Sustainable Norrthwest

July 28, 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20024

Comments on the Federal Register Notice on Stewardship End Result Contracting;
interim guidelines

To whom it may concern:

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the interim guidelines for Stewardship
End Results Contracting. Sustainable Northwest submits these comments on behalf of a
diversity of interests within the Pacific Northwest, many of who are active participants
of local or regional monitoring and evaluation teams associated with the Forest Service's
Stewardship Contracting Pilots. As such, these comments reflect invaluable experience
and knowledge gained during four years involvement in pilot development, contract
execution and monitoring implementation. '

Our comments are based on several efforts to gather informed opinion and first-hand
experience about stewardship contracting. Specifically, the Pacific Northwest Regional

SE-1

Multi-party Monitorinig Téam récently examined andcritiqued the Federal Register

Notice, posted June 27, 2003 Vol. 68 N (124) at their semi-annual meeting (June 11-12,
2003, Bend, Oregon). Prior to the meeting, Sustainable Northwest and the Watershed
Research and Training Center conducted a survey of PNW Regional Team members,
Forest Service project coordinators and contract officers, and community residents
involved in the National Stewardship Pilot Program in Oregon and northern California.
The survey collected recommendations and suggestions about the draft policy on
stewardship contracting. A copy of the survey results is attached. Our comments are also
based on the numerous other meetings, site visits, and first-hand experiences with
stewardship contracting garnered since its inception.

We submit the following comments and recommendations in order to strengthen and
clarify the interim guidelines released in the Federal Register notice of June 27, 2003,
with the overall goal of helping guide the successful implementation of stewardship
contracting. These comments are intended for both the US Forest Service (FS) and the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM). Our comments are organized around five
principals that form the underpinnings of stewardship contracting:
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1) Ensuring collaboration and meeting local community needs

2) Achijeving ecological land management objectives consistent with maintaining or
restoring ecosystem health

3) Increasing financial efficiency

4} Increasing administrative efficiency

5) Building knowledge, trust and accountability through multi-party monitoring.

In General
We believe the interim guidance needs more clarity and direction to ensure that the
agencies properly implement stewardship coniracting. Further guidance is
particularly needed with regard to collaboration, multi-party monitoring, and the
land management objectives to be achieved.

In addition, because the language of P.L. 108-7 is either vague or lacking specific
content in several areas of importance, which the guidance attempts to clarify, we
believe the agencies should clearly state that the direction contained in the guidance
is a binding interpretation of the statute. Because of the nature of P.L. 108-7, many
of the essential components of stewardship contracting will only take on meaning if
properly clarified and directed through guidance, and if this guidance is adhered to
throughout the agencies. The guidance should therefore specify up-front that its
direction is mandatory, not merely discretionary guidance that can be avoided if line
officers deem appropriate. Where discretion is desired, the guidance can be left
open and discretionary.

1. Ensuring Strong Community Collaboration
a. Stewardship contracting emerged from the public as a collaborative method of

conducting public land management that simultancously improves ecological
health and benefits local communities. Stewardship contracting has always relied

~on strong community collaboration and public trust. Although we support Interim =~~~
Guideline #3 which states, “the agencies will use an open, local collaborative
process...to develop stewardship projects,” we view it as vague and insufficient to
achieve the dual goals of effective community collaboration and enhancing public
trust. These goals depend on broad-based public participation and collaboration
prior to the NEPA planning process and throughout the life of a stewardship
project. For stewardship contracting to be effective, we recommend that the
guidance direct the agencies to:

. Collaborate through a process that includes diverse local and distant
stakeholders, interested citizens, relevant tribes, and relevant agencies
throughout the life of the project unless these interests are unavailable or
choose not to participate.

ii. Utilize this collaborative process in all aspects of the project: pre-NEPA
project identification and selection; identification of restoration goals,
priorities and end-results; identification of rural community needs; project
implementation; and monitoring. This should be tiered to land management
plans as appropriate.
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b. The Federal Register notice Background section of Supplementary Information
states that, “The State Director (of the BLM) will select these [stewardship
projects], with review by the Headquarters Office of both the BL.M and the
Department of the Interior.” While we understand that the BL.M does not have the
experience of the Forest Service with the national pilot program, we feel that this
guidance is inconsistent with the goals of stewardship contracting and with the
stated interim guidance. We encourage the BLM to follow the above
recommendations.

c. It isimportant that agency personnel performance objectives and measures
contain incentives that promote greater community collaboration. Without it, we
fear that collaboration will continue to occur sporadically, limited to places where
the right combination of personalities and leadership exist. We recommend that
new performance standards be developed that recognize, and reward, managers
for engaging in collaborative processes.

Meeting Rural Community Needs

An over-arching need of rural communities adjacent to public land is improving
opportunities for local firms to successfully capture stewardship contracts. According to
P.L 108-7, the BLM and the FS are given authority “to enter into [stewardship
projects]...to achieve land management goals for the national forests or public lands that
meet local and rural community needs.” (P.L. 108-7 Section 347(a)). Although the two
goals are weighted equally in the authorizing language, the interim guidance provides no
direction on how to “meet local and rural community needs.” We find this disappointing,
as this is clearly the intent of Congress, and the originators of these mechanisms. We
believe that this omission will lead to lost oppertunities for rural community development
and job creation, and we strongly urge that clearer direction be given on the following:

a. Determining rural community needs :
1. Rural community needs should be identified through the collaborative process,
as described in the previous section.
ii. Indicators of rural community needs should be incorporated into the project
objectives and considered in developing monitoring plans.

b. The guidance needs to define the term ‘rural’ - we recommend the following:
“any Indian Reservation, or any county, town, township, municipality, or other
similar unit of local government that has a population of not more than 50,000
individuals and is determined by the Secretary to be located in an area near
federal or Tribal lands.”

¢. The guidance needs to support fostering the creation of quality jobs to meet local
community needs. Planning and evaluation criteria should focus on such job
quality measures as wages and benefits, a safe and healthy workplace, job
durability, opportunities for advancement and employment near home
communities.

d. Use contracting mechanisms in a way that deliberately “meets local and
community needs,” as Congress intended. P.L. 108-7 requires the FS and BLM to
use “best value” contracting. (P.L. 108-7 Section 347 (c)(1)). This mandate offers
an opportunity to integrate environmental and economic objectives into contract
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specifications, allowing the FS and the BLM to meet the objectives stated in the
authorizing langnage. This can be pursued in three ways:

i. The guidance should specify that best-value contracting shall include local
preference criteria, along with other performance criteria, whereby local
bidders will receive recognition for this status in addition to the other bid
award criteria evaluated in the best-value contracting process. Congress
provided ample language in P.L. 108-7 to justify directing agency personnel
to use local (geographic) preference in contract award decisions. The
legislation states that selection of a contractor “shall be on a best-value basis™
(emphasis added), and that “consideration of source under other public and
private agreements or contracts” may be part of this best-value calculation.
(P.L. 108-7 Section 347(c)(1)). We believe Congress intended this
“consideration of source” langnage to be read within Section 347(a)’s
overarching direction to “meet local and rural community needs,” and that the
agencies should construe this combination of congressional language in favor
of serving local and rural community employment through local preference
guidance. Consideration of geographic location should not weigh more or

- trump other criteria, or exclude others from being able to compete for
contracts, but should be used as a way to level the playing field for local
contractors. '

il. Use performance criteria in best value contracting that evaluate the bidder’s
economic impact to the communities adjacent to the project in addition to
criteria evaluating their skills and ability to perform ecologically appropriate
high-quality work on the land. Guidance on performance criteria should
include examples such as contractors’ plans for retaining and building skills
among their employees, and encourage contractors to develop additional

i innovative approaches to meeting community needs.
iti. Combine stewardship contracting with the National Fire Plan authority that
- allows the dgencies to direct contracts using NFP finds to contractors and
non-profits located adjacent to where the work will be performed. This also
fits with Interim Guidance #4, which states that, “the agencies will seek to use
stewardship in conjunction with other land management authorities to develop
and implement stewardship across boundaries.”

2. Achieving Land Management Objectives
a. Interim Guidance #1 that states, "Stewardship projects will be designed to...make
forests and rangelands more resilient to natural disturbances, etc.” Resiliency is
one of many objectives when performing restorative treatments and is one we
support; however the guidance should direct the agencies to design projects that
will restore and maintain natural processes (ecological health).

b. We strongly support Interim Guidance #2 that states, “deriving revenue...will be a
secondary objective to the restoration goals.” We appreciate this recognition that
restoration should be the goal of stewardship projects. However, the guidelines
need to state a clear purpose for stewardship contracting, further emphasizing that
restoration and maintenance of ecological health is the purpose of stewardship
projects, and that projects with a clear and primary commercial purpose are not
suitable for stewardship contracting. A clear distinction should be made between
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the objectives/types of projects implemented under stewardship contracting and
those associated with other existing, distinct programs, such as the timber sale
program. We want to be clear that we support the remeoval and sale of
commercial trees in stewardship projects as long as their removal is clearly
consistent with stated ecological objectives developed through broad-based
community collaboration described in (a). Further, the guidance should be clear
that all activities associated with project implementation, such as road building,
should be performed in a manner that does not have a deleteriously impact the
ecological health of the land.

Congress intended stewardship contracting to be used as a tool to achieve a wide
array of land management objectives. As stated, “perform services to achieve
land management goals” (P.L. 108-7 Section 323) (emphasis added). The
language “achieve land management goals” is vague, yet Congress provided some
definition to this phrase by listing a full range of ecologically-based restoration
activities in the legislation. (P.L. 108-7 Section 347 (b)). However, Interim
guidance #1 unnecessarily narrows the scope and activities allowed under
stewardship contracting, stating that, “Stewardship Contracts will be designed to
modify vegetation to make forests and rangelands more resilient to natural
disturbance mechanisms such as wind, flood, fire, insects and disease.” (emphasis
added). While employing vegetative treatments for ecologically-driven projects is
anticipated in the use of these contracting authorities, the above language over-
emphasizes vegetative manipulation to the exclusion of other restoration methods
and objectives. We caution the agencies to avoid over-emphasizing this strategy,
and to instead insist on achieving a broad range of project objectives as
cnumerated in P.L. 108-7 Section 347 (b), as Congress intended.

¢. In order to properly guide the meaning of the legislative language to “achieve
land management goals,” we believe the guidance must replace current guidance
- #1 with language re-iterating the broad range of objectives in P.1.. 108-7 Section

347(b) and strongly recommend that the following language immediately precede

the specific examples of land management objectives in Section 347(b):
“Projects shall use a variety of treatments and technigques to improve,
maintain, or restore forest or rangeland health; restore or maintain water
quality; improve fish and wildlife habitat; combat invasive species threats to
native habitat; and reduce hazardous fuels that pose risks to communities and
ecosystem values. Examples may include, among other things...”

3. Achieving financial efficiency

We support interim guidance #2 that states, “Deriving revenue from the sale of any by-
products or other materials designated for removal from these stewardship projects will
be a secondary objective of the restoration goals.” (emphasis added). This is consistent
with our vision of stewardship. Yet we want to be clear that the incentives for financial
efficiency provided through stewardship contracting mechanisms remains controversial.
As such, we believe there are several issues regarding the specific contracting
mechanisms that still require further clarification.

a. “Best Value” Contracting - The legislation clearly states in (c)(1) that “A source
for performance of an agreement or contract under subsection (a) shall be selected
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on a best-value basis, including consideration of source under other public and
private agreements or contracts.” (P.L. 105-227 Section 347(c)(1), as amended
by P.L. 108-7) (emphasis added.). The interim guidance weakens this requirement
in guidance #8 in stating, “...the agencies may, in addition to cost or price,
consider such.” Congress clearly directed the agencies to use “best value” criteria.
Obfuscating this mandate through the guidance does not support Congressional
intent. We feel strongly that the guidance should clearly direct the agencies to use
“best value” criteria as a way of ensuring that awards be given to those who can
best meet Congress’s states objectives.

Experience from the national pilot program showed a variety of positive benefits
from using best value: 1) it provided the Forest Service with greater control over
the selection of a qualified contractor; 2) the inclusion of local economic impact
criteria in best value contracting helped firms located in local and rural
communities compete effectively for stewardship contracts; 3) it is supported by
stakeholder participants and perceived as effective, as learned from evaluations
conducted on stewardship pilots in Oregon/northern California by the Watershed
Research and Training Center. Given the success of best value contracting in the
pilot program, it is clear that the agencies should follow the intent of the original
legisiation and require best value contracting on all stewardship contracts.

In using ‘best value’, the guidance should direct agency personnel to consider a
range of objectives, including but not limited to:
i. the ability of the contractor to meet the ecological goals of the
projects; '
ii. the use of equipment that will minimize or eliminate impacts on
soils;
iii. benefit to local economies in performing the restorative
treatments and ensuring that wood by-products are processed
e ggallys T e e e
iv. ability of the offer to retain or create jobs and/or provide
training opportunities for local residents,

“Goods for Services” / Offsets: The use of goods for services remains
controversial within the diverse group represented in these comments. However,
we agree on several suggestions to improve its implementation, which should be
incorporated into the guidance. .

i. The guidance should clarify that timber is not the only value available for
offset, and specifically identify which other goods are available. We
strongly recommend that the guidance specify that the extraction of goods
is compatible with the restoration or maintenance of healthy ecological
functions. For example, forest products such as mushrooms, boughs,
floral greens, or gravel might be acceptable, while subsurface resources
are not. The kinds of goods acceptable for extraction should be discussed
during the pre-NEPA collaborative process.

ii. The lack of public confidence in the Forest Service’s ability to use goods-
for-services appropriately should encourage the agencies to collaborate
thoroughly with diverse local and external stakeholders to determine the
level of support for project proposals. This suggestion is consistent with
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the Interim Guidance #3 that requires an open public process to select
stewardship projects. The use of goods-for-services in a given project
should be raised early in the collaborative process. We strongly encourage
the BLM to learn from the experience of the FS pilots in this respect.

ii. We believe the goods-for-services authority, which is the primary funding
mechanism for stewardship contracting, is insufficient to meet the extent
of restoration work that is needed on America’s public lands. Reliance
solely on this authority to achieve restoration needs is likely to either a)
result in certain restoration needs being unmet across the landscape due to
relative insufficiency of funds generated through the goods compared to
the amount of restoration needs; or b) encourage over-reaching in the
identification of the amount and type of goods to be removed in order to
pay for services. Therefore, we believe congress needs to create a funding
source for restoration that uses dollars to pay for restoration jobs instead of
relying purely on the exchange of goods. We suggest the agencies work
with interests such as the signors of this letter on emphasizing the case for
restoration funding.

c¢. Retention of Receipts: We support the clarifications made in the interim guidance
#9 and #17. However, further guidance is needed to fully achieve the financial
efficiencies sought through the use of these arrangements. We recommend the
following specific direction:

i. Receipts from projects should be reallocated at the Forest or District
level.

ii. Forest Supervisors and BLM Managers, after non-binding consuitation
with the public and interested stakeholders, should be directed to
determine where, and on what stewardship projects, the receipts could
be spent.

il Agency decision makers should strongly consider the non-binding
recommendations identified through the collaborative process and/or
other existing collaborative groups (such as Resource Advisory
Councils).

iv. Funds generated through implementation of Stewardship projects should
not be used for fire suppression or other borrowing schemes.

v. Recognizing that stewardship contracting includes a steep learning curve
and ongoing staff support, we suggest that receipts be allowed to pay for
overhead, administrative, or other indirect costs of the stewardship
project up to 15% of total project costs.

vi. Retained receipts should not be used to fund activities on private lands;
such work should be supported through the Wyden Amendment. Close
collaboration with States and tribes on this issue is encouraged.

vii. Retained receipts should be allowed to fund local multi-party monttoring
efforts.

d. Designation by Description - Public Law 108-7 permits the agency to allow other
than agency employees to designate or mark timber, commonly referred to as
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“designation by description.” The use of designation by description remains
controversial within the diverse signors of this letter. However, we agree that the
guidance needs to clarify the agencies intentions on how this mechanism will be
used to meet ecological land management objectives consistent with maintaining
of restoring ecosystem health and protecting public assects.

4. Achieving Administrative Efficiency

The integrative nature of stewardship projects has resulted in project designs that contain
aspects that were traditionally allocated to either a timber sale or a service contract, but
are now being combined in one stewardship project. This appears to be a sensitive issue
within the agency and among the signors of this letter, and there is not agreement on who
should be responsible for the contract. However, despite the nuances inherent in this
subject, we agree that cross training and eliminating the timber sale/service contract
demarcation, in some way, is necessary.

5. Multi-party Monitoring _

We are generally supportive of Interim guidance #12 regarding multi-party monitoring.
This direction reflects many of the sentiments of regional and local multi-party
monitoring team members. However, more specific information is needed to assist land
managers in fulfilling these objectives. Specifically, we recommend that the agencies be
instructed to:

a. Link project collaboration and multi-party monitoring efforts. This will ensure
that the up-front collaborative process helps educate, develop, and enhance the
multi-party monitoring process, maximizing efficiency of both efforts.

b. Start the multi-party monitoring process early in the project selection and
. development process. Conduct pre-project monitoring, in addition to post-project
monitoring.
¢. Assign appropriate agency personnel by Forest Service zone or BLM district to
coordinate and manage local multi-party monitoring and programmatic
monitoring efforts.

d. Require that each national forest or BLM district conduct project specific multi-
party monitoring on at least one project on the forest. The agencies should be
allowed to use retained receipts from stewardship projects on their forest or
district to help pay for the costs of multi-party monitoring.

¢. Require reporting and tracking information to be kept for each project and
submitted annually.as part of programmatic multi-party monitoring.

f.  Require that multi-party monitoring plans collect information on the ecological,
social, and economic impacts of project implementation.

g. Hold semi-annual workshops at the sub-regional level about Stewardship
Contracting to share lessons and experiences from the field.

Thank you for considering our comments.
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Sincerely,

Maia Enzer, Program Director
Sustainable Northwest

Lynn Jungwirth, Executive Director
Watershed Research and Training Center

Scott Aycock, Program Administrator
Central Oregon Intergovernmental Council

Rick Brown, Senior Resource Specialist
Defenders of Wildlife

Brett Brownscombe, Conservation Director
Hells Canyon Preservation Council

Chris Charter, Program Manager
Partnership for a Sustainable Methow

Lance Clark, Resource Analyst
Oregon Department of Forestry

Joyce Dearstyne, Executive Director
Framing Our Community

Cate Hartzell, PNW Regional Team member
Collaborative Learning Circle

Becky Harwood and Mike Ferris

Okanogan Communities Development Council

George McKinley, Program Director
Jefferson Sustainable Development Initiative

Pete Nelson, Policy Director
Northwest Ecosystem Alliance

Bob Parker, Baker and Grant County Extension Forester
Baker County Extension Office

Betty Riley, President
Sierra Economic Development District

Diane Snyder, Executive Director
Wallowa Resources

Charles Spencer, Director
Ecosystem Workforce Program
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University of Oregon | -

Charles Wells, President
Concerned Friends of the Winema

Bill Wickman, Private Consultant

Mike Wood, Forestry Director
Institute for Sustainable Forestry
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"Maia Enzer” To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>

<menzer@ststainabl cc: "Cate Hartzell” <hart@mind.net>, "Lynn Jungwirth"”

enorthwest.org> <lynnj@hayfork.net>, "Michael Wood" <mwood@isf-sw.org>, "Chuck
and Sally Wells" <wellsranch@alwaysonnetworks.com>, "Charles

07/28/2003 05:43 PM Spercer” <cspencer@oregon.uoregon.edus, "Rick Brown™

Please respond to "Maia <rbrown@defenders.org>, "Bob Parker"

Enzer"; Please respond <bob.parker@oregonstate.edu>, "Diane Snyder”

to "Karen Steer”; Please <dms-wr@oregonvos.net>, "Lance Clark” <lance.r.clark@state.or.us>,

respond to "Marcus "Betty Riley" <betty@sedd.org>, "Peter Nelson™

Kauffman* <pnelson@ecosystem.org>, "Bill Wickman" <bwickman@softcom.net>,

"Chris Charters” <foresiry@sustainablemethow.org>, "Joyce Dearstyne”
<jdearstyne@velocitus.net>, "Brett Brownscombe™
<brett@heliscanyon.org>, "George McKinley” <george@ijeffnet.org>,
"Scott Aycock” <scotta@coic.org>

Subject: Submission on federal register notice of interim guidelines on
stewardship end result contracting

To Whom It May Concern:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the interim guidance for
implementing stewardship end result contracting provisions as authorized by
section 323 of P.L. 108-7, the Consolidated Appropriations Resolution, 2003.

Also attached is a survey that accompanies our written comments,
Thank you for your consideration.

Maia J. Enzer

Program Director
Sustainable Northwest
620 SW Main, Suite 112
Portland, Oregon 97205
503.221.6911 ext. 111 :
menzer@sustainablenorthwest.org ' :

Final comments RT fed reg.doc final analysis.pdf



Number of respondents

Stewardship Survey Analysis

Introduction and Purpose

Sustainable Northwest and the Watershed Research and Training Center recently
conducted a mailed and telephone survey of selected individuals involved in the National
Stewardship Pilot Program in Oregon and Northern California. The purpose of the survey
was to gather recommendations and suggestions from the participants about the draft
federal policy on stewardship contracting. We intend to use the information gathered in
the survey to inform our discussions with the Pacific Northwest Regional Multi-Party
Monitoring Team regarding comments on the draft federal policy on stewardship
contracting. These discussions will take place during the regional multi-party meeting in
Bend, Oregon, on June 12-13, 2003,

We sent written and electronic surveys to approximately 50 individuals. We asked the
participants to return'the completed written survey and participate in a telephone
interview to follow up on key questions. We received 43 completed surveys, most of
which included both the written survey and a telephone interview.

Participants were selected to ensure a broad range of perspectives and experiences in the
stewardship pilot program. Surveys were sent to the members of the PNW Regional
Monitoring Team, and to a Forest Service project coordinator or contract officer for each
project. We also sent surveys to a key community cooperator for all the projects where
cooperators have been identified.

1. Profile of survey respondents

A total of 43 people participated in this survey. As seen in the graph below, 15
respondents are members of the PNW Regional Team, 13 are Forest Service project
coordinators, six are Forest Service contract officers, and five are Forest Service timber
sale officers. Three Forest Service employees are also on the PNW Regional Team.
Overall, Forest Service personnel comprise a little more than half of the survey
respondents. The other half is divided between members of the PNW Regional
Monitoring Team and local monitoring team members.

Graph 1: Role of survey respondents
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1. Use of Stewardship Authorities

The survey contained several questions aimed at identifying recommendations and
suggestions about what, where, and how the stewardship authorities should be used by
the agencies.

Perspectives on project types eligible to use the new stewardship authorities

The survey inquired about the types of projects that merited the use of the new
authorities. Respondents gave a range of opinions. The majority of respondents listed
project types that fell into three categories:

* Forest and watershed restoration projects, with a focus on fuels reduction. Some
respondents included qualifiers such as:
o commercial harvest of timber should be included but only as a byproduct
of restoration activities;
o the definition of restoration should be left as flexible as possible; or
o restoration projects should not use the timber sales mechanism;
¢ Projects consistent with the goals described in the legislation; or
¢ All types of projects should be eligible to use these authorities.

Those that gave this response noted a desire to maintain flexibility and maximize
opportunity for innovation.

In addition, but to a lesser degree, many respondents emphasized that the authorities
should be used for:

* Any vegetative management treatments;
¢ Activities that could not be accomplished using traditional authorities; or
» Projects that have a high degree of community support and involvement.

Less pronounced, the following project types were also listed:
s  Work in the wildland/urban interface

» Projects that pursue multiple resource objectives

¢ Projects that bundle activities to meet ecological values

¢ Removal of non-industrial or non-commercial timber

¢ Projects that have social and cultural objectives

Several respondents felt that the use of a timber sale to accomplish project goals ran a
high risk of “destroying the credibility” of the process; one respondent further specified
that Goods for Services should not be allowed, while several others expressed a desire to
see this mechanism used judiciously.

I




Projects that should NOT USE the new stewardship authorities

The survey also asked respondents to indicate the type of projects that should be
restricted from using the stewardship authorities. The majority of responses fell into three
categories:

® Projects not consistent with the goals of forest restoration;

* Projects whose objectives could be accomplished using traditional contracting
mechanisms. Several respondents indicated that projects with a primarily
commercial objective, such as standard timber sales, removal of mature timber, and
thinning projects should be ineligible to use the stewardship authorities;

* Project should not be restricted in their use of the stewardship authorities. Several
respondents clarified that, while across-the-board restrictions should not be applied,
agency staff should look at restrictions on a case-by-case basis.

Other restrictions recelved less mention than those listed above:

* Some respondents expressed that projects not demonstrating collzboration on a
number of levels be ineligible to use the authorities;

* Some felt that projects such as new road, trail and facilities construction projects,
non-vegetation projects, such as culverts, recreation, or wildlife studies could be
adequately implemented by using a service contract and therefore should be ineligible
for use with the stewardship authorities;

* Some respondents stated that projects with no commercial component should be
ineligible to use the authorities because those projects can be accomplished under
existing mechanisms;

One person felt that no project, regardless of its nature, should be eligibie to use the
goods-for-services or designation-by-description mechanisms.

Where can the new stewardship authorities be used?

Asked whether there should be restrictions placed on specific land allocations, the
majority of the respondents (53%) indicated that some areas should be restricted from
using the stewardship authorities. Fewer respondents noted that no areas should be
restricted (37%) or that all areas should be restricted (10%).
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Specifically, the following graph illustrates the categories selected as land allocations
where the new authorities should be prohibited:

Graph 2. Where agencies should not be allowed to use the stewardship authorities
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Land allocation soncern

Many respondents that favored limiting the use of the authorities to certain areas
explained a concern that active management not occur in places such as wilderness areas,
wild and scenic river areas, and research areas, as those are not areas designated for
commercial purposes.

In terms of Late Successional Reserves and Allocated Old Growth, respondents were
mixed in their understanding of whether using the authorities could contribute to
enhancement of desired conditions within these stands; they were concerned that
allowing the use of these authorities in these designated areas might result in
inappropriate commercial timber harvest in areas of high ecological value.

However, several respondents indicated that if a project were selected and designed

through a collaborative process, prior to scoping and NEPA, the land allocation would

become less important as a way to restrict use of the authorities. These responses

emphasized the need for collaboration to ensure that projects had clearly stated ecological

objectives and environmentally sensitive prescriptions. Conversely, several respondents

indicated that. in the absence of upfront collaboration and/or monitoring, more \
restrictions should be in place. E

There appears to be a clear division in responses regarding this issue of limitations on
using stewardship authorities. In general, Forest Service personnel argued for fewer
restrictions, both on the types of projects and the land aliocations. Among this group, a
strong desire was expressed for maintaining the stewardship authorities as a flexible and



creative set of tools. Conversely, those respondents not associated with the Forest
Service favored limitations on the use of the authorities to ensure appropriate use.

2. Community Collaboration

The survey inquired about respondents’ opinion about the level of pubtic involvement
required and the types of activities in which the public should participate.

Local community role in selecting stewardship projects

Many respondents favored a strong role for the public in many aspects of stewardship.

The majority of respondents {53%) noted that local communities should play a strong

role in selecting the projects that use stewardship authorities. Several described “strong”

Involvement to mean:

» collaboration occurring early in the process, e.g. collaboration in project selection and
design;

¢ collaboration as an opportunity for diverse interests to partake in the process;

» and the clear intention to have collaboration on the back-end of projects through the
multi-party monitoring process.

They expressed the need for early collaboration to build ownership and trust in the
project, and to maximize the ability of a project to meet community and environmental
sustainability objectives. Respondents also highlighted the need to prioritize collaboration
around projects that would significantly impact local communities, such as fuel reduction
projects in the wildland/urban interface.

In addition, 35% of the respondents favored a limited role. Comments from these
respondents addressed two concerns: fear of local control, and fear of the process getting
hampered by either an uninterested or uninformed public. Regarding local control,
respondents noted that communities adjacent to public lands are only one set of
stakeholders. Other responses noted that not all communities are interested or have the
capacity to collaborate with the agencies and the process would be hindered if the
agencies were required to do so.

In addition to indicating the strength of desired public involvement, many respondeats
provided examples of the types and levels of community involvement that would be
appropriate. For example, comments ofter focused on whether community involvement
should occur prior to the NEPA process or after. Many respondents also clarified that
local communities should have a role in planning, but not decision-making. Several
noted that community involvement should be conducted in addition to the environmental
laws and regulations not in place of them. Others spoke to the need to clarify the
expectations of community involvement in the process.

One respondent felt that {ocal communities should not have a role in selecting
stewardship projects.

L



Level of Support for Guidance

Approximately two-thirds of the respondents {64%), indicated strong support for the
guidance that states that, “an open, local collaborative process will be used to identify
projects. restoration goals, priorities and end-results”. The rest of the respondents (33%)
indicated that they “somewhat support” the above policy or “did not support” it (3%).
No one strongly opposed this aspect of the interim guidance.

Some questions were raised regarding the definition of ‘local’ and how this guidance also
applied to non-local stakeholders.

Additional Guidance

More than half (60%} of the respondents who answered this question also remarked that
the policy should contain additional guidance regarding collaboration. Some suggestions
were:

¢ Without additional guidance agency staff would have little incentive or clear direction
to collaborate;

* Guidance is needed to better understand what collaboration at the local level would
invelve, and that goals and roles of participants need to be clearly defined; there are
many different interpretations of ‘collaboration’:

* Guidance i1s needed to understand the breadth of interests that should be involved.

Conversely, approximately 40% of the respondents who answered this question noted
that additional guidance was not necessary. These respondents explained that current
guidance provides enough direction without being too prescriptive. These respondents
voiced concern that additional guidance would become too prescriptive and hinder
creativity; and they wanted the policy to maintain flexibility to meet different projects
objectives and community needs.

Improving Collaboration

The survey asked for suggestions to improve coliaboration in stewardship contracting.
Respondents voiced resounding interest in ensuring an open and inclusive process that
would make it possible for a djversity of interests to participate, including locat/regional,
community/environment/industry, and other stakeholders. Offering about how to
Improve collaboration included the following:

* Collection and distribution of examples of successful collaboration to show how the
process worked in real communities by the agencies;

* Maximizing the use of existing collaborative structures, like the Resource Advisory
Councils for the County Payments process.

These suggestions were contrasted by concems from the agency staff about the level of
expertise and capacity for “meaningful involvement” from the public. Several comments
remarked that not all communities had the capacity to participate in a meaningful way in
agency efforts. Some agency personne! expressed concern that the agency would be
expected to ‘train’ and ‘educate’ the public while building their internal capacity.




Number of respondents

Several respondents identified the lack of incentives within the Forest Service as a barrier

to effective collaboration,

3. Multi-Party Monitoring

When asked at what level multi-party monitoring should be required, respondents

indicated the following levels:

Graph 3: Where shouid multi-party monitoring be required?
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As illustrated above, the majority of the respondents indicated that multi-party

menitoring should be required at the project level, with the remainder evenly split
between the Regional, Forest, and District levels. Many respondents also remarked that it
was Important to retain monitoring as close to the ground as possible, noting that project-
level monitoring would allow for documentation of experimentation and adaptive

management.

The majority of respondents checked multiple responses on the survey form, noting that
different levels were required because there are different information needs. Several
comments indicated that, at the local level, the most important questions were ecojogical
and socio-economic while at the national level, the most pressing questions were about

accountability.

No opinion
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Suggestions to improve multi-party monitoring

The survey asked participants to indicate which, if any, of the activities suggested would
improve the monitoring for permanent stewardship contracting. The following graph
summarizes their responses.

Graph 4. How to improve multi-party monitering for the permanent authorities?
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Recommendations

The responses indicate that there may be several activities that could help improve the
multi-party monitoring of stewardship contracting. More specific suggestions included:

* The monitoring program needed to be meaningful at the local level yet retain some
uniformity across projects.

¢ A training program should be implemented, but should refrain from taking a “cookie
cutter approach™ and be more oriented to peer-to-peer learning.

» Monitering should include social, ecological, indigenous and culture-based measures.

e Ensure that monitoring starts early in the process.

Continuing the multi-party monitoring process for the stewardship pilots

Asked the question, should multi-party monitoring continue until the pilot program ends
in 2005, almost all participants (36 out of 40) responded yes. One respondent indicated
no, and three had no opinion. This near-unanimity indicates a strong level of support for
the existing monitoring underway with the pilot project program. Some respondents
claimed that to eliminate the program at this point would result in a loss of credibility.
Others noted that the local monitoring process was an important part of the experiment
and should be allowed to continue to fruition.



4. Administration of Contract — Delegation of Contracting Authority

The following graph summarizes respondent views on who should have the authority to
sign stewardship contracts.

Graph 5. Delegation of Contracting Authority
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We received a limited number of comments regarding delegation of coniracting authority.
This may indicate that that this is a more ‘internal agency’ issue. We received several
responses from Forest Service contracting and timber sale officers, and comments were
highly varied. Some described the delegation of contracting authority as: “one of the
biggest challenges facing stewardship contracting,” while others said that the current way
of doing business worked fine. These contrasting views may indicate that the question of
delegation of contracting affects a small number of respondents in a big way.

Use of Specific Mechanism

The survey asked for suggestions and/or recommendations about how to improve
implementation of the new authorities. Some respondents offered suggestion, while
others gave opinions on how they feit about each mechanism.

a. Bestvalue

In general, responses showed a high level of support and enthusiasm for the use of best
value contracting. However, respondents indicated a need to clarify that best value is
required for all projects, as well as the need to differentiate between best value and local
preference. Several respondents commented that they would be more comfortable with
some stewardship authorities (such as goods for services) if they knew that the authorities
would be used in combination with best value. Some comments also suggested that the
use of local benefit criteria should be used more broadly.




b. Goods for services

Rather than provide suggestions for improving goods for services, respondents focused

on whether or not they supported this mechanism; these responses were highly divided.

* The majority of Forest Service employees surveyed indicated support for goods for
services. Many commented that they were excited to experiment with goods for
services beyond the pilot projects.

¢ Responses from community members and environmental representatives ranged from
cautiously supportive, to moderately concerned, to strongly concerned. The
comments iilustrated a lack of trust in the Forest Service and concern about the
potential for the agency to abuse the authority. Respondents also suggested that the
agency only be allowed to use the authority when the removal of trees for commercial
purposes was not the main objective of the prescription.

¢. Multi-year contracts
The majority of responses indicated qualified support for muiti-year contracts. A variety
of suggestions were given to improve this mechanism, including:

¢ Use when a single year contract will not meet desired ecosystem benefits.

* Mult-year contracts should not become so large that they are beyond the capacity of
small local firms.

* Contractors doing multi-year contracting should be required to “clean up as they go”
and be required to adhere to a clearly stated inspection and delivery schedule to
ensure accountability and oversight,

¢ Focus on small scale and smaller contractors

One respondent voiced concern about the potential for market fluctuations to negatively

impact the finances of the project over time. Similarly, another respondent remarked that
muiti-year commitments would be concern because the agency would have to do market
survey and cost evaluations every year, which would diminish any perceived benefits.

d. Designation by description or prescription

The responses regarding designation by description or prescription garnered several
suggestions aimed at ensuring accountability and preventing abuse. Respondents
suggested, “Requiring clear safeguards to ensure that planned objectives are adequately
address, e.g. Antelope.” Others suggested only using the authority on material below a
certain diameter and only using it on a small scale. Further comments suggested, “[using]
certified Forest Service silviculturist prescriptions when using [designation by
description].” Lastly, another respondent offered that monitoring should be required
whenever this mechanism was used.

e. Retention of Receipts
The survey also asked several questions about retention of receipts:

¢ Tyvpe of Activities Allowed- The graph below shows broad agreement amongst the
participants about using retained receipts to fund other stewardship project and forest
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restoration. In general, the responses indicated that funds shouid be directed as close to
the ground as possible.

Graph 6: What types of activities should be aflowed to be funded with retained receipts?
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* Where to Spend Retained Receiprs — The graph below shows that respondents
indicated that the retained funds should be spent, at a minimum, on the national forest
where the project was located. Responses were divided between three levels, on the
national forest where the project was located, on the district where the project was
located, and within the boundary of the existing stewardship contract. This same
sentiment of directing the funds to be spent close to their origin was echoed for the BLM.
though with fewer responses.

Graph 7: Where should agencies be allowed to spend the retained receipts?
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* Who Decides Where to Spend — The graph below shows who respondents felt

should be responsible for deciding where and how receipts retained from stewardship
projects would be spent. In general, the majority of respondents indicated that the District
Ranger or the BLM equivalent should make the decision about spending retained
receipts. Alter the District Ranger, the most popular response was Forest Supervisor or
BLM equivalent. These responses show that those who participated in the survey favor
local, decentralized decision-making for retained receipts.

Graph 8: Spending Decisionmaker of Retained Receipts
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* Role of Communities in Determining Where Retained Receipts Should Get Spent -
Almost all respondents noted that local community members should provide non-binding
recommendations to the agencies about use of retained receipts. This result received
equal positive responses from respondents of all types in the survey.

6. Training Needs

The survey requested that respondents select what, if any, training would make
stewardship contracting effective. The graph below summarizes the number of responses
received per training category. Most respondents indicated that all five training
suggestions would help the program be more effective.
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Graph 9: What type of training would make the permanent program effective?
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Comments also offered some specific training needs to be addressed including:

» Train community members on the use of new authorities
s Train in ‘Interest-based Bargaining”

* Train in landscape analysis and potential natural range of variability

Other comments offered suggestions about how the training should be delivered. These
included:

» Use peer-to-peer networks

¢ Training should be ‘hands on’

¢ Develop training modules that can be locally adapted, including contractor training
workshops



7. Funding

32 of the 39 responses indicated that funding of stewardship contracting would be a
bariier to implementing the new policy. The comments showed general agreement that
collaboration, multi-party monitoring and other aspects associated with stewardship
contracting would incur certain additional upfront costs needed to be recognized and
accounted for. When asked how this barrier might be overcome, a majority of
respondents identified as a way to offset costs. Of these, some respondents predicted that
retention of receipts could not be expected to generate the total amount of funding
needed. Other suggestions included:

* [und through partnerships
e Should be part of project costs; budget in project identification and selection

s (Grants

e Federal appropriations

Seven respondents indicated that funding would not be a barrier to implementation. Of
these, several felt that stewardship contracting, particularly collaboration and multi-party
monitoring, should be voluntary, and therefore participants should fund their own
involvement. Others indicated that retention of receipts wouid pay for these costs.



SE-2

THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

July 28, 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forest and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20024

Re: Federal Register Notice on Interim Guidelines for Stewardship Contracting
To Whom It May Concern: .

Please accept these comments on behalf of The Wilderness Society in response to the
Federal Register notice dated June 27, 2003 detailing interim guidelines for Stewardship
End Result Contracting, as authorized by section 323 of P.I.. 108-7. The Wilderness
Society is a 68-year-old national wilderness advocacy group with over 185,000 members
nationally. - '

We appreciate this opportunity to provide feedback on the interim guidelines. In the case
of Stewardship Contracting, designed specifically to be collaborative and transparent, it is
especially fitting for the public and interested parties to have strong and meaningful input
into the implementation process. We have been following the development of
Stewardship Contracting closely since its inception in 1999.

Background and Context

The Forest Service’s current timber program funds the planning and implementation of
timber sales primarily for commodity and forest stewardship purposes. However, it does
not sufficiently accommodate the need for thinning dense stands of small-diameter trees,
much less the restoration of damaged streams or wildlife habitat. New contract
mechanisms are needed that could help improve the forest while developing a forest-
sustaining economy in local communities. New funding mechanisms might better
encourage the myriad beneficiaries of public land resources to invest in the national
forests. Throughout the 1990s, The Wilderness Society, other conservation
organizations, and the public actively pushed for new contracting authorities to facilitate
this vision of land stewardship.

‘CAET RECPIVED
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In response, Congress passed in 1999 a law authorizing the experimental use of several
new contracting authorities in a series of "Stewardship Contract Pilot Projects.” New
pilot projects have been added subsequently, and in 2003, Congress enacted a sweeping,
10-year Stewardship Contracting authority for both Forest Service and BLM. The
potential for stewardship contracts to be a force for positive change means that this may
be the most significant reform in national forest policy since the now-repudiated post-
WWII "tree farm" era. But outcomes are anything but certain. Lacking conscientious
and principled application, stewardship contracting may result in estranged communities,
further degradation of public forests, and insult to future generations.

Main Comments

The Wilderness Society wishes to see the historic opportunity represented by
Stewardship Contracting result in revitalized public lands, not subsidized commercial
interests. Foresi-related communities throughout America desperately need the full range
of benefits of healthy forests -- clean water, abundant fish and wildlife, sweeping natural
landscapes, recreation, and diversified economics. Stewardship ‘Contracting must not
be seen as a tool for achieving what would otherwise be below-cost timber sales.

- Instead, as stated in the 1999 Act, the mechanism should be used exclusively forthe .. . ... .. . .

attainment of restoration objectives and “land management goals™ (P.L.. 105-277 Section
347(a) as amended by P.L. 108-07). Before rushing to use Stewardship Contracting
funding on projects across the nation, we should assess the degree to which existing
projects are meeting restoration goals.

- The interim guidelines offer some helpful insights into the ways in which Stewardship
Contracting is evolving, Our primary concern is that too much emphasis is placed on
vegetation modification and fuels reduction instead of ecological restoration. It would be
a tragic missed opportunity for Stewardship Contracting to become a means for doing
inappropriate vegetation treatments in the name of fuels reduction. Traditional
contracting authorities and programs exist which can facilitate fuels reduction and
commercial timber sales; Stewardship Contracting is unique precisely because it creates a
means for the public to be integrated into landscape management with the sole intent of
improving ecological health.

Over the past several years, members of the conservation community, including The
Wilderness Society, have worked to produce recommendations to guide restoration
projects. Earlier this year, these "restoration principles" were published in a special issue
of the journal Ecological Restoration focused on forest restoration. We support projects
developed consistent with these principles, and we encourage you to include in the
Guidance direction to adhere to them in the development of projects involving
stewardship contracts. We have attached a copy of the article, entitled "A Citizens' Call
for Ecological Forest Restoration: Forest Restoration Principles and Criteria,” to which
you may refer as you refine the Guidance.

Much of the language in the guidelines is overly vague. Agencies and potential
contractors can only benefit from having much more clear direction, and local land



managers will find the administration of individual projects to be less problematic if they
have a better understanding of the intent of Stewardship Contracting. In several cases
during the pilot program, no contractors came forward to bid on forest work. Research
suggests that the primary reason for this was that they simply didn’t understand the terms
of the new authority and were unclear how to get involved. Improved clarity and
specificity will serve all interested parties well.

In our comments below, rather than speak to each enumerated guideline as published in
the federal register, we group our comments into broad categories, based upon the key
features that differentiate Stewardship Contracting from more traditional contracting
authorities. Each section contains an overview of the issue(s) with particular attention to
the interim guidelines, and concludes with The Wilderness Society’s recommendations
for improving both the interim guidelines and the implementation of Stewardship
Contracting as a whole.

Briefly, The Wilderness Society recommends that the Guidance:

1. Ensure that all stewardship contracts are awarded on a best-value basis, where "best

. value” incorporates the bidder's commitment to forest restoration and community. . _...

capacity building.

2. Proscribe the use of the goods-for-services authority until more is learned regarding
the costs and revenues associated with restoration work.

3. Decline to use the receipt retention authority. Deposit all receipts in excess of project
costs in the Treasury. '

4. Include direction that "local and community rural needs” includes community
capacity to engage in stewardship contracts. Provide training for potential contractors
and agency staff to enhance capacity and ensure consistent understanding of
stewardship contracting.

5. Include a monitoring requirement for all projects and direction that monitoring costs
be included in project budgets.

Best-Value Contracting

We support the intent, embodied in the Act, to award contracts on the basis of best value.
Forest and resource values deserve to be considered beyond their market price, and
Stewardship Contracting is an exceptional opportunity to create a trained local workforce
with specialized restoration skills. The language in the 2003 Act requires that all
stewardship contracts “shall be selected on a best-value basis,” (Section 347 (c)(1)). The
best value language in the interim guidelines, however, renders the use of such
contracting voluntary: “In awarding a stewardship contract on a best value basis, the
agencies may, in addition to cost or price, consider such criteria as the contractor’s past
performance, work quality, existing public or private agreements or contracts, on-time

»s



delivery, and experience. The agencies may consider the benefits to local and rural
community needs when considering award of a stewardship contract on a best value
basis. The agencies may use non-traditional contractors or recipients, such as counties or
not-for-profit or non-governmental organizations, if consistent with relevant authorities,”
(emphasts added) (68 Fed Reg 38286). We are concerned that these guidelines are not
sufficiently binding to guarantee genuine consideration of alternative contracting criteria.
Why was the language weakened?

Furthermore, other components of the interim guidelines seem to actually dissnade land
managers from seeking to apply a broader understanding of “value” than market costs.
Other components of “value” include non-market costs and the needs of local contractors.
For example, guideline #10 requires that contractors “will provide such bonds as may be
required” (68 Fed Reg 38287). We are concerned that potential local and non-profit
contractors are unlikely to be able to afford this, and thus the contracting mechanism will
favor larger, industrial bidders. Such an outcome would violate the intent that
Stewardship Contracting benefit local and rural interests.

The interim guidelines loosen the “best value™ requirement here even further, by

. tightening the use of “less than full and open competition.” The Regional Forester for the. . .

Forest Service or the State Director for the BLM must now approve use of this authority.
While we generally support this kind of increased oversight, we are concerned that as the
agencies are less free to experiment with different forms of contracting, market forces
will tend to support larger industrial contractors, thereby undercutting one of the
fundamental purposes of Stewardship Contracting.

Recommendations:

1. The language in the interim guidelines should be made stronger, replacing the word
“may” at 68 Fed Reg 38286 with tighter direction for applying the “best value” standard.

2. Agencies should be given specific guidelines to assist them in ascertaining the “best
value” from a number of bidders. Criteria for consideration should rest on the most
important ideals of Stewardship Contracting, including:
a) The bidders’ understanding of the technical demands and complexity of the
work to be done.
b) Ability of the bidder to meet desired ecological objectives of the project and
the sensitivity of the resources being treated.
¢) The bidder's commitment to hiring or training workers from the local area and
the potential for benefit to local small and micro-enterprises involved in the
processing of by-products derived from the project.
d) The past performance by the bidder with the type of work being done,
including past experience with Stewardship Contracting and/or restoration work
in particular.
¢) The ability of the bidder to meet desired ecological conditions through the use
of low-impact equipment,



1) The commitment and feasibility of the contractor to training workers for high
wage and high skill jobs that are long in duration.

g) The commitment of the bidder to hiring highly qualified workers and local
residents,

3. Contracting provisions in the interim guidelines should be revisited to ensure that they
don’t reduce managers’ ability to use “best value” contracting to its fullest potential. If
the intent of the guidelines can be misconstrued, then the language should be tightened to
prevent misunderstanding.

Goods for Services

The goods-for-services provision has been one of the most controversial components of
Stewardship Contracting since its inception. Certainly the scarcity of reliable
appropriated funding for carrying out forest health projects is a matter of concern at the
agency level, and the search for alternative funding mechanisms is commendable.
Proponents of goods-for-services suggest that allowing contractors to offset the cost of
their services with the value of forest products they remove will both improve efficiency

_and allow for a sustainable self-funding management program. However, manynow.

agree that initial trials have not been as successful as hoped. The Congressional Research
Service reports that the goods-for-services process has been “extremely cumbersome™”.

Primary among the concerns about goods-for-services contracting is that the mechanism
creates an incentive for cuiting the most economically and ecologically valuable trees as
an offset for conducting restoration work. Oversight is minimal. There is no public -
oversight mechanism for tracking the generation of revenue from forest products, as
accounts from goods and services are tracked separately. The CRS notes that “in
bypassing the annual appropriations process, goods-for-services contracting is likely to
receive less congressional oversight and control.” We do understand that the mechanism
allows for greater flexibility and creativity in designing projects, but it has such potential
for abuse that we cannot support the mixing of costs and revenues on one contract bid.
Already, we have seen a number of bidders "lose their shirts" trying to balance revenues
from product removal with the costs of executing services. In addition, the Forest
Service has an exceptionally poor track record with the General Accounting Office for
accounting for timber sale costs and revenues. Mixing service costs with timber sale
revenues in one contract promises to create an accounting nightmare, unaccountable to
taxpayers and putting at risk the small local bidders/operators who are supposed to
benefit from Stewardship Contracting.

We strongly urge that, for the foreseeable future, the agencies refrain from implementing
the "goods for services" authority under the Stewardship Contracting program. Instead,
we recommend that the sale of goods be accomplished separately from the contract for
services. Such a separation will allow the agencies to determine accurately the cost of

! Gorte, Ross. 2001. CRS Report for Congress: Stewardship Contracting for the National Forests

Congressional Research Service: 4.
* Ihid, 5.



restoration services and the value of the products removed. Stewardship contracts should
be limited to the services necessary to conduct restoration, and products removed should
be sold separately in a fair and open bidding process. Perhaps over time, as more is
learned about the costs and revenues associated with restoration work, these costs and
revenues can be combined into one contract, but for now, contracts involving the
exchange of goods for services look like a bad idea. The Forest Service and BLM can ill
afford another accounting scandal resulting in accusations of defrauding the American
taxpayer

Recommendations:

1. Proscribe use of goods-for-services authority until costs and revenues associated with
restoration work are better understood.

2. Initiate intenstve monitoring and review of restoration costs and revenues from pilot
pro_1 jects and new, separated contracts.

Recelpt Retention

The interim guidelines are an improvement over the 1999 Act in that they further restrict
and clarify the use of receipts. Guidelines #9 and #17 are especially helpful in that regard.
However, we remain concerned about the scheme. First, if misused, receipt retention can
function as an incentive to remove valuable material from the forest regardless of its
relevance to restoration objectives, as the larger trees are more valuable and thus would
provide more receipts. For this reason, we strongly disfavor receipt retention as policy.

Second, the interim guidelines suggest an expectation that the revenues of the projects
will exceed the costs. This expectation is unsubstantiated by the financial performance of
FS forest stewardship sales, which have consistently lost money since data were first
reported in FY 1993. These timber sales are, "primatily to help achieve desired
ecological conditions and/or to attain some non-timber resource objective that requires
manipulating the existing vegetation -- e.g., improving forest health or reducing forest
fuels” (FS 2001) In 1998, the last year the FS released financial data, 1.411 MMBF was
cut for forest stewardship and costs exceed receipts by $111 million dollars, or $78 per
MBEF. * Financial losses were incurred by national forests in every region, with the vast
majority of all forests losing money on stewardship sales.

With history as a guide, projects should not be designed with the anticipation that they
will make money. Restoration work requires investment -- and that investment needs to
be in more than on-the-ground work. Appropriated funds will be required to pay

* For example, see GAO reports: GAO-03-538 Forest Service: Year-end Financial Reporting Significantly
Improved, but Certain Underlying Problems Remain 01-MAY-03; GAO-03-503 Forest Service: Little
Progress on Performance Accountability Likely Unless Management Addresses Key Challenpes 01-MAY-
03; GAO-03-871T Department of Agriculture: Status of Efforts to Address Major Financial Management
Challenges 10-JUN-(03.

*USDA Forest Service, Forest Management Annual Report: Fiscal Year [998. February 2001.




program costs such as administrative costs, the completion of environmental studies or
other planning and analysis, and monitoring. Because of the costs associated with these
important functions, we remain concerned about the overall financial viability of the
program, and we encourage ongoing review to improve its chances for success. In the
rare event that projects operate "in the black,” receipts in excess of the cost of the project
should be deposited in the Treasury.

Finally, though we believe strongly that excess receipts should be returned to the people,
we wish to see planning, assessment, and monitoring costs included in the project costs.
“Excess receipts” should be calculated as the net revenues affer all of these costs have
been factored into the cost of a project. A mechanism is needed to ensure that all of the
project components and costs are included in the Stewardship Contracts.

Recommendations:

1. Decline to use the receipt retention authorlty Deposit receipts in excess of the project
costs in the Treasury.

monitoring in the calculation of project costs.
Collaboration & Community Needs

Linking forest restoration with rural and community development is one of the most
promising and unigue dimensions of the Stewardship Contracting program. To achieve
these twin goals, a strong investment must be made in training. Internally, agency staff
should undergo training specific to Stewardship Contracting so they better understand its
objectives and implementation strategies. Externally, agencies should offer training to
local contractors in order to foster the creation of a strong and qualified local workforce.
Interim guideline #11 proposes a two-phased training approach, and we support the
inclusion of this critical component. If external funding only takes place “subject to
available funding”, however, then training goals will not be met. We urge the agencies to
include external training in its project budget during the planning phase. Only when the
agency takes on full responsibility for training its contractors can it maintain legitimate
accountability for the quality of work being conducted on its lands. The creation of a
forest-sustaining workforce comprised of local residents will strengthen the ab1hty of
Stewardship Contracting to meet community economic needs.

“Local and rural community needs” language appears in the interim guidelines on several
occasions. We strongly support the concept as it relates to “best value”, but we are
puzzled about the specific meaning of the term as used by the Forest Service. Are these
local employment needs? Rural economic growth needs? How will the land managers
measure, quantify, and contribute to these “needs™? Again, more specificity and
direction will help to ensure that these goals can be met on the ground. Iitended
workforce benefits and bolstering of local economies should be emphasized and
supported. Training opportunities and standards should be integrated into the guidelines,

2. Include All project costs, including assessment, plarning administration,and



and the language should be strengthened to reflect these prioritics. As currently written,
the interim guidelines do not do not offer direction as to how agencies should go about
linking land management goals with local and community economic needs.

Recommendations:

1. Require the inclusion of comprehensive internal and external training programs in
project planning budgets. Prioritize funding for training.

2. Tighten agency accountability for training by tying performance measures to the work
done by individuals on the land. Create careful criteria for measurement of performance
success.

3. Provide a clear and operational definition of “local and community rural needs” to aid
agencies in achieving those objectives. The definition should include measurable criteria
so that agencies are empowered to determine their success in this area and monitoring
systems can best capture the intent.

__Multiparty Menitoring

The inclusion of multiparty monitoring is one of the most critical components of the
Stewardship Contracting vision. We strongly support this idea, especially as it relates to
community and rural development needs and capacity building. Concerns over
monitoring provisions mirror our concern over other pieces of the program: vague
language and unfunded mandates threaten to undercut the best intentions.

Careful and thorough monitoring at all stages of project implementation is absolutely key
to the success of Stewardship Contracting. Thus far, monitoring by the Pinchot Institute
has been instrumental in the development of better guidelines for program management.
However, significant monitoring gaps exist. Multi-party monitoring has been applied
with great variation by different forests, with differing degrees of success; clarifying and
tightening the monitoring requirement will improve data co]lecnon and therefore enhance
adaptive management capacity.

The Federal Register notice explains that "The Forest Service will apply lessons learned
from the Stewardship Pilot Program when developing and implementing stewardship
projects under the expanded authority.” According to the Pinchot Institute, as of the close
of FY2002, 84 projects were approved by Congress. Of those, only 49 had completed
NEPA, 37 had estabhshed local monitoring teams, 32 had offered contracts, and only 26
had awarded contracts”. Only 5 have seen the contracts completed. Notably, 37 projects
crafted under the Stewardship Contracting umbrella were so controversial that they were
appealed and/or litigated. Without comprehensive and meaningful short and long term
monitoring data from these pilot projects on the effectiveness of the project to accomplish

* Pinchot Institute for Conservation, Implementation of Multi-party Monitoring and Evaluation: The USDA
Forest Service Stewardship Contracting Pilot Projects: FY2002 March 2003.




stated goals and objectives, authorizing Stewardship Contracting as a permanent
authority 1s, at best, premature.

“Applying lessons learned” means taking the time to study outcomes and learn from early
mistakes in subsequent management protocols. The Wilderness Society strongly
supports science-based land management and we urge the land management agencies to
apply the best available science to Stewardship Contracting. Careful data collection, both
pre- and post-project, will empower the agency to conduct not only implementation
monitoring but effectiveness monitoring as well. Only when projects are assessed for
their overall effectiveness in accomplishing restoration goals, and successes and failures
are integrated into an adaptive management approach, will public trust be enhanced and
conditions created which are conducive to achieving much needed ecological restoration.

The 1999 Act required that “the FS shall establish a multiparty monitoring and evaluation
process that accesses each individual stewardship contract.” This requirement was
watered down in the interim guidelines implementing the 2003 Act, requiring only that
Stewardship Contracting be monitored at the programmatic level with project monitoring
conducted “subject to available funding.” We believe strongly that monitoring at the

__. project level is critical to the adaptive management process and the eventual successof

the Stewardship Contracting program. Consequently, agencies should be required to
conduct project-level monitoring on all projects. As discussed above in the Receipt
Retention section, project budgets should reflect this need.

Additionally, criteria for monitoring need to be made much clearer. The interim
guidelines do offer more direction than the 1999 Act did, including a mention of
sampling structure and attention to the three primary areas for monitoring: project status,
accomplishments, and role of local communities. However, the monitoring process
employed thus far in the Stewardship Contracting Pilot Program falls short. Vegetation
management and fuels reduction are usually quite different from ecological restoration,
and tracking outcomes means measuring different variables. Monitoring process and
contracting authority effectiveness does not answer the overriding question: has treatment
X contributed to improved forest health? Has forest restoration occurred? In addition,
without baseline data collected during the pre-project phase, post-project monitoring will
be limited in its scope. Therefore, it is critical that forests begin the monitoring process
very early in their planning, giving themselves adequate time to identify members of the
monitoring team, assemble and organize the group, and establish pre-project needs.

Finally, rigorous record-keeping protocols need to be established so that lessons learned
from individual projects outlast individual staffers. Agencies need guidance on the kind
of data they should collect, thereby improving the comparability of monitoring results
from one forest to another.

The call for more structure in the monitoring program does not mean that guidelines need
to be overly complex. Multi-party monitoring places high importance on the accessibility
of the process to the public, and therefore guidelines should be kept as simple as possible.
The absence of a formalized monitoring process makes transparency and the provision of



public collaboration opportunities even more critical. Not only will such processes
strengthen trust between agencies and the public, they will also improve results. The
Pinchot Institute reports that “without fail, projects that have developed through some
form of partnership have enjoyed the greatest success.”®

Recommendations:

I. Require each forest to conduct multi-party monitoring on each project. Provide
guidance on the timing, types, and method of data collection. Place particular emphasis
on pre-project monitoring with post-project follow-up.

2. Maintain transparency in the monitoring process for public oversight.
3. Incorporate multi-party monitoring costs in project budgets.

The Wildemness Society appreciafes the opportunity to comment on the Guidelines. If
you have need for clarification of any issues raised in this letter, please contact Lisa Dale,
Ph.D., Natural Resource Fellow, at (303) 650-5818 x 107, or Gregory H. Aplet, Ph.D,

__ Forest Ecologist, at (303) 650-5818 x104.

® Ibid, ps.
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Greg Aplet To: stewardship@fs.fed.us
<greg_aplet@tws.or cc:
g> Subject: TWS comments on Interim Guidance

07/28/2003 07:05 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

Please see attached fiies for our comments on the Interim Guidance. 1
tried to paste it into the body of my e-mail, but the formatting in the
file prevented my e-mail software from accepting it.

Per your request, no duplicate coples are being sent. If, by chance, you
cannot access these files, please alert me, and I will send hard copies.

Thank you,
Greg Aplet

TWS Comments on Interim Guideling&tﬁ:ﬁlocr eco_reg_tq_r?tiqn.pdf ~ Gregory H. Aplet, PhD.

 Forest Ecologist
The Wilderness Society
7475 Dakin St., Suite 410
Denver, CO 80221
Ph: {303) 650-5818 x104
F: (303) 650-5942
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A Citizen’s Call for

Ecological Forest
Restoration: Forest
Restoration Principles

and Criteria

by Dominick A. DellaSala, Anne Martin, Randi Spivak,
Todd Schulke, Bryan Bird, Marnie Criley, Chris van
Daalen, Jake Kreilick, Rick Brown, and Greg Aplet

Decision makers, scientists, and the
interested public now recognize that
there is an urgent need 1o restore forest
ecosystems after decades of intensive log-
ging, fire suppression, road building, live-
stock grazing, mining, and invasions by
exotic species (see Noss and Cooperrider
1994, Ricketts and others 1999, Pim-
mentel and others 2000 for reviews). Such
damaging acriviries have compacted soils,
channelized streams, fragmenred forests,
suppressed natural fire, assisted the spread
of some invasive species, and caused the
loss of native species and their habitat
{Noss and Cooperrider 1994, Heilman
and others 2002).

Years of efforts by scienrists, forest prac-
titioners, environmentalists, restoration
workers, and orhers have helped develop
restoration methods and technigues. The
result has been both good and bad restora-
ton projects—madels of what to do and
what not to Jdo when restoring forests.
Today, job programs are being developed
around the country to create a work force
focused on restoring ecosysterns rather than
on resource extracrion. Local gevernments
and citizens are working together to restore
watersheds that provide drinking water for
their communities {for example, Ashland

E
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Watershed Alliance in southwest Oregon).
Restoration programs and ideas continue to
be developed to help us understand how o
testore forests holistically.

At the same time, there are serious
questions as to whether some proposed
“restoration” activities are really benefi-
cial to the landscape. Due ro recent pres-
sure from decision-makers to address
forest fires in the West, federal agencies
are developing plans to implement envi-
ronmentally questionahle “restorarion”
projects on a national scale {(see DellaSala
and Frost 2001 for limitations; also see
White House Healthy Forest Legislative
Initiative; www.nifc.gov). The National
Fire Plan has funded fuel reduction pro-
jects (many of them commercial timber
sales) in endangered species habitat, road-
less areas, old-growth forests, and areas
where there is no scientific evidence that
torests are ar risk from catastrophic fires
(DellaSala and Frost 2001). An increase
in use by the Forest Service of the com-
mercial timber sale program ro “restore™
federal lands poses risks that lopging will
adversely affect fish and wildlife habirat
and geologically sensitive landscapes.

The Citizens' Call for Ecological
Forest Restoration is proposed as a narional

2 522.4740
2003 by the Board of Regents of the Univenity of Wisconsin Svstem.
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policy framework o guide sound ecologi-
cal vestoration policy and profects. Through
these restoration principles, we seek to
arriculute a collective vision of ecologically
appropriace, scientifically supported forest
restoration. Scientifically credible princi-
ples and criteria provide a vardstick with
which w evaluate proposed forest restora-
tion policies and projects that can be used
both on the ground and in policy debares.
While this paper was developed ta respond
to restoration policy and projects on fed-
eral lands, the principles and criteria are
relevant w other land ownerships as well,
By including social criteria, the restorarion
principles also help o bridge the gap
berween what is good for the forest and
what is good for communities and workers.
Moreover, by integrating science with
community participation in restoration,
the principles are consistent with the
expanded approach to ecological restora-
rion as defined by Eric Higos (1997).

The forest resteration principles and
criteria were developed by a diverse group
of furest activists and forest ecologists from
around the United States with input from
representatives of forest practitioners and
community-based foresery groups. These
people first met in 2001 at a Forest
Activist Restoration Sumnmit in Boulder,
Colorado and in a subsequent restoration
workshop near Spokane, Washingeon in
2002, This diverse group came together
because they recognized thar o Jevelop
and implement 4 sound restoration
agenda, the conservation com munity must
learn from and work with both scientists
and practitioners. At the Beulder meeting,
forest ecologists established rhe scienific
basis for the discussion that generared
these principles. Forest practitioner, labor,
and comraunity-hased forestry advocates
then added their rradicional, experiential
and methodological knowledge, and pro-
vided focus on the socioeconomic and
hands-on aspeces of restoration that were
further refined and presented in the subse-
quent workshop.

The resteration principles covered
here ure predicared on the assumption that
successful ecosystem restoration must
address ecological, economic, and social
neads, including communiry development
and the well-heing of the restorarion work
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force (that is, in the spirit of an expanded
approach to ecological restoration; see
Higps 1997). While emphasizing that the
primary goal of restoration is to enhance
ecological integrity by restoring natural
processes and resilieney, this approach pro-
poses three core and interrelared princi-
ples to ser the stage for what constitutes
good ecological restoration: 1) ecological
forest restoration; 2} ecological econom-
ics, and 3) communities and work force
(Figure 1).

In order to implement ecologically
sound restoration, all three core principles
must be working together. Restoration
principles and criteria provide a rranspar-
ent and verifiable (on the ground)
approach to guide and evaluate the effi-
cacy of restoration projects, programs, and
polictes with respect to the care princi-
ples. The restoration principles can be
used to guide the process of restoring eco-
logical integrity through the use of
restoration assessments that are con-
ducted at multiple sparial scales. The
principles outline specific restoration
methodologies and crireria for adaprive
management through monitoring and
evaluation of restoration projects.

The principles also address the impor-
rance of an economic and institutional
framework that accounts for non-marker
ecological services (Rasker 1994, Pawer
19964, 1996b), such as clean air and water,

and that encourages the long-term viabil-
ity of communities by operating within the
capacity and restliency of forest ecosys-
rems, fostering a culture of environmental
sustainability, and meeting human needs.
This includes the development of 2 highly
skiiled and well-paid work force to perform
high-quality restorarion work that proac-
tively engages people through socially just
and economically viable training and
employment systems,

Core Forest
Restoration Principles

Sound forest restoration requires an inte-
grated, multi-disciplinary approach rooted
in conservation biolagy and ecosystem
restoration thar includes preserving and
protecting intact landscapes {(particularly
those that serve as reference or baseline
conditions); allowing the land to heal
itself; and, where necessary, helping it
do s0 through sctive resroration. Through
thoughtful strategies emploved over time,
we can reestablish sustainable human
connections to the land, creating high-
quality restoration jobs and encouraging
conservation-based economies.

The restoration principles approach
to restoring ecological integrity is the
basis for three core principles, several
working principles, and numerous criteria
that are provided in a checklist format for

|. Ecological Forest
Restoration Principle

Ecological
Integrity

» 1ll. Communities and Work

i, Ecological Economics -
Principle

Forece Principle

Figure 1. General relationship between core restoration principles and ecosystem integrity.

Courtesy of the authors
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Charlotte Fox, formerly with the Government Accountability Project in Washington, D.C.,

stands between two large diameter trees marked for removal in the Umpqua National Forest

near Reseburg in southwestern Oregon. The trees are marked as part of proposed commer-

cial timber sale that local Natianal Forest and Bureau of Land Management staff claim will

reduce hazardous fuels and tree overcrowding due to fire suppression, In reality, such trees

are marked for cutting to pay the costs of fuel-reduction activities. Fhoto by F, Eatherington,

Umpqua Watersheds

use by practitioners (Appendix 1). The
checklist can be taken into the field o
evaluate the efficacy of restoration
projects in meeting the goal of restoring
ecological ntegrity. Tr s also useful for
helping to inform policymakers regarding
what constitutes ecologically and socially
appropriate restoration.

Ecological Forest
Restoration Core Principle
Enhance ecological integriey by vestoring
nanwal proce ss
Etfective forest restoration should have as

and resifiency

tts primary objecrive the reestablishiment
of fully funcrioning ecosystems. Eco-
logical integrity can be rhought of as the
“ability of an ecosystem o support and
maintain a balinced, adaprive commu-
nity of preanisms having a species com-
functional

position,  Jiversity, and

organiztion comparable ro that of natural
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habitats within a region” (Karr and Dud-
fey 1981, Karr 2000). A restoration
approach based on ecological integricy
incorporates the advanrages of historical
madels while recognizing that ecosvstems
are dynamic and change over time. This
is fundamental to the development of
restoration approaches and is the core
principle cential to alb relared principles
and crireria.

Ecological Economics

Core Principle

Develop and employ the use of

economic incentives that protect or

restore ecological integrity

Intact forest ecosystems provide the nat-
ural capital, including clean air and
water, upon which all life and all human
economies ultimately Jdepend. Resrora-
tion of healthy ecosystems is an invest-
ment in regaining the natural capiral that

has been diminished by decades of forest
degradation. An economic and institu-
tional framework that fully accounts for
these non-market ecclogical services
should be created in order o recognize
the value uf intact ecalogical systerms and
to guide restoration efforts. As such,
sound restoration must balance achieving
restoration goals wich the cost of restora-
tin, while giving priority to ecological
effectivensss (Higgs 1997). However,
because ecologically sound forest restora-
tion is a long-rerm natural process that
will not always provide shorr-rerm bene-
fits and may not pay for itself, a time
frame for economic analysis must be used
that recognizes the long-term henefits of
restoration (for example, clean water,
restored fire regimes) ofren must take
precedent  over concerns
efficiency {Higgs 1997). Therefore, eco-
nomic incentives that drive the degrada-

regarding

tion of forests must be replaced with
restoration incentives thar protect and
restore ecological integriry.

Communities and
Work Force Core Principle

Make use of or train a highly skilled,
well-compensated work force o

conduct restoration

Ecological restoration also must become
an important component of an ecologi-
cally sound, socially just forest economy.
This approach has the potential ro sup-
port the long-term viability of communi-
tizs within the capacity and resiliency of
forest ecosystems, while fostering a culture
of environmental sustainabilicy.

A highly skilled, well-compensated
work force is essential for resroraton to
meet high ecological srandards. Building
the restoration economy requires a com-
mitment to regional training capacity
{rmuulet-jurisdicrional and interdiscipii-
nary), skill certification, consistent fund-
ing over decades, and assuring workers'
rights 1o organize and bargain collectively,
The process of advancing ecological
restoration must be open, inclusive and
rransparent, and should contribure to
breaking down class, culture, gender, lan-
guage, and religious barriers.
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Ecological Forest
Restoration Principles
and Critena

Restoration Project
Planning Principle
Daocument all restoration projects in the
comtext of a restoration assessment and
appropriate restaration approaches that
restore ecological integriry
All restoration projects must be planned
and implemented in the context of a
restoration assessment (see Forest Restora-
tion Assessment Principle) and use appro-
priate restoration approaches {see Forest
Restoration Approaches Principle) to
restore and enhance ecological integrity.
Because ecological systems are inherently
complex and dynamic, it is impossible to
accurately predice all the consequences of
our actions, even well-intentioned restora-
tion acrions. The more controversial or
experimental the project is, the smaller the
scale should be. If there is high risk and
weak scientific support, the burden of proof
falls upon the project’s proponents.
Restoration planning incorporates
numerous criteria, including making use
of the best available science, monitoring
and evaluation, regularery compliance,
priotitization of integrity goals, endan-
gered species recovery, and securing ade-
quate funding (Appendix 1, 1.1).

Forest Restoration
Assessment Principle

Cenduct a restoragon assessment

P to restoTation activities

A testoration assessment must be done
prior to implementing a restoration pro-
ject vr beginning restoration activities.
The assessment is conducted to determine
if any restoration activities are required,
and is used ro 1) identify the root causes of
ecosystem degradation ar multiple spatio-
temporal scales, including eco-ragional,
intermediare, and site-specific {see related
criteria below); 2} determmne appropriate
methods for restoring degraded systems;
and 3) create u spatially explicit prioritiza-
tion of restoration needs across spatial
scales {Appendix 1, [.2). The assessent
and corresponding actions are then fol-
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lowed by sufficient monitoring that mea-
sures progress towards restoring a degraded
systern so that it is more resilient to disrur-
bance and can persist in the absence of fur-
ther human intervention.

The restoration assessment should
first be conducred within the context of a
broader ecoregional assessment designed
to determine the status and condition of
ecological integrity across the ecoregion
and the appropriare spatial layout of core
reserves, landscape connectivity, and
restoration areas needed ro maintain or
enhance integrity (also see DellaSala and
others 1996). Examples of ecoregional
assessment criterta can be found in Scott
and others (1993), Noss and Ceaperrider
(1994), and Rickerrs and others (1999) or
obtained from published regional .assess-
ments available for maost ecoregions. The
inclusicn of additicnal scales of analysis
provides a foundation for assessing cumu-
lative impacts of propused projects from
the site to the ecoregivnal level (Appen-
dix 1, [.2).

Ecologicdl Restoration
Approaches Principle

Determine the appropriate use of protection,
and passive and active restoration based on
TESLOYQLION GSSESSMents

Restoration projects are designed to move
forest ecosystems toward a higher level of
ecological integrity. The restoration plan
chesen for a particular place should be
based on the most effective techniques rec-
ognized through the restoration assessment
while favoring the least intrusive or inten-
sive methods that will effectively move the
area woward ecological integricy. This
apprauch will usually produce the best
vesults for the least amount of time and
eftort, promoting efficient use of restora-
tion resources. It is important to note that
there will be projects where shorr-rerm
treatment impacts should be accepred
because the project will result in long-term
pasitive gains in ecological integrity (for
example, removal of roads, barriers to fish
passage, removal of exotic species).

In some cases, effective restoration
may require raking action in areas of rela-
uively high ecological integrity. In other
cases, the best approach will be to focus
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restoration efforts on more degraded land-
scapes. Factors such as broad-based support
among restoration stakeholders and the
potential for restoration of landscape link-
ages between ecologically intact areas may
lead to restoration efforts that are more
rime consuming and costly, but are neces-
sary to achieve restoration objectives.
Restoration assessments can be valuable in
resolving such issues.

The following are three approaches
and related crireria thar define the range of
forest restoration methods used to restore
ecological integrity (Appendix 1, L3).

Protection of Areas of

High Ecological Integrity

Identify and secure areas of

high ecological integrity

Relatively intact natural areas and core
refugia that have high ecolovical integrity
and little need for restorarion should he
protected and mainained, Protection of
areas of high ecological inregrity will pro-
vide critical sources of biodiversity, andfor
reference landscapes needed as a source of
baseline information (Noss and Cooper-
rider 1094 ),

Areas of high ecological inteority that
may serve as core refugia include: rare com-
munity types (for example, as idenrified in
the Natural Herirage database), intact old-
growth forests, native forest ecosystems
operating within the bounds of historic Jdis-
turbance regimes, intacr warersheds and
large rondless areas, designated wildemess
areas, and unimpaired streams and other
aquatic habitats of high conservarion value
{Nuss and Cooperrider 1994, DellaSala
and others 1996).

Passive Restoration

Cease activities that have been

determmed by a restoration assessment

to impede natiral recovery processes
Halting activities that cause degradation
Or Prevent ecosystem of species recovery
should be considered the first and most
critical step n restoration {Kauffman and
others 1997). This form of restorarion,
which should be based on thoughtful
analysis and planning, must be distin-
guished from passive manageme nt, which
has been criticized as mere neglect {Ages
2C002). Passive restoration should take




A fuei-reduction project in a fire-adapted, Jeffrey pine (Pinus jeffreyi) savanna on Rough and

Ready Creek in southwestern Oregon. The project, which was organized by the Lomakatsi

Restoration Project of Ashland, Oregon, includes small-tree thinning, lower-branch pruning,

and brush pile burning. The project makes use of National Fire Plan funds for small tree and

brush removal. Photo by O. Catranides

precedence where it is vital to eliminate
ur reduce the root causes of ecosystem
degradation, including stopping destruc-
tive logging, road building, livestock graz-
ing, mining, building of dams and warer
diversions, off-road vehicle use, and alter-
atton of fire regimes (Appendix 1).
Passive restoration can be applied alone
or in combination with active restoration
techniques provided that the primary goal
15 to stop the degradation and restore eco-
logical inregrity.

Active Restoration

Remuroduce natural processes or

species through divect intervention

Direct human intervention is needed in

cases where it i necessary to reintroduce

(or secure) natural processes, at-risk

species, or revionally extirpated species,

and in cases where ecosystem composi-

rien, structure, and funcrion are degraded

or hindered by factors such as compacred

invasive
Active

restoration methods include, bur are not

soils, channelized  streams,

species, ur fire suppression.
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fimited to, planting, prescribed burning,
road obliteration, removal of barriers to
fish passage and water diversions, invasive
species control, fuel weatment, and ripar-
fan restoration. Such approaches should
target areas of greatest risk t ecological
integrity and be implemented in situa-
tions where the risks of no action out-
those of acrive restoration.
However, given the infancy of forest

restoration science, active restorafion

weigh

should take a precautionary approach and
make use of monitoring and adaprive
management techn iques.

Community Protection

Zone Principle

Distinguish between fuel-reduction
trearmenis that restore ecological integriy
and those that serve primarily t protect
propevesy and human life

A clear be made
between fuel-reducrion trearments thar

distinction  must

restore ecological integrity and rreat-
ments that protect property and lives by
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reducing fuels in the “communiry protec-
tion zone” (CFZ: a limited area berween
rural communities and undeveloped
forestlands, also known as the wildlands-
urban interface). Treatments prorecting
property and lives in the CPZ may
address the human safety issue, bur
shauld not be considered forest restora-
tion in themselves since they may only
involve very limited aspects of ecological
integrity. Mechanical fuel rtreatmencts,
such as thinning small-diameter trees,
cann he a step forward toward forest
restoration if planned and implemented
in the context of a resworation assess-
ment. However, it must be recognized
that fuel-reduction rtrearments alone do
not address the wider range of ecological
issues included. in a comprehensive
restoration plan and may result in
degraded soils, narive vegetation, and
wildlife habitar {Brown 2000, DellaSala
and Frost 2001). Specific criteria related
to the CPZ, defensible space (Cohen
2000), and treatment types for use in this
zone (Center for Biological Diversity
2002) are covered in Appendix 1, 1.4,

Adaptive Management
Principle

Momnitering and evaluation must be assured
before restoration proceeds and should be
incorporated into the cost of the project
Ecological forest restoration of any type at
any scale is a process of adaptive manage-
ment. Due to high levels of complexity,
uncertainty and risk, resteration requires
an approach that is careful, flexible and
able to respond to change and new infor-
mation. Acceptable restoration profects
must include a transparent public process
that provides for assessment, implementa-
tion, monitoring, evaluation, and adaptive
criteria {Appendix 1, 1.5). Given that
many restoration projects Jo not pay for
rhemselves, monitoring and evaluarion are
often underbudgered and, therefore, not
included in restorarion. The lack of suffi-
cient monitoring and evaluation hampers
the ability of ecological restoration to con-
tribute to our understanding of restoration
ecology. Therefore, moniroring and evalu-
ation must be included as crireria in the
assessment of restoration projects.

21:1 ® Mares 2003




Ecological Economics

Principle and Criteria

Economic Framework Principle
Develop and employ positive incentives o
encourage ecologically sound restoration
Positive incentives are needed to encour-
age ecologically based restorarion and
eliminate incentives that encourage
activities that are ecologically degrading.
Such incentives should prorect and
restore ecological integrity within an eco-
logical and institutional framework that
accounts for the benefits and costs associ-
ated with restoring natural capital. As
such, incentives that encourage activities
thar degrade the ecological health of the
landscape are inconsistent with improv-
ing ecological integrity or otherwise may
cause ecological damage and, therefore,
must be eliminated. Investments in
ecosystem vestoration should be applied
across land ownerships, fostering co-man-
agement agreernents between the federal
government and the private sector
(Appendix 1). For this to work at the pol-
icy level, specific reforms are needed to
fund restoration projects not tied to tradi-
rienal commercial timher o perations, We
propose several criteria to encourage the
development of positive restoration
incentives (Appendix 1, 1L6).

Communities and Work

Force Principle and Criteria
Community/Work Force
Sustainability Principle

Effective restorarion depends on strong,
healthy and diverse communities and a
skilled, committed work force

Restoration must foster a sustainable
human relationship to the land that pro-
motes ecological integrity, social and
economic justice for workers and com-
munities, and a culture of preservarion
and restoration. In turn, effective
restoration depends on sorong, healthy
and diverse communirties and a skilled,
commirted work force. While the
restoration principles provide the “eco-
logical horse™ for steering such an
approach, the “economic cart” generaced

Road recontouring (middle of photo) along Grass Valley Creek in Redwood National Park,

northern California, one year after project completion. The remeval of roads and recontour-

ing of slopes helps restore hydrological processes and aguatic health while reducing the

effects of forest fragmentation. Phote by John McCullah, Salix Applied Earthcare

by restoration activities can provide
numerous opportunities for making use
of a highly skilled work force. As such,
restoration must be linked to economic
development in a way rthat prioritizes the
long-term interests of communiries over
short-term and non-lecal econcmic
interests (Appendix 1, [1.6). Given the
extensive degradation of forests threugh-
out the nation, there are numerous
opportunities for fostering cooperarion
between restoration scientists and a com-
munity work force interested in restoring
forests and creating high-quality jobs and
sustainable cornmunirties through relared
criteria {Appendix 1, I1[.7).

Participatory Principle

Encourage myolvement of a diversity

of comumunities, interest groups, agencies,
and vther stakeholders ar all levels
Meaningful involvement of a diversity of
communities, interest groups, agencies
and other stakeholders (at focal, regional,
and national levels) should be achieved
through open, inclusive, and transparent
Jdeciston-making processes with recogni-
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tion of and respect for differences. This is
the foundation for an expanded approach
to restoration (Higgs 1997) thav takes
advantage of opportunities to blend sci-
entific understanding of restoration with
local and traditional knowledge of forest
ecosystems (Appendix 1, 1I1.8; also see
Kimmerer 2002). Local communities can
be more involved in restoraricn through
“all-party” monitoring, provided that such
actions are part of the larger public par-
ticipation in public lands restoration and
relaced criteria for inclusion.

Conclusion

The Cirizens Call for Ecological Forest
Restoration establishes a vision for restor-
ing natural processes and narive species in
forested ecosystems through an adaptive
and inclusive process. Ecologically sound
forest restoration provides us wirh the
opportunity to heal the land and to
restore a viable community connection
thar in practice achieves an inregrated
viston of big-cultural restoration. To
ensure that this vision becomes reality, we
must continue efforts to bring community
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forestry and conservation groups together.
We must commit to thoughtful, science-
based restorarion to ensure that future
generations can experience and enjoy
intace, Jiverse furested landscapes having
the highesr ecological integrity. While
these principles do not address regional
ecological differences, they do provide a
national vision and guidance for the
establishment of a sound restoration
agenda, as well as the tools and a checklist
to implement responsible forest restora-
tion on the ground. The principles were
forged in hopes that they will encourage
the sharing of information and develop-
ment of alliances among organizations
and citizens that are necessary for success-
ful forest restoration through an expanded
approach. We have decades of restorarion
work ahead. It is viral thar we begin to
make the long-term investment in the
protection and restoration of our forests
that is necessary to secure their lasting
value for future generations.
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Appendix 1. Ecological Forest Restoration Prindples and Criteria Chedklist

Core Principle

|. Ecalogical Forest Restoration—Enhance ecological integrity

by restoring natural processes and resiliency

Subprindple and Criteria

1. Restoration Project Planning Principle—Document all
restoration projects in the context of a restoration
assessment and appropriate restoration approaches
that restore ecological integrity

Restoration Planning Criteria

Take a thoughtful, careful, and conservative approach.

Use the best available science and incorporate experigntial and
indigenous knowledge where spplicable.

Make use of an adaptive and public process that regufarly incor-
porates revisions from monitoring and evaluation.

Prescriptions for active restoration must be clearly applied to
those factors that are currently limiting ecosystem recovery
and integrity. Priorities identified during the assessment
should nct be sbandoned in order ta meet other objectives
not directly aimed at ecosystern integrity and resitience.

Restoration treatments must use the least intrusive techniques
that will be effective in order to avoid negative cumulative
effects to watersheds and wildlife, except under special cir-
cumstances where a high level of intrusiveness is neaded to
restore ecological integrity (for example, road obliteration,
see section IV, 2).

Comply with and uphold all applicable local, state and federal
laws and regulations.

Incorporate and/or improve recovery plans for threatened and
endangered species.

Budgets must include realistic and dedicated funding for and
an institutional commitment to assessment, monitoring and
evaluation, with systems designed and in place before activi-
ties commence.

Assess the work force and community capacity for carrying out
restoration work, and recommend actions to meet Quality
Jobs Criterta below.

2. Forest Restoration Assessment Principle—Conduct a
restoration assessment prior to restoration activities

Ecoregional Level Assessment Criteria (Broad Scale Assessment)

Use published ecoregional classifications to identify the eco-
region within which the site occurs.

Determine the status and condition of ecological integrity
attributes across the ecoregion (for example, what are the
mazjor forest types or species in decline and what are the
root causes of such declines?).

Identify core refugia, landscape connectivity, and restoration areas
needed to maintain or restore integrity across the ecoregion.

Intermedate Spatid Scale Assessment Criteria

Identify the specific unit used in an intermediate spatial assess-
ment—the unit of analysis should be defined based on the
integrity needs addressed (examples inciude landscape,
watershed, subbasin, river basin, mountain range}.

Focus on extending high-integrity areas and connecting them at
the intermediate scale, wherever connectivity was character-
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istic of the natural landscape as recognized by the ecore-
gional assessment.

Determine the need and efficacy for performing restoration
objectives at intermediate spatial scales (for example, Are
treatments needed at the scale of the landscape or is it best
to start at some other unit?)

Evaiuate cumulative impacts and address how a site-specific
project will sffect ecological integrity at intermediate scales.

Site-Specific Assessment Criteria

Determine the importance of the site within the larger land-
scape context.

Identify the specific ecological processes, species, or functions
at risk.

Bocument the types of restoration treatments needed to main-
tain or restore ecological integrity.

Establish clear links to the spatial and temporal issues identified
in the ecoregional and intermeadiate assessments.

Link site-specific informaticn 1o the role the site plays in deter-
mining resiliency and integrity at the watershed, Jandscape
and global scales,

Determine the role that individual target sites play within the
watershed or landscape based on conservation biology prin-
ciples (for example, is an area an important corridor for wild-
life, the only old-growth forest in the reaicn, critical habitat
for an area-iimited species?).

Evaluate cumulative impacts and address how a site-specific pro-
ject will affect ecological integrity at broader scales.

Evaluate the appropriate restoration methods (protection, pas-
sive, or active restoration} based on ecological need, impor-
tance of the site in the watershed or landscape, and the
timing and rescurces needed to restore ecological integrity.

Focus on projects with a high iikelihood of successful ecological
results and low risks or where risks of inaction jeopardize
important ecological values of the site.

Give consideration to areas of greatest need/areas where
threats are the greatest.

Give extra censideration to the oresence of populations of
at-risk species.

Assessments must include data that indicate:

1. Baseline {current) conditions.

2. Associated ecological reference conditions (reference sites
or ecolegical canditions that supportfed] native biodiver-
sity and scalogical processes) that account for resilient and
dynamic systems (for example, fload- or wind-prone areas,
areas experiencing population cycling and perigdic fire
events). Ecoiogical reference conditions must inform
restoration and are selected to define, achieve, and main-
tain ecological integrity.

3. Control sites based on reference conditions or landscapes.

3. Ecological Restoration Approaches Principle—Determine
the appropriate use of protection, passive and active
restoration based on restoration assessments

Protection of Areas of High Ecolbogical Integrity Criteria—
Protect areas of high ewlogical integrity
Identifying and protecting areas that currently exhibit high eca-
logical integrity must be the first priority of restoration plans.




Active restoration should not be applied in these areas unless it
can be shown that there is a high degree of scientific and
stakehoider suppor, and that there are no other means for
restoring or maintaining ecological integrity.

Passive Restoraion Criteria—Cease activities that have been
determined by a restoration assessment to impede naturd
recovery processes

Passive restoration should be employed in areas where removal
of degrading activities will aliow natural recovery to oceur,

Passive restoration can be employed alone, or prior to active
restoration.

Active restoration that fails tc incorporate appropriate passive
technigues is unlikely to succeed.

Active Restoraion Criteria—Reintroduce natura processes er
spedes through drect ntervention

Focus on areas of greatest risk 1o ecological integrity and
processes.

implement in situations where inaction might Jead to the
destruction or loss of natural processes or permanent decline
of a species, stream function, or rare habitat type, or where it
can be demanstrated that active restoration will greatly accel-
erate the return to a higher state of ecological integrity.

Apply active restoration judiciously in areas of high ecological
integrity based on degree of degradation and ecological need.

Emphasize the least risky interventions that are likely to provide
the greatest ecological benefit, while minimizing manags-
ment-induced ecological risks and costs.

Provide benefits in areas that exhibit moderate loss of ecologi-
cal integrity but still support key ecological elements and
processes.

Incorporate appropriate passive technigues.

should be 2 cooperative partnership between the relevant
agencies, communities, and homeowners beginning with the
initial CPZ risk assessment and following through to future
maintenance and should account for appropriate access to
structures for fire fighting, fire-resistant landscaping, and
consideration of construction standards and proper zoning
laws for all land ownerships.

4. Community Protection Zone Principle—Distinguish
between fuel-reduction treatments that restore ecological
integrity and those that serve primarily to protect prop-
erty and human life

CPZ Criteria

* Home-site ireatments in the CPZ must be undertaken primar-
ily within a 66-200 feet (20-60 meter) intensive treatment
zone whare fires most directly threaten structures and human
life (Cohen 2000).

* Defensible community space that may include public and pri-
vate lands should be created within an additional treatment
zone up to 1647 feet (500 meters), which includes the 200-
foot (0 meter) home-site treatment zone, for firefighter
safety and protection of other flammable community values
(Center for Biological Diversity 2002},

* Treatments to create defensible space may include thinning
small-diameter trees, pruning, mowing, roof cleaning, as well
as repiacement of lammable landscape and building materi-
als (Cohen 2000, Firewise 2001).

* Home-site treatment is sufficient for survival of a home during
a forest fire. It is critical that these treatments be imple-
mented for a CPZ protection plan to be successful. Priority
should be given to home-site treatments when resources are
limited. Federal cost-share grants for home-site treatment
snould be increased and maintained until a comprehensive
prograrm is completed.

* Long-term management of the community defensible space

[S]
ta

5. Adaptive Management Prindple—Monitoring and evalua
tion must be assured before restoration proceeds, and be
incorporated into the cost of the project

Menitoring and Evaluation Criteria

Have clearly stated cbjectives, as well as specific indicators and
measures for determining effectivenass.

Be an integral componant of the restoration project.

Be incorporated into the essential costs of the project.

Provide 2 process for all-party and scientific input.

Comgile data, models, and analyses related to ecological
restoration efforts in comparable formats and collect them in
a central location,

Make diata available to the public in a user-friendly format in
both an-line and written display formats. Such information
will indicate how data will be used in the restaration process.

Require that project implementation promptly respend to maoni-
toring and evaluation results, as well as new information.
This may include adapting or altering implementation plans
and/or taking corrective actions.

Require that processes for carrying out assessments, planning,
monitoring and evaluation of restoration efforts involve all
locat, regional, and national stakeholders.

Il. Ecological Economics—Develop or make use of restora
tion incentives that protect or restore ewlogical integrity

6. Economic Framework Prindple—Develop positive incen
tives to encourage ecologically socund restoration.

Econamic Incentives Criteria

Investments in restoring ecosystems should be applied across
tand ownerships in cooperation with willing landowners and
should be tiered to regional and local ecological needs,

Successful restoraticn an public fands requires reforming federal
agency funding mechanisms and contracting procedures to
remove incentives for ecologically and sacially damaging
activities. Such reforms should include the following:

1. Specific appropriations must commit consistent, adequate
riulti-year funding for all aspacts of restoration—assessment,
implementation, monitoring, evaiuation, and adaptative
management.

2. The current timber sale program continues to give priority
to economic interests and is not appropriate for restoring
forests. However, restoration byproducts derived from eco-
fegically based restoration projects may have value secon-
darily. Contracting mechanisms, therefore, must be
developed that are driven by ecolegical objectives.

3. Contracts for restoration work on public fands must be
awarded on "best value” rather than “lowest bid” eriteria.
Best value snould be based on desired ecological, commu-
nity, and work force cbjectives, which ensure contractors
possess the necessary skills and capacities to carry out
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hign-quality work, have successfully performed such work
in the past, and provide social and economic benefits
to communities.

4. Preference for “best value” contracts on public lznds
shoulc not exclude any business or group of persons, but
should be given to local crews and small businesses,
underserved communities, and mobiie workers, wha can
demenstrate direct knowledge and experience of the
ecosystem in which the work will be done. Procuremant
mechanisms should encourage contractors to include a
training and employment component that will increase the
capacity of existing displaced timber workers and mobile
workers to access and perform high-skill, long-duration
work. The Mobile Waorkfarce consists of economically dis-
advantaged, under-reprasented and culturally diverse
crews of migrant and community-based forest workers who
perform services such as tree planting, thinning, brush dis-
posal, prescribed buming, trail construction, and se on.

For public lands, restoration funding should not include off-bud-
get funds generated from commercial activities.

Restoration on private lands requires outreach to landowners
with information about the ecological importance of their
tands within the context of the larger landscape, and
resources for technical and financial assistance to help
landowners restore these lands.

1. Private forestland owners should be encouraged (including
financial support for small landowners) to pursue Forest
Stewardship Council certification to promote sound
forestry on private lands.

2. Cooperative forestry programs should provids private
forestland cwners with access to education, training and
incentives for participation in restorative forestry methads.
Agencies must inform low-income and minority landowners
of such opportunities.

3. Allow-interest, revolving loan fund should be established
to cover upfront costs to encourage landowners to shift to
longer timber rotations.

4. Public funding sources and tax incentives for habitat
restoration projects for threatened and endangered
species and imperiled forest habitats should he estab-
lished.

5. Federal land and water conservation funds should be
appropriated for the acquisition, protection, and restora-
tion of priority habitats.

Govemnment, interest grougs, and communities should cooper-
ate to promote policies and programs that build community
capacity far ecologically sound restoration, including wark
force and small business development that;

1. Are based on landscape-scale assessments of restoration
needs, and are scaled appropriately within the carrying
capacity of the land and regional economy.

2. Have the flexibility to adapt over time to new information.

3. Directly and proactively address barriers to equal access,
such as differences based on class, culture, fanguage, and
religion.

4. Provide for intergenerational exchange and other proactive
strategies to engage and empower youth and elders.

5. Are designed to add maximum value to restoration
byproducts at the community level.

Quality Joks Criteria

Restoration contracts should recognize and foster a multiclisci-
plinary, high-skilled work force of trained, certified restora-
tion technicians and applied ecologists, and provide stable,
fuil-season employment.

Restoration workers should be compensated with a famity living
wage at levels commensurate with their knowledge and
skifls, set as a functional minimum.

Restoration must be suppoerted by regional training and skill
certification systems (for example, apprenticeship programs),
with stable funding, that provide for multidisciplinary skill
development 1o broaden career oppartunities.

Employment and training systems must be equally accessible to
the existing diverse work force. Restoration contracts and
regional training systems must be linked by recognized sill
standards and associated wage and benefit standards.

Contracting, ermploymant, and training systems must promote
the efficient and fair utifization of local, regional, and mobile
workers in a way that mast effectively meets ecological
integrity as well as social goals.

Restoration workers at all wage and skill levels must be guaran-
teed the right to crganize and bargain collectively.

. Communities and Work Force—Make use of or train
a highly skilled, well-compensated work force to conduct
restoration

7. Community/Work Force Sustainability Prindple—Effective
restoration depends on strong, healthy, and diverse com-
munities and a skilled, committed work force

Sustainability Criteria
Restoration and econarmnic development must prioritize the

long-term interests of communities over short-term and nan-
local economic interests.
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8. Participatory Principle—Encourage invoivement of a
diversity of communities, interest groups, agendes, and
other stakeholders at all fevels

Participatory Criteria

Adaptive processes for carrying out assessments, planning,
monitoring, and evaluation of restoration efforts on public
fands should be “all-party” processes to the extent feasible;
that is, open to and proactively inclusive of ali stakehclders
at local, regional, and nationai levels.

Na one interest or community should be afforded control of or
undue influence en public-land management decisicn making,

Adaptive all-party processes should strive to build consensus
around ecological, social, and economic principles and
practices by focusing on common vaiues, rmutual goals,
and the resclution of conflicts based on class, culture,

language, and religion.

O]
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July 28, 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff

Mail Stop 1105 3
1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20024-1105

202-205-1045 (fax)

stewardship(@fs.fed.us

Re: Comments, Stewardship End Result Contracting, Notice of interim guidelines;
opportunity for public input (68 Fed. Reg. 38285 (June 27, 2003))

Dear Chief Bosworth, Deputy Director Hughes, and comment reviewers,

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed guidelines for implementing
stewardship contracts as authorized by P.1.. 108-7 section 323 (“Section 323). We
recognize the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management view the new stewardship _
- contracting authorities as a tremendous opportunity to_fund and fulfill their land =~ . . . ______
management objectives in new ways. We hope you recognize and appreciate the reasons
these new powers remain controversial, and structure the implementing guidelines to
reduce the sources of concern, namely the lack of requirements that stewardship
contracting authorities are used solely for their stated purposes and can not be misused.

We are generally supportive of the goals with which stewardship contracts are often
associated — forest restoration, community stability, greater public involvement,
ecological sustainability, wildlife protection, and many other laudable goals. We remain
concerned, however, that the reality of stewardship contracts may not live up to achieving
the lofty ecological restoration goals under which they are promoted. This concern arises
from the open-ended nature of Section 323, the incentives and potential for abuse
inherent in the new stewardship contracting powers, and the lack of requirements in the
law to ensure stewardship contracts actually fulfill the objectives for which they were
authorized.

The directions for implementing stewardship contracts are the agency’s best opportunity
to alleviate concerns about the nature and risks of this program, and to provide strong
direction guaranteeing stewardship contracts will be implemented in a way that is
consistent with their original purposes of ecological restoration and community
engagement. We believe a formal notice and comment rulemaking needs to be
undertaken to properly implement Section 323, given the profound impact it will have on
Forest Service procedures and practices, and on the resources the agency is responsible
for.

[CAET RErEN N
UL 30 2003



Enforceable standards

Providing assurances that the stewardship contracting program will fulfill its original
objectives, and that the potential for abuse of the new authorities will be limited, is
important for building trust in the program and fostering broader participation, less
conflict, and overall effectiveness. Such trust-building assurances are particularly
important since Section 323 provides few such assurances or guarantees. Therefore, we
recommend clear standards and enforceable regulations be adopted through a formal
rulemaking process. This will help allay fears that the program can be misused, will help
the agencies ensure the objectives for the program are met, and will allow the public to
play arole in helping the agency ensure projects do not stray from program objectives.

Project goals

The original goals of stewardship contracts focused on overall ecological restoration.
Section 323 adopts broad “land management goals™ for stewardship contracts (P.L. 108-7
§ 323(b)). Guideline #1 narrows the goals of the program to “resilience™ of forests to
disturbance. This extreme narrowing is not authorized by law, is not justified, and is

_inconsistent with Congressional intent for Section 323 as well as the overall intent of the

stewardship contracting concept. We recommend Guideline #1 be broadened to focus on
ecological restoration — the original purpose of stewardship contracting — through the
“land management goals” established in Section 323(b). The guidelines should reiterate
the legislative language in Section 323(b) and include benchmarks for the agencies to
achieve ecological restoration.

Further, Guideline #1 over-emphasizes logging trees to the exclusion of other ecological
restoration methods and objectives. Guideline #1 includes vegetation modification as a
key component of all stewardship contracts. Section 323, on the other hand, directs the
agencies to achieve a broad range of project objectives not solely focused on vegetation
removal. Vegetation modification need not be, and should not be directed to be, part of
every stewardship contract. Stewardship contracts may include vegetation modification,
but we can envision many circumstances where that would not be necessary or
appropriate. Maintaining the broad scope of stewardship activities as required by law
cncompasses the objectives proposed in Guideline 1 — vegetation management would still
be allowed, while resilient forests are best achieved through overall forest restoration —
without redirecting the program toward inappropriately narrow objectives.

In general, we recommend that the guidelines clearly state that the stewardship
contracting program shall be completely distinct from commodity extraction programs
such as the timber sale, livestock and mining programs. Stewardship contracting should
not be administered through the timber sale program but instead through the service
contract program. Stewardship contracting should remain limited to the provision of
services to achieving overall ecological restoration.



‘Revenue

Guideline #2 states that deriving revenue from the sale of products through stewardship
contracts should be a secondary objective of stewardship contracts. We do not believe

deriving revenues should be an objective of stewardship coniracts at all. Revenues can
be a by-product of a stewardship contract but should not drive the process.

Further, the removal of large, commercially valuable trees generally necessary to
generate significant revenue is usually going to conflict with the purposes of stewardship
contracts in restoring forests, since mature trees are necessary for functional forests.
Removal of these trees will be particularly inconsistent with stewardship projects
designed to reduce the potential for fire because large, healthy trees are the most fire
resistant, critical to the forests ability to remain resilient to fire.

The guidelines need to further emphasize that restoration of ecological sustainability is
the purpose of stewardship projects and clearly state that projects with a commercial
objective are not suitable for stewardship contracting: In addition, the guidelines need to
be clear in distinguishing stewardship contracts from the commercial timber sale program

-and other distinct existing programs. We do not support mixing stewardship contracting
authorities or projects with aiready existing programs for commercial extraction or
recreation. The guidelines should explicitly state that stewardship contracting authorities
should not be used to build new or temporary roads or motorized trails.

Language along the lines of the National Park Service’s proposed plan for implementing
the Healthy Forests Initiative on national parks would more appropriately reflect the level
of emphasis that should be placed on revenue generation in stewardship contracts:
“Offering the harvest of commercially valuable, large timber as an economic incentive
for contractors to remove small trees and downed fuel with low commercial value
generally is not appropriate, especially where the fuels management projects is intended
to restore natural conditions. However, in WUI areas where negative effects of soil .
compaction or erosion can be managed to remain within acceptable levels, it may be
appropriate to haul removed biomass away for use for lumber, paper, or fuel, with
income from such use perhaps helping to off-set the cost of thinning.”

Finally, we recommend the agencies aggressively pursue increased funding for forest
restoration from Congress rather than relying substantially or solely on trees and other
goods exchanged through stewardship contracts to fund much needed restoration work.
Adequate appropriated funds will reduce the pressure on our public lands, and on the
stewardship contracting program, to fund massive forest restoration needs.

Fair Market Value

The guidelines should contain much more explicit direction on how fair market value
(“FMV?™) is 10 be estimated. Guideline #2 simply states products will be appraised at
FMYV without any indication of how FMV will be established. Since the public goods
offered in stewardship contracts will apparently not be independently bid on, their true



FMV can not be determined. Therefore, it is extra important that the process through
which their FMV is estimated be transparent and clearly explained so the public has a
reasonable opportunity to ensure it receives FMV for its goods. Reliance on unexplained
agency procedures is not sufficient to generate confidence in the FMV estimation
process.

We recommend a separate bidding process for any commercial products to be exchanged
in a stewardship contract to accurately establish and capture FMV for those goods. This
could be effectively accomplished by selling merchantable goods removed from the
forest in a stewardship contract separately. In the case of trees, this could be done
through a log decking operation. Not only would the FMV of goods be established
through the marketplace rather through agency guesswork, this approach would have the
added benefit of reducing any incentive that may exist to make projects more financially
attractive to loggers by including more merchantable trees (a particular concern when the
logger is allowed to choose which trees to cut under the designation by description
authority discussed below). The contractor will have a disincentive to cut any more trees
than the Forest Service requires because he will not be paid for the extra effort to cut and
remove them.

Collaborative process
We support Guideline #3 to require a full and fully open collaborative process on all
stewardship contracts in order to engage all interested parties early in the development
process for each project. This is consistent with the original concept of stewardship
contracting and, when combined with existing public involvement and oversight
opportunities, will facilitate more successful, effective, and broadly supported projects.
However, this guideline should be tightened up and clarified, and should specifically
mention that non-local interested parties should be invited to collaborate on stewardship
contracts on public lands.

Appeals

We are glad to see the applicability of environmental laws, land and resource
management plans, and appeals and dispute resolution explicitly reaffirmed in Guideline
#6. We request that this guideline state that appeals will be accepted on all stewardship
contracts, notwithstanding any other provision of law or regulation. This will avoid any
confusion that stewardship contracts could be exempted from appeals through
exemptions from appeals recently adopted for many projects, such as categorically
excluded timber sales up to 1000 acres directed at hazardous fuels reduction.

Off-budget funds

The transfer of excess receipts to the Salvage Fund and the Knutson-Vandenberg Fund
does not appear to be authorized by law. Any excess receipts generated from stewardship
contracts (when the value of the trees or other goods exceeds the cost of the services they
are exchanged for) should be returned directly to the U.S. Treasury.



Guideline #7

This guideline should make clear that in developing new contracting mechanisms to
implement stewardship contracts, the agencies should not establish mechanisms by which
the stewardship contracting program could be administered through the timber sale
program or timber sale contracts. These programs should be kept separate. Service
contracts would be a more appropriate mechanism through which to implement
stewardship contracts, reflecting the program and Congress’ emphasis on the service
component of stewardship contracts as opposed to the timber sale component.

Best value contracts

The lack of any explicit direction to consider past and future environmental performance
in awarding contracts on a best value basis is a glaring omission from Guideline #8. This
omission is important since environmental performance is one of the main justifications
given as a benefit of the best-value authority — proponents often point out how contracts
wiH no longer have to go solely to Iow-cost bidders but can goto b1dders with a better

value authonty could result in a failure to quy realize : any potentlal envzronm_ental
advantages of this new flexibility. Past environmental performance should be taken into
account, including prior violations of environmental laws or standards. Ability to operate
in an ecologically sensitive manner should also be explicitly considered, for example due
to the possession of equlpmcnt that leaves a hght footprmt on the land, forest, and soil.

More éxplicit direction is also needed in this guideline to consider the benefits to local
communities and economies.

In addition, this guideline needs to be changed to reflect Congress’ mandate that each
stewardship contract source “shall be selected on a best-value basis” (P.L. 108-7 §
323(c)(1)). Guideline #8 is written as though this is a discretionary authority.

Multiparty monitoring

Multiparty monitoring was originally envisioned as a critical component of every
stewardship contract, consistent with the intent of the program for greater involvement of
the community and interested parties in project design, development, and
implementation. This is an important process, and one that is strongly supported by the
environmental community and community forestry groups. Multi-party monitoring of
projects can provide a much greater level of feedback than broad-scale, aggregate
monitoring, although that is important as well. All stewardship contracts are envisioned
as having strong community and interest group involvement from their inception, so
following through with multiparty monitoring by groups already engaged in the project
should not be difficult. We urge that multi-party monitoring be required of every
stewardship contract, at least until enough feedback has been received on these projects
and new authorities to make more informed decisions about their implementation. To



date, feedback from only a finy number of stewardship contract pilot projects has been
received, not a sufficient amount of feedback to dilute an important safeguard like
multiparty monitoring.

We also request the addition of an explicit bullet point under Guideline #12 directing
multiparty monitoring to focus on the environmental impacts of projects. An important,
highly touted benefit of stewardship contracts is that they are all supposed to be designed
as environmentally beneficial projects. Feedback from monitors on whether this goal is
being achieved would be very useful. We recommend that the guidelines explicitly
require that ecological impacts are monitored and documented and that the guidelines
include benchmarks that will measure whether or not ecological restoration has been
accomplished.

We recommend that the agencies establish direction to not enter into stewardship
contracts unless the associated monitoring will be fully funded. Guideline #12 states that
monitoring will only be conducted subject to available funding. Pre- and post- project
monitoring are essential components of ecological restoration in order to learn from the
process and to evaluate the failure or success in achieving restoration objectives, and
_should be considered core components of stewardship contracts that must be funded if the
project is to proceed.

The guideles on the focus of multi-party monitoring are not clear enough about what is
meant by "the specific accomplishments that have resulted” from the stewardship
contracting program. This criteria needs to be better explained and more fully described.

Long Term Contracts

We do not believe it is appropriate for the guidelines to proactively encourage use of
multi-year projects through multiple-year funding (Guideline #14). Multi-year contracts
for managing national forests are a controversial aspect of the stewardship contracting
program because of perceived potential for abuse by timber companies given more
control over a tract of land, over time, combined with less direct oversight of their
actions. The poor environmental and fiscal track record of prior long term forest
management contracts, such as in Alaska and Oregon, and current environmental, fiscal,
and accountability problems with similar contracts in Canada, bolster this concern. We
are pleased to see guidelines explicitly directing continued federal control and oversight
of stewardship projects (Guidelines #9 and #15). Consistent with our concerns about
other aspects of this untested program, however, it is unclear how this authority will work
out or be implemented. The extent of federal oversight and involvement throughout all
years of the contract remains to be seen, for example. We do not, therefore, feel it is
appropriate to proactively encourage agencies to offer long-term contracts through the
multi-year funding mechanism. It is likely that local land managers will readily employ
multi-year contracts, on their own, hopefully only where appropriate, without direction to
artificially expand their use of them. Explicit direction to take advantage of this authority
1S unnecessary.



We also see a need for rules to prevent a contractor from withholding implementation of
needed restoration work in the hopes that rising timber prices will make the work more
profitable. This would undermine the purpose of the projects. To guard against this, we
recommend a two to three year time limit for project implementation be written into

~ project contracts unless special circumstances requiring otherwise are present.

Tracking Costs

We are pleased to see that the values of goods and services will be separately tracked at
the project level (Guideline #16). We strongly recommend the guidelines require the
stewardship contract program, and all of its costs and benefits, be tracked and reported on
at the national level as well. Goods and services should be separately tracked in the
aggregate national accounting, just as they are at the project level. This could be
accomplished by added national reporting requirements in Guideline #13. A national
program report will allow Congress and the public to gain insight into how extensively
the new authorities are being used, and to better monitor their implementation.
Informatien on individual projects and aggregate information on all stewardship coniracts
should be compiled and annually reported on separately from non-stewardship contract

__projects, and should include such information as amount of timber cut; price paid for it;

other goods exchanged and their value; miles of road construction and reconstruction
associated with stewardship contracts; amount of services contracted for; value paid or
exchanged for those services; amount of receipts raised through this program;
information about contractors employed; and other useful information. Addltionaﬂy,
Guideline #13 needs to include a requirement to reports on whether projects are

‘achieving ecological restoration goals.

The guidelines should also explicitly require the goods and services from stewardship
contracts be accounted for as part of the agencies’ overall non-stewardship programs.
For example, timber cut in stewardship contracts should be accounted for as all other
timber sales are, such as through inclusion in cui-and-sold reports. The effect of a timber
sale embedded in a stewardship contract is the same as any other timber sale, so no
reason exists to exempt stewardship contracts from standard accounting procedures. The
same should hold true for all aspects of stewardshlp contracts, including accounting for
the costs of stewardship contracts and the service components.

Finally, full disclosure of how the costs and benefits of stewardship contracts are
evaluated and accounted for is important so Congress and the public can verify the
accuracy of stated costs and benefits.

Communities

In spite of the fact that communities are supposed to be beneficiaries of the new
stewardship contract authorities, nothing in Section 323 requires communities to benefit
more than they would from any other Forest Service program or project. The guidelines
do not adequately correct this vast discrepancy between the purported objectives of the
program to benefit communities and the total lack of requirements that communities



actually receive additional benefits. We urge the adoption of binding regulations that
ensure many of the financial benefits of stewardship contracts flow to local communities.

Healthy Forests Initiative

We are concerned at the extent to which the stewardship contracting program has been
subsumed under the Healthy Forests Initiative. Stewardship contracting began as a
program with much broader goals than simply fuel reduction. Overall forest restoration
is the main goal of stewardship contracting, under which fire and fuels management can
be one objective. Congress explicitly adopted broad “land management goals™ in Section
323(b) as discussed above. We are concerned that the momentum behind the program,
and its inclusion as one of the three main prongs of President Bush’s Healthy Forests
Initiative, suggest that it will be used largely to carry out fuel reduction projects. This is
contrary to the original intent of the stewardship contract program, and Congressional
direction to accomplish the broader “land management goals.”

Further, stewardship contracts are not particularly-effective tools for addressing short
term fire management objectives since they are envisioned as smaller projects that

_develop more slowly due to heavy local and community involvement. We encouragethe. .

guidelines to explicitly refocus the program on its original intent of overall ecological
restoration. Any fuel reduction projects carried out as stewardship contracts should be
limited to the community zone in and directly adjacent to communities, where the
projects will have their most beneficial effect in saving lives and property.

Goods for Services / Offsets

We do not feel the proposed guidelines adequately address and inform use of the new
“goods for services” authority. This is the most controversial new power given to the
agencies in the stewardship contracting authority. It is the heart of the stewardship
contracting program and the reason the program is such a fundamental shift in agency
operating procedures. This funding mechanism allows the agencies to fund an unlimited
portion of their land management obligations by directly paying for them with public
goods — trees or other products. We are concerned about the pressure this could put on
public resources, and the incentives it creates for land managers to earry out unnecessary
and potentially harmful projects in order to raise their budget (particularly when
combined with the incentives inherent in the receipt retention authority to design projects
to generate excess receipts which can then be retained and spent by local forest
managers). We are also concerned about the off-budget nature of this source of funding,
and the lack of direct Congressional oversight.

Due to these concerns, we urge the agencies to adopt binding requirements limiting the
extent to which this authority can be used, and to eliminate revenue generation as a
potential objective of a stewardship contract (see “Revenues” discussion above).

In addition, we would like to see the final language place limitations on the goods for
services/offset authority. For example, the logging of mature trees in areas defined by the



agencies as exhibiting Late Old Structure should not be used to pay for projects. Logging
large and/or mature trees, in intact forest stands, roadless areas, threatened, endangered
and sensitive species habitat, riparian areas and other similarty ecologically important
areas is counter to the restoration goals of the stewardship contracting program, and to
the restoration of natural fire regimes, and should be prohibited. We strongly recommend
that the agencies set firm guidelines along these lines regarding where and how this new
power shall be used.

Similarly, we would like clarification about what kinds of "goods" the Bureau of Land
Management (“BLM™) envisions using as offsets. It is unclear to us in initial
conversations with the agency about how they will use this new power, especially given
that large parts of BLM landscapes are not-forested. Therefore, clarification is essential
on the part of the BLM as to how they will be using the offset authority.

Design by Description
The proposed guidelines provide no direction for use of the new “design by description”

authority. This is another authority that is controversial due to the potential for abuse.
_ Congress, in the National Forest Management Act (“NFMA™), requires that

“[d]esignation, marking when necessary, and supervision of harvesting of trees, portions
of trees, or forest products shall be conducted by persons employed by the Secretary of
Agriculture. Such persons shall have no personal interest in the purchase or harvest of
such products and shall not be directly or indirectly in the employment of the purchaser
thereof.”' The drafiers of the National Forest Management Act explicitly included this
direction out of concern-that these important tasks were subject to abuse that would result
in undue forest degradation and were therefore more appropriately conducted by
impartial agency staff,

Section 323 exempts the Forest Service from this requirement. Section 323 and the
proposed guidelines do not provide any assurances that trees will be designated in the
public’s best interest, or any mechanisms to mitigate the inherent conflict of interest or
reduce the potential for abuse in this process when it is carried out by companies with a
direct financial interest in the trees selected for removal. The guidance should explicitly
require that the descriptions or prescriptions provided by the agency limit a contractor’s
discretion, that designating and marking trees for exchange in a stewardship contract be
done in the public’s best interest and directly overseen by agency staff.

We recommend designation by description be limited to selection logging of understory
trees in pre-commercial thinning and restoration projects. Designation by description
should not be applied to commercial removal of overstory trees. Standards should be
required for retaining sufficient snag trees, down wood, and other ecologically valuable
forest components. Guidance should explicitly state that a material violation of the
prescriptions and descriptions in a stewardship contract results in an automatic violation
and cancellation with penalty of the contract. Programmatic multi-party monitoring

' Error! Main Document Only.16 U.S.C. § 472a(g).



should assess the cost-savings associated with contracting out the design, designation,

and marking of projects.
Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Michael T. Leahy
Defenders of Wildlife

Lisa Dix
American Lands Alliance

Mike Peterson
The Lands Council

Tim Coleman
Kettle Range Conservation Group

" Derek Volkatt
Headwaters

Todd Schulke
Center for Biological Diversity

Bryan Bird
Sierra Club

Robert Vandermark
National Environmental Trust

Pete Nelson
Northwest Ecosystem Alliance

Brett Brownscombe
Hells Canyon Preservation Council

Andrew George
National Forest Protection Alliance

Joseph Vaile
Klamath Siskiyvou Wildlands Center

Rolf Skarr
Siskiyou Regional Education Project



Jay Ward
Oregon Natural Resources Council

Penny Lind
Umpqua Watersheds

Amy Mall
Natural Resources Defense Council

Tiernan Sittenfeld
U.S. Public Interest Research Group



"Mike Leahy" To: stewardship@fs.fed.us
<MLeahy@defenders cc: sittenfeld@pirg.org
org> Subject: Addition to: Comments, Stewardship Contracting, interim guidelines (6

07/28/2003 06:24 PM

Please accept the attached comments in lieu of the ones sent via the email referenced
below. The only change to the comments is the addition of Tiernan Sittenfeld, U.S.
PIRG, as a co-signer. Thank you,

Mike Leahy

------ Forwarded message follows ————

From: Mike Leahy <MLeahy@defenders.org>

To: stewardship@fs_fed.us

Subject: Comments, Stewardship Contracting, interim guidelines (68 Fed. Req. 38285 )

Copies to: Idix@americanlands.org, amall@nrdc.org,
brett@heflscanyon.org, tcoleman@kettlerange.org,
onrcdoug@efn.org, bryan.bird@sierraciub.org,
mpetersen@landscouncil.org, pnelson@ecosystem.org,
rvandermark@environet.org, sean.Cosgrove@sierraclub.org

Date sent: Mon, 28 Jul 2003 19:27:47 -0400

Please accept the attached comments on Stewardship End Result
Contracting, Notice of interim guidelines; opportunity for public
input (68 Fed. Reg. 38285 (June 27, 2003)). Please confirm receipt of
this email and contact Mike Leahy at the contact information below
with any problems with transmission.

Attachments: - - oo -
C:\Documents and Settings\Mikel \Desktop\Cmnts StewK Guidlines
7-03.doc

-—------ End of forwarded message -----—

Mike Leahy

Natural Resources Counsel

Defenders of Wildlife

1101 14th St. NW #1400

Washington, DC 20005-5605

(202) 682-9400 x263 Fax: (202) 682-1331

www.defenders.arg

mieahy@defenders.org

The following section of this message contains a file attachment
prepared for transmission using the Internet MIME message format.

If you are using Pegasus Mail, or any another MIME-compliant system,
you should be able to save it or view it from within your mailer.

If you cannot, please ask your system administrator for assistance.

---- File information --------~ —
File: Cmnts StewK Guidlines 7-03.doc
Date: 28 Jui 2003, 20:21
Size: 72192 bytes.
Type: Unknown
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July 25, 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20024-1105

The Regional Council of Rural Council (RCRC) supports the interim guidelines to implement
the stewardship end result contracting. RCRC is dedicated to representing the collective unique

interests of its twenty-nine county membership, providing legislative and regulatory D
representation at the State and Federal levels, and providing responsible services to its members
which will enhance and protect the quality of life in rural California counties. We would also
suggest some minor modification to more perfectly match the authorizing legislation.

1. The interim guidelines suggest the only consideration for the use of stewardship contracts
is “to achieve land management goals by modifying vegetation to make forests and
rangelands more resilient to natural disturbance mechanisms such as wind, flood, fire,
insects, and disease.” The law authorizes a more specific subset of purposes, namely to
achieve land management goals “that meet local and rural community needs”(emphasis
added). We believe this is an important qualifier that must be included in implementing
regulations. The law then outlines 7 management goals, of which only one is to provide
more resiliency to natural disturbances. Additionally, the law does not limit the goals to
those noted. We believe the regulations should acknowledge the requirement to meet
local community needs and the flexibility to achieve the broader land management goals
allowed by the law.

2. The proposed wording suggests deriving revenues will be a secondary objective in the
project design. The law is silent on the derivation of revenues in the design. RCRC =
believes it is appropriate to consider revenue generation in the design, especially as it
relates to other stewardship projects that may be prohibited without the generated funds.

What is specifically prohibited is basing the negotiation of the contract on the collection B
of revenues. RCRC believes the quality of the job is more important than the revenue -
collected, but economic efficiency is important in the design of the projects.

3. We concur with the direction to involve interested parties early in the process. We
particularly refer the agencies to the stated purpose of stewardship projects, “to achieve
land management goals...that meet local and rural community needs.” Early and

CAET RECETVED
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6.

7.

8.

meaningful involvement in local communities is the only assurance the purposes will be
achieved.

A five to ten year contract provides the opportunity to achieve land management goals on
a large scale. However, some watersheds in the west are extremely large and complex,
which may prohibit stewardship projects on a watershed or larger scale. We believe
another worthy scale is the community scale; providing fuel treatments around a
community for example. The area surrounding a community may involve more than one
watershed. Comumunity protection may be more important on only the portions of the
involved watersheds that surround the community. We strongly suggest the phrase be
changed to read, “...on a community, watershed or larger scale where practical.”

The wording is acceptable. For clarification, the agencies may want to consider adding
“...only from excess offset value.”

No suggestions.

No suggestions.

The interim guidelines suggest the Forest Service has the option to consider the benefits

to local and rural community needs when considering the award of a stewardship
contract. We refer again to the purpose of stewardship contracts: “to achieve land
management goals for the national forests and the public lands that meet local and rural
community needs.” Unless the agency is required to consider local and rural community

. needs, the stewardship projects will not meet the legislated objectives. We believe, by

10.
I11.

12.

13.

14.

law, it is not optional.

The interim guidelines suggest revenue offsets may be used for other restoration
treatments, to the exclusion of other kinds of treatments. As mentioned earlier,
treatments other than restoration are authorized, for which revenue offsets may be used.
We suggest language consistent with the law, namely: “allow for offsets to be utilized for
other stewardship project sites.”

No suggestions.

No suggestions.

We concur that the monitoring should be a sampling of projects, not every project. We
believe an important element in the monitoring is the benefit to local communities, the
degree to which the goals of the lJand management plan are met, and the duration the
desired forest condition is satisfied.

No suggestions.

No suggestions.



15. No suggestions.
16. No suggestions.
17. No suggestions.
18. No suggestions.

We note the conclusion again misstates the purposes of stewardship contracts. While there is a
community need to improve, maintain and restore forests or rangeland health, water quality,
wildlife habitat, and reduction in forest fuels, there is also a need to utilize the resources in
multiple ways. Rural communities are resource based and have developed through a partnership
with federal land management agencies. Urban communities are commerce based. Rural
communities cannot be transformed into commerce centers. Urban solutions will not solve rural
challenges anymore than rural solutions can solve urban challenges. Continued partnerships
between rural communities and federal land managers will benefit the world, nation, community
and forest environment. - Those whe live and-work in.rural-communities adjacent to federal forest
lands are partners, not stakeholders. Federal land management agencies are expected to uphold
__the partnership that provides, protects and enriches the federal forest environment. The need to

improve, maintain and restore forests and rangelands is shared by federal management agencies
and local communities. Both must share in the need to improve, maintain and restore rural
communities. Stewardship contracting authority provides an opportumty to meet both the land
managing agency goals and the community needs.

‘We appreciate the opportumty to comment. The Regional Council of Rural Counties stands -

ready to assist the agencies in the full implementation of stewardship contracting allowed by the
law.

Sincerely,

Jofin B. Hofmann
John B. Hofimann



"John Hofmann" To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<johnh@rcrenet.org cc: ‘
> Subject: Stevm[dship End Result Contracting Comments

07/28/2003 05:26 PM K

Attached are our comments on the Stewardship'end result contracting
proposal. We appreciate the opportunty to coment.

Stewardship Contract commg_pts.%é
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"Tim Coleman™ To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<tcoleman@kettlera (oo
nge.org> Subject: RIN 0596-AC03 Stewardship End Result Contracting

07/28/2003 05:00 PM
Please respond to "Tim
Coleman”

July 27, 2003

USDA Forest Service
Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105 o
1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20024-1105

stewa'rdship@fs.fed.us

Re: RIN 0596-AC03 Stewardship End Result Contracting
Dear Sir or Madam;

On behalf of the over 800 members and their families of the Kettle Range Conservation
Group (KRCG), the following comments are made regarding interim guidelines jointly
developed with the DOI Bureau of Land Management and USDA Forest Service
regarding Stewardship End Result Contracting (SERC) as authorized by section 323 of
P.I.108-7.

We believe there are many potential benefits to communities and the environment
sanctioned by this legislation, but to ensure that to the greatest extent possible
Hllegitimate projects are preciuded, we urge constraints so that this new capacity may
indeed achieve its stated objectives to:

"improve, maintain, or restore forest or rangeland health; restore or maintain
water quality; improve fish and wildlife habitat; and reduce hazardous fuels that
pose risks to commanities and ecosystem values, reestablish native plant species or

other land management o_b_iet_:tz'ves. "

We are very concerned about the generality of "other land management objectives"
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trees becoming the new currency for just about anything money used to buy. We remain
concerned, however, that the reality of stewardship contracts may not live up to achieving the lofty
ecological restoration goals under which they are promoted. This concern arises from the
open-ended nature of Section 323, the incentives and potential for abuse inherent in the new
stewardship contracting powers, and the lack of requirements in the law to ensure stewardship
contracts actually fulfill the objectives for which they were authorized. In order to achieve these

objectives we make the following observations and comments:

1, Stewardship Projects

The original goals of stewardship contracts focused on overall ecological restoration. Section 323
adopts broad "land management goais" for stewardship contracts (P.L. 108-7 § 323(b)).
Stewardship guideline #1 is a "resiliency” of ecosystems to a variety of natural anomalies. This
guideline is not authorized by law, and is inconsistent with Congressional intent for Section 323.

We recommend Guideline #1 be narrowed to "ecological restoration of naturally functioning
ecosystems” — we believe this meets the original purpose of stewardship contracting — through the
“land management goals" estabiished in Section 323(b). The guidelines should reiterate the

legislative language in Section 323(b) and inciude benchmarks for the agencies to achieve
ecological restoration. '

We recommend that the guidefines clearly state that the program shall be completely distinct from
timber sale, livestock and mining programs. Stewardship contracting should not be administered
through the timber sale program but instead through the service contract program. Stewardship
contracting should remain limited to the provision of services to achieving overall ecological
restoration.

Section 323 directs the agencies to achieve a broad range of project objectives not solely focused

on vegetative removal. Vegetation modification need not be, and shouid not be directed to be, part of
every stewardship contract. Maintaining the broad scope of stewardship activities required by law
encompasses the objectives proposed in Guideline #1.

© 2. Revenue

Interim Guideline #2 states that deriving revenue from the sale of products through stewardship
contracts "will be a secondary objective” of stewardship contracts. We feel strongly that deriving
revenues should not be an objective of stewardship contracts, period. If revenues are generated as
a by-product, then fine, but the objective should be stewardship (i.e. restoration, sustainablility), not
sale of products.

Further, regarding the removal of large, commercially valuable trees necessary to generate revenue
in many instances is going to be inconsistent with the purposes of the law. Science clearly shows the
loss of large trees exceeds historic norms. We urge you fo use this definition regarding tree removat:
"shall maintain the integrity of mature and oid growth forest stands appropriate for each ecosystem

“and emphasize thinning to re-create forest stocking and age levels consistent with the natural range
of variability and ecological sustainablility.”

THE purpose of stewardship projects is ecological sustainability, not projects with a commercial
objective. We do not support mixing stewardship contracting authorities or projects with already
existing programs for commercial extraction or recreation. The guidelines should explicitly state that
stewardship contracting authorities shall in no way be used to build new or temporary roads or
motorized trails.

3. Collaborative Processes



In addition to government representatives, we believe the collaborative process should involve
stakeholders from a broad cross-section of the public including equal representation from extractive
industries (logging, mining, energy and livestock industries) and the conservation community.
Decision-making should be by consensus to the extent practicable.

4. Expanded Stewardship Authority

Although we believe that to adequately address ecosystem restoration and wildfire preparedness
stewardship activities must occur at the landscape level, it is unclear how such actions will progress
beyond the conceptual stage without a funding mechanism? We support urge the creation of
standards that require project ptanning be at the watershed level.

5. Residual Receipts / Knutson-Vadenberg Act

‘We do not believe that excess offset value should be placed in KV accounts, but should be placed in

an entirely separate account where stewardship project income and expense can be clearly
monitored. This provision seems to conflict with objective #17, "use of receipts is fimited to direct on
the ground project implementation.” KV funds are restricted to the project area where income was
generated, but in the Interim guidelines receipts can apparently be used for any stewardship project.

6. Environmental Standards and Requlation

We support the applicability of environmental laws, land and resource management plans, and
appeals and dispute resolution explicitly reaffirmed in interim Guideline #6. We request that this
guideline state that appeals will be accepted on all stewardship contracts, notwithstanding any other
provision of law or regulations, to avoid any confusion that stewardship contracts could be exempted
from appeals through recently adopted administrative exemptions from appeals all categorically
excluded projects including fuel-reduction projects up to 1000 acres.

Stewardship contracting program will be much more likely to fulfill its original objectives if the key
elements of building frust and broad public participation are achieved. Such trust-building
assurances are particularly important since Section 323 provides few such assurances or
guarantees that stewardship contracts will be implemented as originally conceived, leaving the
program wide open for potential abuse and misuse contrary to its stated purposes. Therefore, we
recommend clear standards and enforceable regulations be adopted through a formal ruiemaking
process.

7. Contract or Assistance Instruments

This guideline shouid make clear that in developing new contracting mechanisms fo implement
stewardship contracts, the agencies should not establish mechanisms by which the stewardship
contracting program could be administered through the timber sale program or timber sale contracts.
These programs should be kept separate. Service contracts would be a more appropriate
mechanism through which to implement stewardship contracts, reflecting the program and
Congress’ emphasis on the service component of stewardship contracts as opposed to the timber
sale component.

8. Best Value Contracts

The lack of any explicit direction to consider past and future environmental performance in awarding
contracts on a best value basis is a glaring omission from interim Guideline #8. This omission is
important since environmental performance is one of the main justifications given as a benefit of the
best-value authority — proponents often point out how contracts will no longer have fo go solely to
low-cost bidders but can go to bidders with a better environmental track record. The failure to
explicitly recognize this potential benefit of the best value authority could result in a failure to fully



. desired end condition. o e o

realize any potential environmental advantages of this new flexibility. Past environmentai
performance should be taken into account, including prior violations of environmental laws or
standards. Ability to operate in an ecologically sensitive manner should also be explicitly considered,
for example due to the possession of equipment that leaves a light footprint on the land, forest, and
soil.

More explicit direction to consider the benefits to local communities and economies are also needed
in this guideline. The guidelines must establish sideboards where stewardship contracting is not
appropriate such as inventoried and uninventoried roadless areas, riparian areas and in old growth
forests. In addition, this guideline needs to be changed to reflect Congress’ mandate that each
stewardship contract source "shall be selected on a best-value basis" (P.L. 108-7 § 323(c)(1)).
Guideline #8 is written as though this is a discretionary authority.

9. Designation by Description / Prescription

Both mechanisms can be used fo implement "end-results contracts” {contracts in which the agency
describes-its desired end result and the contractor develops and implements a plan to achieve this
result). Pilot projects that used this authority often did so to replace the practice of marking trees to
be cut, butits use is not limited to the logging context. Under designation by description the agency
drafts the contract in such.a way as to avoid discretion in project implementation.(any two operators
would implement the description in the same manner). Under designation by prescription, the
contractor receives more general direction, with discretion given on the means to achieve the

The proposed guidelines provide no direction for use of the new "design by description” authority.
We are very concerned about this authority because it has a high potential for abuse. Congress, in
the National Forest Management Act ("NFMA"), requires that “[d)esignation, marking when
necessary, and supervision of harvesting of trees, portions of trees, or forest products shall be
conducted by persons employed by the Secretary of Agriculture. Such persons shall have no
personal interest in the purchase or harvest of such products and shall not be directly or indirectly in
the employment of the purchaser thereof.” The drafters of the National Forest Management Act
explicitly included this direction out of concern that these important tasks were subject to abuse that
would result in undue forest degradation without direct agency involvement.

Section 323 exempts the Forest Service from this requirement. Section 323 and the proposed
guidelines do not provide any assurances that trees will be designated in the public’s best interest, or
any mechanisms to mitigate the inherent confiict of interest or reduce the potential for abuse in this
process when it is carried out by companies with a direct financial incentive in the trees selected for
removal. The guidance should explicitly require that the descriptions or prescriptions provided by the
agency limit a contractor’s discretion, that designating and marking trees for exchange in a
stewardship contract be done in the public's best interest and overseen by agency staff.

We recommend designation by description be limited to selection logging of understory trees in
pre-commercial thinning and restoration projects. Designation by description should not be applied
to commercial removal of overstory trees. Standards should be required for retaining sufficient shag
trees, down wood, and other ecologically valuable forest components. Guidance should explicitly
state that a material violation of the prescriptions and descriptions in a stewardship contract results
in an-automatic violation and cancellation with penalty of the contract. Programmatic multi-party
monitoring should assess the cost-savings associated with contracting out the design, designation, and marking
of projects.

10. Retention of Receipts / Goods for Services

Under traditional timber sales, receipts are returned to the treasury, with the exception of certain
accounts {i.e. KV, salvage, efc.) Stewardship authorities change this by allowing the USFS and BLM
units to retain receipts. The interim guidelines state that "monies received from the sale of forest



products...may be retained by the agencies and applied at the project site or at another stewardship
site without further appropriation.”

It is obvious that SERC will greatly impact management plans, even though "projects are not a
replacement for agencies’ existing timber sale program.” This incongruous statement doesn’t fit with
the stated objective that SERC follow "land management objectives.”

A rancher fixes a fence and grazing allotments are free, a miner fixes a road to his mining claim and
he gets paid for it in trees. The potential for abuse is unlimited and because there are absolutely no
safeguards on goods for services we do not support this authority. Trading healthy, green, large,
commercially valuable trees for restoration is counter to restoration, no matter how you look at it.

The guidelines should contain much more explicit direction on how fair market value ("FMV") is to be
estimated. Interim Guideline #2 simply states products will be appraised at FMV without any
indication of how FMV will be established. It is important that the process through which their FMV is
estimated be transparent and clearly explained so the public has a reasonable opportunity to ensure
it receives FMV for its goods. Reliance on unexplained agency procedures is not sufficient to
generate confidence in the FMV estirmation process.

We recommend a separate bidding process for any commercial products to be exchanged in a

stewardship contract to accurately identify and receive FMV for those goods. This could be

effectively accomplished by selling merchaniable goods removed from the forest in a stewardship

_.contract separately. In the case of trees, this could be done through a log decking operation. Not

only would the FMV of goods be established through the marketplace rather through agency
guesswork, this approach would have the added benefits of reducing any incentive to make projects
more financially attractive to loggers by including more merchantabie trees (a particular concern
when the logger is allowed to choose which rees to cut under the designation by description
authority discussed below). The contractor will have a disincentive to cut any more trees than the
Forest Service requires because he will not be able to keep the trees and will not get paid for the
extra effort to cut and remove_them.

Due to these concerns, we urge the agencies to adopt binding requirements that this powerful new
authority be employed on a limited basis; to eliminate revenue generation as a potential objective of
a stewardship contract (see "revenues” discussion above); and to set caps on the national and
per-project value of goods that can be exchanged through stewardship contracts.

11, Multiparty Monitoring

Mutti-party monitoring of projects can provide a much great level of feedback than broad-scale,
aggregate monitoring, although that is important as well. All stewardship contracts are envisioned as
having strong community and interest group involvement from their inception, so following through
with multiparty monitoring by groups already engaged in the project should not be difficult. The
agencies have flexibifity under Section 323 to employ muttiparty monitoring with each project, we
recommend that it be required for each stewardship contracts, at least until enough feedback has
been received on these projects and new authorities to make more informed decisions about their
implementation. To date, feedback from only a tiny number of stewardship contract pilot projects has
been received, not a sufficient amount of feedback to eliminate an important safeguard like
multiparty monitoring. -

We also request the addition of an explicit bullet point under Interim Guideline #12 directing
multiparty monitoring fo focus on the environmental impacts of projects. An important, highly touted
benefit of stewardship contracts is that they are all supposed to be designed as environmentally
beneficial projects. Feedback from monitors on whether this goal is being achieved would be very
useful. We recommend that the guidelines explicitly require that ecological impacts are monitored
and documented and the guidelfines include benchmarks that will measure whether or not ecological
restoration has been accomplished.



We also recommend that the agency not enter into stewardship confracts uniess the monitoring wilt
be fully funded. Interim guideline #12 states that monitoring will only be conducted subject to
available funding. Pre- and post- project monitoring are essential components of ecological
restoration in order to learn from the process and to evaluate the failure or success in achieving
restoration objectives. '

The interim guidelines on the focus of multi-party monitoring are not clear enough about what is
meant by "the specific accomplishments that have resulted” from the stewardship contracting
program. This criteria needs to be better expiained and more fully described.

12. Long Term Contracts

We do niot believe it is appropriate for the guidelines fo proactively encourage use of muiti-year
projects through multiple-year funding (Guideline #13). We are aware there is an urgency to address
wildland-fuels reduction, so we fail to understand why projects associated with such activities couid
be put off for nearly a decade?

Multi-year contracts essentially transfer management authority for federal forest to private entities,
we are concerned about potential abuse by timber companies given more control over a tract of
land, over time, combined with less direct oversight of their actions. The poor environmental and
fiscal track record of prior long term forest management contracts, such as in Alaska, and in

_Oregon, and current environmental, fiscal, and accountability problems with such contracts in

Canada, bolster this concemn.

We are pleased to see guidelines explicitly directing confinued federal control and oversight of
stewardship projects (Interim Guidelines #9 and #15). Consistent with our concerns about other
aspects of this untested program, however, it is unclear how this authority will work out or be
impiemented. The extent of federal oversight and involvement throughout all years of the contract
remains to be seen, for exampie. We do not, therefore, feel it is appropriate to proactively encourage
agencies to offer long-term contracts, through the multi-year funding mechanism. It is likely that local
land managers will readily employ multi-year contracts, on their own, hopefully only where
appropriate, without direction to artificially expand their use of them. Explicit d:rectlon to take
advantage of this authority is unnecessary.

" 13. Cost Accounting

Communities are supposed to be the main beneficiaries of the new stewardship contract authorities,
nothing in Section 323 requires communities to benefit more than they would from any other Forest
Service program or project. The guidelines do not adequately correct this vast discrepancy between
the purported objectives of the program to benefit communities and the total lack of requirements
that communities actually receive additional benefits. Guideline #18 seems to contradict that benefits
will flow to communities, but apparently, are intended for the highest bidder in an openly competitive
process.

We strongly recommend that guidelines require stewardship contracting to be tracked at the national
level, and in the same manner for projects — separate fracking of goods and services. This could be
accomplished by added national reporting requirements in Guideline #13. This will allow Congress
and the pubiic to gain insight into how extensively the new authorities are being used, and io better
monitor their implementation. Additionally, interim guideline #13 needs to include a requirement to
reports on whether projects are achieving ecological restoration goals.

The guidelines should also explicitly require the goods and services from stewardship contracts be
accounted for as part of the agencies’ overall non-stewardship programs. For example, timber cut in
stewardship contracts should be accounted for as ail other timber sales are, such as through
inclusion in cut-and-sold reports. The effect of a timber sale embedded in a stewardship contract is



the same as any other timber sale, so no reason exists to exempt stewardship contracts from
standard accounting practices. The same should hold true for all aspects of stewardship contracts,
including accounting for the costs of stewardship contracts the service components.

Finally, full disclosure of how the costs and benefits of stewardship contracts are evaluated and
accounted for is important so Congress and the pubiic can verify the accuracy of stated costs and
benefits.

We appreciate this opportunity to submit comments and look forward to an improved final rule.

Sincerely,

Timothy J. Coleman
Executive Director
Kettle Range Conservation Group

500 South Clark, Suite 7

P.Q. Box 150

Republic, Washington 99166
V:509-775-2667

F:509-775-3454

Stewardship Contracting comments Jul 03.doc



OLYMPIC FOREST
COALITION

July 28, 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, D.C. 20024-1105

VIA EMAIL: Stewardship@fs.fed.us
To Whom It May Concern:

The following constitute comments of the Olympic Forest Coalition regarding Interim Rules for
Stewardship Contracting. .

* We are opposed to any “goods for services” contracts, as the abuse potential for this is
extremely high. S - - o

e The goal of “modifying vegetation to make forests and rangelands more resilient to
natural disturbance mechanisms such as wind, flood, fire, insects, and diseases” is not
backed by sufficient research to understand how to achieve such goes, nor does the Forest
Service, BLM or the timber industry in all of its forms have a clue on how to exert the
precautionary principle before going pell-mell ahead.

* The U.S. Forest Service has a highly inadequate track record on monitoring of any
nature, contract compliance included.

. o Collaboration 1s a word that has lost any substantive meaning, it tends to mean whatever
one wants it to mean; therefore, collaboration for such contracts is highly improbable on
most national forests with little or no history of successful collaboration.

* Final rules are inappropriate when pilot projects have not yet been completed and/or -
evaluated.

e Up to 10 years is too long; even when contract compliance starts out right, the longer it
goes, the less the agency is looking out.

Sincerely,

r
Bonnie Phillips 030 23
Conservation Chair

606 Lilly Road NE #115, Olympia, WA 98506
(360) 456-8793 Bonnie@olympicforest.org www.olymicforest.org




"Bonnie Phillips”™ To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<bonniebandr@comc o
ast.net> Subject: Comments on Forest Stewardship

07/28/2003 03:55 PM

Comments from the Olympic Forest Coalition.

Bonnie Phillips

Olympic Forest Coalition
606 Lilly Road NE #115
Olympia, WA 98506
Bonnie@olympicforest.org

"These are the shrines saved from all the fand that was once known and lived on by the original people,
the little bits left as they were, the last little places where intrinsic nature {otally wails, biooms, nests, gfints
away." :

Gary Snyder, "The Etiquette of Freedom," 1990, OFCO-Forest Stewardship Comments July 28.d6¢ —
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July 28, 2003

VIA EMAIL: stewardship@fs.fed.us

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20024 '

RE: 'COMMENTS ON THE FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE ON STEWARDSHIP END RESULTS
CONTRACTING; INTERIM GUIDELINES

- To Whom It May Concern:

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the interim guidelines for Stewardship End

- -Results-Contracting.—-Charles-Spencer-of the Ecosystem -Werkforce Program signed-the - ————— — -
comments drafted by Sustainable Northwest and the Watershed Research and Training Center on

behalf of the Pacific Northwest Regional Multi-party Monitoring Team. As a signatory of that

letter, the Ecosystem Workforce Program supports those comments and will not repeat them

here. In this letter, we would like provide additional comments on a few issues.

-The Ecosystem Workforce Program was founded in 1994 to help communities and their agency
partners create high guality employment opportunities performing forest and watershed
restoration work on public lands. We provide technical assistance to rural communities and their
agency partners and we undertake research about forest workers and businesses, and public land
management agencies. Charles Spencer sits on the regional monitoring team and another staff
member, Cassandra Moseley, sits on the stewardship contracting multi-party national team.

Guidance #7 states that the agencies are likely to create new stewardship contracting
mechanisms. Because there is still a 1ot to learn about the best way to create stewardship
contracts and it is unlikely that a single contract will fit all circumstances, we would like to
strongly recommend that:

1) These contracting mechanisms widely be circulated in draft format to agency staff and
organizations that have participated in the pilot process in order to gather ideas and elicit
feedback. :

2) Several different contract formats be developed to fit with a wide variety of purposes. Our
experience with stewardship contracting is that one size will not fit all.

CAET RECENVED
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3) All of these new mechanisms include provisions for worker protection and wage standards as
required under the Service Contract and Davis-Bacon Acts. The central purposes of
stewardship contracting are for the agency to obtain services that will restore public lands
while providing benefit to rural communities. In addition, it is important that these contracts
are set aside for small businesses.

Guidance #18 states that the agencies will use full and open competition as a standard operating
practice. Although this is standard operating procedure in the timber sale arena, both the Forest
Service and the Bureau of Land Management are 100% small business set aside agencies.
Because of this, large businesses are excluded from bidding on service contracts in most
instances, which could be seen as less than free and open competition. Because the sale of
timber is not the primary object, the central purpose of the stewardship contract is to obtain
services from a contractor, even if the contract involves the removal of timber. Consequently,
we believe that stewardship contracts should be set aside for small businesses. Moreover,
logging companies and forestry services businesses located in rural communities are almost
exclusively small. Setting aside these contracts for small businesses will help meet the objective
of the leglslatmn to meet the needs of rural commumtles not settmg them aside will not.

In addition, guldance #18 implies that the agencies plan to make scant use of the agreements
. authority as agreements are, aimost by definition, not a full and open competition. We urge the

agency to use the agreements authority more widely as this law allows. First, agreements require
that both parties bring resources to the table. In practice, this means that the cooperator usually
provides a cash match. This can provide additional resource to perform public land restoration.
In addition, agreements can be used to meet the joint objectives of the agencies and their
community partners to perform restoration, train workers, increase local contractor capacity, etc.

Guidance #4. We support this item. (This is the one area where we disagree with the
.Sustainable Northwest letter.) We support the combination of Wyden Amendment authority
with stewardship contracting authority to allow stewardship contracting projects to occur on
adjacent private lands, including spending retained receipts on adjacent lands. However, we
believe as strongly that these adjacent lands must be included in the project boundary of a
stewardship project and decisions about how and where to spend those funds should occur as
result of a collaborative process and should be consistent with the management goals and
objectives of the stewardship project.

Guidance #5. We would like to discourage the collection of Knudon-Vandenburg Act fimds.
Because the purpose of a stewardship contract is NOT to sell timber (as stated in item # 2), there
should be little need for post-sale KV projects. These funds are unnecessarily restrictive and
come with a large overhead charge. The collection of KV funds will limit the money that can be
used on the ground, and will make it more difficult for the highest priority restoration projects to
be implemented. Instead of collecting KV funds, we would like fo see the agencies use the
retained receipts authority to perform restoration work.

Guidance #8. We support the effort to make use of a diversity of evaluation criteria under best
value.
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Cassandra Moseley, Ph.D.

Guidance #11. We support that notion that stewardship contracting will involve considerable
training. We would like to see this training include cross training for timber sale and service
contractors so that each has the authority to act in the other area. We have learned, for example,
that it would greatly smooth out the contracting process if procurement staff had timber sale
authority.

Guidance #17. Regarding retained receipts, while we agree with the importance of directing
receipts to on-the-ground restoration, we would like to see retained receipts made available for

(1) data collection related to the project level multiparty monitoring (e.g. up to 5-10% of
receipts) and (2) a limited amount of money be allowed project planning (up to 10-15% receipts).

Again, we thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the interim guidelines for
stewardship end results contracting.

Sincerely,

Director of Research and Policy
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Cassandra Moseley To: stewardship@fs.fed.us
<cmoseley@darkwin cc:
g.uoregon.edu> Subject: Comment on Stewardship draft guidlines

07/28/2003 03:04 PM

Attached please fine a .pdf file with the comments on the draft
guidelines. Plesae let me know if you have any difficulty reading
this document; T could send it in a different format if needed.

Thanks,

Cassandra Moseley
Ecosystem Workforce Program
University of Cregon '

cmoseley@darkwing.uoregon.edu EWPguidcomm. pdf
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Dear Forests and Rangelands Staff:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Interim Guidelines for Stewardship
Contracting. =~

Arc-en-Ciel has both general and specific comments on the proposed Interim Guidelines.

The general comments have philosophical bases as to “Whither are we as a nation trending?”
While the wording of the Interim Guidelines is couched in admirable terms, the ultimate purpose
and ends are questioned. It would appear the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
-agencies are being asked, on a larger-scale; to provide for their own competitors in-an effort
towards deregulation and privatization. I have personally seen on several occasions, the extra

_ _time and effort put forth by agency personnel to prepare and plan for these and other provisions.

If these professionally trained persons were eventually “downsized” and unemployed in favor of
“local rural community” individuals, counties, or corporations, a great disservice would be
perpetrated on our nation as a whole. It would not be rational to employ unemployed or
underemployed or other employed at the expense of the already employed.

The specific comments deal first with “Who ultimately decides the achievability of stewardship
projects to meet local rural community needs?” Especially in the light of 10 years out? And
perhaps subject to heavy lobbying by invested interest groups. The wording “by agreement or
contract” is too loose. While “Forest Supervisors will select the projects”, “Regional Foresters
will provide oversight of the program.” Again, the terminology is too loose and would most
likely impose internal pressure to comply with so-called political realities.

The Interim Guidelines overlay if not duplicate the Title II local employment provisions
contained in the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act of 2000. 1t
would seem unnecessary to provide additional opportunities for further local employment to
benefit forest and rangeland health.

The critical responsibility for the contracting guidelines, developing new contracting
mechanisms, enlisting and training contractors, and “multiparty?” monitoring and evaluation

'CAET RECENVED
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falls on the agencies’ personnel without requisite compensation or ability to short-circuit failing
projects without jeopardy. It appears to unduly benefit “outsiders”.

While the open collaborative process is admirable, the tracking alone for the new bureaucratic
overhead is both time intensive and expensive. With all the Interim Guidelines’ bureaucracies,
best management practices are not likely to be implemented.

Please reconsider the advisability and wisdom of this major overhaul of “business”.

Sincerely yours,

Anita Ward

. President_



"Anita Ward” To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<warda2j@cvc.net> cc:

Subject: Stewardship Contracting 7-28-03 Comments
07/28/2003 03:08 PM

Piease respond o "Anita
Ward"

ARC-EN-CIEL

129 Southshore Lane

Klamath Falls, OR 97601
and

1525 Baldy Creek Road
Ashland, OR 96520

July 28, 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW,

Washington, DC 20024-1105

Re: Comments on Interim Guidelines for Stewardship Contracting
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"J. R. \(Randy\) To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>

Bush” cc:

<vipa.randy@att.net  Subject: RE: Stewardship End Result Contracting: 68 Fed. Reg. 38285 (June 27,
> 2003)

07/28/2003 02:49 PM

<?xml:namespace prefix = 0 ns = "um:schemas-microsoft-com:office:office” />
<?xml:namespace prefix = stl ns = "urn:schemas-microsofi-com:office:smartiags" /~>July 28,
2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20024-1105

RE: Stewardship End Result Contracting: 68 Fed. Reg. 38285 (June 27, 2003)

To Whom It May Concern:

This e-mail is in response to the request for public comments on the notice of inferim guidelines
for Stewardship End Result Contracting, 68 Fed Reg 38285 (June 27, 2003).

These comments are on behalf of the Virginia Forest Products Association, a non-profit
organization composed of individuals, firms and corporations having an interest in the well being
of our forestlands and the forest products economy.

We support the expanded authority for both the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management -
to be able to utilize end result stewardship contracting. Stewardship contracting provides an
excellent tool to be able to perform restorative or maintenance work in our nation’s forests while
simultaneously improving contract efficiency and reducing costs to the agencies. This is simply
common sense contracting and good public policy, as well as being environmentally, socially and
economically responsible.

We want to emphasize that this is not just an issue of fiber or timber supply to our members. Itis
critical to addressing the forest health crisis in our country. If we do not reduce the risk of
catastrophic wildfires, insects and diseases, we will continue to destroy millions of acres of
critical wildlife habitat, key watersheds and private property, both homes and timberlands. There
is simply not enough funding available to do this critically important work without utilizing
products that provide value.

A broad concern of the forest products industry is the need for adequate and increasing
appropriated funds to the field to accomplish hazardous fuels reduction, insect and disease
treatments, and other land condition improvement projects. The first priority, as stated earlier,
must be improving the condition of the land. We believe that field units must have funds to

CAET RECENF
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prepare and accomplish needed projects, and stewardship contracts are one possible means to do
the work. We are concerned that there is not currently, nor projected to be in the next few years,
sufficient national fire plan or vegetative management funding on many units for these projects.
Without such funds, hazardous fuels reduction and other projects using stewardship projects will
not even be possible. Therefore, providing appropriated funds must be the highest priority and
we highly encourage the Forest Service to reduce project preparation costs (i.e. analysis and
NEPA), in order to increase available project funds.

As noted in several of our comments below, there are several areas of the guidelines that are not
mandated in the stewardship contracting authorizing law, and are simply redundant to already
established Forest Service policies. To avoid confusion, those guidelines should be removed.

AF&PA’s specific comments on the interim guidelines are as follows:

1. Stewardship projects authorized by Public Law 108-7 will be designed to achieve land
management goals by modifying vegetation to make forests and rangelands more resilient to
natural disturbance mechanisms such as wind, flood, fire_ insects, and disease, The objectives of
these projects may include improving forest-and rangeland health, restoring or maintaining water
quality. improving fish and wildlife habitat, reestablishing native plant species. and/or reducing
_..hazardous fuels that pose risks to communities and ecosystem values. ..~

We agree wholeheartedly with this statement, but would ask that the objective of reducing
hazardous fuels that pose risks to non-federal forests and rangelands be added at the end. This is
critically important to our members, many of whom own forest and rangelands intermingled with
federal lands, since catastrophic wildfires, insects, and diseases do not recognize property
boundaries. - - ¥
2. Deriving revenue from the sale of any by-products or other matenals dem@gted for
removal from these stewardship projects will be a secondary objective to the restoration goals,
Forest products will be appraised at fair market value. Contracts of a duration longer than 3
years will allow for price adjustment for the value of these materials to protect the public
interest as new markets develop.
We generally agree with this statement, although we have concerns with how the agencies will
develop a fair market value for forest products that traditionally have had little or no market
value. With regards to price adjustments, like the establishment of fair market values, there is
not a lot of history in the agencies, nor are we aware of appropriate indices for such adjustments,
50 we recommend against including price adjustments in stewardship contracts.
3. The agencies will use an open, collaborative process and, as appropriate, will seek early
involvement of local government agencies, including tribal governments, and any interested
groups or individuals in various phrases of project development and implementation.
We are supportive of collaborative processes and the involvement of local governments, tribes,
adjacent landowners and people who have a vested interest in the goals and objectives of a given
resource management project. However, because this strategy is already part of existing agency
processes and is a specific focus of the National Fire Plan, it is unnecessary and confusing to
include it in the stewardship contracting guidance.
4. The agencies will seek to use the stewardship authority in conjunction with other land




management authorities to develop and implement stewardship projects across agency
administrative boundaries. The agencies will seck to achieve land management goals on a
watershed, or larger scaie. :
We support looking at potential projects on a large, watershed scale, but would discourage multi-
national forest or BLM district projects at this stage. Delegated contracting authorities are
~ located at the national forest and BLM district levels and to have overlapping contracting
~ officers, especially at the leamming stages of this new program would be confusing for all parties
involved.
5. The Forest Service may collect residual receipts pursuant to the Knutson-Vandenberg Act

of June 9, 1930, and the National Forest Management Act of 1976, from excess offset value.
We have no objection to the collection of money for specific funds such as KV, but the Forest
Service should adopt the premise that stewardship contracts will not be designed to produce
excess or residual receipts; otherwise a regular timber sale contract should be used to complete
the land management work.

6. All stewardship projects will comply with applicable environmental laws and regulations,

including an appropriate level of environmentai review under the National Environmental

Policy Act. and will be consistent with applicable agency land and resource management

plans. Projects will be subject to applicable agencies' appeals and dispute resolution processes.
Regardless of the form of contracting used, all projects must comply W’lﬂ.’l laws and regulatlons
- as well as existing land and resource management plans. ™~
7. The agencies may use existing contract or assistance instruments. as appropriate, to
implement stewardship projects. In addition, the agencies may develop new contracting
mechanisms as needed to implement stewardship proiects consistent with relevant laws,
regulations, and guidelines.

We support the development of model contracts and strongly recommend that risk be fairly
allocated between contractor and purchaser. As the Forest Service is aware, the forest products
industry has substantial interest and experience in contracts that remove forest products. As
such, we recommend that the agencies consult with the Federal Timber Purchasers Committee on
the use or development of new contracting mechanisms.

8. Inawarding a stewardship contract on a best value basis, the agencies may, in addition to

cost or price, consider such criteria as the contractor's past performance, work quality, existing

public or private agreements or contracts, on-time delivery. and experience. The

agencies may consider the benefits to local and rural community needs when considering

award of a stewardship contract on a best value basis. The agencies' may use non-traditional

contractors or recipients, such as counties or not-for-profit or non-governmental organizations,

if consistent with relevant authorities.
Guidelines for the awarding of stewardship contracts should be based on similar criteria used for
timber sales and service contracts and must be an open, competitive process. Successful
contractors must have a proven ability to perform or subcontract and manage required work.
Non-traditional contractors, such as counties or NGOs, must compete on a level playing field
with traditional contractors. The agencies must not deviate from their ultimate land management
objective, treating acres in a cost effective way.

9. The agencies may use all available authorities to involve a wide range of contractors or

recipients, allow for offsets to be utilized for other restoration treatments. The agencies will




majntain Federal agency control and oversight of operations to assure the protection of public
assets and compliance with environmental requirements.
Once again, the open competitive bid process will result in the greatest net public benefits over
the longer term. It is critical to the success of the project and the contractor that information
about the projects’ contractual requirements is clear and concise.
10. Contractors who are awarded stewardship contracts will provide such bonds as may be
required under law or regulation. The agencies may require performance and pavment bonds in
order to protect the government's investment in receipts from forest products to be removed

under a contract or agreement under Pub. L. 108-7.

Bonding is critical to risk management and guaranteed performance. Unfortunately insurance
companies are not supporting long term, non-cancelable performance bonds. For example,
timber sales with terms that exceed three years are becoming more challenging to bond, even for
established purchasers. In order to ensure that the contractors who bid on these contracts can
provide bonds to protect the public’s interest, we would suggest the following options:

1)  Provide for cancellation of a performance bond, with 90 days notice required, or

2) Provide for a definite term contract with date-certain expiration of associated bonds, not to
exceed a term of 3 years, with an option for extension of the contract with Consent of Surety.

3) - Another-optionto consider is-the use of a contract form known as Indefinite Delivery . .
Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ). Typically these contracts involve individual task orders that require
separate bonds. Usually there are a minimum and maximum number of tasks to be awarded per
year. No final bonds would be required until a "task order” was issued. These types of contracts
are very common with the Corps of Engineers.

- “As the stewardship coniract form is developed, choosing the appropriate form of guarantee will

become clear.

We also urge that the requirement of “multiparty monitoring”™ not result in these groups being
involved in determining adequate contract performance as is guaranteed by the bonds. Only the
government can hold this authority or these contracts cannot be bonded.
11. The agencies will develop a two-phased training approach to implement this authority.
Internal agency training will focus on allowing for contracting authority to occur as close to
the field as practicable and will cover topics such as project management, performance based
end-result contracting and trading goods for services. Agencies also will provide external
training subject to available funding to assist coniractors in developing skills to do the work
required by the contract. and knowledge in competing for and performing on stewardship
contracts.
While we support limited training for agency personnel in order to ensure their expertise in
utilizing these new authorities, we have serious concerns with the agencies providing external
training to contractors. Funding is severely limited and any available funding should be spent
accomplishing on-the-ground work. Furthermore, neither the Forest Service nor BLM have
expericnce in this arena.
12. The agencies will utilize multiparty monitoring, open fo interested groups or individuals
to monitor and evaluate an appropriate sampling of the projects or programs at the appropriate




levels. If supported by the local collaborative process, monitoring will be conducted at the
project level, subject to available funding, and will be well coordinated among administrative
units to ensure that the sampling of projects monitored is geographically diverse and represents
the range of projects undertaken. Multi-party monitoring will focus on: a) The status of
development, execution, and administration of agreements or contracts, b) The specific
accomplishments that have resulted, and ¢) The role of local communities in development of
agreement or contract plans.
We support the idea of multiparty monitoring of stewardship contracting projects, but encourage
~ the agencies to use existing processes and teams, such as Resource Advisory Committees and
Federal Advisory Committees, that are already familiar with local needs. This will reduce the
administrative time and cost associated with developing new processes and teams. We support
the focus areas for monitoring, but suggest that reporting be specific in regards to project
accomplishments. In developing reports based on the monitoring, we encourage the use of tables
that would include such information as status of project, acres treated, and community benefits.
Reports should also include specific information regarding the use of receipts and excess offset
value.
13.. When reporting to Congress. the agencies will utilize performance and workload measures
comsistent with the Government Performance and Results Act. To the extent practicable, these
measures wﬂl be con51stent across the Denartment of the Intenor and the Department of
~ Aoficulture. p—— B —
As noted above, reports should include specific measures of accomplishment and accountability,
such as acres treated and the use of receipts and excess offset value.
14. Stewardship contracting provides for multiple year contracts up to 10 vears duration. The
agencies are encouraged to use multiple-year funding to provide incentives to potential sources
to make investments in long-term landscape improvement projects. .
We support the opportunity to enter into contracts up to 10 years in duration. Th1$ WlH assist
private sector investments into the infrastructure needed to process the forest products removed.
Without a long-term guarantee to a raw material supply, the private sector will be reluctant to
purchase equipment and establish new business ventures.
15. In accordance with law, the agencies will maintain authority over all phases of
development and implementation of contracts and agreements under this authority and will
administer them in a manner consistent with their intended goals.
As mentioned in the response to guideline #10, we are concerned with the potential that
“multiparty monitoring” may get involved in reviewing contract performance. The stewardship
contract will be a legal document between the federal agency and the contractor. Qutside
involvement or interference with the performance under the contract will only lead to confusion
and disputes. Furthermore as mentioned above, such arrangements would be un-bondable.

16. Project managers will separately track the values of the goods being sold and the services
being received for each project.

We are interested in ensuring that stewardship contracting is being used as the appropriate tool
for meeting land management objectives. As such, we support separate tracking of goods sold
and services received, in order to provide for financial accountability. However, we urge that
this not become another burdensome process.
17. Use of receipts is limited to direct on-the-ground project implementation. Receipts will not
be used for overhead. administrative, or indirect costs or the completion of environmental




studies or other planning and analysis.
We support the concept of using receipts for direct on-the-ground implementation. The Forest

Service should adopt the premise that stewardship contracts will not be designed to produce
excess or residual receipts; otherwise a traditional timber sale contract should be used. In the
rare occurrence where there is positive offset value, receipts should be returned to the forest
which generated the receipts.
18. The use of full and open competition will remain standard operating practice and anything
less than full and open competition will need to be documented and approved by the
appropriate Regional Forester for the FS and the appropriate State Director for BLM.
We support this statement, as noted in the response to guideline #8. We would oppose any
selective, preclusive, exclusive or arbitrary contracting process.
In closing, we would like to reiterate that our key objectives regarding stewardship contracting
include: adequate and increasing appropriated funds to accomplish projects on the ground,
coordination between the agencies and the Federal Timber Purchasers Committee, and financial
accountability.

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on these guidelines and request that you move
expeditiously to finalize agency policy regarding stewardship contracting.

Siﬂcere]y_,_ S e e e I, e e

J. R. (Randy) Bush, CAE

President

‘Virginia Forest Products Association
220 East Williamsburg Roa
P.O.Box 160 -
Sandston, VA 23150

E-mail: vipa@att.net
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"Susan Crampton” To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<scrampt@mymetho cc:
w.com> Subject: stewardship pilot comments

07/23/2003 04:30 PM

USDA Forest Service

Forest and Range Management Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW,
Washington, DC 20024.

Dear Forest and Range Management Staff:

These comments are submitted as public input against the proposal to use
stewardship contracting as an administrative tool for the Healthy Forests
Initiative and other forest management.

As a member of the muiti-party monitoring team for the Hungry Hunter
Stewardship Pilot project in the Okanogan National Forest, I am acquainted
with the Stewardship Pilot program and my comments are included below,

- The February, 2003, Congressicnal rider that made the Stewardship Pilot

program “permanent” for the next 10 years was passed when the none of the R
current pilots have even been implemented, with data collected and analyzed,

monitoring followup completed, and a thoughtful decision reached.

- The March 2003 Stewardship Pilot Report prepared by the Pinchot Institute
for Conservation to the USDA Forest Service states: "However, with so many
projects not having reached the implementation stage, it behooves us to
remain prudent in making premature decisions related to evaluating the
overali effectiveness of individua! authorities and the program, as a whole"
(Report, p.43).

- The expanded stewardship contracting approval or the inclusion in the
Healthy Forests Initiative is premature. '

- The expanded approval returns many of the same authorities that were
abused in the past by the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
agencies and the timber industry.

- The significant difference in the Stewardship Pilots was the

project-specific multi-party monitoring required by the Congressional
legisiation. Now that project-specific multi-party monitoring is deleted.

No oversight, no checks and balances. Just Chief Bosworth saying that the
Forest Service isn't going to make the same mistakes this time as were made

in the past.

- Public "collaboration™, but not multi-party monitoring. Public

collaboration, but not required by law. Public collaboration, but not “ D
funded. Not even the little $4000 per year that was received for the CAET RECEIVE
individual Stewardship Pilots, m 30 003

- Won't work. Isn't designed to work, Is designed to cut timber. Is
designed to get rid of public oversight.



- What a sham.
- No.

Thank you for the opportunity to make public comment on public national
forest issues.

Sincerely,

Susan Crampton
PO Box 162
Twisp, WA 98856
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AF&PA®

AMERICAN FOREST & PAPER ASSOCIATION
GROWING WITH AMERICA SINCE 186+

July 28, 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20024-1105

RE: Stewardship End Result Contracting: 68 Fed. Reg. 38285 (June 27, 2003)
‘To Whom It May Concern:

This letter is in réspoﬁse to the request for public comments on the notice of interim guidelines
for Stewardship End Result Contracting, 68 Fed Reg 38285 (June 27,2003).

These comments are on behalf of the American Forest & Paper Association (AF &PA) and its
members. AF&PA is the national trade association of the forest, pulp, paperboard, and wood
products industry. AF&PA represents approximately 200 member companies and related trade
associations (whose memberships are in the thousands) which grow, harvest, and process wood
and wood fiber; manufacture pulp, paper and paperboard products from both virginand =~
recovered fiber; and produce solid wood products. We are interested in these guidelines because
many forest products companies and their employees have a direct economic interest in the
management of our nation’s forest lands.

AF&PA supports the expanded authority for both the Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management to be able to utilize end result stewardship contracting. Stewardship contracting
provides an excellent tool to be able to perform restorative or maintenance work in our nation’s
forests while simultaneously improving contract efficiency and reducing costs to the agencies.
This is simply common sense contracting and good public policy, as well as being
environmentally, socially and economically responsible.

We want to emphasize that this is not just an issue of fiber or timber supply to AF&PA’s
members. It is critical to addressing the forest health crisis in our country. If we do not reduce
the risk of catastrophic wildfires, insects and diseases, we will continue to destroy millions of
acres of critical wildlife habitat, key watersheds and private property, both homes and
timberlands. There is simply not enough funding available to do this critically important work
without utilizing products that provide value.

1111 Nineteenth Street, NW, Suite 800 = Washington, DC 20036 = 202 463-2700 Fay: 202 463-2785 = www.afandpa.org
America’s Forest & Paper People® - Improving Tomorrow's Environment Todayf’

CAET RECEIVED
Jut 30 7002
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A broad concern of the forest products industry is the need for adequate and increasing
appropriated funds to the field to accomplish hazardous fuels reduction, insect and disease
treatments, and other land condition improvement projects. The first priority, as stated earlier,
must be improving the condition of the land. We believe that field units must have funds to
prepare and accomplish needed projects, and stewardship contracts are one possible means to do
the work. We are concerned that there is not currently, nor projected to be in the next few years,
sufficient national fire plan or vegetative management funding on many units for these projects.
Without such funds, hazardous fuels reduction and other projects using stewardship projects will
not even be possible. Therefore, providing appropriated funds must be the highest priority and
we highly encourage the Forest Service to reduce project preparation costs (i.e. analysis and
NEPA), in order to increase available project funds.

As noted in several of our comments below, there are several areas of the guidelines that are not
mandated in the stewardship contracting authorizing law, and are simply redundant to already
established Forest Serwce pollcles To avoid confuswn, those gmdelmes should be removed.

AF &PA’S SpeCIﬁC comments on the interim guidelines are as follows:

1. Stewardshm Drolects authorized bv Pubhc Law 108 7 w111 be de51g1_17 ed rto ax:}ueve land
management goals by modifying vegetation to make forests and rangelands more resilient to

natural disturbance mechanisms such as wind, flood, fire, insects. and disease. The objectives

of these projects may include improving forest and rangeland health, restoring or maintaining
water quality, improving fish and wildlife habitat, reestablishing native plant species, and/or

reducing hazardous fuels that pose risks to communities and ecosystem values.

AF&PA agrees wholcheartedly with this statement, but would ask that the objective of reducing
hazardous fuels that pose risks to non-federal forests and rangelands be added at the end. This is
critically important to our members, many of whom own forest and rangelands intermingled with
federal lands, since catastrophic wildfires, insects, and diseases do not recognize property
boundaries. :

2. Deriving revenue from the sale of any by-products or other materials designated for removal
- from these stewardship projects will be a secondary objective to the restoration goals, Forest
products will be appraised at fair market value. Contracts of a duration longer than 3 vears
will allow for price adjustment for the value of these materials to protect the public interest as
new markets develop.

AF&PA generally agrees with this statement, although we have concerns with how the agencies
will develop a fair market value for forest products that traditionally have had little or no market
value. With regards to price adjustments, like the establishment of fair market values, there is
not a lot of history in the agencies, nor are we aware of appropriate indices for such adjustments,
so we recommend against including price adjustments in stewardship contracts.
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3. The agencies will use an open. collaborative process and, as appropriate, will seek early
involvement of local government agencies. including tribal governments. and anv interested
groups or individuals in various phrases of project development and implementation.

AF&PA is supportive of collaborative processes and the involvement of local governments,
tribes, adjacent landowners and people who have a vested interest in the goals and objectives of a
given resource management project. However, because this strategy is already part of existing
agency processes and is a specific focus of the National Fire Plan, it is unnecessary and
confusing to include it in the stewardship contracting guidance.

4. The agencies will seek to use the stewardship authority in conjunction with other land
management authorities to develop and implement stewardship projects across agency

administrative boundaries. The agencies will seek to achieve land management goals on a
watershed. or larger scale.

AF&PA supports looking at potential projects on a large, watershed scale, but would discourage
multi- national forest or BLM district projects at this stage. Delegated contracting authorities are
located at the national forest and BLM district levels and to have overlapping contracting
officers, especially at the learning-stages of this new program, would-be-confusing for all parties -
involved.

5. The Forest Service may collect residual receipts pursuant to the Knutson-Vandenberg Act of
June 9, 1930, and the National Forest Management Act of 1976, from excess offset value,

We have no objection to the collection of money for specific funds such as KV, but the Forest
Service should adopt the premise that stewardship contracts will not be designed to produce
excess or residual receipts; otherwise a regular timber sale contract should be used to complete
the land management work.

6. All stewardship projects will comply with applicable environmental laws and regulations,

including an appropriate level of environmental review under the National Environmental
Policy Act, and will be consistent with applicable agency land and resource management

plans. Projects will be subject to applicable agencies' _ap_peals and dispute resolution
processes. :

Regardless of the form of contractmg used, all projects must comply with laws and regulations,
as well as existing land and resource management plans,

7. The agencies may use existing contract or assistance instruments. as appropriate, to
implement stewardship projects. In addition. the agencies may develop new contracting

mechanisms as needed to implement stewardship projects consistent with relevant laws,
regulations, and guidelines.

We support the development of model contracts and strongly recommend that risk be fairly
allocated between contractor and purchaser. As the Forest Service is aware, the forest products
industry has substantial interest and experience in contracts that remove forest products. As
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such, AF&PA recommends that the agencies consult with the Federal Timber Purchasers
Commitiee on the use or development of new contracting mechanisms.

8. In awarding a stewardship contract on a best value basis, the agencies may, in addition to
cost or price, consider such criteria as the contractor's past performance, work quality.,
existing public or private agreements or contracts, on-time delivery, and experience. The
agencies may consider the benefits to local and rural community needs when considering
award of a stewardship contract on a best value basis. The agencies' may use non-traditional
contractors or recipients. such as counties or not-for-profit or non-governmental

organizations, if consistent with relevant authorities.

Guidelines for the awarding of stewardship contracts should be based on similar criteria used for
timber sales and service contracts and must be an open, competitive process. Successful
contractors must have a proven ability to perform or subcontract and manage required work.
Non-traditional contractors, such as counties or NGOs, must compete on a level playing field
with traditional contractors. The agencies must not deviate from their ultimate land management
objective, treating acres in a cost effective way.

— 9. The agencies may use-all -available-authorities to-involve a wide Tange of'cbntractors or oo

recipients. allow for offsets to be utilized for other restoration treatments. The agencies will
maintain Federal agency control and oversight of operations to assure the protection of pubhc

assets and compliance with environmental requirements,

Once again, the open competitive bid process will result in the greatest net public benefits over
the longer term. It is critical to the success of the project and the contractor that information
about the projects’ contractual requirements is clear and concise.

10. Contractors who are awarded stewardship contracts will provide such bonds as mav be
required under law or regulation. The agencies may require performance and payment bonds
in order to protect the government's investment in receipts from forest producis 1o be
removed under a contract or agreement under Pub. L. 108-7.

Bonding is critical to risk management and guaranteed performance. Unfortunately insurance
companies are not supporting long term, non-cancelable performance bonds, For example,
timber sales with terms that exceed three years are becoming more challenging to bond, even for
established purchasers. In order to ensure that the contractors who bid on these contracts can
provide bonds to protect the public’s interest, we would suggest the following options:

1) Provide for cancellation of a performance bond, with 90 days notice required, or
2) Provide for a definite term contract with date-certain expiration of associated bonds, not to
exceed a term of 3 years, with an option for extension of the contract with Consent of Surety.
3) Another option to consider is the use of a contract form known as Indefinite Delivery
Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ). Typically these contracts involve individual task orders that
_ require separate bonds. Usually there are 2 minimum and maximum number of tasks to be
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awarded per year. No final bonds would be required until a "task order” was issued. These
types of contracts are very common with the Corps of Engineers.

As the stewardship contract form is developed, choosing the appropriate form of guarantee will
become clear. '

11. The agencies will develop a two-phased training approach to implement this authority.
Internal agency trajning will focus on allowing for contracting authority to occur as close to
the field as practicable and will cover topics such as project management, performance based
end-result contracting and trading goods for services. Agencies also will provide external

training subject to available funding to assist contractors in developing skills to do the work
required by the contract, and knowledge in competing for and performing on stewardship

contracts.

While AF&PA supports limited training for agency personnel in order to ensure their expertise in
utilizing these new authorities, we have serious concerns with the agencies providing external
training to contractors. F undmg is severely limited and any available funding should be spent
accomphshmg on-the-ground Work Furthermore nelther the Forest Serv1ce nor BLM have
experience in this arena. - T T

12. The agencies will utilize multiparty monitoring, open to interested groups or individuals. to
monitor and evaluate an appropriate sampling of the proiects or programs at the appropriate
levels. If supported by the local collaborative process. monitoring will be conducted at the
project level, subject to available funding, and will be well coordinated among administrative
units to ensure that the sampling of projects monitored is geographically diverse and
represents the range of projects undertaken. Multi-party monitoring will focus on: a) The
status of development, execution, and administration of agreemenis or contracts, b) The
specific accomplishments that have resulted, and ¢) The role of local communities in

development of agreement or contract plans.

AF&PA supports the idea of multiparty monitoring of stewardship contracting projects, but
encourages the agencies to use existing processes and teams, such as Resource Advisory
Committees and Federal Advisory Committees, that are already familiar with local needs. This
will reduce the administrative time and cost associated with developing new processes and
teams. AF&PA supports the focus areas for monitoring, but suggests that reporting be specific
in regards to project accomplishments. In developing reports based on the monitoring, we
encourage the use of tables that would include such information as status of project, acres
treated, and community benefits. Reports should also include spemﬁc information regarding the
use of receipts and excess offset value.

13. When reporting to Congress, the agencies will utilize performance and workload measures

consistent with the Government Performance and Results Act. To the extent practicable,

these measures will be consistent across the Department of the Interior and the Department of
Agriculture,
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As noted above, reports should include specific measures of accomplishment and accountability,
such as acres treated and the use of receipts and excess offset value.

14. Stewardship contracting provides for multiple vear contracts up to 10 vears duration. The

agencies are encouraged to use multiple-year funding to provide incentives to potential

sources to make investments in long-term landscape improvement projects.

We support the opportunity to enter into contracts up to 10 vears in duration. This will assist
private sector investments into the infrastructure needed to process the forest products removed.
Without a long-term guarantee to a raw material supply, the private sector will be reluctant to
purchase equipment and establish new business ventures.

15. In accordance with law, the agencies will maintain authority over all phases of development
and implementation of contracts and agreements under this authority and will administer

them in a manner consistent with their intended goals.

As mentioned in the response to guideline #10, we are concerned with the potential that
“multiparty monitoring” may get involved in reviewing contract performance. The stewardship
-contract will be-alegal-document between the federal-agency and the-contractor. Outside—-—— -
involvement or interference with the performance under the contract will only lead to confusion
and disputes. Furthermore, such arrangements would be un-bondable.

16. Project managers will separately track the values of the goods being sold and the services
being received for each project.

AF&PA is interested in ensuring that stewardship contracting is being used as the appropriate
tool for meeting land management objectives. As such, AF&PA supports separate tracking of

goods sold and services received, in order to provide for financial accountability. However, we
urge that this not become another burdensome process.

17. Use of receipts is limited to direct on-the-ground project implementation. Receipts will not

be used for overhead, administrative, or indirect costs or the completion of environmental
studies or other planning and analysis,

AF&PA supports the concept of using receipts for direct on-the-ground implementation. The
Forest Service should adopt the premise that stewardship contracts will not be designed to
produce excess or residual receipts; otherwise a traditional timber sale contract should be used.
In the rare occurrence where there is positive offset value, receipts should be returned to the
forest which generated the receipts.

18. The use of full and open competition will remain standard operating practice and anything

less than full and open competition will need to be documented and approved by the
appropriate Regional Forester for the FS and the appropriate State Director for BLM.

AF&PA supports this statement, as noted in the response to guideline #8. We would oppose any
selective, preclusive, exclusive or arbitrary contracting process.
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In closing, we would like to reiterate that our key objectives regarding stewardship contracting
include: adequate and increasing appropriated funds to accomplish projects on the ground,
coordination between the agencies and the Federal Timber Purchasers Committee, and financial
accountability.

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on these guidelines and request that you move
expeditiously to finalize agency policy regarding stewardship contracting,

Sincerely,
W
e,
/ r
John Heissenbuttel

Vice President, Forestry and Wood Products



"Block, Nadine™ To: "“stewardship@fs.fed.us™ <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<Nadine_Block@afa cc: "Coulombe, Mary" <Mary_Coulombe@afandpa.org>>, "Block, Nadine"
ndpa.org> <Nadine_Block@afandpa.org>

Subject: Comments on 68 Fed Reg 38285
07/28/2003 01:11 PM

Attached piease find comments on behalf of the American Forest and Paper Association (AF&PA)
regarding the Stewardship End Result Contracting Guidelines, 68 Fed Reg 38285 (June 27, 2003).

Sincerely,
Nadine Block

Nadine Block

Manager. Forest Policy

American Forest & Paper Association
Ph: (202) 463-2753

nadine block@afandpa.org

AF&PArstewardship contracting comments.doc
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MCDG To: stewardship@fs.fed.us
<MCDG@fcresearch. cc:
org> Subject: Stewardship End Result Contracting notice of interim guidelines

07/28/2003 03:14 PM

RE: Section on consultation and coordination with Indian tribal governments

The statement is made that these guidelines do not have tribal implications
as defined by executive order 13175. However, it is our organizations
belief that Native American groups have a great interest and concern
regarding all forest activities. Thus, we feel that consultation should
occur at all levels. Native American people have specific traditional:
ecological knowledge that can be utilized in all areas and at all levels of
the stewardship program such as understory vegetation, watershed
restoration, and fuels reduction to mention a few.
Without a proactive outreach and involvement program and perhaps an
orientation of a number of different projects demonstrating TEK across the
forests, this critical component of ecosystem knowledge will be missing and
may impair the ability of the stewardship program in meeting diverse
objectives. ' ‘
As one of the original 22 pilots we are struck by how urgently
——————collaboration that-will-allow-this knowledge to-be recognized-and testedis —— -
needed and thus needs to become part of program guidance and not just
project related consultation.

Thank you,

Farrell Cunningham
Director, Maidu Cultural and Development Group

TCAET RECEVED
30 nE
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"Christopher West" To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<cwest@afrc.ws> cc: "Tom Thompson” <tthompson@fs.fed.us>, <rprausa@fs.fed.us>, "Dick
Fitzgerald" <rfitzgerald@fs.fed.us>

07/28/2003 01:03 PM Subject: AFRC Comments on Stewardship End Resuit Contracting Interim
Please respond to cwest Guidlines

July 28, 2003

USDA Forest Service
Forests and Rangelands Staff

Mail Stop 1105~

1400 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20024-1105

RE: Steﬁmdsﬁip—Eﬁd Result-éoﬁtrz.t.cti-;lg:. 68 Federal Register; 3"8285 (June 27, 2003) -

To Whom It May Concern;

Please accept this letier in response to the request for public comments on the notice of interim guidelines for
Stewardship End Result Contracting on behalf of the members of the American Forest Resource Council (AFRC).
AFRC represents over 80 forest product businesses and forest landowners in twelve states. Qur mission is to create a
favorable operating environment for the forest products industry, ensure a reliable timber supply from public and
private lands, and promote sustainable management of forests by improving federal laws, regulations, policies and
decisions that determine or influence the management of all lands.

AFRC applauds Congress for the passage of Public Law 108-7 and we have actively pushed for expanded authority
for both the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management to be able to utilize end result stewardship contracting.
We see this as the perfect opportunity to treat hazardous fuels and thin from below when the value of the material to
be removed will not pay its way out of the woods. This is simply common sense contracting and good government,
as well as environmentally, socially and economically responsible public policy.

It must be noted that this is not just an issue of fiber or timber supply to AFRC’s members, but an issue that if we
don’t reduce the risk of catastrophic wildfires, insects and diseases, we will continue to destroy millions of acres of

‘CAET REGEWVED:
an 909003



critical wildlife habitat, key watersheds and private property, both homes and timbertands. Furthermore, there is not
enough funding available to do this critically important work unless utilizing some of the material to be removed can
reduce costs.

AFRC views stewardship end result contracting as a tool, just like timber sales and service contracts, but not a
program. The programs are hazardous fuel reduction, vegetation management, watershed enhancement, wildlife
habitat improvement and road & trail maintenance. Furthermore, it is our view that this gunidance should only
address issues specific to PL 108-7 and stewardship end result contracting.

AFRC’s specific comments on the interim guidelines are as foliows.

1. Stewardship projects authorized by Public Law 108-7 will be designed to achieve land management goals
by modifyving vegetation to make forests and rangelands more resilient o natural disturbance mechanisms
such as wind, flood, fire, insects. and disease. The objectives of these projects may inchide improving forest
and rangetand health, restoring or maintaining water quality, improving fish and wildlife habitat,
reestablishing native plant species, and/or reducing hazardous fuels that pose risks to communities and
ecosystem values.

AFRC agrees wholeheartedly with this statement, but would ask that the objective of reducing hazardous fuels

that pose risks to non-federal forests and rangelands be added at the end. This is critically important to our

membership, many of whom own forest and rangelands intermingled with federal lands, since catastrophic
wildfires, insects and diseases, don’t recognize property boundaries.

2. Deriving revenue from the sale of any by-products or other materials designated for removal from these
stewardship projects will be a secondary objective to the restoration goals. Forest products will be appraised

at fair market value. Contracts of a duration longer than 3 years will aliow for price adiustment for the value
" ofthese materials to protect the public inferest as new markets develop. - ’

AFRC generally agrees with this statement. Through a competitive bid process, the public will receive the best

value or least cost for doing the prescribed work. We are concerned with the how the agencies will develop a

fair market value (residual value or transaction evidence) when they have not been in the business of selling a lot

of these marginal valued forest products. This concern applies also to an estimate of the costs to do the work to

be completed. It is our view that the most efficient process is to offer a single contract for bid that specifies a

given amount of service work to be accomplished and an amount of forest products_available for utilization.

Therefore the market values reflected in offers will set the values and the cost of doing the work in a net figure.

AFRC opposes embedded timber sale contracts. There should not be 2 minimum bid rates because the values

and costs are highly variable. Furthermore, values for the products should not be cycled back into the existing

timber sale appraisal systems. ‘With regards to price adjustments, like the establishment of fair market values,
there is not a lot of history in the agencies, nor are we aware of appropriate indices for such adjustments,
therefore we would recommend against its inclusion in a stewardship contract.

3. The agencies will use an open, collaborative process and, as appropriate, will seek early involvement of
local government agencies. including tribal governments. and any interested groups or individuals in
various phrases of project development and implementation.

AFRC is supportive of collaborative processes and the involvement of local governments, tribes, adjacent

landowners and people who have a vested interest in the goals and objectives of a given resource management

project. Unfortunately, it has been our experience that such efforts have taken on a life of their own, forgetting
the ultimate land management goals and objectives. Line officers and facilitators need to keep the focus on
building collaborative efforts around the proposed projects and not periodic gatherings to discuss issues
adnauseam. Furthermore, PL 108-7 does not require any additional collaborative process above what is already
part of the existing project planning and NEPA processes. Therefore we would recommend this statement being
removed from the guidance so that there is no confusion that a new collaborative process is required.

4. The agencies will seck to use the stewardship authority in conjunction with other land management
authorities to develop and implement stewardship projects across agency administrative boundaries. The

agencies will seek to achieve land management goals on a watershed, or larger scale.

AFRC supports looking at potential projects on a large scale, but would oppose multi- national forest, BLM
district or tribal projects unless the administrative units have “zone™ teams to perform this work. Delegated
contracting authorities are usually located at the national forest and BLM district levels and to have overlapping




contracting officers, especially at the learning stages of this new program would be more trouble than it is worth.

It is our view that a forest or district would conduct a planning effort for a watershed and identify the land

management priorities as directed by either NFMA or FLPMA through a NEPA process. To implement those

land management objectives, a combination of timber sales, service and stewardship contracts would be
prepared, bid and awarded. The focus must remain on the land management objective, not the means by which
work will be contracted.

5. The Forest Service may collect residual receipts pursuant to the Knutson-Vandenberg Act of June 9. 1930,
and the National Forest Management Act of 1976, from excess offset value,

We have no objection to the collection of money for specific funds such as KV, but the premise of stewardship

contracts is that there will not be excess or residual receipts, otherwise a regular timber sale contract should be

used to complete the land management work. The collection of funds to cover reforestation and herbicide
treatments are legitimate resource objectives for which we would support the collection of funds if that work is
not required as part of the contract.

6. All stewardship projects will comply with applicable environmental laws and regulations, including an
appropriate level of environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act, and will be
consistent with applicable agency land and resource management
plans. Projects will be subject to applicable agencies' appeals and dispute resolution processes.

AFRC’s position is that, regardless of the form of contracting used, all projects must comply with laws and

regulations, as well as existing land and resource management plans.

7. The agencies may use existing contract or assistance instriuments, as appropriate, to implement stewardship
projects. In addition, the agencies may develop new confracting mechanisms as needed o implemnent
stewardship projects consistent with relevant laws,
regulations. and guidelines.

~ Since the Forest Service has had many years of pilot authority to experiment with different forms of stewardship
contracts, we feel strongly that national direction should standardize the forms of contracts to be used by the
field. One of our frustrations with the pilot projects is that new contract forms were developed for aimost cvery
project, leading to a waste of agency staff time as well as confusion by potential contractors on what was
required. The existing timber sale and service contracts allow for project specific provisions and maintaining
this flexibility in the stewardship contract will be critical to it success given the variability across the landscape

- and the country. But, maintaining a consistent contract form for both the government and contractor to rely on
is also very important in minimizing potential disputes.
We are encouraged by some standardized contract forms that have emerged from Forest Service Regions 1 and
5 and would hope that the agency headquarters would utilize this expertise. As mentioned above, it is AFRC’s
view that these would be a contract single bid, versus an embedded contract. Another area that needs to be
resolved is the non-productive bickering between service and timber sale Contracting Officers. This
unnecessary turf war has been an obstruction to getting work done on the ground. Finally, contracting
regulations and forms are very different between the Forest Service and BLM and we would encourage keeping
the agency independence to minimize confusion within the agencies and with contractors.
8. Inawarding a stewardship contract on a best value basis. the agencies mav, in addition to cost or price

consider such criteria as the contractor’s past performance. work quality, existing public or private

agreements or contracts, on-time delivery, and experience. The

agencies may consider the benefits to local and rural community needs when considering award of a

stewardship contract on a best value basis. The agencies' may use non-traditional contractors or recipients,

such as counties or not-for-profit or non-governmental organizations, if consistent with relevant anthorities.
Guidelines for the award of stewardship contracts should be based on the similar criteria used in other
government contracting and must be an open competitive process with selection criteria identified in the
prospectus. Successful contractors must have a proven ability to perform or subcontract and manage required
work. Subjective determinations should be minimized and only come into account when issues and/or concerns
are well docurnenied.

AFRC also recommends the consideration of formal "Requests For Proposals” process (RFP) with specific
requirements to be solicited as the next step. Offers by respondents to the RFP solicitation can then be
evaluated. and scored by the content of the Technical Proposal, including any offered alternatives, financial
elements, and a description of the offering entity's qualifications and past experience.



Non-traditional contractors, such as counties, NPO or NGO must compete on a level playing field with
traditional contractors. The ultimate land management objective must remain in focus, treating acres in a cost
effective way. The environmental, social and economic stability of rural communities is more dependent on the
number of acres to be treated, than who is awarded the contract.

9. The agencies may use all available authorities to involve a wide range of confractors or recipients, allow for
offsets to be utilized for other restoration treatments. The agencies will maintain Federal agency conirol and

oversight of operations to assure the protection of public assets and compliance with environmental
requirements.

This statement is confusing and provides no new guidance to the ficld. We recommend dropping this statemeni.

10. Contractors who are awarded stewardship contracts will provide such bonds as may be required under law
or regulation. The agencies may require performance and pavment bonds in order to protect the
government's investent in receipts from forest products to be removed under a contract or asreement
under Pub. L., 108-7,

Bonding is critical to risk management and guaranteed performance. Unfortunately insurance companies are not
supporting long term, non-cancelable performance bonds. For example, timber sales with terms that exceed
three years are becoming more challenging to bond, even for established purchasers. In order to ensure that the
contractors who bid on these contracis can provide bonds to protect the public’s interest, we would suggest the
following options:

1 Provide for cancellation of a performance bond, with 90 days notice required,
or

2) Provide for a definite term contract with date-certain expiration of associated
bonds, not to exceed a term of 3 years, with an option for extension of the
contract with Consent of Surety.

3) Another option to consider is the use of a contract form known as Indefinite
Delivery Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ). Typically these contracts involve individual
task orders that require separate bonds. Usually there is a minimum and
maximum number of tasks to be awarded per year. No final bonds would be
required until a "task order” was issued. These types of contracts are very
common with the Corps of Engineers.

As the stewardship contract form is developed choosing the appropriate form of guarantee will become clear.

We do not support the use of payment bonding for stewardship contracting since the premise is that the value of

product utilization will offset the costs of the service work. Bonding is provided to guarantee the completion of

the service work, not the payment of stumpage.

11. The agencies will develop a two-phased training approach to implement this authority. Internal agency
training will focus on allowing for contracting authority to occur as close to the field as practicable and will
cover topics such as project management, performance based end-result contracting and trading goods for
services, Agencies also will provide external training subject to available funding to assist contractors in

developing skills to do the work required by the contract, and knowledge in competing for and performing

on stewardship contracts.




This is not required of the law and should be removed from the guidance. We expect that the agency

implementation training will occur. Furthermore, in most regions of the country, there are already contractors

available to do this work. If contractor training is needed, it should and has been conducted by the private

sector. Finally, we are concerned that the limited funds will be diverted to these training efforts and away from

the freatment of acres.

12. The agencies will utilize multiparty monitoring. open to interested groups or individuals. to monitor and
evaluate an appropriate sampling of the projects or programs at the appropriate levels. If supported by the

local collaborative process, monitoring will be conducted af the project level, subject to available funding,

and will be well coordinated among administrative units to ensure that the sampling of projects monitored is

geographically diverse and represents the range of projects undertaken. Multi-party monitoring will focus

on;_a) The status of development, execution, and administration of agreements or contracts, b) The specific
accomplishments that have resuited, c) The role of local communities in development of agreement or

contract plans.

AFRC reluctantly supports the concept of multiparty monitoring of stewardship contracting projects for the
same reason mentioned in response io No. 3 -- they begin to take on a life of their own. Therefore, we would
encourage the agencies to use existing formal groups or teams, such as Resource Advisory Committees or
Federal Advisory Committees that are already familiar with local needs. This will reduce the administrative
time and cost associated with developing new processes and teams.

We support the PL 108-7"s specified focus of the monitoring and would suggest that reporting be specific in

- regards to project accomplishments. We envision-a-quarterly report, in a table format that would-be-organized -

by national forest or BLM district and report on status of NEPA work, appeals, litigation, contract award, acres

to be treated, acres accomplishments, and a checklist of multiple use benefits to be achieved. Also, as discussed

n No.16, the monitoring report should identify values of goods being sold and services received for each

project. The agencies should compile the monitoring report, which should be reviewed, verified, and signed off

by one of the existing formal advisory committees.

13. Whep reporting to Congress, the agencies will utilize performance and workload measures consistent with
the Government Petformance and Results Act. To the extent practicable, these measures will be consistent
across the Department of the Interior and the Department of Agricuiture.

As noted above, reports should include specific measures of accomplishment and accountability, such as acres

treated, values of goods being sold and services received.

14. Stewardship contracting provides for multiple vear contracts up to 10 years duration. The agencies are
encouraged to use multiple-year funding to provide incentives to potential sources to make investments in
long-term landscape improvement projects.

We support the opportunity to enter into coniracts up fo 10 years in duration. This will assist private sector

investments into the infrastructure such as biomsass cogeneration facilities, composite panel plants or new small

log mills. Without some long-term guarantee to a raw material supply, the private sector will be reluctant to
purchase equipment and establish new business ventures.

15. In accordance with law, the agencies will maintain authority over all phases of development and
implementation of contracts and agreements under this authority and will administer them in a manner
consistent with their intended goals.

We agree with this statement. AFRC has a concern that the “multiparty monitoring” may get involved in

reviewing contract performance. The stewardship contract will be a legal document between the federal agency

and the contractor. Outside involvement or interference with the performance under the contract will only lead
to confusion and disputes. Furthermore, such arrangements will be un-bondable.

16. Project managers will separately track the values of the goods being sold and the services being received for

each project.

AFRC is keenly interested in ensuring that stewardship contracting is used as the appropriate tool for meeting
land management objectives. Therefore, we supports separate tracking of goods sold and services received, in



order to provide for some level of accountability, but we urge that this not become another burdensome process
that over shadows the accomplishments on the ground.

17. Use of receipts is limited to direct on-the-ground project implementation. Receipts will not be used for
overhead. administrative, or indirect costs or the completion of environmental studies or other planning and

analysis. *

We are confused by this gnidance, is it discussing the receipts from the value of the products o be wtilized or
any net excess revenues afier the costs of the services subtracted. It is AFRC’s view that stewardship
contracting will be used when the products available to be utilized will not cover the cost of the services to be
preformed. If there are excess receipts then a timber sale contract should have been used. We acknowledge that
there may be those rare occurrences when the values and cost associated with a proposed project are fairly close
that a bid maybe positive.

We see the process working as follows: Through the appropriations process and allocation to the field, funds for
various programs of work will be available. Project planning, contract preparation and project administration
will be handled just as other programs of work, whether it is a new campground or a timber sale. We perceived
that with the potential of multiple resource objectives for these projects that it may run into a problem with the
Forest Service’s primary purpose accounting process. Still, the field unit will have a budgeted amount to
accomplish a specified amount of work. Once the contract is bid, the agency assesses if the bid is within its
financial means and awards the contract. Cost differences from the budgeted program of work should be
handled just like other existing programs, such as a new road that costs more oF léss than was planned and
budgeted. In other words, the guidance should not establish a new way for the agencies to do business.
Stewardship contracting is just another tool, like service and timber sale contracts. '

A broad concern we have is the need for adequate and increasing appropriated funds to the field to accomplish
fuels hazard reduction, insect and disease treatments and other land condition improvement projects. The first
priority, as stated earlier, must be improving the condition of the land. We believe that field units must have
funds to prepare and accomplish needed projects and stewardship contracts are one possible means to do the
work. We are concerned that there is not currently, nor projected to be in the next few years, sufficient national
fire plan or vegetative management funding on many units for these projects. Without such funds, fuels hazard
reduction and other projects using stewardship projects won’t even be possible. Therefore, providing
appropriated funds must be the highest priority and we encourage the Forest Service to reduce project
preparation costs (i.e. analysis and NEPA), in order to increase available project funds.

18. The use of full and open competition will remain standard operating practice and anvthing less than full and
open competition will need to be documented and approved by the appropriate Regional Forester for the FS
and the appropriate State Director for BLM. )

We agree, see response to No. 8. We would oppose any selective, preclusive, exclusive or arbitrary contracting

process. :

In summary and as mentioned several times, AFRC views stewardship end result contracting as just another tool to
accomplish agency land management objectives and not a new program. The guidance needs to respond to PL 108-7
and not create the impression that new processes or programs are to be established. The use of this new authority
should not negatively impact the existing green and/or salvage timber sale programs, but enhance those opportunities
by moving marginal forest products from timber sale to stewardship offerings.

Finally, AFRC’s commitment to the agencies is that we will continue to push for more appropriated National Fire
Plan and vegetation management fimding, but in return we want the agency to choose the appropriate method for
accomplishing work, whether it is force account, timber sale, service or stewardship contracts.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal and request that you move expeditiously to finalize this
guidance and forward it to the field so they may be in effect as soon as possible. Should you or your staff have any
questions relating to these comments, please contact me directly at 503-222-9505.



Sincerely,

Thomas . Partin

Thomas L. Partin

President

cc: Undersecretary of Agriculture Mark Rey
Asgistant Secretary of Interior Rebecca Watson

Council on Environmental Quality Chairman James Connaughton

Chris West, Vice President
American Forest Resource Council
503-222-9505

503-222-3255 (F)

cwest@afre.ws

www.afrc.ws
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"Cal Mukumoto™ To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
< cal@mukumoto.co cc:
m> Subject: Stewardship end resuit contracting

07/28/2003 11:38 AM
Please respond to cal

Stewardship end result contracting

I bglieve that Stewardship end result contracting can be a very important tool in restoring the
health of our national forests and BLM lands. Iam a member of the Metolius Pilot Multi-party
Monitoring Team on the Deschutes National Forest. The following are my comments on the
proposed interim guidelines posted in the Federal Register on June 27, 2003.

‘Due to'the large time commitment required, I believe it will become increasingly more difficult
to maintain public interest in these groups without dedicated funding. Although the guidelines
instruct agencies to utilize multi-party monitoring to monitor projects, it is done so “subject to

available funding”. Currently there is no dedicated funding available to support Multi-party
monitoring activities. Agency incumbents have characterized multiparty monitoring as an “
Unfunded Mandate.” Although agency incumbents express a desire and spirit for collaborative
work, they receive “no budget credit” in doing so. This is a barrier to maintaining agency interest
and public involvement with multi-party monitoring activities.

Our Regional Office is presenting another budget barrier to multi-party monitoring. Currently
the Regional Office is requesting payment by districts for a national contract with the Pinchot
Institute. This payment is for participation in the former pilot project. The payment in my
opinion puts a high barrier of entry to Stewardship contracting for the district. Careful monitoring
and guidance from the Washington office level is required so that individual regional activities
do not stifle implementation of these guidelines.

I consider multi-party monitoring as a Quality Control mechanism to ensure monitoring of results
and local involvement. District level perspective of multi-party monitoring, based on no
budgetary support, is it is done solely through volunteerism and donations. Due to the high
number of hours required to maintain and develop these groups I have a dim view of their future
existence without dedicated funding. What company the size of the Forest Service would rely on
donations and volunteerism for quality control?



Another barrier to multi-party monitoring is the standard of “full and open competition”. Agency
contract specialists have expressed views that contractors cannot fully participate on the
multi-party monitoring teams due to potential “conflict of interest.” Contractors are an
invaluable source for setting monitoring standards and interpreting monitoring results. Clear
definition and application of this standard should be established so contractors can participate on
a full and equal basis.

These guidelines are an exciting new step in restoration of our forests. However, I believe that
consistency of agency implementation and support of these guidelines will require leadership and
funding beyond that which reaches the ground. Agency shirking of these guidelines will occur if
the proper incentives are not provided to implement them. Therefore stronger language
concerning funding, collaboration, and monitoring should be develop as a part of these
guidelines.

Calvin Mukumoto
Bend, Oregon

541-382-2708

Calvin Mukumoto
541-382-2708
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Please respond to
cdalyl

Comments on stewardship contracting interim guidelines -- provided both
as embedded text and as an attachment.

Flathead Economic Pclicy Center
919 Elk Park Road, Columbia Falls, MT 59912
Tel. (406) 892-8155; FAX (406) 892-8161; cdalyl@centurytel.net

July 26, 2003

Forests and Rangelands Staff
USDA Forest Service

- Mail Stop-1004-
1400 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, DC 20024 1105

Ref: Notice of Interim Guidelines
Stewardship End Result Contracting

TO : Darci Birmingham, Mike Haske, et al,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the interim guidelines for
implementing stewardship end result contracting as authorized by Section
323 of P.L. 108-7, the Consolidated Appropriations Resolution, 2003.

Community-based forestry collaborative groups have consistently been the
most informed and committed advocates for stewardship end result
contracting. Around the country, groups like our local Flathead Forestry
Project dedicated themselves to helping implement the stewardship
demonstration program begun in 1999. We were excited about the progress
we were making, working with local Forest Service personnel to use the

full suite of special stewardship contracting authorities creatively and
effectively to address both ecosystem and community needs,

Therefore, it was with sinking hearts that I read those sections of the
interim guidelines which weaken, significantly constrain, or (more
ominously) do not even address some of the key concepts and special
authorities which make stewardship end result contracting such a
potentially powerful tool for restoring and maintaining national forests
and public lands. I urge you to re-craft the guidelines and related
training programs to fully encourage and facilitate bold and effective
use of all the spedial authorities. Critics fears of how some

authorities might be misused should not be aliowed to overshadow the
sound and positive way those authorities actually are being used.,

Following, by guideline number, are suggestlons for strengthening and
improving the guidelines.

SE-16

Carol Daly To: stewardship@fs.fed.us
<cdalyl@centurytel. cc:
net> _ Subject: Comments on stewardship contracting interim guidelines



1. It is not at all clear why “modifying vegetation” is the only means
specified to be used to achieve land management goals. Of course,
vegetation removal will provide the source of funding for many

stewardship projects, but most restoration projects need to involve many

more activities, as the latter portion of this guideline suggests.
Further, other sources of funds can be used (as encouraged in Guideline

4) in place of, or to supplement, revenues from removed vegetation. The

first part of Guideline 1 should be re-written to say something like,

“Stewardship projects...will be designed to achieve land management goals

for the national forests and the public lands that meet local and rural

community needs. Forests and rangelands will be made more healthy and

resilient to natural disturbance mechanisms such as wind, flood, fire,
insects, and disease through the modification of vegetation and other

means. Other objectives of stewardship contracting projects may include,

but not necessarily be fimited to, restoring or maintaining water
quality, improving fish and wildiife habitat, reestablishing native
plant species....” Inclusion of the qualifier “but not necessarily be
limited to” is needed because there may be cases where recreational

improvements and other non-listed activities may be appropriate to meet

" both the needs of the land and the community. Certainly this was the
case in a number of the demonstration projects.

2. Tt is good to see the dear statement that revenue generation is a
secondary objective of restoration. What is a little concerning is the
statement that price adjustments of the value of the materials sold will
be made in longer-term contracts, If that is to be done, then
particularly with a contract based on the goods for services mechanism
— a similar provision needs to be inserted to allow for the adjustment
of the contractors’ bid prices for-performing the various service work
items. Just as product values may fluctuate over time, so too will
contractors” material and labor costs, overhead, etc. If you are going
to adjust one side of the equation, you need to similarly adjust the
other side.

3. The emphasis on collaboration throughout the guidelines and in
training programs is heartening. There may, of course, be cases where
communities and other stakeholders decide they have no interest in, or
feel no need to enter into, collaborative planning and/or
implementation. That decision, however, should follow their first being
asked to participate. Thus, the words “as appropriate” need to be
stricken from this guideline. In addition, because many collaborative
groups feel that monitoring is directly related to implementation (to

determine whether the implementation mechanisms and activities produced

the desired results), the last part of the guideline should read, “in
various phases [not “phrases”] of project planning, development,
implementation, and monitoring.”

4. The accomplishment of watershed scale, across-ownership-boundaries

ecosystem restoration and maintenance projects is an excellent goal.

5. If, as I understand, the Forest Service is going to restrict the

percentage of overhead which may be charged against trust fund deposits

made using excess offset value (retained receipts) from stewardship



contracts, then the limitation should be specified in this guideline.

6. This clear statement regarding the full compliance of stewardship
contracting projects with NEPA and other environmental faws and
regutations is very important. To reinforce the point, the agencies

should (through local collaborative efforts, agreements, and other

means) make a special effort to engage environmental groups as active
partners in developing and implementing ecosystem restoration projects
that use the full suite of stewardship contracting authorities.

Restoration is an area in which there is much common ground to work on.

7. The guideline is good, but the agencies need to make sure that

related training for agency personnel arkl others is consistent with the
guideline. In some sessions already held, agency attendees were advised
not to “embark too quickly on agreements.” Apparently there is still

some debate about how this authority can/should be implemented now that
stewardship contracting is no longer in a demonstration mode. To advance
the goal embodied in Guideline 9 (to involve a wide range of contractors

or recipients), the use of agreements should be encouraged and

faal:tated in appropnate 5|tuat|ons

Also in the first two natlonal tralnmg sessions, agency presenters

said the Forest Service will discourage receipt retention, although It
~~will'not prohibit it. Retentior of receipts is essential to the — o
“separation of the logger from the logs” (delivered log) contracting
approach which is much more palatable to many critics than goods for
services. It eliminates the perverse incentive which is perceived to
exist when the contractors doing on-the-ground restoration work have a
financial interest in the products being removed from their project. The
use of delivered log contracting, and the continuing ability to use
retained receipts to implement it, should be specifically authorized
(and, hopefully, encouraged) either in this guideline or in Guideline

17, and any subsequent training programs also need to reflect that
commitment.

8. Given the defining statement in Section 323 that stewardship projects
are “to perform services to achieve land management goals for the
national forests and the public lands that meet local and rural
community needs,” the second sentence of this guideline needs to be
revised to say, “the agencies should {not “may"] consider the benefits
to local and rural community needs....”

S. The first sentence of this guideline is confusing. Should there be an
“and” between “recipients” and “allow for”? Or should additional iterns
follow “for other restoration treatments™? Or what? Is this guideline
attempting to address the authority that provides that the Forest

Service may enter into stewardship contracts notwithstanding subsection
(g) of section 14 of NFMA that requires that USDA employees designate or
mark trees or other forest products that are to be sold and supervise

the subsequent harvesting? If so, it should clearly explain that

authority and specifically authorize the appropriate use of designation

by description and designation by prescription in stewardship projects.
DxD and DxP have shown great promise in the demonstrations, enabling
land managers to be more flexible in dealing with changing forest



conditions, and taking better advantage of qualified contractors’
professional skills and knowledge of the land. The confinuing use of DxD
and DxP should be encouraged and facilitated. The possible use of
non-USDA employees (state foresters, for example) in preparing and
administering stewardship projects should also be addressed.

10. No comment.

11. Because of the unique role that communities, collaborative groups,
funding partners, and others play in stewardship contracting, all
training programs should as a matter of course be designed for and
include both agency and non-agency participants and trainers.
Stewardship contracting training for potential contractors is essential
to long-term program success and should not be “subject to available
funding.” Collaborative groups, local community-based forestry groups,
industry associations, and others can be sources of assistance to the
agencies in providing contractor training.

12. The proposed sampling of individual projects to gather information
for the annual report to Congress on overall program progress is a good
~approach. It is aiso encouraging that the guideline provides for other

. project-level monitoring if supported by the local collaborative

process. The caveat “subject to available funding” is a red flag,

- however. Multiparty monitoring is a natural outgrowth of collaborative™ ™~ =

planning and implementation, and is a powerful learning and
communication tool. Whether or not to have a local monitoring effort
should not hinge solely on an internal financial decision made by a
district/forest. A preferred alternative approach is to allow a limited
portion of stewardship project receipts to be used to cover
out-of-pocket expenses for a project level multiparty monitoring team, a
provision which would require a slight modification of Guideline 17.

Some mention should be made in this guideline of the need to continually
collect “lessons learned” from new and existing stewardship projects and
to share that information in a timely fashion with other projects.

13. No comment.
14. No comment.

15. This guideline seems to be a simply a restatement of the agencies’
intent to retain strong authority and contro! over stewardship

- contracting, an issue already addressed in Guideline 9. Just as in
Guideline 9, it may be necessary to clarify how this guideline relates

to the authority that aliows the possible use of non-USDA employees
(state foresters, etc.) in preparing and administering stewardship projects.

16. The guideline is fine as far as it goes. It is important to

understand, however, that community collaborative groups and others have
concerns about other project casts, not just the cost of on-the-ground
services. Better, more accurate project-level accounting for all costs
(including but not limited to planning, environmental analysis,
administration, and monitoring) is clearly desired by stakeholders.

17. Again, this guideline should be revised to address the issues raised



above under Guideline 5 (specifying allowable overhead percentages to be
applied to retained receipts deposited in trust funds), Guideline 7 (
authorizing the use of retained receipts to support the delivered log
contracting mechanism), and Guideline 12 {using some portion of retained
receipts to cover out-of-pocket project-level monitoring costs).

18. Since agreements are almost by definition not accomplished through
full and open competition, those instruments shouid be positively
addressed in this guideline. The use of agreements has clearly been
determined appropriate by Congress and should not require substantial
further justification and additional levels of approval.

Thank you again for your consideration of these proposed changes. The
commitment of the Forest Service and the BLM to making careful and
effective use of the stewardship contracting authorities is appreciated,

but I urge you not to unduly self-restrict the operational flexibitity

that forest and rangeland managers have long wanted and finally been given,

Communities, tribes, local collaborative groups, funding partners, and
others made enormous contributions of (largely volunteer) time and other
resources to-help make-the demonstration projects work.-Many Forest
Service employees (particularly those in contracting and timber
management) took personal and professional risks in working with local
coiffaborative groups to explore how the stewardship authorities couldbe —
innovatively and effectively used to address pressing ecosystem and
community needs. Those public/private efforts — and the successes and
the learning that are being achieved through the (former) demonstration
projects -- should be built upon, not disregarded. Unless parts of the
guidelines are modified, however, I am afraid that enthusiasm for
collaborative participation in new stewardship contracting projects will

be significantly reduced

If you have any questions or desire further information, please do not
hesitate to call upon me.

Sincerely,

Carol Daly
President

Interim guideline comment.doc
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b, orldwide Office tel {703} 841-5300
The Nat u re ::ZALS North ?mfax Dr. fax (703) 841-7400
Con Servan C)& e Suite 100 nature.org

Arlington, Virginia 22203
SAVING THE LAST GREAT PLACES ON EARTH

TO: U.S. Forest Service, Forests and Rangelands Staff,
Mail Stop 1105,
1400 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washington, DC 20024-1105

FROM: Louise Milkman, Director of Federal Programs, The Nature Conservancy
SUBJECT: Comments on End Result Stewardship Contracting Interim Guidelines
DATE: July 25, 2003

The Nature Conservancy appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Administration’s Interim
Final Guidelines on Stewardship Contracting. As discussed below, we recommend that the
Guidelines, or other final policy, incorporate the language outlined in Section IIL, below. In
addition to the language, the list of enumerated items in the guidelines should include the following

language:

“All stewardship contracts should include specific, measurable ecosystem restoration

- Objectives, and a multiparty process for monitoring progress toward those objectives, _ ______
incorporating new information and scientific data, and adapting practices to reflect this new
information and data.”

The Nature Conservancy and Restoration of Fire Adapted Ecosystems

The Nature Conservancy is dedicated to preserving the plants, animals and natural communities that
represent the diversity of life on Earth by protecting the lands and waters they need to survive. The
Conservancy has more than 1.1 million individual members and programs in all 50 states and in 30
other nations. To date our organization has protected more than 14 million acres in the 50 states

and Canada, and has helped local partner organizations preserve more than 102 million acres in

other nations.

Over the past 40 years, the Conservancy has been engaged in a wide variety of ecological
management activities, including managing thousands of prescribed fires to restore ecosystem
health at hundreds of sites across the United States. Our restoration work relies on working with
partners to set ecosystem restoration goals and then using adaptive management processes to make
progress toward those goals. In the federally sponsored Fire Learning Network, The Nature
Conservancy and more than 200 partners have been collaborating for 15 months on 25 large-scale
ecosystem restoration and hazard reduction projects totaling 45 million acres of federal, state and
private lands. Using an efficient adaptive management process, 10 of 25 projects will begin
implementing treatments this year using federal and state funding. To date, no project has been
litigated or appealed. We expect that all projects will begin implementation of treatments within the
next 12 months. Treatments include extensive thinning and prescribed fire.

The Nature Conservancy is currently discussing the possibility of TNC support of Stewardship
Contracts on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest. The Conservancy proposes to assist the Forest
and other interested parties by convening a forest-level multiparty monitoring team to conduct an

CAET RECEVED
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efficient long-term program of goal setting, monitoring and assessment. The assistance provided by
The Nature Conservancy would help ensure an efficient, scientifically credible, and inclusive on-
going evaluation of how forest thinning, prescribed burning, and other management actions are
making progress toward the larger goals of reducing the risk of hazardous wildfires and restoring
forest health.

The Interim Guidelines

We believe that Stewardship Contracting is a potentially useful tool for reducing hazards in the
wildland-urban interface (WUI) and restoring ecosystem health in some ecosystems beyond the
WUIL As contemplated in the guidelines, Stewardship Contracts will address critical issues,
including forest restoration, native plants, water quality, and habitat protection, as well as reducing
hazardous fuels. We commend the agencies for focusing the Stewardship Contracting program on
these important goals. We also support the intent of the guidelines which stipulate that restoration
and hazard reduction goals must drive the decisions of where and how to allocate resources, rather
than decisions being driven by the ability to offset the cost of services through sale of forest
restoration byproducts,

In the majority of cases, and especially when working outside the WUI, stewardship contracts must
focus on a set of clearly stated and measurable restoration and hazard reduction desired future
ecological conditions on the landscape, and must inclnde monitoring to ensure compliance with the

- — --individual goals of Stewardship Contracts. An adaptive-management framework is an important--—— . .

component of how The Nature Conservancy manages many of its projects, including projects
working with partners in large landscapes across multiple jurisdictions (see examples below). Our
experience has shown that when done appropriately, adaptive management is the most effective tool
for gaining public trust, engaging stakeholders, overcoming disagreements and advancing large-
scale treatments. Adaptive Management is a critical management process that ensures that sound
science, information, and lessons leamed are incorporated into ongoing and future actions. Our
experience also indicates that this can be done cost-effectively.

Recommended Language

We recommend that the following specific direction be given to BLM and USFS units that decide to
enter into Stewardship Contracts.

1. Stewardship contracts should use multiparty monitoring teams to set specific, measurable
restoration and hazardous fuels reduction goals and then monitor progress toward those goals.
Categories of restoration objectives shall include, to the extent applicable:

change in composition and extent of unnatural and hazardous fuel loads;

change in ecosystem distribution, structure, function and composition;

change in fire regimes; |

o0 wp

protection and restoration of at-risk species, such as species listed as threatened or
endangered under the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531 et. seq., and species
designated as Forest Service or BLM sensitive species;

E. maintenance and/or improvement of water quality and quantity;
F. detection and control of ecologically harmful non-native species; and
G. prevention of unnaturally severe native insect or disease epidemics.

TNC’s Comments on End Result Stewardship Contracting Interim Guidelines



2. Stewardship Contract restoration objectives shall be directed towards achieving ecological
conditions within the historical range of natural variability.

3. For cach Stewardship Contract, the Secretary shall monitor through multiparty monitoring
-teams the accomplishment of the objectives in paragraph (1), issuing a report at least every five
years that includes the following information: the monitoring results and other scientific
findings; an evaluation of progress towards specific objectives and desired future conditions;
and recommendations for modifications to the strategies, projects and management treatments.
Projects approved following the issuance of the monitoring reports shall be consistent with any
recommendations in the reports.

4. In addition, we recommend adding a specific guideline that says: “All stewardship contracts
should include specific, measurable ecosystem restoration objectives, and a multiparty process
for monitoring progress toward those objectives, incorporating new information and scientific
data, and adapting practices to reflect this new information and data.”

Examples of How Cost-Effective Multiparty Menitoring Was Used to Build Stakeholder
Support for Large-Scale Ecosystem Restoration

Adaptive management does not have to be overly expensive or burdensome. Below are two
examples of adaptive management in practice — where the process has been collaborative and cost-
effective, and the result has beenlarge-scale restoration of forest ecosystems.

1. How cost-effective monitoring was used to overcome stakeholder resistance to large-scale
(100,000 and 340,000 acres) and intensive forest restoration: The Ouachita National Forest in
Arkansas, 1992-1995.

To address public (and internal agency) concerns identified during scoping for a proposed 100,000
acre shortleaf pine-bluestem ecosystem restoration project (including extensive thinning and -
prescribed fire), a multi-organizational team (including The Nature Conservancy) implemented a
large-scale management experiment. The project included a monitoring plan funded with 10% of
the project budget. Initially, monitoring was designed io track vegetative changes and other
concerns as restoration was implemented. After three years of monitoring, it was apparent that the
restoration treatments had no negative impacts, but also that vegetative change was occurring ata
more rapid pace than the project designers bad anticipated. As a direct result of the monitoring
program that put the public’s fears at ease, the project was expanded to 340,000 acres. The second
phase of the monitoring was changed to track both vegetative change and progress toward a
mutually defined desired ecological condition. The cost of monitoring and science in the second
phase was less than 10% of the budget due to monitoring being better defined and targeted based on
the first three years. The information gathered during the second phase of restoration and
monitoring was then used to amend the Forest Plan and restore this ecosystem throughout the
Ouachitas. Due to the enhanced understanding of the impacts of restoration, monitoring is now
focused on tracking changes based on current and desired ecological conditions. The Nature
Conservancy’s experience in Arkansas indicates that in actively managed landscapes, the initial
monitoring usually runs to 10% of the restoration budget, dropping to 5% after the vegetative
changes and the impacts of restoration are better known.

TNC’s Comments on End Result Stewardship Contracting Interim Guidelines -3



2. How a $15,000 computer mode] and a few well-designed management experiments were used to
address disagreements, answer key questions, restore ecosystem health, and eventually save
millions in forest management costs and improved ecosystem health in a large forested landscape
in Northwest Florida, 1993-1998,

At the 463,000 acre Eglin Air Force Base in Florida, Eglin’s civilian natural resources management
staff had determined that ecosystem restoration, and especially restoring ecosystem resiliency, was
an important component of supporting Eglin’s military mission. Disagreement within Eglin natural
resource management staff, and among Eglin managers and stakeholders, about desired future
conditions, uncertainties, and which treatments and at what scale, would move ecosystems toward
restoration, led Eglin staff to employ a simple, scientifically credible, and realistic landscape
simulation mode! to assess possible long-term (50-100 year) forest change under a variety of
proposed management scenarios and constrained by limited budgets. Because fuel accumulates
rapidly in these frequent, low intensity fire regimes, stand-level management and restoration costs
can increase ten-fold in as little as 10-years without active management. The spatially and
temporally explicit model was developed by a graduate student at the University of Florida working
closely with Eglin managers, cooperating scientists, and The Nature Conservancy. At the same
time, Eglin managers implemented a number of experimental management treatments coupled with
monitoring to answer finer scale questions of concern to stakeholders. Modeling results indicated
that most of Eglin’s proposed forest and fire management alternatives would Tead to major '
accumulations in forest fuels, a decrease in ecosystem resiliencyl, declines in populations of the

- federally listed red-cockaded woodpecker, and a several-fold increase in forest management costs.

over time. These results led Eglin managers to make major modifications in fire and forest
management plans, including desired future conditions, priorities and timetables , and called for
stepping up the pace of forest thinning and prescribed fire. Total cost of the model was $15,000
over 18 months. The management experiments and monitoring refined management prescriptions
~ and rejected some treatments, provided early warning of unexpected consequences {e.g., much
‘higher than expected mortality of old-growth trees), determined which treatments were moving
ecosystems toward the desired future condition, and which were most cost effective. Since 1995,
more than 300,000 acres have been treated.

TNC’s Comments on End Result Stewardship Contracting Interim Guidelines



"Adrienne To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>

Wojciechowski” cc:

<awojciechowski@T  Subject: Comments on Stewardship End Result Contracting
NC.ORG>

07/28/2003 11:14 AM
Please respond to
awojciechowski

Attached to this email are The Nature Conservancy's comments on the Stewardship
End Result Contracting Interim guidelines as published in the Federal Registry on June
27, 2003.

If you have any questions or problems epening this document please don't hesitate to
contact me.

Adrienne Wojciechowski
The Nature Conservancy
Program. Assistant - Private Incentives
Government Relations
4245 N. Fairfax Dr.
——————Arlington, VA'22203— —— - o T s s e e e e

awoiciechowski@tnc.org
p-703-841-5376
f-703-841-7400
www.nature.org

TNC comments on 5C interim guidelines.pdf
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Clearwater Elk Recovery Team
¢/o Ed Lindahl
1685 Damen Street
Moscow, ID 83843
208-883-1308

28 July 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
1400 Independence Ave. S.W.
Washington, DC 20024-1105

Reference: Interim Guidelines for Stewardship End Result Contracting

The Clearwater Elk Recovery Team (CERT), a public collaborative group for the
Middle-Black Stewardship Project on the Clearwater National Forest in Idaho, has
concern for the constraints proposed for some of the most vital of the stewardship
confracting authorities. ~ The U.S. Forest Service has caved in to the extreme
environmental fringe in the public debate over our national forests.

- —————"The CERT advocates 'fu}l‘and—rdbu'st‘utﬂ'ization' of prdceeds*comi’ng from the retaitied — R

receipts for the analysis and planning of future stewardship projects. Utilizing retained
receipts would allow expensive stewardship projects to be front-loaded in forests where
lack of management has been the rule for too many years. By limiting the goods for
services to a zero surplus of moneys, the USFS is ignoring the overwhelming magnitudes
of vegetative resotration that must be done in the Inter-Mountain, Western United States.

To ask local citizens to participate in collaborative processes and place "big city
environmental” sideboards on the processes is to say that rural America cannot be trusted
to do the right thing for our national forests suffering from a lack of sound management
applications.

The USFS bureaucracy has missed the point by limiting certain authorities under
stewardship contracting. When obliterating roads that create excessive sediment, it is
often prudent to create trails of varying sizes and uses so that access to our national
forests is not denied to a variety of users. Proposing to limit goods for services proceeds
to only non-recreational uses is not a good idea. It is a bad idea.

The USFS should read the Inland Northwest Regional Multiparty Monitoring Team's
Report for 2002 and follow the recommendations contained in that report.

Sincerely,

Ed Lindahl ‘CAET RECEWED

Chairman
030008
EL:1 '



"Lin Lindahl” To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<lelindahl@earthlink cc:
het> Subject: Attached letter re Interim Guidefines for Stewardship End Resuit

Contracting
07/28/2003 10:36 AM
Please respond to "Lin
Lindah!"

Please see attached letter.

Ed Lindahi
Chairman

Clearwater Elk Recovery Team CERT ltr USDA Forest Service, 28 July 2003.doc




208.667.4641
Fax 208.664.0557
www.intforest.org

July 28, 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20024-1105

To Whom It May Concern:

This letter is in response to the request for public comments on the notice of interim guidelines
for Stewardship End Result Contracting, 68 Fed Reg 38285 (June 27, 2003).

These comments are on behalf of the Intermountain Forest Association, which represents forest
businesses in Idaho, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, Colorado and South Dakota. Our members are
forest landowners, forest workers, manufactures of forest products, and related forest businesses.
These comments are submitted on behalf of our members that collectively employ more than
20,000 individuals across the intermountain region,

We support the expanded authority for both the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
to be able to utilize end result stewardship contracting. Stewardship contracting provides an
excellent tool to be able to perform restorative or maintenance work in our nation’s forests while
simultaneously improving contract efficiency and reducing costs to the agencies. This is simply
common sense contracting and good public policy, as well as being environmentally, socially
and economically responsible.

We want to emphasize that this is not just an issue of fiber or timber supply to our members. It is
critical to addressing the forest health crisis in our country. If we do not reduce the risk of

. catastrophic wildfires, insects and diseases, we will continue to destroy millions of acres of
critical wildlife habitat, key watersheds and private property, both homes and timberlands. There
is simply not enough funding available to do this critically important work without utilizing
products that provide value.

BRETREREET
3008
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A broad concern of the forest products industry is the need for adequate and increasing
appropriated funds to the field to accomplish hazardous fuels reduction, insect and disease
treatments, and other land condition improvement projects. The first priority, as stated earlier,
must be improving the condition of the land. We believe that field units must have funds to
prepare and accomplish needed projects, and stewardship contracts are one possible means to do
the work. We are concerned that there is not currently, nor projected to be in the next few years,
sufficient national fire plan or vegetative management funding on many units for these projects.
Without such funds, hazardous fuels reduction and other projects using stewardship projects will
not even be possible. Therefore, providing appropriated funds must be the highest priority and
we highly encourage the Forest Service to reduce project preparation costs (i.c. analysis and
NEPA), in order to increase available project funds.

As noted in several of our comments below, there are several areas of the guidelines that are not
mandated in the stewardship contracting authorizing law, and are simply redundant to already
established Forest Service policies. To avoid confusion, those guidelines should be removed.

AF&PA’s specific comments on the interim guidelines are as follows:

1. Stewardship projects authorized by Public Law 108-7 will be designed to achieve land
management goals by modifying vegetation to make forests and rangelands more resilient to
natural disturbance mechanisms such as wind, flood, fire, insects, and disease. The objectives

~~of these projects may include improving forest and rangeland health, restoring or maintaining
water quality, improving fish and wildlife habitat, reestablishing native plant species, and/or
reducing hazardous fuels that pose risks to communities and ecosystem values.

We agree wholeheartedly with this statement, but would ask that the objective of reducing
hazardous fuels that pose risks to non-federal forests and rangelands be added at the end. This is
critically important to our members, many of whom own forest and rangelands intermingled with
federal lands, since catastrophic wildfires, insects, and diseases do not recognize property

boundaries. '

2. Deriving revenue from the sale of any by-products or other materials designated for removal

from these stewardship projects will be a secondary objective to the restoration goals. Forest

products will be appraised at fair market value. Contracts of a duration longer than 3 vears

will allow for price adjustment for the value of these materials to protect the public interest as
new markets develop.

We generally agree with this statement, although we have concerns with how the agencies will
develop a fair market value for forest products that traditionally have had little or no market
value. With regards to price adjustments, like the establishment of fair market values, there is
not a lot of history in the agencies, nor are we aware of appropriate indices for such adjustments,
so we recommend against including price adjustments in stewardship contracts.

3. The agencies will use an open, collaborative process and. as appropriate, will seek early
involvement of local government agencies. including tribal governments, and any interested

groups or individuals in various phrases of project development and implementation.

We are supportive of collaborative processes and the involvement of local governments, tribes,
adjacent landowners and people who have a vested interest in the goals and objectives of a given




resource management project. However, because this strategy is already part of existing agency
processes and is a specific focus of the National Fire Plan, it is unnecessary and confusing to
include it in the stewardship contracting guidance.

4. The agencies will seek to use the stewardship authority in conjunction with other land
management authorities to develop and implement stewardship projects across agency
administrative boundaries. The agencies will seek to achieve land management goals on a
watershed. or larger scale.

We support looking at potential projects on a large, watershed scale, but would discourage multi-
national forest or BLM district projects at this stage. Delegated contracting authorities are
located at the national forest and BLM district levels and to have overlapping contracting
officers, especially at the learning stages of this new program, would be confusing for all parties
involved.

5. The Forest Service may collect residual receipts pursuant to the Knutson-Vandenberg Act of
June 9. 1930. and the National Forest Management Act of 1976, from excess offset value.

We have no objection to the collection of money for specific funds such as KV, but the Forest
Service should adopt the premise that stewardship contracts will not be designed to produce
excess or residual receipts; otherwise a regular timber sale contract should be used to complete
_ the Jand managementwork. - o
6. All stewardship projects will comply with applicable environmental laws and regulations
including an appropriate level of environmental review under the National Environmental

Policy Act, and will be consistent with applicable agency land and resource management
plans. Projects will be subject to applicable agencies' appeals and dispute resolution
Processes.. ... . - L o

Regardless of the form of contfacting used, all projects must comply with laws and regulations,
as well as existing land and resource management plans.

7. The agencies may use existing confract or assistance instruments, as appropriate, to
implement stewardship projects. In addition, the agencies may develop new contracting
mechanisms as needed to implement stewardship projects consistent with relevant laws,
regulations, and guidelines.

We support the development of model contracts and strongly recommend that risk be fairly
allocated between contractor and purchaser. As the Forest Service is aware, the forest products
industry has substantial interest and experience in contracts that remove forest products. As
such, we recommend that the agencies consult with the Federal Timber Purchasers Committee on
the use or development of new contracting mechanisms.

8. In awarding a stewardship contract on a best value basis, the agencies may. in addition to
cost or price, consider such criteria as the contractor's past performance, work quality,

existing public or private agreernents or contracts, on-time delivery, and experience. The

agencies may consider the benefits to local and rural community needs when considering

award of a stewardship contract on a best value basis. The agencies' mav use non-traditional




contractors or recipients, such as counties or not-for-profit or non-governmental

organizations, if consistent with relevant authorities.

Guidelines for the awarding of stewardship contracts should be based on similar criteria used for
timber sales and service contracts and must be an open, competitive process. Successful
contractors must have a proven ability to perform or subcontract and manage required work.
Non-traditional contractors, such as counties or NGOs, must compete on a level playing field
with traditional contractors. The agencies must not deviate from their ultimate land management
objective, treating acres in a cost effective way.

9. The agencies may use all available authorities to involve a wide range of contractors or
recipients. allow for offsets to be utilized for other restoration treatments. The agencies will
maintain Federal agency control and oversight of operations to assure the protection of public
assets and compliance with environmental requirements.

Once again, the open competitive bid process will resuit in the greatest net public benefits over
the longer term. It is critical to the success of the project and the contractor that information
about the projects’ contractual requirements is clear and concise.

10. Contractors who are-awarded stewardship contracts will provide such bonds as mav be.
required under law or resulation. The agencies may reguire performance and pavment bonds
_in order to protect the government's investment in receipts from forest products to be

- removed under a contract or agreement under Pub. L. 108-7.

Bonding is critical to risk management and guaranteed performance. Unfortunately insurance
companies are not supporting long term, non-cancelable performance bonds. For example,
timber sales with terms that exceed three years are becoming more challenging to bond, even for
established purchasers. In order to ensure that the contractors who bid on these contracts can
provide bonds to protect the public’s interest, we would suggest the following options:

1) Provide for cancellation of a performance bond, with 90 days notice required, or

2) Provide for a definite term contract with date-certain expiration of associated bonds, not to
exceed a term of 3 years, with an option for extension of the contract with Consent of Surety.

3) Another option to consider is the use of a contract form known as Indefinite Delivery
Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ). Typically these contracts involve individual task orders that
require separate bonds. Usually there are a minimum and maximum number of tasks to be
awarded per year. No final bonds would be required until a "task order” was issued. These
types of contracts are very common with the Corps of Engineers.

‘As the stewardship contract form is developed, choosing the appropriate form of guarantee will
become clear,

We also urge that the requirement of “multiparty monitoring™ not result in these groups being
involved in determining adequate contract performance as is guaranteed by the bonds. Only the
government can hold this authority or these contracts cannot be bonded.

11. The agencies will develop a two-phased training approach to implement this authority.

Internal agency training will focus on allowing for contracting authority to occur as close to
the field as practicable and will cover topics such as project management, performance based




end-result contracting and tradine coods for services. Agencies also will provide external
training subject to available funding to assist contractors in developing skills to do the work
required by the contract, and knowledge in competing for and performing on stewardship
contracts.

While we support limited training for agency personnel in order to ensure their expertise in
utilizing these new authorities, we have serious concerns with the agencies providing external
training to contractors. Funding is severely limited and any available funding should be spent
accomplishing on-the-ground work. Furthermore, neither the Forest Service nor BLM have
experience in this arena.

12. The agencies will utilize multiparty monitoring. open to interested groups or individuals, fo
monitor and evaluate an appropriate sampling of the projects or programs at the appropriate
levels. If supported by the local collaborative process, monitoring will be conducted at the
project level. subject to available funding, and will be well coordinated among administrative
units to ensure that the sampling of projects monitored is geographically diverse and
represents the range of projects undertaken. Multi-party monitoring will focus on: a) The
status of development, execution, and administration of agreements or contracts, b) The
specific accomplishments that have resulted. and c) The role of Iocal commumtles m
development of agreement or contract plans.™ -

__We support the,idea,ofmlﬂtipar_ty_mqnitggipg__qf__atewazdship contracting projects, but encourage

the agencies 1o use existing processes and teams, such as Resource Advisory Committees and
Federal Advisory Committees, that are already familiar with local needs. This will reduce the
administrative fime and cost associated with developing new processes and teams. We support
the focus areas for monitoring, but suggest that reporting be specific in regards to project
accomplishments. In developing reporis based on the monitoring, we encourage the use of tables

- that would include such information as status of project, acres treated, and community benefits.

Reports should also include specific information regarding the use of receipts and excess offset
value.

13. When reporting to Congress. the agencies will utilize performance and workload measures
consistent with the Government Performance and Results Act. To the extent practicable,
these measures will be consistent across the Department of the Interior and the Department of

Agriculture.

As noted above, reports should include specific measures of accomplishment and accountability,
such as acres treated and the use of receipts and excess offset value.

14, Stewardship contracting provides for multiple vear contracts up to 10 vears duration. The
agencies are encouraged to use multiple-year funding to provide incentives to potential
sources to make investments in long-term landscape improvement projects.

We support the opportunity o enter into contracts up to 10 years in duration. This will assist
private sector investments into the infrastructure needed to process the forest products removed.
Without a long-term guarantee to a raw material supply, the private sector will be reluctant to
purchase equipment and establish new business ventures.



15. In accordance with law, the agencies will maimntain anthority over all phases of development
and implementation of contracis and agreements under this authority and will administer
them in a manner consistent with their intended goals.

As mentioned in the response to guideline #10, we are concerned with the potential that
“multiparty monitoring” may get involved in reviewing contract performance. The stewardship
contract will be a legal document between the federal agency and the contractor. Outside
involvement or interference with the performance under the contract will only lead to confusion
and disputes. Furthermore as mentioned above, such arrangements would be un-bondable.

16. Project managers will separately track the values of the goods being sold and the services
being received for each project,

We are interested in ensuring that stewardship contracting is being used as the appropriate tool
for meeting land management objectives. As such, we support separate tracking of goods sold
and services received, in order to provide for financial accountability. FHowever, we urge that
this not become another burdensome process.

17. Use of receipts is limited to direct on-the-ground project implementation. Receipts will not

- - -be-used for overhead; administrative, or indirect costs or-the-completion of environmental -
studies or other planning and analysis.

We support the concept of using receipts for direct on-the-ground implementation. The Forest

Service should adopt the premise that stewardship contracts will not be designed to produce
excess or residual receipts; otherwise a traditional timber sale contract should be used. In the
rare occurrence where there is positive offset value, receipts should be returned to the forest,
which generated the receipts.

18. The use of full and opéﬁ com_p e‘utlon will remain standard operating précticé and anﬂhmg
less than full and open competition will need to be documented and approved by the
appropriate Regional Forester for the FS and the appropriate State Director for BLM.

We support this statement, as noted in the response to guideline #8. We would oppose any
selective, preclusive, exclusive or arbitrary contracting process.

In closing, we would like to reiterate that our key objectives regarding stewardship contracting
include: adequate and increasing appropriated funds to accomplish projects on the ground,
coordination between the agencies and the Federal Timber Purchasers Committee, and financial
accountability.

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on these guidelines and request that you move
expeditrously to finalize agency policy regarding stewardship contracting.

Sincerely,

L.
es S. Rile

President



"Jennifer N. Frades” To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<jennifer@intforest. cc;
org> Subject: stewardship contracting comments.doc

07/28/2003 10:37 AM

Attached please find IFA's comments.

Thank you. stewardship contracting comments.doc



"Carla M Monismith" To: stewardship@fs.fed.us
<cmonismith@fs.fed oc:

US> Subject: comments on guidelines

07/28/2003 10:03 AM

Please accept the foliowing comments on the Guidelines for Stewardship End
Result Contracting

1. Ttem #2 - "Contracts longer than 3 years length will allow for price
adjustment” - please fix the computer programming in the Timber Sale
Accounting system to aliow for the use of tons as the unit of measure on
scaled projects with escalation. Currently, if tons are used, the contract
must be flat rate as TSA cannot handle escalation. Scaled sales using tons
as the unit of measure is a good way to share risk with the contractors
(only pay for what they haul) and also a less expensive way to measure the
material (100% weight scale as opposed to roll-out scale).

2. Ttem #7 - - Insure that Agency personnel understand that using existing

timber sale contract (FS-2400-6/6T)'is scceptable for implementing

stewardship objectives. We should not be limited to service contracts or

__the soon-to-be-developed Integrated Resource Contract. The timbersale

" contract is an excellent tool to accomplish vegetation treatment
objectives. The contracting pool has a thorough understanding of this
toal; the Agency will see better prices by reducing the risk associated
with using a contract the bidder pool has little knowledge of.

3. Item #17 - In order to not charge overhead to stewardship receipts,
-some kind of programming change must be made in FFIS. .Right now, it
automatically taps all management codes for overhead. For one pilot
stewardship project, we deposited the funds into a CWFS account. When we
spent the money, FFIS automatically subtracted 27% for agency overhead.

4. Item #18 - How will this fit with the SBA Set-Aside program?

Thank you,
Carla Monismith

CAET RECEIVED
Jui 30 2063



NATIONAL

WILDLIFE

FEDERATION®
_www.nwf.orgs

July 28, 2003

VIA FAX: 202-205-1045
stewardship@fs.fed.ns

USDA Forest Service

Forest & Rangelands Staff

Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20024-1105

RE: Comments from National Wildlife Federation on June 27, 2003 “Notice of Interim
Guidelines; opportunity for public input” relating to implementation of stewardship and end
— results contracting provisions authorized by Sec. 323 of P.L. 108-7.af 2003. . .

Dear friends:

The National Wildlife Federation (N'WF) is pleased to provide the following comments on the
above referenced Interim Guidelines regarding implementation of the USFS/BLM stewardship

contracting program.

Given that authorities changed quite rapidly from a pilot demonstration program to what may be
called a semi-permanent 10 year program since the passage of Section 323--and that many
implementation issues remain to be worked out— our comments will be necessarily brief and

thematic. In our comments we draw on the feedback that the USFS has already received from the

April 15, 2003 National Outreach Forum and from the Summary of Regional Discussions and
Findings recently compiled by the Pinchot Institute. NWF is also a member of the national
oversight team created under the demonstration project phase, and has been developing a
collaborative pilot stewardship contract for fish habitat restoration in the White River watershed

of the Green Mountain National Forest.

Comments on the 6-point draft interim guidance:

I. We appreciate that the Agencies have developed and articulated this Interim Guidance as a
means to direct and inform the preparation of more detailed instructions on: delegation of
contracting authority; on soliciting candidate projects on both BLM and USFS managed
lands, and the appropriate nexus of new authorities with the many pilot projects (84) still

underway.

2. We agree strongly that revenue derived from any stewardship contract “...will be a secondary

objective to the restoration goals.” (Guidance #1).

CAET RECEWVED
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3. We agree strongly that “an open, local collaborative process will be used to identify
restoration goals, priorities, and end results.” (Guidance #2)

4. We agree and support Guidance #3 requiring all projects to comply with applicable
environmental laws and regulations, and maintenance of appeal and dispute resolution
procedures.

5. We find the language of Guidance #4 murky as written. In general, this appears to place an
emphasis on current, pre-Section 323 implementing authorities, (best value contracting,
cooperator agreements, etc.) while diminishing the more experimental authorities tested
during the pilot program, despite the promise of new authorities for achieving certain
restoration goals.

6. We agree strongly with the importance and value of multi-party monitoring as expressed in
Guidance #5. Although tedious at times, it is precisely the role of multi-party involvement in
both project design and monitoring that has helped these project achieve their desired
outcomes, or create a climate in which they can better succeed.

7. We agree with Guidance #6 regarding performance and workload measures, and especially

the qualifier of “where appropriate” in terms of accountability towards the National Fire Plan.

While fuels treatment is undoubtedly important for many restoration projects in the west, we

———————.— do not-fecl this should be the only,-or-primary,-driver-in-stewardship contract selection-or-———

design in fire-prone regions.

Miscellaneous

Programmatic versus project level monitoring: At some level programmatic monitoring is needed
_ if the scope and diversity of stewardship contracts continues to expand. Whether programmatic

monitoring is needed now, and given the lack of completed pilot projects, is debatable. Qur
recommendation is to maintain a project level reporting system until at least a critical mass of the
pilot projects (e.g. 60%) are completed and use those projects to guide the development of a
programmatic monitoring plan. At minimum we would hope for a high level of coordination
between a new multi-party programmatic monitoring team and the current, mostly multi-party
projects teams administered by the Pinchot Institute.

The new role of the BLM: The interim guidance suggests that BLM has prepared an Instruction
Memorandum for the purposes of soliciting candidate stewardship projects at the state level. We
encourage that this memorandum be circulated broadly and that the BLM consult widely on the
value and propriety of using stewardship contracts on BLM lands.

Best value contracting: There will always be a dynamic tension between competitive bid rules
and best value opportunities. Under stewardship contracting, we believe agencies need exercise
the option fo select for best value contractors (within a common sense pricing framework)
especially since experience with the pilot projects has shown there are frequently few bidders for
small, multi-faceted restoration contracts. Additional guidance defining best value circumstances
or criteria will be helpful to agencies, contractors, and collaborating organizations.

The value of multi-party collaboration: is perhaps the clearest lesson coming from the pilot
stewardship project phase. The Section 323 law requires that agencies report annually to
Congress on three things, one of which is the “...role of local communities in development of
agreements or contract plans”. Communities, of course, are not autonomous organisms but a




. Sincerely,

collection of interests rooted to a particular place or region. Multi-stakeholder collaboration at a
community level has been shown to be one of the essential ingredients in bringing contracts
through scoping, through NEPA, and eventually to contract. To the extent that USFS and BLM
rely on existing authorities (such as cooperator agreements) to accomplish stewardship objectives,
outreach and collaboration will need to be more actively considered.

With less than half of the 84 authorized pilot project having gone to contract at the start of 2003
much less completed for final review--the National Wildlife Federation is naturally skeptical
about rapidly expanding the number and pace of stewardship contracts as contemplated under the
new law. We’re concerned about congressional pressure to report accomplishments annually,
since many projects have required more than a year in scoping, community building, and NEPA
review to get started. However, noting the early-stage success of several pilots, NWF passed a
resolution at our 2002 national annual meeting giving conceptual support to the approach of
stewardship contracting, while urging federal agencies to carefully evaluate the pilot phase before
initiating a permanent program.

At the conclusion of the Pinchot summary report on regional discussions are several points that
well summarize NWF’s general views at this stage of implementation: “At the close of the third

year of multiparty monitoring and evaluation, we.collectively remain in a stage of

discovery...while agencies and their partners are eager fo find solutions to pressing
environmental and socio-economic problems each party also recogmzes aneed for careﬁzl

-—experimentation-and distillation-of lessons. > ———— - e

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. NWF remains interested and committed to assxstmg
in the development of a stewardship contract program that supports ecological restoration and
broad participation in identifying restoration objectives on federal lands.

Eric Palola, Director
NWF Northeast Regional Office
Montpelier, VT



"Eric Palola” To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>

<PALOLA@nwf.org> cc
Subject: NWF Comments on Interim Guidance
07/28/2003 09:03 AM J '

Please find attached in WP comments from the National Willdife Federation on the Interim Guidance
related to the federal stewardship contracting program.

Thank for your consideration.
Eric

Eric Palola, Director

Northeast Natural Resource Center
National Wildlife Federation

58 State St.

Mantpelier, VT 05602
802-229-0650 ph, 802-229-4532 fax
email; palola@nwf.org

web:  www.nwf.org

NWF comments Sec 323_doc
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United States Forest Siuslaw National Forest 4077 Research Way
Department of Service Corvallis, OR 97333
Agriculture 541 750-7000

File Code: 1600 Date: July 25, 2003

Subject:  Stewardship Contracting Guidelines

To:  USDA Forest Service, Forests and Rangelands Staff

To Whom it May Concern:

Attached is a document with comments on the 18 guidelines regarding the proposed guidelines
for implementing the ten-year Stewardship Authority located in section 323 of Public Law 108-
7.

These comments constitute recommendations from the Oregon Coast Province Advisory
Committee, a FACA-approved advisory committee representing a diversity of backgrounds and
interests, established in 1994 as part of implementing the Northwest Forest Plan with the
objective of providing advice to federal managers.

The Province Advisory Committee’s comments were reached using a consensus process. Please
accept these as comments from a dedicated group of individuals committed to the betterment of

Western Oregon federal lands and the ecological and socioeconomic value they represent to the

people living in the surrounding communities and the State of Oregon.

Sincerely,

/s/ George T. Buckingham

GEORGE T. BUCKINGHAM
Designated Federal Official
Coast Province Advisory Committee

‘CAET RECENVED
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Oregon Coast Province Advisory Committee
Comments to the Federal Register — July 24, 2003
Ten-year Stewardship Authority

Note: Comments come from Oregon Coast Province Advisory Committee members and the
experience they have with management of federal lands located in Western Oregon.

1. Change wording to reference “forest and rangelands more naturally resistant to
disturbance”.

2. Okay as is.
3. Correct the word “phrases” to read “phases™. Also, add “the” in front of “various”.
4. Okay as is.

5. Please add a last sentence that would read: “Residual receipts will remain within the Forest
or BLM District in which they were generated”.

6. Okay as is.

7. Remove the words “and guidelines” and add “and” before “regulations”.

8. Change the word “may” to “shall”.
9. First sentence, change “allow” to “allowing™.

10. Add the sentence, “Innovative procedures will be considered to allow participation from
broadest possible bid base”, to the end of the guideline.

11. Okay as 1s.

12. Remove “if supported by local collaborative process™ and “subject to available funding”.
Add in 12b: “including the socioeconomic benefits to local communities from the project™.

13. Okay as is.

14. Okay as is.

15. Okay as is.

16. Add, “Agency” before project managers.

17. Change entire wording to: “Use of receipts is limited to direct on-the-ground project
implementation, monitoring, and the completion of environmental study and analysis for
further stewardship projects™.

(See the Law, Sec 347, 5F2B.)

18. Add at the end, “...based on the recommendation of the Forest Supervisor or District
Manager™.



"Joni Quarnstrom” To: stewardship@fs.fed.us, "George Buckingharn"

<jquarnstrom@fs.fe <ghbuckingham@fs.fed.us>, denis_williamson@bim.gov, "Joni
d.us> Quarnstrom” <jquarnstrom@fs.fed.us>
cc:
07/26/2003 12:13 PM Subject: Comments to Stewardship Authority for the Federal Register - due July
28

(See attached file: 030728cover.letter.doc)(See attached file:
030724comments.to.federal.register.stewardship.doc)

Joni T. Quarnstrom .
Siuslaw and Willamette National Forests
Public Affairs Specialist
jquarnstrom@fs.fed.us

541-750-7075

541-750-7142 fax

030728cover:letter.doc - - 030724comments.to.federal.register.stewardship.doc:
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NATIONAL

i g

WILD TURKEY

July 25, 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff

Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Ave., SW
 Washington, DC 20024

———— — -~ ——— —Thank-you for the oppertunity-to comment on Stewardship-Contracting-as a tool for expediting—————— - -

forest health projects on BLM and USFS lands across the nation. On behalf of the National Wild Turkey
Federation, I would like to voice our support for this program.

Stewardship contracting has the potential to get important resource work done on a long term
basis in a timely manner. Stewardship contracting is an excellent way to accomplish numerous goals
_ such as fuel reduction, wildlife habitat establishment or improvements, and many other forest health
related activities that the agencies currently cannot get done due budget restraints with appropriated
funds. This program will help to alleviate that and will be of extreme value to wildlife, communities, and
the American people.

Sincerely,

James Earl Kennamer, Ph.D.
Senior Vice President for Conservation Programs

CAET RECFWED
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“Tina Bevington" To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<tbevington@nwtif.n cc: "Dennis Daniel” <dcdaniel@fs.fed.us>
et> Subject: Stewardship Contracting

(07/25/2003 02:25 PM
Please respond to
tbevington

Attn: USDA Forest Service
Forests and Rangelands Staff

Please open the attached word document related to NWTF Stewardship
Contracting to view the NWTF's comments.

Thank you.

.. JinaBevington ..
Administrative Assistant to
James Eat Kennamer, Ph.D.

- — ———Senior Vice President for Conservation Programs -~ ... ... ... .

National Wild Turkey Federation

tbevington@nwitf.net or jkennamer@nwtf.net

Phone: 803-637-3106/Fax: 803-637-0034

Stewardship Contracting Comments-USFS 072503.doc



"Luke Lewis" To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<llewis@nwtf.net> cc:

Subject: Comments in S rt of Stewardship Contractin
07/25/2003 07:17 AM ’ uppo P g

Please respond to llewis

Dear Sirs,

This letter is in support of Stewardship Contracting on USFS and BLM land
across the nation. I work for the National Wild Turkey Federation and Bob
Jacobs, regional forester from Region 8 visited our national headquarters
July 15th and he along with Rod Salia and gave our organization an overview
of the program, This program has great potential to address USFS goals such
as: fuels reduction, wildlife habitat/improvements, insect/ disease control
and protection, timber stand improvements, and many other forest heath
related activities.

The NWTF and many other NGO's who have signed partnership agreements
certainly fit the niche to be "third party validators" and provide the
.expertise.as well as the local connection through our.2050 chapters-and 1/2
milllion volunteers for support and implementation of the various contract
opportunities. '

SE-24

--Qur-organization-has-8-regional-biolegists- that already supervise over 7- -
million dollars of habitat projects in the US and work very closely with
forest service biologists and rangers to create and support many healthy
forest and wildlife projects.

The NWTF sees this opportunity to improve our forest health by involving
local communities with the people who have a stake in protecting the
valuable resources the National Forests provide, while strengthening the
economy in focal communities. The best part of this program will allow the
local rangers and biologists to address forest health concerns in a timely
manner without the red tape of NEPA, EA's, or court injunctions to provide
the proper management of our forests,

Thank you for this new concept and the NWTF eagerly awaits the opportunity
to work in partnership with the appropriate forest service employees
throughout the country.

Sincerely,

Luke D. Lewis ; LY
NWTF Regional Biologist Supervisor

P. 0. Box 530 JuLao e
Edgefield, SC 29824

803-637-3106
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"Bruce Griffith" To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<bagriffith@earthlin cc:
k.net> Subject: Support Stewardship Contracting

07/24/2003 07:36 PM

Dear USFS:

I'want to go on record in support of the Stewardship Contracting Program. I understand that this program is not
intended to replace the commercial timber programs on national forest lands. However, it is an excellent way to
accomplish a lot of goals such as fuel reduction, wildlife habitat establishment/improvements, and many other forest
heaith related activities.

Bruce A Griffith, President
Griffith Lumber Company, inc
1284 Charity Hwy

Woolwine, Virginia 24185
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"STEVE HENSON" To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>

<shensonl@earthlin cc: "Steve Henson" <shensonl@earthlink.net>
k.net> Subject: Comments on Stewarship Contracting

07/24/2003 10:52 AM

' July 24, 2003
USDA Forest Service
Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105
1400 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20024

Dear Staff:

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Stewardship Contracting process currently .
being tested in your agency.

Our organization, the Southern Appalachian Multiple-Use Council, is quite interested in this
approach to compliment the commercial timber program and other management strategies
for more effective forest health manipulations. . .. ... . . "
Our mission Is to promote the balanced integration an protection of forestland values
across the Southern-Appalachian-landscape—We represent approximately 4000 companies,

-~ Iindividuals and organizations in this region. - R I

We strongly support the program as presented on the Pinchot Institute web site and as
described in the Federal Register. We agree that the Stewardship Contracting program
should not be seen as a replacement program for the commercial timber sale program but
rather as a complimentary program to accomplish many of the same forest health goals.

We think this program will be quite beneficial to many resource development and
maintenance activities on a Jong term basis without having to jump through so many hoops.

Finally, we encourage you to fully implement the program ASAP as public land forests are
in dire need of pro-active care.

Thanks again for the opportunity to comment on the Stewardship Contracting projects.

Sincerely,

Steve Henson

Executive Director

Southern Appalachian Multiple-Use Council
1544 South Main St.

Waynesville, NC 28786

828-452-9712



“ To Whomevér this éénée;ﬁs:

s bamford To: stewardship@fs.fed.us
<inadu02@yahoo.co cc: bamford@rev.net
m> Subject: stewardship rulemaking

07/25/2003 04:35 PM

Please confirm receipt to bamford@rev.net. This is an
updated version of letter sent today.

Sherman Bamford
Virginia Fgrest Watch

P.O. Box'3102

Rognpke, Va. 24015-1102

_ bamfordi@fey.net

July 24, 2003
USDA Forest Service, Forests and Rangelands Staff,
Mail Stop 1105,
1400 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20024-1105.

" Fax (202) 205-1045

stewardship@fs.fed.us.

The following are comments on behalf of Virginia

rorest Watch on the proposed "Stewardship End Result
Contracting” rulemaking , Federai Register: June 27,
2003. Virginia Forest Watch (VAFW) is a grass-roots
based coalition of individuals and environmental

groups organizing throughout the Commonwealth of
Virginia. VAFW's mission is "to maintain and restore

the natural ecology and biodiversity of woodlands

across Virginia through education ang citizen
participation.”" Qur organization works with a number
of ecological restoration practitioners in an effort

to promote sustainable forest practices throughout the
Commonwealth. We are opposed to a commercial logging
program on our national forests because have witnessed
Forest Service's constant abuse of this program.
Numerous Forest Service "reinventions,” such as the
pilot stewardship contracting program or current

version of stewardship contracting have not reduced

the perverse incentives of logging; instead, they have
become more entrenched, as the Forest Setvice has
become less accountable to the public. We recommend
that the Forest Service conduct needed restoration
activities, but request that they not be tied to the
logging program, either directly or indirectly. We
recommend that any restoration-oriented stewardshigs -
contracting activities be consistent with the Forest
Restoration Principles and Criteria at:
http://www.americanlands.org/restoration_principles.dec.
This link provides more information on the Forest

SE-27



Restoration Principles and Criteria which are
incorporated by reference, into this letter. The

authors of the principles advise against conducting
activities which are only partially consistent with

the Ecological Principles (i.e. mixing and matching),

so these Principles should be reviewed and implemented
in such a way that all activities are wholly

consistent with the Principles. We would like to see
more JNF-area communities benefit from environmentally
sound restoration work that heals our forests and
creates viable jobs for local people.

There is some potential for positive developments
within the framework of the stewardship contracting
program. For example, the stewardship contracting
provisions grant the Forest Service the legal
authority to select contract offers on a "best-value
basis,” meaning the Forest Service can select the best
overall bid rather than simply the cheapest one. This
will allow the Forest Service to select more
responsiblé contractors and allow them to pursue
better quality control with their projects. And it

. allows the Forest Service to manage a tract of forest
comprehensively and to minimize the number of entries
into that forest tract. Finally, there is vague
direction in the stewardship ruies to "meet local and
rural community needs.” To the extent the Forest
Service follows its own rhetoric and voluntarily
limits stewardship contracts to local, community-based
businesses there will be social and economic benefits
for nearby communities.

However, there is nothing in the stewardship
contracting rules that assure that these and other
positive aspects of the program will actually be
followed through. In the Glenwood Ranger District,
Jefferson NF, Virginia, we have seen non-motorized
trails languish while expensive logging roads are
constructed. In the George Washington National
Forest, we have seen areas designated as "remote
habitat for wildlife” riddled with excessive logging
and roadbuilding, far more than permitted under the
plan. We have seen clearcuts and even aged logging
proposed in the name of scenery {Mt. Rogers NRA and
Glenwood RD). In the Clinch RD, we have seen
helicopter logging conducted by western U.S. companies
decimate the forests. Logging has occurred on steep
slopes not conducive to logging; landslides and
flooding has occurred in some of these heavily
logged/roaded watersheds in this RD. In both the
Jefferson National Forest and the George Washington
National Forest, forestwide roads analysis has shown
that there are far more roads and illegal travelways
than these forests can maintain or repair; yet these



two forests propose an extremely low amount of road
decommissioning (See, for example, Wildlaw, Comments
on JNF Proposed Plan/DEIS, submitted to FS Content
Analysis Team, Salt Lake City, UT; and 2003 INF and
GWNF Roads Analyses). The FS is expected to be a good
steward of our public assets, but there is no language
in the proposed rules that requires that stewardship
projects be limited to those that are truly in the
public interest that the FS is a steward of. We do
not want to see stewardship contracting as a vehicle
for more and more projects with misplaced priorities,
like those above. The FS needs to include binding
language that ensures that the FS will seek the most
responsible contractors for the money, will minimize
the number of heavy equipment entries into forest
tracts, will eliminate unnecessary entries, will
restore damaged landscapes and will include the full
costs of such restoration within its stewardship
contracting packages and alt economic analysis, and
will emphasize local, sustainable, community based
businesses for restoration work.

__According to the proposed rules, "The land management

goals for stewardship projects may include treatments
to improve, maintain, or restore forest or rangeland
health; restore or maintain water quality; improve
fish and wildlife habitat; and reduce hazardous fuels
that pose risks to communities and ecosystem values,
reestablish native plant species, or cther land
management objectives." P.L. 108-7-also included the
foliowing other practices, not mentioned in the
proposed rules: particularly "road and trail
maintenance or obiiteration," "soil productivity™
work, and "watershed restoration." We believe that
road and motorized trail decommissioning, soil
productivity restoration, protecting forest interior
habitat and remote habitat for wildiife and fish, and
watershed restoration ought to be the primary
stewardship activities on national forests. The
proposed rules downplay these activities in favor of
logging, extractive development and other vegetation
and habitat manipulation which are of questionable
benefits and which will create new problems. Logging,
extractive development, and habitat manipulation will
undoubtedly necessitate new road and trail
maintenance, soil productivity, wildlife and fish
habitat, reestablishment of native plant species, and
watershed health activities. In addition, habitat
manipulation through logging will also be detrimental
to "control of invasive species” {one of the
stewardship activities listed in P.L. 108-7, but
omitted from the list in the rule). The FS needs to
recognize that logging and other habitat manipulation
may be contrary to many of the objectives in the



stewardship contracting law. The rule needs to
provide clear guidance on how the FS will determine
whether logging and cther habitat manipulation is
inconsistent with maintaining and protecting these key
values on National Forests. Logging, roadbuilding and
other habitat manipuiation should not be permitted
when these activities will cause resource damage or
wilt be more costly to repair than the purported
benefits received.

According to the proposed rule, "Contract length may
exceed 5 years but will not exceed 10 years."
Multiyear contracts are likely to lead to abuse if
contracts are not adequately monitored and if there
are inadequate provisions for severing a contract if
performance is inadeqguate. Such provisions should be
written into the rules. Experience with multiyear
contracting on public lands in Alaska and Canada
indicate that long term forest management contracts

~ can evolve into cozy relationships with little or no
accountability on the contractees’ pait and lite -
oversight on the FS's part. In addition, the FS
__should not rely on outdated NEPA analysis, including

that more than 5 years old. The FS does not state how
it will avoid these probiems.

According to the proposed rules, "Deriving revenue
from the sale of any by-products or other

materials designated for removal from these
stewardship projects wili be a secondary objective to
the restoration goals. Forest products will be
appraised at fair market value." And "Monies received
from the sale of forest products or vegetation removed
from a stewardship project site may be retained by the
agencies and applied at the project site or at another
stewardship project site without further
appropriation.” The FS does not explain how the
costs and benefits of logging, roadbuilding,

prescribed burning, and other activities that are part
of stewardship contracting packages will be
quantified, and isolated as line items (in contract,
project, Ranger District, National Forest, Regional
Office, and WO economic reports) and fully accounted
for, in order to determine whether the Forest Setvice
and contractees are satisfactorily - serving as

stewards of the publics’ assets on public fands.

The congressionally mandated annual report on existing
stewardship contract pilot projects found that "[iln
many instances, annual allocations and spending could
not be easily calculated. A considerable amount of
confusion was expressed as to how to account for
‘goods for services” transactions.” (Pinchot Institute

for Conservation, p. 20.)



In an e-mail to Regicn One, economic analyst Robert
Wolf wrote of the stewardship program:

"Bob Schrenk R-1
May 19, 1999

"Bob: I read the Missoulian piece on Stewardship
Contracting. As you know

I have reservations about it's efficacy. Nevertheless,
I hope, and I am

sure you'll do your best, that it will have a fair
fest...."

"My view is that in the long run trading timber for
inefficient process. It would be far smoother and
quicker to have the
money to let contracts for needed and desired work.

-The experience with KV, even before the profligate
use of the Salvage

Fund, was that many sales didn't generate enough

- revenue to-do- the

needed post-sale work. The Iong standmg “Essentlal Kv
+4$0.50/M" puts

this in focus - along with the number of sales priced

at the artificial

base rates. A hard-nosed look at whether a Forest has
enough left to

cover desired KV work would give you a working
"benchmark" on probable

outcome.”

In addition, since the TSPIRS report can no longer be

- used to satisfy the economic monitoring requirements,
there appears to be no fiscal monitoring occurring.
Numerous government studies confirm the Forest
Service's financial losses and [ack of accountability.
According to the most recent General Accounting Office
(GAQ) report on the timber sale program, released in
1998, the USFS lost aver $1 billion selling National
Forest timber between 1995 and 1997,

In a report released in January 2001, the GAD found
the USFS has not provided Congress and the public with
a clear understanding of what is accomplished with
appropriated funds. According to the report, "the

Forest Service and Congress do not have accurate
financial data to track the cost of programs and
activities and to help make informed decisions about
future funding.”

The GAOQ states:
For fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, and previous years,



the Office of the Inspector General reported that
because of significant internal control weaknesses in
various accounting subsystems, the Forest Service's
accounting data were not reliable. Despite these
weaknesses, we used the data because they were the
only data available and are the data that the agency
uses to manage its program.

In January 1999, the GAQ named the financial
management system of the USFS to its "High Risk List"
of government programs susceptible to waste, fraud and
abuse. The GAO reported the problems were worsened by
a new accounting system that had not been able to
produce necessary reports on assets, liabilities and
revenues, In January 2001, the GAQO reported, "the
Forest Service does not appear to be fully committed
to making performance accountability one of its top
priorities, and major hurdles to achieving performance
accountability remain."

Since fiscal year 1996, the Department of Agriculture
Inspector Genéral has been unablé to form an opinion
on the financial health of the USFS, due to a lack of

. supporting documents to verify accounts for land,

buildings and eguipment, as well as efrors in

financial statements.

On March 26, 1998, Barry Hill, Associate Director of
Energy, Resources and Science Issues at the GAQ,
testified before the House Committees on Resources,
Budget, and Appropriations and the Subcommittee on
Interior and Related Agencies. Mr. Hill concluded: '

Forgone revenue, inefficiency, and waste throughout
the Forest Service's operations and organization have
cost taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars. The
agency's financial statements are unreliable, and
expenditures of significant amounts cannot be
accounted for. Inefficiency within the Forest

Service's business processes is accompanied by
numerous shortcomings in the agency's accounting and
financial and information systems that preciude the
Forest Service from presenting accurate and complete
financial information. For example, in reporting its
fiscal year 1995 financial results, the Farest Service
could not identify how it spent $215 million of its

$3.4 billion in operating and program funds.

Trees for Services amounts to a massive federal
subsidy for the timber industry. The Forest Service
want to pay contractors with trees rather than
appropriated money. Fiscal conservatives and
conservationists just ended a similar program, the
Purchaser Road Credit Program, that lead to massive
subsidization of industry, numerous environmental
abuses, and flouted general accountability that



democracy necessitates. The similar Purchaser Road
Credit Program had no congressiona!l oversight and
resulted in $8.4 billion maintenance backiog on the
road system.

These rules do not provide any guidance on how the FS
will account for these stewardship contracting
activities lest these problems be compounded further.

The proposed rules state: "The agencies will utilize
multiparty monitoring, open to interested groups or
individuals, to monitor and evaluate an appropriate
sampling of the projects or programs at the
appropriate levels. If supported by the local
collaborative process, monitoring will be conducted at
the project ievel, subject to available funding, and
will be well coordinated among administrative units to
ensure that the sampling of projects monitored is
geographically diverse and represents the range of
projects undertaken.” This is appropriate. In

- addition, before undertaking stewardship projects; the
FS should expressly ensure that funding for
appropriate monitoring is available, espedially for

projects with the potential to disturb the' groundor

other extractive development. An interdisciplinary,
scientific approach to monitoring should be employed. |
And all implementation monitoring, effectiveness
monitoring, validation monitoring (including MIS and
TESLR species monitoring) should take place using
appropriate, knowledgeable persons.  Nothing less than
full monitoring should occur.

The FS states that "Forest products will be appraised
at fair market value,” but provides no information on
how this will be achieved. P.L. 108-7 reqguires the FS
to use "appropriate” methods commensurate with the
quantity of product to be removed, but the FS includes
little information on how it will determine what
methods are accurate or "appropriate.” Without such
guidance, stewardship project provisions may lead to
looser appraisal methods, monitoring techniques and
other provisions that are inconsistent with laws,
regulations and Forest Plan provisions. The FS shouid
have incorporated mitigation measures to ensure that
this does not occur and to ensure that resources are
protected. In addition, looser appraisal methods,
monitoring techniques, bidding protocols and other
provisions inherent in the stewardship contracting
program could contribute to inefficiency and serious
cost overruns.

Moreover, the proposed rule does not limit the scale
of stewardship projects or take any steps to ensure
that unforeseen resource or fiscal problems do not



result.

Since "stewardship” is the goal for this program, the
FS should have expressly provided for a large number
non-commercial, non-extractive projects to be included
in all phases of the program, The proposed rules
should have required the FS to use the NEPA process to
examine at least one non-commercial, non-extractive
alternative in the course of analysis for every
stewardship contract/stewardship project in which it
engages. When selling logs becomes somebody’s
priority, it becomes inevitable that the focus will be

on the trees, not the ecosystem. The FS needs to
ensure that projects are not pushed forward simply
because they lead to logging, or benefits to private
interests. The ecosystem must be the primary concern

here.

According to the proposed rule, "The agencies’ may use
non-traditional contractors or recipients, such as

" counties or not-for-profit or non-governmental

organizations.” We agree with this provision.

However, the proposed rule does not assure the public

- that proposed contracts will be attractive to

non-traditional contractors and recipients. There is
no assurance that projects will be of the size,

length, or nature (ethical) to attract non-traditional
contractors, As we have seen in the Clinch RD and
elsewhere, the FS is adept at lumping needed
recreation and watershed projects with harmful timber
and roadbuilding projects (see, e.g., the
controversial Bark Camp timber sale). The proposed
rule is lacking because it provides no safeguards to
ensure that the FS will not structure contracting
packages to favor large-scale industrial logging and
other extractive interests over small, conscientious
non-traditional contractors. There is no assurance
that the FS will actually meet the "best-value"
contracting provisions mandated in the bill.

And "The agencies will use an open, collaborative
process and, as appropriate, will seek early
involvement of local government agencies, including
tribal governments, and any interested groups or
individuals invarious phrases of project development
and implementation.” Time and time again, the FS has
proposed using an "open, collaborative process” but in
the end, has stonewalled the public and gone its own
way in an effort to boost extractive development. One
example, is the Rolling Alternative developed for the
Jefferson National Forest plan revision. In the late
90s, the FS promised that the Rolling Altemative
would be developed using an open, collaborative
process, but beginning with the Bush presidency in



__similar boondoggles in this or other national forests.

2001, the collaborative process was abandoned and,
absent public input, the plan revision was

restructured to a much more pro-timber document. The
same danger exists here,

"The FS wili apply lessons learned from the
Stewardship Pilot Program when developing and
implementing stewardship projects under the expanded
authority” before results or evidence are collected.
Currently, there are 84 pilot projects, some -
authorized over three years ago, that should be
completed and evaluated. These projects should be
completed and evaluated first. One stewardship
project I am familiar is the proposed Threemiie
Stewardship project in the Custer NF, Montana. This
project involves 10s of 1600s of logging and burning
and 10s of miles of roadbuilding in potential northern
goshawk, old growth, and black-backed woodpecker
habitat. This massive project will harm more habitat
than it will help and it will build roads just so more

roads can be removed. It is an example of taxpayer

money wasted for no good reason. We do not need

How would the proposed rules affect timber marking and
timber cutting using "Designation by Description™?
Forest Service employees are currently responsible by
law for designing timber sales, marking which trees
can be cut, and supervising the work.(16 U.S.C. §
472a(g)) The drafters of the National Forest
Management Act thought these tasks sufficiently
important and subject to abuse to mandate that USDA
staff designing, marking, and supervising timber sales
"shall have no personal interest in the purchase or
harvest of such products and shall not be directly or
indirectly in the employment of the purchaser
thereof." (Id). The Fiscal Year 2000 report on

‘existing stewardship contracts identifies a loosely

written coniract which allowed the contractor to
remove all of the largest trees in the area if he

chose. (Pinchot Institute , p. 19) Also, in the
controversial Burned Area Recovery project {Bitterroot
NF), the FS allowed Designation by Description. As a
result, there were numerous instances where large
trees were highgraded and removed by helicopter
loggers (See for example, Ecology Center, letters to
Ass't Supervisor Spike Thompson on the subject). The
objective of the project was "burned area recovery,"
not highgrade logging. Designation by Description is
a further erosion of the public’s control over
management of their forests. The proposed rule should
provide for all timber to be appropriately marked by
properly trained FS employees.



Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely yours,

Sherman Bamford
Virginia Forest Watch

Do you Yahoo!?
Yahoo! SiteBuilder - Free, easy-to-use web site design software
http://sitebuilder.yahoo.com
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USDA Forest Service

Forest and Rangelands Staff

Mai} Stop 1105 ... o .
1400 Independence Averne, SW
Washington, DC 20024-1105

VIA FAX: 202-205-1045 T T e

RE: Stewardship End Result Contracting: 68 Federal Register, 38285 (June 27, 2003)
To Whom Jt May Concern:

The Federal Timber Purchasers Committee (FTPC) herby submits comments onthe
interim guidelines as referenced in Volume 68, Number 124, page 38285 of the Federal
Register on June 27, 2003.

The FTPC is a nationwide coalition of companies and organizations with interest and
specific expertise in federal timber sales and related confract issucs. Many of our

members purchase, harvest, and process tirgber from the Farest Service and have 2 direct
economic interest in the interim guidelines being considered.

General Comments
The FTPC applands Congress for the passage of Public Law 108-7 because we strongly
support any initiative that facilitates on-the~ground treatment and menagement of our
nation’s foxests. However, we have strious Teservations about the interim guidelines as
wrinen. In general these nclude:
« Concern about adverse impacts on existing timber sales programs
Despite stating that “stewardship projects are not a replacement for agencies”
existing timber sales programs,” there is gvery indication that this is a possibility.
Agencies are alrsady diverting limited tisober resources to implement stewardship
contracting. Stewardship projects Toust supplement the existing timber prograrn, and
ing the existing timber program remains the best hope of treating more
acres. ‘The imterim guidelimes need fo clear]y indieate that stewardship projects

C08 o & W
QanBI3Y 43vD
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will focus on timber stands of Jow valuc, high access costs, or stands otherwise
not conducive to commercial timber sales.

Cencern that overemphasis on “collahmﬁlion” and muki-party monitoring will lead to

more process gridlock

Stewardship contracting pilot projects have already demonstrated that more
“sommunity collaboration” does not equate to less appeals. We have witnessed with
dismay how the emphasis of “multi-parties” has been on Eimiting/restricting
managerment suthorities and increasing “community collaboration.” The interim
guidelines need to cleaxly indicate how collsberation and mujti-party monitoring
will be Emited to achieve Jess process gridlock, ast more as is corrently
conceived.

ific Co ‘
1. We agree that the primary objective of stewardship projects should be “modifying
vegetation™ to achieve forest health objectives.

2. We agree that “deriving rovemic” shionld be a secondary objective. Timber stands
with. commercial value sbould be sold via cxisting timiber gales mechanisms.
— -Contracts-for-longer-than 3 years' duration should also include an adjustment for
the vahie of services as well as materials. R

3. 'We are extremely concerned about the intent and execution of “colldborative
processes.” The interim guidefines need to clearly indicate how collaboration. aud
rlti-party monitoring will be limited to achisve less process gridiock, not more
as is curremly conceived.

4. Focus on the land management objective, pot the means by which the work will
be contracted.

§. Collecting residual receipts for purposes such as KV funds may be appropriate,
but again our expectation is stewardship projects will not replace traditional
timber sales. . <

.
1
B
]
g
B
|
5
3
;
:
:

regulations provide more than ample opportunity for public involvement, more
“sollaboration” and “multiparty monitoring” under stewardship contracting is not
warranted and should be de-ermphasized.

. ‘We support the development of model contracts and strongly recommend that nsk
be fairly allocated between contractor and purchaser. This js a particlar area of
FTPC concern, expertise, and interest.

~1

We strongly recommend that the iriterim guidelines be revised to indicate that all
stewardchip contractors must be qualified, cxperienced contractors for the job at

Po

[<F 4
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hand. Please strike guidance that indicates “the agencies may use non-traditional
contractors or recipients, such as counties or not for profit or non-governmental
orgamizations,” This is a recipe for more gridlock, not less. We question the
legality, and ali such organizations represent a pre-concsived, mostly anti-
management agenda and are not qualified to do on-the-ground work.

9, We support the use of a competitive bid process, the enconraging use af all
availeble authorities, and recommend that upmecessary restrictions on the use of
those authoritics be eliminated.

10. Additional puidelines for bonding are needed since insurance companies will not
support long-term, nop-cancelable performance bonds. We also encourage the
agencies to require performance bonds for appeliants of stewardship contracting
projects, Stewardship projects incorporate upfront multi-party collaboration;
appeals will clearly be obstmctionist in nature.

11, We cannot support external training “to assist contractors in developing skills to
* do the work required by the contract.” This propoises a costly, unnecessary job.
training program, All contractors that submit bids should be pre-qualified to

12. We are extremely concerned that “roulti-party monitoring™ will duplicate existing
public involvemert opportunitics, cxeate more process burdens, and lead to more
gridlock, Specific guidelines that limit multi-party wonitormg and focus efforts
on the programmatic level, not project level, should be insorporated.

13, Progress reporting should specifically include mcasages of actes actually treated;
excess Teceiptsy/positive vffset value; and levels of collaboration versus appeals,

14, Without dedicated appropriations, how can the agencies “be encouraged to use
multiple-year funding to provide inceutives””

15. We support professional Forest Service fesource managers maintaining control
over all phases of development and implementation of projects. The tecm
“intended goals” is too broad and should be clarified to read “the intended goal of
on~the-ground vegetation management.”

16. We question the ability of the agencies to “track the values of goods being sold
and the services being recefved for each project” and urge that this not become
another process burden.

17, We support the concept of using receipts for direct an-the-ground
implementation. The Fogest Service should adopt the premise that stewardship
cortracts will not designed to produce excess or residual receipts; otherwise 2
traditional timber sale contract should be used. In the rare occuxrence where there

P.4z 83
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i the Forest Supervisor.
i it valae, receipts should be returned to ,
l;rg;:fséwr:p?r:;g chould clearly ind joate that this is rare ocourrence

s stion. The best value for the
pport the concept of fil)! and openh compett > best ¥ d
® :::nfi'es and :lfa public will be obtained through a competitive pid proces

Thank you for considering these comments.

o) (R

Paul Beck ber Compeny
Lumbe! )
ggairw;mm, Federel Timber Purchasers Committee (FTPC)
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NATIONAIL ASSOCIATION O¥ STATE FORESLRKD
444 North Capitol Stroet, NW, Suite 540, Washington, DC 20001 .

July 28, 2003
USDA Forest Service ‘
Foreats and Rangelands Staff, Mail Stop 1105
2003 1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Execntive Washington, DC 20024-1 108
Committee
_ To Whom It May Concern:
o g Onbenalfofthe National Asscciation of State Foresters (NASE), 1 appreciate
Migsissippi the oppertunity w0 offer our comeris on e jnterim guidelines for Stewardship

_ End Result Contracting publishied in the Juge 27,2003 edition of the Federal
Vice President _ Register.(pp. 38285-68288). NASF is 2 non-profit organization that represenis
Bumell G, Fischer  piye directors of the fifty erate forestry agencies, eight U § 1erritories, and the

. 7 Indizn District of Columbia. State Forasters manage and profect state and non- '
“reasger industrial private forest lands ucross the US, which encompass two-thirds of the |
Par McElroy nation’s forests. o e
Washingion . o
Norheastarn NASFE is pleased to see the release of the interim guidelines jointly developed by

Representative fre USDA Forest Service and (1SDI Bureay of Land Management to govern the
Phillp Bryce implementation of the recently authorized srewardship comtracting authority.
New Hampshie  The interim gmidelines are copyprehensive, and we belicve that such Jong-tern
contracts offer a tool 10 restorand maintain the health of our forests, including

Rtpf:;:ﬁv . the water qualiry, wildlife habitat, and other narural resources that resilient,
James B. Bnbbard properly functiomng forssts provide,
. Cologade ' .
Southe By placing emphasis on resio! ation goals, stewardship contracts thal are
WIern

onsistent with the interim gwidelines will fmmprove the {mplementation of the

ﬁ:ﬁgj’g‘g:;“ 10-Year Comprehensive Swatzgy and contribute 1o the overall health of forests.
alabama Keys o the success of this cot-effective approach will be open collaboration,
compliance with existing lawt. and regulations, efficient multi-party monitoring,
Pif;ﬂ;ii?; r and selecting conractors who' perfonn high-quatityrenvimnmenm restoration
IZET
Loy A Kotchma that fit the needs of the local warershed and community.
North Dakor

Thank you for the oppormmity 1@ provide comments.
Exacutive Director
Amne E, Helssenbuttel  Singerely, i

mﬁ(}é’%’ gz 0 g WF

resident ‘ 8 Vﬂj

TEL: 202/624-5415 worw. st reforesters.org FAX: 202/624-5407
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE FORESTERS
444 North Capitol Strect, NW, Suite 540, Washington, DC 20001

ro: Forests and Rangeland Staff (Stewardship Contracting comment)

FROM:  Jim Sledge, NASF President

TIME: 4:30 PM Eastern

NUMRER OF PAGES TO FOLLOW: 1

MESSAGE:

Attached you will find the comment letter from the Natlonal Association of State Foresters on the interim
guidelines for Stewardship End Result Contracting-

TEL: 202/624.5415 www.siatcforesters.org FAaX: 202/624-5407
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TUOLUIMNE CQUNTY
ALLIANCE FOR RESOURCES
AND ENVIRONMEMT, INC.

July 21, 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forest and Rengelands Staff
Miai] Stop 11035

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 2004-1 105

Dear Chief Bosworth:

Subject: Stewardship End Reyule Contracting, 68 Federal Register, Number 124, pages
38285.88 (Jupe 27, 2003)

TuCARE (Tuolumne Cou aty. Alliance for Resources and Environment) offers the following comments on
the interim guidefines 1or stewardship end result contracting.

TuCARE supports the concepeof stewardship end result contracting— Thiy can be: &n extremely strorig tool
in the manegement of ur natural resaurces, Stawzrdshin epd result coniracting will further envirommenta)
benefits. including the sustained furnishing of poods and services ta the citizens o this country,

Following are additional comments referencing items enumerated in the Description of Interim Chuidelines,

- ltetn 1O, This inem refarences performance and payment bonds. Following a rather general
statement, spacitic mencion is made to the requiring of performance and pavment bonds relative to the
receipis of faresr products to be removed,

TUCARE feels thar this is appropriate. However, it is our believe that further consideration should be
given 1o the incorparation of yahies related to possible hubitat damage in the event of an uncompleted
contract or corractual falure on the part of the successful contract holder. Do existing provisions as
used in present-day service contracts and/or timber sale coptracts cover the broad armay of possible
damage sivations should B cotract failure resyt?

- Mem 12, This item focuses on the wtilization of multiparty monitoring open to interested groups or
indrviduals

TuCARE commends the drafters of these interim guidelines for the incluzion of multiparty
monitoring: Thiz can be g strong tool for the furthering of sound netural resource magagement.
Addirionally, it provides a vemse for further public involyement in the management of our natural

L 30 2009

P.O. BOX 1056 TWAIN HARTE, CA 05383 209/566-7816  Fax 209/586-6490
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However, TuC ARE is concerned that this process could give rise to an inappropriate bius by the
groups or individuals doing the mevitoring depending upon their present associations. TUCARE
believes 1 hat the “collaborative process™ alluded ro the interim guidelines ‘will be insufficient to
migate the potential damage resulting from the ineppropriate intrasion of bins in the monkoring of
an othenvise aqeeptably completed project, Exweme cars must be ysed jn this process to avoid
unwarranted hias

TuCARE i3 a community based non-profit organization founded in 1988, Qur membership is made up of &
cross-section of v eammunity including local business persons, educaters, retireas, and those actively
engaged in working on a daily basis with our local natural resources. TuCARE supports conservation snd
the multipleusc of the many natural resources on our federal lands, Multiple-usn policies allow for everyons
10 benefit. TuCARE firmly believes that man must play an active role to ensure our resources are available
both now arid In The furure—for the benefit of all,. TuCARE seeks stability for our resource industries in
order to ensure the econamie squndness and stability of our local communities,

Thank yau for your consideraton
Sinceraly,
TUOLUMNE COUNTY ALLIANCE FOR RESOURCES & ENVIRONMENT

Roger Stevens, 51
Prezidem,
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FROM: Tuolumne County Allfance for Resources & Environment, ToCARE

FAX # 209/586-6490
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BY: G m;}-;f }'I/rmg !mn;;

Messack: __J hank You Br_ the Cppentandy

f6  Comment.
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JULIUL..25.2083] 0 Bi476M  §TLSDA_FS¢ FORES] MGHT RAL NO. 406 897 1610733 P.Sp

Esinbiisted ar 1972
.-\ﬂ?.'lm.‘wn,w

w O Y om oW oA

Chardér Mentbes

Flenkear! Virtten

Cunfaunerr

M biir Singe | P50

| ~please consider the following comments.

SE-32

F. H. STOLTZE LAND & LUMBER CO

Lumber Manufacturers

Box 1429 » Columbia Falls, Montgna 59312

Fhone (408) 882.7000 « FAX (408) 8921512

E mail info @siollzefumber.com

Tuly 25. 2003 wiwSioIzelundancom
WY 29,

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff, Mail Stop 1105
1400 Independence Avepue. SW
Washington, D.C, 20024-1108

Dear Sir:

With regard to the proposed rules for “Stewardship End Result Contracting”

1. Stewardship contracting is an important tool for the Forest Service to
use in management of our Natjonal Forests. Having been involved in
one of the original stewardship coatracts on the Flathead Natiopal
Forest, T have had first hand experience. There certainly have been
problems with this project, however, it is another way to provide for “on
the ground” management, We need to learn what has worked and
concentrate on using the positive points in future contracts.

2. Under item #8, it would be very beneficial for consideration of SBA
shares for small mills during awarding contracts. A sugpested change in
the verbiage would be “the agencies may consider the benefits to local

and rural community needs, and small businegs share when considering
award of a stewardship contract on a best value basis.

3. 1n the past, there has been an effort to separate the on the groundwork
from the mills who purchase the products generated, This is nor a good
practice and most likely & situation where the out come for the entire
project will be a failure. Best resulls will be obtained by allowing the
contract holder the opportunity to determine how they dispose of the
products(s) produced.

Companies such as ours are in desperate need of sawlogs for our plant. The
simpler the process, the better the opportunity will be for us 6 remain in business,

CAET RECEWVED
Jui 3 0 2003
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RE: Stewardship End Resalt Conbeacting: 68 F {'d Reg, 38283 (Juae 27, 2083)

To Whom |t May Cranvern:

. _
Thanks you for the opportanity 1o crmment on the wterim gudelines for Stlewardship iind Result -
Puomtracimg, 08 ol Reg 38285 (fune 27, 2003). Buoste Cascade ¢ “orporation (Maise) lias several intorpsts
it commenting on the imerin puidebnes. Flest, Beise owns 2.7 raillion acrer of Seestlangs in the Unied
Bbies, Thise Tawds are manayed 40 r%min—a—var—i@lly--of ferest resournes cladog-fish-andseifdbifa- - — ——— - -

hebiiag, water quiliy, grazing and timber, Mueh of ouc land and especially the 1.2 milline avres of Boise
winersigy s the Morthwest are intermined with Forest Service and Buresy of Tand Managernent
cwriersip, The Torest bealth crinis on these fedevpl Tandy has giready tpacted Boise lands. I is eriteal
. thit the Forent Seevine use every availatle wal t improve fores! health copditons on their lands 1o
T~ mitigate the mpatt aeross. e fandacape. In additisn, Beise has wootl and paper producit mamasstyring
Tz m Vakivis, Kettle Falls and Walulls, Washington; Medfued, LaCrande, Independenrce and S4.
beteus, Oregon: Hurseshoe Bend. Maho; Internationat Falls, Minnesvia ond other nesowrce. dependent
sommrmities, These faciliies and the thousandy of jobs they provide rely wpps a dependalile supply of
fimber Frora private and public fuprds, That riber supply 15 linked o msny ways to federa! zueney activns
and policy saterwrdy teluding the stewardship contracting

W upport the expanded athersy {ur beth the Fafest Serviee wad Burgau of Tand Mansgermnt 16 uiitize
e rentrdt shewardslng contracting. Stewardship comagtitng provedes po excellent ool for performing
resthrative OF maimteriied vk in our federally owaed forests while stmultanconsly UMPTGVIRG CorTe 40t
etficioney uod rrdyimmg ensts o the agencies. Stewlardship contracting 45 eritical tu addressing the Torest
fweal(ly erises s cur epuntry. IF the etk of catesrophie wildiines, inseets und disenses iy not reduced, we
Wil conuma o desiray mallions w!sorps of sriticalwilife Babitat, key watersheds and private TIOPCITY,
both homwes and vaBerlinds. Thewe 1o .‘{Emp]y il Qm_mg'h ‘f'[mdjng averinblo to du thrs cgr‘ﬂjcau}r jﬁ]l?ﬁr(ﬁﬂt
worls wilioud whilseing products thet proveds value. Stewardship eanirasling 15 stmply comumon sense nd
prrad purirhre policy, as weli g bevy environmaily, seelally snd ceanomically rosponsibic,

Bose stronghy supports adequane and inercasing sppropriated funds accomplish hazardous fuels
requction, st and diseasy rentoents arst othet bmd vonditon improvement projects. The tirst prpTITY,
i staitend eerticr: must hevenproving he oundition of tbe tand. We believe that Geld wits must have fiinds
t pecpene and avemnplish neegdod profeetsand stewardship connuers, We are eoneemead that (here 18 7108
warrenthy, or projectod to be 1 the newt fow years, suffisient nanonal lire plan or veneustive managemen,
derdiy for these progoes, Withou! jueh fungs, hazardons thely reduciion and other projects aging
slevipndabip comraeling w3t not be develeped. Therefore. providing approprizted funds must be The

N | ﬁ?ﬂ— m**m;\fﬁﬁ
; Ju 30208

Eoise stowardship comtracting commets
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RE: Stewardship End Result Contmcllin‘g: 68 Fed, Reg. 38285 (June 27, 2003)

i
.o
i

»

This leiter is in response 16 "‘thi:‘requestforpubiicf::omments—on the notice ofinterim guidelines

for Stewardship Bnd Result Contracting, 68 Fed Reg 38285 (June 27, 2003).
|

These commonts are on behalf of the Inler{nouﬁtéin Forest Association, Rocky Mountajn
Division (IFA) and its members, [FA represents to forest praducts industry in the Forest Scrvice
Rocky Mountain Region. 'We are interested in these guldelines becanse many forest products’
companics and their employses have a dircet economic nferest in the management of our
national forests. o :

|
. "~

IFA supparts the expanded authority for fhe"ferast Service to be able to utilize end Tesult

stewardship contracting. Stewardship contracting provides an excellent too] to be able to

perform restorative or mainfenance work in ou nation’s forests while simultaneously addressing ™
jmproving contract efficiency and reducing costs to the agencies. This is simply common sense
gontracting and good public policy, as well as being environmentally, socially and economically
responsible. - > _ '

This is not just an issuc of fiber or timber supply-to [FA’s members. Tt is eritica) to addressing
the forest health crisis in our country. If weido pot redugce the risk of catastrophic wildfires,
insects and discases, we will continue to-destrqy millions of acré§ of eritical wildlife habitat, key
watersheds and private property, both homes and timberiands, There is simply not enough
funding svailable to do this critically important work without wtilizing producis that provide
value. _ ' : '

H

A broad concem of the forest products inélistry is the need for adequate and increasing
appropriated fupds to the field 0 accomplish fuels hazard reduction, insect and disease
treztments, and other land condition l'.l.nproverlnent projects. The first priority, as stated carlier,
must ke improving the eondition of the ]audlr[ We believe that field units must have funds to

prepare and sccomplish needed projects, and stewardship contracls are onc possible mesns to do
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the work. We are concemed that there js not cur'rently. nor projected to be in the next few years,
sufficiont natiorml fire plan or vegetative management funding on many units for these projecs.
Without such funds, fucls hazard reduction and othey projects using stewardship projects will ot
gven be possible. Therefore, providing appropriated funds must be the highest priority and we
highly encourage the Forest Service 1o reduce project preparation costs (i.. analysis and NEPA),

in order to increase availablé project finds.

IFA’s specific comments on the interim guidelipes are as follows (note that numbers correspond
to the published guidelines): S -

l. Stewardship projects aithorized by Publiel Low 108-7 will ‘be ‘designed to_achieve land

managernent goals by modifving vegetationdo make forests. d rangel ore resiligut ¢
ratural disturbance mechanisms such a3 wiptl, flood, fire, insects, and disease. jectiv

| 1PA. agrees wholsheartedly with this statemenf, but would ask that the objective of reducing

hazardous fuels that pose Tisks 1o non-federal quégﬁ"ﬁﬁﬂ'ﬁﬁﬁéiﬁﬁﬂé“lié added at the end. Thisis
critically important 10 our members, many of 'whom own or purchase timber from forest and

. :angclﬂndé’inté mmgied,wiﬂ.‘_federai,lﬂndsi,sin{be, catastrophig..wildﬂms,_inSECMd“diSEﬁses,_dq e

not recognize property boundaries.

2. Dariving revenue from the sale of anv by~ roducts or other materi igpated EMOYV.
frov : hi jects will be a second jective to astorati s. For
il be appraised ir market ﬁg}gc, Contracts of 8 duratiop Jongey than 3 years

price adiggtment

new n 15 develo

IFA generally agrees with this stalement, ahhoi;g’h we have concerns with how the agencies will
develop 2 fair market value for forest. products that traditionally have had little or no market
value. We fee] strongly that values from tradjtional timber sales and values from Stewardship
Contracts should not be combined in a Transaction Lvidence Appraisal database. _

We recommend against including price adjistments for forest products to be removed in
stewardship contracts, because 1) we are not aware of appropriate indices for traditionally low
value materials, 2) without prior knowledgq{‘ of the operations of such indices, prospective
contractors would not be able 1o predict.future prices in preparing their proposals, and 3) we do'
not feel that adjusting forest product values) without msaking commensurate adjusiments for
contract work requirements is approptiate. i ) ‘ "

i 1 gove -
groups or jpdividuals in various phrases of proiect development and implementation.

IFA is supportive of collaborative pracééses and the involvement of Jocal govcmme:nté, tribes,
adjacent landowners and people who have a vésted intercst in the goals and objectives of a given
resource management project. However, because this strategy is already part of existing agency

2



JUL-THL- 322203 | 19; 166M [} USTR, FS/ FOREST MaMT FAY HO. 605 341 BE5MNO-763  P.24 3

N

"
S—

in the prospectus, Successful contractors mUSﬂ have a proven ability fo perform or subcontract
and manage tequired work. Non-iraditiopal contractors, such as countics, NPO or NGO must
compete on a level playing fleld with ‘radltmnall contractors, The agencies must not deviate from
their ultimate land management objective, treatmg acres in & cost effective way.

9. The agencigs puay use all gvailable guthOmtles to jnvolve a wide range fractors o
recipients, allow for oﬂ‘sets to be utilized for other restoration treatments. The agencies will

intain Federal .oversight of operations to assurg the protection of gubl;

assets and compliance vmh enwronmental reqmrements

Onee again, the open competitive bid process Wﬂl result in the greatest net public benefits over
the Jonger term. " It is critical to the success of the project and the contractor that information
about the projects’ contractual requirements is clear and concise,

10. ontractors who are gwarded steﬂgg],ghlg\ contracts w:ll provide such bonds as ma:,;

required under law or regulation. The agencies may require performance and par ds

in_order fo- protect the government's ;nvestment in' recelp_ s from forest nroducts to be

remov nde: a tonmet or t undesr \ ~7

Bondmg is cnncal to nsk managcment and gﬁarantecd performance Unfo:tunately insurauce
companies are nof supporting long term, non-cancelable performance bonds,  For example,

 timber sales with terms that exceed three years are becoming more challenging 1o bond, even for

established purchasers, In order 1o ensure thalt the contractors who bid on these confracts can

prov:de bonds to protect the public’s interest, v.Je would suggest lhe following options:

1) Provide for cancellation of a performance tﬂnd with 90 days notice required, or

2) Provide for a definite term contract with date-certain expiration of associated bonds, not to
exceed a term of 3 years, with an option for| E:xtensmn of the contract with Consent of Surety.

3) Another optiont to consider is the use oﬂ a confract form nown as - Indefinite Delivery
Indef nife Quantity (IDIQ). Typically t11$e contracts involve individual task orders that
require separate bonds, Usually there is a\ minirmum and maximum numbcr of tasks to be
awarded per year. No final bonids would be required until a “task order” was issued. These
types of contracts are very coramon with thef Corps of Engmecrs.

1 al agene ining wi s on i T CO 1i uthority to as close to
- " . Pl - .
e field ticab will cover topics such as project management, performance based

end-result_contracting and trading goods for services. Agencies also will provide external

subject 1o available” ing 1o assis ntractors in developing skills ta do the work

required by ihe gontract, and knowledpe Lh competing for and perfornfing on stewardship

nir ' ‘ Cob
IFA supponts the necessary training for, agenc}rr personnel in “order to ensure then' cxpertise in
utilizing these new authorities. With lmnﬁed funding and the peed for on the ground
accomplishments, we recormmend the Forest Semcc develop a succinct training package for use
with mdustry trade associations snd Oommunlﬁ};f orgamzatmm
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- processes and is a specific focus of -the Natiou:L] Fire f’ian, it is unnecessaty and confusing to

include it in the stewardship contracting guidarice.

4. The agencies will segk to use the stewardship authority in_conjunction with other land
management authorities to -develop and jmpl j jects a
strative_boundaries. The agenc] G

We have no objection to large-scale projects,

I
5. The Forest Service may collect residual recclzip_tg pursuant 1o the Kputson-Vandenberg Actof
ional Fogest agement Act of 1976, from 8 ¢ val

. ; )
We have no objection to the collection of money for specific funds sitch as KV. However, we
recommend that the Forcst Service not utilize stewardship contracts for projects designed to
produce excess or residual receipts. P . '

’i

I .
Regardless of the form of contracling used, all|projects must comply with laws and regulations, ’
as well as existing land and resource management plans. including this guideline is unnccessary.

3

7.

rechanisms as necded to implement stewardship projccts consistent with eslovant laws,
regulations. and guidelines, i . . . :
| b

b

We support the development of model cnntchts and strongly recommend that risk be faidy
aflocated between contractor and purchaser. As the Forest Service is aware, the forest products
industry has substantial interest and ,expcﬁen#:e in contracts that remove forest products. As
such, TFA recommends that the agencies consult with the Federal Timber Purchasers Committee
on the use or development of new canfracting mechanisms. The Forest Scrvice must also clarify
Contracting Officer awthorities and responsibilities between Timber Sale COs and Service
Contract COs. | .
8. In awsrding a stewardship contract on a Best value basis. the agencies may, in addition to
cost or price, gonsider such oriteria as the contracfor's past performance. work guality,
isti i ‘ 5 an-time delivery, and experence. The
nd rural community needs w ideri
award of a_st hip contract on & bast value basis. The apencies' may use non-traditional
contraglors or tecipients, such  as connties_or mnot-for-profit or pon-governmentsl
greanizations, if consistent with yelevant aﬁthdg_r,icg. ' :

Guidelines for the awarding of stewardship éq'onfracfs should be based on the criteria used for
tiraber sales and servioe contracts; an open competitive prooess, with selection criteria identified

r

i
|
N
|
.
;.
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— monitor and evaluate an appropriate sampling of the projects or programs at the appropriate

, cess. moniioring will be
project level, subject to avai lable fimding, and will be well coordipated among admipistrative
unit of proj i jcally diverse :

ensure that the samplin

- akenl Multi- _ :
atus deve inisiration of a ents or con The

1 xecution. an minis greem tragts, b)
specific accomplishunents that haye gcgul!@f . and ¢) The role of local communities in
|1 ] R R

developmeant of agreement or con )
L

TFA supparts the idea. of multiparty monitoring of stewardship contracting projects, but
encourages the agenvics to’use existing pracesses, incuding forest plan monitoring and )
evaluation, and tearns, such 23 Resource Advisdlrjr Committees, 1o the extent possible. This will
reduce the adminisirative time and cost associfzted with developing new processes and teams.
-IFA supports the focus areas for monitoring, but suggests that reporting. be specifie in regards to

o

project accomplishments. |

_ N L -
~ 16. Prpject managers will separately track the values of the goods being sold and the services
s .N. Z.;ZTI:.b'_ = ] ,"re; eivBa'fo ea‘c‘h E - M ~ ”Ect; e L ot e e '_.'.':E...'. Ii‘ TR ,'I' L L T S e L e T L L I L L L

- b ' ; .
IFA agrees with the need to ensure that stewardship contracting is-being used as the appropriate

. 100l for meeting land management objectives. As such, TFA supports eparale tacking of goods

sold and services received, in order to provide for financial accountability. However, we urge

that this be done in as an efficient 2 manner as p'bssible.

studies or other pl n znal '

e used for overhead, administrative. or indircet costs or the completion of environmental
[FA supports the concept of using recéipts for direct on-lhe-ground implementation. Again,
however, we recommend that the Forest Service not utilize stewardship contracts for projects

designed to producg excess or residual receipts..

. \ "o .
In closing, we would like to reiteratc that our key objéctives regarding stewardship contracting
include; adeguate and increasing appropriated funds to accomplish projects on-the gronnd,
coordination between the agencies and the Fed.‘%;ral Timber Purchasers Committee, and financial

accountability.
We thank you for the oppoﬂunit-y to comment on these guidelines and request that you move
expeditiously to finalize agency policy reparding stewardship contracting. )

8

Sincerely,

Tom Troxé ' :
" Director S
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AOC i' O&C
«ssociation of Oregon Counties :; Association of O&C Counties
—  P.0.Bex 12729 ; P.0. Box 2827
Salem, Oregon 97309 ! Harbor, Qregon 97415
July 28, 2003
USDA Forest Service 1
Forest and Rangeland Staff )
Mail Stop 1105, 1400 Independence Ave., SW..
Washington, D,C. 20024 !
Re:_ Stgwardship End Result Contracting
o Oregon’s two associations of 6oun1‘yg0vermnen£ misnis are inferested in and support the ——— e
concept of Stewardship End Result Contracting. We are however, concerned with the legislation
--and the department’s interim guidelines as they relate to shared receipts with states and counties.
The Association of O&C Counties is made up of counties in Western Oregon within
which fie a specia) category of BLM-managed mbeelands known as the Oregon and California
Grant Lands. The O&C Lands are dedicated l:a}L the O&C Act of 1937, 16 USC §118!a et seq.,

to the production of timber for the purpose of supporting local communities. The O&C Counties
are, according to statute, both the recipients of shared timber receipts from the O&C Lands and
the local governments most concerned with the community economic stahility promised by the
0&C Act. The purpose of the Association of 0&C Counties is to cooperate with the managing
agencies in the development of policies for the management of these lands and to work with
members of the Oreson Congressional Delegation in matters concerning national legislation and
administration of federal laws affecting the O&C Lands. -

The Assaciation of Oreson Counties (“AOC™) is an intergovernmental entity of Oregon’s

36 counties, of which 31 have within their borders lands managed by the Forest Service, The
purpose of the AOC is to represent the interests of counties and their citizens in issues involving
other goveraments. As the coordinating authority for land use planning, Oregon’s counties have
a special role and interest in the use of public lsnds within their boundaries, both federal and
state. Forest management actions by federal and state agencies also significantly affect the
social, economic and environmentel well being|of rural communities, which Jook to the county
governing bodies to represent their interests with state and federal governments. Counties
containing Forest Service lands are also the recipients of shared timber receipts from the Farest

. Service Land, with such receipts dedicated by federal law to the support of schools and roads o
those counties.
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AOC and the Association of O&C Counties belisve that the proposed Stewardship End

! .

Resuit Contracting [nterim Guidelines need to recogmze and reflect the historical relationship

between the federal government and the states and counties, Any revenucs derived from the sale

of material removed from a Stewardship praject

imust be.skiared with states and counties as

dodicated by federal law to suppart schools, roafls and county SErvIces.

AOC and the Associgtion of O&C Counties also strongly support the proposal that the
agencies will use an open, collaborative process on project development and implementation.,
To avoid firture misunderstandings, clarification;is needed of the fallowing language:
“Degeription of Interim Guidelines, 3. as appropriate, will seek early nvolvement of local
government agencies.” We suggest that you drop the phrase “as appropriate,” and add “and
frequent” after the word “early”. This will make clear that local govemments will be invited to
be active partoets in project development and implemmentation.

- “Thg Stewardship End Result Contracting, Interim Guidelines as writtendo 00t meet
community needs of Counties containing Forest Service and BLM managed lands.

Tt

parties,

N Pleast; copsider AOC and the Associatic

on of O&C Counties as interested and affected

Very truly yours,

ASSN. OF OREGON COUNTIES

By: Ralnort (e,

Robert Cantine, Executive Director o,

ASSN. OF 0&C COUNTIES

AN

Rocky McVay, Executive Dire

Jul, 28 2083 11:33PM P2
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I"hevne 4063633080 A FasA05/363-2100 www.rmbh.com

28 July 2003

USDA Forest Service :
Forest and Rangelands Staff k f
Mail Stop 1105 [foud
1400 independence Ave, SW e
__Washington,.DC 20024-1105 viafax:- - 2;(‘;12.2053

, | .
Re: Stewardship End Result Contracting, RIN 0596-AC03 I

Gentlemen or Ladies: {

Rocky Mountain Log Homes is a privately owned small business that has actively
participated in SBA Setaside Timber Sale offerings with Regions One, Two, and Four
over the last 16 years that | have held the resource responsibility for the firm. We reside
in the Bitterroot Valley, scene of the 348,000 acre wildfire in 2000, and have actively
supported the notion of “Stewardship” throughout the regions. | personally am on the
Rawvalli County Resource Advisory Council (RAC) as well as on the Bitterroot
Stewardship monitoring committee.

I believe that the Forest Service’s opportunity to nurture and expand the Stewardship
style contracting has a huge positive potential, along with many benefits for the national
forest system. However, it is necessary to l‘;amin the trust of your cantractors, and the
orderly method of cantracting, and protection of small independent contractors
throughout your vast system. The anly way 1o do so is to recognize the benefits not only
to the Agency, but to local and rural communifies when receiving bids from small
business contractors for these projects. To do less would be to ignore the local
cornmitment that the agency historically supported in the SBA setaside program.

Rggﬂ} .
(o] J—

FPatrick 0. Canneli, Certified Foresthr ¢ 'm[_3 0 m
Vice Fresident, Resource Operations :
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Grand Maruis, MN 55604
(218) 387-2995 |
PAX (218) 387 2204

i
Hedstrom Lumber Company, Inc.

| July 28, 2003

USDA Farest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff

Mail Stop 1105

1400 Tndependence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20024-1105 o

i
|
!
it

Via Fax 202-205-1045

RE: Stewardship End Result Contracting: 68 Fed, Reg. 38285 (June 27,
2003) ]
To Whom It May Coencern: f
' !
This letier is in response to the request for public comments on the notice of interim’

guidelines for Stewardship End Result Conttacting, 88 Fad Reg 28285 (Junc 27, 2003).

Hedstrom Lumber Company has been in the sawmilling business in Grand Marais, VN
since 1914, We provide mmportant jobs o oyr community, and have been partners with
the Forest Service over thesc 89 years in marjaging our forests.

1 . . . i
Hedstrom Lumber supports the expanded authority for both the Forest Service and

Bureau of Land Management to be able to ut1 lize end result stewardship contracting,
Stewardship contracting provides an exeelic it tool to by able Lo perform restorative or
maintenance work in our nation’s forests whie simultaneously addressing improving
contract efficiency and reducing costs to the agencies. This is simply common scnse
contracting and good public palicy, as well a% being envirowmenially, socially and

1

economically responsible.

Hedstrom Lumber is 2 member of AFPA andfFed eral Timber Purchasers, and concur
with comments scnt in by them, so will not repeat them here.

|
We think that Red pine thinnings may be a gd,‘Ed place 1o utilize these new stewardship
confracts, There is a greater nesd for lhimﬂngi' and stand replacement cuts and replanting
than is currently accurring, A stewardship cagrtract for layout, treatment and replantmg
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could be 3 way to get this necded work doi}e. rechuce the work and cost to the Forest
Service and add stability to this rura] comnl"uuni ty, Red pine thinnings, or stand
improvenrent, could easily be defined by description, Putting the TSI of these stands

under a Stewardship cantract could save the Forest Service money, get more work done,
provide more jobs in the community and piovide a more predictable supply of products,
|

In closing, we would like to reiterate that o: r key objectives regarding stewardship
contraching inelude: adequate and increasin  appropriated funds o accomplish projects
on the ground, coordination between the ag neies and the Federal Timber Purchuasers
Committee, and nancial accountability, Hzre in the Lake States, thers may be

We thank you for the opporfunity 1o comment on these gnidelines und request thatyon

~ move expeditiously o finalize agency policy regarding stewardship contracting,

|

Yours truly,

ward Hedstrom, President
Hedstrom Lumber Company
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EASTERN NEVADA LANDSCAPE COALITION

P.O, Box 150266 ~ Ely, Nevada 89315
25 July 2003 (775) 289-7974 - enlrp @idsely.com
Wehsite ~ envic,org

TISDA Forest Service

Forests & Rapgeland Staff
Mail Stop 1103

1400 Independence Ave, SW
Washineton D.C. 20024-1105

Re:  RIN 0596-ACO3
Stewardship End Result Contracting

~Dear8irs:

____The Eastern Nevada Landscape Coalition would like to thank you for the opportunity to commenton
the proposed Stewardship End Result Contracting regulations.

The Eastern Nevada Landscape Coalition (ENLC) is a 501(c) (3) non-profit organization incorporated
in Nevada. Our mission is to facilitate and implement restoration of ecosystem health on a landscape
scale in the Great Basin, particularly in castem Nevada, working cooperatively with the Buresu of
Land Management (BLM) and the U.S. Forest Service. We work collaboratively with our partners and
local communities on restoration issues and projects. We are reviewing the proposed stewardship
contracting regulations as potential applicants for contracts.

We applaud the overall concept of stewardship contracting but have great concemns that the program as
proposed fails to adequately consider the unique circumstances which exist in the Great Basin,
particularly in Nevada. Neitlier the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest nor the BLM have timber
programs in Nevada because, although there are millions of acres of woodlands, mainly pinyon-
Juniper, there is not enough suitzble timber to support self-sustaining commercial enterprises, It is our
opinion that the proposed regulations and policies fail to adequately congider how to achieve the stated
restoration goals on the millions of acres of federal land in the Great Basin where there is little or no
opportunity for extraction of commercially valusble products.

We would urge that the following concermns and questions be addressed;

1. How will “ecosystam health” be defined and how will resioration goals be prioritized? Will short

or long-term considerations be paramount in the decision making process? For example, will fusl 7
reduction have higher priority than rehabilitaling habitat for threatened or endangered or sensitive

spesies?

Will projects be proposed by the agencies or can stewardship groups make proposals?

While watershed scale projects are obviously desirable these large projects will be considered

mgjor federal actions and will require preperation of environmental impact statements (EIS) to

‘CAET REGRIVED
3008

L o
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meet NEPA requirements. Thesc statemnents often take years to prepare. We suggest that the
regulations include provisions for smaller projects that could be done without EIS preparation. The
Forest Service “Categorical Exclusion provision might provide 2 model which could also be
applicable on BLM land.

‘It 15 not clear how the guideline “The use of full and open competition will remain standard

operating practice” will apply to projects where there is no conumercially valiable product that can

~besold. Also, how would this apply to groups that have existing assistance agreements with the

agenpies?
Multi-party monitoring may be & useful technique to resolve protests and lawsuits but needs to be
clearly spelled out. Who would be eligible to perform monitoring? What parameters would be

" monitored? How would this data be used, and who wonld be responsible for archiving the data?

Bonding non-traditional £TOUpS may nol have the up-front cash to bond for even modest projects.
Also, it is becoming inereasingly difficult to procure bonds.

The proposed regulations fail to address the experimental nature of most restoration work. There is
a real need for clear guidelines on project protocols, monitoring, and cvaluation so that everyone
cap learn abont what restoration techniques are most effective and what the real costs (and
benefits) are.

E Aﬁ__tht;s9;91._92q.st:ci_;;egn.lqt.iqns_;.and;ppﬁui;s-,-a,m;oy.er,laid,,npm existing regulations.it may.-become

clear that the whole process is so cumbersotne that in many instances it will be unworkable. We
would urge that there be provision {or and emphasis on expanded pilot projects to determme what

-~ parts of the program-are-effective-and which parts need to be revamped;: —————— - S

Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed stewardship contracting regulations
and policies.

We look forward to reviewing the final gudehnes

Sincerely,

Betsy Macfarlan
Exeeutive Director

Ce:

Nevada Congressional Delegation

fi
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Rastern Navada Landecape Cozlition
PQ Box 150266

Ely NV #9315

775.280-7974
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To: Office af Director of Forests & Fax: 202.205-1045
Rangelends

From: Betsy Macfarlen, Executive Directer  Date: 72542003

Re: Stewardship Contacang Pages; 3

ce: Nevada Cengressional Delegation

X Urgent X ForReview 2 Ploase Comment £ Ploass Reply [ Plaase Racycle

{775) pag-70.733  P.7p.1

Notas: Please find anached the Eastom Nevada Landscepe Coalition’s comments on the proposed

Stewasdship End Rosult Contracting guidelines (RIN 0596-AC03)

.l.lI'lh‘l.’i."IIullv.
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"Dennis R Dietrich”™ To: stewardship@fs.fed.us
<drdietrich@fs.fed.u cc: "Michael Daugherty” <mdaugherty@fs.fed.us>, "Craig V Courtright”
s> <cveourtright@fs.fed.us>, "Slater R Turner” <sturner@fs.fed.us>

Subject: Comments on the Interim Guidelines

07/01/2003 05:25 PM

'Hi! :

1 have a little experience with stewardship and a lot with timber sale
contracting. From that perspective, here is my input on the Draft Interim
Stewardship Guidelines:

1. You need a Definitions section. These terms inspire different meanings
In different people all the time: Stewardship, offset, excess offset

value, fair market value, price adjustment, goods for services, full and
open competition. There are probably others. Save us the time debating
over what you meant and tell us in the guidelines.

2. Guideline 2. The "Price Adjustment"kconcept. How will this work i we
~are doing goods for services, and we are not receiving payments fromthe
el b ol Y eyl 10T HX

3. Guideline 4. "....across agency administrative boundaries."

Inter-agency boundaries, intra-agency boundaries, or both? Please be very
specific.

Thanks for the chance to comment! Dennis

(Embedded image moved to file: pic12878.pcx)

pic12878.pcx



"Tim Lengerich” To: stewardship@fs.fed.us
<timlengerich@hotm cc:
ail.com> Subject:

07/01/2003 02:04 PM

Stewardship progarm comment: get the goddamn cows off public land!!!
Tim Lengerich

The new MSN 8: advanced junk mail protection and 2 months FREE*
http://join.msn.com/?page=~features/junkmail
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Cutting the Gordian Knot of Forestry Finance
© July 15, 2003 Robert Hennkens

BACKGROUND
. Continuing drought conditions in states such as New York, Florida, Georgia, Virginia, West

Virginia, the Carolinas and eighteen western states have created extreme fire danger in much of the 700
million acres of Public Trust Lands. It is a shocking statistic, that nearly seventy-three million citizens
live in 23,000 communities adjoin a magnificent Public Trust Land asset at the risk of wildfire
devastation.

Congress can no longer ignore the fact that new federal programs must be brought to fruition to
re-build rural infrastructure to promote forest, woodlands and grassland health and well-being, public
- safety, and social benefits without the annual dramma of federal budget débate and OMB intervention.

The economic viability and future of much of America’s forested communities is in serious

jeopa}ay. New job creation spawned i:y sustainable business platforms has ;;fégtically been eliminated by
increasingly restrictive tangles of law, rules, regulations and litigation. In this essay, I suggest two
initiatives to cut these Gordian Knot roadblocks to stimulate self-help initiatives supported by and in
cooperation with innovative national policies.
PROPOSED SOLUTION

Under the proposed U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) National Forest Service (NFS)
stewardship program, Congress plans to provide as yet unspecified stimuli to promote the health,
biodiversity and habitat of the Public Lands. through re mediation of the fuels generate thousands of self-
help business initiatives for Americans living in communities at risk of the ultimate devastation of
wildfire. The proposed program ignores the need to create economic and social benefits that will accrue to
the local communities who benefit from the program.

Our Understanding of the Program. It seems almost impossible to gather information from
members of Congress, the USDA or other federal agencies concerning stewardships. Based on what we
can find, our understanding of the proposed stewardship i)rogram is as follows:

®The NSF will solicit bids and provide contracts to access at least 150,000 acres of National
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) approved forest and woodland cellulose to locally owned and
managed organizations. This represents only a small fraction of the 190 million acres of our National
Forests, but at least it is an effort in the right direction. _

® Private management organizations, working in conjunction with National Forest Service rangers, will

1



be contracted to remediate and maintain the health and biodiversity surrounding their communities.
Contracted organizations will receive Congressional authority, responsibility, resources, and incentives 1o
stimulate the development and infrastructure to support thousands of distributed, sustainable, and
environmentally acceptable small business platforms and jobs. The stewardship program can provide a
perpetual resource while only 10% of the land area is worked each year. Thus at year ten, the process can
be started over.

A major objective of the stewardship program is to alleviate wildfire danger by eliminating the

large amounts of dead and dying brush and small trees. This non-traditional celiulose will allow new
economic viability and non-service jobs in the rural communities. This will substantially reduce wildfire
fuel hazards and the danger of wildfire devastation. This is an exciting and potentially valuable
combination to protect national assets through the renewable energy of these American citizens and the
fedcfallyﬂmed local resources.

Congress projects great opportunities for growth and concerned care of the forest assets by

restnctmg stewardshlp contracts to small busmess  management and operating companies located in the

immediate region of the Natlonal Forest Iands to be re mediated. However, this may not be possible or
‘dilemmas which small businessmen in most rural communities face trying to finance infrastructure,

management and personnel to build their small companies. This is a difficult problem to solve: a Gordian

Knot. Let us cut it apart so we can propose solutions to this impasse.

THE GORDIAN KNOT

Many forest communities have been nearly completely destroyed by well intentioned, but
crippling government actions. Congressional mandates and laws, as well as federal and
environmental land captures have eliminated many jobs and shattered hope in small rural

communities. Dynamic new thinking is required, right now.

SLASHING THE FINANCING KNOT - OPTION A:

Federal Agency guarantees from agencies such as the Small Business Administration (SBA) and
the USDA encourage the agencies to require the due-diligence cover of a potential financing bank. The
financing banks in rural communities are frequently small locals with limited resources or owned by a

"holding companies” in far-away major cities such as New York or San Francisco. The small locals are

feasible under current financial mle&ﬁatesny,,stewardshlpjzonu?act holders will still face the same.. ... _...



frequently disqualified for financing infrastracture loans, even when guaranteed by 75% to 80% Federal
Agency authority. Major banking organizations insist on a personal guarantee and require that physical
assets be pledged to the bank to secure the non-insured portion of the loan. This practice has practically
eliminated small business and young entrepreneurs in poor rural communities from obtaining federally
guaranteed loans for the large and patient debt required for infrastructure investment.

We propose bundling a large number of forest resource stewardship contracts pledged to a
Forestlands Cooperative Management Association. The Forestlands Coop can use the model of the
Production Credit Association, the Federal Bank for Cooperatives and the Federal Land Bank. Those
programs place equity, structure insurance, provide collateral guarantees, provide qualified securities, and
legal and andit resources, items that are often out-of-economic-reach for the small business owner.

The Forestlands Cooperative Association can wrap insurance for both business and personal needs, |
provide secumty toa ﬁnancmg organmatlon in form of management, science, engmeermg, market
developmen‘g purchasmg, resource management manufactlmng asmstance ualmng, educaﬁon and

__promotion, maintenance and business continuation guarantees.

There is little money, management or infrastructure capital remaining from the family businesses or
the major corporations that once provided the life- blood of our rural communities. Thus the rural
community has very little to offer other than quality and quantity of hard-working and dependable Iabor.

Without the hope of infrastructure, management or financing in the small business communities,
the federal foreétly stewardship contracts will provide very little local business development stimulus.

" Our proposed best-practice use of the cellulose resource and the human energy found in the rural forested
communities will create numerous new businesses sited in and owned by local persons in the immediate
region of each rural community. With local ownership, short drive distances, and the ability to “so-home-
for-lunch to feed the dog or milk the cow, can result in community renaissance, dependable job creation
and the sustainable basis for forestry management and productive use of resource.

With these new, non-service forestry and manufacturing jobs, the communities can once again
structure tax-related community services, build new échools and cultural amenities, provide a basis for
environmental and ecological work. Residents can enjoy a community that worties about productivity and
delivery of'a job, rather than worrying about wildfire devastation.

Qualified bidders on Federal Forest Service Stewardship Contracts are reqi;ired for success.
Bidding by family logging operators from the “60’s, fellows with a chain-saw, bankers who know

someone with a saw and little old ladies who remember the good old days may unleash another rash of



bad or incomplete management decisions ready for the litigation hammer of the federal judge.
Qualifications for bidding must not be skewed towards large corporations, and fnust be fair and equitable.
They must not discriminate as to size of bid-bonds required, minority set-asides, and must be easily
financed. Otherwise, the stewardship contract procedure may be as chaotic as the Oklahoma Land Rush,
the great dot.com trade-name bids, or the FCC contracts for new band-width frequencies.

If a company gets a contract with the idea to “flip-it” to a large corporation based in Atlanta,
Germany, or Latin America, then the local resource will once again be insignificant to the local area and
the forest management opportunities will soon be extinguished once again. A large corporation will sec
that no significant investment capital will be required. Just get the contracts and seek out an organization
that has capital and management or sell out to the highest bidder. There will be little participation by the
most important stakeholders; the people in the local forested communities.

To counter thls potentIaI problem we suggest a “Ma.rshall Plan” type: rural forested commumty—

based cc cooperatlve program The. cooperatlve can brmg to bear $10 bﬂhoﬂ dollars of annual federal

_guarantees specifically dedicated to gualified Jocal small business owners, along-with sustainable and

long-term renewable contracts for resources growing in the forests

If loans, training, product technologies, markets and resources are available to all community
members, and not just the few large corporations, then great continuing successes can be gained.
Certainly there will be failures, but with the guidance of the cooperative, the federal guarantees and
resource assurances will be employed to privately finance new infrastructure to re-weave the threads of

rural community life, re mediate our forests and provide a safe home for flora, fauna and families alike.

BENEFITS OF THIS NEW APPROACH TO FORESTRY INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING:

The approach we are suggesting has a number of significant, specific benefits. Some of these are as

follows:

A Remediation of landscape and communities through economic opportunity;

B.Funds privately raised and administered;

C.New investment in rural communities, forests, biodiversity, watershed, infrastructure, and agriculture;
D.Homeland Security programs in forests and rural communities implemented;

E.Distributed programs for the “Forestlands™ business and capital Cooperative based on community
member/owners, production credit and production and manufacturing capital and market models;
F.Creation of small business opportunities in the emerging and strategic industries of bio-Products and
bio-Fuels;

G.Employ new technologies for protection and aquifers and water supplies;

H.Implement new technologies to remediate land-fifl, Brownfield and Blackstick sites;

|l.Generate and employ new technologies for distributed “Immediate-Strike” wildfire war strategies;

4



J.Installation of enhancement and efficiency projects for automobiles, trucks, buses, tractors. and pumps
to reduce dependence on foreign oil;

K Explore technologies to build new homes and community structures with energy efficient materials and
architecture;

L. To annually provide millions of new jobs in business sectors suited to rural communities;

M.Bring “Downtown” back into the rural community equation; and

N.Provide National Demonstration, Education and "Best Practice” for Sustainable Living Programs.

SLASHING THE KNOT: OPTION B:

An alternative to the Marshali-type plan offers a cost-shared approach between the Federal
Government and an individual state. This approach may be more attractive to the political aspects of
Congress and to the American public. The Robert T. Stafford Act (42 USC 5121) provides that 75% of
the funds for rehablhtatmg a Federal staster Emergency, such as forest fuels hazards beetle-kﬂled and
drought—stressed trees and watershed comes from the federal government (m form of guarantees ‘which
can be privately financed) and 25% from the State.

For example in Arizona, the state currently is devastated by over 470 000 acres of wﬂdﬁre burned
timber and another 650,000 acres of beetle-killed timber, which presents the greatest risk to the public
living on the edge of devastation by wildfire in the history of the state. The assessment costs to harvest
and remediate the beetle-killed forests total amounts to $360,000,000 froni the Federal Government and
$120,000,000 from the State (to be financed under the waste-to-energy provisions of the tax-code in form
of IDA bonds). Arizona has annual authority for $400 million for IDA bonds. The harvesting and bio-
energy disposal of 650,000 acres of beetle-killed trees is a waste-to-energy program.

Therefore, the (practicallyl bankrupt) state can provide $120 million in bonds, but only count as
50% of the bond portfolio, or $60,000,000 against the portfolio. It is estimated that the cost to cut 650,000
acres of beetle-killed forest at $350 per acre equals about $227,500,000. The cost to build and operate 20
5-megawatt biomass energy plants in the rural communities (considering financing transportation,
interconnects, legal, financing, etc.) is $200,000,000, for a sub-total of $427,500,000. This provides the
mechanism to support the remainder of the bonding by bundling 100 megawatts of green and renewable
electricity for power purchase agreements and green credit production and marketing,

The remaining $52,500,000 is to be dedicated to building a large number of distributed and
sustainable small business platforms for bio-products and bio-fuels in the rural communities; for funding
the capital for the Forestlands Cooperative Credit and Insurance infrastructure in forested communities;

for educational facilities and personnel to train in the community colleges and technical high schools in

5



counties where the beetle-kill along the drought has exacerbated the incredible hazards of wildfire.. This
will justify the Arizona Department of Commerce IDA bonding authority and personnel.
In as much as several investment bankers are interested in placing bonds of over $100 million, it seems
that 75% guarantees from the Federal Government and the 25% Waste to Energy, double-tax free IDA
bonds provided by the nearly bankrupt states can set the national best-practice demonstration for beetle-
killed and seriously out-of-control forests.
SUMMARY

| By reshaping existing finance options within the existing laws would benefit the several social and
economic beneficiaries and stimulate the local economies while simultaneously diminishing risks of
catastrophic wildfires and senseless waste of valuable national and private resources. It makes sense to cut

the Gordian Knot of finance for our forest programs and projects.

For additional information:
Robert G. chnkens o

Director, the Barry M. Goldwater Center for Renewable Forest Technologies
Director, Prescott Industrial Development Authority
Director, Environmental Technologies Industries Cluster
Director, Advisory Council, the Federal Laboratory Consortium for Technology Transfer
Principal, Healthy Acre Forestry
Principal, BioGen Technologies
Principal, Superdrive, Inc.

PO Box 3220 Prescoft, Arizona 86302
Direct voice 928 717 0077
Office voice 928 708 9876

Email ncwfronﬁer@eartﬂlink.net

www.federallabs.org



"Bob Hennkens” To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<newfrontier@earthi cc:
ink.net> Subject: Section 323 of P.L. 108-7, the Consolidated Appropriations Resolution,

2003 (16 U.S.C. 2104 note)
07/24/2003 12:21 AM

USDA Forest Service, Forests, and Rangelands Staff

Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington DC 20024-1105

Dear Department of Agriculture, Forest Service and DOI:

Piease include the encloéed monograph concerning the real problems of public lands remediation.
Sincerely,

Robert G. Hennkens

7 Cuttlng the Gordian 0'3;.doé




Concerned Sportsmen of Idaho, Inc.
c/o'Jim Hagedorn
P. O. Box 100, 1008 Main Street
Viola, Idaho 83872
208-883-3423

23 July 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
1400 Independence Ave., S.W.
Washington, DC 20024-1105

Re: Interim Guidelines for Stewardship End Result Contracting
The Concerned Sportsmen of Idaho, Inc. (CSI) supports using "retained receipts" to start

new restoration Stewardshlp Projects. Watershed analyses are expensive undertakings
and "seed money" from excess proceeds from the goods for services component of a

completed restoration pro_]ect can help generate the initial phase (plannmg and analy51s)

- of another project.. ..

The CSI recommends that "retained receipts” be used for the above situations within the
national forest generating those receipts.

The CSI believes that certain recreational-oriented components should be authorized
support from goods for services monies. Those components, especially trails of varying
uses and size, include trailhead facilities that facilitate entry into Western backcountry
areas. Such infrastructure elements are important components in Western states.

Please keep the CSI informed of new developments that deal with Stewardship Projects.
Sincerely,

Jim Hagedorn

Jim Hagedom
President

JH:1I
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"Lin Lindahl” To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<lelindahl@earthlink oc:
net> Subject: Attached letter re Stewardship Projects

07/23/2003 12:56 PM
Please respond to "Lin
Lindah!"

Please see attached letter.
Thank you,

Jim Hagedorn

President, Concerned Sportsmen of Idaho, Inc. (CSI) csi ltr to Forest Service, 23 July 2003.doc




SE-49
Frank Stewart
Counties’ QLG Forester

Lassen, Plumas, Shasta, Sierra, Tehama Counties

18 Premier Court Phone/Fax 530-345-3876
Chico, California 35928 rpf235@digitalpath.net
USDA Forest Service July 23, 2003

Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washington, DC 20024-1105

Dear S{aff:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the interim guidelines for implementing Stewardship
End Result Contracts that were recently authorized under P.L. 108-7, the 2003-Consolidated
Appropriations Resolution. This collaborative based contracting method is critically important o

- -the secial, economic.and fire protection needs of the citizens, businesses.and private.property -
owners in rurai communities that are constantly threatened by the hazardous fuel conditions that
exist on adjoining National Forest and/or Bureau of Land Management lands.

You are in the third year of implementing the National Fire Plan and it is imperative that
Stewardship Contracts be included in the contracting authorities that agency personnel have at
their disposal to address the reduction of hazardous fuel conditions. As the enclosed attachment
demonstrates, the Forest Service has only achieved 55% of the fuel reduction targets at the
national, regional and local level and contracting authorities that allows “goods for services” is
critically important to achieving the goals and objectives of the NFP.

The following comments are intended to enhance the Interim Guidelines for implementing
Stewardship Contracts and relate to the guideline numbers that are listed on pages 38286 and
38287 of the June 27, 2003 Federai Register:

GL-1: The fifth land management objective of Stewardship Contracts must be expanded to
read: reducing hazardous fuels that pose risks to communities and ecosystems at the annual
pace and scale of acres treated that is specified in the National Fire Plan.

GL-2: Although deriving revenues from the sale of by-products or other materials are
considered secondary to the overriding land management objectives of the projects, cost
efficiencies and effectiveness considerations must be incorporated in the project appraisal.

GL-3: The agencies promotion of “open collaborative processes” must recognize the
existence of current citizen collaborative efforts such as County Fire Safe Councils, Resource
Advisory Committees, Resource Conservation Districts, Watershed Organizations and the
Quincy Library Group. There are over 125 community and County Fire Safe Councils in
California and they are investing over $5,000,000 of NFP Community Assistance Grants and
Title Il and Ill funds under the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-determination Act
for the development and implementation of County Fire Plans.

GL-5: The collection of residual receipts from projects must be expanded to include Forest
Reserve Revenues for distribution to roads and schools in impacted counties. Goods for
services contracts must pay their fair share for the county infrastructure that supports each
project.



GL-6: Categorical Exclusions for hazardous fuel reduction and forest restoration projects
must be utilized in accordance with environmental laws and Limited Operating Periods
{LOP’s) must be applied in a judicious fashion in order that fuel reduction and fire protection
objectives are achieved in a timely manner.

GL-7: In the Quincy Library Group Pilot Project area, twenty one Service Contracts with
imbedded Timber Sale Contracts (STS) have been utilized for hazardous fuel reduction
projects in FY-2001 and FY-2002 and they should be expanded to the fullest extent possible
in order to incorporate the goals, objectives and authorities of Stewardship Contracts.

GL-8: Awarding of Stewardship Contracts on a “best value basis” must also consider the
historic economic needs of local small business contractors who are qualified to perform the
tasks designed into each project.

GL-12: Multiparty monitoring must only include citizens and organizations that participated in

~ the original planning, design and development of the project. The second focusing point of
multiparty monitoring “specific accomplishments” must include social and economic benefits
that are achieved by the citizens and businesses of local communities as well as the
environmental ramifications of the project.

GL-16: The tracking of project values “goods sold and services received” must be monitored
and data collected on an.annual basis for sharing with interested parties through individual
national forest web sites.”

of projects by Forest Service employees or qualified private contractors. This is the single
biggest stumbling block in project development and utifization of a portion of the receipts to
meet this phase of the project is critical to successful implementation.

With diminishing budgets and increasing hazardous fuel conditions, it is imperative that we
provide the managers of our public lands with this additional opportunity to meet the challenge
ahead. Every effort must be made to utilize this contracting authority at the local level for the
enhancement and leveraging of the limited funding resources that are annuaily appropriated for
hazardous fuel reduction. '

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Cordially,

Frank Stewart

Attachment (1)
Ccs

Shasta County Board of Supervisors

Lassen County Board of Supervisors

Tehama County Board of Supervisors

Plumas County Board of Supervisors

Sierra County Board of Supervisors

. GL-17: Include authority for the use of project receipts for NEPA and environmental planning_ ... .
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"Frank Stewart” To: "USFS Stewardship” <stewardship@fs.fed.us>

<rpf235@digitalpath cc: "Brooks Mitchell” <logitl@juno.com>, "Bill Dennison™

net> <dennison@citlink.net>, "Charles Willard™
<mwillard@rbuhsd.k12.ca.us>, "Chapman, Jim" :

07/23/2003 04:38 PM <lassenadd@citlink.net>, "Trish Clarke" <suptrish@c-zone.net>

Subject: Stewardship Contract Comments

Attached are my comments for improving the guidelines for impiementing Stewarship Coniracts. With
diminishing budgets and increasing levels of hazardous fuels, it is important that local forest managers
have additional opportunities to get the job done in a timely manner.

Thanks,
Frank Stewart

Counties' QLG Forester Stewardship Contracts Comment Letter.doc National Fire Plan 4 on page.ppt
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Mark Belleg
9318 Willard Streer
Rowlert, Texas 75088

USDA Forest Service

Forest and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20024-1105

U2 July 2003" '~

Dear Forest and Rangelands Staff,

Regarding the “Notice of interim guidelines; opportunity for public comment” for the Stewardship End

Result Contracting as published in the Federal Register dated 27 June 2003 (Valume 68, Number 124).
please place my name on the mailing Jist for this project.

Tam generally pleased with the proposed guidelines, but would like to make one somment/question,
What will be the means of publicizing the NEPA activities associates with the stewardship projects? It
will be important for public input to have easy access to the list of projects that may be commented
upon.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

WA
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Forest Products FAX

USDA Forest Service
Forest & Rangelands Staff

-&'f‘r‘Ht.‘J]Uh\imt\l"- 1400 Independence Avenuc, SW
Stop Code 1103

Post Office Box 96090
Washington, DC 20250-1103
FAX (202) 205-1045

Environmentally Manged,. Renewable Resources for America’s Homes
Date: _7/ / 25// o3

From: 1‘
[ ] Dick Fitzgerald (202) 205-1753, rfitzgerald@fs.fed.us
* [ ] Rex Baumback (202) 205-0855, rhatmback@fs.fed.us .
Darci Birmingham (202) 205-1759 dbirmingham@fs.fed.us
—[TRod Sallee (202) 205-1766, rsallee@fs.fed.us
[ ] Dick Zaborske (202) 205-1180, rzaborske@fs.fed.us

To: chg,m PO;r;Q,f

FAXNO: Yok ,527 302'/

Mook Jetbn wuld SPS MMM

Total mumber of pages including this cover sheet;B_



SE-51

Wayne Hirst ' To: stewardship@fs.fed.us
<dwhirst®montanas cc: cdalyi @centurytel.net
ky.net> Subject: interim guidelines for stewardship contracting

06/21/2003 07:05 PM

To USFS:

~ The following are my comments regarding proposed interim guidelines for
Stewardship Contracting:

1. I have been involved in Stewardship issues since 1998, and am on the
Northwest Stewardship Monitoring Oversight Committee, and also am the
Contract holder for the Yaak Community Stewardship Contract, a very unique,
community involved, project, with support of environmental groups. (BUt - I
am a local accountant - not in the timber business).
2. It appears that the flexibility that Congress appeared to have intended
in the Legislation may well be destroyed by some of these proposed
guidelines. It appears that "End Results” are going to be sacrificed to
__insure the "Process" does not become uncomfortable for some. .So, the
lmportance here is for the "Process” to be done well, and the "End Result”
becomes secondary. I thought the job here was to manage the land, not

- .--managethe bureauocracy. . ..
3. Locally, we had alot of local support for Stewardshlp Projects, but it
appears that many proposed guidelines shall discourage Community
involvement, because much of that input will be wasted.

4. The removal of much of the locai flexibility shall result in "Public
Collaborative involvement” to be a goal that cannct be attained.
So, please do not think you make this a very tight set of contracting

tools, give littel flexibility, and stll have the public interested.

How much of the public is interested in development of timber sales?
5. Why does the USFS not trust it's own contracting officers by removing
flexibility? Does not the positive potential outweigh potential negatives?
6. Designation by Description can be a very valuable tool in some cases ~
the Yaak Project for one - since beginning last falf - the local plywood
mill closed, an adjacent mill located in Northern Idaho close by aiso
closed(these removed key local markets for wood), we went to war, and the
mill in the Northern Part of the County closed for a while, and may well
close permanently. The market also took a dive, whereas, $70/ton average
prices went down to $55/ton average - and at 7,000 tons - that’s a drop of
like $100,000, due to market changes.
Without designation by description, trees would have been marked where the
market for those trees dried up.
7. It was stated that authorities provided by Congress will be
"significantly constrained”. Why? I do not believe this is the intent of
Congress. If constrained, then the result will be that Stewardship shall
turn into just another way to do timber sales,
This is exactly what environmental groups have predicted.
8. Working with local and State environmental groups to gain support for

-
these types of projects, it is clear it can be accomplished. But by ;CAET RECEIVED
constraining the potential of Stewardship Contracting, much of that wi 30 2003
support wili fade away. JUL

9. The Constraining of less than full and open competition will do nothing
but discourage Community involvement. Why should they get involved if the



praject just goes to some out-of State large Corporation, that is only
interested in profit - not the end result? Why would a

citizen get involved in that process?

10. To remove, or discourage, potential recreational projects
accomplished through Stewardship, shall lose local support. Why do that?
11. Bonding is the biggest roadblock to other than Large logging
Contractors (read - more Corporate Logging, from environmental groups),
like local groups, to get involved in this. the requirement of a Payment
Bond is addition to a Performance Bond, shall effectively kill the

entire idea of community involvement. Is this what Congress wanted?

The bottom line is - I have spent much time, effort, and money in regards
to Stewardship because I believed that it is an excellent set of

Contracting tools that Congress gave to the USFS. Other people, such as
those in Priest Lake, Idaho, have done the same.

Now, it locks to me that the USFS Bureaucracy is setting out to destroy the
very positive aspects of this which caused us all to get involved in the

first place.

_ Here in Region #1, those of us who are actually doing these projects
* have (we have all talked together on “this) fi iguired ot just How this could”
be very successful, and that is, in general:

A. The USFS uses a Coflaborative approach to the local community in
developing the work to be done.
B. The contract is arranged as a service contract, with logging as a
service, and the USFS retains the receipts of the logs harvested,
thus removing the market risk from the contractor. ‘In order
to attract Community Groups, an Administration cost is included as a
Service item.

However, this will cause the "Timber" people to oppose this, as they
would not be in charge. I believe I see this happening RIGHT NOW, out of
the WO, because they don't like losing control. Too bad. Congress had a
good idea for management of our Forest Lands, and many in the public liked
it, but perhaps the USFS itself shall put the knife to the whole idea. It
looks like that is a definite possibilty to me.

Sincerely,

Wayne Hirst

209 Mineral Ave,
Libby, Montana 59923
(406)293-8132



SE-52

July 16, 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20024-1105

RE: Stewardship End Result Contracting RIN 0596-AC03

To Whom It May Concern:

" The American Farm Bureau Federation {(AFBF) is pleased to offer its comments in support of the intesim

guidelines for stewardship end result contracting,

AFBF supports efforts to mamtam and restore the health of our natlon ] forests and rangelands set forth in
the President’s Healthy Forest Initiative. Many of America’s forests and rangelands are severely
overgrown with dense underbrush and invasive species that creates a recipe for potentially catastrophic
wildfires. With approximately 190 million acres of federal lands at risk of severe damage from
devastating wildfires, the challenges are great. Preventative measures in the form of thinning and
restoration projects are much less costly to the environment and to the federal treasury than a strategy of
waiting until fires occur before fighting them.,

It is clear that govermment agencies and personnel cannot complete this task alone. Partnerships with the
private sector through stewardship contracting are key elements in the success of the Healthy Forest
Initiative. If the risk of catastrophic fires is to be reduced on our nation’s forests and rangelands, it is up
to the private sector, working together with federal agencies, to perform much of the work. Appropriate
standards and guidelines arc necessary to define the relationship between the agencies and private
contractors.

. The interim guidelines spell out this relationship. Federal agencies will still be responsible for the
management of federal lands subject to these contracts. Contracts will be subject to full and open
competition. The program provides extensive monitoring of the projects and their results.

We support the interim stewardship contracting guidelines. We look forward to working with the
agencies in the development of the program,

Sincerely,

Richard W. Newpher
Executive Director
Public Policy

RWNik/mw
fistm\foresthealth03.716



Marissa Woodhull
<MarissaW@fb02.fb.
orl>

07/17/2003 02:01 PM

<<foresthealth03.716.doc>>

foresthealth03.716.doc

To: "stewardship@fs.fed.us™ <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
cc:
Subject: FW: STEWARDSHIP END RESULT CONTRACTING RIN 0596-AC03

Marissa L. Woodhull
American Farm Bureau Federation
ph: 202/484-3634
fax:-202/484-3604
email: marissaw@fb.org

www . fb.org



SE-53

"The Culhams” To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<cultham@teleport.c cc:
om> Subject: Comments Regarding Stewardship Interim Guidelines

06/27/2003 10:52 PM

The fdllowing comments are offered with regard to the interim guidelines published for the Stewardship
initiative that were published in the Federal Register of June 27, 2003.

Comments are offered in order of the guidelines as stated in the Federal Register at "Description of
Interim Guidetines".

1. This guideline is absent some very important ianguage found in the implementing legislation,
especially Sec. 347 of PL 105-277. Specifically, the "objective of these projects" language of the
guidetines leaves out guidance that the legislation allows water quality projects to include among other
things " road and trail maintenance or obliteration” etc. (See Section (b) of Sec. 347) While it is apparent
that the guidelines attempt to provide broad coverage the legislative language is important to ensure
there is no argument that certain work can in fact be done.

_..Recommendation: _.In_lieu.of the wording provided for in-the -Federal _Regi‘ster_I-.suggest_-that‘the- language - -
of Sec 347 be quoted as the guideline.

- 2—With-regard-to-the-price-adjustment language is the intent of the public-interest-to-allow-for—-—— - -
adjustment either up or down? I propose that the public interest is best served if an upward or
downward adjustment is allowed. Additionally it seems inappropriate in the new way of conducting
business that the same opportunities and protections are not offered to both the owner and the
contractor. Simply, a "fair" contractual arrangement should allow both the owner and the contractor the
opportunity of adjustment. '

Recommendation: Change the language of the last sentence to allow for "adjustment, either upward or
downward, for the value of these materials to protect the public interest as new markets develop or
current markets disappear.”

3. No comment.

4. 1find no legislative language that limits the projects to goals related to "watershed, or larger scaie”.
On this basis the guidelines appear to make an attempt at narrowing the legislative language. Such
narrowing is not appropriate within the context of law in that policy or regulation can not narrow
legislative or statutory intent,

Recommendation: The last sentence should be stricken.

5. Sec 347 of the PL 105-277 specifically states that Knutson-Vandenberg shall not apply to stewardship
contracts.

Sec 323 of PL 108-7 does not eliminate this proviso. On this basis it appears inappropriate to state that
residual receipts may be collected pursuant to Knutson-Vandenberg (KV) specifically because KV does not
apply to any stewardship contract.

Recommendation: This section should be stricken in its entirety.

6. No comment.



7. Read in its entirety of the two Acts it is clear that intent of the legislative language provides for new
ways of doing business. In this light the language of this guideline should be broadened to specifically
include the term "agreement” and not just contract or contracting.

Recommendation: Change the wording of the second sentence to state that "the agencies may develop
new contracting and agreement mechanisms, such as a "Stewardship Agreement”, as needed, to
implement..."

8. This guideline appears to replace the requirements of the Federal Acquisition Regulations with regard
to considerations that shail be used when doing negotiated 'best value” contracts. Such things as past
performance is a required criteria of the FAR unless a determination is made by the Contracting Officer
that past performance is not appropriate.

Recommendation: Change the wording of the first sentence to read as follows: "In making the award
determination for a stewardship contract on a best value basis, the agencies shall comply with applicable
Federal Acquisition Regulations such as but not limited to FAR 15.304 and any amendments thereto, and
may consider additional criteria such as but not limited to existing public or private agreements or
contracts, on-time delivery, and experience." The rest of the wording of the guideline should remain the

9. No comment

10. The first sentence of the guideliné states the obvious and is not needed as all contracts that are

awarded require contractors to follow all applicable federal, state and local laws. Additional surety
bonding in the form of performance or payment bonding may be allowed due to the legislation therefore
this guideline should be limited to this allowance only.

Recommendation: Strike the first sentence of the guideline.

11. Again contracting procedures is highlighted and the absence of "agreements" is obvious.

Recommendation: This guideline needs to be reworded to make reference to training on agreements, to
internal and external audiences, as well,

12. Recommendation: This guideline must highlight and emphasize that the monitoring conducted
should be coordinated and be commensurate between the BLM and Forest Service. Different approaches
to monitoring by each agency can not be afforded in presenting an overal! view of the success or failure
of the stewardship initiative.

13. No comment.

14, No comment.

15. The wording seems confusing especially in reference to the wording "in accordance with the law".
This is a very broad statement that could provide serious debate when conflicting laws are present.

Recommendation. Suggest dropping from the first sentence the words " In accordance with law" and
start the sentence with "The agencies..."



16. The guidelines do not define who a "Praject Manger" is. This term may not have universal meaning
throughout the Forest Service or BLM.

Recommendation: The language of this guideline needs to clarify the who the term "Project Manager" is
making reference to.

17. There are two issues related to this guideline. The first being that the wording i not clear as to who
the limitation applies to - the agencies using the receipts or the contractor using the receipts for other
elements of the contract work. This needs to be clarified. '

Secondly, and more important, the intent of this language is not found in the legislation. Again the
guideline attempts to narrow legislative language that states (Sec 347 (d)(2) "Use. Monies from an
agreement or contract ...shall be available for expenditure without further appropriation at the
demonstration site..." This language does not further limit to only "on the ground activity” but only limits
the monies for use at the demonstration site or another demonstration site . The Forest Service has a
long history of not doing business in a business wise way. Simply overhead/general and administrative
expenses are legitimate expense for a Federal agency and therefore a rightly expenses of a
"demonstration site” just fike they are for a business (for profit or non-profit). To not allow for these
legitimate business expenses that are related to a demonstration site is just plain dumb business.

Recommendation: The wording of 17. should be deleted all together or at a minimum place parameters
around use of furds by-agerses for overhiead amigenerat-amd-admimmstrative expense of the agencyin
— 7$eﬁognmgﬁﬁeygﬂshlp endeavor. -Something like-"no more that-10%-of the receipts generated-may——————-- -
JAggaddey the.agencies for agency overhead and general and administrative expenses to implement a

~~sfewardship endeavor.”

18. The wording of this guideline is problematic and it's intent is undiear.

If the intent is to prevent single and/or sole source procurements, which it appears to imply, then adding
a new level of approval outside the Federal Acquisition Regulations presents a conflict. Simply the FAR
already provides for, in both Part 13 and Part 6, standards for justifications for single source and sole
source procurements. With these requirements in place it seems over burdensome to require yet another
set of approvals which is a direct contradiction to the intent of stewardship. Stewardship is to provide a
new, innovative and productive method to accomplish land management goals. Further approval/controls
dampen the ability of the agencies to use the new tool within allowable authorities and still be innovative.
Simply, nothing is 100% and allowing all opportunities for use of stewardship is a must.

Recommendation: Change the wording of 18. to read as follows:

"18. The intent of stewardship is to provide all contracting opportunities through full and open
competition (as defined in Part 2 of the Federal Acquisition Regulations). Single or sole source endeavors
for stewardship shall be used in very limited situations. Any single/sole source proposed contract,
regardless of value of the proposed contract, shall be supported by a full justification prepared pursuant
to FAR 6.303 and such justification must be approved in writing by the agency competition advocate.”



SE-54

Mark Megalos Fo: stewardship@fs.fed.us
<Mark.Megalos@nc cc:
mail.net> Subject: Favorable response

06/30/2003 09:35 AM

Like the rules as proposed with a caveat that all projects seek to achieve multiple
resource objectives and employ local, diverse workforces with the ultimate
objective that local economies are enhanced rather than harmed by the
project, practices and contracting entitites.

Sincerely,

Mark Megalos
NC Registered Forester ¥ 723

NC Forest Stewardship Coordinator Mark-Megalos.vcf ..




SE-H8

"W.V. McConnell” To: stewardship@fs.fed.us

<millmac@supernet. cc: Bob Schrenk <rschrenk@fs.fed.us>, Gary Hegg <ghegg@fs.fed.us>,

net> George Hemingway <ghemingway@fs.fed.us>, dbirmingham@fs.fed.us,
dfamsworth@fs.fed.us, Tom Peterson <tpeterson01@fs.fed.us>, Jim

07/12/2003 08:19 AM Naylor <jnaylor01@fs.fed.us>, Richard Shelfer <rshelfer@fs.fed.us>,

Tony Anderson <anderson_t2@popmail.firn.edu>, Robert Hill

<dlerkliberty@yahoo.com>, Johnny Eubanks <jbe@gtcom.net>, Carl

Patrick <cpetrick@fs.fed.us>, Anrea Bedell Loucks -

<pinchot@igc.apc.org>, Cliff Hickman <chickman@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Comments on proposed interim guidelines

Here are my comments on the proposed guidelines for Stewardship End Result
Contracting published in the Federal Register (38285) on June 27, 2003. They concern
items 3, 12 and 17 under the "Description of Interim Guideiines" . They are based on
my personal experience with the Apalachicola stewardship project and conditions in the
field on that forest, on discussion with personnel on the Apalachicola and Wakulla R.D.,
Jim Naylor of R-8, Bob Schrenk of R-l, and Darci Birmingham of your office. I represent
-Liberty-County-as-a-member-of the--monitoring-board for-this forest's first -stewardship
contract. : _ '

Item (3) mandates that local communities will be involved in the all phases of the
project including development (aka planning) and implementation. This is required
regardiess of the formation of a monitoring board. Excelient! I strongly believe that
the current scoping and commenting process does not allow a true dialog between the
agency and the people it serves. The F.S. proposes, the public responds and the
F.S.disposes. Collaboration with the Forest Service, beginning at the earliest stages of
project planning, is something that local governments have iong desired. Such
partnership wili act to resolve the tension and estrangement which has developed in
many communities as a result of past Forest Service uni-lateral decision making.

(12) It appears that local monitoring boards will be formed only, as a sampling basis,
on some projects. My feeling is that all projects should have a board, both to promote
a citizen sense of ownership and also to ensure (1) that the Forest Service and its
contractors fulfill their obligations to the public and (2) that the reasons for success are
recognized and incorporated into future projects and (3) that the reasons for any failure
to achieve expected resuits is made clearand avoided in the future. It adds a measure
of Forest Service accountability for its actions which now does not exist.

Guideline 12-c says that the Board will focus on "the roie of local communities in
development of agreement or contract plans”. I'm not sure what this means. Could
you clarify it? You might consider strengthening this guideline by adding a sentence to
12 to require that boards be formed and meet as soon as possible after the project is
approved and before the formulation of the agreement or contract. Board members,
with specific expertise and a knowledge of community concerns, can help the district
ranger and his staff structure the project so as to achieve maximum benefit, Such early



participation also can help ensure that the expectations by both the F.S. and the

- community for specific accomplishments are realistic.

(17) Prohibits the use of retained receipts for environmental studies or other planning
and analysis. The language of the authorizing legislation is quite permissive and says
the monies collected "shall be available for expenditure without further appropriation at
the demonstration project site from which the monies are collected or at another
demonstration project site” It is my understanding is that the prohibition now
contained in item 17 is an expression of the Chief's wish that all retained receipt dollars
are to be spent on the ground. This is an admirable goal and cannot be faulted,
However, the reality is that nothing can be accomplished on the ground until the
agreement or contract is approved and this can take place only after all of the project
planning and documentation is completed. The attached graphic shows the present
rate of on-the-ground accomplishment on the Apalachicola National Forest. You will
note that, during the first 3 years of the current plan period, only 16.6% of the planned
annual sell volume has been sold. and only 33.9% of the planned annual siivicultural

-~ examinations-have-been-completed:=~T-suspect that-many forests-have similar-records:- - -

The principal reason for the this non-accomplishment, on our local forest at least, is the

. hon-completion_of _the needed pre-sale field work and environmental documentation. I

was advised earlier this month by the ranger that the marking crew has just completed
marking the Arran timber sale (a stewardship project} and there are no other planned
sales on which NEPA work has been completed. This means the marking crew will
spend its time doing something else other than putting paint on trees. It means
another delay in sale offerings and further reduction in the accomplishment rate. This
is due to the usual reasons: transfers and retirements, other higher priority projects,

- special assignments and emergency un-scheduled jobs, holidays, annuai, sick and

administrative leave, training, family, safety, leadership, sensitivity, and a host of other
on- and off-forest meetings. You may be sure that these justifications for
non-accomplishment will continue. Additionally, we are looking at a banner western fire
year which means that some of the key district personne! will spend much of the
summer detailed to western project fires.

All this boils down to the fact that there just aren't enough F.S. people to do the job.
Under these circumstances, out-sourcing would be the logical solution except for the

- fact that appropriated monies are being fully spent funding the present workforce.

Which makes the use of retained receipts for accomplishing the undone pre-sale work
under service contract an absolute necessity if we're ever to get out of the hole in which
we find ourselves (Piease look again at the chart).

To resolve this dilemma, 1 suggest that guideline 17 be modified to aliow, where
needed, forests to use retained receipts for service contracting for environmental
studies (including EAs), and other planning and analysis directly relating to an approved
stewardship project. This will allow local needs to determine local action and give the
folks on the ground the flexibility they need to get the job done. Please consider the



following wording:

"17. Use of receipts is limited to direct on-the-ground project preparation and
implementation, including data gathering, environmental studies or other planning and
analysis directly relating to an approved stewardshlp project. Receipts will not be used
for overhead, administrative or indirect co

The authorizing legislation fully supports this approach while the revised wording
provides the guidance needed to ensure that receipts are used to further the
stewardship program, rather than diverted to other areas where funding should
properly done by appropriated monies.

The proposed guidelines are a giant step forward in F.S.- community relationship as
well as in accomplishing much needed work. The next logical step is to move beyond
stewardship contracting and make the process a part of all Forest Service activities.

- WN-MeConnell-
Forest Service, retlred (1943 '73)

1023 San Luis Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32304
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SE-59

"Bill Clark™ To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<bclark@sacrament cc:
ocaudubon.org> Subject: Stewardship Contracting

07/09/2003 09:12 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

The Stewardship Contracting program might work if strict regulations are created and
enforced. |

In too many cases clearing of lower branches and brush in the forests here in California
has caused major damage and wildfires within the forests that it was supposed to help.
The only safe way to clear the understory is by hand removal, using manpower. This
would make excelient work projects for inmates already in minimum security prisons.
Controlled burning is a total waste of time because fire cannot be controlled. It has a
mind of it's own.

" No private contractor should have the right or power to control what happens to public
lands without strict federal, enforceable regulations and inspection.

"Stewardship contracts will help us focus on what we leave on the ground, not on what
we take," said Forest Service Chief Dale Bosworth. What is left on the ground is ‘
controlied by what is taken and how it is taken. Clear cutting that | witnessed last year
in-Washington state, indicates that there is much to be done in how we log and what we
leave on the ground!

Care must be taken to "Chicken house is not given to the fox".

Ehkdkddhktkritidhdirhiddritiihiihkihrikikis

Bill Ciark, Vice President
Sacramento Audubon Society
bclark@sacramentoaudubon.org
www.sacramentoaudubon.org

Fededededkoded kekokodekedoiek ek i ko dk ki kR k kR R iRk ke kkk ik




SE-60

"Clarice Holder" To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<holderfamily@zeke cc:
s.com> Subject: SERC

07/13/2003 03:54 PM

The time and money invested in development of Stewardship End Result Contracting will show immediate
return on the tax payers dollars.

The agency team's time and creativity are applauded. It has been hard, often impossible to do what is
good for the land. '

Excellent proactive program that will breed trust and teamwork.

James and Clarice Holder
126 E. 18th Street
Safford AZ 85546
928-346-9812

holderfamil akas com
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"James G Gerber" To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<jggsta@fretel.com o
> Subject: Comments on Stewardship End Results Contracting

07/15/2003 03:29 PM

CITIZENS FOR A USER FRIENDLY FOREST
"Red Meat, Board Feet, Dig Deep, Drive Jeep”
July 15, 2003
To: USDA Forest Service
Forests and Rangelands Staff
. Subject: Stewardship End Result Contracting

Dear Staff:

Enclosed are our comménts concerning the interim guidelines implementing
stewardship end results contracting. We appreciate the opportunity to comment.

Our major concerns with stewardship contracting are:

1. That the stewardship contracting projects be subject to public involvement and
comment;

2. It is subject to NEPA analysis and disclosure;

3. That projects be implemented by competent professional foresters and the emphasis
is placed on what is left on the ground, not on what is removed;

4. The contract be compliance checked by competent, well-trained people to ensure the
provisions of the contract are adhered to with no short cuts; and

5. The contract results be monitored to ensure the physical work actually accomplishes
the objectives for the project.

In reviewing the interim guidelines we find our concerns are generally met. Section 1
outlines the objectives to be accomplished by the projects; Section 2 provides that
restoration (what's left on the ground) takes precedence over deriving revenues (what
is taken); Section 3 provides for public involvement; Section 6 says all projects will
comply with applicable environmental laws and regulations; Section 15 provides that
agencies will maintain authority over all phases of development and implementation of



contracts in @ manner consistent with their intended goals and, finally, that Section
requires monitoring to evaluate the projects.

We are not sure what "best value" in Section 8 means. This is not typical economic
terminology we are familiar with. We would like to see this term defined.

Given that the guidelines generally address our concerns we fully support their
implementation. We believe our forests and rangelands will be healthier as a result of
their use.

Jim Gerber
 Pres. CUFF
' ’ o P.O.Box
514
St. Anthony,

ID 83445

Ph.
(208)624-3893
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THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY

5410 Grosvenor Lane « Bethesda, MD 20814-2197
Tel: (301) 897-9770 « Fax: (301) 530-2471

T L3 =

E-mait: tws@wildlife.org

18 July 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20024-1105

Public Comment Review Team:

The Wildlife Society would like to offer comments on the interim guidelines for Stewardship
End Result Contracting, as authorized by section 323 of Public Law 108-7, the 2003

professional wildlife biologists and managers who have an interest in improving, maintaining,

__and restoring forest ecosystems, of which wildlife is an integral part. We support the concept of _

using stewardship projects to focus management on reaching a desired resource result, such as
restoring forest functions and values or enhancing wildlife habitat.

The pilot program authorized in the 1999 Interior Appropriations bill to test stewardship
contracting procedures was interrupted -- perhaps before empirical evidence demonstrated that
contracts were effective -- when Congress passed the 2003 Consolidated Appropriations
Resolution, removing the “pilot” status of the program and extending its authorization nine years
to 2013. The new language also changed the requirement that “non-commercial cutting or.
removing of trees” meets “non-commercial objectives,” to the requirement that “removing
vegetation” meets “land management objectives.” We understand that these modifications were
intended to expand the applicability of stewardship contracts to make them a more useful tool for
reducing fire risk and promoting forest health, but we urge the agencies to closely monitor the
program to ensure the expanded authorization does not result in unintended.

In particular, we are concerned about blurring the line between stewardship contracts and.
commercial timber sales. The interim guidelines state that deriving revenue from the sale of by-
products removed will be a secondary objective to the restoration goals of stewardship projects;
however, contractors may want to include more commercially valuable timber in their contracts
to make fuels reduction and restoration projects more lucrative. The Forest Service and Bureau
of Land Management must ensure that stewardship contracts clearly indicate how the projects
will contribute to improving forest health, restoring forest values, and/or enhancing wildlife
habitat, to delineate them from traditional timber sales.

While we understand that making forests and rangelands more resilient to fire was the primary

purpose of expanding the stewardship contracting program, we recommend that project
objectives support multiple activities to address forest health and ecological concerns, not just

Excellence in Wildlife Stewardship Through Science and Education

~Consolidated Appropriations Resolition= The Wildlife Society is the organizationof -~ — —



hazardous fuels ireatments. Forestlands must be managed with full consideration of wildlife,
fish, native plants, air, and water as products of these lands.

We suggest that a reasonable and sustained funding mechanism for fire management activities is
needed. In the past, vital funding sources have been pulled from on-going stewardship projects
to cover expenditures in emergency situations. If improving forest and rangeland health is a high
priority for the Service, then the leadership should demonstrate its commitment by allocating
sufficient resources to support multi-year contracts with complex goals that achieve non-
commercial land management objectives.

The interim guidelines state that stewardship projects must meet the appropriate level of
environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act. We caution the agencies
against making significant modifications to this statute, as has been suggested, to streamline the
review and appeals processes. Allowing categorical exclusions for fuels treatment projects may
not be prudent, as the impact of different projects on forest ecosystems will vary, depending on
the size, location, and methods used. Also, if the NEPA appeals process is going to be modified,
then public involvement in the initial contracting process must be open, transparent, and
~inclusive, so that knowledgeabic professionals can participate in project development and™
review. This will ensure that the needs of all forest ecosystem components and surrounding
-communities are considered in fuels management and restoration projects.——- —.. . ... . R ——

Finally, The Wildlife Society feels strongly that useful indicators and performance measures
must be identified at the local and regional levels to ensure effective forest management. TWS
published a technical review “Performance Measures for Ecosystem Management and Ecological
Sustainability” (enclosed) that outlines a hierarchical framework for determining whether
biological objectives have been met in a given ecosystem. These objectives include maintaining
biological diversity and ecosystem integrity while integrating economic and social objectives.
Such guidance can ensure data comparability, facilitate programmatic assessment, and provide
accountability in managing forest resources through adaptive management,

Thank you for considering the comments of professional wildlife biologists and managers in
developing the interim guidance for stewardship contracting. We will continue to participate in
public forest planning and management, so that wildlife needs are identified and met in forest
management activities.

Sincerely,

s 1, Fran Rl

Thomas M. Franklin
Wildlife Policy Director

Enclosure

Excellence in Wildlife Stewardship Through Science and Education



"Thomas Franklin" To: <stewardship@fs.fed.us>

<tom@wildlife.org> .« e
Subject: Stewardship Contracting Comments
07/18/2003 06:47 AM ! P J

Public Comment Review Team,

Attached are the comments from The Wildlife Society regarding the interim
guidelines for Stewardship End Result Contracting, published in the Federal
Register 27 June 2003, and a PDF file of a Wildlife Society technical review
{Performance Measures for Ecosystem Management and Ecological
Sustainability), which we believe is pertinent to these guidelines. Please
let me know if you have any gquestions.

Sincerely,

Thomas M. Franklin

Thomas M. Franklin L
“"Wildlife Policy Director ~ ~
The Wildlife Society
5410 Grosvenor Lane

Bethesda, MD 20814
Phone: (301) 897-9770
Fax: {301) 530-2471
Email: tom@wildlife.org
URL: hitp://www . wildlife.org

"Excellence in Wildlife Stewardship Through Science and Education”

Stwrdshp cntrct gdin comments.doc TWS_Performance_Meas.pdf




Performance Measures for
Ecosystem Management and
Ecological Sustainability

THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY
Technical Review 02-1
2002




PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR ECcOsYSTEM MANAGEMENT
AND ECOLOGICAL SUSTAINABILITY

The Wildlife Society

Members of The Technical Committee on Performance Measures for Ecosystem Management

Jonathan B, Haufler, Chair

Ecosystem Management Research Institute
210 Borderlands

P.O. Box 717

Seeley Lake, MT 59868

Richard K. Baydack
Natural Resource Institute
University of Manitoba

430 DysartRoad. . oo

‘Winnipeg, Manitoba
Canada R3T 2N2

Brian J. Kernohan

Ecosystem Management Research Institute
2010 Curtis Circle

Boise, ID 83705

Craig Miller

Department of Fish and Wildlife Resonrces

University of Idaho

Moscow, 1> 83844

L. 1. O'Neil

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Watcrways Expenmcnt Station
— .. 3909 Halls Ferry Road ——— .-

Henry Campa, III
Department of Fisheries and Wildiife
Michigan State University
East Lansing, MI 48824-1222

Vicksburg, MS 39180-6199

Lisette Waits

Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources
University of Idaho

Moscow, ID 83844

Edited by William M, Healy

The Wikdlife Society ~ Technical Review 02-1
5410 Grosvenor Lane, Suite 200 March 2002
Bethesda, Maryland 20814



Foreword

Presidents of The Wildlife Society occasionally appoint ad hoc committees to study and report on select conser-
vation issues. The reports ordinarily appear as either a Technical Review or a Position Statement. Review papers
present technical information and the views of the appointed committee members, but not necessanly the views
of their employers. Position statements are based on the review papers, and the preliminary versions are pub-
lished in The Wildlifer for comment by Society members. Following the comment period, revision, and
Council's approval, the statements are published as official positions of The Wildlife Society.

Both types of reports are copyrighted by the Society, but individuals are granted permission to make single copies
for noncommercial purposes. Otherwise, copies may be requested from:

The Wildlife Society
5410 Grosvenor Lane, Suite 200
Bethesda, MD 20814
(301) 897-9770
Fax: (301) 530-2471
' This report may be c1ted as: Hauﬂer J B R K. Baydack, H Campa HI B J Kemohan C Mﬂier L .T
O’Neil, and L. Waits. 2002. Performance measures for ecosystem management and ecologwal sustamabﬂrty
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Performance Measures For Ecosystem Management 1

SYNOPSIS

Ecosystem management is a landscape planning approach to
natural resource management that has the objectives of
maintaining the full complement of biodiversity as well as
ccosystem integrity while also integrating economic and
social objectives. In this report we discuss ecological
performance measures of ecosystem management that are
also the basis for ecological sustainability. Performance
measures are described based on a reference to the historical
range of variability at 4 levels: lTandscape, ecosystem
(ecological community), species, and genetic. A hierarchical
approach to characterizing performance measures is
presented, At the landscape level, measures relate io the mix
of ecosystems that occur in the planning landscape relative
to the mix that occurred under historical disturbance
regimes. At the ecosystem level, each ecosystem can be
described in terms of measures of composition, structure,
function, and processes, and these measures can be related to
the same measures under historical ranges of variability, At
““the"species level, viability and population parameters can be
compared to estimates of these same measures under
historical ranges of variability. The genetic tevel addresses

genenic content of populations, the occurrence of -
evohitionary significant units, and the rate of change in the
genetic composition within a landscape. Examples are
provided of performance measures at each of the 4
hierarchical levels.

INTRODUCTION

Management of natural resources is constantly changing as
improvements arc made fo the understanding of ecological
relationships, management methods, and the vales of
natural resources to diverse stakeholders. Today, managers
are expected to plan for more than a single spectes or

 vegetation type and to evaluate the ecological and
sociceconomic effects of their management activities.
Management activities are expected to be conducted so as to
assure the mainienance of ecological sustainability. New
emphasis has been placed on the maintenance and
enhancement of biological diversity and in maintaining or
restoring ecosystem integrity, 2 generally accepted
components of ecological sustainability, To address these
challenges, many natural resource managers have embraced
ecosystem management. Ecosystern management, in this
report, is simply defined as a process of landscape planning
that integrates specific ecological objectives with social and
economic objectives.

The definitions, goals, and objectives of ecosystem
management have been presented in various ways (Grumbine
1994, Kaufmann et 2. 1994, Christensen et al. 1996,

Keystone Center 1996, Meffe and Carroll 1997, Cortner et
al. 1999). These reports generally agree, however, that
ecosystem management involves planning land management
activities to integrate and accommodate ecological, social,
and economic objectives (Fig.1).

The ecological objectives of ecosysterm management are
often vaguely stated, but usually emphasize the need to
conserve biological diversity and ecosystem integrity
{Grumbine 1994, Kaufmann et al. 1994), Biological
diversity is the variety of life and its processes (Keystone
Center 1996). Maintaining and enhancing biological
diversity involves the consideration of landscape, ecosystem,
species, and genetic levels of organization. Bcosystem
integrity refers to the system being complete, unimpaired,
and sound. The concept recognizes the temporal aspects of
ecosystem management, and emphasizes the need to
consider ecosystem dynamics, processes, and functions. Our
defmition of ecosystermn management is vague, but we -
distinguish ecosystem management from other efforts such

-~ as ecoSystem-approaches-and-ecosystem-based managemient-

in several ways. Ecosystem approaches and ecosystem-
based management are terms that typically describe

" managementactivities that-address and incorporate

ecological processes or multiple species interactions across
larger planning landscapes than often addressed in the past.
However, they typically do not address the full obtainment of
the ecological objectives of maintaining and enhancing
biological diversity and ecosystem integrity, nor do they
typically allow for the full integration of ecological

Figure 1. Ecosystem management is concerned with the intersection of
ecological, economic, and social factors. Fhe ecological sphere comprises the
chemical, physical, and biological processes that maintain ecosystems. The
management of populations of animals, plants, and micreorganisms is
included here. The social sphere encompasses cultural, political, and military
considerations and values that inflnence how resources are used The
economic sphere refers primarily to material iransactiens among individnals,
companies, organizations, and governments. Sustzinable use is possible only
where the different spheres intersect; consideration of only 1 or 2 spheres will
exclude important constraints on the ability to achieve sustainable ase.
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objectives with social and economic objectives. Ecosystem

approaches or ecosystem-based management are appropriate

management activities, but ecosystem management
incorporates a level of expectation and integration of its

objectives that distinguishes it from other planning activities

(Hautler 2000). -

The challenge is how to tell whether ecosystem management is

achieving ecological objectives while integrating social and
economic objectives, or is it truly addressing ecological
sustamability? Answering this question is difficult due to the

confounding and interacting relationships within and among the

objectives of ecosystem managerment (Box 1-1). If managers

can measure how well ecosystem management is “performing,”

they will be more able to effectively plan fisture management

and interact with, educate, and maintain their credibility among
stakeholders concerned with natural resource management. At

present, ecosystem management Jlacks well-defined
performance measures (MacCleery and Le Master 1999).

- Our.primary. objective is-to-review-and-suggest performance. .. ... .

measures for ecosystem management. Because thisisa

Organizations.
Different organizations have different approaches to
ecosystem management because of different perspectives,

organization’s Mission as onc Or MOTe aITOWS impinging
on the factors affecting the integration of ecological with
sacial and economic objectives (Kaufmann et al. 1994)
(Fig. 1). Thus, an organization’s mission influences the
relative emphasis it will place on the different spheres.
Most organizations usually focus on only 2 spheres (Fig.
2). For example, the National Park Service is primarily
concerned with the ecological and social spheres, although
it is also affected by and must consider economic factors.
Even an agency such as the Department of Defense (DoD),
which has as its overriding mission support of national
security, can contribute to sustainable resource use.
Although ecosystem management is not the primary goal
of the DoD, it is a necessary approach to managing DoD
lands and waters (Goodman 1994) to sustain the training
function of DoD). Regardless of an organization’s mission,
consideration must be given to the ecological sphere.
Different organizations vary in the amount of atteniion
paid to ecological factors; however, the social and
economic spheres are supported by the ecological sphere.
In addition to supporting social and economic outputs, the
ecological sphere represents the maximum possible
attainment of the objectives of maintaining or enhancing
biological diversity and ecosystem integrity.

Box 1-1. The Role of Ecosystem Manageémelnit ACross |

interests, and responsibilities. It is useful to visualize an |

report of The Wildlife Society, the focus is on the ecological
objectives of ecosystem management—the maintenance and
enhancerment of biological diversity and ecosystem integrity.
Social and economic objectives are equally important but the
focus has been narrowed due fo the expertise and primary
interest of the sponsoring organization. -Thus, the
performance measures reviewed in this document are those
that relate to the ecological objectives of ecosystem
management, and are the foundations of ecological
sustainability. '

We describe a strategy for establishing wildlife performance
measures {c meet ecosystem management goals. Specific
objectives are to:

s develop a framework for identifying appropriate
performance measures for ecosystem management,

* describe selected performance measures at 4 levels of
organization, and

# sclect and present examples of effective performance

‘Theasires - -

MISSION

Figare 2. The mission of an organization affects the amonnt of weight
given to ecological, economic, and social factors. Different organizations
emphasize different spheres. (A) The mission of the National Park
Service emphasizes ecological and social considerations. (B) The mission
of private industry emphasizes economic considerations,

__MISSION. |. ...
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Ecosystem management is a valuable approach even for
organizations that are not primarily involved with ecological
objectives. Thus, we anticipate that this document will be
useful for resource managers to whom ecosystem
management is an overriding concern, and also for those
who seek to manage resources in an ecologically sustainable
manner in order to serve other objectives.

FRAMEWORK FOR SELECTING
AND USING PERFORMANCE
MEASURES

Prior to the adoption of ecosystem management, nataral
resource managers generally focused on species and
products of particular interest or value for recreation or
commodity production. Ecosystem management, however,
attempts to conserve all biological diversity as weéll as
ecosystem integrity. To accomplish this goal, ecosystem
management needs to incorporate all levels of biodiversity
organization. We suggest that a hierarchical approach is an

~ éfféctive way to ‘approach and monifor this objective (Fig.

3). In this approach, we identify measures at 4 levels:
landscape, ecosystem or ecological community, species, and

critical that monitoring be conducted at both the higher and
lower levels of biological organization. We provide
guidelines for identifying performance measures for
ecosystem management at each level of biological
organization. We describe specific atiributes that can be
monitored to assess the state of biological diversity or
ecosystem integrity at each level of organization, and how
these performance measures can be organized in a coherent
framework. The method we outline invelves using historical
range of variability as a guide in the selection of standards
against which current conditions are evaluated.

The termn ecosystem has no specific scale associated with it. A
puddle or the biosphere can be an ecosystem.. Because of this
range of scale of ecosystems, the term ecosystem management
cem be confusing, and defining performance measures can be
-equally confusing. However, attainment of the full integration
of the objectives of ecosystem management does require the
management of a relatively large lamdscape (e.g., 100,000°s—
1,000,000’s ha).  Within this landscape, contribniions to the

—-overali-objectives can be.made-frony many:scales. - Therefore, - -

performance measures for ecosystern management should
recognize these multiple spatial scales. A hierarchical

* genetic. Gaines et al. (1999) proposed a similar hierarchical

organization. One advantage of this approach is that it may
conserve poorly known species that would otherwise be
overiooked (Franklin 1993a). This approach assumes that
managing at higher levels of the hierarchy will conserve
components at the lower levels. This has seldom been tested
directly, however, and ecosystem managers have been
criticized for operating on this assumption in the of absence
supportive data (Simberloff 1998). For thts reason, it is

1
i
i
i
1
1
i
;
t
;
1
1
i

Figure 3. Levels of organization considered by ecosystem managers.
Ecosystem management is concerned with conserving ecosystem diversity,
species diversity, and genetic diversity at the level of the ecosystem, species,
and subpopulation or evolutionarily significant nnit respectively.

‘We recommend approaching performance measures as
quantifiable comparisons between desirable threshold or
target levels determined from reference conditions and
existing conditiohs (Kaufmann et al. 1994, Moore et al.
1999). Our view on threshold levels is that they represent
reference points below which there is a likety unacceptable
risk 10 ecosystem integrity or biological diversity.
Performance measures may best be viewed as comparisons
to appropriate standards that apply to a range of scales. This
statement implies several components of performance
measures. First, measures related to various scales need to
be identified and quantified. Second, for each measure, an
appropriate reference condition should be described for
comparison purposes. Third, acceptable threshold or target
levels developed from the reference conditions should be
identified that will meet the specific ecological objectives of
the ecosystem management initiative. Finally, current or
planned future conditions can be compared to this threshold
or target level and evaluated for their level of risk. The
appropriate level of risk is ultimately a societal decision, but
through an orgarized framework of performance measures,
risks can be moch more effectively articulated, quantified,
and evalnated.

Establishing Reference Conditions: Historical Range of
Variability

There are a number of possible strategies for addressing the
conservation of biological diversity (Haufler 1999a,b). Each

framework allows-suchrecegnition.— - -~ -~ — ——— . _



4 The Wildlife Society Technical Review 02-1

strategy (Table 1) has its own philosophical basis and resulting
method of application. We suggest a strategy for meeting
ecological objectives of ecosystem management that uses the
historical range of variability as a reference point, and
identifies both coarse and fine filter measures. By coarse filter
.{The Nature. Conservancy 1982, Noss 1987), we mean an
approach to landscape planning that focuses on ecosystems or
ecological communities. Fine filter, in contrast, is an approach
to landscape planning that focuses on species or groupings of
species. We believe that this strategy has the advantages of
being scientifically defensible and feasible to implement, and
allows for the integration of social and economic objectives.
Fcosystem management, based on this hierarchical framework
of performance measures, will require substantial costs to fully
implement. However, the costs of not using a comprehensive
approach in terms of unorganized and often conflicting
‘management directions, law suits and similar challenges to
planning decisions, and the risk of not meeting the ecological
objectives provide an economic and ethical imperative.
Hceological objectives of ecosystem management can range

from rates of biogeochemical cycling to the percentage of a
landscape remaining in a particular plant associatien.
Establishing reference conditions for ecological objectives is
important for comparison purposes. A key concept for
establishing reference conditions for ecosystem management
is that of historical range of variability (Swanson et al. 1993,
Morgan et al. 1994, Holling and Meffe 1996, Stanford et al.
1996, Landres et al. 1999, White ¢t al. 1999), the variance of
ecological parameters over a past time period. This strategy
assumes that the range of conditions produced by past
disturbance regimes has provided the diverse conditions that
have supported the complex of ecosystems and species that
comprise biological diversity. If the historical range of
variability were maintained, then bioclogical diversity would
also be maintained (Poff and Ward 1989, Swanson et al.
1993, Morgan et al. 1994, Richter et al. 1996, and Poff et al.
1997). In effect, the historical range of variability in our
approach defines the ecological sphere (Fig. 1) of ecosystem
management. However, to meet the goal of ecosystem
management, that of integrating ecological, social, and

Table 2-1. Approaches to conservation of biological diversity (after Haufler 1999a).

Approach ~ Philosophy

C T Method of application

Bioreserve

Human effects have led to loss of
biodiversity. Conservation of
biodiveristy is best achieved by
minimizing human activities across
a system of core reserve areas with

Delineate a series of core bioreserve
‘areas #cross the landscape that are
restricted from human activity and
connect these with a similar set of
corridors.

surrounding buffers and corridor

connections.

Coarse filter—habitat diversity

Coarse filter—historical range
of variability

If a diversity of habitat conditions can be
maintained across a planming landscape,
then biodiversity will be maintained.

Biological diversity evolved with and
adapted to the conditions produced as a

Identify different successional conditions,
or other indicators of temporal dynamics,
and assure that all successional conditions
are provided across the landscape.

Determine historical disturbance regimes
and manage landscape to stay within the

historical range of variability of those
disturbances.

result of the complex of historical
disturbances. Maimaining a landscape
within this historical range of variability
for disturbances will maintain biodiversity,

Coarse filter—historical range  Biological diversity depends upon the Determine complex of conditions produced

of variability-based complex of conditions produced as a result by historical disturbance regimes, and manage
of the complex of historical disturbance to maintain representation of this full complex
regimes, but can be maintain with a of conditions.
representation of those conditions.

Fine filter Species are the basic units of biodiversity, Develop approaches that will account for the

viability of all species. May use guilds, life
forms, umbrella species, indicator species, or
other such approaches.

so if all species can be maintained,
biodiversity will be maintained.
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economic objectives, historical ranges of variability can
rarely be the desired condition for a planning landscape.
Rather, an appropriate representation of the historical range
of variability, at all levels of biological organization, is
needed so that ecological objectives can be met as well as
providing for society.. This philosophy forms the basis for
our approach to performance measures for the ecological
objectives of ecosystem management.

The use of historical range of variability involves identifying
the types of disturbances that influenced ecosystems over
time, and the magnitude, periodicity, and extent of their
influences, These disturbances operated at all spatial and
temporal scales; nevertheless the historical range of
variabilify can be described and quantified in a consistent
manner and can serve as a tool of establishing reference
conditions for ecosystem management performance
measures. Historical range of variability is often used to
characterize the magnitmde, frequency, and intensity of
disturbances, and the resulting ecosystem types at the

variables at all levels of organization, such as tree density,
population size, water temperature, colonization rate, or

~gene flow (Dahms and Geils 1997).” We regard the historical’

range of variability as the unifying principle that is essential
for defining ecologically meaningful performance measures.

Morgan et al. {1994) recommended that “historical range of
variability should be assessed over a time period
characterized by relatively consistent climatic, edaphic,
topographic, and biogeographic conditions.” Steele (1994)
recommended 100400 years as an appropriate time span in
North America. The ranges of historical variability in
ecosystem structure, composition, and function thus serve as
a reference for the period immediately prior to major
European influence. Miller and Woolfenden (1999)
discussed how the Liitle Ice Age spanned much of the later
part of the last millennium, thus complicating the use of the
time period recommended by Stecie (1994). However,
Miller and Woolfenden (1999) also pointed out that this does
not negate the merits of the historical range of variability.
The historical time span should describe conditions prior to
major European settlement and allow for understanding of
the substantial change in landscapes that occurred
subsequently. We are not setting up a dichotomy between
people and nature, nor are we suggesting that the period
before the arrival of Europeans was devoid of human
influence in North America, as clearly Native Americans
induced changes in North America for the last 12,000 years
(Bonnicksen et al. 1999, Engstrom ¢t al. 1999). On the
contrary, we recognize that people have exerted important
effects on past conditions. However, duc to the substantial
ecological changes that occurred after the arrival of

Europeans, we suggest that the period prior to European
impact can serve as an important reference, even though this
period was clearly not “natural” in the sense of lacking
people, nor static in terms ecosystemn and species dynamics.

‘We also do not suggest that the best management is that
which maintains conditions as close to the historical range of
variability as possible. To do this would over-emphasize the
importance of the ecological sphere of the 3 objectives of
ecosystem management. We do think that appropriate
representation of conditions supported historically is the best
way to assure the attainment of the ecological objectives and
ecological sustainability. We acknowledge that not all
managers or scientists are ready to accept the representation
of historical range of variability approach as the most
effective way of addressing ecosystem management.
However, we find no other approach that is as effective.
Fine-filter or specics-based approaches cannot feasibly
account for the thousands of species that ecosystem
management efforts need to address. Course-filter

- dpproaches thit are Hot-based on the Historical TANEe Of- - -- '~ 7

variability provide little assurance that they can meet the
needs of all species as well as meeting ecosystem integrity

objectives, as there is no consistent basis for reference———

conditions, “Natural” conditions are advocated by some, but
what is natural if not defined by what has been present in
terms of ecosystems, species, and genetics over a defined
time-period prior to recent major human modifications? For
these reasons, we strongly suggest that the representation of
historical range of variability approach is the most effective
way of integrating the complex set of objectives addressed
by ecosystem management.

Historical range of variability requires understanding and
guantifying past disturbances and ecological processes.
Evidence of these is often lacking, and the use of historical
ranges of variability is often criticized because this
information can be either difficult or impossible to collect.
However, this does not reduce the relevance and
appropriateness of the scientific basis of this approach, nor
preclude its use. In many instances, where historical
information is not available, comparisons will need to be
made with existing reference sites, selected based on their
similarity to the desired historical conditions, Alternatively,
historical conditions can be modeled. Sources of information
on historical conditions are discussed in Box 2-1.

Establishing Threshold or Target Levels

Once information about historical conditions has been
obtained, management thresholds or targets related to
historical range of variability will need to be sclected so that
success in achieving these can be measured. The thresholds
or targets selected are scale related. For example, at the
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landscape level, a representation goal expressed as a Threshold levels or targets should be identified for each
threshold might be a percentage of the maximum area of performance measure at each level of the performance

each ecosystem or community type thai occurred under measure hierarchy. These should identify an acceptable
bistorical range of variability (Haufler et al. 1999). Foreach level of risk to various ecosystem elements, functions, or
ecosystem, the management target for representation of processes. Failure to maintain these threshold levels entails
conditions of the ecosystem might be expressed in terms of  a high probability that the elements of biological diversity or
its composition or structure, and might be the mean of the ecosystem processes in question will fail to fulfill their roles
historical range of species composition for stands of that in maintaining viable populations of species, nutrient

type of ecosystem. For aquatic ecosystems, the acceptable cycling, or other functions. Likely outcomes may be
risk for the range for variation in flow rates of a river might  additional listings of species, making coordinated
be set to a certain percentite of historical flow rates. management much more difficult, and failing to meet

Box 2-1. Sources of Information on Historical Conditions.

Information on historical ecology car be obtained from several sources, including paleoecology, archives and documents,
long-term ecological research, and time-series data of environmental measurements (Kaufmann et al. 1994; Swetnam et al.
1999, Periman et al. 1999, Engstrom et al. 1999). Archival records can be-divided into natural archives—those that have been
recorded by natural processes such as sedimentation, animal activity, or growth—and documentary records. Deposits of
pollen, charcoal, and phytoliths are examples of records preserved in sediments; packrat middens result from animal
actwmes, and tree tings, coral layers, and annual growth rings in the bones of seasonally inactive animals are records of

settlers, explorers, naturalists, and ethnographers; tabular data; photographs (Hastings and Turner 1965; Skoviin and Thomas
1995); and maps. Modern genetic techniques have made it possible to retrieve the DNA in nmsenm specimens. Where

1 musenmms have enough specimens ITom one of more populations (>15 of eachy and when the species is considered potentialy

informative because of ecological considerations, historical genetic baselines can be established.

At the ecosystem level, paleoecological data are useful for defining reference conditions for ecosystem composition and for
determining rates of species expansions and contractions. Historical tree density and other trec measurements can be
determined from early surveys such as general Land Office Public Land Survey (Almendinger 1996), early cruise
information (Haufler et al. 1996), or photographs. In addition, historical stand structural conditions may be measured
through fire scar analyses (Agee 1993, Covington et al. 1997} or they may be modeled (Harrod et al. 1998). Features of
historical disturbance Tegimes (i.c., type, frequency, extent, intensity) have been estimated from a variety of sources
including fire histories (Fleinselman 1973, Crane and Fisher 1986, Sloan 1998), wind event records (Canham and Loucks
1984, Foster 1988) lake deposits (Clark 1988) insect outbreaks (Schowalter 1985, Knight 1987, Swetnam and Eynch 1993),
landslides and debris flows (Swanson and Dryness 1975, Lamberti et al. 1991), and beaver activity (Ives 1942). Networks
of fire histories can be aggregated across spatial scales to characterize regional fire regimes (Swetnam et al. 1999). Richter
et al. (1996, 1997) described methods for characterizing historical variation in hydrological data using existing records or
reconstructing or estimating datz where such records are unavailable. A variety of innovative techniques have been
developed to obtain data on historical values for ecological parameters. For example, studies with stable isotopes can to
used characterize past diets of museurn specimens (Filderbrand et al. 1996, Jacoby et al. 1999).

The record of the past is oftén incomplete and fragmentary. This does not lessen the vatue of information on historical
conditions, but it does suggest that information on historical ecology should be interpreted with caution and with an
awareness of its limitations (Swetnam et al. 1999). Even if past conditions can be reconstructed with a fair degree of
certainty, there is still the problem of determining whether changes over time are due to human fmpacts or other causes. In
addition to land-use history, factors such as climate change, environmental gradients, and umique site characteristics can
influence observed patterns. Long-term reconstructions from multiple sites can help fo disentangle these effects (Swemam
and Baisan 1996, Miltar and Woolfenden 1999).

When historical sources of information are lacking, comparisons can be made to existing reference areas. These are areas
with minimal anthropogenic effects that can span the entire range of historical disturbance. Such areas may not exist for
SOME ecosystems.

I'ptterts (Swetnam et al. 1999). Docurmentary archives include written descriptions by surveyors-(Galatowits¢h-1990);-{ - -t oo
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society’s expectations of ecological sustainability. The level
of risk that is acceptable is largely a political decision,
influenced by social and economic considerations, as well as
a scientific evaluation of the ecological objectives at various
temporal and spatial scales.

A Hierarchical Organization of Ecosysfefﬁ Performance
Measures

To assess how well ecosystem management is succeeding at
conserving biodiversity and ecosystem integrity, it is
necessary to monitor at multiple levels. Several hierarchical
frameworks for monitoring have been proposed (e.g., Noss
1990, Hunsaker and Carpenter 1990). We provide
guidelines for relating hierarchical monitoring to the concept
of historical range of variability.

JThe Landscape Level

At the landscape level, we suggest that the relevant
performance measures for ecosystem management are the
amounts, sizes, and configurations of ecosystems or
~-gcological communities-and thefrequency, magnitude;-and -
duration of disturbances influencing these ecosystems.
Fcological communities are repeatable assemblages of

large number of classification systems. When these
communities are firther related to the abiotic environment
that supports them, they are ecosystems, as defined by
classification systems that include such physical
relationships. A landscape perspective is critical for
understanding the distributions, disturbances, and functions
of ecosystems, as well as restoration needs (Kenna et al.
1999), Planning based or providing a mix of ecosystems
has been termed a coarse filter for conservation (The Nature
Conservancy 1982, Noss 1987). The coarse filter can be
used for setting thresholds for adequate ecological

. tepresentation or, in other words, the amounts of each
ecosystem needed in the landscape to address the ecological
objectives (Kaufmann et al. 1994, Haufler 1994). Using
this approach, a coarse filter identifies the ecosystems to be
represented and then performance measures at genetic,
species, and ecosystem levels are used to assess whether or
not the components, structures, and functions of these
ecosystems that occurred under historical range of
vatiability are sufficiently represented. These additional
levels function as a check on the sufficiency of adequate
ecological representation at the landscape level. Thus,
landscape level performance measures define reference and
threshold levels for the areas of the ecosystems identified
by the coarse filier.

The coarse filter should identify discrete, mappable
ecosystems that can describe both existing and potential
ecosystem conditions (Carpenter et al. 1999). This can be

done through a series of coarse filters covering forested
ecosystems, shrub and grassland ecosystems, riparian and
wetland ecosystems, and aquatic ecosysterns (Haufler et al.
1996, 1999).

This. coarse filter approach to meeting ecological objectives
assumes that a set of ecosystems can be described and
delincated across planning landscapes. The debate over the
use of the community concept has been ongoing for many
decades (Mueller-Dombois and Ellenberg 1974). This
debate continues today, and now extends beyond plant
communities to animal distributions {(Hansen and Rotella
1999). While the role and complexities of gradients, as
expressed by Whittaker (1970) and others, is recognized and
is critical to understanding niche relationships of species,
land management planning requires the ability to delineate
discrete areas with similar responses to management
activities. The coarse filter approach accommodates this
need, but the classification needs to be carefully applied to
produce meaningful and effective ecosystem descriptions.

The coarse filter approach for landscape level performance
measures should estimate the area of each ecosystem needed

T~ spevies and theirinteractions, and are defined by any of a— {or adeqiiate seological iepresentition based on various

identified risks. Ecosystem area is a critical measure for
evaluating the success of ecosystem management because
measures at other levels of the organizational hierarchy link
to this measure. Landscape level performance measures
should identify the minimum acceptable amount of each
ecosystem that was identified in the coarse filter as having
occurred under historical disturbance regimes. The
minimum amount must be provided at all times for the
representation of ecosystems to sufficiently address an
acceptable level of risk.

The tem Level

In this report, we use the term ecosystem to refer to a
discrete area (e.g. type of forest stand, sward, stream reach)
that can be characterized by its plant and animal
commumities as well as the associated abiotic conditions.
Ecosystem is a more inclusive term than community.
Communities are described as any group of interacting
populations. This definition limits the use of the term
“community” to associations of biotic organisms: the plants
and animals interacting in an area. However, animal
communities cannot exist without plant communities, and
plant communities cannot exist without energy and nutrients
assimilated from a site. The interaction beiween biotic
commumities and abiotic factors such as energy and nutrients

- defines an ecosystem. Odum (1971) defined ecosystem as

“any unit that includes alf of the organisms in a given area
interacting with the physical environment so that a flow of
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energy leads to a clearly defined trophic structure, biotic
diversity, and material cycles.”

The representation of historical range of variability approach
15 based on the assumption that risks to ecosystem integrity
and biological diversity can be minimized by identifying-
adequate amounts of inherent ecosystems in a landscape to
provide the building blocks of biological diversity. Thus, the
ecosystems described by the coarse filter are the elements
around which planning decisions for ecosystem integrity and
biological diversity are made. The ecosystems identified for
representation at the landscape level must meet certain
requirements defined by the historical range of variability.
The coarse filter assumes that these designated ecosystems
have conditions within them sufficiently similar to the
historical range of variability for that particular ecosystem to
provide for the occurrence of the proper array of species,
processes, and functions.

.- The.landscape level defines the amounts of each ecosystermn

that need to be represented to address threshold
requirements for ecological sustainability. The ecosystem
level defines features such as composition, structure, and

Many, or even most ecosystems within a landscape will be
outside of the historical range of variability. These
ecosystems can still contribute to ecological goals by
providing habitat conditions, soil or water holding functions,
or other benefits in contributing to the environmental matrix
i which representative comununities occur.

The reference to historical range of variability can be used
as a measure of deviation away from reference conditions,
and may also help identify points beyond which an
ecosystem may not be able to retumn to historical functions
or composition without major restoration efforts. Some sites
in the landscape may be so altered by human activities that
there is a Jow probability of them ever returning to
conditions similar to the historical range of variability.
Dramatic losses of soils, changes in water tables, alteration
of stream channel conditions or flow regimes, or any number
of additional possibilities could cause such changes in stand
conditions.

pecies are critical components of biological diversity, and

may be the best understood level for some management

function of an ecosystem that must be present if a particular
site can be considered to be contributing to a representation
threshold. For a forest stand or stream reach to qualify for
this criterion, it needs to be substantially within the
historical Tange of variability for all conditions of that type
of ecosystem. For example, at the ecosystem level,
performance measures may include species richness and
appropriately identified threshold levels relative to historical
species richness. Threshold levels for each measure can be
set to indicate when a stand or reach, representing a
particular ecosystem, has departed from the historical range
of varigbility so that the ecosystem no longer serves its
purpose in providing representation. For example, if a
stand in northern Michigan 1s designated to represent a
specific late-successional beech-maple forest ecosystem, it
should have rates of nutrient cycling that are within
threshold values for the historical range of variability for
this cycling. It also should have a certain species
composition of trees and understory vegetation, defined by
the historical range of variability for this measure. If it
does not have these characteristics, then this stand cannot
be considered to adequately represent the late successional
beech-maple forest ecosystem, and its area would not count
toward representation at the landscape level. Every stand or
reach does not need to be sampled to confirm its
appropriate composition, structure, or function, but rather
selected stands or reaches should be sampled to check on
the effectiveness of the planning and implementation
process.

purposes. However, the-sheernumber-of species-and the - - - - -

faiture of a fine-filter approach to directly measure ecosystem
ntegrity make species a poor level as a primary focus for
performance measures of ecosystem management. The
assumption of the representation of historical range of
variability approach is that a properly represented coarse filter
will provide the habitat conditions to support all species that
historically occurred within an appropriate landscape.
Performance measures at the species level provide a check on
the proper functioning of the represented coarse filter (Haufler
et al. 1996, 1999). At the species level, various measures of
historical range of variability are of interest. For example, the
historical range of population size and fitness of species
present within the planning landscape could be important
measures. The distribution of the species under historical
range of variability may also be important in order to
understand the extent of range contractions or expansions. Of
particnlar interest is the distinction between populations within
a landscape that were consistently viable under historical
disturbance regimes and those that historically had inconsistent
vigbility and may have been supported by immigrations from
neighboring landscapes. Populations that were not
consistently viable in the past should not be expected to be
viable at the present or in the future for that particular
landscape. For those species that had consistently viable
populations under the historical conditions, a performance
measure might be the range of the size of a viable population.
Turther, population structure and linkage capability might be
ideniified as important measures at the species level as a check
on the representation of the coarse filter.
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In the representation of historical range of variability

approach, species that did not eccur within the landscape are
not considered as contributing to performance measures for
the ecological objectives of ecosystem management or
ecological sustamability. Such species may have
management goals. and .objectives at the present or in the
future, but management of these species falls within
economic or social objectives of the landscape, not the
ecological objectives of maintenance and enhancement of
biological diversity and ecosystem integrity.

Additionally, it should be noted that not all species
requirements may be met by the representation of historical
tange of variability approach. This approach should provide
for adequate habitat conditions to support all native species.
However, species limited by factors other than habitat, such
as polfutants, high direct human-induced mortality rates, or
cffects of exotic diseases will need specific management
focus in addition to the conditions provided by the

eCOSYSth management measures

Axn alternative use of the species level can be the
development of conservation strategies for species of

" concert, especially it landscapes Whete complete Scosystem ™ thouel

management implementation is not possible. In these
sifuations, conservation strategies for those species of
concern caused by habitat loss may address the greatest
ecosystem representation needs even without the complete
development of a coarse filter. Use of such conservation
strategies should be viewed as a temporary action, as a2 focus
on species of concem will not address habitat for all species,
nor will it address ecosystem integrity.

The Genetic Level

The number of evolutionarily significant units (ESUs) for
each species within a landscape is an important
consideration. For most species, functional planning
tandscapes will contribuie to only one evolutionary
significant unit, but in some landscapes certain species may
contain more. The genetic composition of a species, and its
flow of genetic information ameong subpopulations and to
future generations, should be within the historical range of
variability. Genetic analysis can also indicate if any genetic
bottleneck has occurred in the past that may threaten the

- future viability of a species, even with appropriate

ecosystem characteristics and amounts being present. These
types of questions can be addressed at the genetic level,

Selection of Appropriate Measures

The various hierarchical levels and the complexity of
measures within cach level make the identification of
performance criteria 2 complex task. Yet, the situation is
simplified by the fact that in most cases it is not necessary to

Performance Mceasures for Highly Modified Landscapes

address all levels and measures. For example, if landscape
level measures are selected for a given ecosystem
management initiative, they wilt define the range of
ecosystems that could be considered. A few key ecosystems
would probably stand out as most appropriate for ecosystem
level measures. These ecosystems would then need to be
evaluated to identify “essential ecosystem components”™
(Harwell et al. 1999) in order to identify the most important
ecosystem level measures. If exotics are a major concern, a
set of compositional and invasive species measures might be
most appropriate. If acid rain is a significant concern,
measures of biogeochemical cycling might be highlighted.
At the species level, population viability of selected species
could be assessed as a check of the representation of the
coarse filter. Selecting a number of species to verify the
coarse filter would be appropriate. H monitoring at the
species ievel indicates that appropriate population interaction
is occarring, then genetic measures such as heterozygosity
may not be an issue. Isolated subpopulations of a species
could be evaluated for the:n' evoluuonary 51g;rx1ﬁcance

Areas outside the historical range of variability can be
thought of as the matrix in which representative areas arc
embedded (Franklin 1990, 1993b). If managed
appropriately, the matrix can facilitate processes that
maintain the historical range of variability for areas that have
the needed qualities for ecosystem representation.
Conversely, management without regard to ecosystem
considerations can create a hostile matrix that decreases the
likelihood of meeting ecosystem management objectives. A
hostile matrix may cause environmental conditions that are
dangerous or intelerable for native organisms; export toxins,
weeds, and sediments; and contribute 1o the degradation of
ecosystem processes and loss of ecosystem components (for
example through soil erosion). A favorable matrix does not
export harmful substances, and may instead be a source of
propagules of native organisms. A favorable matrix can
perform some or all of the folowing functiona:

» Providing habitat for some species of plants and
animals. This function is enhanced by the provision of
the structural habitat features required by native species.

+ Allowing organisms to disperse or migrate through the
matrix. Passage through the matrix is critical for
processes such as interpatch colonization (Brown 1971,
Weddell 1991} and avgmentation of declining
populations {Brown and Kodric-Brown 1977).

¢ Mimicking natural disturbances and promeoting recovery
after disturbances.

The degree 1o which modified ecosystems succeed in
performing these functions can be measured with the same
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tools that are used to evaluate the performance of less
modified ecosystems at the ecosystem and species levels.

Managers who are responsible for areas that are highty
modified and cannot contribute to adequate ecological
representation of ecosystems at the landscape level may
nevertheless seek to manage in ways that contribute to
ecosystem management objectives. Croplands, urban parks,
golf courses, pastures, and similar areas fall in this category.
Although these areas are clearly outside an ecosystem’s
historical range of variability and may exceed the thresholds
at which restoration is normally possible, they can perform
some valuable functions. The framework we have described
above suggests how this can be done.

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT
PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Landscape Level Measures

Overvww W'hat Arg the Cntlcai Questions at the Landscape

Level? ™
At a landscape level, the critical question is: Are the
ecosystems that comprise the coarse filter that characterizes

the historical landscape adequately represented and
appropriately artanged across the landscape? Another key
question is: Are the distarbance regimes that resulted in
historical structures, components, and processes functioning
within the landscape,.and at what scales? The two
perspectives are connected by the fact that historical
disturbance regimes played a pivotal roie in determining
ecosystem structure, function, composition, and pattern, and
therefore resulted in the distribution and arrangement of
ecosystems that prevailed in the past.

Performance Measures at the Fandscape Level

Ecosystem Area (Adequate Ecological Representation with a
Coarse Filter). Ecosystem area is an important performance
measure for ecosystem management and ecological
sustainability. Adequate ecological representation of
ecosystems identified by a coarse filter is a performance
measure that compares the area of the landscape currently
occupied by each ecosystem to its extent under historical
conditions and to a threshold.

To apply this coarse-filter framework, a comprehensive and
practical coarse filter needs to be developed. This coarse
filter should characterize the planning landscape in sufficient
detail to identify a complete suite of ecosystems that will

. allow for ecosystem integrity and biologicél diversity to be

maintained if all communities are adequately, represented. If
the classification of ecological communities lacks sufficient
resolution, then a management plan might provide for each
defined community and yet fail to provide for all species or

processes. For example, if a forested landscape is broadly
classified into structural stages, with one struciural stage
designated as old growth without regard to different types of
old growth, then maintaining a potential threshold of a
certain percentage of the forested landscape as old growth
might fail to meet biodiversity objeetives. . If the landscape
were mountainous and onty high-elevation old growth was

‘provided, then ail species and ecosystem processes

dependent on conditions in low-elevation old growth forests
would be excluded, and the ecological objectives of
ecosystem management and ecological sustainability wounld
1ot be met. At the other extreme, a coarse filter at a very
fine resolution could define the optimal habitat requirements
of every species or the optimal conditions for all processes.
Such a filter would most likety define a huge number of
ecosystems and would be too complex to be managed
effectively. Thus, the resohution of ecosystems in the coarse
filter is a critical decision at the landscape level. The
classification system for ecosysterms must be fine enough fo
be biologically meaningful yet not so ﬁne as to be mfeamble

“to implément into 2 planning process.

To include enough of each ecosystem to provide for the

ecological objectives; a planning Tandscape must be fairly ———

large. Ome factor to consider is the area needed to provide
sufficient amounts of each identified ecosystem throughout
all of their historical successional dynamics to maintain
species and processes linked to that ecosystem. Another
factor to consider is that if a very large landscape is selected,
then classifying ecosystems at an adequate resolution to
differentiate their ecological features will result in a large
number of ecosystems to track through an ecosystem
management process (Haufler et al. 1999, Kemohan and
Haufler 1999).

The coarse filter provides a classification framework for
defining performance measures of ecosystem management
and ecological sustainability at the landscape scale. Because
ecological, social, and economic objectives are all to be
considered, human influences will be an important
component of the planning landscape. The questiorn then
becomes: How much of each ecosystem in the coarse filter is
needed to meet ecosystem integrity and biological diversity
objectives?

A properly defined coarse filter 1s one that delineates
ecological sites occurring across.a landscape that were
subjected to similar historical disturbance regimes and
supported a similar array of ecosystems through a
disturbance response trajectory. In terrestrial systems,
Danbenmire’s (1968) habitat typing system is an example of
a classification system that can be used in site delineation,
with each habitat type or grouping having similar
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disturbance regimes and late successional or potential
vegetation conditions. Habitat typing has been used for site
characterization in a coarse filter in Idaho by Haufler et al.
(1996, 1999) and at a slightly coarser scale for the Interior
Columbia River Basin (Quigley and Arbelbide 1997). Based
on this classification of ecological site complexity, temporal
dynamics were then described by delineating stages within
successional trajectories. Other classification systems or
biophysical delineations of site complexity could be equally
cffective in defining and delineating ecological sites, as long
as the-influence of historical disturbance regimes was
included in the classification system. The key point here is
that an effective coarse filter for use at the landscape level of
the representation of historical range of variability approach
‘must integrate ecological site complexity with temporal
delineation of ecosystems resulting from historical
disturbance regimes.

Once a coarse filter has been identified, a threshold for
representation must be selected. The amounts of each

--éeGystein preSent compared fo-the threshold lever-derived- -

from the historical range of variability then become the
performance measures at the landscape level. A sufficient

- —-———amount of each ecosystem; at least to-meet-the-threshold - — -

levels, needs to be distributed within the swrrounding matrix
and evaluated as to whether designated areas are
ecologically functioning as needed to represent each
ecosystem. While general rules for designating
representation of the coarse filter are desirable, these must
factor in such considerations as the historical rarity of the
community being represented, and the types and severity of
disturbances that influenced the ecosystem under historical
disturbance regimes.

Spatial Configurations of Landscapes. A number of indices
have been proposed for evaluating ecosystem integrity based
on the spatial properties of landscape components (e.g.
O’Neill et al. 1995, 1997, McGarigal and Marks 1995,
Moyle and Randall 1996, 1998). These deal with properties
that emerge at the landscape level (O°Neill et al. 1988), such
as the size, shape, and arrangement of ccosystems. These
properties, in tumn, influence processes at the species level
through their effects on movement among subpopulations,
and habitat quality through their effects on the amount of
habitat that is influenced by edges. FRAGSTATS, a spatial
analysis program for quantifying landscape structure
includes metrics that reflect properties such as paich size,
density, shape, interspersion, and contagion (McGarigal and
Marks 1995).

Landscape measures provide information on landscape level
properties, such as edge and isolation, which are not
apparent from data on ecosystem area alone. They are

relatively easy to apply, especially in combination with
geographic information systems. A disadvantage, however,
is that they must be applied carefulty (McGarigal and Marks
1995). They provide information on existing conditions but
not on the ecological consequences of those conditions;
therefore, they do not guide the selection of appropriate
standards. In addition, landscape level metrics by
themselves do not provide information on whether species
and ecosystems are thriving. For this, as with other
landscape level measures, assessments at the ecosystem,
species, and genetic levels are required.

Although these metrics do not specifically incorporate
information on historical variability, they can be used to
evaluate impacts to landscapes resuiting from changes in
land use, diversions of surface waier, and so on. When
placed in a historical context, therefore, these indices can
provide information on the degree to which current
landscape conditions deviate from pre-impact situations.
Spatial measures of landscapes such as quantification of

from landscape conditions produced under historical
distorbance regimes (Sailabanks et al, 1999).

Ecosystem Level Measures

Overview: What are the Critical Questions at the Fcosystem
Level? :

The coarse filter described at the landscape level is used to
define ecosystems and provide sufficient representation and
configuration of these ecosystems. When applying
performance measures for ecosystem management it is
necessaty to demarcate physical boundaries around which
we can apply measures. Throughout this report, we will
refer to two different physical components of ecosystems;
the ecological site (abiotic factors that characterize the
ability of arcas to support similar plant and animal
communities) and the stand or reach (characterized by the
existing plant and animal communities). We further define
ecosystems by the processes (temporal dynamics) affecting
them. Stand (terrestrial or semi-terresirial) and reach
{aquatic), or other similar descriptors, refer to an existing
biologically homogeneous unit, whereas site refers to the
inherent ecological potential of a given area (e.g., as

" conceptualized by such classification as habitat types for

forested ecosystems). These ecosystem components {c.g.,
stand, reach) can be described by their composition,
structure, and function as well as by processes affecting
them. The measures at the ecosystem level are therefore
defined by these descriptors.

Ecosystem level measures address the question of what are
the appropriate compositions, structures, and functions of
each ecosystem for it to be considered as representing that

“edpe are most meaningful when:putinthe-context.of.change. .. ... ...
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ecosystem at the landscape level. Ecosystem level measures
define the acceptabie range of conditions for any stand or
reach in a landscape to qualify as suitable for contributing to
the amount needed for adequate ecological representation
(i.e., the coarse filter). Therefore, historical range of
variability must be estimated for selected measures at the
ecosystem level to determine if a stand or reach contributes
to adequate ecological representation of that particular
ecosystem. In addition, ecosystem level measures may
describe arecas outside the historical range of variability.
These communities may serve as evaluation units of matrix
conditions (Franklin 1990, 1993b).

Performance Measures at the Ecosystern Level

To function in the hierarchical framework presenied in this
volume, ecosystem measures must describe the Hmits of an
ecosysiem to cnsurc adeguate representation at the landscape
level. Because ecosystems are defined by the interaction of
biotic and abiotic factors, it may be necessary to consider

- several measures (1.e., composition, structure, function, and

- process):~Likewise, ity be niscessary 1o estimate several

parameters within one measure to accurately assess
ecosystem management and ecological sustainability at the

soosyeietii level.” For example, plant §pécies diversity can be -

estimated as a parameter of ecosystem composition for both
current conditions and historical range of variability. The
diversity index for each time period may be similar;
however, current diversity may reflect an increase in exotic
species. This difference may go undetected unless another
parameter, €.g., a ratio of exotic to native species, was
estimated as well. Although we will give examples of
parameters estimated from data for each measure, actual
implementation may warrant combinations of several
parameters across a variety of measures. Conversely, with
increased knowledge of ecological relationships, managers
may find that measures of one ecosystem component are
adequate indicators of other ecosystem components.

Ecosystem Composition. Ecosystem composition under
historical disturbance regimes was determined by a complex
set of interacting environmental factors such as climate and
soil, competing species, and the type and regularity of
disturbances. Effective measures of ecosystem composition
describe the absolute or relative abundance of species or
groups of species on a site. Because identifying ail
organisms in an ecosystem is rarely possible, generally
organisms in a given taxa {e.g., birds, mammals) are
measured or a species gnild is used. Therefore, composition
is often measured as richness (i.e., diversity) or relative
abundance of species or groups of species.

A variety of indices for quantifying the similarity of biotic
communities exist (see Morrison et al. 1992) including

species richness, Odum’s similarity measure (1950) and
Kendall’s tau coefficient (adopted by Ghent 1963). Such
diversity indices reflect community composition as
measured through species richness, equitability, and
sometimes density (Morrison et al. 1992). Diversity indices

are useful parameters of community composition when they

can be compared to an index of historical conditions. Rule
sets must be applied to judge comparisons of this type. For
example, to determine if existing composition for a
particular stand or reach is within the historical range of
variability, an appropriate rule might be one standard
deviation around the mean historical diversity index across
stands. By estimating both existing and historical conditions
and invoking this simple rule, the existing stand is assessed
as to whether or not it can contribute to adequate ecological
representation.

Diversity indices may not be affected by changes in species
composition. For example, if an exotic species replaced a
native species, most diversity indices would not reflect this

‘change: Therefore, it-isimportant to-estimate-a-varicty of = *

parameters and use several measures when evaluating
performance measures for ecosystem management or

managet may suspect that an invasion of exotic species has
taken over the ecosystern under investigation. Therefore,
another parameter to consider would be the ratio of exotics
to native species. Native species are those known or
expected to have occurred in the stand or reach under
historical conditions. If the proportion of exotics were at an
acceptable Ievel (e.g., less than 10% of the importance value
for plants o the stand), then the stand might be deemed
snitable, in terms of this measure, to qualify as
representative.

For aquatic ecosystems, composition of aquatic
macroinvertebrates might be used as a compositional
measure. Various biotic integrity indices have been
developed (Box 3-1). For these to work as ecosystem
management performance measures, they must be evaluated
relative to similar indices under historical conditions. This
generally requires comparisons to reference areas, as
historical range of variability for such indices may be
mmpossible to derive. It is important that reference areas be
identified that span as much of the range of the ecosystems
that occurred under historical disturbance regimes as
possible.

Ecosystem Structure. Ecosystem structure includes the
presence and arrangement of physical structures in three-
dimensional space. These biotic structures can include
features such as large organic debris and pool to riffle ratio
in aquatic systems, and stem density and diameter of live

" ecological sustainability. To continie the above examiple, 3



Performance Measures For Ecosystem Management

13

and dead trees or coarse wood: debris in terrestrial
ecosystems (Harmon et al. 1986). Structural features furnish
microhabitats for a variety of organisms by providing
snbstraies or cover used for feeding, breeding, resting,

Box 3-1. Indices of Integrity.

Several ecosystem level indices of biological integrity
have been developed. These are synthetic approaches
which mtegrate measures of several parameters into a
single metric that reflects the integrity of an ecosystem.
The concept of integrity, “the capability of supporting and
maintaining a balanced, integrated, adaptive community of
organisms having a species composition, diversity, and
functional organization comparable to that of natural
habitat of the region” (Karr and Dudley 1981), was
developed with reference to aquatic systems, However, a
variety of indices of integrity has been developed for both
aquatic and terrestrial community assessments (Karr 1991,
see review in Morrison et 2l. 1992). To meet the need for

|Fassessaient of biological paratmetoss; indices hat use a |

variety of metrics reflecting comnrunity properties were
developed. The resulting indices of biotic integrity are
"used to defeci environmental changes. T

The principal advantages of indices of biolegic integrity
are: (1) biological communitics integrate the effects of a
variety of stresses over time, because they combine
measures of several different community “attributes, (2}
routine monitoring of biological communities is relatively
inexpensive compared to monitoring stressors such as
contaminants, (3} indices of integrity are based on easily
defined ecological relationships, (4) indices of integrity
combine information from structural, compositional, and
fonctional parameters and facilitate quantitative
comparison of different settings in terms of a single metric,
The disadvantages of indices of integrity are: (1) they must
be tailored to specific regional settings, (2) they may
depend on the taxonomic expertise of the investigators, (3)
they do not provide information onm the mechanisms
responsible for impairment, and {(4) they have not been.
developed or tested relative to historical range of variability.

The best-known biocassessment index for aquatic

communities is Karr’s IBI, which uses three classes of fish

COmMuRity parameters: species richness and composition,

trophic composition, and fish abundance and condition

(Karr 1991). The Ohio FPA (1988) and Plafkin et al.

(1989) developed indices of biotic integrity based on

benthic invertebrate communities. An example of an index

of biotic integrity designed for use in terrestrial situations

is the index of floristic integrity developed for northern .
Ohio (Andreas and Lichvari995).

traveling, or hiding. Patch dynamics within some
ecosystems are important in providing horizontal structure,
such as tree gaps in mature northern hardwood forests
(Bormann and Likens 1979), or the ratio of water to
emergent vegetation in some wetlands (Schroeder 1982,

.Short. 1984, .1985). Thus, ecosystem structure has important

influences on species abundance and diversity. To use
structural features as performance measures each parameter
{e.g., volume of organic debris) must be estimated under
current conditions and for historical range of variability.

In stream reaches, the amount of woody debris and the pool
to riffle ratio over a given length of reach can be measures of
structural complexity, As with biotic indices, these
comparisons to historical range of variability may peed to be
made in reference areas and relative to the stage of temporal
tesponse to disturbance. The challenge is to recognize that a
full snite of reference areas are needed o span the range of
historical disturbance régimes to properly represent the

range of ecosystems in the coarse filter for any given site.

~“Where those goals cannot bé-achicved; thére will be =

significantly higher risks to meeting the ecological
objectives.

Ecosystem Functions. Ecosystems operate as a unit through
notrient cycling and energy flow. Therefore, ecosystem
fimction can be considered the “driver” of ecosystem
composition and structure. Ecosystem functions such as
decomposition often dictate presence or absence of species,
succession or development of vegetation, and the interaction
among biotic and abiotic components of ecosystems.
Function-related measures ensure that ecosystems “look
tight” and function appropriately to ensure conservation of
biological diversity and ecosystem integrity. Lungo et al.
(1999) described ecosystem processes and functions.

Physical processes such as sedimentation and deposition that
move matter, and processes such as photosynthesis and
nitrogen fixation in which inorgamic substances are
converted to organic forms are parameters that can be
estimated to describe ecosystem functions. Because data on
past rates of ecological processes are usually difficult to
obtain, differences between current and historical energy and
nutrient ¢ycling are frequently inferred from comparisons
with reference sites (Scott 1993). If reference areas are
available, the processes of interest can be compared to the
reference site to assess whether or not processes involving
the conversion of inorganic materials to organic forms or
physical processes are outside the historical range of
vanability, For example, reference rates of nitrogen cycling
will likely come from reference sites. However, caution
should be exercised to ensure that outside influences (e.g.,
atmospheric deposition of nitrogen, acid rain) are not
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confounding the estimated rates. Maurer et al. (1999)
documented changes in the carbon balance of beech-spruce
model ecosysterns because of elevated levels of atmospheric
CO;y and increased nitrogen deposition. Such broad scale
effects make it difficult to delineate appropriate reference
sites for understanding historical range of variability for
functional measures. Where reference sites are not
availabie, performance measures may need o be based on
models of physical processes.

Interactions among species, such as predation, parasitism,
angd herbivory, as well as mmtualistic interactions, such as
seed dispersal, nitrogen fixation, and pollination are
appropriate parameters for describing ecosystem functions
related to species interactions. For example, parasitism rates
can increase because of pollution, disturbance regimes, or
habitat fragmentation. Thus, parasitism rate may be a useful
parameter to compare to historical conditions. Data on
parasitism ratés can be collected in conjunction with other
information on population productivity. The rate of

* “predation ‘on°bird nests can-be estintated (Hartley-and Huiter

1998). The historical range of variability for nest predation

rates is rarely known, but reference conditions can be used

o evaliate preditioh #nd parasitism

Ecosystem Processes. Ecosystem level processes include
historical disturbance regimes associated with fire, wind, and
flood, insect and disease outbreaks, and more gradual
changes due to succession, climate variation, and
geomorphic processes (White et al. 1999). Disturbance has
been defined as “any relatively discrete event in time that
disrupts ecosystem, community, or population structure and
changes resources, substrate availability, or the physical
environment” (White and Pickett 1985). Ranges of
variability for community composition, structure, and
function were defined by historical disturbance regimes.
Therefore, an important measure to consider when assessing
ecosystems is the type of disturbance impacting the
ecosystem and whether or not it is within the historical range
of variability. Disturbance processes can operate over large
areas and affect the size, shape, and configuration of =
ecosystems. Disturbance regimes vary geographically, and
by topographic position and substrate (see White et al. 1999
for listing). For any specific site, the type, frequency, extent,
and intensity of disturbance should be estimated under both
current conditions and historically.

At the ecosystem level, it is important to determine if
processes are operating as they did in the past. Two types of
disturbances nieed to be identified. Major disturbances shift
the ecosystem from one type to another. Major disturbance
is a primary driver of the historical range of variability of the
coarse filter (at the landscape level). For example, fire may

return mature lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta) stands burned
on a 100-300 year return interval (Crane and Fisher 1986) to
a grass/forb stage of development. Similarly, a major flood
event may scour a stream, creating a new, recently disturbed
ecosystem in a reach that previously represented a relatively
aggraded ecosystem. These types of disturbance relate to
the type of ecosystem being considered for representation
within the coarse filter. For example, the mature lodgepole
pine stand would be evaluated relative to its composition,
structure, and function (as compared to the historical range
of variability}. Once burned, the resuiting grass/forb
comrmumity would be evaluated as to whether it meets the
historical range of variability criteria for inclusion as a
grass/forb community for this particular type of ecological
site.

Similarly, a stream reach that is in an aggraded condition
may have a particular pool to riffle ratio, certain amount of
large woody debris, and certain cobble embeddedness.
These measures, in comparison to historical range of

- yariability, - would-détéritiine-if this reach could-contribute to

adequate ecological representation. If a major flood event
affected this stream reach, it would change the reach from an

aggraded ecosystenn to-amreatly-disturbance-ecosystemy with—————

a new set of measures to compare to appropriate historical
range of variability levels.

Other disturbances function in order to maintain ecosystem
condition. For example, frequent understory burmns in many
longleaf pine (Pimus palustris) communities (Carroll et al.
1999) or western ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa)
ecosystemns (Covington and Moore 1994a,b) are essential to
maintaining the composition, structure, and fumction of these
ecosystems within historical range of variability. Similarly,
insects and disease, ice damage, and wind throw are
normally within ecosystem dynamics for many old growth
ecosystems (Bormann and Likens 1979, Spies and Turner
1999). For these ecosystems, the type, frequency, and .
intensity of disturbance events may be valuable ecosystem
level performance indicators. For streams, current
hydrological regimes for a particular stream reach can be
compared to historical range of variability using long-term
sirearn flow records, This method was applied to the
Roanoke River in North Carolina to assess the degree of
hydrologic alteration caused by dams (Richter et al. 1996).
A comparison of daily USGS stream flow measurements
going back to 1913 revealed that high and especially low
pulses are shorter and occurred more often under current
conditions than under historical conditions.

Ecosystem level measures are dependent on the temporal
scale used in defining a reference historical range of
variability. Gradual changes due to climate variation and
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geomorphic processes generally operated on timeframes
longer than the 200 to 400 year interval we suggest for
evaluating the historical range of variability of performance
measures for ecosystem management or ecological
sustainability. However, understanding these longer-term
changes allow for the reference time period for historical
range of variability to be evaluated relative to longer term
past or futare conditions.

Links Between the Ecosystem Level and Other Levels in the
Hierarchy

Ecosystems form the elements of the coarse filter, and the
plant and animal communities of an ecosystem are
composed of populations and species. For these reasons,
ecosystem level assessments seek to determine whether
critical components are present at appropriate levels and
whether processes are functioning to maintain biological
diversity and ecosystem integrity. Comparisons of these
features with historical conditions serve as a reference
against which the confributions of ecosystems to adequate
~ecolegical Tepresentation canbe-gauged.:— S

Ecosystems are linked to the other levels of the management

-~ ——hierarchy.—At the-landscape level, managers assess whether

ecosystems are present in adequate amounts and appropriate
configurations to maintain biodiversity and ecosystem
integrity. At the same time, assessments of species diversity
and genetic diversity are necessary to evaluate whether the
conservation of ecosystems is actuslly succeeding in
conserving biodiversity at the species and genetic levels.
Furthermore, species occurrences and genetic interactions

across landscapes are tied to the mix of types and spacing of

eCosystems.

Species Level Measures

Overview: What are the Critical Questions at the Species

" Level?

A primary question at the species level is whether adequate
ecological representation is providing for aceeptable levels
of risk to viability of species. Answering this question
involves determining which species maintained viable
popuiations within a landscape under an historical range of
viability, and assessing whether viable populations of a
particular species will be maintained under desired futyre
landscape conditions. This section provides a summary of
measures that can be used to compare species viability under
current versus historical landscape conditions.

For historically viable species, standards for maintaining
minimum viable population sizes will need to be set.
Managers may be interested in developing these standards
for threatened and endangered species, species of special
concern, or focal species. For species that were not viable

prior to major human impacts, no further consideration may
be necessary, as their contribution to ecological relationships
within a landscape over time has been minimal. Exceptions
may occur where the viability of a species that historicalty
cccurred in a neighboring landscape is presently
compromised in that landscape, so contributions from
adjoining landscapes may be necded, even where the species
may not have been viable under historical range of
variability. Ecosystem management may not provide for
viability for all species that were historically viable in a
landscape, although that is a desired objective for ecosystem
management. Some species may be extinct. Restoring
populations of others may not be economically, socially, or
ecologically feasible. For example, large, wild carnivores
may not be compatible with dense human development
because of conflicts with people and livestock. The
ecological consequences of these decisions, however,
remain. Species that have been extirpated from a region, or
have become rare, may bave played important ecological

roles in the past.

As managers attempt to conserve species, a management
question may be identifying the number of evolutionary

“significant ureits that exist for each species i the landscape -

of interest. Identifying subpopulations that are evolutionary
significant units associated with the population of a species
may be essential for meeting ecosystem management
objectives because each evolutionary significant unit may
require different management strategies to maintain its
viability,

ia for Selecti ies to be Monitored
Species are good indicators of a mumber of biodiversity
objectives, and can also indicate some trends or conditions
in ecosystems. For example, species have been used as
indicators to monitor chemical or physical changes in the
environment and to indicate the fate of other species
(Landres et al. 1988, Simberloff 1998). Use of species as
for environmental assays assumes their abundance or
condition is correlated with physical or chemical variables
(Spellerberg 1995).. Examples of this type of indicator are
lichens as indicators of air poliution and benthic
macroinvertebrates to indicate stream pollution (Ohio EPA
1988, Plafkin et al. 1989), A considerable body of empirical
evidence supports the use of indicator species as
environmental assays. Species used as indicators of the
status of other species should bé chosen on the basis of
evidence that their relative abundance is correlated with
habitat suitability or population trends of the other species.
Species that are monitored for reasons such as their

threatened status or charismatic appeal should not

automatically be assumed to represent the status of other
species (Simberloff 1998). Landres et al. (1988) challenged
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the assumption that population responses of guild members
change in parallel fashion and concluded that if it is
necessary to use indicators as “surrogates for population
trends of other species...such use...must be justified by
research on populations of the species involved, over an
extensive area and fime. Since managers must often choose
indicator species in the absence of supportive data, these
designations should be considered hypotheses in need of
further testing”

Haufler et al. (1996) recommended criteria for selecting
species that can be used for assessing if a coarse filter is
providing a desired range of ecosystem types across a
landscape to meet ecosystem management objectives,
including the maintenance of habitat for threatened and
endangered species or species of interest. These criteria
inctude: (1) species that rely on ecosystem types that have
undergone major ecological changes, (2) species with
stenotopic habitat requirements for certain ecosystem types,
(3) species with relatively large home ranges and

" réquirements for specific-ecosystom types; and (4 species - -

that would use the extreme ranges of historically occurring
ecosystem types. ‘

Species selection for ecosystem types, within a Jandscape,
should be based on their ecological requirements for specific
conditions. As a result of having specific requirements,
fluctuations in species abundance should track management
practices or natural disturbances within the ecosystems they
represent. This criterion for species selection is extremely
important and may require a literature review on the habitat
requirements of a species or a scientific investigation on the
habitat relationships of a species. If the relative abundance
of an indicator species for an ecosystem type does not vary
because of major successional changes or after a severe
perturbation, managers should reassess their selection of
species being monitored. In contrast, if the relative
abundance of the indicator species selected for an ecosystem
type is fluctuating beyond their historical range of
variability, managers should be concerned that there may be
other ecosystem level changes occurring beyond the
historical range of variability.

The species selected for assessment may also be based on
legislative mandates (i.e., threatened and endangered
species), conservation concern, or of special interest. In all
of these cases, fluctvations in the abundance of 2 species
should not occur beyond the thresheld required to maintain
viable populations. In addition, where managers observe an
increase in the number of threatened, endangered, or species
of conservation concern within a specific ecosystem type,
the ecological changes causing these shifts in species
abundance should be identified.

Performance Measures at the Species Level

We describe 5 types of performance measures for evaluating
species and populiation responses to management practices.
These include: 1) viability analysis of species in landscapes
2) occurrence and distribution of species within
Tepresentative ecosystems, 3) population measures and
comparisons, 4) population continuity, and 5) functional
measures.

At the species level of organization, the following data are

avatlable to address the specific measures: (1) species

occurrence, (2} species abundance, (2) dispersion, (3}

population structure (e.g., sex and age ratios), (4)

demographic processes (e.g., recruitment, mortality,

survivorship), and (5) habitat attributes. Data on the

presence or absence of species and populations are the

easiest 1o obtain but the least useful for conserving species

and meeting ecosystetn management objectives. Lancia et

al. (1994) and Cooperrider et al. (1986) reviewed a variety

of population measurement techniques. Hayck and Buzas

(1997) discissed methods fot quantifying populatich— -~ =~~~
measures such as density, relative abundance, species
distributions and occurrence, and relationships between
density and occurrence. Gros et al. (1996) evaluated several
methods of estimating density or relative abundance.
Litvaitis et al. (1994) reviewed a range of techniques that
have been used to measure vertebrate habitat use. Morrison
et al. (1992) reviewed theoretical models (e.g. habitat
suitability indices) and empirical (e.g., ficld-based) modeling
approaches that have been used extensively by natural
resource managers to evaluate wildlife responses to changes
in habitat conditions.

Population Parameters. Population Viability Assessment
(PVA) and Sensitivity Analysis are used to predict the

possible fate of populations and assign each fate a

probability (e.g., Murphy et al. 1990, McCullough 1596,
Nantel et al. 1996, Hanski and Gilpin 1967). Reed et al.
{1988) provided a discussion of the population parameters
that need 1o be quantified or estimated to use 2 PVA model.

Because it is difficult and costly to obtain data on the
population dynamics for many species, a habitat-based
approach to setting minimum viable population standards

‘has been recommended by Roloff and Haufler (1997). This

approach links population viability analysis and information
on habitat requirements of species to allow measures of
habitat quality and quantity to be used as relative indicators
of population size.

Information on changes in species occurrence within their
historical ecosystems provides a species assessment of a
properly fimctioning ecosystem. If an ecosystem historically
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supported a species, but does not at the present, then
investigations of cansative factors might reveal changes in
ecosystemn characteristics, such as structure or nutrient cycling,
that have made the ecosystem mnattractive to the species,

Information on the density and relative abundance of species
in existing ecosystem types is more difficult to obtain than
information on species occurrence especially for historical
conditions. Historical archives often document only the
presence or absence of species or, if information on
abundance is included, it is general and qualitative rather
than quantitative and specific. Nevertheless, if such data can
be obtained, comparisons of species relative abundance
under current and historical conditions are extremely usefirl
for conserving species.

If direct census information for a specics is not available,
indirect indices of abundance may be gleaned from historical
records. For example, Elton and Nicolson (1942) analyzed
Hudson’s Bay Company records for a period of over 200

- yieais, Using the numberof tiaded Canada lynx (e~

canadensis) furs as an index to population size, they
concluded that lynx populations were highly variable and

~ that these variations followed a predictable 10-yearcycte——

Such analyses are valuable, but the assumptions on which
they are based should be recognized. Elton and Nicholson’s
analysis assumed that the number of traded furs was
correlated with population size; thus, it ignored factors sach
as economic conditions that might influence trapping effort.

Evaluating sex ratios and age structure of some species,
predominately large vertebrates, are common metrics that
wildlife managers use to evaluate selected dynamics of
populations generally in response to specific human
activities. However, understanding the sex or age structure
of a population under historical range of variability can be
important reference information for evaluating existing
conditions, population potential, and population threats.
Unfortunately, such information is usually net available,
Often it may only be estimated from relatively intact
reference populations.

Survival rates and productivity of a species thronghout its
range are important metrics to deseribe clements of
population dynamics (Johnson 1994). For example, for
different populatiens of a species to survive they must
achieve some threshold density. Unfortunately, wildlife
managers are uncertain about the absolute thresholds
required for most species or what the historical range of
variability of these were.

‘Where habitat quality is variable, productivity will be higher
in “good” habitat than in “poor” habitat. Habitat in which

reproduction exceeds mortality acts as sources of individuals
that disperse into poorer habitat, or sinks (Pulliam 1988).
From the standpoint of conservation, sources are extremely
important (Pufliam 1988). Critical habitat for a species is
likely te occur where a species is most productive, and not
necessarily where it is most common. Evaluating a species
status in terms of source areas and sink areas withina
landscape, both for historical and current conditions, can be
very insightful in determining a species long term potential.

Population Continuify. In-addition to evaluating a
population’s response to habitat patches, some populations
may exist in discontinuous distributions consisting of
subpopulations, Tt is important to evaluate whether a
population was arranged in a similar manner under historical
range of variability, or whether this condition has been
created by human alterations to the species habitat.
Understanding the abilities of a population to interact
spatially is one of the greatest challenges for landscape
planning, Failing to evaluate spatial interactions and
capubilities ‘of populations under-historical-conditions is one
of the most common shortcomings of many population
analyses. If habitat losses are isolating patches of habitat in

ways that exceed the species’dispersal-capabilities; serious———— -

consequences to the population can be inferred. In these
cases, the projected amounts and distributions of
representative ecosystems will need to be evaluated for their
effects on species viability.

Data on habitat-specific demography and movements of
individuals among populations are difficult and time-
consuming to obtain. Obtaining data on population
dynamics under historical conditions is especialty
challenging. Care must be taken that sampling data are
adequate to reflect current and past distributions; otherwise,
“holes” in distribution patterns may not represent true
absences (Cutler 1991). '

Data on past extinction rates and colonization rates among
habitat patches have been inferred from comparisons of
fossil and contemporary distribution patterns. For example,
fossil distribution patterns of small, terrestrial, boreal
mammals in patches of montane habitat in the Great Basin
suggest that rates of movement between patches of high
elevation habitat are extremely low for this group whereas
extnctions are not uncommon (Patierson 1984, Grayson
1987, Grayson and Livingston 1993). Metapopulation
approaches may have relevance to spatial analyses of some
populations (McCullough 1996, Hanski and Gilpin 1997).
For example, the endangered herb, Furbish lousewort
(Pedicularis furbishige), exists in subpopulations living in
ephemeral riverbank habitat patches created by periodic
flooding (Menges 1990},
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Functional Measures. Herbivore-habitat interactions are an
example of a process that can be measured at several levels
of biological organization to examine what effects species
may have on the functions associated with different
ecosystem types. Herbivores can create disturbance regimes
beyond the historical range of vanability especially where
human activity has altered habitats or reduced predator
numbers. In this case, habitat conditions may be impaired
for herbivores and other wildlife species, such as songbirds
(Raymer 19%6) and successional trajectories may be altered.
Numerous wildlife managers in the north central region of
the United States are concerned about herbivore induced
changes in forest ecosystems in the face of historically high
white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) numbers and
browsing intensities.

Ecologists have also become concemed with recent declines
in many neotropical migrant songbird populations (e.g.,
Robbins et al. 1992, Herkert et al. 1996). One potential
limiting factor for such species may be nest parasitism. The

- -ecological Telationships that facilitate cowbird parasifist can

be evaluated at the ecosystem and the species level, At the
ecosystemn level, parasitism rates of nests within selected

T ECOSYStEm types can be compared to estingates of parasifism

under the historical range of variability. At the species level,
parasitism effects on population viability can be assessed by
monitoring the nesting success of species of conservation
concern, The species of conservation concern monitored for
nesting success shounld represent a range of ecosystem types
if ecosystemn level monitoring is desired.

i etw
Hierarchy ]
Species assessments can provide information that contributes
to the conservation of specific components of biodiversity,
but this informatien is most usefud if it is linked to the other
hierarchical levels. Species can serve as checks on the
adequacy of representation of the coarse filter. A properly
functioning coarse filter should provide for viability of
native species in the landscape of interest. Additionally,
species can serve as indicators that reflect the integrity of the
ecosystems within a landscape. Each ecosystem may be
considered functional if a range of indicator species is
present within the ecosystem. Finally, a species assessment
can allow managers to estimate the minimum habitat or
population parameters required for a population to be viable
and help develop specific conservation strategies for the
species of interest.

ies Level vels in th

Genetic Level Measures

Overview: What Are the Critical
Level?
The genetic level is the finest scale in the ecological

uestions at the Genetic

hierarchy. Three basic components define and determine the
genetic realm of biodiversity. The first is the spatial
arrangement of genetic diversity in a landscape. The second
is the dynamic movement of genetic material across the
landscape (i.c. gene flow). The third is the movement of
genetic.-material across generations. ‘This component
involves the loss and gain of genetic diversity, plus the
change in distribution and frequency of alleles (variants of a
gene) over time. These 3 components of genetic diversity
are fundamental to the process of evolution, A measure of
ecosystem integrity is whether a landscape will retain its
evolutionary heritage and allow the continuation of
processes that created its biological diversity (Angermeier
and Karr 1994, Moore et al. 1999). From a genetic
perspective, this implies that ecosystem managers should
strive to maintain important patterns and levels of genetic

variation and to preserve driving processes of evolution such

as: gene flow, isolation, speciation, and colonization (Smith
et al. 1993). With time, natural processes will change the
spatial arrangement of genetic variation across the

landscape. “Therefore; the-goalis not to freeze-the patterns -

of variation, but to maintain appropriate patterns by
preserving the processes that shape and change them.

One central concept of this report is the measurement of
ecosystem performance against a historical context. When
attempting to establish historical references for levels,
patterns, and processes that characterize genetic variation,
there are several potential sources of information. Historical
genetic references can be established when a large number
of museum specimens (e.g., >15) exist from each of one or
more populations (Mundy et al. 1997, Bouzat et al. 1998,
Nielsen et al. 1999). Often, museum specimens for the taxa
of interest will not be available. In this situation,
populations that remain relatively unimpacted can be
evaluated to estimate “natural” genetic levels, patterns, and
processes (Avise 1994). For some ecosystems and for some
species, relatively unimpacted populations no longer exist.
Comparisons with less closely related pepulations can still
be informative, but the accuracy of reference data based on
such comparisons becomes increasingly uncertain. In some
cases, when genetic variation is lost it may be irretrievable
on time scales reasonable to management. Assuming the
loss is a result of anthropogenic impact, the goal will often
be to conserve what remains, and the reference must be
established from modem samples. In other cases, genetic
variation will have been lost from sub-populations largely
because of isolation and fragmentation. Returning historical
levels of gene flow will be a powerful tool for reestablishing
historical patterns and levels of genetic variation.

Genomes can be extremely sensitive to perturbations in the
landscape. Herein lies one of their greatest values for
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ecosystem management. Six groups of questions can be
evaluated to determine if the genetic components of the
landscape are within the historical range of vatiability: (1) Is
the level of genetic diversity lower than the historical range
of variability and if so, are low levels of genetic diversity

.affecting the viability of populations? . (2} What was.the

historical range of variability it gene flow levels and
patterns? Do current levels of gene flow fall within the
historical range of variability? (3) What is the historical
range of variability for the presence and degree of
hybridization, and do current hybridization levels fall within
this historical range of variability? (4) Are there
evolutionarily distinct populations within the planning
landscape? What is the evolutionary distinctiveness of
populations in the managed landscape compared to other

_ populations of the species outside the landscape? (5) Does

the mating system differ from that observed in other
landscapes, and does it change over time? {6) Is there
genetic evidence of a population decline or bottleneck?

- *The 6 groups of specific-questions-outlined-above highlight -

the wide range of contributions that genetic evaluation and
moitoring can make to conservation and ecosystem

- mafiagement (Mace ef al. 1996). However, we do notwisl -~ —

to suggest that addressing each question will be required to
accomplish ecosystem management goals. The extent to
which genetic investigation and monitoring can be
incorporated into ecosystem management will depend on
resources and prioritics. Regardless, managers should be
aware of basic genetic characteristics of healthy ecosystems
and how to achieve them.

Criteria for Selecting Taxa to be Monitored
Tdeally, managers should evaluate multiple species

representing distinct taxonomic groups and ecological
niches. In reality, managers will never have the resources
available to study and monitor genetic diversity in all or
even a significant proportion of a landscape’s taxa.
Therefore, managers must choose to focus on specific taxa.
‘While no single species can be a surrogate for the landscape,
some species will be far more informative than others. We
suggest that species in the following categories are good
targets for genetic study and monitoring;

» Species at risk: Small populations are likely to be a
central concern to ecosystem managers for several
reasons. When a species is rare in a landscape because

of its sensitivity to some form of ecological degradation,

it may be useful as an indicator of ecological integrity.
s Species with limited dispersal abilities: Species which
cannot disperse effectively across the matrix between
patches of suitable habitat are more likely to suffer the
negative effects of isolation and display important

genetic substructuring across the landscape (Avise et al.
1987).

e Species that exist in spatially substructured populations:
The movement of individuals among habitat patches is a
critical process in sustaining a metapopulation. In the
modern landscape, extensive habitat fragmentation has
occurred in many places and even species that formally
existed as continuous populations have been forced into
spatially substructured populations (Hanski 1998).

B e Mizasures at the Genetic Level

The genetic measures in this section provide specific ways
of obtaining ecologically relevant information with
molecular data. Within each measure is a discussion of how
genetic data can be gathered and used to address the
questions outlined previously. A detailed description and
explanation of genetic methods and genetic markers is
beyond the scope of this document and the reader is referred
to reviews by Avise (1994}, Cruzan (1998), and Parker et al.
(1998)

Genetic Dzverszty Levels and Populanon V'ab:hly Genetlc
diversity is one commonly used genetic performance’

meusie; because loss of genetic diversity can increasethe ——

probability of extinction of small populations {(Allendorf and
Leary 1986, Gilpin and Soulé 1986). The relative
importance of genetic diversity to a species’ or population’s
health and persistence remains an cnigmatic and contentions
issue. Points of contention inclade questions of how
accurately variation at neutral markers represents variation at
loci affecting fitness, how often and directly the genetic
variation affects the fitness of individuals and how individual
fitness affects population viability (Lande 1988, Caro and
Laurenson 1994). Nevertheless, correlations between
varions fimess traits and genetic diversity have been
demonstrated for multiple taxa. Examples include growth
tate in the coot clam, Mulinia lateralis (Koehn et al. 1988},
birth weight and neonatal survival of harbor seals (Phoca
vituling) (Coltman et al. 1998); growth rate, survival, and
fecundity in the Sonoran topominnow (Poeciliopsis spp.)
(Quattro and Vrijethoek 1989); fecundity in the greater
prairie chicken (Bympanuchus cupido) {(Westemeier et al.
1998); sperm quality in Indian lions (Q’Brien and Evermann
1988) and parasite resistance in Soay sheep (Coltman et al.
1999).

There are 4 main mechanisms that can lead to the loss of
genetic diversity in populations: 1) founder effect, 2)
demographic bottleneck, 3) isolation and genetie drift, and
4} inbreeding (Hartl and Clark 1989). If managers suspect
that any of these 4 mechanisms may be reducing genetic
diversity and potentially increasing the extinction risk of one
or more taxa, then selected estimators can be used to test
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this hypothesis, and ideally, contrasted with historical levels
of variation.

Historical and Current Levels of Gene Flow. Gene flow is
the transfer of genetic material among populations. The
degree of gene flow between 2 populations ranges from an
extreme of complete isolation and no gene flow to extensive
exchange that genetically homogenizes 2 populations. Some
populations and species have existed for long periods of time
in complete isolation, and the appropriate management goal
for such populations would be to prevent human-induced
gene flow. Other species with high dispersal abilities, such
as wolves (Canis lupus), coyotes (Canis latrans), and
migratory birds, historically have high levels of gene flow
and low levels of population structure (Avise and Aquadro
1982, Avise et al. 1987, Wayne et al. 1990, 1992, Avise
1992, 1994). An appropriate management goal for such
species would be to retain habitats or suitable matrix '
conditions that allow for movements that would preserve
historical gene flow levels and patterns. When the habitat

- “fecessary formigration'no longer exists; managers will have:

to consider restoring historical gene flow levels and patterns
artificially by moving individuals between populations.

exists (Paetkau et al. 1995, Waser and Strobceck 1998). The
main drawback of these approaches is that they only
demonstrate that the individuals are migrating and do not
indicate whether the migrating individual has bred or will
breed. To determine if migrant individuals are breeding,
genetic analyses can be performed to determine.paternity
and maternity of offspring (Chakraborty et al. 1988,
Craighead et al. 1995, Girman et al. 1997, Cruzan 1998). If
no data exist on potential migrants, relatedness statistics can
also be calculated to determine if a mating individual has
genetic material very different from other individuals within
the population (Queller and Goodnight 1989, Queller et al.
1993).

Presence and Degree of Hybridization. Hybridization
between closely related taxa is a serious and commonly
overlooked threat to biodiversity (Rhymer and Simberioff
1996). The prevalence of cxotics as a measure of ecosystem
integrity has been discussed under ecosystem level
measures. An extension of this measure is to ask if the

‘eXOHiC Species are impacting 1he ecosystem by hybfidizing + - - -

with native species. For example, hybridization between the
introduced brook trout (Salvelinus fortinalis) and the pative

Four main indirect measures indicate average levels of gene
flow over evolutionary time:

1) F-statistics: This group of estimators indicates the
degree of population structure and can be used to
estimate the number of migrants per generation {Nm)
between populations.

2} Private alleles analysis: Slatkin (1985) developed a gene
flow and Nm estimator based on the number of private
alleles (alleles found only in one population).

3) Genetic distance methods: Genetic distance methods
give an index of the degree of differentiation between
pairs of populations (or taxa). _

4) Phylogenetic analysis: Evaluating gene flow using
phylogenetics requires knowledge of the phylogeny of
nonrecombining segments of DNA (Hillis et al. 1996).

Tn addition to these indirect measures of gene flow, various
direct measures are also available, For animals, standard
mark—recapture methods and radiotracking can be used to
detect current migrants (Wilson et al. 1996). Genetic
fingerprinting of samples (hair, scat, feathers) collected non-
invasively can also be used in 2 mark—recapture approach
with the advantage that sampling can be done without
handling or disturbing the animals (Kohn and Wayne 1997,
Kohn et al. 1999, Taberlet et al. 1999, Woods et al. 1999).
The assignment test is another genetic method that can be
used to detect recent migrants when populations are
genetically distinct and significant population substructure

bull trout (5. conflaents) creates a sigwificant reproductive
sink for the less numerous bull trout (Leary et al. 1993).

A second cause of hybridization involves habitat
modifications that bring 2 formerly isolated species into
coniact. For example, 2 species of native tree frogs in
Atlabama (Hyla cinerea and H. gratiosa) ate isolated by
mating behaviors associated with different structural
components of ponds. Loss of emergent vegetation due to
disturbance results in a breakdown in the reproductive
barrier (Avise 1994). The extent of hybridization in plants
may be even greater than in animals, where reproductive
barriers are generally less stringent (Soltis and Gitzendarner
1999).

Under historical conditions, hybridization with true exotics
should have been essentially zero, It may or may not be
possible to determine the historical range of variability of
hybridization in cases where habitat modification has broken
down reproductive barriers, depending on the quality of
historical data. Where they exist, reference areas can be
used to estimate the historical range of variability of
hybridization. For example, hybridization between H.
cinerea and H. grafiosa occurs but is rare at wmimpacted
ponds compared with impacied sites (Avise 1994).

Detecting hybrids involves determining distinctive genetic
signatures for species so that hybrids genetic signatures
can be identified (Avise 1994, Hughes 1998). The
direction of hybridization can be studied as well, using
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molecular markers that are uniparentally inherited such as
mitochondrial DNA and Y chromosome ioci in animals
and chloroplast DNA in plants (Avise 1994),

Evolutionary Distinctiveness. An evolutionary tree that
describes the genealogical relationships that unite taxa is
known as a phylogeny. Phylogeography is the process of
mapping the phylogeny of individuals within a species on
the landscape and provides managers with a powerfil tool
for conserving the evolutionary heritage of species (Avise
1987, Avige et al. 1987, Avise 1989, Avise 1992, Avise
1998). Practically speaking, the manager asks which
populations are the most valuable in terms of preserving the
genetic diversity of the species.

‘When a population is subdivided into 2 and kept relatively
isolated over generations, allele frequencies in the 2
populations begin to diverge. Moritz (1994) suggested that
when these frequencies become significantly different, the 2
popuiations constitute separate management units and should

generations have passed with very little exchange, allele
frequency differences will be significant, and every

- individual-in-beth-pepulatiens-will-be-mere—closely-related to

other individuals in the same population than to individuals
in the other populations (a condition called reciprocal
monophyly). Moritz (1994) suggested that such populations
constitute separate evolutionary significant units (ESUs).

Tn mapping patterns of mitochondrial DNA diversity in the
canyon treefrog (Hyla arenicolor) in the Southwest United
States, Barber (1999) found 3 highly divergent evolutionary
lineages that occupy distinct geographic regions. In fact, 1
of the lineages found in the Grand Canyon differs from the
others by an astounding 13% and is more closely related to
another species (H. eximia) than to other lineages within /1.
arenicolor. In general, conserving representative
populations of each ESU should be the highest priority,
followed by conserving representative populations of each
management unit.

Because species in the same community have often been
subject to similar climatic and geologic {(biogeographic)
forces, they may share similar phylogeographic paiterns.
Comparative phylogeography is the overlaying of multiple
species’ phylogemies on the landscape (Avise 1992, Moritz
and Bermingham 1998, Moritz and Faith 1998). When there
is a sirong concordance among distinct types of taxa, it is
likely than many unstudied taxa will have the same basic
phylogenetic pattern. In this way, areas of especially high
evolutionary value may be identified.

Phylogenetic distinctiveness at the depth of ESUs is
classically determined by reconstructing phylogenetic trees

with sequence data from mitochondrial and nuclear DNA or
allozymes (Waples 1991, Moritz 1994, Waples 1995). A
finer scale resolution, to define management units for
example, can be gained with allele frequency data (Moritz
1994). The techniques used for phylogeny estimation and
phylogeography. are beyond the scope.of this report; Avise
(1994), Hillis et al. (1996), and Molecular Ecology (1998)
provided good overviews of the subject.

Evaluation of Mating Systems. The study of mating systems
focuses on ways individuals obiain mates, the number of
individuals with which they mate, and how long mates stay
together. Modem genetic techniques are providing new
insights into studies of mating systems due to their high
tesolation and accuracy (Hughes 1998). Recently a number
of presumably monogamous species were redefined as
polygamous using the increased resolution of genetic
methods. These included eastern bluebird (Sialia sialis)
{Gowaty and Karlin 1984), red-winged black bird (Agelaius
phoeniceus) (Gibbs et al. 1990), and alpine marmot
(Marmota marmotay{Goossens et ul. 1998)-For plants-and
other organisms capable of self-fertilization, genetic analySLS
provides a statistical method for estimating selfing and

"'outcrossing rates (reviewed in Schemske and Lande T985)

Mating patterns and systems often correlate with ecological
factors and may change as environmental conditions are
altered. In the red-winged blackbird, population density is
significantly associated with decreased monogamy (Gibbs
et al. 1990)." The degree of monogamy was also associated
with habitat quality in the alpine marmot (Goossens et al.
1998). Other environmental conditions that may alter
mating systems are: a) hunting pressure that alters the sex
ratio or dominance hierarchy of a population or b) a
contraction: of a critical resource that causes individuals to
cluster during the breeding season. Thus, evaluation of
mating systems is another potentially useful measure of
ecosystemn integrity. '

Maternity, paternity, and relatedness analyses are used to
evaluate and characterize mating systems. These analyses
generally involve combining field observations with DNA
multilocus fingerprint data to infer genetic relationships.

Population Trends and Bottlenecks. Monitoring population
trends, and especially detecting drastic declines, will be
important for managing focal species. When a population is
reduced to a small number of breeders (bottlenecked), the
allele frequencies between generations shift dramatically,
creating a detectable genetic signal. Additionaily, non-
invasive genetic sampling can be used in conjunction with
DNA fingerprinting to get minimum and mark—recapiure
population estimates {(Woods et al 1999, Kohn et al 1999).
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Another role of genetic census methods is in detecting
cryptic bottlenecks, where the population size dees not
crash, but only a small number of individuals are
contributing to the gene pool of the next generation. This is
most common in highly fecund species like fish and

. amphibians and in species with a dominance hierarchy that

limits breeding to a small number of individuals,

The use of DNA. fingerprinting to estimate population size
and trend is very similar to capture-based census methods,
except that an mdividual’s DNA, in the form of hair, scat,
etc., is captured instead of the individual. Recent population
estimates of brown bears { Ursus arctos), coyotes {Canis
latrans), and cougars (Puma concolor) demonstrate some
advantages of the approach (Kohn et al. 1999, Woods et al.
1999, Ernest et al. 2000).

Several genetic methods have been developed specifically
for detecting population bottlenecks. The simplest approach
is to monitor levels of heterozygosity across generations

Because-Hetérozy gosity-wilF-decting 45 the effective——— —

population size shrinks. However, the decline in
heterozygosity is generally not drastic, and thus this

—approach iy ot powerful enough to be useful exceptin——

detecting severe contractions (Allendorf and Leary 1986,
Luikart et al. 1998). More powerful approaches inchide
evaluating: 1) allele frequencies over time-(Luikart et al.
1999, Waples 1989), 2) the number of rare alleles (Allendorf
1986, Luikart et al. 1998), and 3) disruptions in the
equilibrium between genetic drift and mutation (Cornuet and
Luikart 1996, Luikart and Cormmet 1998). All 4 methods
become far more powerfil when highly variable codominant
markers are used (¢.g. microsatellites), sample sizes are at
ieast 30, and bottlenecks are relatively severe.

Links Between the Genetic evel and Other Fevels in the
Hierarchy :

The genetic level is closely linked to the species level. In fact,
most of the genetic measures discussed are acmally genetic
properties of populations or proups of populations. For
example, the evolitionary distinctiveness of & population
compared to fhe species as a whole is property of that
population, and historical levels of gene flow between
populations were a characteristic of that assemblage of
pepulations. Thus, the nested nature of species within
ecosystems is not logically equivalent to the way genetic

~ variation is a property of populations and species. The genetic

level has been separated from the species level in this report
largely to maintain methodological clarity. Managers will
choose focal taxa at the species level to monitor and evaluate
the genetic level of the hierarchy. In addition, accurately
addressing questions at the genetic level is dependent upon
collection: of samples at the landscape scale. Many genetic

measures can be used to evaluate the effectiveness of the
spatial distribution of populations that are responding to the
arrangement of ecosystems at the landscape level. Thus, even
at this finest leve] of biological organization, linkages exist
across, all the other organizational levels.

Genetic methods, such as non-invasive genetic sampling
{Taberlet et al. 1999), can be used to collect data for
performance measures at other levels of the hierarchy.
Several of the genetic and species level performance
measures are nearly syronymous. In fact, for some bird and
mammzlian species, all of the performance measures histed
at the species level could be evaluated with genetic methods
alone. For example, hair, feces, and feathers can be
collected and the DNA can be used to determine: 1)
presence/absence of species, 2) geographic range of species,
3) the abundance of species in different ecosystems, 4) sex-
ratio within species, 5) the degree of immigration and
emigration, and 6) population continuity. In other instances,
the genetic performance measures provide a greater degree
of resolution than-that providgéd-byihe species level- They -
ask: How well do species, community, and landscape
measures cotrelate with genetic performance indicators?

APPLICATIONS OF PERFORMANCE
MEASURES

Use of Performance Measures at the Landscape,
Ecosystem, and Species Levels: Ecosystem Management
in Northern Minnesota

The full application of performance measures for ecosystem
management at all levels of the organizational hierarchy
requires that an appropriate ecosysicin management process
be in place. Boise Cascade Corporation (BCC) initiated an
Ecosystem Management Demonstration Project in northern
Minnesota. The Ecosystem: Management Project was
designed to allow BCC to function effectively while
addressing regional biodiversity concerns and to demonstrate
approaches and methodologies that can meet the objectives
of ecosystem management in a flexible, sustainable manner.
This project was an example of the application of
performance measures ranging from the landscape level to
the species level. The project was modeled after the process
described by Haufler et al. (1996, 1999).

Boise Cascade’s project delineated a andscape that
vorresponded to the section level as deseribed by the
National Hierarchy of Ecological Units (Cleland et al. 1997).
The 2.5-million-hectare Northern Minnesota and Ontario
Peatlands Section (NMOPS), as described by McNab and
Avers (1994), represented an appropriate landscape for
ecosystem management in northern Minnesota. Within this
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landscape, information on historical disturbance regimes and
resulting conditions was sampled, derived, or obtained. The
fire history of the landscape had not been described in any
detail; however, Marschner (1974) compiled and mapped
vegetation information obtained from U.S. General Land
Office survey notes for the period 1850-1905. A summary
of historical vegetation types (Marschner 1974) within the
landscape described a landscape dominated by conifer bogs
and swamps and seral aspen-birch (Populus tremmuloides-
Betula papyrifera) stands succeeding fo conifer
communities.
Landscape Level: Comparing A te Ecologi

; P o
Once the landscape was delineated, an ecosystern diversity
matrix was used to quantify and describe ecological
complexity across multipie land ownerships within the
NMOPS (Kemohan et al. 1999) (Fig. 4). The ecosystem
diversity matrix for the NMOPS reflected both the potential
natural vegetation of a site (habitat types, sensu Daubenmire

4968 Ty, aind- the” existing Vegetation (Vegetation growth-stage

described in terms of shade tolerance). The combination of
vegetation growth stapes and habitat type classes creates

ccological units; which-are represented-ascells in-the
ecosysiem diversity matrix. The ecosystem diversity matrix
was section-specific (thus, it was unique to NMOPS) and
represented the range of ecological units (i.¢., ecosystems)
on all ownerships within the section. The
ecosysiem diversity matrix provided the
framework for a description of historical
disturbance regimes, existing landscape

and medium trees and shade-intolerant large trees (asper and
balsam fir, (dbies balsamed)). The rich, moist fir community
was found to occupy approximately 189,876 hectares of the
landscape, and historically, the shade tolerant medium tree
stage made up 17-18% of this comnmumity. Thus, under
historical conditions this stage or ecological unit occupied up
to 18% of 189,876 hectares, or an estimated 34,178 hectares
(Fig. 4). This represented reference conditions in amounts of
this ecological unit.

Once historical conditions across the landscape were
quantified, they were used as a reference point from
which threshold levels for specific ecological units were
calculated. Adequate ecological representation was
considered a threshold set at 10% of the maximum of the
range of historical conditions. Therefore, adequate
ecological representation for the rich, moist fir; medium
tree tolerant ecological unit wouid be met by maintaining
3,418 hectares (i.e., 10% of 34,178 hectares) across the
landscape (Fig. 5). A specific landscape level measure

to existing acres of each ecological unit within the
landscape. To continue the above example, the rich, moist

-fir; medinm- tree tolerant ecological unit currently— — - —
~occupies 7,431 hectares across the landscape. When the

existing amount of this ecological unit is compared to
adequate ecolegical representation, the landscape is above

Historical Range of Variability
Ecosystem Diversity Mairix (excerpt)

conditions, conditions required to support Mabitat Type Classes
biodiversity, potential firure landscape ) Mot Rich, Moi p— Wetbl Poor, Wet
conditions, and a classification scheme for Vegetation Growth Stages Fir Fir Ash/Cedar Cedar Spruce
species assessments (Haufler et al. 1996). | Seodling Sapling o ™ oo " p—
The ecosystem diversity roatrix was used to Small tree 12-20% 12-20% 8-14% 1219%
describe existing conditions in the NMOPS e lEnTY e Mioditzm troe 7-10% 7-10% 14-18% 13-17%
landscape by classifying current vegetation Spec :
growth stages from stand inventory data Large tree 3-5% 3-5%
and by modeling habitat type classes from : .
general landscape attributes such as Srnall tree 1% 1-3% 9-6% 63% 15-23%
surficial geology, landform, and Medium trep o Shade Tolorat 10.12% 11-18% 19-20% 7% 21239
hydrography. Using information about the

. . . . . Large tree 6%
historical disturbance regimes operating on
the landscape, the area of a given Old growth 25.51% 24-29% 20-42% 19-42% 2246%
ecological unit in the ecosystem diversity
matrix under historical conditions was

estimated (Frelich 1998) (Fig. 4). For
¢xample, the rich, moist fir community
included 9 vegetation growth stages
including shrubs and seedlings, shade-
tolerant and intolerant saplings, small trees,

Figure 4. Partial historical range of variahility ecosystem diversity matrix for the Northern
Minnesota and Ontario Peatlands landscape of northern Minnesota. Primary axes of the
ecosystem diversity matrix describe sitc potential as depicted by habitat type classes and
temporal stand dynamics depicted by vegetation growih stages. The intersection of both axes
represents ecological units across the entire landscape. Percemtages represent the range of
each ecological unit by habitat type class historically occurring on the landscape.

“wouldbe to-compare-adéquate-ccological Tepresentation- - - o weemilo
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Adequate Ecofogical Representation the large tree, rich moist fir ecologicai
Ecosystem Diversity Matrix (excerpt) unit would not be within the historical
Habitat Type Clmses tange of variability_fo_r this ecosy§tem
- - . - . _ structural characteristic. Restoration
Moist Rich, Moist Wet Fir/ Wt Fir/ Poor, Wet .
Vegetation Growth Stages Fir Fir Ash/Codar Codar Spruce efforts may then fOCUS on developing
more snags, in clumped arrangements.
Seedling/Sapling 343 1,709 437 295 4313
Small tree 762 3,708 70 &3 Speci el: Habitat Potential Models
B Habitat i ti
Shade Intolerant "
Spocias > Medium wree 38 1,459 473 57 Species-specific assessments were
Large tree 190 950 conducted to assess whether or not
minimum habitat requirements were
Smalt tree 76 70 a7 262 3,100 being met for pileated woodpecker
Modium tree St Toon 457 3418 770 557 3.100 (Dryocopus pileatus) and ruffed grouse
(Bonasa umbellus), thus providing
Large tree 228 :
species-level performance measures.
Old growth 1,943 9,304 2,038 1377 6,200 These 2 species were selected because of
Total area in cass (h3) 3809 189876 48510 12,77 134777 their known habitat requirements and the
different snccessional stages the 2

Figure 5. _Partial adequate ecological representation ecosystem diversity matrix for the
““Northeri- Minnesota and-Outatio” Peatlands Tandscape of northérn Mintesota. ~ Vilues, in~
hectares, represent 10% of the maximum historical range of variability for each ecological

nnit. Ecological units without a valee did not occur historically.

this threshold level (Fig. 6), so that this particular
ecosystem would not be identified as one of high
restoration need.

Ecosystem Level: Assessing Ecological Unit Composition
and Function

Ecosystem level performance measures assess whether or
not stands within the landscape contribute to adequate
ecological representation. Tn order for stands to contribute
to adequate ecological representation, the existing
conditions of an ecological unit should correspond to the
historical range of variability of that ecological unit with
regard to composition, structure, and function. Each
ecological unit in the ecosystem diversity matrix was
characierized through comprehensive vegetation sampling.
Variables collected included species, diameter, height of all
live trees and snags, percent canopy and understory cover
by species, presence and description of coarse woody
debris, and vertical strata by life form. Using information
on existing conditions (e.g., diameter distribution), an
ecological unit can be described and compared to expected
historical conditions. For example, in the large tree,
tolerant, rich, moist fir ecological unit, the mean number of
large snags per hectare historically may have been 7 snags

per hectare distributed in a clumped pattern. An appropriate

ecosystem level measure would be to compare the existing
number of snags per acre and their distribution within the
ecological unit. If existing conditions were found to have 2
snags per hectare arranged in a random distribution, then

species need. As a landscape level
“méasure, habifat and fiotne ranges can be

used to assess population viability for
__individual species across the landscape,

thus providing a check against adequate
ecological representation (Roloff and Haufler 1997). For
these 2 species, the number and quality of individual home
ranges could be mapped for the landscape based on
projected conditions including the estimated amounts of
each ecological unit for adequate ecological
representation.

Applyi erformance Measures

This project was designed to conserve biological diversity
and ecosystem integrity by providing an appropriate mix
of ecosystems across the planning landscape. The
objective of the habitat potential modeling was to check
the coarse filter approach and provide a means of
assessing performance measures at the species level.
Three primary scales were used including the planning
landscape (<2 million hectares), species home range (5—
100’s hectares), and the ecolegical unit (10-20 hectares).
In addition, temporal scales addressed included historical
time frames (300 years), the landscape planning cycle
(100 years), and monitoring intervals (5 year cycles).
Performance measures included adequate ecological
representation at the landscape level, ecological unit
composition, structure, and function at the ecosystem
level, and habitat quality and quantity by home range for
2 species at the species level. Additional performance
measnres at all levels of biological diversity could be
added to strengthen the evaluation of ecosystem
management and ecological sustainability.
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Example of Ecosystem Management Linkage at the in northern Arizona because of grazing and fire exclusion.
Ecosystem Level: Southwestern Ponderosa Pine They discussed the effects of these changes on the current
Restoration disturbances operating within existing ecosystems as
Ecologists can make significant contributions to ecosystem compared to the historical range of variability. Moore et al.
management at the level of the ecosystem, even without (1999) described how they established 4 restoration frials to

having a larger landscape assessment. In many landscapes, demonstrate and evaluate methods for restoring fimctional
ecosystems that have been subjected to substantial alteration ~ POomderosa pine ecosystems. They felt that such efforts were
or conversion are already known. Examples include long leaf ~ ©ritical to maintain what they termed were evolutionary
pine ecosystems in the Southeastern United States, most habitats that would continue to allow evolutiondry processes
prairie ecosystems across the Great Plains, and low elevation for species that utilized ponderosa pine ecosystems.

forest ecosystems in the Rocky Mountains. Covington et al. '

{1999) described how restoration at the ecosystem level could Based on work by Swetnam and Baisan (1996) and others,
be approached relative to a reference to historical range of Moore et al. (1999) and Covington et al. (1999)

variability. This example describes how ecosystern ecologists  quantitatively described historical disturbance regimes for
in the Southwestern United States have identified ponderosa southwestern ponderosa pine, detailing a historical range of

pine forests as ecosystems in need of restoration, and the variability of high frequency, low-intensity fires over the last
types of research and management that can be conducted at 300500 years. They also described how this changed with
the ecosystem level to address these concerns. Covington Anglo-American setilesnent. Further, they described

and Moore (1994a,b) and Covington et al. {1999) described ecosystem composition and structure under historical ranges

the changes that e occurred in ponderosa pme ecosystems of vanab111ty, and how this has been altered in existing

o - T ~ Gonditions, with ach Higher fugl 1oads and -
dramatically different fire regimes with
current fires more infrequent and severe.

" They described both overstory and

215,006-] understory conditions.
185,000 -
175,000 & _ . ' ‘With this knowledge of historical range of
155,000 " - ) o [ . varigbility and the differences in existing
135,000+ p: B ; ecosystem conditions, Covington et al.
E 115000 _ - - ; (1997, 1999) described a process to restore
<& 95.000- | wd i B functional ponderosa pine ecosystems. In
75.000~ 1 addition to composition and structure, Kaye
55,000+ § : and Hart (1998) reported on mutrient cycling
::‘:2:: ] ) _ in response to restoration efforts. The
-s:m— restoration trals described by Moore et al.
25,800 (1999) documented a successful returmn to
- - ol ecosystem conditions tesembling those
£ 'g'é i o £ Hag:al'!_‘ype reported 1o have occurred under historical
Zw 5B g ‘é E e & = snes disturbance regimes.
Vegatation Growth Stage  © 3 £ % ° ©

Similar descriptions of needs in ponderosa
Figure 6. Difference betw:een the amount of each ecological nnit existing within the North.ern pine ecosystems in other landscapes in the
Minnesota and Ontario Peatlands landscape currently and adegqumate ecological h been T d(A 1993
representation calenlated as 10% of the maximum historical range of variability, A positive  Lnland West nave been reported (Agee 1993,
difference identifies ecological units that are currently above adequate ecological Crane and Fisher 1986, Steele et al. 1986,
Eprt:m;as;n There athneg]:ﬁ;:x d;l;f:!;:? idmgfnﬂgrtz:ii ‘;‘;’;ﬁ“&?&m c“fﬁﬂbtfly below  Eyerett et al. 2000). Harrod et al. (1998)

e INres) OWS 10 (¢ B egeta H lglassl‘l mdnllg . . - .
stage), SSE (shrub/scedling stage), SAPINT (saplings with intolerant species), SMTINT mOddc‘_i snag densities and dlsmbutlons
(small trees with intolerant species), METINT (medium trees with intolerant species), under historical ranges of variability in
LA'I'INT (large trees v?ith in'toleraut species), SR (self-replacing stand with intolerant ponderosa pine forests in Washington State.
species), SAPTOL (saplings with tolerant species), METTOL (medium trees with tolerant Th ided d dine of th
species, LATTOL (large trees with tolerant species), OLG (old growtk). The columas of the ey provided an understanding o . © .
matrix are the habitaf type classes: DI'pb (Dry fir, jack pine), DFpr (Dry fir, red pine), MFar  abundance and role of snags under historical
(Moist fir, red maple), RMFPt (Rich, moist fir, aspen), RMApl (Rich moist ash, balsam conditions, which can provide insights to the
poplar), MMas (Wet maple, silver maple), MFACto (Wet fir/ash/cedar, cedar), MFCio (Wet £ ies that d ded th
fir/cedar, cedar), WFCHl (Very wet fir/cedar, tamarack), WFCpm (Very wet fir/cedar, needs of species that depended on these
spruce), PWSH (Poor, very wet spruce, tamarack), PWSpm (Poor, very wel spruee, spruce).  €COSYS{€Is.
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These examples demonstrate the significant contributions
and efforts to ecosystem management that can ocour at the
ecosystem level. While major ecosystem management
contributions can oceur at the ecosystern level alone,
questions concerning how much restoration may be needed
in-a landscape, and what spatial arrangement of restoration
efforts will provide the best results require additional
information and assessment at the landscape level. Further,
ecosystem level efforts can also make significant
contributions to the needs of species, and to genetic level
objectives.

Example of Ecosystem Management Linkage at the
Species Level: Managing for Kirtland’s Warbler
{(Dendroica kirtlandii)

A primary focus of many wildlife management activities is
to maintain viable populations of species. These actions
become critical for threatened and endangered species or
candidate species. Often this task becomes problematic due
to limited biological data, the characteristics of the required
Tabitat, and ihe migratory statis of the speciés, Yet,” ™
managers addressing species needs can contribute
significantly to ecosystem management mitiatives.

Maintaining and enhancing the status of a single species, or
maltiple species, can contribute to broader ecosystem
management objectives. If the species has been limited by a
loss of suitable habitat, then obviously some types of
ecosystems. that previously occurred have been lost. These
ecosystems would undoubtedly be a focus for restoration at
the ecosystem and landscape levels. By addressing the
needs of & declining species, the loss of the broader =
ecosystemn may also be addressed. Thus, while not
addressing the full range of ecosystems, declining species
may indicate those ecosystems most in need of attention.

In this example, we discuss conservation efforts for the
Kirtland’s warbler, a neotropical migratory bird species that
is dependent on early successional stages of jack pine (Pinus
banksiana) in the northern region of Michigan’s lower
peninsula. We used this species as an example since it
portrays several management interests. For example, how
do managers conserve a species that has relatively
specialized and limited habitat and has been threatened by
nest parasitism by the brown-headed cowbird {Molothrus
ater) (Ryel 1981).

The management objective for the Kirtland’s warbler, as
stated in the Recovery Plan, is to “reestablish a self-
sustaining Kirtland’s warbler population throughout its
known range at a minimum level of 1,000 pairs” (Kirtland’s
Warbler Recovery Team 1985). Meeting this management
objective will allow the species to be removed from the
Endangered Species List.

~Becanse stand age is a critical nesting Habitatatgibute for —

Managers responsible for conserving the Kirtland’s warbler
will need to stratify their efforts into wintering versus the
breeding area because of the difficulties of making
management decigions across international boundaries and
the need to assess the historical range of variability within
the unique ecosystems. required by the species in each
respective area. 'We will limit our discussion to the breeding
range.

Kirtland’s warblers require a specific set of habitat
conditions, that of young (523 year old) jack pine produced
by stand replacing fire (Nelson and Buech 1996, Probst and
‘Weinrich 1993), where a majority (73%) of males identified
in censuses have been found (Probst and Weinrich 1993).
Although jack pine areas disturbed by fire provide the most
suitable habitat conditions for the Kirtland’s warbler, jack
pine types not disturbed by fire also may provide less
suitable warbler habitat, For example, Probst and Weinrich
{1993) documented that a few Kirtland’s warbler males were

) also found in habitat conditions such as plantatmns (l l%) or '

“1in harvested, unburned jack pine-stands that-have-
regenerated {16%).

Kirtland’s warbier, managers must quantify availability of
suitable nesting habitat. Five age classes span Kirtland's
warbler habitat conditions pre- and post-occupation. These
include: pre-occupation (<8-years-old), growth (8—11-years-
old), level stage (12-17-years-old), decline (18-21-years-
old), and post-occupation (>22-years-old) (Marshall et al.
1998). Having an understanding of the current amounts and
distributions of jack pine age classes is critical for forest
planning to provide quality nesting sites.

With this information, population and habitat thresholds can
be established. This requires estimates of what constitutes a
viable population (1,000 pairs) for the Kirtland’s warbler,
and the amount of habitat required to support this population
size. Specifically, what minimum proportion of the planning
landscape needs to be in suitable habitat conditions at a
given time for the warbler to persist, how should this habitat
be distributed, and how can the historical disturbances be
restored to help provide threshold habitat conditions, If
managers are going to be effective in meeting population
and habitat management objectives for a species, it is
essential that these types of thresholds be clearly established
and periodically evaluated.

"To aid in maintaining a viable Kirtland’s warbler populaﬁoh,

managers should understand how many evolutionary
significant units occur within the breeding habitat. In this
case, Kirtland’s warblers appear 1o be only 1 evolutionary
significant vmit. However, evaluation of the population’s
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"~ felationships among taxa and assess the degiee of past

heterozygosity may be desirable to insure that a genetic
bottleneck has not eccurred when the population dropped to
low numbers.

Species management can contribute to larger ecosystem
managemeni efforts, The decline of the Kirtland’s warbler
highlighted landscape changes that had occurred due to
alteration of historical disturbance regimes and landscape
patterns, The warbler, a stenotopic species, served as an
excellent indicator of early successional jack pine
communities. Meeting warbler viability goals should help
address adeguate ecological representation thresholds of
these specific ecosysiems. Thus, a species focus can make
significant confributions to ecosystem management efforts
even without an overall landscape assessment and coarse
filter development.

Example of Ecosystem Management Linkage at the
Genetic Level: Use of Musenmm Specimens to Investigate
Historical Levels of Genetlc Dlvers:ty and Gene Flow in

T Brewn-Bears = i [ T L L e e

Several studies have employed museum specimens asa
source of genetic information to examine evolutionary

anthropogenic impact. Most studies have focused on rare or
endangered species. Examples that have yielded information
directly applicable to management inchude the greater prairie
chicken (Bouzat ct al. 1998), the northern hairy nosed
wombat (Lasiorkinus kreffiii) (Taylor et al. 1994), the San
Clamente Island loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus
mearnsi) (Mundy et al. 1997), and the Laysan duck (4nas
laysanensis) (Cooper 1996). We provide an example of
current work by Waits and Miller using museum specimens
of grizzly bears from Yellowstone to help guide the long-
term management of this population.

Brown bears (regionally referred to as grizzly bears) are
adaptable creatures with a historical range extending across
Europe, Asia, and the western half of North America.
Primarily due to human extermination, the brown bear in
North America has been extirpated from approximately 98%
of its historical range south of the Canadian border. All
extant populations south of the 49th parallel are connected to
a larger population north of the border except the population
in the Yellowstone Ecosystem, which has been isolated since
around 1910. Brown bears in this region were noticeably
reduced by early hunters and trappers. Between the turn of
the century and 1971, bears were concentrated because of
the extensive garbage feeding that occurred in the park.
With the closure of the dumps around 1970, human—bear
conflicts increased and, as a consequence, the popuiation
declined from 250-310 in the 1960s to between 136-200 in
the mid-1970s (Craighead et al. 1995). The population was

protected under the Endangered Species Act in 1976 and has
grown since to a current size of between 400 and 800
individuals,

Paetkau et al. (1997) studied levels of genetic variation in
extant brown bear populations from around North America
using 8 microsatellite loci. At 55% heterozygosity, the
Yellowstone population has significantly less genetic
variation {69%) than the population in the North Continental
Divide Ecosystem (NCDE) located several hundred
kilometers nerth, populations in the southern Canadian
Rockies (63%), or the large imbedded population in Alaska
and Canada (75%). Historical accounts, museum specimens,
and habitat considerations all suggest that there was gene
flow in and out of Yellowstone. There is, therefore, no
obvious reason why the bears of Yellowstone should have
historically had lower levels of genetic variation. This led
Paetkau et al. (1997) to hypothesize that the Yellowstone
population once had considerably higher levels of genetic
variation that it lost as a consequence of isolation and/or

‘bottlenecking—If this-scerario were accurate; aToss of 10—

20% heterozygosity within a century would be serious cause
for concern. Though the population appears to be stable or

continue increasing (e.g. decline of important food sources
such as whitebark pine (Pinus albicaulis) seeds and cutthroat
trout (Oncorhynchus clarki), as well as continued loss of
habitat to development). There is empirical evidence of
inbreeding depression in captive brown bears (Laikre et al.
1996), and population genetic theory generally predicts that
recently bottlenecked populations are more likely to suffer
the negative effects of loss of genetic variation than
populations that have adapted to such a condition.

There are approximately 175 Yellowstone grizzly bear
museum specimens from the late 1800s through the early
1970s. Using these as a source of genetic material, Waits
and Miller are working to track levels of genetic variation in
Yellowstone across time to address the questions: Were
historical levels of genetic variation greater than modern
levels? If they were, how rapidly and severely have they
declined and what historical events caused these declines?
This information can then be used to define an appropriate
threshold for recovery of genetic diversity in the Yellowstone
population.

If significant levels of genetic variation have been lost, how
shall they be restored? The practical solution is to facilitaie
gene flow between the historically commected Yellowstone
and the NCDE populations. In the current political and
cultural landscapes, this movement will necessarily be
artificial. How many individuals should be moved? The
level of genetic differentiation between the modern NCDE

iticieasing now, stiessors ol thig popiilation dre expected to
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and Yellowstone populations suggests there were between
0.5 and 2 migrants per generation (Waits and Paetkau,
unpublished data). However, if recent isolation and
bottlenecking in the Yellowstone population have caused an
accelerated divergence from NCDE, then these estimates are
expected 1o be lower than the long-term evolutionary
average. Using the genetic data from the historical
population, we aim to estimate pre-impact levels of genetic
exchange. This figure will be especially useful for
establishing long-term management objectives for gene flow
once the Yellowstone population has returned to its historical
range of genetic variation,

SUMMARY

This report has described a hierarchical approach for
performance measures for the ecological objectives of
ecosystem management. While tackling the entire set of
measures at all levels of the hierarchy may seem to be a

_ daunting task, if we are to fully address the ob_]ectwes of

maintaiiing and enkdnicing biological diversity and
ecosystem integrity, we need to implement ecosystem
management and assess its success with a full array of

performance measures. These ecological objectives are the

cornerstone of ecological sustainability, so establishing a
hierarchical framework of performance measures is a critical
first step in assuring long term sustainability. However, the
report alsa attempted to show how significant contributions
to ecosystem management can be made even when '
addressing only 1 level of the hierarchy. We think that it is
‘critical for natural resource managers to initiate coliaborative
ecosystem management efforts that will allow for
implenentation of ecosystem management across all levels
of the hierarchy. Ecosystem management will require new
levels of cooperative efforts across disciplines and across
agencies, organizations, industries, and landowners. It wiil
also require managers to step out of traditional roles and
views and embrace new approaches including the review and
understanding of new types of data and information.
Ecosystem management offers the best solutions to many of
today’s complex natural resource management. problems
including managing in an ecologically sustainable manner.
This report has been prepared with the goal of enhancing the
implementation of effective ecosystem management.
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Scott Althouse To: stewardship@fs.fed.us
<scotta@nezperce.o cc: Ira Jones <iraj@nezperce.org>, Rick Eichsteedt <ricke@nezperce.org:>
rg> Subject: Comments from the Nez Perce Tribe

07/28/2003 05:35 PM
Please respond to scotta

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 2002401105

Re: Comments on Stewardship End Result Contracting

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on behalf of the Fisheries Department of the
Nez Perce Tribe. In theory, stewardship contracting sounds like a viable policy that
restores ecosystems through a collaborative approach. However, our experience with
stewardship contracting in North Central Idaho was a total failure. The Nez Perce Tribe

~ participated in the Meadow Face Stewardship Pilot Projéct on the Nez Perce Nationial =

Forest (the Forest). The collaborative process yielded a range of alternatives to the
Forest, all of which were deficit sales, i.e., there was no money to do the vitally
important aquatic restoration work that the collaborative group put forward. The Forest
answered the dilemma of the deficit sale by reducing the original 27,000 stewardship

- analysis area to a mere 600 acre stewardship contract! The remainder of the project
area was then issued as a normal timber sale, and the restoration work identified
therein is uncertain to ever occur.

A few specific comments to the interim guidelines. First, please clarify whether actual
bids are required for stewardship contracts. In other words, does a local contractor
need to bid enough money to cover road obliteration and soil restoration (the services)
in addition to the stumpage value of the harvested timber (goods)? Or is no money
exchanged, whereby local contractors simply need to know what the value of the goods
are (the timber) in order to make sure the contractor can afford to accomplish ali of the
services? (road obliteration). At best, the interim guidelines appear to place the
financial risk on the local contractor bidding the contract. One way to avoid this
financial risk, is for the Forest to have appropriated funds to make available for potential
contractors. Another option is for the Forest to split up the stewardship analysis into
two steps, where a small timber sale generates sufficient money to cover the expenses
of restoration work on the Forest.

Again, our experience with the Meadow Face Stewardship Pilot Project was very
discouraging. '

Sincerely,

Scott Althouse "CAET RECFNVED
" 3 07063



H. Scott Althouse

Nez Perce Tribe
Department of Fisheries
P.C. Box 365

Lapwai, ID 83540

Office: 208-843-7144 ext. 3539
Fax: 208-843-9192

Mobile: 503-358-6462
scotta@nezperce.org

WWW.NEZPErce.org
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<jquarnstrom@fs.fe <gbuckingham@fs.fed.us>, denis_williamson@blm.gov, "Joni
d.us> Quarnstrom" <jquarnstrom@fs.fed.us>
o
07/26/2003 12:13 PM Subject: Comments to Stewardship Authority for the Federal Register - due July
28

(See attached file: 030728cover.letter.doc)(See attached file:
030724comments.to.federal.register.stewardship.doc)

Joni T. Quarnstrom

Siuslaw and Willamette National Forests
Public Affairs Specialist
Jjauarnstrom@fs.fed.us

541-750-7075

541-750-7142 fax

B ]

030728cover.letter.doc 030724comments.to.federal. register. stewardship.dac



July 25, 2003

{JSDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangeland Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 2002401105

Subject: Stewardship End Result Contracting: 68 Federal Register.38285 (June 27, 2003
Please accept the following comments on these Interim Guidelines:

While T laud Congress and the Department for their efforts in forwarding the concept of
land management through Stewardship Contracting, I am concerned that these contracts
will not be bondable by standard surety bond instruments because of their proposed
tength.

At this time, insurance companies will not support long term, non-cancelable bonds.
Timber sales with terms that exceed three years are becoming more challenging to bond,
even for established Purchasers.

These Intenim Guidelines allow for contract length, which “may exceed 5 years but will
not exceed 10 years” and, under Section 10, “...agencies may require performance and
payment bonds in order to protect the government’s investment...” Under Section 14,
“stewardship contracting provides for multiple year contracts up to 10 years duration.”

In order to ensure that the contractors who bid on these contracts can provide bonds to
protect the government interest, [ ask you to consider several options:

1) Provide for cancellation of a performance bond, with 90 days notice required, or

2} Provide for a definite-terrn contract with date-certain expiration of associated
bonds, not to exceed a term of 3 years, with an option for extension of the contract
with Consent of Surety.

2) Another option to consider is the use of a contract form known as Indefinite
Delivery Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ). Typically these contracts involve individual
task orders that require separate bonds. Usually there is a minimum and
maximum number of tasks to be awarded per year. No final bonds would be
required until a "task order” was issued. A task order and the associated bond



wouid expire when that work was completed. Multiple task orders could be issued
cach year with the cumulative amount stipulated in the prospectus.

These types of contracts are very common with the Corps of Engineers. A
variation of this approach was used in the proposed Monroe Mountain
Stewardship project on the Fishlake National Forest, where each unit required a
separate performance bond.,

As the stewardship contract format is developed, as directed in Section 7, choosing the
appropriate form of guarantee will become clear. Consistency in contract format and
performance standards will be important to obtaining surety bonds.

I do not support the use of payment bonding for stewardship contracting as suggested in
these guidelines. As I understand the premise for these contracts, the value of product
utilization will offset the costs of the service work. Bonding is provided to guarantee the
completion of the service work, not the payment of stumpage.

I also seek clarification regarding Section 12, which calls for “... multiparty monitoring”
which will apparently evaluate accomplishments of these contracts. It is essential that
these groups are not involved in determining adequate contract performance, as is
guaranteed by the bonds. Only the government can hold this authority.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth L. McGreer
President

McGreer and Company, Inc.
313 D Street Ste 202
Lewiston, ID 83501

(208) 746-7478



Rita Neznek To: "stewardship@fs.fed.us" <stewardship@fs.fed.us>
<NeznekR@safnet.or cc:
g> Subject: SAF comments on stewardship contracting guidance

07/28/2003 05:59 PM

Thank you for the opportuhity to provide comment. Please see attached.

Py SImerioan POreerors

Rita 1. Neznek

Associate Director of Forest Policy
Society of American Foresters
301-897-8720 ext. 115
neznekr@safnet.org

] ]

SAFiconWithTagRGBO02.ipg s.c._guidance_comments.pdf



July 28, 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1460 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20024-1105

Dear Ms. Birmingham and Mr. Haske:

The Society of American Foresters (SAF), as the organization representing the
profession of forestry across the country, would like to offer comments on the
Pepartment of Agriculture and Department of Interior /nterim Guidelines for
Implementiation of Stewardship End Result Contracting as authorized by sec. 323 of
P.L.108-7, the Consolidated Appropriations Resolution, 2003, published in the
Federal Register on June 27, 2003.

SAF supports the use of a variety of tools to achieve forest management objectives
on our national forests and public lands. Stewardship contracting authority, first
authorized as a pilot program in the fiscal vear 1999 Interior Appropriations bill and
since authorized for i} years with an unlimited number of projects for both the Forest
Service and the Bureau of Land Management, allows forest managers the use of
innovative contracting methods in limited circumstances to achieve forest
management and other objectives. The original authority for stewardship contracting
authorized several mechanisms: best value contracting, the exchange of goods for
services, designation of timber for cutting by prescription vs. description, multi-vear
contracting, and the retention of receipts. The pilot program, since first authorized,
has also included a multiparty monitoring process that involves communities at the
local level.

SAF is encouraged by the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management’s
etforts to expeditiously move forward with this expanded authority. This will allow
the immediate implementation of a tool that has been tested and monitored for the
past several years. Although the pilot program was not implemented to completion,
we think this authority is both appropriate and necessary for certain projects.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this interim guidance both in written
form and through the National Outreach Forum held in April. We are encouraged that
the Agencies provided this opportunity even though public comment is not a
requirement in the development of guidance. We encourage both Agencies to
continue with this open public process throughout the implementation of this
guidance.

We offer the following comuments on the proposed guidance. Lack of comment on
certain provisions does not indicate either support or objection Lo the Provisions.

SEEECosvener bang o Berhisade,




First, guideline number one limits the projects to be carried out under the authority to the
“modification of vegetation” for purposes of improving forest and range health and resiliency.
While we are not opposed to these goals, we would recommend against solely using the words:
“modification of vegetation.” This language is more restrictive than the language in the
authorizing legislation. It does not encompass projects such as road and trail maintenance or
obliteration, culvert installation to improve water quality and fish habitat, or erosion prevention
structure installation. These types of projects would meet the land management goals outlined in
the authorizing legislation but would not be considered “modification of vegetation.” We
believe that the intent of the authority provided in the Consolidated Appropriations Resolution of
2003 (sec. 323 of P.L. 108-7) was to allow these types of projects to be accomplished using the
stewardship contracting authorities.

We support the provision in guideline number two that states the generation of revenue is
secondary to the restoration goals of a project carried out under this authority. While we are not
opposed to timber or non-timber forest products harvesting on our public lands that generates
revenue and provides the valuable goods that communities and citizens need, we believe it is
appropriate for this objective to be secondary as it applies to these authorities. It is possible to
generate revenue and accomplish stewardship goals simultaneously. However, for the purposes
of this authority, when this is not the case, we believe the Agencies should still move forward
with the stewardship project, as this guidance would aliow. When Congress authorized these
authorities, the intent was to aliow the Agencies another mechanism to accomplish stewardship
projects when financial resources are limited.

We strongly support the intent of guideline number three which encourages the Agencies to seek
public involvement and use open and collaborative processes in project development and
imiplementation. Stewardship contracting not only allows the Agencies to use another too] to
accomplish needed worl, it also is a means to involve local parties and foster public trust in the
Agencies. We encourage both the Forest Service and the BLM to continue with this o
collaboration and public involvement. While we understand the reasoning for including “as
appropriate” in this guideline, we strongly encourage the agencies to use utmost discretion and
strive to involve interested parties at the earliest possibie stage, ensuring the call for early public
nvolvement is not weakened by this language. The SAF strongly supports involving interested
parties early in the process where needs and concerns can be voiced and properly addressed,
mforming decision makers before decisions are made. Both the Agencies and the public are
better served with early public involvement.

We are encouraged by the inclusion of the need to accomplish the land management goals on a
watershed or larger scale, and the integration of the stewardship contracting authority with
existing authorities, as outlined in guideline number four. This will allow the Agencies (o make
the best use of these authorities without the restrictions of administrative boundaries.

We recommend clarification of Guideline number five. The authorizing legislation states that the
Forest Service and BLM may collect any residual receipts pursuant to the Act of June 9, 1930
{46 Stat. 527, Chapter 416; 16 U.S.C. 576b); and apply the excess to other authorized
stewardship projects. The language in guideline number five does not reflect the prevision
requiring the Agencies to apply the excess to other stewardship projects and without reference to
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number seventeen, could be interpreted as receipts are to be deposited in the Treasury {as
directed in the Act of June 9, 1930). Guideline number seventeen does offer direction in the use
of receipts. Linking number five and number seventeen could serve to eliminate potential
confusion.

We strongly support guideline number six as this is consistent both with the statutory language
and is consistent with the authority that was utilized in the previous demonstration projects.

We strongly support guideline number eight which allows for the use of best value contracting
based on certain performance criteria and also maintains the economical aspect of contracting.
This provision offers the flexibility to acquire the best contractor (o do the work, but still
maintains the financial feasibility as part of the selection process. This section also allows the
Agencies 1o consider benefits to communities, a provision that is extremely important for many
forest dependant communities.

The intent of guideline number nine should be clarified. The authorizing legislation clearly states
that the Agencies may apply the value of timber or non-timber products removed as an offset
against the cost of services received. It is not clear whether guideline number nine holds the
same meaning with the phrase: “allow for offsets to be utilized for other restoration treatments.”
To conform to the legislation we suggest further clarification of this section, specifically the
words “other restoration treatments.” The legislation allows for the use of offsets o pay for
restoration treatments on that specific area where the harvesting occurred. Any excess would
then supplement other stewardship contracting projects. This language seems to imply that a
trearment does not have to be in conjunction with a stewardship project as longasitisa
restoration treatment,

Guideline number ten allows the Agencies to collect performance or payment bonds. While we
understand the need to collect such bonds to protect the public interest, we would encourage the
Agencies fo ensure these costs would not prohibit non-traditional contractors from engaging in
stewardship contracting projects.

SAF supports guideline number eleven. Training both internally and externaily is crucial to the
success and effective utilization of this new tool. However, this training will require funding. As
we understand it, there wiil be no new funding outside existing program dollars to support the
stewardship contracting authority. The internal and external training will most likely require
expenditures above existing levels or a cut in another aspect of the agencies’ budgets. Because
training is important, we urge the Agencies to work out a funding mechanism that will ensure
this guideline is implemented properly.

Guideline number twelve also presents a funding dilemma. Multiparty monitoring, whether it
occurs at the programmatic or project level, will inevitabiy require additional funding. Because
monitoring and subsequent adaptive management are also critical to the success of this authority,
we encourage the agencies to consider mechanisms to ensure funding is available. Also, we
would recommend including a mechanism through which lessons learned through multiparty
menitoring are utilized in an “adaptive management” approach. The legislation calls for an
evaluation process, and while the guidelines do discuss the performance and workload measures
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of the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) (number thirteen), we would also
recommend including an evaluation process that will be useful for an on-the-ground adaptive
management strategy that utilizes lessons learned with respect to the ecological, social, and
economic costs and benefits of the stewardship contracting authority.

We strongly support the provision in Guideline number sixteen, which requires a separate
tracking of the values of goods and the services received. This will ensure Agency accountability
to the public, and could serve to minimize fears of misuse of this authority.

(uideline number seventeen clearly states any receipts generated under this authority are to be
used for “direct on-the-ground project implementation.” While we understand the need to ensure
control over the use of receipts, we are concerned with this restrictive language. In addition,
Congress did not find it necessary to restrict the agencies to “on-the-ground project
implementation” in the authorizing legislation.

Stewardship contracting is another tool that the agencies can use to accomplish forest
management. Before projects can be implemented, the Agencies must also fund environmental
analysis, administrative costs, and indirect costs. This stewardship authority is not a new
program. but rather a means to implement existing programs. Because funds from these existing
programs will be available, funds from receipts will not always be necessary for environmental
studies, and other activities that are not classified as “on-the-ground project implementation.”
However, restricting the agencies with this language could preclude moving forward with a
project that will accomplish much needed work on the ground or otherwise detract from the
success of stewardship contracting. With proper oversight and adaptive management, this
restrictive language should not be necessary.,

We believe guideline number eighteen will cause confusion and recommend clarifying how this
standard relates to-the gnidance in number eight. This guideline requires full and open
competition {a departure from the statute) and number eight allows the Agencies to consider
benefits o local and rural community needs in awarding stewardship contracts. The full and
open competition standard in number cighteen seems to contradict the direction given in number
eight. While number eighteen does offer an exemption from this standard, it seems to diminish
the legislative language that ctearly states the agencies are to use the stewardship contracting
authority to achieve the defined land management goals and meet the needs of locat and rural
communities. Full and open competition can at times be in the best interest of a community,
unfortunately, this is not always the case and we encourage the agencies to defer to the
legislative authority whenever necessary,

Finally, we note the guidelines do not mention the authority of designation of timber for cutting
by prescription or description, as authorized in paragraph (c) (4) of the stewardship contracting
legislation (sec. 323 of P.L. 108-7). This authority offers a way to reduce sale preparation costs
and to more fully apply the concept of end-results contracting. Instead of requiring the agencies
to mark individual trees for a timber sale, the agencies can instead prescribe desired end results
and objectives, providing prescriptions or area designations in replace of federal designation and
marking. This authority is usetul in certain circumstances and should be maintained to ensure
consistency with the authorizing legislation.



Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Michael T. Goergen, Ir.
Executive Vice-President, CEQ

th
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"James C. Biggers" To: stewardship@fs.fed.us
<aeronut@cableone. cc: "James C. Biggers” <aeronut@cabieone.net>
net> Subject: Forest Stewardship

07/05/2003 11:09 PM

I aiivocate responsible stewardship of our National Forests.

This means,
1. no clear cutting unless scientifically justified ‘
2 removal of excess fuel, including dead or dying trees of any size

including "old growth” trees too close together for good health in the
current drought
including use of existing roads wherever possible to reduce damage to

watersheds

3. Grooming or pruning of all drought-stricken or beetle-infested

forests

4, Following advice of qualified, independent forestry and silvaculture
experts
.5, ... .. . ..... Limiting the appeal processes to 30 days )

G. Requiring a bond from the appealers to cover potential damage due to

wildfires that may resuit durmg the appeal process

James C Blggers
2835 Willow Qak Road
Prescott, AZ 86305
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pYRAMID . 31 2003

% MOUNTAIN . . anqeiands
Q% LUMBER INC. . ‘ (406) 677-220

JUL. 21,2883 18:0%AM USDA FS7 FOREST MGMT

P r_rJJ-

379 Boyscout Road » PO, Box 548 Seeley Lake, Montana 59261

July 23, 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
1400 Independence Ave, S.W,
Washington, D.C. 20024-1105

Dear Sirs:
__ RE: Stewardship End Regult Contracting, RIN 0596-AC03, Federal Registery
Vol, 68, No. 124/ Friday, June 27, 2003/1\{otices _

Pyramid Mountain Lumber, Inc., & family owned small business located in Seeley
Lake, MT, has participated in the Clearwa&cr Stewardship Project and strongly supports
the rules as written with one concern. Our concern is the elimination of SBA Set Asides
with Stewardship Contracting. Nationwide it is true thar small businesses have taken the
risk and stepped up to the challenge of end results contracting and the associated
uncertainty,

Our interest in the Clearwater Stewardship Project has been to not only provide
raw materials, work for local loggers, truckers and contractors but, also to provide
feedback on stewardship contracting in order to imprave the process and produce a
successful method of achieving Forest Service objectives on the ground - whether in the
forests or in campgrounds. We believe large businesses will follow suit as stewardship
contracting becomes more common place.| Their resources would certainly put smail
business interests at an extreme disadvantzﬂlge. Therefore, Pyramid suggests the minor
word change shown below, !

Under “Description of Interim Guiielincs”, page 38286, Number 8., second
sentence. Rewrite to read, “The agencies nay consider the benefits to local and rural
community needs, and small business share when considering award of 5 stewardship
contract on a best value basis.”

Pyramid believes this minor change would at least insure some consideration of

~ small business interests in the funwe. We a']‘ppreciate the opportunity to comment on the
nterim rules and look forward to their implementation with our sugpested language
included. Should you have any questions or comumnents, please contact me at your
convenience at (406) 677-2201 ext. 27.

Sincerely,

,Gordoil'Saﬁdefrs ,
Resource Manager
Pyramid Mountain Lumber, Inc. -
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USDA Forest Service

Forest & Ra:igelands Staff
1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Stop Code 11,03

Post Office Box 96090
Washington, DC 20250-1103

FAX (202) 205-1045

Environmentally Managed, Renmimble Resources for America’s Homes

Date: ‘7// 3/ / Oj

From: "i

[
i
H

[ ] Dick Fitzgerald (202) 205-1753, rfitzgerald@fs.fed.us
[ ] Rex Baumback (202) 205-0855, rbaumback@fs.fed.us
S Darci Birmingham (202) 205 1759 dbirmingham@fs.fed.us
[ 1 Rod Sallee (202) 205-1766, rsallef:@fs fed.us
[ ] Dick Zaborske (202) 205- 1180, rzaborske@fs.fed.us
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RECEIVED

AUG 0 1 2003
Forest & Rangalands

July 22, 2003

UUSDA Forest Service ;
Attention: Forest & Range Mapagemeot Staff ‘ .
Mail Stop 1105 | RECEIVED

1400 Independence Avenus, SW Ao
Washington, DC 20024 | 'g“ I 2003

Dear Forest and Range Management Staﬂ",‘

The Utah Environmental Congress ;(UEC) appreciates this opportunity to
comment on the development of a policy regarding stewardship contracting. We look
forward to reviewing the final policy in the near future.

The UEC is extremely troubled by several aspects of both the proposed policy as
articulated within the Federal Register Notice of June 27, and stewardship contracting as
a concept. Traditionally, the timber sale program administered by the Forest Service has
been fraught with failed record keeping and accounting problems and has cost taxpayers
billions of dollars. In addition, the agenny-i‘has demonstrated little discipline when it
comes to the construction of titnber roads that it could not afford to maintain to standards
aver the long-term, |

- Now that the Forest Service and BLM are jointly considering exchanging goods
(i.e. timber) for services such as restoration work, accountability is a very real concern
given the history just described. The value of timber or other products removed from the
public lands and the value of the restoration work done to compensate for these products
must be carefully accounted for. The Federal Register Notice refers to products which
“will be appraised at fair market value®, but the ongoing failure to deronstrate the timber
sale program can generate any positive revenue demonstrates just how miserably the
Forest Service has failed at selling timber at “fair market value.” The public canact now
he asked to trust the Forest Service to exchange timber for services and receive
reasonable and fair compensation in the form of restoration work in the bargain.

Therefore, any policy developed to implement stewardship contracting on a large
scale must articulate a clear procedure to be followed in determining both the value of
goods to be exchanged and the services to!be received for those goods. Forest :
Supervisots and Regional Foresters must be provided clear mandates within the policy

1817 S. Main Street; Ste. 10 « Salt Lake City, UT 84115
Ph (801) 466~4055 « Fax (801) 466=4057
www.uec-utah.org



Tequiring accurate appraisals of that which is to be “sold” and that which is to be recejved
in exchange for timber or other resources.
I

Currently, the Forest Service has an extremely difficult ime determining the
value of existing timber and tracking the oney received for that timber. Stewardship
contracting will require not only tracking on the sale end, but appraisals and record
kesping for up fo ten years to ensure the Services received in exchange for timber and
other products “pay” for the timber remoyed. This creates additional record keeping and
monitoring requirements for apencies currently unable to meet existing accounting and
monitoring requirements contained within existing taw, regulation and policy. The new
policy must therefore articulate not only clear mandates, but provide assurance both
agencies will be able to meet these mandates in addition to their currently unfilfilled
duties,

- Becauge contracts will last for up "‘co ten years, the policy must enable flexibility in
the pricing of both goods and services. Should timber prices rise on the market, the value
of services to be received over the life of the contract must rise as well, Similarly, if
timber prices fall while the cost of delivering services contimues to tise, the Forest
Service and BLM will be asked to allow for reductions in services in return for the same
amount of timber, with obvious consequences for the restoration goals the contract was
intended to meet. Both agencies must articulate a policy that ensures the public receive a

“fair” amount of service regardless of fluctuations in the timber or other resource
markets,

The Federal Register Notice refers at several points to “multiparty monitoring” of
stewardship contracts awarded under the new policy. Based npon the information
provided, it is not exactly clear what efther Congress or the agencies envision this
concept to include. However, the Federal Register Notice does contain the following
statement which raises significant concerris with our organization:

If supported by the local collabordyive process, monitoring will be conducted ar
the project level, subject to available funding, and will be well coordinated among
adprinistrative units to ensure that the sampling of projects monitored is
geographically diverse and represents the range of projects undertaken.

This statement provides two means of avoiding “multiparty monitoring” of
stewardship contracts awarded by the agericies; a lack of support within the “Iocal
collaborative process or, a lack of “available funding.” However, should ane or both of
these conditions not exist, “multiparty monitoring will focus on: a) The status of
development, execution, and adrainistration of agreements or contracts; b) The specific
accomplishments that have resulted and; ¢) The role of local communities in development
of agreement or contract plans.” Actual monitoring of the resources impacted by
execution of a contract are not directly mentioned and are only tangentially included

under item “b” in the above lisr,



LR B ¥ D .=

a stake in the outcome of the project. “Multiparty” should he clearly defined to include at
least one independent party not involved in the “collaborative process” that developed
and implemented the stewardship contract. Indeed, to define “multiparty” in a way that
ineludes monitoring by the partics with the greatest stake in the process is to build into

timber sale program for years. Because publicly owned resources are involved, the
policy must not rely upon seif policing by the stakeholders, but must impose a policy that
mandates independent oversight in the name of preserving the integrity of the contracting
process, |

. Finally, the Federal Register Notice in providing background information states
stewardship contracting would be employ}:d to “improve, maintain, or restore forest or
rangeland health; restore or maintain water quality; improve fish and wildlife habitat; and
reduce hazardous fuels that Pose risks to communities and €cosystem values, reestablish
native plant species, or for other purposes!” The final policy should include no exception
for “other™ undefined purposes, This leaves the door open to the use of stewardship
contracting for virtually “any” purpose. While our organization opposes stewardship
contracting in any form because of the concerns articulated above, we are especially -
troubled when it comes to the use of this contracting method for unspecified purposes
that may or may not involve restoration as'the goal.

violate both the spirit and the letter of the several lawg governing public land
management in this country,

Thank you again for this Opportuni#y to comment.

Sincerely,
“— /% 4od

Craig Axford
Pragram Director, URC
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W U.5. SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION SE-72
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20416
0
. JUL. 2 3 2003
Ms. Darci Birmingharn 13¥0
USDA Forest Service £00Z 1 0 any

Forests and Rangelands Staff

1400 Independence Avenne, SW d3AIEDRA

Washington, DC 200241105
Dear Ms. Birmingham:

The U.S. Small Business Administfa.ﬁon (SBA) is submitting its comments to
Federal Register notice Vol. 68, No. 124/Friday, June 27, 2003, entitled Stewardship End
Result Contracting, !

 These comments address item eighteen (18) of Description of Interim
Guidelines which states: “The use of fill and open competition will remain standard
operating practice and anything less than full and open competition will need to be
documented and approved by the approprite Regional Forester Jor the FS and the
appropriate State Director for BLM™. SBA is requesting that further clarification and
guidance be provided in this item for Timber Sale Agents and Contracting Officers in the
use of small business programs in awarding these Stewardship Contracting contracts.
SBA recommends that the Contracting Officers and Timber Sale Agents be advised that
before full and open awards are proposed, that the requirements in Federal Acquisition
Regulation Part & Required Sources of Supplies and Services, and Part 19 Small Business
Programs be addressed. SBA believes that the inclusion of thess FAR. requirements will
ensure maximun practical participation by small business on these Stewardship
contracts.

Should you have any questions or concerns you may contact David Loines of my
sfaffat (202)205-7311. : - . _ ...

Associate Administrator
., for Govemment Contracting

SBA IS ANEQUAL OPPORTUN_;‘I;Y EMPLOYER AND PROVIDER

Fecasw Bocychn; Prazia= ‘Q’ W, Fruas ea Feevsaz Papar
@
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DWENS@ & HiJRST LUMBER CO., INC.

"RECEIVED
ANG 0 1 2003
. Forast & Rangetands | July 25, 2003

USDA Forest Service ) . _RECE[VED .

Forest and Rangelands Staff

Mail Stop 1105 | AUG O 1 2003

1400 Independence ave, S.W. i

Washington, D.C. 20024-1105 ; CAET
I

Dear Sirs:

|
RE: Stewardship .End Result Contracting, RIN 0596~AC03, Federal
Register/Vol. 68, No. 124/Friday, Junle 27, 2003/Nctices

Owens & Hurst Lumber Ccmpany, Inc. & family owned small business
located in Bureka, MT, strongly supports the rules as written with one
Concern. Qur concern is the elimination of SBA Set Asides with
Stewardship Contracting. Nationwide it is true that =mall businesses
have taken the risk and stepped up to the challenge of end results
contracting and the assoclated uncertamty.

Under “Descr:l.ptlon of Interim Guldeln.n&s", page 38266, Number B.,
second sentence: Rewrite to read, "The agencies may consider the
benefits to local and rural mrum.ty needs, and small business share
when considering award of a stev.-aar&ah;tp contract on a best value basis."

Owens & Hurst believes this minor change would at least insure some
consideration of small business interests in the furure. We appreciate
the opportunity to coment on the interim rules and leok forward o
their implementation with our suggested language included. Should you
have any questions or coments, please contact me at your convenience at
(406) 297-3114.

I,
S:anerely,

MAA@

Ke:;.th Glover
Resource Manager
Owens & Hurst Lumber Co., Inc.

G/ rw

P.O. BOX 1318 EUREKRA, MONTANA 58917 | TELEPHONE 406-2B7-2114 FAX A0B-2RE-2334
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Montezuxma Counid;y

Federal Lands Program
109 West Main $t., Room 302

Cortez, CO 81321

(670)565-6061

(970)365-3420 fax

July 22, 2003

USDA Farest Service, Forest and Rarigeland Staff

Mail Stop 1105
1400 Independence Ave,, SW
Washington, DC 20024-1105 -

Reference: Stewardship End Result Contracting

Dear Darci Birmingham,

Below are comments regarding establishment of the Stewardship Coniracting
Program (SC). These comments have been compiled based on involvement with
the existing pilot program locally with the San Juan National Forest and as a
technical assistance provider and facilitator for the Pinchot institute.

Programmatic Monitoring

The existing National Team, formed fﬁr monitoring the pilots, could be enlarged
and its membership made more diverse. It could continue to play a synthesis
role with regional input.

Some form of the existing Regional Teams could continue.

Team would primarily analyze SC process and contract use
Take away the responsibility of assessing each project in any detail. There
will be too many as the program advances. (This monitoring should focus
onh programmatic issues, but in some cases, that will include project
monitoring as a means of understanding issues and outcomes.)

e Shift role to providing support down to communities and Districis

« Primary role would be networking, general assistance, identification of
problems and overall projects effects monitoring

» Meetings would rotate around the region with a focus on bringing local
interests and participants together in a workshop, learmning format

« At some point, National and Regional programmatic monitoring will begin
to have diminished value. Therefore, the agencies could set a tentative
sunset date and evaluate as needed.

SE -74
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Collaboration

Project by project collaboration should not be mandatory but should be strongly
encouraged with local interest groups. It should also be recommended to begin a
collaborative process in the planning stages of a project. The Southwest
experience is that on larger scale projects collaboration or partnership building is
highly valuable.

Contract Instruments

While it looks as if a new contract instrument is under development, it makes
sense to use existing clauses and instruments that have been successful in other
regions as well. Procurement is the most likely area to originate these
instruments.

Flexibility and trust are always discussed reiative fo implementation of SC. One
contract should be utitized that allows for this as well as an RFP process where

agency outlines needs and contractors bring their tools and abilities to the table.
The contractor should have the flexibility to balance his markets and technology.

Mechanisms that separate “the logger from the log” by decking to sell later are
less desirable than traditional methods. It significantly increases the costs of
stewardship and diminishes the contractor's ability to fully utilize product.

There should be some standardized clauses for use in a SC that make
appropriate usage transparent. Training should help staff understand when it is
appropriate to turn an “off the shelf" sale into a SC.

e A standardized approach to NEPA helps produce better documents. This
is being done with some success in R3 and R4. It is more strategic
approach.

For more efficient USFW consultation projects should be batched.

= Keep statistics of acres planned and treated as benchmarks
A mechanism of “Land management crediis” could be developed that
would allow the contractor/purchaser to earn “credits™ for stewardship
work, and the “credits” could be used as payment for products. .

Recaipt Retention

Centralize and distribute funds at the Forest level, Districts don't have adequate
accounting mechanisms to track funds, Don't pool sizeable amounts.
Rulemaking in this area would keep people out of trouble.

Priorities might look like this:

1- Reforestation

2- monitoring/record keeping

3- Stipends for volunteer time

Make a list of appropriate activities in the handbook, much like KV.
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74

rainin A
Multnple training opportunities must be' developed and required for all CO’s and
foresters using SC. Understanding the appropriate laws, when to uge the SC,
and development of a SC should occur in a face to face setling. The NPI
Training that Bill Wickman is involved. in could be adapted. Videos and websites
could be used to share the various contracts/clauses and to provide examples of
how to use the various authorities and how to interpret the guidelines.

Guidelines

Rule Making versus Guidelines: Acquisitions does not like the unknown. They

want rules. Rules will need to establish when FAR takes precedence over the

legislation and on receipt retention. Utilize gmdehnes to the greatest extent

possible. Again, flexibility is a key to success. - T

Make signing authority as local as possible.

Assistant Director
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Forest Products FAX

USDA Forest Service
Forest & Rangelands Staff

Xt orn0 1400 Independence Avenue, SW

Stop Code 1103

Post Office Box 96090
Washington, DC 20250-1103
FAX (202) 205-1045

Environmentally Managed, Renewable Resources for America’s Homes
Date: 8//22://03

From:
[ 1 Dick Fitzgerald (202) 205-1733, rfitzgerald@fs.fed us

[ 1 Rex Baumback (202) 205-0855, rbaumback@fs.fed.us

[ ] Darct Birmingham (202) 205-1759 dbirmingham(@fs.fed.us
[ 1Rod Sallee (202) 205-1766, rsallee@fs.fed.us

[ 1 Dick Zaborske (202) 205-1180, rzaborske@fs.fed.us

To: 120"!@»” p&ﬂw‘”;tb/ /’2 ib$q of C/QT
FAX No; q@’é , 33/'? 3@89

Comments:
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Telephone: (303} 6936183
Facsimile: (503) 690-5303

Infe@WildernessRangers.org

ALG. 0. 23 I S6MM USDR FS~ FOREST MGMT;S

6328 S Piney Creek Circle
Centennial Colorado 80016
Wilder Ran

July 23, 2003

USDA Forest Service

Forest and Range Management Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC  20024-1105

Re:  Stewardship Contracting
Stewardship Interim Guidelines 323 of P.L. 108-7

Gentlemen:

I have reviewed your news release and have read your “Stewardship End Result
Contracting” publication in the Federal Régister. T am most pleased with your continuing
efforts to enhance the health and proliferation of our public Forests, waterways, wetlands
and wildlife.

Our primary area of interest is that of the health of our public forests, both state and
national, and the wildlife they support. Twould like to suggest some points of
clarification to your Interim Guidelines, as requested in your solicitation for public input.

A. The Stewardship Contracting Program should remain separate from the current
Timber Sale Program. The Timber Sale Program should not be a part of the
current Healthy Forest Initiative under consideration. - Thinning of our National -~ -
Forests is not necessarily a good means towards the Bill’s goals. Thus, the
commercial timber industry shouldinot benefit from this Initiative.

B. Stewardship Contracting Projects should be prioritized for the benefit of our
natural resources and the economy of local communities impacted by such, as
follows: ‘

1. Clean-up backcountry forests and waterways and keep them open for
public recreation. Public recreation is vital to the ecanomy of local
commuiuty, both urban and niral.

Reduce hazardous fuels in public forests. Hazardous fuels consist
primarily of downed and decaying timber. This material has little if any
market value, yet it is the primary fuel for catastrophic forest fires. There

to



C T T T numerous depariments arid agencies of the Federal Government, that contracting

Hls.co.cdds HiorAf UsDR F57 FOREST MGMT MO.918 P.3

is currently an over abundance of downed timber in most forests

throughout the United States,

Eliminate noxious and/or alien vegetation within our public forests and

rangelands. Our native, indigenous vegetation can neither compete with

nor ¢ontrol noxious weeds..

4. Re-vegetate public forests;and rangelands with native vegetation. Many
areas of our public forests and rangelands have become sparse due to the
last few years of drought and from overgrazing of domestic livestock.

5. Disease and insect control, of our public forests and rangelands,

Wl

C. Articles 3, 4 and 8 of your Interim Guidelines should be clarified to provide that
Stewardship Coutracting opportunities shall be made available at the local and
regional levels. Emphasis should be given to soliciting stewardship contracting
opportunities with the private business sector. History has proven, through

with private business is more efficient and economical. Reasonable efforts should
be made to solicit competitive bids from private business within the region or
general locale of a proposed Project.

In addition, priority should be givén to contracting with not-for-profit, charitable
organizations where and when available. Projects requiring on-the-ground,
hands-on efforts should take priority of funding to those of planning and research.
Our agencies are well qualified to plan the enhancement of our public forests.
Independent Stewardship Contractors are needed to exccute those plans. Both for-
profit and not-for-profit businesses should be encouraged 1o solicit and engage
local volunteer groups to assist with manpower and materials.

D. Both the USDA FS and DOI BLM should aceept and entertain unsolicited
proposals from interested prospective Stewardship Contractors. On many
occasions, unsolicited proposals will provide insight and foresight to problems not
considered by our agencies. Contracting opportunities for such unsolicited
proposals should be made available.

. — Thank you for allowing interested parties the opportunity. to provide input into the: ... .

Intenm Guidelines to further your abilities to develop a Final Stewardship Contracting
Policy. '

Respecttuly,
WILDERNESS RANGERS

Richard D. Snedeker
President
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Forest Products FAX

USDA Forest Service

A i Forest & Rangelands Staff
Enssror s 1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Stop Code 1103

Post Office Box 26090
Washington, DC 20250-1103
FAX (202) 205-1045

, , | .
Environmenrally Managed, Renewable Resources for America’s Homes

Date: 8/ 2_45{ /o )

From: .

[ ] Dick Fitzgerald (202) 205-1753, rfitzgerald@fs.fed.us

[ 1 Rex Baumback (202) 205-0855, rbaumback@fs.fed.us
~P¥Darci Birmingham (202) 205-1739 dbirmingham@fs.fed.us

[ ] Rod Sallee (202) 205-1766, rsallee@fs.fed.us

[ ] Dick Zaborske (202) 205-1180, rzaborske@fs.fed.us

To: erez H:uﬁ[( /B:am.”r pc)ﬁtr'
FAXNo: /52.03/2 /‘7’04 329 5080

Comments:
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July 25, 2003

TUSDA Farest Service

Forests and Rangelands Staff
Mail Stop 1105

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20024-1105

Dear Sit/Madam:

On behalf of America’s 3,000 conservation districts, I would ke to thank you for developing
interim guidelines for entering into the stewardship contracting projects and providing the public
an opportunity to comment. Conservation districts have been working with the Forest Service and
BLM for a number of years in their efforts to tnaintzin the health of forest and rangeland systems.
NACD also supports efforts to use the capabilities of contractors o achieve broad goals of
stewardship contracts including trading services to achieve FS Management goals. Itisan
movate approach to achieving public goals.

Conservation distriets support stewardship contracting and other projects wherever stands of trees
require thinning to maintain a healthy, viable forest and to limit the amount of hazardous fuel that
can result in devastating wildfires. We strongly support collaboration with local communities
in¢luding conservation districts in identifying land management goals and activities that would be
included in a stewardship contract. We support developing these plans on a watershed basis and
including a monitoring component to ensure menegement soals are being met—and net abused.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please contact us if you have any questions,

Sincerely,

Cﬂ,‘ﬂﬁ/&a ) g

Charles A. Holmes
Chair, NACD Forest Resources Committee

National Associatlon of Conservatlan Districts

509 Caplitol Caurt, NE - Washington, DC 20002
Phone! (202) 547-6229 - Fax: (202} 547-6450
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