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KENO 

TOl Jack Ward Thomas, Jin pipkin, aim Jjyon», Katl« MoGlnty 
rstout Bob Doppslt 
RBi Wat*r«h»d Restoration Pr&noipale and Monitoring 
DATEl Juna 10, 1993 

This memo i s in response to a request yesterday from Jack 
Ward Thomas for a proposal to implement and monitor effective 
restoration procedures. 

First, I want to reiterate once again that PRC does not 
support any investments in watershed restoration without f i r s t 
establishing clear and effective protections for the best 
remaining habitats and watersheds {i.e. refuges or key 
watersheds) and riparian areas on permanent and ephemeral streams 
reaionwide (east and west-side). As you know, over 125 top 
eolentictc havo already stated their support for these 
principles. 

Without clear and effective protections, restoration 
activ i t i e s w i l l at best prove ineffective, and at worst may be 
viewed as just a cynical attempt to appease dislocated workers 
through essentially make-work programs. We believe that a large 
majoritY °^ fisheries biologists and aquatic ecologists w i l l 
agree with our concerns. 

Me have already stated our proposal for protections (see 
Framework and Riationale for Leglslatiop and liinterina tne 
Watershed). 

After, and only after effective protections are in place, 
carefully planned reetoration can begin. We propose the following 
procedures to implement and monitor effective watershed 
restoration: 

I . Establish Independent Interdlaciplinary Scientific ovArslght 
and Reviow Coimittae. 

The cnarge to this committee would be to; l) establish the 
overall approach and criteria, and to propose federal land rules 
and regulations for intearated and aligned watershed and salmon 
habitat recovery strategies regionwide; 2) review and certify 
restoration projects that aire currently "on the shelf"; J) review 
and approve specific watershed restoration strategies, workplans 
and budgctes oroated by each Forest and/or BLM di s t r i c t , and; 4) 
review and supervise the monitoring program. 

New Visions to Restore America's Rivers and Watersheds 
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We recommend that the Thomas Scientific Working Group be 
continued and expanded with the addition of ̂ representatives from 
p?SfiSsional scientific societies, agency staffs privates etc. 
The team should be charged with the task oJ.JJ^^iSE „LS^?or and 
details of the systems stated above, over time, tne need for and 
workload of the team should diminish as new agency procedures 
become institutionalized and staff s k i l l s are upgraded. 

I I . Establish the overall restoration approach and oriteria, and 
propose Forest Plan rules and regulations. 

A consistent overall approach to restoration must be agreed to, 
specifio oritoria •etablished to implement the overall approach, 
and then specific rules and regulations must be adopted so that 
Bp°ci?ic s?ratP.giea and projects conform to the overall aPProach 
regionwide. There i s a wide variety of views on how to approach 
restoration. Without an agreed-upon consistent game plan, 
oroiects are certain to be scattered across the landscape and 
funds expended with claims of ecological benefits and success, 
but l i t t l e evidence to prove i t . 

There i s ample scientific evidence that the traditional watorched 
and fish habitat restoration approaches have Jailed because they 
have not addressed the root causoo of degradation. Instead they 
tend to address distress symptoms in the worst-looking or most 
degraded reaches using generic techniques. We milfit avoid 
repeating past mistakes by allowing agency staff not apprised of 
the new watRr«hed restoration approach to plan and implement the 
traditional, failed types of restoration projects. We must 
prohibit poorly planned and implemented proiects, and we roust 
ivoid ittplementing projects in watersheds that are either beyond 
recovery or unlikely to recover (examples of both are rampant 
today). Too much i s at stake, and too few resources are 
available. 

For example, there i s growing agency movement towards using pool, 
glide, r i f f l e c r i t e r i a as objectives for restoration (pieoee of 
wood, boulders per mile etc). This provides a measure to monitor 
the amount and type of work don*, but w i l l generally not prove 
useful to restore or measure ecosystem health. The agencies are 
planning at the wrong apace and time scale. Criteria must be 
established to move the agencies away from the reach level to the 
watershed level, with realistic time schedules (we must 
understand that there will be no quick fixes). 

To briefly summarize our position, we propose that the 
approach must prioritize restoration steps and resource 

overall 
^ , ^ resources as 

follows: 
step 1) protect the remaining healthy habitats at the 
watershed level, as well as riparian areas on permanent and 
intermittent streamo. 

Step 2) "secure" the remaining healthier key watersheds and 
habitats by completing a watershed assessment (see draft Budd 
creek watershed assessment by Pacific Watershed Associates), 
then identifying and diffusing or eliminating the threats to 
the remaining healthy areas (for example, by treating chronic 
and catastrophic problems from roads etc). 
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Step 3) develop locally-tailored watershed level recovery 
s t r a t e g i e s t h a t cmphaaiBc ctrcatn f u n c t i o n recovory (not f i e h 
habitat) through riparian restoration and very carefully 
a«lact«d largo woodjam projects aimed at reconnecting the 
stream with the riparian area and floodplain in areas close 
by the remaining healthy habitats (a fundamentally different 
approach than the typical in-stream structure focus). 

Steps one and two must be completed prior to i n i t i a t i n g step 
three to make almost any investment worthwhile. 

The science team must formally establish this approach, develop 
c r i t e r i a for implementing i t , then propose rules and regulations 
to insure proper implementation and enforcement. 

I I I . Soientifio Review Of 0n-Tha-8helf Raatoration Projects. 

There is a need to implement some carefully selected restoration 
projects as quickly as possible. However, many of the projects 
that the agencies have already developed under the t i t l e of 
watershed restoration may at best be ineffective (not taraeted 
within the overall approach stated above, and/or poorly planned 
and designed etc.) and at worse many may do harm (such as further 
incising streams by installing instreara structures etc.) 
Candidly, few within the Forest Service or BLM are trained in 
ecosystem based, watershed level restoration. To the contrary, 
they have been trained to implement mitigation, not restoration 
measures. Existing projects must be carefully screened to insure 
that they meet the cr i t e r i a for effective and cost-efficient 
restoration, 

IV. Raviaw and approve apaeific watershed restoration plans 
astabllabed by each Forest or BLM district. 

After the overall approach and cri t e r i a for watershed restoration 
are established, specific locally tailored watershed restoration 
plans must be designed. These must include specific goals, 
workplans, budgets etc. Funds should be approved for allocation 
to individual Forests and BLM districts only after review and 
approval by the interdisciplinary science review team. 

V. Continuous Quality Monitoring Must Be Instituted 

We have endorsed significant public investment in watershed 
p r o t e c t i o n and r e s t o r a t i o n on fed e r a l lands throughout the 
Pacific Northwest. We endorse this provided that the investment 
includes a long-term dependable monitoring system which closely 
tracks the development and implementation of an effective overall 
approach, funding and specific work plans in the f i e l d . 

Wa propose a system that would be comprised of qualified 
professional Resource Monitors, some of whom may be pulled from 
the existing Thomas Workina Group, with others chosen from 
throughout tlie ranks and ditjciplmee of the varioub agenoieb. 
This may be attractive to the agencies because i t w i l l provide 
some cushion t o the need t o reduce s t a f f due t o budget cuts. 
These monitors would be trained and given the authority to 
perform a t l e a s t the f o l l o w i n g monitoring tasks: 
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* examine site level.work Pl^ns to determine conformi^^ 
applicable protection and restoration goals and c r i t e r i a 
and make recommendations for approval. 

* track implementation of the work plans in the field on a 
near-daily basis. 

* T*.nort to the interdisclplinttry scientific review 
coSSittee and responsible line officer at least every two 
SeSSs on the progress of projects, overseen by the monitor. 

* identify and report any deviations from the "o^J^ plf" . 
budgets immediately to the interdisciplinary committee and 
reeponsible line officer. 

* Identify areas where the.implementation of work plans are 
not accomplishing objectives as intended and recommend 
changes to work plans. 

This system could be entitled the "Continuous Quality Improvement 
Program." 

1. This system Should Replace the Existing Monitoring System 

continuous monitoring should be an integral part of the waters^^^ 
If and land) management planning process on a l l federal lands and 
ihould replace the exiSting Inadequate monitoring regimes. At 
SrSsent! very l i t t l e on-site tracking i s done, and monitoring 
?epo?t» do nSt accurately depict the actual conditions or trends 
of the lands and resources at issue. 

2. Continuous Monitoring Envisioned by NFMA Framers 

Statutes and regulations already applicable to the ^oreat service 
provide ample authority for the institution of a continuous 
feonitorlng^^system such as we envieiun. .S^^tlon ^ (g) (3) (C) of 
the National Forest Management Act requires the Forest Service to 
promulgate regulations which specify guidelines for land 
management plans which: 

"insure research on and (based on continuous monitoring and 
assoBsment In the field), evaluation of the effects of each 
^"SgeSeSt J^stem to the end that i t w i l l not produce substantial 
and permanent impairment of the productivity of the land, 
(emphasis added). 

This provision was intended to link monitoring to research --
monitoring from the field would be used ^9/??"^^^^ f jĝ ®"̂ ^ 
which required research to solve. (see 3 6 CFR S 219.28) 

Existing agency regulations provide further support for 
continuous field mSnitoring. The NFMA regulations state that 
forest plan implementation shall be evaluated by an 
interdisciplinary team which shall recommend to the Forest 
supervisor nececcary changes in management and revisions to tne 
fo?est plans. Monitoring is required to provide for; (1) 
quantitative evaluations of outputs; (2) documentation of 
prescriptions and effects, including changes in land 
Droductivity; (3) documentation of coste; (4) description of 
?esoSrces to be Measured and frequency of measurements, expected 
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,̂y.*»r̂ic:ir,n «rui re l i a b i l i t y and evaluation reporting times; (5) 

f i l i s S l The regSlations further state that the applicable 

monitoring and evaluation of forest plans." (36 CFR 5 ^ l y . ^ / j . 

The idea behind these provisions was that the agency should know 
IboutP?ob!eiS before they emerge - and before they become 
Sbvious even to outside c r i t i c s . Unfortunately, ^he agency has 
thus far failed to use the authority the framers of NFMA oieariy 
pJelu^lS I t l l r e U y had to institute ^ i ^ S ^ t t f i l ? f the 
continuous field monitoring. I t was not until J^J^X^TJ^^inn 
lo?est service finally instituted a ?°"fi:J«Xn fTe?d Sork^and 
avHtem unfortunately, thie system i s light on field worK ana 
\ lna ok oaSe?Sork geh4rally producing reports more suitable for 
pSE?iS r??S?ioSs pu?pS»L t L S for tricking resource conditions 
on the ground. 

Mo v,<.Heve that the onlv way to ensure that the management 
^^ g S i r e S I n t f S e ' a c t S S i ^ i t i s to conduct hands-on^ ĉ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  

d i S ? ^ g " \ h ^ ?£f " l i i S ? ? t ? ^ d S ^ ^ h a r ? ? Sicess^fy to 
eSsi?e that ?eliS?cSs a S protected^nd that public funds are 
apllied as in?eSded. They Sustbe reauired ^9 provide input to 
the interdisciplinary scientific review committee on a bi-woekly 
basis. 

insuffliBarY. I reiterate again that we will not support any 
^istoratioA that precedes complete and effective watershed and 
"Sa?iSn protections regionwiSe. Further, we believe that clear 
and effoctive restoration procedures, cr i t e r i a , rules and 
JequlatiSns are needed along with an effective monitoring 
program. Over time, as new agency procedures become 
SSstitutionalized and staff s k i l l s are.upgraded the need for 
independent outside review and monitoring wi l l diminish. 


