The BLM dso noted that there was more than a negligible potentia for
harassment of individud fish at the instream habitat improvement Stes because of the use of heavy
equipment adjacent to and in the streams.
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Severd of the ingtream habitat improvement projects involve pulling or felling trees into sreams.
Although trees would be sacrificed and maneuvered within the riparian zone and stream channd in these
projects, no trees would be harvested or removed from riparian reserves. In addition, the projects
would extend over subgtantid distances and stocking levels of remaining trees would remain high, so the
BLM does not believe that riparian indicators would be degraded. 1n projects where logs would be
hauled to the site, the logs would be obtained from upland areas or (in the case of 10 logs for one
project) would be salvaged and hauled by the BLM after having been cut in the course of highway
repair from a properly function riparian area by the Oregon Department of Transportation. Theriparian
habitat improvement project proposed should not affect stream channel shading or bank stability or
degrade any of the MPI indicators, but was submitted for consultation because the work crews would
have occasion to wade in streams.

Because the proposed activities would have more than a negligible potentia for harassment of individua
fish, and, to alesser extent, because afew degrades checkmarks occurred at the project scale, the
BLM determined that some of the aquatic and riparian habitat improvement projectsare LAA OC
coho salmon or OC gteelhead. The NMFS concurs with the BLM on the project-level effects
determination for this category.

Sorm Damage Repair Project. Although the BLM did not mark any indicators as degraded in the
project-level matrix for this project, the BA noted that a trandtory increase in stream turbidity and/or
sedimentation is likely to be caused by operation of heavy equipment adjacent to and in the stream
channel. The BLM emphasized that this was only an acknowledgment that the action might briefly
cause an increase in turbidity at the Ste, but would not measurably increase sediment levelsin the
affected stream and would not impede recovery of the streams’ historic sediment regime. As noted
above, BMPs and other mitigation techniques should minimize sediment input to the stream channd due
to the proposed activities. The BLM aso noted that there was more than a negligible potentia for
harassment of individua fish at the repair Site because of the use of heavy equipment adjacent to and in
the stream.

Because the proposed activities would have more than a negligible potentid for harassment of individua
fish, the BLM determined that the storm damage repair project is LAA OC coho salmon or OC
gsedhead. The NMFS concurs with the BLM on the project-leve effects determination for this action.

Fisheries, Macroinvertebrate, Hydrology, and Engineering Surveys. The BLM did not mark any
indicators as degraded in the project-level matrices for these activities because they should cause little
or no ground-disturbance. The BLM noted, however, that there was more than a negligible potential
for harassment of individua fish during the surveys because of the in-stream and/or stresmbank nature
of the activities. BMPs and other mitigation techniques should minimize the potentia for harassment,
however.

Because the proposed activities would have more than a negligible potentia for harassment of individua

fish, the BLM determined that the surveys are LAA OC coho samon or OC stedhead. The NMFS
concurs with the BLM on the project-levd effects determination for this category.
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Watershed-Level Effects. Inthe BAs, the BLM provided watershed-scale MPIsand ACS
Objective consstency reviews which evauated the proposed actions. In some cases, one or afew
watershed-scale MPls were provided by the BLM as surrogates for other watersheds because of the
large number of watersheds at issue, because effects on habitat by the proposed actions would
generdly beinsubgtantial, and because the watershed-level basdlines are often smilar between
watersheds in the Umpqua River basin.

The watershed-scale MPIs evd uate the effects of the proposed action on habitat indicatorsin the fifth
fidd HUC rdative to the long-term environmentd basdline. While many actions, including those that
may be beneficid in the long term, have short-term, small-scae adverse effects, only those actions with
adverse effects which are sgnificant at the watershed scae over along period would receive a degrade
checkmark. It isimportant to realize that both active and passive restoration activities contribute to the
environmental basdine. In particular, the passive restoration that will occur over the long term (at least
adecade, see above), especidly in riparian reserves (RRs), isaprincipa component of the watershed
recovery aspect of the NFP. Therole of RRs, Late Successona Reserves, etc., in restoration of
watershedsis described in the NFP ROD (USDA and USDI 1994) and in the LRMP/RMP Opinion.

The ACS congistency reviews included a description of how the proposed projects compared to
the gpplicable NFP standards and guiddines (S& Gs) for the listed ESUs and how the proposed
projects complied with the nine ACS objectives for those ESUs. Because there is strong
correspondence between the habitat indicators of the MPI and the ACS objectives, it islikely that
if none of the habitat indicators in the watershed level MPI are degraded by an action, then
compliance with ACS objectives for the ESUs is al'so achieved. In the descriptions below, only
those MPI habitat indicators which were determined to degrade at the project scale are discussed.

As noted above under Project-Level Effects, only afew of the proposed activities were thought to be
likely to cause project or Ste-level MP! indicator degrades. BLM Leve 1 representatives believe, and
the NMFS concurs, that the use of the degrade checkmark for sediment/turbidity and substrate for
some culvert-related work (in the road maintenance, road upgrade, and culvert replacement
categories), and for some instream habitat restoration projectsis a conservative practice, in that most of
the proposad activitieswould literally have no effect on sdmonid habitat. 1n the few Stuationsin which
any sediment would be transmitted and/or suspended in streams due to these activities, the BLM Leve
1 representatives believe, and the NMFS concurs, that these effects would likely be highly localized
and of short duration. The NMFS believes that in the long term and on the watershed scae, any
degrades for the proposed activities would be inconsequentia, because the relatively small amount of
sediment that islikely to enter watercourses as a result of the proposed activities would likely not be
distinguishable from background natural sedimentation and sedimentation from previous human
activities. Stream sedimentation occurs under pristine watershed conditions, and is usudly harmful to
the perastence of sdmonid populations only when it occurs outside of the naturd range of variability on
alarge spatid scale for long periods. Proper road maintenance, road upgrades, culvert replacement,
elc,, infact, arelikely to diminish the potentia adverse effects of roads, including turbidity and
sedimentation, by alowing the drainage design features to work properly. Instream habitat projects are
even more likely to improve aguatic habitat in the long term.

13



Based on S& G discussions and the ACS objective consstency reviews in the BAs for the proposed
actions, it gppearsthat dl of the relevant S& Gs would be observed by the BLM and that compliance
with the nine ACS objectivesis adequately described by the BLM. Compliance with the fifth
objective, “maintain and restore the sediment regime...” is discussed in the previous paragraphs. The
proposed activities also appear to be consstent with WA recommendations, direction for Key
Watersheds, and watershed restoration planning, in that most of the activities would contribute to the
recovery of the subject watersheds over the long term. Even the survey activities, which would have
essentidly no effect on aquatic or riparian habitat, would contribute information which would dlow the
BLM to better manage the watersheds.

B. Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects are defined in 50 CFR 402.02 as those effects of "future State or private activities,
not involving Federa activities, that are reasonably certain to occur within the action area of the Federa
action subject to conaultation." Future Federd actions, including the ongoing operation of hydropower
systems, hatcheries, fisheries, and land management activities are being (or have been) reviewed
through separate section 7 consultation processes. Therefore, these actions are not considered
cumulative to the proposed action.

The NMFSis not aware of any newly available information that would materialy change these previous
effectsandyses. In that substantia portions of dl of the watersheds discussed in this Opinion are
privately-owned, the NMFS assumes that the cumulative effects of non-Federd land management
practices would continue at Smilar intensities asin recent years (LRMP/RMP Opinion, pages 41-42).

VI. CONCLUSION

NMFS has considered the gpplicability of these anadyses to each of the proposed actionsidentified in
the BAsand inthisletter. The NMFSis not aware of any other specia characteristics of the particular
actions that would cause greater or materidly different effects on the subject salmonid species and their
habitat than is discussed in these references.

The effects of the proposed activities on OC coho salmon and OC steelhead and their habitat are
presented in the BAs prepared by the BLM, specificaly in the project and watershed-level MPIs, ACS
objective congstency reviews, EAs, and WAs. NMFS finds those descriptions to be adequate for this
andysis. Based on thisinformation, the NMFS does not consider these actionsto be likely to result in
more effects than expected or considered in the LRMP/RMP Opinion. In particular, the BLM
determined, and the NMFS concurred, that relevant NFP S& Gs would be followed, and that ACS
objectives would be met at the watershed scale and in the long term when the effects of the proposed
actions are combined with the environmenta basdine. This ACS consstency determination was made
because the BLM showed that, despite their proposed actions, watershed habitat indicators would be
maintained over the long term. In fact, each of the proposed actions should contribute toward recovery
of watershed processes.
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The NMFS expects that ACS objectives which may be affected by the subject actions will be met for
the following reasons. (1) Potential sediment input from proposed road-related activities (including
maintenance, decommissoning/renovation, culvert replacement, etc.) will be minimized by
implementation of appropriate mitigation measures and implementation of appropriate BMPs, and the
long-term effects of these actions should be beneficid because of lessened sediment and hydrologic
effects from existing roads and enhanced upstream passage; (2) potential sediment input from proposed
indream habitat enhancement activities, including placement of boulders and large woody materid, will
be minimized by implementation of appropriate mitigation measures and implementation of appropriate
BMPs, and the long-term effects of these actions should be beneficid because instream habitat quality
would be improved without substantia effect on riparian habitat; and (3) the noncommercia hand-
remova of conifer-suppressing brush in RR should accelerate attainment of large treesto serveasa
future source of LWM, but shade and bank stability should not be affected in the short term. Despite
potentia minor short-term adverse effects—most or dl of which would be inggnificant even on the site
scae—these actions maintain or restore essentia habitat functions and will not impede recovery of
sdmonid habitat, along-term god of the NFP. Furthermore, dthough some harassment of individua
OC coho samon may occur due to the proposed activities, no long-term injury to these individuasis
expected because of the implementation of BMPs and because the activities would typically be of low
intengty and short duration.

The NMFS concludes that, when the effects of these proposed site specific actions are added to the
environmenta basdine and cumulative effects occurring in the relevant action aress, they are not likely
to jeopardize the continued existence of OC coho salmon or OC steelhead.

Additionally, NMFS concludes that the proposed actions would not cauise adverse modification or
destruction of OC coho salmon proposed critical habitat. Thisis because our conclusion is largely
based on the effects of the actions on sdmonid habitat and because the adverse modification or
degtruction of habitat tandard is defined smilarly to the jeopardy standard. Because we have
determined that the actions would not jeopardize the continued existence of OC coho salmon, it follows
that critical habitat for this species would not be adversdy modified or destroyed. In reaching these
conclusons, NMFS has utilized the best scientific and commercid data available as documented herein
and by the BAs and documents incorporated by reference.

VIlI. CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS

Section 7 (8)(1) of the ESA directs Federa agenciesto utilize their authorities to further the purposes of
the ESA by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of the threatened and endangered
gpecies. Conservation recommendations are discretionary measures suggested to minimize or avoid
adverse effects of aproposed action on listed species, to minimize or avoid adverse modification of
critica habitat, or to develop additiond information. NMFS has no additiona conservation
recommendations regarding the proposed actions addressed in this opinion.
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VIIl. REINITIATION OF CONSULTATION

Reinitiation of consultation is required if: (1) The action is modified in away thet causes an effect on the
listed species that was not previoudy considered in the biological assessment and this biologica
opinion; (2) new information or project monitoring reveds effects of the action that may affect the listed
gpeciesin away not previoudy consdered; or (3) anew speciesislisted or critical habitat is designated
that may be affected by the action (50 C.F.R. 402.16).

IX. REFERENCES

Busby, P.J., T.C. Wainright, G.J. Bryant, L.J. Lierheimer, R.S. Waples, F.W. Waknitz, and |.V.
Lagomarsno. 1996. Status review of West Coast steelhead from Washington, Idaho,
Oregon, and Cdifornia. Nationa Marine Fisheries Service, Coasta Zone and Estuaries
Studies Divison, Sesttle, Washington and Protected Species Management Divison, Long
Beach, Cdifornia

Johnson, FW., R.S. Waples, T.C. Wainwright, K.G. Needy, F. W. Waknitz, and L. T. Parker. 1994.
Status review of Oregon’s Umpqgua River sea-run cutthroat trout. Nationa Marine Fisheries
Service, Coagta Zone and Estuaries Studies Division, Sesttle, Washington

Nationd Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 1996. Making Endangered Species Act determinations
of effect for individua or grouped actions at the watershed scde. NMFS, Northwest Region,
Sesttle, Washington. August 1996.

Nationd Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 1999. The Habitat Approach: Implementation of
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act for Actions Affecting the Habitat of Pacific
Anadromous Samonids. NMFS, Northwest Region, Seettle, Washington. August 1999.

United States Department of Agriculture and United States Department of the Interior (USDA and
USDI). 1994. Record of Decision for amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management planning documents within the range of the northern spotted owl. Washington,
D.C. April 13, 1994.

Weitkamp, L.A., T.C. Wainwright, G.J. Bryant, G.B. Milder, D.J. Tdl, R.G. Hope, and R.S. Waples.
1995. Statusreview of coho salmon from Washington, Oregon, and Cdifornia. Nationa
Marine Fisheries Service, Northwest Fisheries Science Center, Sesttle, Washington.

X. INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT
Harassment of individua OC coho salmon resulting from activities within and adjacent to stream
channels and possible short-term and transient increases in turbidity and sedimentation are expected to

be the only sources of incidenta take associated with the proposed actions covered by this Opinion.
Specificdly, road maintenance has some potentid to take OC coho sdmon through harassment in the
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operation of heavy equipment in proximity to streams, especidly at stream crossings. Road
maintenance actions could aso potentialy introduce sediment into streams and/or generate turbidity,
especidly culvert maintenance. Road upgrade, renovation, and decommissoning projects have smilar
potentid to affect individua OC coho salmon through harassment and minor introduction of sediment a
road crossngs. The potentid for incidenta take during culvert replacement and modification projects
and aguatic and riparian habitat restoration projects is somewhat higher than with the previous
categories, as some of these projects would involve instream equipment operation and excavation in the
presence of individua juvenile coho saimon, which may cause substantia but brief harassment and brief
introduction and transmission of subgtantid turbidity. Although the ssorm damage road repair project
would involve in-stream excavation and heavy equipment operation, the NMFS believes that the
likelihood of teke for this project isfairly low because of the small sSze of the stream and the mitigatory
measures proposed. In-gtream surveys for fisheries, wildlife, hydrology, and engineering have the
potentid for brief harassment of individua OC coho sdlmon. This harassment should be very brief and
minor for most Stuations where only juvenile salmon are present, but the potentid for take of holding
and spawning adult saimon through harassment is somewhat greeter because of the physica
vulnerability of large fish in smdl streams and the physiologica dress on thislifestage. The NMFS
expects that the incidental take associated with the other effects of the proposed actions will be minimal
or non-existent.

The BLM bdieves, and the NMFS concurs, that because of the implementation of the specific and
appropriate mitigation measures and BMPsthe BLM ligsin the BAsfor the proposed ground-
disturbing activities, sediment impacts to OC coho salmon critica habitat are expected to be minimized.
Harassment of individual OC coho salmon as aresult of the proposed activities, including the scientific
and engineering surveys, is expected to be brief and minor, and would aso be minimized by the use of
the specific and gppropriate mitigation measures and BMP described in the BLM’s BAs. As noted
above, the BLM and the NMFS are currently engaged in a comprehensive programmatic consultation
for anumber of activity types, including the categories andyzed in this BO. Theterms of this
programmatic consultation will require the implementation of specific project design criteriawhich are
gmilar to the exising BLM BMPs and the mitigation measures proposed by the BLM in this
consultation.

Adverse effects of management actions such as these are largely unquantifiable in the short-term, and
may not be measurable as long-term effects on the species’ habitat or population levels. Therefore,
even though the NMFS expects some low leve of incidental take to occur due to these actions, the
best scientific and commercid data available are not sufficient to enable NMFS to estimate a specific
amount of incidental take to the species themsdaves. The adverse effects of

the actions, however, should be confined to the sub-watersheds in which the actions are proposed
to occur.

In the LRMP/RMP Opinion (NMFS 1997), the NMFS recogni zes that the BLM would propose to
conduct activities which may have short-term adverse effects to sdmonid habitat and which may cause
take of individua ESA-listed salmonids, but which are beneficid to the listed species and their habitat in
the long term. The LRMP/RMP Opinion specificaly evauates three of the categories of actions
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evauated in thisBO: instream habitat restoration projects, culvert replacements, and road
decommissioning. The LRMP/RMP Opinion aso included an incidentd take statement (ITS) which
provided reasonable and prudent measures (R& Ps) and terms and conditions (T& Cs) to avoid or
minimize the take of listed salmonids from these long-term beneficid actions (pages 64-65 and 70).
The R&Psin the LRMP/RMP Opinion ITS require the BLM to apply the results of watershed analysis
and to promote long-term ecosystemn recovery when prioritizing beneficia actions and to ensure
appropriate project timing and the use of appropriate BMPs. The T& Cs of the ITS are intended to
implement the R& Ps of the ITS through adequate Leve 1 team review of the proposed projects and
through documentation of compliance with appropriate BMPsin regiond NFP implementation
monitoring reports. The NMFS believes that the remaining three categories of actions andyzed in this
BO (road maintenance, road damage repair, and surveys) are amilarly long-term beneficid activities,
and that the R& Ps and T& Csfor beneficid actionsin the I TS associated with the LRMP/RMP opinion
are equaly appropriate for these action categories. NMFS hereby applies the findings, R&Ps, and
T&Cs st forth inthe ITS of the LRMP/RMP Opinion to the proposed individua actionsin dl six
activity categories, and authorizes such minima incidental teke, provided the BLM complies with those
R&Psand T&Cs.
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