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its on Unified Federal Policy for Ensuring 8 Watershed Approach to
,and and Resource Management with specificity to the Southern

i
lthe opportunity to comment on the proposed federal policy. On behalf of
ing Southern Appalachian aquatic species and habitat, please, consider the

mtheast supports about 90% of the species of crayfishes, and approximately
the aquatic snails, and about half of the freshwater fishes known in the
inpntal United States. Aquatic ecosystems here support some of the most

‘ inary assemblages in the world.

i’:ﬁtage Programs list 190 aquatic and semi-aquatic TE&S species; other
%@fspecies at risk total 260; and there is concemn for the trends in our native

: 3E’;population in our region is increasing rapidly. The iincreasing demand for
fiter ecosystems are unlikely to decrease in the near term and under current
8 increasing the importance of freshwater habitats on public lands.

: |
f general support for the proposed policy, we submit the following
in italics) on goals A. though F.:

v

‘ onsistent science-based approach to managing lands and resources... We
at the policy describe and enforce an explicit set of protocols that all

i ,,. must adhere to nationwide. ‘ :

} :}q:speciﬁc watersheds where resources will be focused... Please recognize
 watershed funding allocations have been heavily biased with greatest
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B to recreation and political climate. We urge that the policy not place

11l fundi |  priority on “water quality and watershed condition” but additionally on
1| Bevels f endemism and requirements for listed species protection. We also

' ) the agency (ies) conduct regular, systematic population data collection.

results of watershed assessments to guide planning and management...
e that sc1ent1ﬁc attributes of assessments not merely “gulde” planmng but

ey
1 2

i, o.sely with States to implement this policy... We ask that there be a
ict demgned to notify concerned citizens when and if a governing agency is
: ‘. ,- ng to federal policy agreements.

#r Clean Water Act responsibility to adhere to... water quality
-' ents to the same extent as non-governmental entities ... It could be said
statement was not received with any particular amount of relief or
nce of higher regard for our watersheds in the future. It is our hope that

ag ent decisions on federal or state lands, with respect to watersheds, would
=- ba -‘ d on biological conservation modeling above and beyond any example
. nol: overnmental ownership.

A a ‘ e ps to ensure that Federal land and resource management objectives are
nszs pnt with Federal, State, Tribal, etc... Again, we are hopeful that our

: 2— ders govemment will ensure that obligations for watershed protection are

| ‘ q eq tely met through enforceable, beneficial, on-the-ground change.

Addl ly, th he Clean Water Act and other environmental laws, if properly enforced,
can § ili shou ‘ | accomplish goals A. through F.. It is our conviction that federally
gq;r; Hlﬁ Prop erties should be textbook examples of optimum ecological integrity
w [
; |

Pub" ‘ H- d vide our nation with the best habitats and habitat opportunities. Without
these !ﬂ : proper management thereof many more extinctions would have already

!; ¢ as lwe have witnessed with privately and industrially controlled land.

tely,

n witer and healthy native habitat.

1
taken p

Unft n'i [ federally lands are still threatened and degraded under current leadership.
I
Feders gement decisions are vitally linked to the protection and restoration of a
vast" mbe f the nation’s rivers, lakes and streams. The fact is that there is today
“] ih d u pairment of aquatic systems caused by past and continuing federal lands

3 * txons At the same time, these lands harbor many of the last best habitats
for a[ q ‘ tu d g, of aquatic and riparian-dependent species. The importance of protecting
| i ﬂ ng these watersheds to the ecological future of this country cannot be

]

i mppxt for watershed-based assessment of ecosystem condition, functions and
. Tl:us approach naturally engenders the identification of watersheds of
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ar si | cance and the prioritization of these areas for protection and restoration
e h pe that the following input will be used to bolster attributes of the policy:

..-_ thLeed to meet Key Clean Water Act Obligations Within the Federal
Full Implementation of the Antidegradation Mandate for all Federal Lands

| F ,agencles must refuse to incorporate land practices that disrupt, disturb or

grade iparian areas. To that effect, the Clean Water Act clearly intends that
‘” ater bodies are impaired, further degradation should not be permitted to

d ntin

= [t is oy understandmg that there is no commonly understood framework that

fed eral ‘land managers use when making decisions, which may affect aquatic
. This situation is of particular concern in places where aquatic species

ill

are not protected under the Endangered Species Act and there is no interagency

ecisid l} making process motivated by the need for consultation.
! I

j isd;l

tion should clarify that management changes may need to be made

walers impaired by non-point source pollution from federal land uses

il ior to |the formal approval of TMDL's and associated implementation plans.

|| hrough desngnatlon of special protection watersheds the federal agencies can
Fs ill p states implementation of Tier ITI of the nondegradation mandate to
der u. and protect Outstanding National Resource Waters.

i

i
n

plementstion of Policy: Who Will Be Accountable, Who Will Provide

e Implementatlon Plan: Clarity for partnering agencnes on proposed policy
’- ide a clear definition of directives, so that agencies do not have to ask,
’ vdo we go from here?”
n ac .‘ puntable governing body consisting of key leadership rather than
nd ividpals within each and every partnering agency. This committee could then

l a “bottom line” for oversight and implementation of timelines for the

1 he po incy must set clear goal structure marking progress toward overall goals. If
{11 this po licy cannot meet this objective then a specific process for addressing this

I

111l mnports i t and missing attribute to the policy must be established and outlined
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policy mentions a 10-year assessment cycle for priority watersheds and the
identsf camfm of resources needed to assess all other watersheds. Please, set time

:‘;l‘lding but not limited to the following commitments:

’l

Fo ost in necessity is the need to define and implement interagency
delines for delineation of watersheds.

U t these guidelines, develop set procedures for all agencies throughout the

cant resources. Although the polxcy calls for a schedule to do the
sments, it does not establish the assessment framework itself.

T
. ":\
\
|
i
il
i

e” 'H ithim 2 reasonable and stated and enforceable timeframe of pollution

goals such as 5-10 years. Goals should be as “steep™ as our slopu.

WiH«t o the policy’s goals we urge that federal agencies set a goal of “full
ne

fevelopment of formal agreements to clarify the responsibilities of
ind local officials.

elopment of a common assessment framework for all watersheds.

ust insure and develop a monitoring criteria and evaluation approach

rged with stewardship of watersheds.

without saying that watersheds of critical significance to the recovery of
ully listed species (regardless of the Endangered Species Act) fall in

pory of “Special Protection Watershed”. De facto candidates would
iclude watersheds that meet state criteria for Outstanding National

he expllclt in the policy that impairment (as in 303-D listing) does not

'lp'ays for Special Protection Watershed status. Appropriate attention

11|0 watersheds both “in need of restoration” and “pristine or sensitive”.
I
[
ed Federal Policy we urge that a definite criteria for scale be clearly

onty and special protecnon designations should have meaning and

m’glon or ecoregion in which it occurs.

i
g ﬁl:. policy and its authors is received with the utmost value and respect. It is

above comments will be reviewed with that in mind. Please, allow us to
El;e above concerns if the need should arise. Thanks for the opportunity to
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m are submitted by Georgia Forest and Southern Environmental Law
i/ addition to those previously submitted by Southern Appalachian Forest
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April 24, 2000

RE: Comments on Unified Federal Policy for Ensuring a Watershed Approach to
Federal Land and Resource Management with specificity to the Southern
Appalachians

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed federal policy. On behalf of
our diminishing Southern Appalachian aquatic species and habitat, please, consider the
following facts:

_® The Southeast supports about 90% of the species of crayfishes, and approximately
75% of the aquatic snails, and about half of the freshwater fishes known in the
continental United States. Aquatic ecosystems here support some of the most
extraordinary assemblages in the world.

e State Héritage Programs list 190 aquatic and semi-aquatic TE&S species; other
aquatic species at risk total 260; and there is concern for the trends in our native
trout populations.

¢ Human population in our region is increasing rapidly. The increasing demand for
freshwater ecosystems are unlikely to decrease in the near term and under current
. policies, increasing the importance of freshwater habitats on public lands.

In a spirit of general support for the proposed policy, we submit the following
comments (in italics) on goals A. though F.:

A. Use a consistent science-based approach to managing lands and resources... We
ask that the policy describe and enforce an explicit set of protocols that all
agencies must adhere to nationwide. :

B. Identify specific watersheds where resources will be Jocused... Please recognize
that past watershed funding allocations have been heavily biased with greatest
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respect to recreation and political climate. We urge that the policy not place
funding priority on “water quality and watershed condition” but additionally on
levels of endemism and requirements for listed species protection. We also
urge that the agency (ies) conduct regular, systematic population data collection.

C. Use the results of watershed assessments to guide planning and management...
We urge that scientific attributes of assessments not merely “guide” planning but
determine actions of entrusted management agencies and officials.

D. Work closely with States to implement this policy... We ask that there be a
construct designed to notify concerned citizens when and if a governing agency is
not adhering to federal policy agreements.

E. Meet our Clean Water Act responsibility to adhere to... water quality
requirements to the same extent as non-governmental entities... It could be said
that this statement was not received with any particular amount of relief or
confidence of higher regard for our watersheds in the future. It is our hope that
management decisions on federal or state lands, with respect to watersheds, would
be based on biological conservation modeling above and beyond any example
of non-governmental ownership.

F. Take steps to ensure that Federal land and resource management objectives are
consistent with Federal, State, Tribal, etc... Again, we are hopeful that our
Federal government will ensure that obligations for watershed protection are
adequately met through enforceable, beneficial, on-the-ground change.

Additionally, the Clean Water Act and other environmental laws, if properly enforced,
can and should accomplish goals A. through F.. It is our conviction that federally
governed properties should be textbook examples of optimum ecological integrity
with clean water and healthy native habitat.

Public lands provide our nation with the best habitats and habitat opportunities. Without
these lands and proper management thereof many more extinctions would have already
taken place as we have witnessed with privately and industrially controlled land.
Unfortunately, federally lands are still threatened and degraded under current leadership.

Federal management decisions are vitally linked to the protection and restoration of a
vast number of the nation’s rivers, lakes and streams. The fact is that there is today
widespread impairment of aquatic systems caused by past and continuing federal lands
management actions. At the same time, these lands harbor many of the last best habitats
for a multitude of aquatic and riparian-dependent species. The importance of protecting
and restoring these watersheds to the ecological future of this country cannot be
overstated.

There is support for watershed-based assessment of ecosystem condition, functions and
processes. This approach naturally engenders the identification of watersheds of

GAET RECEIVED.
APR 28 2000



particular significance and the prioritization of these areas for protection and restoration
actions. We hope that the following input will be used to bolster attributes of the policy:

Enforcing the need to meet Key Clean Water Act Obligations Within the Federal
Family: Full Implementation of the Antidegradation Mandate for all Federal Lands

o Federal agencies must refuse to incorporate land practices that disrupt, disturb or
degrade riparian areas. To that effect, the Clean Water Act clearly intends that
where water bodies are impaired, further degradation should not be permitted to
continue.

e It is our understanding that there is no commonly understood framework that
federal land managers use when making decisions, which may affect aquatic
ecosystems. This situation is of particular concern in places where aquatic species
are not protected under the Endangered Species Act and there is no interagency
decision making process motivated by the need for consultation.

¢ This direction should clarify that management changes may need to be made
on waters impaired by non-point source pollution from federal land uses
prior to the formal approval of TMDL’s and associated implementation plans.

e Through designation of special protection watersheds the federal agencies can
facilitate states implementation of Tier III of the nondegradation mandate to
identify and protect Outstanding National Resource Waters.

Methodical Implementation of Poiicy: Who Will Be Accountable, Who Will Provide
Oversight

¢ Crafi an Implementation Plan: Clarity for partnering agencies on proposed policy
will provide a clear definition of directives, so that agencies do not have to ask,
“where do we go from here?”

e An accountable governing body consisting of key leadership rather than
individuals within each and every partnering agency. This committee could then
provide a “bottom line” for oversight and implementation of timelines for the
agencies.

e The policy must set clear goal structure marking progress toward overall goals. If
this policy cannot meet this objective then a specific process for addressing this
important and missing attribute to the policy must be established and outlined
therein. :
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The policy mentions a 10-year assessment cycle for priority watersheds and the
identification of resources needed to assess all other watersheds. Please, set time
frames including but not limited to the following commitments:

e Foremost in necessity is the need to define and implement interagency
guidelines for delineation of watersheds.

e Under these guidelines, develop set procedures for all agencies throughout the
country.

» Develop a framework for classifying the condition of watersheds with
significant resources. Although the policy calls for a schedule to do the
assessments, it does not establish the assessment framework itself. -

With respect to the policy’s goals we urge that federal agencies set a goal of “full
compliance” within a reasonable and stated and enforceable timeframe of pollution
prevention and goals such as 5-10 years. Goals should be as “steep” as our slopes.

We urge the development of formal agreements to clarify the responsibilities of
states, tribes and local officials.

We urge the development of a common assessment framework for all watersheds.

This policy must insure and develop a monitoring criteria and evaluation approach
to agencies charged with stewardship of watersheds.

It should go without saying that watersheds of critical significance to the recovery of
state or federally listed species (regardless of the Endangered Species Act) fall in
into the category of “Special Protection Watershed”. De facto candidates would
additionally include watersheds that meet state criteria for Qutstanding National
Resources waters.

- It must be explicit in the policy that impairment (as in 303-D listing) does not
exclude waterways for Special Protection Watershed status. Appropriate attention
must be given to watersheds both “in need of restoration” and “pristine or sensitive”.

Within the Unified Federal Policy we urge that a definite criteria for scale be clearly
- defined. The priority and special protection designations should have meaning and
respect to the region or ecoregion in which it occurs,

The intent of this policy and its authors is received with the utmost value and respect. It is
our hope that the above comments will be reviewed with that in mind. Please, allow us to

clarify any of the above concerns if the need should arise. Thanks for the opportunity to
comment. 4
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These comments are submitted by Georgia Forest and Southern Environmental Law
Center in addition to those previously submitted by Southern Appalachian Forest
Coalition.

Sincerely,

W anaddear Hebuld
Marymean Asbill

Staff Attorney
Southern Environmental Law Center

Al M

Watershed Project Coordinator
Georgia Forestwatch
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