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I. Purpose and Partner Commitment to Collaboration

1. Purpose & Scope

Adaptive management is a “systematic approach to improving the management
process and accommodating change by learning from the outcomes of a set of
environmental management policies and practices” (Gregory et al., 2006). An adaptive
approach is necessary for water quality management, given that the conceptual models
underlying most resource management decisions rely on an imperfect understanding of
the cause-and-effect relationships between land use activities and water quality
response. This imperfect knowledge can increase the risk of a management activity on
the resource of concern, and can potentially result in unintended consequences to these
resources. Adaptive management is considered an effective process for dealing with
this type of uncertainty and risk (Ralph and Poole, 2002).

The purpose of this adaptive management system (AMS) is to provide the information
needed for the USFS, the State and Regional Water Boards, and stakeholders to ensure
that the implementation of activities in the National Forestlands of California occur in a
manner that maintains, protects, and restores water quality and the beneficial uses of
water, and complies with federal water quality statutes and regulations (i.e., the Clean
Water Act), in addition to California water quality requirements (i.e., Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Control Act). The primary mechanism for achieving this goal is through
the implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs). The Water Quality
Management Plan (WQMP) defines the overall goal and general objectives for water
quality management on National Forestlands, describes BMPs, and outlines the
processes for implementing BMPs. Explicit in the WQMP is the acknowledgement that
there is still uncertainty regarding how well BMPs are implemented, and how effective
BMPs are in achieving objectives across time and space. As such, the WQMP recognizes
that an adaptive approach is necessary to optimize the implementation and
effectiveness of BMPs on National Forestlands.

outcomes.




quality and the beneficial uses of water on Nati¢toaest Lands

Syﬁffrqghtfffeggpack mechanrsms are in place so IhatState Water Board USES, and

Predictability in the process of change so thatilegrs, stakeholders, and members of, \“

the public can prepare for this change.

Application of quality controls to scientific studiesign, project execution, and
interpretation of results;

A hierarchical (i.e., nested) approach to monigiimat can elucidate “patterns and «
process across spatial scales and link to the atathich outcomes of management

« A systematlc approach to improving the managemrmiqss through coordinated

* Increased clarity, transparency, and accountatummanagement and decrsron makrng\ o

processes.
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Adaptive management utilizes a multi-stage prodessmproving management actions. MosI

adaptive management processes are more explicitioas of the Plan-Do-Check-Act model‘

(PDCA) common in most Environmental Management @8yst(EMS) (Box 2)I agree with therl
observation that Michael Hogan made at the Adapgidemagement Working Group meeting on

April 22, that the Plan-Do-Check-Act model leaved a very important part of the adapti\%e
management process — identifying the knowns anahamks. Including this step will provide

the opportunity to investigate the operation of tluerent MAA process to try and understand
what worked, what didn’t work and why. | recommethdt we replace the Plan-Do-Check-Act

model with the adaptive management model that ftoeipy selected in_our first adaptrve
management meeting.
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support agencies’ roles and
responsibilities under the WQMP and
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by staff and/or by the Joint

provided in monitoring reports produce

management system. Direct actions and

» USFS/Waterboard Science/Policy Team. |

| USFS Regional Office Staff: Coordinate
ongoing communication between USFS
! and Waterboard staff at Regional level.
\ Coordinate synthesis of monitoring
information collected and reported at th
! Forest level, to develop regional reporting
i | of monitoring and research results.
Coordinate annual reporting of region

\ | wide results, along with an annual

1| training and workshop on monitoring
techniques and results. Coordinate

, | periodic (4 year intervals) comprehensi
| | review of monitoring research results tg
inform and recommend modifications tq
either technical guidance documents (ie.
| BMP manuals) , or the AMS monitoring|
and research program. |
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|| USFS Forest Staff: Implement Forest
level monitoring as described i | 1]
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Box 2. A description of the Plan-Do-Check-Act model commonly used for
designing environmental management systems {taken from Sokulsky and Beierle,
2007},

Plan - ldentify the gosl(s) fo be achsaved, dafina

hoe poiential management actions relate fo the

goal develop and document explicit objectives and
achon plans, define areas of uncertainty 10 investigats,
and allocate furkdeng;

Do - Implement and documeant actions, pearfarm
research and manitoring to test hypothesas and
reduce uncarainty,

Check - Track, manilar, and avaluate the results of
the actions mplamanted, and synthaslze information
to be useful for policy makars;

Act - Adopt and ad|ust future goats and actions ; lght of
raduced uncertainty and feedback on performance of
planned actions.
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Il. Roles and Responsibilities

Roles and responsibilities are described below.ifffpdementation of this AMS will be a

the monitoring program and reporting, and will ablbrate with SWRCB staff in\\\{pdeted:b

interpretation of results, and recommendationsaftapting either management actions or
the monitoring approach. Figure II.A shows theamigational relationship between the
primary groups and individuals.



Programmatic Project Scale AM
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Stakeholders will provide review and perspectiafinto design of AMS, monitoring
strategies, monitoring reports, and managementmemndations.
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Figure ITA. Organizational Relationship between USFS and Waterboard Staff

Agency Executives:Approve and sign State WQMP, which will inclutistAMS. Provide
internal resources to support agencies’ roles easpansibilities under the WQMP and
management system. Direct actions and decisioresiliasrecommendations provided in
monitoring reports produced by staff and/or byibmt USFS/Waterboard Science/Policy

Team), o

Board staff at Regional level. Coordinate synthe$imonitoring information collected and ™~

reported at the Forest level, to develop regiogpbrting of monitoring and research results.
Coordinate annual reporting of region wide resuatsng with an annual training and workshop

review of monitoring research results to inform aecommend modifications to either technicél
guidance documents (ie. BMP _manuals), or the AM8itnong and research program.

USES Forest Staff: Implement Forest level monipas described in Section V. Use

monitoring data collected during project to imméeliainform and adapt project
implementation to correct deficiencies and prevemm to soil and water resources and

<« - — —
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beneficial uses. Report monitoring data to RWQCS Region 5 as described in Section VI.
Use annual reporting to share lessons learnediemadnmend to line officers modifications to
design features/BMPs, and administrative procesistie Forest level to improve planning,
contracting, and implementation of Forest manage¢metivities.

independent monitoring inspections. Periodicattgred BMPEP inspections and/or training to
increase calibration among agencies. Review amepalts and provide feedback to USFS
regarding report adequacy and implications. Maatially to potentially revise structural and
analytical elements of the adaptive managemen¢sydvlake clear, in advance, the potential
consequences for failure to achieve an NPS coimimementation program’s stated objectives.

Stakeholders : This process will be open to thke$talder community who will review and
comment on all aspects of the AMS program, inclgdive _monitoring strategies, monitoring
reports, and management recommendations. Stakeboiday provide endorsement of State
WQMP and AMS if they support the approach.
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[ll. PLAN - Goals and Objectives of State WQMP

The overall goal of the WQMP is to maintain, prote@nd restore water quality and the
beneficial uses of water on National Forest Lantsder this broad goal the WQMP lists the
following general objectives:

1. To ensure that, on NFS lands in California, theliguand beneficial uses of water are
maintained where they are in good condition, cdestswith federal and State anti-
degradation/non-degradation policies, and the jpies of conservation biology. - f Comment [TU12]: This should be

2. To ensure that, on NFS lands in California, theitand beneficial uses of water are getmeds
protected from further degradatiand restored to a good conditivhere they are
declining toward being listed as water quality tiedi pursuant to Clean Water Act
Section 303 (d).

3. To make substantial progress toward eventual aedistf water body segments that have
been listed pursuant to Clean Water Act Sectior{@0&nd that are located on, or
receiving contributing pollutant discharges fronk;3Nlands.

4. To remediate legacy sources of pollution on NF$8idan Californiawithin 10 years of - ‘{Comment [TU13]: Provide
initiation of revised WQMR. examples

5. To ensure compliance with water quality goals awahl requirements in the most
efficient manner.

6. To provide sufficient feedback mechanisms so thatState Water Board, USFS, and- . _ - { Formatted: Font: Times New Roman |

the public can determine whether the program igeaeiy its stated goal Formatted: Outline numbered +
7. To consolidate direction applicable to BMP useN®&S pollution control on NFS lands Level: 1 + Numbering Style: 1, 2, 3,
. . . . . .. . ... + Start at: 1 + Alignment: Left +
in California for the maintenance, protection, aacovery of beneficial uses of water. . | Aigned at: 0.25" + Tab after: 0.25"
8. To establish a uniform process of BMP implementatiwat will meet the intent of: 1) + Indent at: 0.5", Tabs: Not at 0.5"
the Federal and State water quality laws, executiders, and the United States { Formatted: Bullets and Numbering |

Department of Agriculture (USDA) directives, and®ater Board water quality
standards, plans and policies that are applicabdetivities on NFS lands in California.



9. To incorporate water quality maintenance, protegtand improvement considerations
into the site-specific planning process.
10.To employ a nested monitoring strategy involvinfjedent type of monitoring at
different geographic scales
11.To ensure that this WQMP and the implementatioretbfeare effective in achieving
these objectives, and desired conditions for s@ter, and aquatic resources as described
in individual Forest Plangn NFS lands in California, and where they are thatt the
practices and/or implementation processes areeckfind adapted as appropriate
12.To ensure that the Forest Service achieves thgeetivies to avoid serious « - - - Formatted: Bullets and Numbering
consequences imposed by the State Water Boardiford to comply with water quality
statues and requlatiqns __— { Deleted: .

13.To enhance Forest Service performance as a waddityquanagement agency, and «--- ‘[Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]

increase and improve its responsibility, transpayeand accountability in its

- {Deleted: Water Board
- ‘[Deleted: .




’ IV. PLAN — Conceptual Model and Key Monitoring Questions

The conceptual model in Figure IV.A describes tifermation needed to determine whether we
are achieving the goals and objectives describ&kation 111,

From this conceptual model, the following descrilies key questions for evaluation by the
monitoring program, that will provide the infornmi needed to determine whether we are
meeting the general objectives described in Settion -

BMP Implementation and effectiveness (Objectives8):

1) Is the Regional BMP Handbook being effectivaig @onsistently utilized to assure BMPs are
being designed appropriately in USFS planning amsmtracting processes at the Forest scale?
What improvement can be made to increase utilityusflance provided in BMP handbook?

2) Are BMPs to protect soil, water, and aquatiouveses described in NEPA/CEQA analysis
and decision being implemented as designed, andt wha causes of implementation
deficiencies.

Methods
Project Scale: BMP Implementation checklists -
Forest and Region Programmatic ScBRIPEP N

3) Are BMPs to protect soil, water, and aquaticoueses implemented as part of USFS\
management practices effective at preventing advienpacts to these resources, and what are
the causes of effectiveness deficiencies?

Methods

Project Scale: Daily diaries kept by project mamagtiring storm events. Temporary
BMP Monitoring-(LTBMU only).

Forest/Region Programmatic Scale: BMPEP

Quantitative BMP effectiveness studies and reseamiid also be utilized as it becomes
available.

(target: 95% success across forest or region).

Comment [TU14]: As
recommended by Michael Hogan,
there should be an analysis of the
success of the current MAA. Where
has it been successful? Where has
there been problems achieving goals?
Why are BMPs not being
implemented. Why has there been
inadequate enforcement of
standards? Is the BMPEP providing
accurate information? What are
potential weaknesses of BMPEP? An
analysis of the current process could
provide insight into development of
the implementation program. For
example, there may be institutional
circumstances that have contributed
to relatively low BMP
implementation on certain BMPs that
a checklist will not remedy.

Comment [TU15]: After an a initial
analysis of the current system,
additional methods may be
identified.

Comment [TU16]: It seems like we
should strive for 100%
implementation. Meeting the
implementation requirement should
be easier to control than the BMPs
effectiveness.
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Effectiveness and Validation Monitoring at the Waleed Scale (Objectives 1,2,3)

4) Are BMPs effective in meeting water quality dolijees at the watershed scale? Are
implementation and/or effectiveness performanceetar sufficient to meet water quality

objectives? Are performance targets consisterit thi¢ protection, maintenance, and restoration
of beneficial uses? These activities include tippliaation of best management practices

(BMPs) as described in the Regional BMP Handboskyell as the restoration of legacy sjtes. - - { Deleted: . )
Methods
Forest/Region programmatic: Focused watershed toramg utilizing USFS Stream _ - { comment [TU17]: There may be
Channel Condition |nventorié§_ 777777777777777777777777777777777777777 B other methods that could be included

and tested through the AMS

(Targets: ?% of streams within reference conditi@Gl), ?# of streams delisted every 5
years, no increase in listed streams as a resoigohctivities)

A description of the methods utilized to evaluataiament of specific monitoring objectives
and targets is presented in Section VI below.

V. DO - Implement the BMPs and Water Quality ManagemenProgram

This work will involve implementing the BMPs anchet prescribed water quality protection
practices during all project planning and impleraéion activities, including the restoration of
legacy sites. Methods used will be the currenttizas and procedures as prescribed in
prevailing BMPs, Forest Plan Standards and Guidsiand other relevant documents.

VI. Check — Implementation, Effectiveness, and Validation Moitoring
Strategy

A comprehensive and regionally consistent watetityuaonitoring program is needed to guide

water-quality protection programs on national ftseim the Pacific Southwest Region. The

program described below is intended to meet thelsieéthe Region as well as the State Water

Resources Control Board and the Regional Water itQu@ontrol Boards for water-quality

information. | The program described below inclugescedures for evaluating if the practices

for protecting water quality were implemented asspribed (implementation (or compliance)

monitoring. LThe program also assesses whetheerdupractices are effective and whether the ‘[Comment [TU18]: Incomplete

sentence?

performance targets are adequate for accomplighentended water quality goal.

Criteria
The program is designed to include the following:

1. A scientifically valid approach to data collectiand analysis.
2. Early detection of water-quality problems associatéth current management activities.



3. Follow-up monitoring to ensure correction of knodeficiencies and to evaluate long-
term effectiveness of water-quality protection meas.

4. Clear consequences for failure to correct defidgenesulting in degradation of water= - - - { Formatted: Bullets and Numbering |
quality.

5. Conjunctive hillslope and in-channel monitoring €4ted” monitoring) to evaluate
linkages between BMP effectiveness and effectsemeticial uses.

6. Evaluation of trends in beneficial uses in receaivivaters downstream of forest
management activities, including waters listednagaired under section 303(d).

7. Assessments of water quality in relatively pristiaerence streams for comparison with
listed and potentially listed impaired waters.

8. Targeted monitoring of high-risk projects.

9. ]Flexibility in program scope to ensure that thegpaamn can be accomplished with
available Forest Service resources. _ - | Comment [TU19]: Implementation

of a project should be contingent on
adequate funding to support long-
term monitoring and necessary
maintenance.

Program Management

1. The monitoring program is a regional program cauatéd by the Regional Office and
conducted by the national forest staffs.

2. Monitoring targets are made consultation with the RWQCB aixhsed on regional
priorities, rather than being evenly distributedosg forestsand meet a statistically
significant sample size. -~ { peleted: . )

3. Annual targets for all monitoring activities are¢ bg the Regional Office and
communicated to the State and Regional Boardsgetaare changed as necessary to

reflect changes in funding and staffibgt will always meet the minimum sample size

necessary to achieve statistical significapce. -~ { peleted: . )
4. Funding to support monitoring is allocated basedssigned targets
5. Funding for Projects will include adequate resositoecover long-term monitoring ~ «- - - { Formatted: Bullets and Numbering |
6. National Forest watershed staff is used to conohagtitoring to the extent possible, but - ‘[Deleted: . ]

monitoring may also be conducted by other train&F8 personnel.
7. Each national forest will submit an annual monitigrieport to the Stat&/ater Board
and the appropriate Regional Boards. The USFSdaRafOffice will submit an annual
summary of monitoring results for all forests i tRacific Southwest Region, and will
compile a more detailed analysis of monitoring lesevery3 years. - - Deleted: 4 )

Monitoring Plan

This plan relies on existing well-documented maniitp methods. Hillslope monitoring for

management activities use Best Management Prdetiakiation Program (BMPEP, U.S. Forest
Service, Pacific Southwest Region, 2002) protocola-channel monitoring follows Stream

Condition Inventory (SCI, U.S. Forest Service, Ha8Gouthwest Region, 2005) protocols.

1. Hillslope monitoring of current management dtithgé and corrective actions

a. All projects will have administrative implementationonitoring using a “checklist”
approach. This monitoring will be conducted byR$Sproject staff (timber, range,
recreation, etc.) and will be coordinated and neeig by the Forest Hydrologists.
Administrative implementation monitoring is themery systematic means for early



detection of potential water-quality problems, avilil be completed early enough to
allow corrective actions to be taken, if neededyrpgo the onset of the first winter after
project implementation.

The BMPEP, with random site selection, will congroe be the primary means of
assessing the effectiveness of water-quality ptiotedor current projects on NFS lands
at the hillslope scale.

Effectiveness monitoring for BMPEP protocols thavé consistently scored 95% or
higher for 5 consecutive years at the Regionall ieilebe reduced to allow efforts to
focus on implementation, retrospective, and beradficse monitoring.

Corrective actions will be taken in response t@nemendations made the previous year
to address water-quality protection, and thes@astwill be documented in annual

BMPEP reportand made available to the RWQCB and the pyblic. - { peleted: .

Follow-up monitoring for sites that were not rageifully implemented or effective the
previous year will be conducted, and results walldiesented in annual BMPEP reports

and made available RWQCB and to the pyplic. __— { Deleted: .

Selected “high risk” projects in watersheds thatatror above thresholds of concern for
cumulative watershed effects, as determined b¥thévalent Roaded Area model, or in
watersheds with 303(d) listed impaired waters, halve non-random BMPEP
effectiveness monitoringnd these actions will be documented in annual BRIReports

and made available to the RWQCB and the pyblic. -~ { peleted: .

National forests will condugnd document the resultsrafad patrols to the extent
allowed by weather, safety, and road conditionsnduaind after major storngpatrol
minimum ?? mileage during wet seastinfletect and correct road drainage problems
that could affect water quality.

2. Retrospective hillslope monitoring of past maragnt activities

a.

Sample pools will be developed for timber, engimagrand grazing projects completed
in the past 5 years that were rated as effectiym@eof the random BMPEP monitoring.
Projects will be selected randomly for retrospeeBMPEP effectiveness evaluations.
Results of retrospective monitoring will be comphte original BMPEP effectiveness
scores to determine if BMPs remained effective avperiod of yearand these actions
will be documented in annual BMPEP reports and nsa@dable to the RWQCB and the

[)Ub“Cl 77777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 - {Deleted: .

3. Representative in-channel beneficial-use manigor

The purpose of in-channel monitoring of benefiaigkes is to determine whether BMPs
collectively are effective in protecting water gutalat the watershed scale. Effectiveness
will be assessed by monitoring trends in channeladtteristics that affect beneficial uses
and by comparing channel characteristics of stredowgnstream of intensively managed
areas with those in relatively pristine referenadessheds (the paired watershed approach).
The State Board SWAMP program criteria will be usedletermine which streams will be
considered reference streams.

Because USFS resources are limited, monitoring kel restricted to a relatively small
number of sites. Therefore, monitoring sites waled to be carefully selected to represent



large landscapes within the national forest systeBetecting downstream channel changes
related to upstream activities is problematic (ManBld and Coe, 2006), so monitoring sites
will be located on headwaters streams. Paired tmamg sites (intensively managed and
reference) will be selected to have similar valk®gment and stream reach characteristics
(Bisson and others, 2006).

a. Fixed long-term locations for SCI surveys will ldexted by the forest hydrologists and
Regional Office in cooperation with the State aregjienal Board staffs to represent
areas of similar landform, geology, climate, andatation. SCI sites will be selected to
minimize variability in channel type.

b. SCI survey locations will be paired, with one refeze watershed and one intensively
managed watershed in each pair.

c. SCI surveys will be made at least once every 5syaad as soon as possible following
major (RI>10 year) floods. Roughly 20% of the waleds will be surveyed each year,
on average.

d. Adverse impacts in intensively managed watershellibevinferred by comparison of
SCI results with SCI results for reference watedshe

e. Non-random “nested” BMPEP evaluations for all catnmanagement activities will be
conducted within the selected intensively-managateigheds. Implementation and
effectiveness results will be compared to SCI tssul

f. For watersheds 303(d) listed for water temperath@, water-temperature monitoring
will be conducted for at least one full snow-freason. In addition, effective shade will
be monitored using Solar Pathfinders.

g. Sites will be removed from or added to the samplal ps needed by the Regional Office
in consultation with the State and Regional Boards.

| References Cited:  { Deleted: 1
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ACT - Short Term Corrective Actions, Reporting, and
Recommendations/Decisions for Programmatic Change




Adaptive management as used in this plan meanstadjpreventive and restorative methods to

improve water-quality protection based on monitgriasults. The general approgchisto: - {Deleted:

Identify problems through systematic monitoringe(84onitoring section above);
Identify appropriate corrective actions;

Verify implementation of corrective actions;

Document implementation of corrective actions;

Report discrepancies and corrective actions in ameports to State and Regional

agrwnE

- {Deleted: 1

Response procedures for monitoring program comgenen

1. Annual BMP implementation checklist discrepascie
District and forest hydrologists will:

Check with project administrator to verify discrepes;

Identify corrective actions in cooperation with jget administrator;
Conduct follow-up inspections to verify correctiaetions;
Document corrective actions in project file;

Describe discrepancies and corrective actions fialreports.

CHES TN

2. Annual random BMPEP monitoring implementatioifufas
District and forest hydrologists will:

Discuss failure with project administrator;

Identify corrective actions;

Conduct follow-up inspections to verify correctiaetions;
Document corrective actions in project file;

Describe discrepancies and corrective actions tialreports.

CHES TS

3. Annual random BMPEP effectiveness failures
District and forest hydrologists will:

Evaluate hydrologic conditions at the time of fedlu

Conduct field visit to determine causes of failure;

Identify corrective actions;

Verify implementation of corrective actions duritige following year;
Recommend measures to improve BMP effectivenesgeteegional hydrologist;
Document findings in project file and in annual odp

~P Qoo

4. Retrospective BMPEP effectiveness failures

District and forest hydrologists will:



Evaluate hydrologic conditions most likely to haamtributed to failure;
Conduct field visit to determine causes of failure;

Identify corrective actions;

Verify implementation of corrective actions duritige following year;
Recommend measures to improve BMP effectivenetgeteegional hydrologist;
Document findings in project file and in annual odp

~oooop

5. In-channel monitoring (SCI)

a. Annual results will be reviewed by the forest hydgist to identify any current
conditions or trends that indicate potential curivéawatershed effects.

b. Forest watershed staff will identify preventiverestoration actions needed to
improve channel conditions.

c. Results of monitoring and a description of correefctions will be included in
annual reports.

6. Field observations independent of systematicitmong programs

a. All USFS staff will report observations of existing potential water-quality
impairments immediately to the local line officerdaforest hydrologist.

b. Line officers will determine appropriate correctiaetions.

c. Forest hydrologists will report violations of bagilans to regional board staff.

d. All water-quality impairments requiring correctiaetions will be documented in
annual reports.

7. Storm patrols

a. USFS staff assigned to storm patrol duties wilgbalified to use the necessary tools
to make emergency repairs to road drainage fadliti
b. Road patrol teams will document locations of profdevith GPS units and provide
information on problem locations to the districtforest hydrologist.
c. District and forest hydrologists will work with Eimgering staff to prevent future
recurrences.
Reporting
Each national forest will submit an anndahft monitoring report to the StaWater Boardcand
the appropriate Regional Boaraisd make available to the publi¥he USFS Regional Office
will submit andraftannual summary of monitoring resultsthe State Water Board, appropriate
Regional Boards and make available to the pdbli@ll forests in the Pacific Southwest Region,
and will compilea draftreport containing a more detailed analysis andh®gis of monitoring

results everg years. - { Deleted: 4

After submission ofdraft annual reports the USFS and water board staffsmékt each year,
both at the forest level and the regional level,réwiew annual findings and finalize any
recommendations for immediate change in the fiapbrt. Recommendations will include both
those related to management activities as welasrionitoring program. It is expected that the
scale of recommended change would be fairly limdeding the annual reporting cycle, and
primarily address change at the Forest level.



findings to identify trends and causes for repedd®dP implementation and effectiveness
deficiencies, and trends in stream channel conditioUpon meeting with waterboard staff, this
scope of recommendations related to changes in geamnt direction or the monitoring

program would occur. Any new findings from avalalrelevant research would also be
integrated into this four year synthesis report.

Draft reports will be made available to stakehdddir review, to also provide comment and
input in preparation of the final report, for thetl the annual an8yr Report. -

{ Deleted: 4

| The finalized annual report as well as 8ye report will then be submitted to the executitafs - { Deleted: 4

for both the USFS and the SWRCB for the considematif management decisions as described
in Section VII below.

Field Reviews

Annually complete a field review to visit and dissuimplementation and effectiveness
monitoring results. Forest Service and water be#affs should organize this event and
locations should change each year. Stakeholderddsbe invited and may be asked to help
select the sites for field visits Results of BMP&Riuations should be discussed at these events
Areas of non-compliance or ineffective BMPs shdwddincluded on the field visits.

The goal for this work will be review and discuke program in the field.

Executive Management Decisions

A synthesis of findings and management recommenmaiatirom annual Reports arglyear - { Deleted: 4

reports will presented to appropriate executivéf stghin the USFS and water boards. Based
on this synthesis, Executive staff will initiatetisas and appropriate decision documents
following their respective agency processes to @mgnt changes to either individual Forest

broadly communicated to agency staffs and staken®ldDecisions and the rationale for the
decisions will be described and documented in adiecbriefing. The Decision briefing will
be made available to all interested parties arndténded to inform stakeholders, agency staff
and scientists regarding the factors that driveagament decisions.

The following describes the process that will Lézed in case there is a need for dispute
resolution, in carryout any phase of thisAMS. -
Stage 1: The Joint USFS Waterboard Science/Pokeyns must resolve technical issues within
6 to 12 months.

Stage 2: Implement mediation to facilitate consermuagree to arbitration within 3 months
following the initiation of Stage 2.

Stage 3: Submit the dispute to Agency Heads. Ageteads make decision within 3 months
following the initiation of Stage 3.

Comment [TU20]: I am not clear on
the actual intent of the proposed
dispute resolution, however, dispute
resolution should not be a substitute
for the regulator authority of the State
Water Board to take actions to require
the FS to meet water quality
standards or impose consequences on
the FS when they fail to comply with
the regulations.




Stage 4: Submit the dispute to State or Regiopal@

VIII. Stakeholder and Public Consultation (to be developed

Establish specific procedures and requirementsriaking information available to and
consulting with stakeholders and members of théipub

IX. Information System (to be devel oped)

Describe specific requirements and process farguan information system to support
information flow amongst and between agencieswa as making processes and
decisions transparent to interested parties.

X. Restoration of Legacy Sites (I recommend adding this section back into the AMS), - W Deleted: 1
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2. Responsibilitiegru1)

Agency Executives: Approve and sign State WQMP, which will includestAMS.
Provide internal resources to support agenciessrahd responsibilities under the
WQMP and management system. Direct actions andidasibased on
recommendations provided in monitoring reports poad by staff and/or by the Joint
USFS/Waterboard Science/Policy Team.

USFS Regional Office Staffr2): Coordinate ongoing communication between USFS and
Waterboard staff at Regional level. Coordinatetlsgsis of monitoring information
collected and reported at the Forest level, to ldgvesgional reporting of monitoring and
research results. Coordinate annual reporting@bn wide results, along with an

annual training and workshop on monitoring techagjand results. Coordinate periodic
(4 year intervals) comprehensive review of monitgniesearch results to inform and
recommend modifications to either technical guigagecuments (ie. BMP manuals) , or
the AMS monitoring and research program.

USFS Forest Stafiuz): Implement Forest level monitoring as describe8eéction V.

Use monitoring data collected during project to iedmately inform and adapt project
implementation to correct deficiencies and prevemim to soil and water resources and
beneficial uses. Report monitoring data to locglaeal waterboard staff and regional
USFS staff as described in Section VI. Use anredrting to share lessons learned,
and recommend to line officers modifications toigedeatures/BMPs, and
administrative processes at the Forest level fyone planning, contracting, and
implementation of Forest management activities.

Water board StaffrusProvide immediate feedback to USFS Forest Sta#ndgg

Water board’s independent monitoring inspectioRsriodically attend BMPEP
inspections and/or training to increase calibraiarong agencies. Review annual
reports and provide feedback to USFS regardingrtgiequacy and implications. Meet
annually to potentially revise structural and atiegt elements of the adaptive
management system.

Stakeholders : This process will be open to thieestalder community who will review
and comment on all aspects of the AMS programuding the monitoring strategies,
monitoring reports, and management recommendati®takeholders many provide
endorsement of State WQMP and AMS if they suppatapproach.



