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This guide is currently being tested for use on BLM- and Forest Service- administered lands in the
ICBEMP project area in Forest Service Regions 1, 4, and 6; and BLM Oregon/Washington, Idaho,
and Montana State Offices. The guide will be revised and an updated version will be released
following the completion of the ICBEMP Record of Decision. Comments and suggestions on improving
the guide are encouraged.
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Overview

The essential variables are these: (1)
simplicity of presentation, (2) visibility of
presentation, (3) everyone’s involvement, (4)
undistorted collection of primary
information..., (5) the straight forward

= Site-scale(project/site analysis, including
NEPA analysis).

This guide provides advice on how to conduct a mid-
scale review. The mid-scale review is the first dimpn

from the broad-scale in the hierarchical approach of
understanding ecosystem processes and functions.
Information developed through mid-scale review
providesbeneficial context for locating projects that

measurement of what's important, (6)
achievement of an overall urgency and
perpetual improvement.

—Tom Peters, Thriving on Chaos

meet multiple management objectives, including reducing
risks tosensitive or unique resources. The guide
describes a dynamic process which can be used to
update reviews as knowledge, information, and situations
change through time.

Mid-scale or subbasin scale refers to 4th-field
Hydrologic Unit Codes (HUC) (500,000 to 1,000,000
acres, approximately) or groups of 4th-field HUCs. The
Ecosystem Review at the Subbasin Scale (Subbassessment of Ecosystem Components in the
Review) is one step in a hierarchical assessment progassrior Columbia Basin(Quigley and Arbelbide
that applies broad-scale science findings and decisiar®®7) foundthat the mid-scale is important for
to finer-scale areas by understanding ecosystem staitdi@ressing management of ecosystem components
(the condition of the ecosystem relative to historicekcause manimportant relationships and patterns
conditions), risks to its status from natural events aage evident only athis scale. Ecosystem Review at
management actions, and opportunities to conserve gl Subbasin Scale (Subbasin Review) is a mid-scale
restore the ecosystem. The goal is to consistently amek at ecosystem processes and functions to bridge
effectively manage risks to the ecosystem and capitaliae gap between broad-scale information and decisions
on opportunities to conserve and restore them. (such as that in the ICBEMP), and finer-scale Ecosystem
Analysis at the Watershed Scale (10,000 to 100,000
No single assessment can adequately addressdbees, approximately), and actual on-the-ground
complex issues facing resource managers today. Firgrnagement actions.
scale assessments provide necessary context for
management and project planning, but they canr®ibbasin Review is not a detailed mid-scale analysis.
adequately address broad patterns and processes, Righ review of mid-scale issues and a priority-setting tool
as habitat conditions for wide-ranging species. Broagd-identify and prioritize where to do more detailed mid-
scale assessments provide necessary cdotgdlicy and finer-scaled analysis if found necessary during the
formulation and for mid- and fine-scale assessments hetliew. Subbasin Review alsaist a decision-making
cannot, by themselves, provide detailed information, sysfocess, but rather a stage-setting process. The results
as site-specific habitat conditions. Together, multiple-scalgidSubbasin Review establish tentexfor subsequent
assessments provide a comprehensive basis for sustainigfsion-making processes, including planning, project
land management. development, and regulatory compliance. Outcomes
from the review do not constitute a stand-alone planning
Four geographic levels of review/ assessments afecess; rather, the review is an integrated effort that
intended to provide the context to appropriateupports other existing planning and assessment
implement broad-scale decisions on individual nationsocessesSubbasin Review generally is not expected to
forests and BLM districts. They include: provide sufficient information by itself to support
management decisions.
= Broad-scale(such asAssessment of Ecosystem
Components in the Interior Columbia Basin The review process may identify further mid-scale
= Mid-scale(Ecosystem Review at the Subbasin Scaleyalysis or assessment needs, but the limited timeframes
» Fine-scale (Ecosystem Analysis at theforthe review may preclude exhaustive analysis during
Watershed Scale); the review period. Recommendations from the review

Introduction

& Version 1.0 Page 7 3
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Concept of Scaled Analysis

v

The ICBEMP encompasses 144 million acres, or an area roughly the size of the State of Texa|
The size of this analysis area invokes the need for scaled relationships. Scale in this conte
refers to the spatial and temporal dimensions of an object or process, characterized by bot
resolution and extent of the data.

> A

The project area has been divided for analysis and review into four spatial or geographig
scales: broad-scale (interior Columbia Basin), mid-scale (subbasin or groups of subbasins),
fine-scale (watershed-scale), and site-scale (project).

Hierarchy of Ecosystem Management

Fine scale

Site scale

In reality, scales are continuous, much like looking through a camera lens while you zoom in ar{d
out to frame the desired subject. However, humans use distinct pictures or maps at different

scales to help us achieve objectives. When you drive your car across a state, the state highway
map allows you to choose the highways to travel on between cities; when you get into town,
the city map helps you to understand the details of streets and block numbers to get to ygur
hotel. In a similar way, resource management conditions, issues, and decisions can be defined
and illustrated at different geographic scales.

Focusing on only one scale can cause error in decisions, much like what can happen if you fry

to plan your route across the state using a city map or vice versa. The better our understandjng
of the next broader scale, the more context we have to ensure that we get to our destination,
while the finer scales lead us to a better understanding of how to mande¢stit® Look up
for context; look down for details. See Appendix G for more discussion of scale.

& Version 1.0 Page 8 3
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can point out further assessment needsimportantatgabbasin RevieW Approach

mid- or finer scales. Where possible, locations of these

further needs should be mapped and made available for _ _

later use. It is entirely possible that the revieW€ reView process is expected to:
recommendations will be constrained by lack of data. . _

If additional data is critical to making recommendatiors US€ @ collaborative interagency and intergovern-
to address issues identified in the review, management Mental approach;

activities may need to be postponed or modified until Be a brief review (four to eight Weekg _Of
data can be developed to address the issue. concentrated team time) extended over sufficient

time to accomplish the objectives of Subbasin
Review (up to six months);
. ; . . » Use existing information to conduct the review and
= Allow the complexity of the issues and availability
The objectives of ecosystem review at the subbasin of information to determine intensity of the review;
scale are to: = Be conducted in conjunction with other types of
mid-scale assessments when efficiency opportunities
= Assess resource status and condition, as well as exist (for example, during land use planning);
risks and opportunities to reduce potential unwanted Be a dynamic process whereby risks, opportunities,
effects from management actions and land uses and priorities are collaboratively revisited when
(for example, road-related adverse effects) and to significant new information becomes available, new
better balance short- and long-term, and mid- and issues arise, or conditions change; and
fine-scale risks; = Where available, use existing mid-scale
= Provide an understanding of how the review area assessments to meet Subbasin Review intent to the
fits into the broad-scale ecosystem, gain an extentpossible.
understanding of the ecosystem that is apparent only
at the mid-scale, and provide context and priority this guide, the review is organized into five steps to
for finer scale analysis; help explain the process. Step 1 is a getting-rpeatyess
= Provide support for other analyses and initiativesd step 5 is documentation phase. The three middle
such as EAWS, roads analysis, water qualigteps (Steps 2 through 4) are an iterative process. The
restoration plans, the Healthy Rangelands Initiatividentified issues (from Step 2) in combination with an
and further mid-scale assessment needs; understanding of the review area’s character (Step 3) help
= Identify risks and opportunities to meet broad-scaieams to develop recommendations and prioritize future
and mid-scale objectives through subsequent sisetivities (Step 4). As new knowledge is gained in each
specific management actions; step, it may be necessary to return to previous steps to
= Identify opportunities for pooling interagencyincorporate new information before moving forward.
(federal agencies) and intergovernmental (tribes,
states, counties, cities) resources; Figure 1 summarizes the Subbasin Review process.
= Provide information and recommendations to
support land use planning, consultation, and ledgaébllowing is a summary of the five steps which are
requirements, such as those found in FLPMAljscussed in detail in the remainder of this guide:
NFMA, treaty/trust responsibilities, Endangered
Species Act (ESA), and Clean Water Act (CWAYStep 1 ~ Preparing for Review
= \erify or provide mid-scale data where projected
or unavailable from ICBEMP, and identify data gapBhe purpose of step one is to lay the ground work for
at the mid-scale; and the actual review. Since the review is conducted
= Prioritize opportunities for ecosystem restoratiogpllaboratively with other affected federal agencies, state
for filling social and economic needs, for furtheand local governments, and American Indian tribes,
analysis, for monitoring and data collection, and faxtensive preparations are needed before the review
other subsequent site-specific management actioremn begin.

& Version 1.0 Page 9 3
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commit topooling interagencyand intergovernmental
resources to address review area issues.

The purpose of step two is to focus the review on mid-

scale issues within the review area and to link the revi@tep 5 ~ Writing the Report

area to the broad-scale findings and direction.

Step 2 ~ Identifying Mid-scale Issues

The purpose of step five is to document the review
processand results so the report can be used to provide
background for the recommendations and priorities
The purpose of step three is to gain an understandingl@feloped, and be used for context for finer scaled analysis.
the review area relative to the issues identified in step

two. A description of mid-scale character includes a

general understanding of the review area relative Subbasin Review and

features and processes occurring at the broader scale
and across neighboring subbasins, as well Non-Federal Lands

characterization of current conditions and trends within

the review area. The Subbasin Review recommendations are not
) o applicable to lands not under the administration of the

Step 4 ~ Developing Integrated Priorities ang) v or Forest Service; however, review teams should
Recommendations consider the interactions of various land ownerships
_ _within the review area. Subbasin recommendations and

The purpose of step four is to make recommendatiqfityrities should consider conditions and activities on or
for future management attention (e.qg., further mid- Qjitnin adjacent non-federal lands that may affect

fine-scale analyses or project planning)establish recommended actions on BLM- or Forest Service-
priorities for where to go next, and to collaborativelyyministered lands.

Step 3 ~ Describing the Mid-scale Character

Describe Mid-scale
Character

Subbasin Review Report
eIssues

Develop Recommendations
and Priorities

Form Collaborative ——
Team Identify Mid-scale

issues *Synthesize Information

to Describe the Mid-
Scale Environment

«Federal *Develop Recommendations «Character Descriptions

*Broad-scale Issues *Prioritize Implementation

*Describe Status, Risk of Recommendauons
Collaboratively

Unm es\/

*Priorities and

*State & Local Govt. .
Recommendations

*Review Area Issues

*Tribes

Review Broad-scale

Findings & Decisions
*Science Documents
*EIS
*ROD

Information for Further
Analysis

*Project/Site Analysis
(NEPA)

*Biological Assessments

«Collaborators’ Information

Existing Information
*ICBEMP Data

*Local Data, such as:

*EAWS

*Agency and Collaborators’ :Land Use Plans

Inventories

*Biological Opinions

eLand Use Plans

Figure 1. Subbasin Review Process.

ﬁoritize Where to go Neh

*EAWS
*Road Analysis
*Clean Water Act Plans

*Healthy Rangelands
Initiative Activities

*Land Use Plan
Amendments

*Restoration and Other
Projects

*Fill Data Gaps

-\Project Planning /

& Version 1.0 Page 10 3



Subbasin Review Guide August 1999 Draft

Cooperative approaches that include public involvement recommendations, priority setting, and documentation
are an option for Subbasin Reviews that cross of the review—should babout four to eight work
jurisdictional and ownership boundaries. Review teams weeks for core team members.
are encouraged to find ways to include the views ©f The start-to-finish review should be maintained
non-federal landowners in the review process. within a six-month time period that will allow for
\oluntary participation by non-federal landowners will team members to work on other agency priorities
enhance the team’s ability to share data, understand and provide time to accommodate collaborative
the interconnections of various land ownerships, and partners’ schedules and time commitments while
better understand the management goals across theensuring that organizations move toward meeting
review area. Teams must also consider the Federal basinwide objectives and priorities within assumed
Advisory Committee Act (FACA) if individuals are  critical timeframes.
invited to participate (see Appendix E). = Individual specialists should develop work plans that
meethe overall review timelines. Line managgtsuld
Teams should recognize that even with voluntary monitor progress of individuals using available
landowner and tribal participation, there may be concerns scheduling tools to meet those commitments.
regarding proprietary data and public access to sensitive Intensively monitoring the mid-scale process can
information. Teams should have partner agreement on keep the team focused on scale-appropriate issues
making their information available to the public before and data. This effort is critical to keeping the review
it is used in Subbasin Review. Publicly available within timeframes. Missed deadlines are likely to
information about topography, soils, geology, hydrology, occur if individual specialists drift to finer-scale data
transportation systems, vegetation, and socio-economics analysis or lack an understanding of how to develop
should be accessible through federal agencies, state andsubbasin-scale information.
local governments, and American Indian tribes.

Delineating and Scheduling

Timeframes for Areas for Review

Subbasin Reviews

The review area refers to the land area being evaluated
Itis expected that the Subbasin Review process willipea particular Ecosystem Review at the Subbasin Scale.
a concentrated review of existing information that takésis defined collaboratively with the interagency and
place in a relatively short period of time. The intent istergovernmental partners conducting the Subbasin
to identify information that can be readily used tReview. The review area usually is a U.S. Geological
integrate mid-scale recommendations and set prioriti@srvey 4th-field Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) or group
for conservation and restoration needs. Tloé4th-field HUCs, approximately 500,000 to 5,000,000
recommendations and priorities can then be steppamles in overall size. However, a particular Subbasin
down to finer scale assessments or decision procesBes/iew may follow an alternative to hydrologic
Within this context, the following parameters arboundaries when collaborators agree that other
recommended to line managers: boundaries are more appropriate.

= Anticipate and plan for upcoming Subbasin Reviewgency leadership will need to concur with review area
by consolidating available data, resolving datzoundaries and the order in which reviews will be
incompatibility, creating preliminary map displaysgonducted. Higher priority areas may be indicated from
or conducting other appropriate activities that withe broad-scale analysis. Agencies and collaborators
later allow for efficient and effective use of th€an use this information to determine the order in
limited time for conducting the reviews. which reviews will take place. The review teams

= The concentrated work time devoted tshould havehe flexibility to modify the review area
assembling and displaying review areBoundaries (among and within subbasins) as appropriate
information—as well as theedelopment of during the process.

& Version 1.0 Page 11 3
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Some considerations for delineating and scheduling arga

for review include the following: Li n kS to P I ans an d

= ICBEMP objectives and standards provide priorOther P Focesses

ties for conducting reviews.

= Configuration of, and establishment of priorities fog 1 ain Reviews provide information, context, and
reviews is an agency responsibility, done with coljqrities for plans and other processes. Figure 2

laborative partners prior to conducting any reViewg, ,iates the uses of Subbasin Review to support plans
= Itis expected that all reviews will be done within 8nd other processes

two- to five-year time period, with high priority ar-

eas conducted within two years. : .
. . ) . A variety of other analysis processes are relevant at
=  Where multi-subbasin key issues exist, establi y ysis P

logical combinations of subbasins to be reviewedle mid-scale. Subbasin Review should be conducted
Se% review priorities IN conjunction with them when there are opportunities
. P o for efficient use of funding and personnel. Some

= Funding and staff availability of collaborators magxamples are described below. Review teams should

help deter_ml_n_e review priorities along with 0the{ontact state, local, and tribal governments to determine
agency priorities.

Forest and Resource
Endangered Species Act Management Plan Revision

Information base for: Identify:
O consultations on FS and BLM programs Oinitial collaborations
and projects O further data or assessment needq
O wildlife security needs O historic/current situation
Orare or unique arealocations O special areas and unique or rare
O current, historic, and potential habitats
vegetation for habitat evaluations O need for change in the analysis
of the manage ment situation
Potential Uses of Subbasin O data and monitoring needs
Reviews in Analysis, Planning,
and Decision-
making Processes

Clean Water Act
O Identify areas with potential for: Project NEPA Analysis

high quality or properly functioning O key issue identification
waters . ; .
Program Budgeting and Planning O description of the current

impaired, not properly functioning or situation

at risk watersheds. Identify: L .

o ) _ O baseline information for
O Priorities for restoration action plans O partnership opportunities mitigation needs
O Identify water quality monitoring needs Ointegrated funding needs 0 information for cumulative

O identify EAWS priorities effects evaluation

O priorities for limited current funding
0 funding needed for further planning

O outyear budget planning priorities

Figure 2. Potential Uses of Subbasin Review in Planning Processes.
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if other analyses have been completed, are underwaynay identify, even generate, a need for land use plan
or are planned in the review area. Review teams shaadendments or revisions. The information developed
strive to conduct the review in a manner consistent witlrough the review can be used as an analysis base for
this guide and compatible with other relevant analygtsese land use plan amendments or revisions. It is not,
processes such as the ones discussed beleamsT in itself, a decision-making process. Rather, it provides
should take advantage of opportunities for coordinated ahd information necessary to make well-informed
cooperative analysis efforts amommgergovernmental decisions. Subbasin Review can be linked to Forest
partners, including data sharing, developing common d&&rvice Forest Plans and BLM Resource Management
sets, agreeing to common analysis methods, and defirittans through the Analysis of the Management Situation
compatible analysis boundaries. where a plan is being revised. It may be advantageous
to do them concurrently when the opportunity arises.
Information from Subbasin Review can also be used in

Land Use Planning (FLPMA the plan amendment process.

and N FMA) Figure 3 illustrates how levels of analysis inform land
management decisions through the agencies’

Subbasin Review is a systematic way of gatherifgjanning systems.
organizing, and understanding ecosystem information.

Scale I Analysis Tool I Decision Process I Decision Vehicle I
: Legislation * .
. . : N National Laws,
National . and. . Regulations, Palicy
¢ Regulation -
N
. ICBEMP Regional
Basin ;ICBEMP ROD: Guides
eeececececececeecece A
Subbasin Subbasin - Plan Amendmentor : Land Use
Review : Revision ROD : Plans
N
Watershed EA Activity and S pecial-
use Plans
"0""0"00"00"0. ‘
Site Site . - Decision Record * Projects
Analysis : 4

Figure 3. ICBEMP Analysis and Decision Framework Conceptual Diagram.
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Ecosystem Analysis at the National Environmental Policy
Watershed Scale (EAWS) Act (NEPA)

Subbasin Review establishes the need and priorities$otbbasin Review translates and transforms information
conducting EAWS within the review area. Subbasfrom broad-scale into mid-scale information which can
Review and EAWS represent two key components of the used to provide context for finer-scale NEPA
ecosystem-based planning and management process. @imayysis. The information is particularly useful for
are designed to ‘step-down’ broad-sdafermation cumulative effects analysis required under NEPA. In
and decisions to site-specific actions to ensure that braaddition, valuable information is provided on significant
scale decisions are viewed within the context of lodakues, baseline conditions, restoration needs and other
conditions, and that local decisions are made within tildormation useful for NEPA analyses.

context of broad-scale goals and objectives.

Similar to Subbasin Review, EAWS involves C|ean Water ACt (CWA)

systematic process for assembling, organizing,

interpretirlg, and presenting information, relevant to iSSUﬂs'.e Clean Water Act requires protection of high quality
appropriate to the scale, to establish context f@hters and restoration of impaired water quality. As
subsequent analysis and decision-making. Issugssignated management agencies, the Forest Service
information, and priorities identified at the subbasin scaléd BLM develop a water quality restoration plan
feed directly into corresponding steps in the watershg@d¢QRP) for water bodies that are water quality limited
scale analysis process, helping teams to further fo¢impaired) for lands under their administration. This
their analyses based on watershed-specific issud§Ccess is best accomplished collaboratively with state

Subbasin-scale characterizations, recommendations, &g tribal governments and federal agencies. Subbasin
the rationale behind priorities established within ﬂ%ewew can be used to provide a general characterization

. L of water quality conditions, coordinate with state and
review area provide important context to the watershE A schedules for unified watershed assessments and

§cale. _Th's context |nclludes: the role of the Watersr\%gtoration prioritization (CWA implementation), prioritize

in relation to surrounding watersheds and the overalkioration needs within the review area, and revise
subbasin (EAWS Step 1); potential watershed-leMglQRP development priorities.

issues and key questions linked to subbasin- and basin-

level issues (EAWS Step 2); characterization &Yater quality limited streams can be used as one element
watershed-level status, risks, and opportunities to ipeorioritizing where to go next at a finer scale. Where
further refined by EAWS (Steps 3, 4, and 5); argates and tribes are responsible for administering the
subbasin-scale recommendations and rationale to@&A and are active collaborators in a review, results

tiered to and further refined based on the finer-sce%the priority-setting phase can be used to prioritize
. WQRPs affecting federal land.
analysis results (Step 6).

EAWS, in turn, provides context for management throu .

description and understanding of specific ecosystﬁndangered SDECIeS Act (ESA)
conditions, capabilities, risks and opportunities.

Subsequent analyses will use this information as contgxibbasin Review establishes a mid-scale context for
for designing management proposals and evaluating sBection 7 conferencing and consulting in accordance
specific and cumulative effects. Subbasin Review m@jth the ESA. Itindicates and prioritizes opportunities
identify mid-scale data gaps that may need to be fillgst risk management. Information can subsequently be
before conducting EAWS. Appendix G further illustratagsed to evaluate the effects of proposed actions; to assist
the linking of information between broad-, mid-, angh determining measures to avoid jeopardy, negative
fine-scaled analyses. impacts on listed species and critical habitat, and adverse
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modification of critical habitat; and to help reversés teams are formed, the extent of individual members’
declining habitat and population trends. The presergarticipation depends on the needs of the review and
of threatened, endangered, and proposed (TEP) spettieswillingness Linksand ability of the collaborators to
would be used as an element for determining whereptarticipate. Teams may encounter organizational
go next at a finer scale, such as EAWS. problems with getting started and with maintaining the
process schedules. These problems can be overcome
as long as team members take the time to prepare
Healthy Rangelands Initiative themselves for the team interaction. In their desire to
get on with the ‘real’ work, teams may be inclined to

) , . . bypass or eliminate some much-needed team-building
Subbasin Review establishes priorities for furthgfe s |nyvesting sufficient time to incorporate the

analysis and future activities within the review area f%llowing suggestions and other team management

restoration and conservation. These integrated priorit{ﬁ%cedures can result in large payoffs in time and
can be used to modify priorities developed during g aporative accomplishment down the road.
priority-setting phase for the BLM Healthy Rangelands

Initiative and Forest Service allotment priority system.
Line Management
Roads Analysis Considerations

Subbasin Review establishes a mid-scale context kb€ manager involvement is essential to the review
finer-scale roads analysis by characterizing geomorpRI®CESS.

conditions (such as geology, drainage patterns, slope _ o
position) and existing road patterns that influence rigk Some key line management responsibilities include:

from existing and future planned road$ie reviewcan - Commitment to the collaboration process and
be used to prioritize roads analysis for future upgrade, support for other collaborators’ involvement.
restoration, and maintenance needs. Raaalysis also - Involvement of collaborators early in the
can be used to prioritize where to go next to pursue ~ Organizing of the review process; reach
opportunities for maintenance and restoration activities. agreements on participation, roles, and time

commitments (see Appendix F).
- Agreement on the objectives, the scope and
nature of the recommendations, and priority set-

Organlzatlonal ting. Document the agreements in a review

charter.

Approaches for ReV|eWS - Establishment of general parameters for time
requirements, level of review detail, and issues
to be evaluated.

This section provides background information and _ Oversight to assure that recommendations and
process recommendations that can help agencies and  priorities stay within the scope of the review

teams work through the review process. Key ideas and do not inappropriately narrow the
that have proven successful in other team efforts are decisionspace or otherwise stray into decision-
presentedhere. When appropriate, references are made making processes.

to more detailed information in specific appendices. - Initiation and management of government-to-
government collaboration with local tribal gov-
Subbasin Review is more than a review of the biophysical ernment officials and their staffs (Appendix D).

conditions found in the review area. Its success hinges |dentify team leadership prior to beginning the re-
on working together with other federal agencies, view process. Team leadership may be delegated
American Indian tribes, and state and lgzalernments to a single leader when one agency is the dominant
in a collaborative manner to meet the objectives of manager or to co-leadership if federal project man-
Subbasin Review. The purpose of this section is to agement is divided between two agencies.

assist teams with their collaborative efforts. » Identify team leaders with good team management
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skills; meeting facilitators with skills in working Provide for early, frequent, and substantive tribal
with groups that may have strong viewpointgarticipation in Subbasin Reviews. Teams will need to
record keepers familiar with ecosystem andhe aware of tribal governmental organization and
resource issues; and a method to keep track of dadatacts. They should develop an understanding of what
and information. tribal rights and interests exist, what resources are

= Most reviews will have a core group of specialis@ssociated with these resources and lands, and how
skilled in vegetative ecology, hydrology, aquaticstibal values may differ from others. Appendix D may
and terrestrial wildlife, as well as specialists ibe useful to begin discussions with tribal representatives
recreation/visual resources, socio-economiaan their specific tribal rights and interests. Appendix H
computer data base management, tribal expertiseferences specific locations in the ICBEMP DEIS
and GIS mapping. Additional specialists can hehich suggest ways to incorporate tribal rights and
called upon for characterization as needed. interests into Subbasin Revielthese may help review

= Teams should establish the few focal issue argaams begin their work with respective tribal specialists or
early in the process, and use the issues to finaliepresentatives of tribal governments in the review process.
skill needs.

= As the review process develops, new issues nlayolving tribes in Subbasin Reviews at a minimum
emerge that were not initially identified. Addshould include the following:
specialists skills if these new issues require specialist

inputs currently not assigned to the review. e Agree on the logistics of the government-to-

To facilitate final report writing, team members need
to clearly document their logic for each process
step they go through.

Provide for trained collaboration specialists in initial
Subbasin Reviews. Itis advisable that line managers

government relationship between tribal leadership
and federal leadership prior to the review process.
Provide for government-to- government leadership
involvement as needed.

Many tribal governments have resource staffs that

use highly skilled internal personnel, or contract for
skilled individuals who have significant experience
in collaborative participation.

= Conclude each team meeting with work assignmeats
and meeting objectives for the next meeting.

may be available for review participation. Discuss
and mutually agree on staff roles and tribal
leadership roles.

Provide opportunities for interaction between review
teams and agency specialists in tridhtions; the
earlier this interaction takes place the better.

= Federal training, references, and other guides on
tribal relations and processes should be made
available to the review teams to aid them in
working with local tribal governments.

Tribal Relations, Rights,
and Interests

Lands now administered by the Forest Service and (ffollaboration

BLM in the ICBEMP project area make up th

traditional homelands of many American Indian tribes.

Land management actions and decisions on these lahdentral message in this guide is that the usefulness
affect the rights and/or interests of these tribes and thagiuality technical analysis will be minimal ustilccessful
members, because tribes depend on these lands @iiboration occurs with partners who have strongly
resources for a myriad of needs and uses ranging froeid viewpoints or regulatory and legal mandates.
subsistence uses and economic purposes to religious

and cultural usesAgency social economic policy hasCollaboration is an open and interactive process whereby
emphasized the goal of supporting rural communities| participants work constructively together to address
including tribal communities. The ability of agencietheir collective needs. The collaborative process
to assist tribal members and communities depengtabodies the concept of partnership—a powerful
on the effectiveness of land use and managememtationship among people to achieve a mutually
strategies to positively consider and influence sublkeneficial goal. A partner has a strong sense of
factors as tribal employment, subsistence, treaty amgnership in the group product and shares the
reserved rights, and spiritual/cultural/social needs. responsibility for the outcome of the effort. In achieving
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a shared vision, partners in collaboration can influence,
and be influenced by, each other while retaining their
respective decision-making authorities.

Building relationships and trust through collaboration
requires time. Intergovernmental team-building is not
an event beginning with Subbasin Review; rather, the

can be designated to act as staff to the whole
collaborative team. Remaining partners can support
the review effort through participation in periodic
briefings and meetings. Agency team members
can be assigned to specific collaborators as “points
of contact” to maintain communication and
feedback between meetings.

Subbasin Review collaboration is one step in an on-going Teams that are organized for longer periods of time

relationship. Teams often fail to meet their objectives
by not realizing how hard a concept collaboration
actually is, and how much time and effort must be
invested to be successful.

Working effectively and efficiently in an interagency
and intergovernmental setting requires time to form, build,

and that conduct several reviews can be more
efficient than teams that complete only one review
and disband. Teams should add people with local
resource knowledge when needed. Another option
is to use full-time team leaders, data base/GIS
managers, and writer/editors, witdd hoc

specialists for each review. This option may be less

and nurture the team (see Appendix F). Land managers efficient than long-term teams but does gain some

need to participate with collaborative partners in the
development of management priorities, and these

efficiency with key experienced team members in
lead and key support roles.

partners must be able to operate more in a creating Accommodate partnergho cannot directly commit
rather than a reviewing mode. Specific needs that toanyinvolvementinthe review process \itternate

leaders and teams should recognize are:
]

= Significant improvement in intergovernmental
collaboration can come withveell organized effort
for working together withintergovernmental
partners (Appendix B).

= Collaborative partners’ time commitments and
availability can be an issue. If collaborators can't
participate to the level desired, identify key points
in the review process where collaborators should

be available to best influence the process. Such

key points should include the issidentification,
prioritization, and recommendation phases. All
partners need tagree on how all involved can
effectively contribute when it imost critical to do
s0, while still providing for the inevitable differing levels
of participation.

= Provide briefings or meeting notes when partners
miss sessions or when substitute individuals are
attending to maintain continuity among
collaborativepartners.

= Some public participation may be a desirable
option for reviews. However, the intent of the
reviewprocess is first to establish intergovernmental
collaboration, then to involve the public in
decision processes.

= Collaboration in initial pre-planning meetings is
important to identify all data available to the team
and to identify and gain initial support for the
objectives and outcomes of the review.

= Core teams, which include collaborative partners,

forms of information sharing and patrticipation.
Provide team members with a clear understanding of
FACA requirements that apply. Appendix E includes
a summary outline of key parts of the FACA rules
and procedures with which teams need to be familiar.
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COndUCtIﬂ the ReV|eW . Consensushquld be the_ d_ominar_lt process for
g recommendations and priority-setting, with a fall
back to line manager responsibilities. “Majority
rules”(voting) processes are not suitable when trying
to gain collaboration support when most partners
have significantly different viewpoints. Given the
Agencies need to plan for a pre-work phase prior to need for integrated strategies—as well as the
initiation of Subbasin Reviewsdentification of team regu|atory, tribal, or Community responsibi“ties of
ComDOSition and function along with the tools, many of the Co”aborators_anything less than
processes, and information available to create an consensus has a high likelihood of failure. A majority
efficient process are important steps in preparing for ryles process creates a win-lose environment. The
the review. Careful preparation during this phase will opjective of the collaboration effort is to find
save time and effort by the team and allow them to common ground that all participants can either fully
work effectively during the actual review, where they agree with or be willing to live with. Gaining
can concentrate on critical work items. Pre-planning understanding, if not full support and agreement, as
efforts include the following key process items: to how and why some priorities may be selected
over individual concerns is the essence of a
= Line managers initiate and manage a pre-work collaboration or consensus-building process. This
phase for subbasin reviews. process can be messy and time consuming, but
= Data needs and GIS or data compatibility many leaders believe it is the only way positive

(multi-agency data) should begin in advance of progress can be made with contemporary land
Subbasin Review. Organize initial data needs management decisions.

based on pertinent broad-scale science findings
(Appendix A).
= The team should agree on and document meeting
ground rules, review objectives, and review
terminology. All team members need to clearly
understand their roles in the process. Ground rules
should include how meetings are conducted and how
decisions are made.
= Teams should consider preparing a collaboration
plan for each review (see Appendix C) that has
full collaborative partner participation. This plan
can be a simple one page document or as
comprehensive as needed if collaboration issues
are significant. The plan should consider such
items as:
- Mutually agreed upon expectations from the
reviews.
- Agreed upon levels of collaborative participation
by individual partners.
- Agreed upon conflict resolution processes.
- ldentified products or outcomes from the
reviews.
- Agreed upon collaboration time periods.
= Should public involvement be chosen as a part of
the review process, build a well laid out public
involvement plan that provides a clear understanding
of the public involvement objectives, processes,
and schedules.

Step 1 ~ Preparing for Review
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Conducting The Review
To Dos

- Build lasting relationships through communication. It is impossible to over-
communicate when working together.

- Use small informal groups to build relationships.

- Discuss problems openly.

- Seek commitment to resolve problems, and don’t over-plan.

- Invest the time to reconcile differences, so the process of conflict resolution is
successful.

- Hold people accountable to participate.

- Write clear and concise roles, missions, goals, and objectives.

- Early on, identify areas of conflict and take care of the resistance issues.

- Stay professional and work on building relationships.

- Establish a visible review process.

- Encourage risk taking.

- Establish clear priorities.

Watch Outs

- Don't surprise people; keep people informed.

- Areindividual (agency) goals realistic?

- Are people motivated to do the review?

- Do personal values dominate current positions?

- What stakes or primary interests do people bring to the table?

- Do individuals present have the authority to agree to lasting solutions?
- Do some people feel like underdogs?

- Are people motivated to collaborate or to win?

- Avoid position-based or value-oriented debates.

Documentation

- Simplify processes; don’t overdo the review.

- Summarize large volumes of information.

- Don't try to selectively implement individual functional recommendations, but
aim for integrated recommendations.

- Getrid of ‘single use’ strategies.

- Don't over-design the solution.

- Balance analysis with good judgement.

- ldentify management’s ability to implement recommendations.

- Don't oversell the end results.
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~ if\/i provide a starting point for Ecosystem Analysis at the
Step 2 Identlfylng Watershed Scale (EAWS) and a basis for cumulative
Mid-scale Issues effects analysis for land use proposals.

The purpose of issue identification is to focus the revidypllaborative issue selection represents an important
on mid-scale status, risks, and opportunities (S@énthess step in which pertinent broad-scale issues and
glossary) within the review area and to link the revieRfoPosed local (mid-scale) issues are reviewed by the
area to the broad-scale findings and direction. A revi@fPUP, interrelationships are discovered, and an

of subbasins can be unnecessarily expensive and tiffggrated list is agreed on to help focus subsequent
consuming unless it is focused on the most relevatgPS: The resulting issues provide a commonly

ecosystem priorities and management concerns. Isstfg&epted foundation for characterizing the review area
appropriate at the mid-scale provide that focus. Broz®2d Prioritizing subsequent work within the area.

scale issues and findings from the Interior Columbia ]

Basin Scientific Assessme(Quigley and Arbelbide ldeas and Techniques for

1997 and other scientific documents associated wlthsye |dentification

the ICBEMP) set the context for issues in Subbasin

Review within the interior Columbia Basin (seg  start With Broad-scale FindingsTo help meet
Appendix A). Atfiner scales, review issues and findings the goal of ensuring that on-the-ground actions

Example Step-by-Step:
Identifying Mid-scale Issues

a. Preliminary team members review the list of broad-scale findings @and
issues (Appendix A and Appendix D and other sources), translafing
those found to be relevant to the review area into an initial list of “mjd-
scale issues linked to the broad scale.”

b. Potential collaborative partners are invited to an issue brainstorming
session and asked to suggest mid-scale issues to be used as a sfarting
point for the meeting. A list of pertinent broad-scale findings may
accompany the invitation letter.

c. Meeting participants are briefed on the ICBEMP subbasin-scale reiew
direction and initial list of mid-scale issues. The group agrees on gropnd
rules for the meetings and may develop screening criteria for propgsed
issues. The group then identifies issues to be addressed in the reyiew.

d. Core team members refine the brainstorm list, consolidating reldted
issues into a manageable number of core issues.

e. Coreissues are circulated to the collaborative partners for verification

and feedback.

f. The core team finalizes the list of core issues to focus the remaining
steps of the review process (subject to collaborative revigion
as new information is discovered).
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contribute to meeting broad-scale objectives, issues
identified for Subbasin Review should be linked to
pertinent broad-scale issues and findings. Appendix
A summarizes the broad-scale science findings for
the ICBEMP to be used as a starting point for
identifying issues at the subbasin scale. In addition,
Appendix D provides tribally-identified basin-wide
issues to be considered. Not all elements on the
lists are applicable to a specific review area, but
the relevant broad-scale conditions should be
addressed in Subbasin Rewie Teams should

corridar, reintroduced wolf populations, barriers to
fish migration in a major portion of the area, and
reduced economic viability of ranches in an area
prone to development of vacation homes. The
consolidated issues to be carried through the review
process should be documented as comprehensive
issue statements that carefully describe the context
of the issue (that is, why' & an issue and how it
relates to the review area and to pertinent broad-
scale issues and findings).

review pertinent sections of the science assessmentMaintain Appropriate Scale Issues are related

reports to better understand the context behind
these findings determined to be relevant to the
review area.

Develop Issues Collaborativel Collaboratively
developed issues, built from pertinent broad-scale
issues and local (mid-scale) issues identified by the
various partners, provide a commonly accepted
foundation for characterizing the review area and
prioritizing subsequent work within the review area.
The local issues can be collaboratively developed
through brainstorming sessions and then
consolidated with issues derived from pertinent
broad-scale findings to form a manageable list of
issues appropriate at the mid-scale. An initial list
of broad-scale findings deemed to be relevant &0

to scale. The focus changes with scatemaintain

the mid-scale perspective, it is helpful to define issues
in terms of conditions (such as reduced riparian
vegetation) rather than perceived causes (such as
cattle grazing) at this scale. Most change agents
operate only at finer scales, so they would be most
appropriately analyzed at those scales (for example,
determining whether the primary cause of poor
rangeland conditions is grazing in general,
overgrazing by cattle, overgrazing by other
ungulates, grazing only during certain seasons, or
physical site characteristics beyond human
control). They should therefore be deferred for
finer-scale analysis.

Solicit Interest-Based vs. Position-Based Issues

the review area (that is, a subset of the broad-scale Collaborative efforts to develop issues based on

findings summarized in Appendix A) can be
distributed to collaborative partners prior to the

common interests (interest-based, such as “the
areas degraded water quality should be improved”)

brainstorming session to stimulate thoughts onissues are more likely to achieve consensus than those

to bring to the session.

Federal and non-federal partners would look to their
specific plans, programs, laws, regulations, and
policies for potentially relevant issues. Federal land-
management agencies in particular would consider

based on individua or groups positions (position-
based, such as “keep all roads open for recreation”
or “ban clearcutting”) Taking positions often results

in unnecessary polarization among collaborators,
particularly when such positions are associated with
preconceived notions of causes or solutions, which

issues, goals, and objectives of their land use plans, generally are not discernible at the mid scale. The
as amended by the ICBEMP ROD, and the results mid-scale is an appropriate scale for assessing
of any other assessments previously conducted such conditions and effects and for identifying common

as biological assessments within or around the
review area. Another broad-scale source of
relevant issues would be ICBEMP EIS public
comment summaries specific to the vicinity of the
review area.

Some examples of local (or mid-scale) issues
proposed during collaborative brainstorming sessions
and carried through the review process include:
recreational access toWdild and Scenic River

interests and joint opportunities, such as the need
and relative priority for ecosystem restoration.
Determining specific causes and potential on-the-
ground solutions would be more appropriately
addressed at finer scales, following the priorities
agreed upon through the collaborative Subbasin
Review process. Some general causes may be
discernible at the mid-scale (for example, some
barriers to connectivity of old forest habitat or
between fish strongholds), but detection of
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interrelated influences and appropriate solutions may subdivisions that would address issues most

require finer-scale inquiry. efficiently at finer scales. The concept of stratifying
the review area for eventual prioritization purposes
= Track Issues Through the Reviewlid-scale and is addressed further under Steps 3 and 4.

pertinent broad-scale issues should be visible in each

step of the process and must track through subbasin-

scale review reports. Common or related issugtep 3~ Descri b| ng the
provide links between scales of analysis, as well as

common threads within each analysis; the links af] id-scale Character

threads facilitate logic tracking and eventual design

of projects that can meet multiple-scale objectiveg.gescription of mid-scale character includes a general
o o _ understanding of the review area relative to features
= Reuvisit Issues as Neededdentifying review area g processes occurring at the broader scale and across
issues is an iterative process that starts in the initiglighporing subbasins, as well as a characterization of
organization phase and continues throughout Higrrent conditions and trends within the review area.
review. The issues are subject to refinement ag@scriping the variability within the review area is an

new understanding of the review area developgportant step leading to application of broad-scale

through the process. direction and science findings to on-the-ground activities.
It provides the basis for characterizing status, risks, and
= Document Issues to be Addressed at Othejpportunities across the review area and for delineating

Scales: Collaborative teams may develogypdivisions for prioritization and development of
‘appropriateness’ criteria to screen issues (fe§commendations in Step 4.
example, screening out issues that are not at an

appropriate scale, or screening out issues that & primary purposes of describing mid-scale character
position-based rather than interest-basede to: (1) identify the dominant physical, biological,
Brainstorming often brings to the surface issues trgﬁd human processes or features of the review area
need to be addressed by analyses and plannifgs affect distribution, conditions, and trends of major
efforts at other scales (such as at the watershgsystem components; (2) link the review area to the
scale or in subsequent project planning, S@yoad-scale findings and direction; (3) provide context
for specific road closures). Participants mayy finer-scale analyses and decisions; (4) provide the
become concerned when issues deemed to s fodeveloping priorities and recommendations; and

inappropriate for a mid-scale review are droppg8) provide information useful for monitoring mid-
from consideration. All parties want assurance thed;|e conditions.

the screened-out finer-scale or other issues will be

addressed during subsequent analyses. Iffntifying issues, describing mid-scale character, and
important to capture these products to assist Wghoritizing for subsequent management attention are
subsequent analyse$hey should be documentedpierconnected steps, one flowing into the other and each
inthe report as part of the review_findings oras foIIovyé|ying on the others for context and meaning. The
up needs, similar to the discussion of data gaps. reyiew is an iterative process. Although separating the
steps is necessary for guidance and reporting purposes,
= Use Issues to Focus Subsequent Stefi$ie  they |argely overlap, and some revisiting occurs as new
selected issues (Step 2), in combination with &iscoveries refine previous results. For example,
understanding of the review area’s character (St¢Regrating mid-scale character information and
3), help teams to subdivide review areas f@fescribing the resulting interrelationships (to determine
prioritization and development of recommendationgatys, risks, and opportunities) and subdividing the
(Step 4). Issues focus inquiry for describing theyiew area (for eventual prioritization and reporting
area’s character, and the resulting desc”pt'%rposes) are phases that bridge the character

identifies dominant relationships, patterns, angbscription and prioritization steps; they do not cleanly
interactions across the review area. Using issUg within either Step 3 or 4.

and characterizations together, teams can delineate
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Other Considerations for Describing and can be quickly cross-walked with the broad-scale
Mid-scale Character findings and objectives, the review can proceed smoothly

and efficiently. Where mid-scale information is lacking
for one or more critical disciplines, reviews will need to
consider the broad-scale characterizations relative to

the review area, opportunities to aggregate and

The availability and quality of mid-scale information tQ,,marize existing finer-scale data, and professional
be used in characterizing review areas can vary gregthfoement. Any remaining data gaps, both availability
by location and by discipline. Where mid-scale da; d quality, need to be documented, along with a

are readily available among intergovernmental parm%lréscription of how they factored into the review, a

Mid-scale Data

Example Step-by-Step:
Describing Mid-scale Character

o

Following verification of selected issues with collaborative partners, isgue
topics are assigned to core team members to begin gathering existing
information (including that available from partners) for describing thie
character of the review area in relation to that issue.

b. Core team members gather background information (such as geolagy,
topography, road densities, stream network, sensitive soils), then distill the
information into concise, logical descriptors across the review area (such as
riparian habitat properly functioning, functioning at risk, not properly
functioning). The information is displayed on a map of the review area.

c. Collaborative partners are invited to a characterization sharing gnd
verification session.

d. Core team members present their distilled (and necessary backgrodind)
information to the partners, facilitate discovery of patterns and relationships
within and among the issue topics (such as riparian habitat, water quality,
and fish distribution).

e. Partners ask questions and provide feedback and advice to the core feam
for additional data or interpretation needs.

f. Core team members finalize characterizations within their issue topic.

g. Phasinginto Step 4, the team as a whole determines a logical stratificatign of
the review area based on the issues and character of the area.

h. The area’s overall character and variability are documented. Team mempers
begin to translate their distilled information into ratings and descriptionsjof
status, risks, and opportunities for each subdivision to assist pfior
-setting and development of recommendations.
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determination of how they affect confidence in the findkneficial to directly compare that type of broad-scale
product, and specific recommendations for filling theatata with mid- or fine-scale data. The intentis, instead,
(for example, through subsequent analyses or priotdaharacterize review areas using mid-scale information
taking certain types of subsequent actions within thieked to broad-scale issues and findings in order to
review area). establish the context needed for subsequent analyses.
In other words, teams should primarily use broad-scale
Although the broad-scale information developed for thimdings and data as context, but mostly use more local
ICBEMP provides importantontextfor Subbasin information for subbasin-scale review and for finer-
Review, much of it is not directly usable for mid-scalgcale context.
analysis because of its coarse nature; when broad-scale
information is dis-aggregated for use at the mid-scakefew broad-scale data layers require local verification
it may lose its accuracy and meaning. On the otlard possible adjustment because they were predicted
hand, if teams use fine-scale data in the absenceootinknown for the subbasin. The intent is to ensure
appropriate mid-scale data, mere aggregation does ({19tthat more “accurate” context will be stepped down
usually provide the perspective necessary to revéabubsequent analyses, and (2) that basin-level direction
important patterns and relationships within and acrasssociated with that context will be applied to appropriate
the review area. Fine-scale data will likely need to lendscapes and conditions (for example, direction related
reconfigured and interpreted to make it useful féo aquatic core areas and terrestrial source habitats;
addressing mid-scale issues. For example, translatingeatened, endangered or proposed (TEP) species; and
transportation maps into road density classes, soilrestoration priority areas). Where subbasin information
landtype maps into erosion risk categories, or forastalso needed to adjust the broad-scale database for
habitat maps into healthy/unhealthy dry or moist foretbte purpose of monitoring or adapting broad-scale
displays provides the broader perspectives that dexisions, Subbasin Review results that correct certain
necessary for mid-scale characterization and synthepi®dicted layers, such as road density or aquatic
strongholds, would be reported through the monitoring
Figure 4 illustrates the need to summarize fine-scglmocess to be developed for ICBEMP implementation.
data for use at the mid-scale. ICBEMP data layers to be locally verified through
Subbasin Review may include: road densities,
It is also important to ensure that any mid-scale damongholds, aquatic core areas and terrestrial source
categories used in the review either match or ‘ndstbitats, and TEP species presence or absence.
within’ counterpart broad-scale data categories, to
facilitate comparison among subbasins and betwe8ubdividing the Review Area
scales for context setting as well as step-down of
direction. For example, the ICBEMScientific Subdividing the review area too early can limit the ability
Assessmenhay identify an area as “late-seral loweref teams to distinguish patterns and groupings of features
montane single-layer forest.” Mid-scalaracterizations important and unique to the review area, particularly if
within this terrestrial community type could describeeams summarize their characterizations for entire
sub-units in terms of “interior ponderosa pine” asubdivisions. When team members share their
“interior Douglas fir’ cover types with an “old single-interdisciplinary (or issue topic-specific) depictions of the
strata forest” structural stage. If it's necessary to furth@ea among themselves and with collaborative partners,
stratify the area to adequately describe its mid-scalgtterns and relationships often emerge that suggest
variability, subcategories should readily nest within thegical subdivisions for subsequent recommendation and
established broader categories. The ability to track bagloritization purposes.
from site scale to broad scale is critical to subsequent
decisionsupport as well as for future monitoring antany factors have led teams to define subdivisions
adaptive management. along 5th- or 6th-field Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC)
boundaries, including the need to identify where and
Verifying Pertinent Broad-scale Assumptions when Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale is
and Findings required or desired within a subbasin. But other important
factors may suggest alternatives to HUC boundaries to
Since most of the broad-scale data are relative acrbsger address issues not based on hydrology (such as
the basin or are generalized, it is not intended where terrestrial and social issues are dominant).
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Information atvaried Geographic Scales
Every scale reveals and conceals information. ,

®

People commonly want to carry site-level data ;
to the watershed or subbasin scale. This is

possible only if the data are summarized

appropriately for representation at the broader

geographic scales.

[

At the site or stream reach scale (1), individual
features such as pools, riffles, debris jams, and
bars are evident. Standing at the edge of the
stream, one can see the character and condition
of the channel. At the same time, one can't see
how this reach relates to adjacent reaches. The
character of the stream network is invisible.

If the site-level data are carried to broader ;
geographic scales (2), the identity of individual [ "
features is lost. Site data merge to become |
lines. We gain some insight to the channel
network but lose the ability to see features ang
site-level conditions.

Aggregating the site-level data to the watershed
scale (3) conceals data in a pattern that is so
dense as to be almost worthless.

If the data are purposefully summarized, new
patterns and information show up. If the data
are summarized to present only the channels
with broad floodplains (4), information about the
channel network is revealed. Strong linear
features that suggest a dominant geologic
control of the stream network are apparent in
diagram (4). This information is invisible at the
site scale and is easy to overlook in diagram (2).
Too much data conceal channel pattern
information. Conversg| there is no way to
describe channel condition using the information
presented in diagram (4).

Figure 4. Information atVaried Geographic Scales.
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Stratification is a tool used primarily for determining_.andscape Dynamics

relative priorities within the review area for subsequent

analysis and management attention. Dominant iss@i@SWhat is the physical setting?
and anticipated needs play a large role in determining

appropriate subdivisions. Consider the following:

= Local climatic conditions;
The size and number of subdivisions can greatly - Topography inc|uding elevation, aspect, S|0pe,
influence the ability of core teams and collaborative  |andform classes, valley types;

partners to prioritize subsequent management attention, Geology, including any effects of bedrock and
within the area. Small subdivisions (such as  gyrficial conditions:

subwatersheds) of large, relatively uncomplicated . Wwatersheds and aquatic features (stream
review areas can add unnecessary complexity to the networks, lakes, etc.);

review. Combinations of watersheds or even whole , Geography, including the shape, dimension,
subbasins may be appropriate subdivisions of  grientation, and position of the subbasin and
uncomplicated review areas, while combinations of  component watersheds;

watersheds or subwatersheds may be appropriate, Known rare or unique geologic or
subdivisions of complex units. geomorphic features.

The process of subdividing the review area is furthel \what are the distribution, condition, and trend

discussed in Step 4 as Phase 1 of Prioritization. of terrestrial vegetation?
Using Key Questions to Describe Consider the following:
Mid-scale Character » Current composition, density, and structure of

forest and rangeland vegetation, linked to
ICBEMP assessment classes, refined as
necessary at the subbasin scale;

= Estimated historical composition, density, and
structure of forest and rangeland vegetation,
linked to broad-scale assessments, refined as
necessary at the subbasin scale, in terms of
ranges and probabilities;

The following list of questions is designed to help teams
focus on important aspects of review areas that can
link broad-scale issues and conditions to those on the
ground. Drawn from broad-scale findings and
experience with regional and local assessments,
biological opinions, plans and programs, these questions
(and associated considerations) are intended to serve o
as a checklist of information needs considered to be ® 11€nds g_nd patter_ns when historical and current
appropriate to, and reasonably accessible at, the mid- COMPosition, density, and structure are compared;
scale. Addressing them at the subbasin scale can greatly* Relationships between upland and riparian
improve efficiency of subsequent project-level analyses vegetation, curre_nt and hlstor_lcal, in the same terms;
(for example, preventing the need to “go back” and ™ Knownrare or unique vegetation types.

gather the necessary mid-scale information in response _ )

to Endangered Species Act consultation needs). eWhat are t_he frequency, intensity and pattern

list is not all-inclusive; teams may wish to add key ©f major disturbances?
guestions and considerations appropriate to their

particular review area. Consider the following:

= Fire intensity, severity, and frequency under
current and historical conditions;

= Current fire characteristics as departures
from historical,

= Other disturbances that may be important in
generating subbasin- and watershed-scale
vegetation conditions (insects, disease, pathogens,
wind, etc.);

The questions are organized by primary component
categories used in development of the integrated
ICBEMP strategy. Addressing these components at
the mid scale necessitates a systems approach rather
than a site approach. Looking at “populations” of
features (such as landslides or road and stream
networks) and relative frequencies and distribution
would constitute mid-scale inquiry.
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= Human alterations (roads, timber and special watersheds and between subbasins;
forest products harvest, excessive livestock = Historical pattern and amount of productive
grazing pressure, mineral developments, water  aquatic habitat;
impoundments and diversions, etc.); = Trends and patterns when historiaad current
= Erosion processes (including types, frequency and  distributions are compared,;
distribution of such processes as mass wasting, = Aquatic core area designations (frct@BEMP)

surface erosion processes, etc.). in comparison to above findings;
= Locations of designated critical habitat;
O What are the distribution, condition, and trend = Areas identified for specific management in
of exotic and non-native species? recovery plans;
= Priority Watershed designations from LRMP
Consider the following: biological opinions (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

= The presence, distribution, and general rate of  1998) verified through comparisons to conditions
spread of exotic plants, diseases, or animals inthe subbasin.
(terrestrial and aquatic) that may have
changed ocould change vegetation, habitat, of] What are the distribution, condition and trend
disturbance characteristics at the subbasin andof riparian systems and overall watersheds?
watershed scales;

= The presence, distribution, and general rate Bf What are the distribution, condition and trend
spread of exotic animals and plants that have of riparian systems and overall watersheds?
displaced or could displace native species.

Consider the following:

Aquatic/Riparian/Water = The general current functionality of riparian
) o . systems by watershed (for example, functioning,
condition, and trend of important aquatic = Connectivity of riparian systems among watersheds
species? within the subbasin;

= Trends and patterns when historical and current
distributions are compared, especially in relation
to aquatic habitat condition.

= The general current functionality of watersheds
(considering both riparian and upland conditions,
as well as hydrologic regimes, surface flow
patterns, stream crossings, and erosion and
sedimentation patterns).

Consider the following:

= Presence of important aquatic and riparian-
dependent species (including federally listed,
proposed and sensitive species, species
important totribes, species of concern, and
valuable fisheries);

= Current distribution of these species;

» Estimated population status (strong, depressed,

unknown, absent) of these species by watershegli\yhat are the distribution, condition, and trend
= Probable historical distribution of these species; of dominant hydrologic processes and water
» Trends/patterns when historical and current quality?

distributions are compared;
. I—_|ab|f[at for widely dlstr_lbu_ted aq_uat|c and Consider the following:
riparian-dependent species in relation to other

: ) » Clean Water Act beneficial uses, as designated
adjacent subbasins.

through state water quality standards;

= Treaty-related uses;

= Hydrologic regimes (such as peak flows,
minimum flows, precipitation, groundwater
readings);

= Trends from historical to current;

= Clean Water Act 303(d) listed streams;

= High quality waters.

O What are the distribution, condition, and trend
of aquatic habitat?

Consider the following:

= Comparisons of habitat (core, fringe, etc.)
among watersheds within the subbasin;

= Connectivity of habitat within the subbasin among
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Terrestrial Species Social and Economic

O What are the distribution, condition, and trend [ What are the distribution, condition, and trend
of habitat or special habitat features for of important human uses and values?
terrestrial species of concern (plant and animal)

and rare plant communities? Consider the following:
= Important cultural, spiritual, and religious areas;
Consider the following: » Rural-urban / wildland interface areas;

= Presence and distribution of important species ® Land ownership patterns; .
(including those listed as threatened, endangered ® Mmportant recreation use areas;
or proposed for listing under the Endangered " R_elat_lvely_ large historical features (such as
Species Act; sensitive species; species of interest Ihrftgg;r:ﬁlcl)z)d’ and other access svsterms:
to the states or tribes; and species related to issues. P I ) ystems, .
specific to the individual review area) = Culturally significant species and habitat locations

: . . . (including tribal plant species and tribally
= Trends in habitat for these species from historical significant big game and other animal species):

to current; _ N _ =« Important mineral, forage, wood, and other
= Location of designated critical habitat; goods and services production areas;
= Areas identified for specific management in . |ocal communities (communities within or near
recovery plans; the review area—including American Indian

= Current distribution and condition of source communities—and their degree of isolation,
habitat (as defined in the ICBEMP assessments) economic specialization, and dependence on
for the groups included in the five “families” of federal land resources);
terrestrial species identified as having source = Visual qualities;
habitats that have declined substantially at the = Sense of place;
broad scale between historical and current; = Tribal rights and interests;

« Trends in these source habitats between historical ® Historical and current trends for each of the
and current: |dent|f|eo_l human uses;

= Terrestrial source habitat designations (from Economic h_ealth of the area; L
CEEVP)ncomparson 0 above s, e USICs ol e pomton o,

= Areas of human alterations that may be affecting P P

th ies and “families” in the revi N . .
ese species and ‘familes in e review arfdistilling the Information for Use in
and among watersheds;

= General condition and trend of habitat foPt€P 4
riparian- and wetland-dependent species within o o _
the review area: Summarizing Descriptions of Mid-scale Character

= Presence of important wide-ranging carnivo®" Comparison and Reporting Purposes

areas and dispersal corridors (required to be )
mapped under ICBEMP standards). Teams can use some form of matrix or map overlay

process to show relative differences among subdivisions

within the review area. Using either a qualitative- or
(Note: Population data are generally not availablguantitative-based matrix with supporting interpretation
for most species. Also, specfspulations are often can help with interdisciplinary comparisons and synthesis
influenced by many factors which are outside thu#the information, providing important background for
control of land management agencies. Thuthe subsequent prioritization process. If relative ratings
population trends and habitat trends are nadre used in the matrices, the factors or rationale for the
necessarily similar in magnitude. Howeverratings need to be well documented to provide context
population trend data should be used to suppleméat subsequent planning and analysis and for future
the review when available.) versions of the review.
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Synthesis & Documentation (Bridging Steps stage for finer-scale analysis, land use planning decisions,
3 and 4) and/or site-specific NEA analysis. Recommendations
and priorities established in the review are not decisions

Integrated mid-scale findings are necessary to help foéii§l, therefore, do not require REEanalysis.
collaborative priority-setting and to provide useful
context for fine-scale inquiry and decisioneams Recommendations and priorities are based on knowledge
should strive to discover patterns and relationships amd@@g specific point in time. The review process may need
the characterization findings and, as part of Step 4,1@do€ supplemented as new information accumulates; as
document those relationships in terms of status, risR&jor prioritization factors change (for example, regulations,
and opportunities within the review area. Thieolicies, and other legal considerations); as collaborators
information forms the basis for establishing th@Xpress concerns about priorities; as resource conditions
‘ecological’ (or strategic) priorities in that stepdramatically change (for example, fires or floodg)as
Collaborative partners and, eventyatind-users of the social/economic conditions change. Updating the review
final report should be able to discern the primafjpay lead to new priorities and recommendations.
functions and processes operating across the review
area; the dominant conditions, risks, and opportunitiBsioritization
within it; its relationship to surrounding units; and its
role in the larger basin. The purpose of prioritization is to determine the urgency
and timing of needed actions across the review area.
Examples of integrated findings (that is, findings thaimited agency budgets and various priorities among
describe relationships among various ecosysteilaborators call for a joint priority-setting system. This
components based on characterizations of theiill ensure the most important combination of issues
condition, distribution, and trend) can be found amonge addressed first and maximizes the opportunities for
the Key Broad-Scale Findings listed in Appendix Asooling interagency (federal agencies) and
Teams can develop questions to help arrive at sugtergovernmental (American Indian tribes, states,
findings (or match the basin-level findings to similagounties, and cities) resources to address the highest
characteristics within their review area) and to facilitafgiority issues within the review area.
the synthesis necessary to characterize status, risks,
and opportunities leading to integrated priorities amch underlying goal of hierarchical ecosystem
recommendationsVolume 2 includes examples fromassessment is to provide a sound basis for managing
recent assessments that illustrate developmentrgks at multiple scales and for ensuring that
integrated findings. Appendix G includes an exampd®-the-ground actions are successful and contribute to
of using integrated findings at each scale of the stepeeting both broad-scale and site-specific needs. The
down process to establish priorities for “taking the negtep-down process is specifically designed to facilitate
closer look,” context for subsequent analyses anduse of broader-scale findings, in combination with local
determine appropriate locations for meeting objectivesues and data, to systematically determine appropriate
at multiple scales. locations and priorities for achieving broad-scale
objectives. Collaborative priority-setting and pooling of
resources at subbasin and finer scales can increase the

Step 4 ~ Developing |ntegrated likelihood of achieving broad-scale and local objectives

by providing greater opportunity for compatible

Priorities and Recommendations management across diverse ownerships and jurisdictions.

Subbasin Review makes recommendations for futdf&ority-setting encompasses four phases:
management attention and establishes priorities for

where to go next with fine-scale analysis suchawg Phase 1:

and roads analysis. None of the recommendations orldentify and map subdivisions to be used for
priorities developed during a Subbasin Review will lead Prioritization of the review area through a synthesis
directly to management activities. Ratitbey setthe  Of specific review data developed by specialists.
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Example Step-by-Step:
Developing Integrated Priorities and Recommendations

Phase 1 ~ Team identifies subdivisions based on issues from Step 2 and

review area character from Step 3.

= Team members come together with maps showing the distribution,
condition, and trend of resources related to issues. The maps are
overlaid to reveal patterns.

= Boundaries of subdivisions are drawn to reflect the emerging patterns and
to highlight identified issues.

Phases 2 and 3 ~ Team develops a system to rank subdivisions which

will result in a composite rating for status, risks, and opportunities for

each subdivision.

= As one example, the team chooses to identify ecosystem elements that
would be used to describe each issue, then rates the status, risk, and
opportunity for those elements in each subdivision to arrive at a composite
rating for that issue. The composite ratings for each issue are displayed on
a matrix by subdivision, then weighted and summarized to arrive at relative
rankings of the subdivisions into High, Medium, and Low based on logical
breaks in the totals.

= Another example would be to agree on weightings for each issue. Issue
topic leaders then characterize status, risks, and opportunities in each
subdivision in relation to their issue and use them to rank the subdivisions.
The sums of the weighted issue topic ratings for each subdivision are
compared to the other subdivisions for relative ranking purposes (e.g., H,
M, or L based on logical breaks in the totals for each subdivision).

= The resulting rankings under the selected system indicate where work within
the review area would result in the greatest biophysical and socio-economic
benefits. These rankings become the foundation for phase 4. The
background behind the rankings can be translated into recommendations
for subsequent work within the review area.

Phase 4 ~ Line managers from interagency and intergovernmental
collaborators meet with the review team to identify and prioritize
opportunities for pooling resources to address important issues within
the review area and to determine what actions to take next.
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Phase 2: separate segments of major vegetation types and
Develop a system with collaborative partners twatershed segments.
integrate information and issues for prioritizing
subdivisions for future management attention ar@teative solutions can ensure that all important review
finer-scale analysis. area issues can be addressed when prioritizing among
Phase 3: subdivisions. Teams need to carefully weigh the
Identify long-term priorities for future management arichportant issues and needs. For priority-setting and
mid- and finer-scale analysis based on issues developEtbmmendations, it is preferable to have a limited
in Step 2 and on biophysical and socio-economicimber of subdivisions that clearly focus on the few
information developed in Step 3. critical issues, rather than to have dozens of subdivisions
Phase 4: for large numbers of lesser (non-critical or collateral)
Agree on short-term opportunities for focusingsues. Collateral issues can be addressed in the written
individual agency resources aogding interagency description of the subdivision even when they were not
and intergovernmental resources to address teed in the subdivision stratification process.
integrated long-term prioritiesAll of the priority-
setting work is tempered by factors such as tighase 2 ~ Developing an integrated
willingness and ability of stakeholders to cooperatgriority system.
budget constraints of agencies and cooperators, and

legal requirements. Review teams should develop a priority system that rates
o _ status, risks, and opportunities within each review area
Phase 1 ~ Subdividing the review area. subdivision. There are a variety of approaches, ranging

from map-based systems to quantitative matrix
Prioritization during Subbasin Review implies stratifyingssessments or more subjective assessments of relative
or subdividing the review area. Subdividing the reviewalues. The method chosen will depend on factors such
area before completing Step 3, Describing the Migds the number and complexity of the issues and the
scale Character, may mask important relationshiggailability of data. A simple rating of high, medium, or
needed during prioritization. Boundaries of thew may be appropriate. Another method would be to
subdivisions should be defined using the informatiase a numerical system, which allows development of
gathered and integrated in Step 3. Information @nrule set to determine an overall ranking for the
separate ecosystem elements (soils, vegetation, wildigebdivision. A numerical system can be used to weight
fish, social, etc.) can be overlaid spatially on maps. Tbertain elements more heavily than others before
display can then be used to look for patterns th@étermining the overall ranking. In some cases a
indicate appropriate subdivisions for prioritization. Thembination of methods may be useful such as assigning
is no universal subdivision that will meet theiumerical values to several variables and a summary
requirements of all review areas. The final decision @ating of high, medium, or low for the subdivision.
subdivision boundaries should be made based R&gardless of the system chosen it should be kept in mind
whether a particular stratification is useful to thehe overall goal is to maximize our effectiveness in meeting
final prioritization. management objectives at multiple scales. Volume 2 of

this guide provides examples of prioritization systems
Teams need to define subdivisions that are useful fsigned to fit particular review areas.
prioritizing the key issues within the review area. A
subdivision that is the best fit for one ecosystem elem@iase 2 can be initiated by selecting one or more
or issue often does not fit other elements or issues vegparate variables to represent issues. These variables
well. For example, a useful subdivision for aquatigan then be rated relative to those in other subdivisions.
habitat issues is a watershed or group of watershedsitiple variables can be synthesized to arrive at a composite
but terrestrial vegetation types, which cross watershe@ging. The ranking can be supported by quantitative
may be most useful for forest health. If both amescription omprofessional judgement. In atlases,
significant issues in the review area, subdivisions ajecumentation of the background for and interpretation
needed that reflect the important distinctions betweefthe ranking needs to be included in the report.
the forest health findings and the aquatic systems
findings. A solution for this example could be to dividgfficient linking of broad-to finer-scale findings requires
a watershed into upper and lower subdivisions figat consistent definitions of status, risk, and opportunity
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be used at each scale. Subbasins within the intedomatrix or a series of matrices is a useful tool for
Columbia Basin have been prioritized in the ICBEM#&8isplaying the rating elements and summary ranking.
EIS for future restoration activities based in part dractors leading to assignment of a priority can include
their status, risk, and opportunities. Subbasin Reviglwe number of findings or values present, the total number
uses the same concept of status, risk, and opportunityhigh” ratings received, and the highest total points
to evaluate and map conditions within the review arbased on different scores for high, medium, or low ratings
and establish priorities for management actions. Thoe individual elements.

two together can be used to recommend which

restoration activities and what sequence will beBhase 3 ~ Developing priorities for future
achieve restoration within the review area. Map displayfanagement and analysis.

of these integrated status, risk, and opportunities are

useful for priority setting. Phase 3 involves using the physical, biological, social
and economic findings developed during Step 3 and the
The following list provides some of the elements t@xiority system developed in Step 4/Phase 2, to prioritize
be considered when rating species and landscap&gew area subdivisions developed in Step 4/Phase 1
according to status, risk, and opportunity durin@r future management and analysis. This phase

priority development. establishes the ‘ecological’ (or strategic) priorities for
the review area. The final product is an integrated
Status priority rating or ranking for each subdivision across all
. of the relative conditions found amongssues within the review area. In some cases there may
subdivisions of the review area; and be insufficient information to set definitive priorities for
... of the relative differences of current and hiStOfiCﬂ{e review area. In this case a h|gh priority may be
conditions among subdivisions. given to gathering data so that priorities can be revisited.
Risk The utility of the priorities developed in this phase is to

... from the inherent ecosystem disturbanggovide an idea of where to go and what to do next in a
processes, such as insects, disease, wildfire; perfectworld. The results of this phase should be made
.. from continuing on-going management activitieg part of the final report so that it can be used to develop
such as livestock grazing, road maintenance, afglure work plans. These work plans can be for such

mining; things as finer scale analysis, restoration projects, and
... from conducting new activities, such as ripariagathering additional data for further analysis at the mid-
restoration and timber harvest; scale. The priorities developed in this phase will provide
.. from doing nothing; and the basis for identifying opportunities for short-term

.. from trading short-term gains for long-term loss@goperative management developed in Phase 4.
andvice versa

Documentation is important to communicate context for

Opportunity subsequent analyses or planning efforts and to enable
... for the subdivision to respond favorably to actiofie priorities themselves to be reassessed as conditions
that would restore ecosystem health; change. ltis also important to be able to explain how
.. for obtaining funds for restoration; priorities were set in the event they are questioned by

.. for maximizing restoration per dollar spent;  interests who were not part of the process.sdme

... for restoration under current laws, regulationgases the ranking can be supported by quantitative
and policies; description; in others where quantitative data is not
.. for restoration with current technology; available, professionglidgement may be used. In

.. for support of the economic and social vitalitgjther case, it is important to document the rationale for
and resiliency of isolated and economicallyhe rating system so that it can be understood by others
specialized communities; outside the review team and can be repeated or updated

... for cooperation with adjacent land owners; andn the future as new information becomes available.
... for stakeholder participation.
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Phase 4 ~Developing opportunities foagreement the rationale for recommendations so that others,

on focusing agency attention and pooling including subsequent users, can understand how they

interagency and intergovernmental resources. Were developed, how much confidence can be placed
in them, and how they can be updated.

Phase 4 involves a commitment by federal agencies, . _
state and local governments, and American Indian tribE2e Scope of the recommendations should be consistent

with interests within the review area to work togethdith the limits created by the available data and time
on specific activities to address the priorities developE@mes established for the review. Where critical
in Phase 3. Here is where such factors as limitedidformation needed to address issues and to support
directed funds, prior agency commitments, the abiliffcommendations is lacking, teams need to develop and
of essential cooperators to participate, and ledgitcument rec_:omrpe_ndatlons forfllllpg these data gaps
requirements are taken into consideration to determ{ff ©xample, identifying further planning and assessment
collaboratively where to go next. While earlier phas8§€ds in relation to the risks of not having that
of prioritization are primarily conducted througHnformation). For some risks, it may be appropriate to
collaboration of agency staffs, this phase should BFommend constraining certain types of management
conducted by line managers and officials frofctivities in some areas until information critical to
collaborating federal agencies, state and loddfnning and decision making is gathered. Such
governments, and tribes with authority to mak&commendations do not constrain actions themselves,
commitments to activities and time schedules on ben@t instead identify factors, conditions, and risks that
of their organization. need to be directly addressed in design, analysis, and
decision rationale for pertinent management activities.

Since Phase 4 priorities are based on short-term information, _ _ .

such as budgets, they need to be revisited regularly. Rgcommendations that address the primary intent, as
annual or otherwise periodic meeting with collaborators#s!l as the scale and scope, of a subbasin-scale review
discuss accomplishments, obstacles, and next ye§PY!d be characterized as:

cooperative plans may be useful. _ o o
A. Those dealing with issues or specific risks and

opportunities to be addressed in priority subdivisions

Recommendations (based on the rationale for the priority ratings);

Recommendations are intended to address findings
the rationale behind the priorities arrived at through t
Subbasin Review process. They may be specificéo
locations within the review area (such as a particular
subdivision) or may apply to the entire review area. To
be most useful, they should be spatially explicit (mapped)
as much as possible.

%nghose addressing critical data gaps; and

Implications for initiating a planning process to
address potential conflicts either between ICBEMP
objectives and a particular land use plan allocation
or between conflicting ICBEMP objectives where
conditions overlap (such as restoring both forest

Recommendations should tie to the primary and aquatic health).

expectationgor the Subbasin Review process, whic
are to provide context and priorities for EAWS and oth
fine-scaleanalyses, identify potential project-leve
opportunities thatan be determined at this scale, anR
support other decision-making and analysis processgs, . . .
such as land use plans or subsequent Endangegé’g’d'v's'ons
Species Act consultations.

1fhe following examples address each of the categories
ﬁfscussed above.

Issues or Components to Address in Priority

Example 1 ~ Priority and Focus for Finer-

The recommendations can take several forms, dependiile Analysis

in part on the work the review teams can accomplish

during Steps 1 through 3 and on the information gapgsed on mid-scale information, a particular subdivision
discovered. Itis important for teams to fully documekights up as a good candidate for conservation and
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restoration of aquatic resources. The presence ahay have identified it as having the highest risks and
high quality aquatic core area (subwatershed) aopportunities associated with weed infestation. The team
several core areas with high restoration potenti@uld recommend that any funding earmarked for weed
provides opportunity to increase the extent of high qualityanagement be directed to that area over other, higher
aguatic habitat. Removal of barriers to fish migratioranked integrated priority areas that do not share the
reducing road-related adverse effects, and improvinged problem.

water quality are other identified options to improve

ecosystem conditions. These factors combined to glmesome cases, the status, risks, and opportunities are
this subunit a high priority for “taking a closer look’so clearly displayed at the subbasin scale that
within the review area. The team recommends thecommendations could suggest specific project-level
EAWS be conducted to further distinguish an¢including NEPA) analysis for needed restoration actions.
understand how the systems are functioning and to

determine the kinds and locations of managemdftample 4 ~ Potential Project Opportunities -
activities that can lead to successful conservatiqRapid Intervention Actions

restoration and reduction of risks.

Collection of existing information may reveal key mid-
Mid-scale roads analysis also may identify a priority fgj finer-scale risk situations that are having a dramatic
assessing roads in further detail in the northwest portigifect, far beyond what was indicated in the broad-
of a review area because information synthesized duriigle findings for the area. One example would be an
the review indicates a high density road network in thifea with higher risk than indicated for weed infestation,
subdivision, combined with a steep, dissected, erOSi(P'ﬁgh opportunity for restoration, and no conflicts with
prone landscape, and the presence of anadromous digfer ICBEMP objectives. A more site-scale example
species. It would be inappropriate to mak@ight be a known, abandoned mine adit drainage that is
recommendations on which roads to maintain @aching chemical contamination directly into the
rehabilitate at this scale. adjacent stream. Where these conditions are found,

teams may recommend strategies for taking rapid
Example 2 ~ Needs and Opportunitiesto  intervention actions.
Pool Resources

Example 5 ~ Project Opportunities in
A particular subdivision’s high priority ranking mayExisting Plans
have assumed certain levels of needed cooperation
or may have identified the need to pool resources|psome situations, an existing plan may have identified
successfully meet broad-scale, as well as locg}oject opportunities that match basin-level direction and
objectives.Recommendations may identify potentigbriorities and are ready for implementation (for example,
intergovernmental (such as federal, state, tribal, agflere recovery area objectives were established for
local), organizational (such as watershed councils, otfigfeatened or endangered species and needed actions
place-based interest groups such as “Friends of.have been identified). Recommendations could link these
resource groups such as Trout Unlimited or Roclgétions to the basin findings, help prioritize the actions,
Mountain Elk Foundation, and university graduatgnd suggest strategies for ensuring compatibility with

programs), and private landowner partners. Sugbnditional and process direction in the ICBEMP Record
recommendations would also address desirgflDecision.

partnership roles and the resources needed to achieve
identified goals. B. Data and Assessment Gaps

Example 3 ~ Secondary Priorities (outside Example 6 ~ Data Gap
highest priority subdivisions)

Ten percent of the streams (watersheds) in a review
Although a particular subdivision may not have rankegea are found to be on the 303(d) IiBhrough

highly in terms of integrated priorities when comparggtofessional judgement, it is hypothesized that
to other subunits in the review area, Subbasin Revig¥other 20 percent of the remaining streams

&) Version 1.0 Page 34 3



Subbasin Review Guide August 1999 Draft

(watersheds) are in a similar condition as the list&kample 9 ~ Potential Conflicts Between

streams. Data would be needed to confirm theBEMP Conditional Direction and a Local
hypothesis. Recommendations for filling such data 5nd Use Plan Allocation

gaps would address the need for the information,

strategi_es and prioriti(_as for ac_quiring i, and_ pos_sib@ portunities to aggressively restore forest health
Zigapl)ﬁlc())rntzzz ?ﬁéﬁﬁlgnagnge;tr?;l]ytzyiggsﬂi ‘Zlc:tlgns n tp nditions by reducing susceptibility to wildfire, insects

' and disease, soil degradation, loss of native species, and
other problems that threaten ecological integrity and
social values may be identified during Subbasin Review.
Direction in ICBEMP associated with such conditions

Initial characterization and assessment of status, risig@nditional direction) may be found to directly conflict
th a strict conservation allocation (spatial direction)

and opportunities in the review area may provide tﬁ‘@ R
impetus and create information bases for other plannifg? loca! land use plan. This situation would warrant

and analysis processes, such as land use pq(aq;pmmendations to initiate a plan amendment or to
amendments, endangered species consultationdnéprporate the new science and direction into an
recovery plans, and water quality restoration plannir@2going plan revision process in order to meet planning,
Teams may recommend further mid-scale analysis (MEPA, and public involvement requirements for
example, more intensive analysis of species and habifaénging spatial allocations in response to assessment
distributions and trends, connectivity, and functionality €ifidings.

the riparian network) to provide the information

necessary to support these other processes.
Step 5 ~ Writing the Report

Example 7 ~ Further Mid-scale
Assessment Needs

C. Implications for Initiating a Planning Process

The results and process of Ecosystem Review at the
Subbasin Scale (Subbasin Review) should be
documented in a report. The report should summarize

Based on mid-scale information, a subunit lights u athg process the team used and should communicate
' 9 P33 results of each section and step. Althoughathiew

good candidate for forest health restoration because of . . .
is a stage-setting document and not an in-depth analysis,

the extent and condition of dry, moist, and cold forest, : L : .
résource information is characterized, synthesized, and

Itis also a good candidate for conservation ari]r%erpreted to support subsequent decision-making

restoration of aguatic resources because of the presence o .
rocesses. As a communicatidosl, review reports

and condition of aquatic core areas. These findings, . . .
o . . ed to be written for a varietyafidiences and levels
and the ICBEMP direction associated with them, reve .
. . _ of technical background. Theport should be easy to
a potential for conflict in subsequent planning for _ , .

L understand and follow: frothe discussion on how the
management activities. For example, the best solution . .

o review was organized and prepared through clear
for water quality limitations may be to close a system ) . e
emlana’uon of the recommendations and priorities and

of roads, but these roads may be needed to carry bl . . : .
: . L ? logic supporting their development. Inclusion of
vegetation management designed to reduce risk of . .
aphics, maps, and visuals usually are helpful in

uncharacteristic fire. Teams may recommend mmaugn S .
. . . communicating a point or message.

of a planning process to address the inherent conflicts,

assess the trade-offs, and explore opportunities for

concurrent restoration where possible. These

recommendations may also suggest further mid-scale

analysis or EAWS to better distinguish and understand

relevant processes, functions, risks, and opportunities

as support for the planning process.

Example 8 ~ Potential Conflicts Among
ICBEMP Objectives
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Suggested Format for Subbasin conditions, erosional hazards, and roading). Explain how
Review R eport ecological conditions (dominant processes and features)

may have changed as a result of human influence and
natural disturbances. Maps or graphics showing
frequencies, distributions, or populations rather than
_ ) _ _single features can be very helpful to convey mid-scale
Briefly describe the review area context, both relatigsormation. This explanation will help identify and

to the broad context and to any finer-scale contedieqorize mid-scale status, risks, and opportunities, both
included in the review. Summarize the four steps f86m a functional viewpoint and from an integrated
conducting the review, and highlight the overall I‘eSUW$ewpoint_ A discussion of the status, risks, and
and conclusions determined during the review. opportunities should be included in Part 3, providing a
logical link to Part 4 of the report.

Executive Summary

Table of Contents
Part 4 ~ Priorities and Recommendations
Atable of contents can be helpful to provide an overview
of the review package. It also sets up the reader fmthesis of the information determined in the previous

what to expect when reading the report. steps will lead to the development of recommendations
for specific management attention. Such attention will
Part 1 ~ Review Background usually be in the form of determining where and what

types of management are needed to meet management

Briefly highlight what was done to prepare for the actudPiectives, where finer-scale analysis is needed (such
review, such as: identifying the objectives of the revie@® EAWS and roads analysis), where adjustments to
determining the structure, timeframes, team experti§&ISting land use plans may be implicated, where

and collaborators; and compiling data and materid) dltlon_al mid-scale mfo_rmatlon is needed _to devel_op
, conclusive recommendations, or what other information
needed for the review.

may be needed to address the issues. Organization or
ranking of the recommendations will facilitate progress
in addressing the established priorities. A listing of the

rioritized recommendations with an explanation of the

Describe the key issues or driving elements in the revi M. sons and assumptions for the recommendations
area. The report should identify and discuss the K%uld be included in Part 4 of the report
broad-scale issues, findings, and decisions that were '

pgrtlnent t(_) the review area, and why, as well as ﬂﬁﬁis section of the report also should describe the
_rmd-scale ISSUes s_peqﬂc to th'e review aréather rocess used to prioritize the subunits within the review
ISSUes pertinent W'th'_n the review area, t_’Ut at.s.ca%%a' including: how subdivisions were delineated; how
flner than the subbasin SPa'e' should be 'dent'f'edlﬂ%y were ranked (including how their status, risks, and
Issues to be addressed in subsequent analyses'opportunities relative to key issues or components were
factored in); a list of the assumptions made during the
prioritization process; and the results of the collaborative

o _ _ process used to arrive at priorities for future action.
Highlight the dominant processes and unique featufie report should conclude with documentation of

operating within the review area, appropriate for theerqovernmental agreement on priorities including any
mid-scale. The important characteristics operating withig mmitments to pool resources, and some form of
the review area would be discussed within the conthequle of anticipated next steps within the review

of the b_road scale._ Ideally, the repo_rt would includéerea (such as EAWS or project planning) in the short
discussion of functional characteristics (such as thgm (one to three years out).

relationship between aquatic species and water quality
and hydrologic conditions), including similarities and
differences across the review area. This part should
also include discussion of the relationship of multiple
characteristics for the review area (such as relationships
between aquatics, water quality, forest vegetation

Part 2 ~ Issues

Part 3 ~ Mid-scale Character Description
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appropriate to address mid-scale issues. Subbasin

G Iossary Review is occurs this scale.

Opportunity ~ A relative (e.g. low/medium/high or

numeric) estimate of the potential of a subdivision to
Broad-scale~ A regional land area which may includgespond favorably to actions that would meet objectives
all or parts of several states. Examples of broad-scgjerestoring ecosystem health and contributing to the
assessments are those that were conducted for gisvision of goods and services, including the relative

Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Managemefilingness of stakeholders and adjacent land owners
Project and the Northwest Forest Plan. to participate.

Collaboration ~ An open and interactive procesReview area~ The land area being evaluated in a
whereby all entities work constructively together tparticular Subbasin Review. Itis defined collaboratively
address their collective needs. The collaborative procesth interagency and intergovernmental partners
embodies the concept of partnership, a powermnducting the Subbasin Review. It is usually a U.S.
relationship among people to achieve a mutualfgeological Survey 4th-field HUC or groups of 4th-field
beneficial goal. A partner has a strong sense '9¢/CS, approximately 500,000 to 5,000,000 acres;

ownership in the group product and shares tﬁgwever_, a particu_lar review area may not follow
- .. hydrologic boundaries when collaborators agree other
responsibility for the outcome of the effort. In achievi . . . )
- : ) ) oundaries are more appropriate for a particular review.
a shared vision, partners in collaboration can influence,

and be influenced by, each other while retaining thﬂrisk ~ Arelative (e.g., low/medium/high or numeric)

respective decision-making authorities. estimate of the likelihood that an event would lead to

_ S circumstances that adversely affect important resource
Fine-scale~ A landscape area varying in size from ggjyes. The risks estimated are those associated with
6th-field HUC to a combination of 5Sth-field HUCs,nherent ecosystem disturbance processes (such as
approximately 10,000 to 100,000 acres; howeverjfects, disease, and wildfire) and ongoing management

particular fine-scale analysis may not follow hydrologigctivities (such as livestock grazing, road maintenance,
boundaries when other boundaries are more approprigig mining).

to address fine-scale issues. Ecosystem Analysis at

the Watershed Scale (EAWS) occurs at this scale. Stakeholder~ A person or group who has an interest
or share in an undertaking.

Integrate ~ A process of synthesizing (see

synthesis) separate ecosystem elementad@rstand Subdivisions ~ Tracts of land within a review area

the whole system. defined during Subbasin Review to facilitate description,
aid finer-scale analysis, and prioritize future

Issue~ Issues can be derived from factors that promptanagementctivities within the review area.

initiation of a particular Subbasin Review, includingVatersheds or subwatersheds (10,000 to 100,000 acres)

management programs, priorities, and potential projectsay be useful subdivisions; however, other boundaries

regulatory requirements; pertinent Basin-level findingmay be appropriate that take into consideration such

and concerns people have about the area. Issuesfastors as precipitation zones, vegetation types, soil

can be resource problems, concerns, or other lotgdes, and social interactions.

factors highlighted by collaborative partners or

discovered in other steps of the review. The scog#atus~ A relative (e.g., low/medium/high or numeric)

intensity, and depth of the review depends on thating assigned to specific indicator variables (either

important management and resource issues in tRgource values or conditions) to describe the condition

review area. of the variable within a subdivision relative to historical
conditions and, for prioritization purposes, relative to

Mid-scale ~ An area varying in size from a U.Sother subdivisions of a review area.

Geological Survey 4th-field HUC to groups of 4th-field

HUCSs, approximately 500,000 to 5,000,000 acreSynthesis~ A process of integrating separate

however, a particular mid-scale analysis may not follo@¢osystem elements and their relationships to understand

hydrologic boundaries when other boundaries are mdhe whole system.
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