


Objectives of the
Forest Service National BMP Monitoring Program

Establish a consistent process to monitor

and evaluate Forest Service efforts to
implement BMPs and the effectiveness of
those BMPs at protecting water quality at
national, regional, and forest scales
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Structure of the
Forest Service National BMP Monitoring Program
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Monitoring sites are selected according
to direction in the protocol instructions

Most sites are randomly selected

Sites are evaluated for BMP
“implementation first and then BMP
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Percentage of Sites Percentage of Administrative

Reporting Period Number of Sites Evaluated A Units Participating
FY15/16

FY17/18°

Number of Sites Evaluated
Forest Service National BMP Program
FY15/16 and FY17/18
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Sites/projects evaluated In FY15/16
Naticnal Forest or Grassland
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Implementation Rating — were site-specific BMP
prescriptions implemented as designed or planned?

Implementation Rating Interpretation

Prescriptions are identified in project planning documents,

All prescriptions are translated into action documents,
Fully Implemented
All specified prescriptions are implemented fully, and

All necessary corrective actions identified during the project are implemented fully.

Prescriptions are identified in project planning documents,
Some prescriptions are translated into action documents,
Mostly Implemented
All specified prescriptions are implemented fully, and

All or Some necessary corrective actions identified during the project are implemented fully.

Prescriptions are identified in project planning documents,
All or Some prescriptions are translated into action documents, and
Marginally Implemented
Some specified prescriptions are implemented fully, and

All or Some necessary corrective actions identified during the project are implemented fully.

Prescriptions are identified in project planning documents,

No prescriptions are translated into action documents, or
Not Implemented
No specified prescriptions are implemented fully, or

No necessary corrective actions identified during the project are implemented.

Site-specific BMP prescriptions were not developed or identified during project planning.



Implementation Rating

Implementation Planning On-the-ground Project Oversight an_i
Rating Execution

Fully Implemented All
(all are true)

Mostly
Implemented” All or Some
(all are true)

Marginally
Implemented All or Some All or Some
(all are true)

Not Implemented
(any one is true)

No BMPs No BMPs -- --

None

* Combination of: Planning = All, On-the-ground Execution = All, and Project Oversight = Some is also Mostly Implemented

“Mostly Implemented”




16 Implementation Ratings

Implementation Ratings by Resource Area
Forest Service National BMP Program
FYi5/16

Aqguatic Chemicals Facilities Wildland Minerals Rangeland Recreation Road Mechanical Water Uses
Ecosystems Fire
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M Fully Implemented B Mostly Implemented Marginally Imj ented M Not Implemented No BMPs
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Mechanical Vegetation Implementation Rating

Implementation Ratings for Mechanical Vegetation Projects Implementation Component Ratings for Mechanical Vegetation Projects
Forest Service National BMP Program Forest Service National BMP Program

TR I

Veg A Veg B Veg C Total

Percentage of Evaluations

Percentage of Evaluations

Planning
Execution
Planning
Execution
Planning
Execution
Planning
Execution

Veg C
M Fully Implemented B Mostly Implemented = Marginally Implemented B Not Implemented B No BMPs
HAIl ®Some HNone No BMPs




Veg C Planning Rating

Veg C Planning Rating
Forest Service National BMP Program
FY15/16

m All No BMPs m None = Some Rx Both = AMZ




AMZ Marking on Map or on Ground
Veg C Mechanical Site Treatments
Forest Service National BMP Program
FYi5/16
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BMP Provisions Prescribed and In Contract
Veg C Mechanical Site Treatments
Forest Service National BMP Program
FY15/16

Number of Evaluations

Erosion control in AMZ (80%)
Mechanized equipment in AMZ (91%)
Vegetation treatment in AMZ (87%)
Slash treatmentin AMZ (81%)

el [)clyvis control in waterbody (68%)

Areal extent of treatments (88%)

No AMZ designated Marked on map and Not marked M\ Marked on map but Not marked on ma
on ground as but marked not marked on nor on gr
required ground ground

Disturbance limits mechanized equipment (96%)

BMP Provisions

Location of temporary roads (77%)
Erosion control on temporary roads (74%)
Timing of operations (85%)

Other (60%) N
30

Number of Evaluations

HRx +in contact  MRx +not in contract




Effectiveness Rating — Was water quality protected?

No pollutants reached in the water and there is no potential threat evident
--and--

No adverse effects to waterbody from the project or activity (e.g. physical disturbance)

Minor amounts of pollutants reached the waterbody or there is a potential threat evident
—-and/or--
Waterbody received minor adverse effects from the project or activity
—-and—

Impacts to water quality are temporary, lasting less than one year

Minor amounts of pollutants reached the .
Major amounts of pollutants reached the

waterbody orthere is a potential threat . . .
waterbody or there is a potential threat evident

evident

il e
—-and/or-- and/or

Marginall . . Waterbody received major adverse effects fro
& . & Waterbody received minor adverse effects ¥ : .
Effective - . the project or activity
from the project or activity

—and-- --and--

. . Impacts to water quality are temporary, lasting
Impacts to water quality are prolonged, lasting

less than one year
more than one year

Major amounts of pollutants reached the waterbody or are very close to entering the waterbody
—Or--
Waterbody received major adverse effects from the project or activity
--and--

Impacts to water quality are prolonged, lasting more than one year

Effectiveness .
) Interpretation
Rating

Effective

Mostly Effective

Marginally Effective

Not Effective



Erosion and Sedimentation
Effectiveness Rating

Effective

Mostly Effective

Marginally Effective

Not Effective

Interpretation
No evidence of erosion

OR

Small or moderate amounts of erosion (sheet or rill erosion) far (> 50 ft) from the waterbody

Small amounts of erosion (sheet or rill erosion) very near (< 10 ft) or in the waterbody

Large amounts of erosion (gully or mass wasting) far from the waterbody

OR

Moderate amounts of erosion very near or in the waterbody

Large amounts of erosion very near or in the waterbody



Effectiveness Rating — Components

Each protocol has several Effectiveness Components — combinations of pollutant and
locations in the project area

= Erosion along the E = Waterbody Crossing = Waterbody Protection (Physical MoE
Waterbody Condition Damage)
» Trash/Waste along the - Erosion along Road = Erosion in the AMZ
Waterbody Segment = Erosion on the Skid Trans @
" Erosion along Trails E = Chemicals and Fuels = Erosion at the Landing
= Trash/Waste along Trails E = Erosion at Waterbody Crossing MoE

= Chemicals and Fuels E = Chemicals and Fuels E




Effectiveness Ratings by Resfurce Are
Forest Service National BM§ Progra
FY15/16

wn
=
B=]
—
1]
=
]
=
(SN}
[T
[=]
18]
=Ts]
1]
-
=
[+8]
o
S
o8]
(=

Chemicals Facilities  Wildland Minerals Rangeland Recreation Road Mechanical Water Uses
Fire Vegetation

Effective B Mostly Effective Marginally Effective B Not Effective
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Road C Road Operation and Maintenance Effectiveness Component Ratings
Effectiveness Ratings by Forest Service Region Road C Road Operation and Maintenance
Forest Service National BMP Program -- FY15/16 Forest Service National BMP Program -- FY15/16

Waterbody Crossing Road Segment Chemicals and Fuels

[os]

Number of Evaluations
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Forest Service Region

B Effective B Mostly Effective Marginally Effective B Not Effective Fctive m Mostly Effective m Margigily Effective m Not Effective m No Y3terbody Crossing




Road C Waterbody Crossing Effectiveness Component Rating

Waterbody Crossing Effectiveness Component Ratings Waterbody Crossing Effectiveness Component Ratings
Road C Road Operation and Maintenance Road C Road Operation and Maintenance
Forest Service National BMP Program -- FY15/16 Forest Service National BMP Program -- FY15/16

-
Crossing Condition Erosion at Crossing

=1

Percentage of Evaluations

m Effective  m Mostly Effective Marginally Effective  m Not Effective ® Poorer Crossing Condition = Poorer Erosion Rating
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Road C Waterbody Crossing Effectiveness Component Rating

Erosion Observed Type of Erosion Observed Source of Erosion Cause of Erosion

Localized sediment deposits in

waterbody (16) Road/crossing surface (23) Drainage maintenance (13)

No Evidence (22 evaluations)
Traceable evidence to, but not

i, werETey E ) Ditch (8) Drainage spacing (11)

Within AMZ (14)

Waterbody Crossing Effectiveness Component Ratings In Waterbody (14) Rill erosion (11) Waterbody bank or bed (4) Lack of surface maintenance (9)
Road C Road Operation and Maintenance
Forest Service National BMP Program -- FY15/16 Sheet erosion (10) Drainage feature (4) Lack of ditch maintenance (9)

-
Waterbody Crossing Effectiveness Components
Road C Road Operation and Maintenance
Fo. ~st Service National BMP Program -- EV15/16

Erosion at Crossing -
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m Effective  m Mostly Effective Marginally Effective  m Not Effective

Percentage of Evaluations

Diversion Potential Crossing Condition

ENo MYes MFreeofDebris M<25%Plugged MW > 25% Plugged




If BMPs were implemented, were they
effective?

Implementation Rating

Full Mostl Marginall Not
v v g v No BMPs

Implemented | Implemented | Implemented | Implemented

[\

Effective

Mostly

Effectiveness Effective

Ratin
- Marginally

Effective

Not Effective




More examples of “mining” the BMP monitoring data
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