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Figure 1 – Rio Peñasco Vicinity Map
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Rio Peñasco
LARGE-SCALE WATERSHED RESTORATION PROJECT
Executive Summary
The USDA Forest Service’s Lincoln National Forest is embarking on a large-scale community-based partnership to restore the Upper Rio Peñasco watershed.   Local and regional interests that have a stake in the protection and sustainable use of the forest will lead the community-based partnership.  The goals of the partnership will be to reduce fire danger, restore the ecological integrity and bio-diversity of the forest, improve water quality and water supply, and create a sustainable economy based on diverse forest products and values.  
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The Upper Rio Peñasco is a 120,000-acre watershed that feeds the Pecos River.  Three quarters of the watershed is national forest land that surrounds Cloudcroft, Mayhill and many subdivisions.  The watershed is home to a unique mix of rare plant, amphibian, insect and bird species that have special Federal or State status.  Over 370 species of animals and one hundred species of neo-tropical migratory birds use the Rio Peñasco.
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Past uses of mountain resources, especially fire prevention activities, have contributed to current watershed conditions.  Trees have grown more closely together than is natural, creating a dangerous fire hazard in the watershed.  Estimated land and improvement values for the Rio Peñasco exceed $58 million, and continued growth is expected in the next 20 years.  Indicators of currently degraded watershed conditions include reductions in surface water runoff, poor water quality, increase of invasive plants, and unhealthy forests at high risk for catastrophic events such as wildfire and disease or insect infestations.
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The Rio Peñasco is a natural resource that provides diverse products and values to the regional economic and social fabric. It is both a local and national resource that is utilized by people with diverse needs and concerns.  The Rio Peñasco Partnership is an attempt to integrate those needs and concerns though a collaborative process that will be administered and managed by local and regional people who represent broad social, economic and ecological interests in the watershed.  The Partnership will identify and guide projects that are driven by the Partnership’s social, economic and ecological goals.

The Partnership will develop in two phases.  The goal of  Phase One is to establish the Partnership and involve them in ongoing Forest Service watershed projects.  Partnership involvement in ongoing projects will occur in the form of improvement, implementation, monitoring, and public education.  The goal of  Phase Two will be to involve the partnership in identifying, prioritizing and designing projects.  Completing projects, monitoring results, and  public education will also be important activities for the partnership. 

I.  
Introduction                             
Vision statement

The Rio Peñasco Partnership has grown into a community-based, collaborative working group, working toward common goals for the watershed.  The community is implementing their partnership plan and has incorporated other local initiatives (such as Cloudcroft Area Sustainable Tourism) and State and Federal land management agencies’ plans.  People in this productive community have many options for enjoying the lifestyle and customs of their choice, while contributing to a sustainable economy within sustainable watershed conditions.  A small, innovative industrial network has established new businesses to supplement stable, traditional business and have created markets for small-diameter woody material.  Monitoring and adaptive management strategies have taken full advantage of scientific studies, and in turn, foster a full array of educational opportunities.  
Upland forests and woodlands of the watershed are functioning properly and in a sustainable manner.  Insect and disease occurrences are at natural levels and pose no threat of epidemic outbreak.  The spread of noxious weeds is contained and many species are eradicated.  Riparian areas are in a healthy and sustainable condition.  Perennial springs are abundant where limestone outcrops occur.  A shaded Rio Peñasco, in many places a narrow, deep channel with overhanging banks, meanders through riparian vegetation, including native woody species, grasses, rushes, and sedges.  The Rio Peñasco is a cold-water fishery, meeting State water quality standards while providing a continuous water supply for livestock and wildlife.  The watershed provides recreation opportunities for sport anglers and a scenic backdrop for highway travelers. 

Situation and Implications 
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Intense logging of the watershed occurred in the early 1900's.   The resulting dense second-growth forest, combined with exclusion of natural fire, created vegetative conditions that are now dangerously susceptible to insect and disease outbreaks and to catastrophic wildfire.  Figure 2 displays the results of a fire danger analysis, which led the Forest Service to select the Rio Peñasco as a priority watershed for treatment.  This risk increasingly includes the loss of human lives (see Figure 3).  More recently, infestations of noxious weeds throughout the watershed have severely impacted habitat for rare, sensitive and other native species.

Riparian areas were also severely impacted at the turn of the century by grazing and farming.  Since that time, heavy recreational use has continued to impact riparian areas.  As a result, riparian zones are ditch-like and woody riparian species are lacking.  This upper portion of the Rio Peñasco has been listed by the State of New Mexico as a high priority impaired water--specifically, non-point source pollution and loss of historic trout habitat. 

Loss of biological diversity, reductions in surface water quantity, poor water quality, and unhealthy forests at high risk for catastrophic events such as wildfire and insect or disease infestations are proof of the degraded landscape and watershed conditions. 

Over 45% of the private land in this watershed has already received forest health treatments compared to less than 5% on national forest.  It is time for the Forest Service, as the largest landowner, to contribute to this effort.  
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Figure 3 - Locations of groups of house and other structures

(Photos of structures and tree canopies)
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Actions to be taken

This project is designed to take our customers along with us as we make the bold steps necessary to restore the ecological integrity of this watershed.  The project will be operated under two phases.  The goal of Phase One is to build and/or regain partner and customer confidence in the Forest Service's ability and commitment to completing resource improvements on a large scale and making the highest priority areas safer from wildfire.  Figure __ displays the geographic strategy for implementing Phase One actions.  Highest priorities include fire protection of National Forest lands immediately adjacent to private land.  Next in priority is road maintenance and reconstruction to reduce sedimentation, restoration of hydrologic function of unique areas, and treatment of noxious weeds. This priority level also includes monitoring and advertising the results, and identification of future resource management needs.  It will include identifying, gaining commitment from, and building process expectations with our key partners.  Phase Two will springboard from the successes achieved in Phase One by continuing to analyze and implement projects and activities developed by the Rio Peñasco Partnership. 
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Actions
The following actions are planned to begin to correct the situation described above:


Prescribed fire - 5,100 acres


Fuels reduction 



Pre-commercial Thin and Pile & Burn - 9,800 acres



Commercial Thin - 8,500 acres 


Realignment of trails to improve hydrologic function and T&E plant habitat- 2 miles


Bluff Springs hydrologic function protection - 3 acres


Wet meadow creation/restoration –12 sites


16 Springs road drainage improvement- 5 acres

Road obliteration – 15 miles

Channel crossing protection – 20 sites

Meadow restoration- 1000 acres

Meadow infiltration improvement - 2,000 acres


Abandoned gravel pit restoration  - 5 acres            


Abandoned fence removal - 15 miles


Noxious weed treatment - 11,700 acres

The following actions are planned to measure success:


Post-activity Monitoring (Mexican spotted owl) - 2,582 acres


Pre-activity Monitoring (water quality) - 1 stream


Post-activity Monitoring (water quality) - 1 stream


Cloudcroft Checkerspot Butterfly Conservation Plan


Butterfly habitat survey - 2,000 acres


Upper Rio Peñasco Trout Assessment - 1 assessment


Forest Health Surveys (Silviculture Exams) - 80,000 acres


Old Growth Assessment - 1 assessment

Outcomes and benefits

The resource outcome expected from this project is a safe and healthy forest that produces an ample supply of clean water in a sustainable manner. Like most ecosystems in the Southwest, conversion of an entire watershed from an unhealthy condition to a maintenance condition will not be possible within a five-year period.  However, a significant portion of these unhealthy conditions can be treated within a four- to ten-year time frame. The greatest benefits will be to wildlife and people that depend on proper functioning ecosystems.

Another significant outcome from this project is increased customer confidence in the Forest Service’s ability to economically and successfully treat large areas and integrate its management with that of the community’s.  Meaningful on-the-ground results will result in stronger partnerships that will lend credibility to other large-scale restoration efforts on the Lincoln and other National Forests.  Perhaps the best outcome over the long run will be the experience gained that will enable the public to contribute in a meaningful way to the restoration of the health of their forests.

Measurement of Outcomes
Initially, outcomes will be measured through specific monitoring activities focused on ecosystem health indicators such as wildlife populations and water quality.  Eventually, the desired conditions as described above will be looked at directly.  The goal of Phase One is to improve customer confidence and partner commitment.  These items will be evaluated as a condition of moving to Phase Two. 

II. 
The Customers and How They Benefit
A.  The people
The public that is being served by this project can be summarized the following way:


The people who live in the watershed 


The people who visit or temporarily use the watershed 


Educational groups and special focus groups 


Potential project partners

Many facets of the public will be served by this project.  The people who live in the watershed will benefit directly through decreased wildfire risks to their homes and property.  This benefits not only the organized communities and towns such as Cloudcroft and Mayhill but also the many ranches, farms and cabins scattered throughout the watershed.  
Visitors to the area, the hunters, anglers, and other recreationists, will benefit from healthier ecosystems that will look, feel and function better.

Educational groups and special focus groups such as the Mexican spotted owl working group will use the forest as their classroom, charting the results and learning from the actions.

There will be secondary economic benefits to the rural communities through new jobs generated by the work activities and by the development of cottage industries that find marketable uses for small- diameter forest products. 


View from the Basin - Customers residing in the Tularosa Basin are diverse in their values, lifestyles, and issues concerning forest resource management.  Camping, sightseeing, and hunting are major uses of this group.  Issues include environmental concerns and water supply.

View from the Village - The Rio Peñasco is the visual and lifestyle backdrop for daily activities of residents of Cloudcroft, Mayhill, and the many subdivisions in the area.   Fire protection, tourism, and scenic quality are important aspects of the Forest. 

View from the Pecos – Downstream users include ranchers and cities, such as Carlsbad.  Noxious weeds and water quality and quantity, e especially legal water debt to Texas are concerns important to these users. 

View from Uplands – Local ranchers and others depend on the Rio Peñasco for custom and lifestyle needs, as well as economic subsistence.  Livestock forage, water supply, and fire protection are important to this group.

	CUSTOMER
	BENEFITS            
	ACTION/PROJECT

	Tourists
	Stable businesses/prettier scenery
	Thinning/burning

	 Hunters
	Increased game populations
	Thinning/wildlife habitat improvements, burning

	Anglers
	Trout fishery
	Riparian improvements/trout habitat improvements

	Ranchers
	More forage/quality water
	Thinning/watershed structures, burning

	Sightseers
	Prettier scenery
	Thinning/burning, wildlife

	Wood Industry
	More wood
	Thinning/harvest

	Fuelwooders
	More wood
	Thinning

	Environmentalists
	Healthier ecosystem
	Thinning/burning/watershed structures/riparian improvements

	Residents
	Safer from fire,  water quantity and quality
	Thinning/burning

	Local Businesses
	More tourists/longer stays
	Thinning

	Campers
	Quality environment
	Thinning/watershed structures/wildlife improvements

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


B. The land

The watershed includes seven major canyons:  James, Cox, Curtis, Russia, Pierce, Bear and Wills Canyons.  Elevations range from about 6,000 to almost 9,500 feet, with the higher elevations consisting of mixed conifer forest and the lower elevations dominated by pinyon pine and juniper woodlands.  Grassy wet meadows are associated with drainage bottoms, and some dry meadows are scattered throughout the watershed.  Part of the Village of Cloudcroft is in this watershed, as is the town of Mayhill and many permanent and seasonal residential subdivisions.  There are approximately 185 miles of wildland/urban interface in this watershed.  This interface includes over $58 million worth of land and homes and other improvements.  Three major highways (US 82, NM 130, and NM 6563) traverse the area, with about 45 miles of highway directly adjacent to the drainage bottoms.  Annual precipitation ranges from about 18 inches per year on the east side to about 27 inches per year in Cloudcroft.  

Unregulated timber harvest, including railroad logging and high-grading of the Upper Rio Peñasco Watershed, occurred during the early 1900's.   This, coupled with exclusion of natural fire since that time, created vegetative conditions dangerously susceptible to insect and disease outbreaks, as well as catastrophic wildfire.  These conditions include large areas of dense, small diameter trees, which present a heightened risk in the rapidly expanding wildland-urban interface.  This wildfire risk increasingly includes the loss of human lives.

Past grazing and fire exclusion in the pinyon-juniper woodland has resulted in vegetative changes from open, savannah type communities to dense tree/shrub canopy.  These thick overstories and competition for limited water and nutrients in this ecosystem has limited the amount of herbaceous growth, affecting wildlife habitat and increasing sheet and rill erosion. 

The watershed is home to several rare and endemic species, which have special Federal or State status.  The Sacramento Mountain thistle (Cirsium vinaceum) is a Federally listed threatened species that occurs only in conjunction with travertine springs in the Sacramento Mountains.  The Sacramento Mountain salamander (also unique to the Sacramento Mountains), Northern goshawk, flammulated owl, tall milkvetch, and golden bladderpod are Forest Service sensitive species.  The Center for Biodiversity has petitioned the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to list the Cloudcroft checkerspot butterfly, another locally unique species, as a threatened or endangered species.  This watershed also contains critical occupied habitat for the Federally listed endangered species, the Mexican spotted owl.  There are 30 protected activity centers (PACs) for the owl in the Upper Rio Peñasco watershed.   

Infestations of eight noxious weed species occur within the Upper Rio Peñasco Watershed.  Russian knapweed, poison hemlock, whitetop, Canada thistle, bull thistle, dalmation toadflax, musk thistle and teasel have all been found in the watershed especially along roadways and disturbed areas.  These plants are aggressive competitors and will out-compete existing desirable vegetation (including threatened and endangered plants) for light, water, nutrients, and space.  These noxious weeds reduce rangeland productivity and habitat quality for many species of wildlife.

Riparian areas and adjacent uplands found in the analysis area were severely impacted in the late 1890's and early 1900's by uncontrolled livestock grazing and pioneer farming of the riparian area.  As a result, riparian zones are channelized with deep incisions.  Woody riparian species are practically non-existent.  Current stream morphology presents almost continuous wide, shallow, and straight runs.

The perennial portions of the Rio Peñasco are listed in the ``Water Quality and Water Pollution Control in New Mexico, 305 (b) Assessed River Reaches'' (1994) as not fully supporting their designated use as a cold-water fishery as set forth in the State of New Mexico's “Standards for Interstate and Intrastate Streams,” (1995).  Losses of riparian vegetation, stream bank destabilization, siltation, and turbidity are listed as probable causes.

	ANIMAL/PLANT SPECIES
	ACTION
	ACRES OF IMPROVEMENT

	Barbary sheep
	
	

	elk
	
	

	turkey
	
	

	mule deer
	
	

	quail
	
	

	black bear
	
	

	mountain lion
	
	

	trout
	
	

	Northern goshawk
	
	

	bald eagle
	
	

	meadow jumping mouse
	
	

	Mexican spotted owl
	
	

	spotted bat
	
	

	Golden bladder pod
	
	

	Tall milk vetch
	
	

	White Mountain larkspur
	
	

	Bigelou’s clematis
	
	

	Wooton’s hawthorn
	
	

	Sacramento Mountain thistle
	
	

	Cloudcroft checkerspot butterfly
	
	

	Sacramento Mountain salamander
	
	

	Scarlet penstemon
	
	

	Wooton’ mock-orange
	
	

	Bloomer’s dock
	
	

	Kuenzler’s cactus
	


III.
Community

A. Partners and alliances 

 “We have been fighting with the Forest Service for so long; this approach is a refreshing change.”  Cloudcroft Village Council Member

Key players in the project include Cloudcroft Village Council, County officials, residents with land in or adjacent to National Forest lands, White Sands Forest Products, Cloudcroft Chamber of Commerce, ranchers, and government agencies.  By working together, much more can be done.  Leveraging time, money, and energy of partners will have a multiplier effect for accomplishing mutual goals for the watershed. 

Partnerships will be established in two phases.  Personal one-to-one contacts have been made to over 30 key contacts within the community.  There is general support for the effort.  There remains a sense of “wait-and-see” from most contacts.   Phase Two will involve structured group meetings.
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B. How partner and alliance interests will be served

Partner interests include protection from catastrophic wildfire, ample and clean water, noxious weed reduction, and private landowner use of Federal funding sources.  Outcomes that support those interests include reduced fuel loading, noxious weeds treatments, and private land fuel reduction and noxious weeds treatment activities.  Acres of reduced fuel loads, acres of noxious weeds treated, and dollars spent on private land will measure those outcomes.
C. Partner and alliance contributions

Partnership contributions will be heavily emphasized in Phase Two.  Phase One has focused on identifying, gaining commitment from, and building process expectations with our key partners.  White Sands Forest Products in partnership with the Lincoln has completed a pilot test plot designed to examine the economic feasibility of removing small-diameter wood products.  Information from the test is helping us explore opportunities for doing business differently.  Robinhood Subdivision homeowners have taken the lead in getting Forest Service access across private property so urban interface work can be done on National Forest lands.  These agreements are helping the Lincoln avoid time-consuming easement or right-of-way procedures.  Natural Resource Conservation Service, City of Alamogordo, and the Tularosa, Sacramento River, and Salt River Basin Water Planning Committee are exploring opportunities to use the Rio Peñasco Watershed to build a prototype simulation model which can be used to project water quantity changes resulting from watershed treatments.

D.   The Partnership    
Core team members will include partners from the community.  An oversight committee will organize and facilitate interactions of a larger group of partners.  Once goals and shared visions are articulated, the oversight committee will serve as a clearinghouse to match opportunities for work in the watershed with opportunities for partners and funding.

The Forest has presented the business plan to a variety of potential partners.  At a Regional (Arizona and New Mexico) meeting of existing wildlife partners, members of Trout Unlimited, Federation of Flyfishers, Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, New Mexico Trout, and National Wildlife Management Institute gave constructive feedback on the plan.  The two major messages heard from the group were support and excitement about taking a landscape approach to management.  This gives them a chance to better leverage their funds.  Second, they want to be involved at all stages of planning and implementation.  These groups will not support being involved only for the funding they can contribute.  Other presentations included South Central Resource Conservation and Development Council and their Carrizozo and Alamogordo Offices and the Pecos River Water Users Association.  The Councils “adopted” the Rio Peñasco as a priority project for the coming year.  After a presentation to the Village of Cloudcroft appointed a council member as representative on the Rio Peñasco Partnership.

The Forest contracted a public affairs consultant specializing in community-based partnerships to help partners Tom Springer (Rails-to-Trails, Chairman of the Tularosa, Sacramento River, Salt River Basin Water Planning Committee, Pecos Valley Water Users Association) and Howard Shanks (Natural Resources Conservation Service) and Forest representatives draft an approach for developing a strategic partnership plan.  The following as goals were identified for the partnership.

GOALS OF THE RIO PEÑASCO PARTNERSHIP

· Improve water yield and water quality

· Reduce fire hazards for communities and individuals

· Achieve a healthy forest that supports biodiversity

Achieve economic stability

Figure __ displays the general idea of how key partners fit within the partnership.  

        
[image: image6.wmf]Robin Hood

Home Assn

White Sands

Forest Products

NM 

Env 

Dept

Cloudcroft

Village 

Council

Lincoln

NF

Community

Partnership

P

A

R

T

N

E

R

S

NRCS

Rio Pe

ñ

asco

Restoration Project

       
Figure __ displays an oversight team might function and their role in the partnership.
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IV.
The Competition: Other Ways of Achieving the Main Benefits

Not everyone understands the fragility of this ecosystem and the imminent risks.  The Rio Peñasco watershed restoration project represents an opportunity for a small community with close ties to the Forest, to take some bold steps to prevent disintegration of the watershed.  The Lincoln National Forest is leading this effort, building consensus and partnerships along the way.  

There are at least 11 other projects around the nation that are planning large-scale watershed restoration.  Most of these are centered around high profile, high visibility watersheds, on large National Forests.  The Rio Peñasco watershed is located in a rural area on the smallest National Forest in the Southwest Region.  There are no large metropolitan areas that depend on the Rio Peñasco for drinking water, no salmon running upstream to spawn, no world-class estuary receiving its waters. There are, however, people living in the watershed who can’t leave home in April, May or June because of fears of losing their home to wildfire.  There are butterflies, thistles and salamanders found only in this isolated spot in New Mexico that depend on the surface water that the watershed produces.  There are visitors from Texas and New Mexico that drive all day just to spend some time in the cool forest next to the water.  Fuelwood, forage for livestock, and potential for value-added and local processing of forest products are just some of the products available in this watershed.

Potential partners will always have a choice of where and how to spend their money, time, and energy.  Competition for these choices include community work, volunteer work in the White Sands National Monument or BLM land, Oliver Lee State Park, and participation in other watershed efforts such as the Rio Hondo (near Ruidoso, NM) and the Tularosa, Sacramento River, and Salt River Basin.  The Lincoln must showcase how the Rio Peñasco contributes to other efforts or why it should be a higher priority.

V.
Measurement and Accountability
    A.  Accountability for activities

All activities planned will be monitored for implementation.  A representative sample of some of the activities will be evaluated as to their effectiveness in meeting the desired outcomes.  Customer satisfaction will be measured through feedback from the partnership team.  Since customer satisfaction is a key component in Phase One, this information will be looked at critically 

Accountability for conditions on the land will be measured several ways.  We will start with a simple tally of acres treated.  This will be supplemented by information gained from biologic and water quality monitoring and assessments.

VI.
Governance
A. Decision making

During Phase One, the Forest Supervisor and District Ranger will make major decisions. The decision makers will be supported by an oversight committee made up of key forest personnel, specifically watershed, wildlife, planning, silviculture and fuels program managers.  Partners will begin to be collaboratively involved.  The Forest Supervisor and District Ranger are accountable for these decisions.
During Phase Two, we envision a group of key partners that will provide oversight for actions occurring on public and private lands.  Decision-making will depend on whose land the actions/activities occur.  See Core Team section.

B. Implementation management

Projects and actions with NEPA completed will be implemented.  Collaborative activities such as monitoring and evaluation will begin to involve partners such as research.  A collaborative approach to identifying and building partnership opportunities will be developed.
Paul Schmidtke will be the Project Manager and will make daily decisions on task identification, scheduling, and personnel supervision.  Peg Crim (Lincoln Collaborologist) will develop and begin using a collaborative approach to partnerships.

VII.  Marketing and Sales
A. Marketing the project 

Community members have been contacted by telephone or by face-to-face conversations with key Rio Peñasco partners.  Feedback has been positive.  Several community meetings have been held in Cloudcroft.  In addition, a number of “fire house” meetings are being planned for outlying subdivisions and individuals.

The following entities have been identified as key to the success of the project:
Southwest Center for Biological Diversity, Forest Guardians

(1) Their interests are in preservation of wildland habitats

(2) The project can serve those interests by improving water quality and reducing risk of catastrophic wildfire that would destroy wildland habitats.

(3) They would oppose cutting trees especially greater than 16 inches DBH and using chemical treatments for noxious weeds.

(4) We could avoid appeals and possibly litigation by not harvesting trees greater than 16 inches DBH and by not using chemical noxious weed treatment.  A more aggressive communication strategy may also prove effective in the long run.
Otero County

(1) Their interests include increasing grazing capacity, reducing risk of catastrophic wildfire, reducing risk of flooding, sustaining local forest products industry, and maintaining local custom and culture.

(2) The project can serve those interests by reducing fuel loading in forested areas, thinning overstocked stands, and providing opportunity for local industries to remove fuelwood and merchantable timber.

(3) They would oppose planting willows in riparian areas.

(4) We can get around doing that by not proposing willow planting in riparian areas.
Village of Cloudcroft

(1) Their interests include tourism, scenic quality, and resident safety from wildfire and flooding.

(2) The project can serve those interests by reducing risk of catastrophic wildfire and flooding for visitor and resident safety, and using timber harvest techniques that are sensitive to visual quality.

(3) Most of the people living in Cloudcroft fully support needed activities.  Their greatest opposition would be to inaction or delays.  Some people will be concerned with smoke. 

(4) The smoke issue should be dealt with before it becomes a problem.  Communication with the community should focus on giving early warnings on potential smoke so people can make plans accordingly. 
New Mexico Environment Department

(1) Their interest is water and air quality in New Mexico, particularly in the Rio Peñasco and Pecos Rivers.  They also have a vested interest in the success of their 319 project here.

(2) This project can serve those interests by improving those conditions that are currently causing the non-attainment status.  The New Mexico Environment Department would de-list the stream if water quality could be improved.

(3) They will not oppose any direct watershed improvement work.  They might be opposed to large-scale restoration and maintenance activities like burning (smoke management). 

(4) We need to involve NMED in project analysis, cumulative effects determination and BMP guidance.

Rio Peñasco Residents

(1) Their interests are in fire protection and scenic surroundings

(2) The project can serve those interests by reducing risk of catastrophic wildfire and improving scenic quality.

(3) They would oppose cutting more trees than absolutely necessary for fire protection

(4) Have these residents help design thinning prescriptions and priority treatments

Rio Peñasco Custom and Culture

(1) Their interests are in fire protection, scenic surroundings, grazing, wood products, or outfitter guiding

(2) The project can serve those interests by reducing risk of catastrophic wildfire, improving scenic quality, providing forage and wood products, and improved wildlife habitat.

(3) They would oppose increased woody riparian vegetation and probably oppose creation of trout habitat because of the added restrictions that might result

(4) Have these residents help design thinning prescriptions and priority treatments

Hunters/Anglers/Campers

(1) Their interests are in preservation of wildland habitats and recreation opportunities

(2) The project can serve those interests by improving water quality, reducing risk of catastrophic wildfire that would destroy wildland habitats, and improving wildlife habitat.

(3) They would oppose cutting trees in excess of that necessary to reduce fire danger and improve wildlife habitat.

(4) Have these users help design treatments and help determine where and when these treatments take place.
Public acceptance of this project is key to its success.  We need the public to understand and accept that short-term effects or inconveniences are necessary in order to achieve a larger and long-term goal. The people that live in the watershed will have different opinions than Forest visitors.  We will value these differences and use them for further planning.

Some of the alternative vegetative treatments will be implemented as test plots for evaluating the utilization and commercial value of small diameter forest products.  Information gathered here will be used to determine whether commercial and non-commercial forest products can be removed in an economically feasible manner, and how these restoration activities can contribute to local economy and community stability.  

The Mexican Spotted Owl Recovery Plan working group will be asked to examine the vegetative and burning treatments in the project and evaluate the effectiveness of standards and guidelines designed to mitigate effects on the owl.  It is hoped that these evaluations will lead to more treatment flexibility on the 20,000 acres in the watershed that currently have strict constraints on vegetation removal due to size of material or season of activity. 

   C.  Freedoms and authority 

During Phase One, decisions will be made by line officers with input from team leaders.  During Phase Two, decisions for actions on National Forest lands will be made by line officers with input from team leaders, including expanded key partners' team.  Landowners will make decisions for actions on private land.  The Village Council will make decisions for actions on Village land.

    D.  Communications systems and habits

Lincoln is national CIP pilot using Systems Thinking principles to develop 5-year Strategic Plan.  As part of this effort, common language will be developed.  The Oversight Committee will establish interaction protocol for all partners.  This protocol would govern how and when meetings are conducted, how issues are resolved, and a communication strategy.

VIII. Risks and Assumptions

    A.  Likely ways that something might go wrong

The primary goals of the Rio Peñasco Restoration Project are to:

· Improve watershed condition to a satisfactory and sustainable condition.

· Reduce fire hazards in urban interface.

· Reduce and eradicate noxious weeds.

· Create/restore sustainable landscape conditions.

For this business plan, any event, issue or constraint that would cause the above management goals to not be achieved in a timely manner was considered a major risk to the project.  In other words what are most likely ways something might go very wrong that would prevent or significantly delay this project?

	Risk
	Consequences
	Solutions

	Catastrophic fire before project completion
	Property damage, loss of life and property, and increased erosion.
	Target the highest risk areas for first restoration treatment efforts; interface with local communities in high risk areas to develop and carry out fire protection measures as soon as possible.

	Catastrophic fire started as a result of planned burning projects
	Loss of support and trust from public, loss of life and property, and increased erosion.
	Make sure burn plans accurately predict fire behavior, make sure that contingency plan is accurate, and obtain long range weather forecasts.

	Management actions are ineffective
	Loss of time, funding, credibility and support from public, RO & WO.
	Start with actions or projects that will be successful, monitor project effectiveness, use adaptive management, minimize project creep, and develop timeline for project.

	Lawsuits and appeals
	Project delay, costly appeals and loss of support with public.
	Focus outreach to preservation groups and dialogue to identify shared goals to avoid lawsuits. 

	Lack of public support
	Project delay and no access across private land.
	Inform the public early about the project, ask for input, and be responsive to public input.

	Lack of funding
	Project delayed
	Market the project and its success to potential funding sources.

	Listing of the Sacramento Mountains Checkerspot Butterfly.


	Project delayed, project redesigned, or project termination
	Complete butterfly conservation plan, follow interim mitigations measures, and consult with USFWS



	Breakdown of personal relationships within the partnership
	Breakup of partnership or

increased time and energy spent maintaining partnership
	Spend time training participants and continuous practice at collaborative processes.


B.  Assumptions

The following assumptions were looked at from the standpoint of becoming false during the implementation of the project.  The consequences of the assumption being false and possible solutions are listed below. 

	Assumptions
	Consequences, if false
	Solutions

	Maintain current Forest organization 
	Change in programs or priorities and loss of funding
	Oversight committee needs to be ready to respond to changes in organization.

	Current laws (ESA, NEPA) and interpretations remain constant
	Project delayed, project redesigned and loss of public support.  
	Washington Office to keep Congress informed on impacts to project if laws are changed.

	Current Regional or National administration remain in place
	Change in priorities, project terminated, loss of funding and loss of public support.
	Inform new administration on public support for program.

	Extreme weather conditions will not occur
	Project delayed, no operations during spring fall seasons because of high fire danger.
	Extend contracts and spread projects throughout year if possible

	Wildfires will not occur in project area
	Project delay, project redesign or project terminated.
	Oversight committee be ready to handle emergencies as they arise and aggressively attack fire in the urban interface.

	Biological connection and dependencies are as we understand them today 
	Project delay, project redesign or project terminated.
	Keep oversight committee informed on biological changes that affect project.

	No new endangered species listing
	Project delay, loss of support, project redesign, or project terminated.
	Keep oversight committee informed on any pending listings.

	Current demands on Forest 

Service for goods and services remains the same
	Loss in support or project redesign
	Keep oversight committee informed on any changes in service demands.


Way to check out assumptions and make changes

The Partnership will be responsible for monitoring changes in the assumptions listed above and recommending appropriate action.  At regularly scheduled meetings, the Partnership will review these assumptions.  If there are any major changes in assumptions during Phase One, additional projects or modification to existing projects may be recommended.  The District Ranger and Forest Supervisor will decide what changes will be made.  During Phase Two, the partnership will help identify projects and help in project design and implementation. 

IX. Project Timeline

    A. Outcomes

This project will have immediate short-term ecological outcomes.   Projects to improve forest health, improve watershed condition, and reduce hazardous fuels conditions have already started.

Long-term outcomes have the same main goal for the watershed to be in a satisfactory and sustainable condition.  

The people that will benefit from the fuels reduction projects are citizens living in the urban-interface areas, and the communities of Cloudcroft and Mayhill.  People that benefit from the forest products removed are the employees of the local mill, tax payers of Otero County, and merchants in the local area.  The people benefiting from the numerous service contacts in the project are local contractors and employees, and taxpayers in Otero County.

    B.  Actions

Actions that have taken place or need to immediately take 

· Completing the business plan to start funding, 

· Starting implementation projects to attract partners and public support, 

· Hiring positions to meet time line for project, 

· Completing second analysis and butterfly conservation plan.

The project manager will be responsible for implementing the project on the ground, completing the second analysis and butterfly conservation plan, and assisting in attracting partners.  The partnership coordinator will develop partnerships for the project and handle media coordination.    

The project time line for fiscal year 2000 is displayed below.  The line will be modified once the final funding levels are known.

      Second Quarter FY00

· Hire IDT Leader

· Start analysis

· Start butterfly conservation plan

· Prep, layout, prepare contract & advertise 278 acres of commercial thinning

· Prep, layout, prepare contract & advertise 200 acres of pre-commercial thinning

· Prescribe burn 500 to 1000 acres

· Start contacting potential partners 

Third Quarter FY00

· Prep, layout, prepare contract, advertise additional 400 to 800 acres of commercial thinning 

· Prep, layout, prepare contract, advertise 300 acres of pre-commercial thinning

· Prescribe burn 500 to 1000 acres

· Continue building/strengthening partnerships

      Fourth Quarter FY00

· Complete analysis & butterfly conservation plan (end of September)

· Prep & layout 500 acres of pre-commercial thinning (FY01)

· Prep & layout 250 acres of commercial thinning (FY01)

· Prescribe burn 500 to 1000 acres

· Continue recruiting partners 


[image: image8.wmf]UPPER RIO PENASCO 

LANDSCAPE RESTORATION

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

COSTS IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

YEAR

ACTION

2000

2000

2001

2001

2002

2002

2003

2003

2004

2004

ACRES

COST

ACRES

COST

ACRE

S

COST

ACRE

S

COST

ACRE

S

COST

UPPER RIO P(S4)  WUI

Prescribed Fire ($100/AC)

1500

150

1400

140

1400

140

1000

100

0

0

Fuel Reduction & Timber 

Stand Improvement 

        Thin & Pile 

($450/ac) 

1000

590

1500

675

1500

675

1500

675

2000

900

         Burn Piles 

($150/ac)

0

0

1600

240

2000

300

2000

300

2000

300

            Piling

300

60

 Precommerical Thin 

($200/ac)

150

70

150

200

150

200

150

200

150

200

Comm Thin - Acres ($ 

200/ac)

550

40

1000

50

1000

50

1000

50

1000

50

     Sawtimber Volume

.5-1 

MMBF

1-2 

MMBF

1-2 

MMBF

1-2 

MMBF

1-2 

MMBF

          Sale Prep (crew, 

silviculture, markers,eng)

 

 

 

 

 

          Sale 

Administration

 

 

 

 

 

         Transp. 

Planning/Access 

Mgt/Closeout

         Fuelwood Volume

Wyden Amendment Projects

50

50

50

50

Surveys

     Archeology Surveys

 

0

10000

80

1000

10

1000

10

1000

10

     Easements

0

10

10

10

10

     Resurvey MSO

0

20

20

20

20

     Salamander surveys

3

10

10

10

10

     Landline location

40

40

20

20

20

      Goshawk surveys

6

10

10

10

10

       Wildlife Assessment

1 report

25

30

30

30

30

Total Survey

 

74

 

200

 

110

 

110

 

110

Butterfly Conservation Plan 

& Surveys

2000

25

15

15

15

15

Monitoring

     Pre-Monitoring MSO 

 

     Post-Monitoring MSO

1291

6

1291

6

1291

6

     Informal Monitoring 

MSO 

10 

Sites

15

10 

Sites

15

10 

Sites

15

     Pre-Mon. Water Quality 

1 Stream

2

2

     Post-Mon. Water 

Quality

2

2

2

2

2

     General Monitoring

10

10

10

10

10

Total Monitoring

0

14

0

14

1291

33

1291

33

1291

33

Subtotal - Upper Rio 

Penasco WUI

 

1023

 

1584

 

1573

 

1533

 

1658

NOXIOUS WEEDS PROGRAM

 

25

3000

300

2700

270

2000

200

2000

200

UPPER RIO PENASCO  

IMPROVEMENTS

10% Funds

300

100

100

100

100

Water-yield Model

model

25

10

10

Culvert Pipe Conversions

1 berm

12

1 berm

0

Revegetation

Water Cyn Road Overflow

6

Water &Rio P Cyns Porous 

Strct

30

Rio P Cyn Closed Discharge 

Sys

6 sites

72

6 

sites

0


    C.  Conflict analysis

Potential bottlenecks on this project are:

· Not completing the second analysis for the watershed

· The conservation plan for the Sacramento Mountains Checkerspot Butterfly will not be approved 

· Funding not available early in the second quarter of fiscal year 00

· Burning will not be completed because of drought conditions

· Mistrust of the government or Forest Service will inhibit partnerships 

To make sure these bottlenecks do not occur the following steps will be made:

· Adding a planner position to be IDT Leader on the second analysis 

· Coordinating and collaborating with USF&WS on the conservation plan for the butterfly 

· Requesting funds early in the second quarter 

· Expanding the burning window to burn year-round

· Continuing to work on building relationships by showing progress, and being open and honest with partners

    D.  Milestones

The major milestones for this project are: 

· When the second analysis is completed

· When the conservation plan for the butterfly is approved by USF&WS 
· When Phase Two is implemented and partnerships have been established.
X. Financial Plan

Our financial plan is largely displayed as “in-house.”  By early summer, we will have partner input and additional project objectives and potential funding sources.  Table 1 displays costs borne by the Forest Service and existing partners.  Table 2 is a summary of “in-kind” value of services rendered by partners. 
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Table 3.  Investments and Returns
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XI. Our Concerns

Our biggest challenge in undertaking this project is to show progress.  We know that conversion of an entire watershed from an unhealthy condition to a healthy, self-maintaining one is not possible within a five-year period.  In order to continue implementing the necessary treatments to get to a maintenance condition, we must have continued public and internal support.  Each activity, although part of the master plan, will not provide instant gratification or visible results.  We need to figure out a way to maintain momentum and support throughout the entire treatment period.  

To effectively treat the unhealthy conditions in this watershed requires a comprehensive and integrated approach to restoration.  The strategy for Upper Rio Peñasco includes management adjustments and direct treatment of both the uplands and the channels.  We are convinced that we’re on the right track. 

APPENDIX A

OUTCOMES/GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE REPORTING ACT

Outcomes on the land
The following outcomes are expected as a result of actions:

1.  Healthy aquatic ecosystems

· Direct soil and water improvement projects, which will contribute to restoring the river to State water quality standards.

· Bluff Springs hydrologic function protection, which will sustain the hydrologic function of this riparian system and waterfall. 

· Meadow restoration, which will restore these meadows to their proper functioning condition.

2. Healthy forest 

· Trail realignments will improve T&E species habitat and enhance recreation use. 

· Fuels reduction activities will improve sustainability over larger portions of the watershed.

Fuel reduction and forest health projects will reduce tree densities to a more sustainable level.

3. Healthy, diverse and resilient rangeland ecosystems restored and protected to maintain robust riparian systems, a variety of ecological conditions and benefits, and biodiversity. (GPRA Objective 1.3) include:

· Noxious weed control activities, which will remove invading species and allow native species to grow. 

· Sacramento Allotment meadow decompaction project, which will improve soil productivity and vegetative health.

· Restore the historic cold-water fishery

4. Populations of threatened, endangered and sensitive species will be conserved through recovery and management efforts (GPRA Objective 1.5) such as:

· Fuel reduction projects designed to decrease the risk of fire in Mexican spotted owl Protected Activity Centers (PACs).

· Information gained from Butterfly Habitat Surveys that will be used for management decisions in butterfly habitat.

· Restoring natural drainage patterns interrupted by Forest Road 164 will enhance Cirsium vinaceum habitat.
5. Better ecosystem management decisions based on the best available scientific and management information (GPRA Objective 1.6).  Information gained from the following activities will be the best available and will be used when making decisions:

· Butterfly Habitat Survey,

· Archeological Surveys,

· Upper Rio Peñasco Trout Assessment,

· Forest Health Surveys, and

· Old Growth Assessment.

6. Quality recreation experiences with minimal impacts to ecosystem stability and condition (GPRA Objective 2.1).

· Trail realignments will maintain the recreation experience while protecting springs and T&E species.

· Bluff Springs hydrologic function protection will allow recreation to occur while maintaining fragile hydrologic functions, geologic formations, and riparian areas.

7. Improved urban environments and enhanced community livability through healthy landscapes (GPRA Objective 2.3).

· The Upper Rio Peñasco fuels reduction activities will help protect over $58 million worth of investment in various towns and subdivisions of the Sacramento Ranger District.

8. A sustainable yield of forest products that contributes to meeting the Nation's demands and to restoring, improving or maintaining forest ecosystem health (GPRA Objective 2.5).

· The Upper Rio Peñasco fuels reduction and forest health activities will produce forest products for forest industries in the area, while reducing the risk of wildfire in the area and increasing forest health for remaining trees.  Although existing markets for small-diameter materials are extremely limited, the proposal would provide industry with an opportunity to develop processing techniques capable of taking advantage of a steady supply of such material.

9. A sustainable supply of forage on suitable and capable lands for livestock and wildlife (GPRA Objective 2.6).

· The Sacramento Allotment meadow decompaction project will improve forage health and increase forage volume on 2,000 acres.

· Allotment management decisions will support the watershed restoration goal.


[image: image10.wmf]Table __  - Five Year Summary of Funding Needs and Capabilities

SEE TABLE BELOW FOR BREAKDOWN OF AVAILABLE FUNDS FOR FISACL YEAR 2000

 

Fiscal Year 2000 

 

Fiscal Year 2001

Partners

Total Need

Available

Need

Partners

Total Need

Available

Need

EPA "319"

120000
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Forest Service
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0
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0
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0
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1000
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0
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0
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0

-1000
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sent April 24, 2000

 Forest Service Project Implementation Team


    A.  Skills, capabilities, and authorities

This project needs the following skills and personnel:

	FUNCTION
	SKILLS/PERSONNEL
	OUTPUTS

	Financial Plan
	1. Project Planning

2. Budget/Fiscal

3. Organizational Skills
	Plan, schedules, restoration needs.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Coordination
	1. Internal (Forest Service)

2. People, Org., Budget skills

3. Show-me's, news releases

4. Collaborative, external

5. Communication

6. Supervision/personnel
	Communication Plan (keep on track)

Overview

	Project

Management
	1. Supervision/personnel

2. Coordination

3. Scheduling

4.  Problem solving

5.  Research Coordination

6.  Partnership Coordination

7. Contracting
	Coordinate analysis review, NEPA,

Butterfly Conservation Plan, 

Communication Plan, 

Category 4 clearance (keep on schedule)

Overview and Administration

	Project

Design
	1. Planning, NEPA

2. Data, Layout

3. Ground truthing
	Review of Analysis, GIS, new NEPA,

Butterfly Conservation Plan, 

Cat 4 Clearance

	Project

Implementation
	1. Supervisory

2. COR / Contracting

3. Monitoring

4. Standards & Guidelines

5. Burning (Rx)

6. Collaborative
	Layout, mark, cruise,

Prepare contracts,

Contract administration

Implement & monitor

Burn plans, smoke management

Smoke monitoring


The following are the contacts for the Partnership Team, led by Peg Crim:

	PARTNER
	PROJECT CONTACT

	WHITE SANDS FOREST PRODUCTS

US FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

NM GAME AND FISH
	Danney Salas

	OTERO COUNTY

VILLAGE OF CLOUDCROFT

LINCOLN ZONE RX FIRE TEAM
	Mike Kremke

	NM ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT

STATE OF TEXAS

ROCKY MOUNTAIN RESEARCH STATION

NM STATE UNIVERSITY

N. ARIZONA UNIVERSITY

UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

CITY OF ALAMOGORDO

CITY OF OROGRANDE

PECOS RIVER INTERNATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
	Livia Crowley

	ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION
	Peg Crim


Personnel Needs

Regroup existing personnel into teams:

1 Project Manager - available on Forest, existing priorities will be shifted.

1 Project Implementation Leader - may be available on Forest, there are potential candidates on Forest that can meet the qualifications.

Additional personnel needed:

1 Project Design Manager – 1 permanent person needed full time to manage planning and design aspects of project, including all NEPA.  Existing ID team will provide technical support for this position.

Layout Crew - 2 seasonal/temporary people to mark boundaries, layout blocks, inspect contracts, implement standard and guidelines on the ground.

Fuels Tech - 1 seasonal person to provide technical expertise to design and implementation people.


The Lincoln National Forest has realigned existing personnel, added a project manager position, and will rely heavily on contractors, partners, and volunteers to complete watershed work.  The chart below depicts how the Forest has reorganized.
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Figure 4 - Implementation Strategy, Phase One
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Figure 2 - Fire Danger in the Sacramento Mountains
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2520_lscape_rest_sch_final_2004

						UPPER RIO PENASCO

						LANDSCAPE RESTORATION

						IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

						COSTS IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

										YEAR

		ACTION		2000		2000		2001		2001		2002		2002		2003		2003		2004		2004

				ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST

		UPPER RIO P(S4)  WUI

		Prescribed Fire ($100/AC)		1500		150		1400		140		1400		140		1000		100		0		0

		Fuel Reduction & Timber Stand Improvement

		Thin & Pile ($450/ac)		1000		590		1500		675		1500		675		1500		675		2000		900

		Burn Piles ($150/ac)		0		0		1600		240		2000		300		2000		300		2000		300

		Piling		300		60

		Precommerical Thin ($200/ac)		150		70		150		200		150		200		150		200		150		200

		Comm Thin - Acres ($ 200/ac)		550		40		1000		50		1000		50		1000		50		1000		50

		Sawtimber Volume		.5-1 MMBF				1-2 MMBF				1-2 MMBF				1-2 MMBF				1-2 MMBF

		Sale Prep (crew, silviculture, markers,eng)

		Sale Administration

		Transp. Planning/Access Mgt/Closeout

		Fuelwood Volume

		Wyden Amendment Projects								50				50				50				50

		Surveys

		Archeology Surveys				0		10000		80		1000		10		1000		10		1000		10

		Easements				0				10				10				10				10

		Resurvey MSO				0				20				20				20				20

		Salamander surveys				3				10				10				10				10

		Landline location				40				40				20				20				20

		Goshawk surveys				6				10				10				10				10

		Wildlife Assessment		1 report		25				30				30				30				30

		Total Survey				74				200				110				110				110

		Butterfly Conservation Plan & Surveys		2000		25				15				15				15				15

		Monitoring

		Pre-Monitoring MSO

		Post-Monitoring MSO										1291		6		1291		6		1291		6

		Informal Monitoring MSO										10 Sites		15		10 Sites		15		10 Sites		15

		Pre-Mon. Water Quality		1 Stream		2				2

		Post-Mon. Water Quality				2				2				2				2				2

		General Monitoring				10				10				10				10				10

		Total Monitoring		0		14		0		14		1291		33		1291		33		1291		33

		Subtotal - Upper Rio Penasco WUI				1023				1584				1573				1533				1658

		NOXIOUS WEEDS PROGRAM				25		3000		300		2700		270		2000		200		2000		200

		UPPER RIO PENASCO  IMPROVEMENTS

		10% Funds				300				100				100				100				100

		Water-yield Model		model		25				10				10

		Culvert Pipe Conversions		1 berm		12		1 berm		0

		Revegetation

		Water Cyn Road Overflow				6

		Water &Rio P Cyns Porous Strct				30

		Rio P Cyn Closed Discharge Sys		6 sites		72		6 sites		0

		Subtotal - Upper Rio Penasco Improvements				120				0				0				0				0

		PARTNERSHIPS

		Partnership Planning		1 plan		3				3				3				3				3

		travel				3				2				2				2				2

		contract community-based partner				15				5				5				5				5

		Upper Rio P Phase II NEPA

		NEPA				100				50				25				25				25

		Biological Evaluation				56

		OTHERS

		Upper Rio P Trout Assessment										1 report		10

		Forest Health Surveys

		Trail Realignments						40000		80

		NEPA				5

		Implementation								30

		Signs				5

		Bluff Springs Protection

		NEPA								5

		Implementation												30

		Powerlines

		Implementation						2.0 miles		75

		Sawtimber Volume						300 MBF

		Apache Pit Restoration								30

		Meadow Restoration

		NEPA												30

		Archaeological Surveys												5

		Biological Evaluation												5

		Implementation														1000		35		1000		35

		Abandoned Fence Removal						5 miles		8		5 miles		8		5 miles		8		5 miles		8

		Wildlife Habitat Improvement								50				50				50				50

		Subtotal - Other		0		10		40000		278		0		138		1000		93		1000		93

		Total  Landscape Restoration Proposal				1680				2332				2126				1961				2086

		*Overhead/per diem/travel, etc. are not included in this estimate..  Actual costs will be higher.
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																RIO PENASCO

																LANDSCAPE RESTORATION

																IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

		ACTION		FY 1999		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2000		FY 2001		FY 2001		FY 2002		FY 2002		FY 2003		FY 2003		FY 2004		FY 2004		FY 2005		FY2005		FY2006		FY2006		FY2007		FY2007		FY2008		FY2008		FY2009		FY2009		FY2010		FY2010		FY2011		FY2011		FY2012		FY2012

				ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST

		UPPER RIO P(S4)  WUI

		Prescribed Fire (Cat. 5)						1,000		$100,000		1,000		$100,000		1,000		$100,000

		Timber Stand Improvement (Cat. 1)						1,000				3,800

		Precommercial Thin & Pile						650		$260,000		680		$272,000

		Burn Piles										650		$98,000		680		$102,000

		Fuelwood Volume										265 MBF

		Timber Stand Imp. (Cats. 2 &3)

		Precommercial Thin & Pile														974		$390,000

		Burn Piles																		974		$146,000

		Sale Prep		1 Sale		$25,000

		Sale Administration						1 Sale		$10,000

		KV / Fuels Precommercial Thin										278		$70,000

		Slash Disposal														278		$42,000

		Sawtimber Volume						590 MBF

		Fuelwood Volume										335 MBF

		Timber Stand Imp. (Cat 4)

		Archeology Surveys						8,346		$65,000

		Easments								$20,000

		Precommercial Thin Prep														Contract 4		$10,000														Contract 5		$10,000		Contract 6		$10,000		Contract 7		$10,000		Contract 8		$10,000		Contract 9		$10,000

		Precommercial Thin & Pile																		608		$390,000														728		$291,000		728		$291,000		728		$291,000		728		$291,000		728		$291,000

		Burn Piles																						608		$91,000														728		$109		728		$109,000		728		$109,000		728		$109,000		728		$109,000

		Sale Prep		Sale 1		$25,000		Sale 2		$100,000		Sale 3		$100,000		Sale 4		$110,000		Sale 5		$100,000

		Sale Administration						Sale 1		$10,000		Sale 2		$10,000		Sales 2 & 3		$15,000		Sales 3 & 4		$15,000		Sales 4 & 5		$15,000		Sale 5		$10,000

		KV / Fuels Precommercial Thin																		1,000		$250,000		1,000		$250,000		1,097		$274,000		1,000		$250,000

		Slash Disposal																						1,000		$150,000		1,000		$150,000		1,097		$165,000		1,000		$150,000

		Sawtimber Volume										5,000 MBF				5,000 MBF				5,000 MBF				5,000 MBF

		Fuelwood Volume																		725 MBF				725 MBF				725 MBF				725 MBF

		Resurvey MSO																				$20,000				$20,000				$20,000				$20,000				$20,000				$20,000				$20,000				$20,000

		Monitoring

		Pre-Monitoring MSO (Cats. 1-3)		2,582		$12,000

		Post-Monitoring MSO (Cats. 1-3)														1,291		$6,000		1,291		$6,000

		Informal Monitoring MSO (Cats. 1-3)														10 Sites		$15,000		10 Sites		$15,000

		Pre-Mon. Water Quality (All Cats.)						1 Stream		$2,000

		Post-Mon. Water Quality (All Cats.)																						1 Stream		$2,000										1 Stream		$2,000														1 Stream		$2,000		1 Stream		$2,000

		General Monitoring								$10,000				$10,000				$10,000				$10,000				$10,000				$10,000				$10,000				$10,000				$10,000				$10,000				$10,000				$10,000				$10,000

		Subtotal - Upper Rio Penasco WUI		2,582		$62,000		10,996		$577,000		6,408		$660,000		4,223		$800,000		3,873		$952,000		2,608		$538,000		2,097		$464,000		2,097		$455,000		1,728		$483,000		1,456		$331,109		1,456		$440,000		1,456		$440,000		1,456		$412,000		728		$121,000

		NOXIOUS WEEDS PROGRAM		4,000		$400,000		4,000		$400,000		3,000		$300,000		2,700		$270,000		2,000		$200,000		1,500		$150,000

		UPPER RIO P (319) IMPROVE

		Culvert Pipe Conversions		1 berm		$12,000		1 berm		$12,000

		Revegetation

		Water Cyn Road Overflow

		Water &Rio P Cyns Porous Strct

		Rio P Cyn Closed Discharge Sys		6 sites		$72,000		6 sites		$72,000

		Subtotal - Upper Rio Penasco (319)				$84,000				$84,000

		OTHERS

		Sac Allotment MeadowDecompaction

		NEPA								$10,000

		Archaeological Surveys						1 Survey		$15,000

		Implementation										1,000		$75,000		1,000		$75,000

		Mule / Cox

		Waterwell						1 Structure		$27,000

		Pipeline						1 Mile?		$10,000

		Butterfly Habitat Survey						2,000		$30,000

		Upper Rio Penasco Trout Assessment						1 Assessment		$5,000

		Oldgrowth (Silv. Exams)						20,000		$100,000		20,000		$100,000

		Trails Realignment

		NEPA								$5,000

		Implementation																				$30,000

		Signs								$5,000

		Bluff Springs Protection

		NEPA												$5,000

		Implementation																$30,000

		Road Closures

		Powerlines

		Implementation						2.0 Miles		$75,000

		Sawtimber Volume						300 MBF

		Apache Pit Restoration												$30,000

		Meadow Restoration

		NEPA																$30,000

		Archaeological Surveys																$5,000

		Biological Evaluation																$5,000

		Implementation																		1,000		$35,000

		Upper Rio Penasco Forest Health

		NEPA								$20,000				$20,000

		Archaeological Surveys										1 Survey		$56,000

		Biological Evaluation										1 Report		$56,000

		Subtotal - Other						22,000		$302,000		21,000		$342,000		1,000		$145,000		1,000		$65,000

		TOTAL		6,582		$546,000		36,996		$1,363,000		30,408		$1,302,000		7,923		$1,215,000		6,873		$1,217,000		4,108		$688,000		2,097		$464,000		2,097		$455,000		1,728		$483,000		1,456		$331,109		1,456		$440,000		1,456		$440,000		1,456		$412,000		728		$121,000





C

														UPPER RIO PENASCO

														LANDSCAPE RESTORATION

														IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

														(COSTS IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

		ACTION		Primary		Potential		GPRA		CWAP		FY 2000		FY 2000		FY 2001		FY 2001		FY 2002		FY 2002		FY 2003		FY 2003

								Objective		Action #		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST		ACRES		COST

		UPPER RIO P(S4)  WUI						1.2, 1.5, 2.5		24

		Prescribed Fire ($100/AC)		WFHF		SPFH,NFSI,NFWL,NFTE				24		500		$50		1,600		$160		1,400		$140		1,400		$140

		Fuel Reduction & Timber Stand Improvement

		Thin & Pile ($400/ac) (EXISTING EA)		WFHF		RTRT,NFWL,KV,NFTE						2400		$960		2050		$820		1300		$520		1300		$520

		Burn Piles ($150/ac) (EXISTING EA)		WFHF		RTRT,NFWL,KV,NFTE						0		$0		2400		$360		2050		$308		1300		$195

		Thin & Pile ($400/ac) (NEXT EA)		NFER		RTRT,NFWL,KV,NFTE,WFHF						0		$0		350		$140		1,100		$440		1,300		$520

		Burn Piles ($150/ac) (NEXT EA)		NFER		RTRT,NFWL,KV,NFTE,WFHF						0		$0		0		$0		350		$53		1,100		$165

		TOTAL Thin & Pile ($400/ac)										2,400		$960		2,400		$960		2,400		$960		2,600		$1,040

		TOTAL Burn Piles ($150/ac)										0		$0		2,400		$360		2,400		$360		2,400		$360

		Commercial Thin - Acres ($85/ac)		NFTM		SSSS						1,300		$111		2,000		$170		2,600		$221		2,600		$221

		Sawtimber Volume										1-2 MMBF				2-5 MMBF				2-5 MMBF				2-5 MMBF

		Fuelwood Volume

		Sale Prep (crew, silviculture, markers,eng)		NFTM		SSSS								$150				$150				$150				$150

		Sale Administration		NFTM		SSSS								$40				$40				$40				$40

		Total Survey								0				$74				$200				$110				$110

		Total Monitoring						0		0		0		$14		0		$14		1,291		$33		1,291		$33

		Subtotal - Upper Rio Penasco WUI												$1,023				$1,584				$1,573				$1,533

		NOXIOUS WEEDS PROGRAM				NFRV		0						$25		3,000		$300		2,700		$270		2,000		$200

		Subtotal - Upper Rio Penasco Improvements				NFSI		1.1		202,370		0		$120		0		$0		0		$0		0		$0

		Subtotal - Other						1.3,1.3,1.5,1.6,		202,326		0		$10		40,000		$278		0		$138		1,000		$93

								2.1,2.5,2.6,2.8

		Total  Landscape Restoration Proposal												$1,680				$2,332				$2,126				$1,961
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		Table __  - Five Year Summary of Funding Needs and Capabilities

		SEE TABLE BELOW FOR BREAKDOWN OF AVAILABLE FUNDS FOR FISACL YEAR 2000

				Fiscal Year 2000										Fiscal Year 2001

		Partners		Total Need		Available		Need				Partners		Total Need		Available		Need

		EPA "319"		120000		0		-120000				EPA "319"		10000		0		-10000

		Forest Service										Forest Service				0

		Lincoln NF		161000		161000		0				Lincoln NF		150000		0		-150000

		Region 3		150000		150000		0				Region 3		150000		0		-150000

		Washington		1331000		1169000		-162000				Washington		1500000		0		-1500000

		In-kind Service										In-kind Service				0

		White Sands Forest Products		1000		1000		0				White Sands Forest Products		1000		0		-1000

		Volunteers		500		500		0				Volunteers		5000		0		-5000

		Robin Hood Estates		1000		1000		0				Robin Hood Estates		1000		0		-1000

		Rocky Mtn Elk Foundation		4000		4000		0				Rocky Mtn Elk Foundation		4000		0		-4000

		Grants		0		0		0				Grants		523000				-523000

		Total		1762000		1480000		-162000				Total		2323000		0		-2323000

				Fiscal Year 2002										Fiscal Year 2003

				Total Need		Available		Need						Total Need		Available		Need

		Partners		Total Need		Available		Need				Partners		Total Need		Available		Need

		EPA "319"		0		0		0				EPA "319"		0		0		0

		Forest Service				0						Forest Service				0

		Lincoln NF		150000		0		-150000				Lincoln NF		150000		0		-150000

		Region 3		150000		0		-150000				Region 3		150000		0		-150000

		Washington		1000000		0		-1000000				Washington		500000		0		-500000

		In-kind Service				0						In-kind Service				0

		White Sands Forest Products		2000		0		-2000				White Sands Forest Products		2000		0		-2000

		Volunteers		5000		0		-5000				Volunteers		5000		0		-5000

		Home Owners Associations		2000		0		-2000				Home Owners Associations		2000		0		-2000

		Rocky Mtn Elk Foundation		20000		0		-20000				Rocky Mtn Elk Foundation		20000		0		-20000

		Grants		809000				-809000				Grants		1109000				-1109000

		Total		2109000		0		-2109000				Total		1909000		0		-1909000

				Fiscal Year 2004

				Total Need		Available		Need

		Partners		Total Need		Available		Need

		EPA "319"		0		0		0

		Forest Service				0

		Lincoln NF		150000		0		-150000

		Region 3		50000		0		-50000

		Washington		0		0		0

		In-kind Service				0

		White Sands Forest Products		2000		0		-2000

		Volunteers		5000		0		-5000

		Home Owners Associations		2000		0		-2000

		Rocky Mtn Elk Foundation		10000		0		-10000

		Grants		1894000				-1894000

		Total		2094000		0		-2094000

		sent April 24, 2000
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