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In accordance with the Deputy Chief, National Forest System letter to Regional Foresters dated September 9, 2005 (file code 2200); field units who issued supplemental direction to the July 19, 2005, amendments, and July 19, 2005 and August 16, 2005, interim directives must remove those supplements and may reinstate any supplemental direction that corresponds to the Washington Office amendments being reinstated.

This interim directive (ID) to chapter 90 re-issues Regional direction on rangeland management decision making that was in effect prior to July 19, 2005.  This chapter continues to replace Interim Directive (ID) 2209.13-97-1 to chapter 90, Procedures for Authorizing Grazing which has expired.  Much of the direction in the original ID 2209.13-97-1 was retained, but direction pertaining to implementation of the Rescissions Act of 1995 that is no longer applicable has been removed.
This chapter retains the incorporated and revised direction on range management planning previously located in FSM 2210, 2211, 2212, 2213, 2214, and 2215. 

The chapter continues to be renamed Rangeland Management Decision Making to clarify that it includes direction on planning and analysis, decision implementation, monitoring, and modifications in the use or activity based on monitoring results.

91 – Maintains clarification of the decisions related to rangelands made in LRMPs and how LRMPs relate to grazing authorizations.

92 – Retains clarification of administrative actions that fall within the scope of existing NEPA decisions.

93 - Maintains clarification of the role of the “plan-to-project” analysis process in rangeland management decision-making and the use of adaptive management in decision planning and implementation. 

94 – Retains the site-specific planning or project level decision process for rangeland management.

95– Retains the method by which requirements of other federal laws like the Rescissions Act (Section 504), the Endangered Species Act, the National Historic Preservation Act, and the Clean Water Act can be satisfied through site specific analysis conducted pursuant to NEPA.

96 – Maintains clarification of the relationship between the project level NEPA decision to authorize grazing and the allotment management plan, the annual operating instructions, and the grazing permit.  Continues the use of a template for inclusion of the allotment management plan into Part 4 of the grazing permit.

97 - Continues direction on monitoring including permittee monitoring. 

98 - Continues direction regarding adjustment of grazing or related activities in a project level decision and whether further site-specific analysis is required before the adjustments can be implemented.

99 - Continues direction to establish priority order for determination of whether allotments are being administered to standard, guidelines for documentation of “administered to standard” determination, monitoring methodology and documentation of compliance with land and resource management plan standards.
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91 - RANGELAND MANAGEMENT DIRECTION IN LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANNING (PROGRAMMATIC PLANNING LEVEL)

Among other things, land and resource management plans (LRMP’s) determine the suitability of land on National Forest System units to produce forage for grazing animals and establish programmatic direction for grazing activities including goals, objectives, desired conditions, standards, guidelines, and monitoring requirements.  Although an area may be deemed suitable for use by livestock in a LRMP, a project level decision evaluating the site-specific impacts of the grazing activity, in conformance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), is required in order to authorize livestock grazing on specific allotment(s) (See FSM 1920 and FSH 1909.12 for basic direction for addressing rangeland resources in LRMP’s.) 

91.1 - Consistency with Land and Resource Management Plan

Under the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), project level decisions which authorize the use of specific National Forest System lands for a particular purpose like livestock grazing must be consistent with the broad programmatic direction established in the LRMP.  Consistency is determined by examining whether the project level decision will implement the goals, objectives, desired conditions, standards and guidelines, and monitoring requirements from the LRMP.

91.2 - Relationship of Land and Resource Management Plans to the Grazing Permit

All grazing permits, new and existing, must be consistent with applicable direction in the LRMP. Where necessary, modify grazing permits to ensure consistency with the LRMP.  Include pertinent direction in LRMPs relating to livestock grazing directly into Part 3 of the grazing permit if an allotment management plan (AMP) either does not exist or is inconsistent with the LRMP.  The AMP should be incorporated by reference into Part 3 of the grazing permit. 

92 - ACTIONS TAKEN DURING ROUTINE GRAZING PERMIT ADMINISTRATION

In managing rangeland resources over time, there are inevitable changes in laws, regulations, policies, ESA consultation requirements, Forest Plans, and so forth that affect management decisions on the ground.  In addition, analysis of monitoring results constantly provides information to the authorized officer regarding status of management in terms of meeting or moving toward objectives, and any resulting need for change.  The majority of these changes can be implemented administratively, provided the changes do not fall outside the scope of the NEPA decision.  Examples of actions that may be taken without further NEPA analysis include alteration of management to respond to Biological Opinions or other ESA, Clean Water Act, or other consultation requirements; changes in specific dates of grazing, class of livestock to be grazed, grazing systems, or livestock numbers based on evaluation of monitoring results; and, implementation of the LRMP through modifications to the term grazing permit.  Administrative actions to implement higher level decisions or to respond to monitoring results should be undertaken as a routine administrative action prior to initiating NEPA.
93 – PLAN TO PROJECT ANALYSIS 

93.1 - Phases of Rangeland Management Planning 

It is important to recognize two distinct phases in the rangeland project planning process: 1) the analysis process leading up to and including the development of a proposed action, sometimes referred to as “plan-to-project”; and, 2) the formal NEPA decision documentation process which is focused on site-specific analysis of the proposed action and alternative actions.  If a plan-to-project analysis is completed prior to initiation of the formal NEPA process, the NEPA process can move more quickly and efficiently.  A plan-to-project analysis may be conducted on an allotment or group of allotments that share similar ecological conditions and resource issues. 

93.2 - Relationship of Large Scale Assessments to Project Level Decisions

The preferable sequence of project level planning is to complete large-scale assessments, encompassing a watershed or sub-watershed, prior to initiating the project level decision-making process.  This allows for efficient use at the project level of the inventory, analysis, and assessment information gathered at the larger scale.  Upon the completion of large-scale assessments, site-specific analyses, and project level decisions may be scaled down to allotments that share similar ecological conditions and resource issues. Project level decision-making conducted in this manner will be more expeditious and efficient.

93.3 – Determinations Made During Plan-to-Project Analysis In Preparation for a Project Level Proposal

A plan-to-project analysis may encompass all resources within a specified area or be focused on a specific resource such as rangelands.  The latter is the focus and intent for project level planning for rangelands on allotments.  There are determinations that can be made in preparation for a project level NEPA proposal as part of the plan-to-project analysis to increase the efficiency of the NEPA planning process.  These types of determinations include: 1) identification of desired conditions;  2) identification of existing conditions;  3) identification of resource management needs; 4) identification of information needs; 5) development of possible activities; 6) development of a decision framework; 7) development of a purpose and need statement; and 8) development of a proposed action.

Monitoring and permit administration may have already identified certain “concerns” on an allotment.  That means that there is already knowledge of specific existing conditions that are not the same as desired conditions.  The plan-to-project analysis helps to methodically identify existing conditions, desired conditions, and any disparity between them so that the analysis team and the line officer can reach agreement on rangeland resource management concerns before proceeding with a proposed action.

93.3a – Identification of Desired Conditions

The team, using an interdisciplinary approach, should identify the desired rangeland conditions within the analysis area.  Desired conditions should be specific, quantifiable, and focused on rangeland resources.  Desired condition statements have two distinct scales.  At the landscape scale, desired conditions are generally taken directly from the LRMP.  The broad scale desired conditions should then be further described on a site-specific scale for reference areas.  Monitoring can then tie to these reference areas as a means of determining progress toward meeting the desired conditions.

93.3b – Identification of Existing Conditions

The analysis team should examine the existing conditions within the analysis area for all pertinent resources for which a desired condition is identified – such as ecological status of the vegetation, composition and arrangement of plant communities, status and function of riparian areas and wetlands, stream bank and stream channel characteristics, wildlife and fish habitat characteristics, cultural resource protection, soil protection, and water quality.  Existing conditions should be specific and quantified where possible.  Existing conditions may be evaluated at two scales.  At the landscape scale, existing conditions are generally taken from watershed-level or other area assessments.  Project level existing conditions may be identified through a myriad of sources, including rangeland inspections, rangeland analyses, environmental analysis documentation for other actions in the area, electronic resource databases, and anecdotal information from previous or current grazing permittees or other knowledgeable sources.  The data and information must be pertinent to identifying differences between existing and desired conditions related to rangeland resources.  Do not amass needless information that will not help identify rangeland resource problems. 

93.3c – Identification of Resource Management Needs

Identification of resource management needs is simply the comparison of desired conditions with existing conditions to determine the extent and rate at which current management is meeting or moving toward those desired conditions.  Where a particular existing condition and desired condition are the same, there is no need for change.  Conversely, where, an existing condition and a desired condition are not the same, there is a need for change. 

93.3d – Identification of Information Needs

Evaluate the quality, accuracy, and usefulness of the information being used to describe existing conditions.  Identify any important gaps in knowledge that keep the analysis team from understanding and evaluating differences between desired and existing conditions.  Estimate what it would cost in terms of time, money, and effort to obtain missing information and if it is worthwhile to collect it.

93.3e – Possible Activities

“Resource Management Needs” provide the basis for developing possible activities that would move existing conditions toward desired conditions.  Livestock grazing should be listed as a possible activity where compatible with meeting or moving toward desired resource conditions.  One or more possible activities will form the proposed action for the next phase of rangeland project planning, the formal NEPA process.   Possible activities should be checked for consistency with the LRMP.  A possible activity that is not consistent with the LRMP should not be automatically eliminated from consideration, but the inconsistency should be noted. 

93.3f – Decision Framework

Before characterizing the nature of a livestock grazing authorization decision, it is important to establish whether or not a valid decision already exists.  If a decision has already been made to authorize livestock grazing in a specific area, and resource conditions are at or moving toward desired conditions, a new decision may not be necessary.  Review the environmental analysis documentation and assess whether there is sufficient new information, technology, or changed conditions to warrant a new analysis and decision.  If a previous analysis and decision are still valid, document this finding and continue to implement the decision to authorize livestock grazing by issuing a new permit and continuing to apply management (see sec. 95).

There is a two-part decision to be made for authorizing livestock grazing.  The first part is whether livestock grazing should be authorized on all, part, or none of the project area.  Second, if the decision is to authorize some level of livestock grazing, then what management prescriptions will be applied (including standards, guidelines, grazing management, and monitoring) to ensure that desired condition objectives are met or that movement occurs toward those objectives in an acceptable timeframe?  For non-allotment rangeland management areas, the decision to be made would be tailored to the specific purpose and need for the area.

93.3g - Proposed Action

The Proposed Action is developed during the plan-to-project analysis and is carried forward to the initiation of the NEPA process.  Comparison of existing resource conditions to desired resource conditions should frame the purpose and need for the proposed action.  Proposed management actions needed to achieve desired resource conditions can be wide ranging, variable, and adaptive, but should be attainable in a reasonable timeframe.  If the plan-to-project analysis and assessment indicated that livestock grazing was a possible management practice, then the proposed action should include the authorization of livestock grazing and the required livestock grazing management practices necessary to attain desired resource conditions.  The proposed action should address management of both active, vacant, and forage reserve allotments within the project area, and may address management actions associated with non-allotment areas within the project area.

A proposed action which includes authorization of livestock grazing should also include the basic elements of the allotment management plan which are: 1) management objectives in terms of the condition and trend of the rangeland resources; 2) required livestock management practices including maximum amount of use in terms of allowable use levels to achieve management objectives; 3) structural or non-structural improvements that are necessary and ripe for implementation; and, 4) appropriate monitoring to determine if management objectives are being met or if adaptive management alterations are needed.

When livestock grazing is proposed using an adaptive management strategy, the proposed action needs to set the outer limits of what is allowed in terms of timing, intensity, frequency, and duration of livestock grazing.  This sets standards that can be checked with implementation monitoring to determine if actions prescribed were followed and if changes are needed in management.  The NEPA analysis will have to consider and disclose the effects for these four factors.  Administrative actions within the defined bounds of the resultant NEPA decision can then be implemented without additional NEPA.  Examples of administrative decisions referred to here include:  determination of specific dates for grazing, specific livestock numbers, class of animal, grazing systems, and range readiness.

Adaptive management is an interdisciplinary planning and implementation process that provides for: 1) identification of site specific desired conditions; 2) definition of appropriate decision criteria (constraints) to guide management; 3) identification of pre-determined optional courses of action, as part of a proposed action, from which to adjust management decisions over time; and 4) establishment of carefully focused project monitoring to be used to make adaptive adjustments in management over time.  Adaptive management planning may be initiated during development of the proposed action.  It involves identification of future management options that may be needed to accelerate or adjust management decisions to meet desired conditions and/or project standards and objectives as the need is determined through monitoring. The list of possible activities developed in the plan-to-project analysis provides a source for adaptive management options.

As the project decision is implemented, monitoring will indicate whether actions are being implemented as planned and are meeting standards and design criteria (implementation monitoring), and whether those actions are being effective in meeting or moving toward desired resource conditions (effectiveness monitoring).  If monitoring indicates that desired conditions are not being met, other pre-determined management options included in the project decision, may be selected for implementation.  If monitoring indicates that management is meeting standards, and is meeting or moving toward the desired conditions in an acceptable time frame, the initial management options may continue.

In unique circumstances where changes in conditions warrant implementation of a management option that has not been provided for in the NEPA analysis, or when the predicted effects of implementation are determined by the project ID Team to be greater than the effects originally predicted, a supplemental or new NEPA analysis may be needed.

The focus of adaptive management is to make decisions that are pertinent to management on the ground.  Historically, decisions to authorize a specific number, kind or class of livestock with a specific grazing season, under a specific type of grazing system, have restricted management flexibility in meeting desired conditions and project objectives.  Moreover, updated science provides strong evidence that these considerations are often not the key factors in managing rangeland resources. 

The key to development of adaptive management actions is to focus on factors that are essential to ensure management objective are met.  Critical factors may be timing restrictions in specific areas to manage conflicts with fisheries, big game, or recreation; or allowable use standards to ensure retention of defined levels of cover or riparian residual vegetation to trap and retain sediments.  In any case, the focus must be on defining criteria that are critical to management success and to move away from making decisions that unduly restrict flexibility.

In building an adaptive management proposal, start with carefully defined desired conditions on established benchmark areas, and a sound understanding of focused and specific issues.  Define those constraints that are essential to resolve the issues and to meet or move toward the desired conditions.  Identify the appropriate constraints that are critical to management success.  Define the monitoring that is needed to determine if, or when, a different management option is necessary, or if management is satisfactorily meeting or moving toward the desired conditions.  Monitoring to determine these items does not need to be complex.  Simple implementation monitoring such as evaluating whether allowable use standards are being met on key areas may suffice.  If the desired condition objectives have been well defined, and reference areas identified for the evaluation of progress, effectiveness monitoring can also be reasonably simple.

In evaluating an adaptive management proposed action, take into account the entire proposal including the management options that may be implemented if indicated by monitoring.  All management options within the proposed action must be designed to meet the project objectives and desired conditions.  With a well-crafted adaptive management approach, the NEPA decision can remain viable for an extended period of time as long as the interdisciplinary team (IDT) and authorized officer periodically review the actions for sufficiency with the NEPA decision.  In most cases, the only situations that would require an updated NEPA analysis would be where unforeseen changed conditions have occurred that require management actions that have not been considered and which may produce effects outside the scope of those predicted within the original NEPA document. 

Finally, adaptive management requires the IDT and authorized officer to periodically evaluate monitoring results and to determine if other described management options are warranted. 

93.3h – Purpose and Need

Neither the Council on Environmental Quality regulations nor the courts have made a distinction between these terms.  Therefore, “purpose and need” is referred to as a single item.  The purpose and need statement should simply explain why the action is being proposed.  The purpose and need statement should answer the questions:  “Why here?” and “Why now?”

The purpose of the proposed action is to meet or move toward those desired conditions within a stated timeframe.  In terms of livestock grazing, the purpose may include the authorization of livestock grazing to achieve desired resource conditions and/or to utilize forage available for livestock grazing as identified in the LRMP while meeting other resource objectives.  The purpose and need for the proposed action also describes any identified disparity between desired resource conditions, and existing conditions.  Where existing resource conditions are meeting or moving toward the desired condition objectives, the need may simply be to authorize livestock grazing in a manner that will continue to meet or move toward direction in the LRMP while meeting other resource objectives.

94 – PROJECT-LEVEL PLANNING AND NEPA COMPLIANCE

Once the plan-to-project analysis has been completed, there should be a clearly defined proposed action and purpose and need statement to begin formal NEPA analysis and documentation. General environmental analysis requirements are set forth in regulations adopted by the Council on Environmental Quality at 40 C.F.R. 1500 et seq. and in the Forest Service directives system at FSH 1909.15.  Special features as applied to rangeland management and livestock grazing are described below in order to clarify FSH 1909.15 for situations unique to rangeland management and livestock grazing decisions.  Except where expressly provided for by law, a site specific analysis of environmental effects of livestock grazing on the affected National Forest System lands and resources must be completed pursuant to NEPA before the grazing activity can be authorized.

94.1 – Alternatives

Agency direction for development of alternatives is found in FSH 1909.15, Chapter 14.

Agency direction for analysis of alternatives in an environmental analysis requires consideration of a “range of reasonable alternatives.” The range of reasonable alternatives includes both alternatives that warrant detailed analysis and alternatives that are considered but eliminated from detailed study. In cases where the design and configuration of the proposed action can mitigate resource concerns to acceptable levels, or includes management features proposed in alternative approaches, the proposed action may be the only viable action alternative.  When an issue cannot be resolved or mitigated by the proposed action, then an alternative to the proposed action should be developed and analyzed in detail (FSH 1909.15, Chapter 14).  In all cases, the rationale and development of alternatives should be addressed and disclosed in the NEPA analysis for the project.

In addition to the proposed action, the “no grazing” alternative will always be fully developed and analyzed in detail.  The “no grazing” alternative may be the proposed action if this alternative best meets the purpose and need.

Current management will also be analyzed in detail as an alternative to the proposed action if current management will meet the stated purpose and need for action.  This alternative is based on the current management actions being implemented.  Current management direction may be contained in an allotment management plan, annual operating instructions, a biological opinion, or a combination thereof.  The current management alternative may be the proposed action.  This would be appropriate when current management is determined to be consistent with the LRMP and has been shown to be effective in meeting resource objectives through monitoring over time. 

94.2– Effects of Alternatives

Agency direction for estimating effects of each alternative is found in FSH 1909.15, Chapter 15.

The evaluation of a proposed action’s environmental effects must include the potential effects of all adaptive management options that may be implemented at some future point in time.  For example if one potential option is to fence off a riparian area, the effects of that fence must be evaluated even if that management option may never actually be implemented.
94.3 – Documentation

Consideration of the level of analysis for Forest Service projects is, in part, guided by agency NEPA procedures for documentation of environmental analyses (See FSH 1909.15, Chapters 20 and 40).

95 – INTEGRATION OF OTHER LEGAL REQUIREMENTS INTO RANGELAND MANAGEMENT DECISIONMAKING PROCESS

95.1 – Section 504 of the Rescissions Act of 1995

In 1995, Congress enacted Public Law 104-19, commonly referred to as the “Rescissions Act.”  Section 504 of the Rescissions Act required the Forest Service to “establish and adhere” to a schedule for the completion of NEPA analysis for all National Forest System grazing allotments where such analysis was “needed.”  In 1996, the Chief issued “Allotment Schedules, 1996-2010,” (the 1996 Schedule) which identified 6,886 grazing allotments that “needed” NEPA analysis and the date by which the NEPA analysis for these allotments would be completed.  The 1996 schedule was developed based on input from all National Forest System units and provided that all of the analyses for these 6,886 allotments would be completed by the end of 2010.  However, in the letter transmitting the 1996 Schedule, the Chief noted that “adherence to [the 1996 Schedule] depends on funding similar to the President’s FY 1996 budget.”  Notwithstanding the “establish and adhere” language in Section 504, the Chief may amend the schedule judiciously in order to take into account fiscal and other realities which have arisen since 1996 that make compliance with the schedule impracticable.

Congress’ primary goal in enacting Section 504 was to prevent disruption to permitted livestock operations that would have occurred if grazing permits expired prior to completion of the NEPA analysis required to reauthorize the activity.  In order to prevent such disruption, Section 504 required the Forest Service to issue new grazing permits if the old permits expired or were waived prior to the completion of the scheduled NEPA analysis.  New permits issued pursuant to Section 504 would include the same terms and conditions as contained in the expired or waived permit.  Accordingly, permits issued under Section 504 are subject to cancellation, suspension, or modification based upon changes in law or regulation, revisions or amendments to LRMPs, or as a result violations of permit terms and conditions since the same authority exists with respect to the expired or waived permit.  Congress further specified that the duration of permits issued under Section 504 will be for the full term of the expired or waived permit.

The procedure established under Section 504 is an exception to the general requirement of NEPA that site-specific analysis of the environmental effects of a proposed action involving livestock grazing must be completed before the activity can be authorized.  Consequently, only those allotments initially included in the 1996 Schedule are covered by the provisions of Section 504.  New allotments should not be added to the list even if the authorized officer determines that NEPA analysis is “needed.”  However, this does not preclude the completion of NEPA analysis on allotments that are not shown on the schedule.  The schedule affects only the listed allotments.  Furthermore, once NEPA analysis has been completed, allotments are removed from the 1996 Schedule and are no longer covered by the provisions of Section 504.

95.2 - Endangered Species Act (ESA)

For direction on compliance with the ESA, see generally FSM 2670.

95.3 - National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

Follow the National Programmatic Agreement between the Forest Service and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding Rangeland Management Activities on National Forest System lands.  See FSM 1539.61.  Comply with Statewide or local Programmatic Agreements.
95.4 - Clean Water Act (CWA)

Compliance with the CWA is achieved through the proper site-specific design, implementation and monitoring of Best Management Practices (BMP).  BMP’s are State and EPA approved practices that are intended to result in compliance with State water quality standards. BMP’s are usually a component of Forest Land and Resource Management Plans, and are often listed in Chapter 2 with Forest Standards. As approved practices or as Forest Standards, they are required elements of each Environmental Assessment and Allotment Management Plan. A key concept of BMP’s, is that if monitoring identifies any circumstance of noncompliance with State water quality standards, then the Forest Service is obligated to respond to the situation to restore compliance. As long as BMP’s have been applied and monitoring and adjustments are ongoing, then the Forest Service is in compliance with the CWA (See EPA’s SAM-32 direction, Water Quality Handbook, Chapter 2).
When an allotment contains streams or lakes included on a States 303(d) list of impaired waters (these waters are also included in the States bi annual 305(b) report), it means that a State-led Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) process for restoration is required. The process is the responsibility of the States to design, and the Forest Service’s to implement and monitor. The TMDL will include specific restoration and monitoring requirements, even on Federal lands. Check with your Regional Office to determine whether an MOU has been established with the State that will allow the Forest Service to perform the required TMDL process, or allow collaborate with the State in its development.  Prior to the establishment of a formal TMDL, management may continue as long as BMP’s are applied.

96 - GRAZING AUTHORIZATION

Except as authorized under Section 504 of the Rescissions Act of 1995, the project-level decision to authorize grazing on one or more allotments is made by the authorized officer upon completion of site-specific environmental analysis.  The grazing permit and accompanying allotment management plan, if present, implement the project level decision to authorize grazing.  The AMP becomes a term and condition of the grazing permit.  If an AMP currently exists, it should be revised to reflect new information from the most recent project level decision.  The grazing permit is then modified to include the revised AMP.  Subsequent modifications to grazing or related management activities may be made as long as those changes are within the scope of the project level decision.

96.1 - Allotment Management Plans

Allotment management plans (AMP’s) contain the pertinent livestock management direction from the project-level NEPA decision.  AMP’s also contain more detailed direction deemed necessary by the authorized officer to implement the project level NEPA decision.  AMP’s should be developed concurrently with the completion of the site-specific analysis and project level decision.

Prepare each AMP and incorporate as Part 3 of the grazing permit with a letter to the permittee(s) notifying them of this modification.  This template may be modified to fit local situations.

96.2 - Grazing Permits

A grazing permit is the instrument that authorizes a specific holder of the grazing permit to graze livestock on certain National Forest System or other lands under Forest Service jurisdiction.  The grazing permit contains specific terms and conditions as provided by the NEPA decision that authorized the grazing use.  The timely issuance of a grazing permit constitutes implementation of a project-level NEPA decision. The terms and conditions of the grazing permit must be consistent with the project-level decision.  Where site specific analysis and a project-level decision are completed subsequent to issuance of a grazing permit pursuant to Section 504 of the Rescissions Act, it may be necessary to modify or reissue the permit with new terms and conditions to ensure that it conforms to the direction of the project-level decision.

96.3 - Annual Operating Instructions

The annual operating instructions (AOI) specify those annual actions that are needed to implement the management direction set forth in the project-level NEPA decision.  Actions in the AOI must be within the scope of the project level decision, and as such are not required to undergo any additional site-specific environmental analysis.  

To the extent feasible, the AOI should be developed with, and signed by the permittee.  AOI’s should clearly and concisely identify the obligations of the permittee and the Forest Service, clearly articulate annual grazing management requirements and standards, and monitoring necessary to document compliance

The AOI should set forth:

1.  The maximum permissible grazing use authorized on the allotment for the current grazing season and specifies numbers, class, type of livestock, and timing and duration of use.

2.  The planned sequence of grazing on the allotment, or adaptive management prescriptions and monitoring that will be used to make changes.

3.  Structural improvements to be constructed, reconstructed, or maintained and who is responsible for these activities.

4.  Allowable use or other standards to be applied and followed by the permittee to properly manage livestock.

5.  Monitoring for the current season that may include, among other things, documentation demonstrating compliance with the terms and conditions in the grazing permit, allotment management plan, and annual operating instructions.  In addition, the permittee may be asked to provide information regarding actual use, livestock distribution, forage utilization, or the condition of improvements.  Where adaptive management prescriptions are being followed, this section will detail those monitoring items and decision points needed to determine when a change is needed and in what direction.  See, section 97.

97 - MONITORING

Monitoring shall be included in the project-level decision.  Monitoring can determine whether the project-level decision is being implemented as planned (implementation monitoring) and, if so, whether the objectives identified in the LRMP and AMP are being achieved in a timely manner (effectiveness monitoring).  Allotment monitoring should be an open, cooperative, and inclusive process.  Invite participation from rangeland users and other interested parties where feasible.  Implementation and focused effectiveness monitoring are critical to determine when or if adaptive management changes should be made and to guide the direction that those changes take.

97.1 - Types of Monitoring

The two types of monitoring to consider in the site-specific analysis and project level decision are implementation and effectiveness monitoring.

97.2 - Monitoring and Evaluation Methods

Interagency Monitoring Technical References provide the monitoring methodologies (FSM 2206).  Technical references may be supplemented by regional handbooks (FSM 2209).

97.3 - Permittee Monitoring

An authorized officer may require the permittee to monitor livestock operations and report information on compliance with the grazing permit, AMP, and AOI, as a term and condition of the permit.  Such monitoring could include actual use, time of grazing, livestock distribution, condition and maintenance of improvements, forage utilization or residual vegetation, and other relevant information related to the permitted livestock grazing activity.  Permittees should not be required to monitor activities unrelated to the permitted grazing activity or activities in which they have no background, training, or specialized expertise.  These monitoring requirements should be documented in the AMP or AOIs.

98 - MODIFICATIONS TO GRAZING OR ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES

98.1 - Modifications Not Requiring New NEPA Decisions

A project-level NEPA decision remains valid as long as the authorized activity complies with laws, regulations, LRMP, and is within the scope of the project-level NEPA decision. Therefore, it is not necessary to initiate a new site-specific analysis in order to undertake a modification that has already been analyzed, decided upon, and documented.  Management actions should be adjusted when monitoring indicates that they are not effective in reaching defined objectives.  This is the basic premise behind adaptive management.

98.2 – Adaptive Management Modifications

Where possible, specify adaptive management options in the project level decision that would be activated if the authorized activity is not achieving the anticipated objectives.  When monitoring indicates the need for implementation of adaptive management modifications disclosed in the project-level NEPA decision, those modifications can be implemented without further NEPA review.
98.3 – Review of Existing Project Level NEPA Decisions

Review existing project-level NEPA decisions periodically to determine if the analysis and documentation remain valid or if new information requires some further analysis and potential modification of the activity.  If, after interdisciplinary review and consideration, the authorized officer determines that correction, supplementation, or revision is not necessary, implementation of existing decisions should continue.  The findings of the review should be documented in the project file.  See FSH 1909.15, section 18 for further direction on review and analysis requirements related to existing project-level decisions.

99 - ALLOTMENT ADMINISTRATION

This section provides guidance for planning priority work and documenting how LRMP standards will be applied and measured on a particular allotment.  See section 97.2 for documentation of monitoring results and section 97.4 for documentation of compliance with the LRMP.

99.1 - Determination of Priority for Allotments Administered to Standard

Where staff and resources are limited, the authorized officer must determine which grazing permits and allotments are highest in priority for administration.  Annually, each unit should identify certain allotments and associated grazing permits, in priority order, that are to be "administered to standard."  In determining allotment priority, the authorized officer should consider the permittee’s history of compliance, identified resource or administrative problems which have not been resolved, new or emerging resource issues, allotments with outdated AMP’s, and allotments with new AMP’s that are currently being implemented and evaluated for compliance and effectiveness. 

“Administered to standard” means that an Agency employee trained in rangeland management has inspected the allotment during the grazing season and documented a determination of whether management was in compliance with LRMP direction and grazing permit terms and conditions, and if the allotment is not in compliance, that corrective action is being taken.

99.2 - Documentation of Allotment Administration

Documentation of allotment administration and inspections should be done electronically using the format in Infra or other corporate databases to the degree feasible and should also include timely documentation to the permittee(s).  An electronic format provides a consistent means to collect and document pertinent allotment administration and inspection information, and can be utilized to collect and code LRMP monitoring information for later inclusion in annual or periodic LRMP monitoring reports.

Contemporaneous with or immediately after administration or field inspection, field personnel should record pertinent information from personal observations and written notes taken in the field. The permittee should be notified in person or by telephone of any items needing immediate attention.  An inspection report should be completed as a minimum on those allotments identified as priorities to be administered to standard in a timely manner so as to allow the permittee full access to information needed to make corrections to management and to ensure compliance with the AOI.  The inspection can be printed and filed in the official permit folder with a copy sent to the permittee.  This documentation can serve as a basis for discussions with permittees regarding: 1) corrective actions needed to ensure compliance such as Notices of Non-Compliance and suspension or cancellation actions (sec. 16.2); 2) completion of annual reporting; 3) development of AOI’s for the coming grazing season; and, 4) to document management success stories and the permittee’s contribution to that success.

99.3 - Definitions and Monitoring Methodology for LRMP Standards

LRMPs may not provide specific direction on how standards are applied or measured.  It may be necessary to clarify in the project level decision, AMP or AOI, how LRMP standards will be applied and measured to ensure uniform understanding regarding their application.  This must be clearly understood before documentation of compliance with LRMP standards can be accomplished. 

List applicable LRMP standards and guidelines pertaining to grazing, fisheries, riparian, upland vegetation, wildlife habitat, and big game winter range.  A detailed description of how LRMP standards and guidelines are interpreted and measured on the ground should be provided in the AMP and/or the AOI.  This will ensure consistency between observers and understanding with grazing permittees as to how compliance is measured and determined.
99.4 - Documentation of Compliance with Grazing Permit Terms and Conditions and LRMP Standards

Permittees are responsible for meeting the terms and conditions of the grazing permit, including specifically assigned implementation monitoring of livestock use (where required) and moving livestock in compliance with management guidelines.  Forest Service personnel are responsible to ensure permittee compliance with permit terms and conditions and performing long term effectiveness monitoring to determine if objectives are being met.

For allotments “Administered to Standard,” a determination of compliance with grazing permit terms and conditions and LRMP standards should occur annually and be completed by the authorized officer and entered into Infra by the end of the grazing season. This compliance determination should be documented electronically and on appropriate inspection forms and letters to the permittee.  Based on inspection data and personal knowledge of the allotment, the authorized officer should determine whether livestock grazing on the allotment met LRMP standards and grazing permit terms and conditions during the grazing season.  Where the standards were not met, the authorized officer should identify corrective actions that will result in improved performance the following grazing season and should document that corrective actions have been implemented.  Guidelines for appropriate administration actions regarding Notices of Non-Compliance and suspension and cancellations guidelines can be found at section 16.2.  A determination of compliance will not be made if the allotment did not receive a physical inspection by a technically qualified agency employee.  Base the determination of compliance on the best information available.

The permittee should be provided with all key inspection reports in a timely manner.  The intent is to ensure full communications between the agency and the permittee so as to ensure meeting of required management standards and to allow the permittee a reasonable opportunity to correct any deficiencies in a timely manner.  It would also be desirable to ensure that the permittee is made aware of the status of the allotment as to whether it is reported as meeting or not meeting standards.
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