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1.  Executive Summary 

In 1996 the White River Partnership formed as a locally led, needs driven collaboration between citizens, communities, groups, organizations, and state and federal agencies.  Our mission is to help local communities balance the long-term cultural, economic and environmental health of the watershed through active citizen participation.  Our vision is that in the watershed, citizens, businesses and governments work together  to make informed, responsible decisions that improve and protect the cultural, economic and environmental qualities of the watershed for present and future generations.

The White River Watershed has fantastic human, cultural and natural resources, but faces many challenges on the journey to sustainability and natural resource stewardship.  A series of public forums in 1996 provided over 150 people an opportunity to talk about the issues that threaten the health of the watershed and the steps necessary to make change.  Topping the list of citizen concerns were:

· Water Quality



· Riparian Habitat


· Streambank Erosion


· Public awareness of problems


· Public access to the river


· Point source & non-point source pollution

· Maintaining a working landscape (agriculture & forest)

Five project action areas were developed to respond to these concerns:  

1. Locally led Watershed Assessment

2. Stream Corridor Restoration

3. Outreach and Education

4. Community Collaborative (A business led economic sustainability initiative.)

5. Capacity Building

Project actions are formulated to build the capacity of local communities to be watershed stewards forever.  Seven distinct work groups (Project Implementation Teams) have been established to work on the action areas listed above:

· Watershed Assessment/Asset Mapping – to assess current conditions and define desired future conditions;

· Stream Teams for each Branch - to prioritize, coordinate and implement restoration projects;

· Outreach and Education – insure the message of the Partnership is getting out to the communities;

· Community Collaborative – a group of businesses working together to promote tourism and sustainable economics;

· Capacity Building – organizational development and training.

· Forestry – a new group examining sustainable forestry;

· Technical Team – professional partners who assist with project design and implementation.
Roles, goals and responsibilities (charter) are being developed for each Project Implementation Team.  Each Team is or will be coordinated by one of three White River Partnership staff (White River Partnership Watershed Coordinator, Outreach & Education Coordinator or the Restoration Projects Manager) and/or an AmeriCorp-Vista Volunteer.

The success of the project will rely on the unique and collective knowledge, skills and abilities found within the Project Implementation Teams.  It is imperative that cross-pollination occurs among these teams.  To this end the Partnership’s Board of Directors (the “Rudder”) is made up of individuals and agency people from each Project Implementation Team; and the White River Partnership Coordinator will work across all Project Implementation Team’s to maintain the linkages that make this initiative a collaborative, watershed-scale project focusing on social, economic and environmental health.  Team members will include our partners and customers.

There are many short and long-term outcomes of the project.  Short-term benefits include:  reduced siltation, bank stability, habitat improvement, new recreational opportunities, and protection of crops and land from erosion.  Long-term outcomes include:  creation of forested riparian corridors, improved forest health, better fish and wildlife habitat, a properly functioning watershed, reduced water temperatures, new economic opportunities, a vibrant commitment to community and natural resource stewardship, aesthetic improvements and enhanced spiritual well being.

The project staff and teams will require technical support.  We will continue to rely on partner expertise and skills to assure success and a science based approach to all of our restoration activites.

Financial resources invested in this initiative are estimated as follows:

	
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	Total

	USFS
	$265,000
	$400,000
	$320,000
	$200,000
	$200,000
	$1,385,000.00

	Total
	$517,000
	$549,000
	$502,000
	$415,000
	$435,000
	$2,418,000.00


The long-term success of the Partnership’s mission is dependent upon building a committed source of partners or members in the organization.  Our vision includes continually reaching out to individuals in watershed towns through community events, educational events and through the media.

Early successes of the Partnership can and will be built on to realize the benefits of our actions.  The partnership is committed to learning and being resilient in the face of new needs and challenges as they arise.

 Introduction

In 1996 the White River Partnership (WRP) formed as a locally led and community driven collaborative between communities, citizens, conservation groups and federal and state agencies.  

Our mission is to help local communities balance the long-term cultural, economic and environmental health of the watershed through active citizen participation.

Our vision is that the White River Watershed is a place of natural beauty, forest and agricultural productivity, and environmental integrity. Citizens, businesses and government collaborate to make informed, responsible decisions that improve and protect the cultural, economic and environmental qualities of the watershed for present and future generations.

1.1 The Watershed

The White River watershed is 454,000 acres covering all or part of 21 towns in central Vermont.  Land ownership is 84% private, 5% municipal and state lands, and 11% National Forest.  The 56-mile long White River is free flowing; 84% forested; 7% in agricultural use; and only 5% developed.  The White River is an important river in the Connecticut River Atlantic Salmon Restoration Program, a Special Focus Area of the Conte National Fish and Wildlife Refuge, a national showcase water shed and a major tributary to an American Heritage River (Connecticut River).  The White River is the longest undammed tributary of the Connecticut River.

The river has been used for thousands of years as a travel way and fishery; first by Native American and later by European settlers.  Today, the White River and its main tributaries (the Third Branch, Second Branch and First Branch) have paved roads adjacent to them for most of their lengths.  In addition to the roads, there are many buildings and productive farmland in the riparian area.  The river developed in a forested ecosystem but in the last 150 years has seen the amount of adjacent forest be almost entirely denuded and gradually return.  Vermont is now 75% forested, up from 25% at the turn of the last century.

1.2 The Situation

The White River watershed has fantastic human, cultural and natural resources, but faces many challenges on the journey to sustainable communities and natural resource stewardship.  Large-scale in-stream gravel mining was common until 1986.  River morphologists believe that the White River and its tributaries are still experiencing instability due to decades-old mining.  Loss of riparian forest to transportation systems, agriculture and past forest management practices has left parts of the river system in poor habitat condition.  At the turn of the century the watershed was only 20% forested, impacting river flows today.  Sedimentation from eroding banks, elevated water temperatures, and the loss of riparian functions has reduced aquatic habitat quality for trout and salmon in many reaches of the watershed.

A series of public forums in 1996 provided over 150 people an opportunity to talk about the issues that threaten the health of the watershed and the steps necessary to make change.  Topping the list of concerns were:

· Water Quality

· Riparian Habitat

· Stream bank erosion

· Point source and non-point source pollution

· Public awareness of problems

· Public access to the river

· Maintaining a working landscape (agriculture and forest)
1.3 Actions

The actions of the White River Partnership are focused on restoration and stewardship of the watershed.  Our strategy to reach this goal is to build the capacity of local communities to be watershed stewards forever.

“The real substance of conservation lies not in the physical projects of the government, but in the mental processes of citizens…all the acts of government, in short are of slight importance to conservation except as they affect the acts and thoughts of citizens”







Aldo Leopold, “The Conservation Ethic”

Action #1:  Locally Led Watershed Assessment
An assessment of the conditions in the watershed is underway with the help of local, regional, State and Federal partners.  The Partnership’s goal is a locally led assessment where communities are involved in defining issues, mapping existing conditions, defining a vision for the future and crafting a strategy to get them there.  This is a public-involvement-intensive process that is time consuming and volunteer dependent, but a sure-fire recipe for change, action and sustained effort.

Action #2:  Stream Corridor Restoration

We will initiate stream corridor restoration in two sub-watersheds each year for the next three years.  Each sub-watershed will have a Stream Team that will work to identify, prioritize and implement river channel and riparian restoration projects.  The WRP’s Restoration Projects Manager will work with the Stream Teams to engage community leaders and volunteers to plan, implement and monitor the projects.

To build technical capacity within communities and among state and federal agencies, a consulting fluvial geomorphologist will be contracted to provide assistance with designing river channel restoration when needed.

Action #3:  Outreach and Education

The river is a barometer of our environmental, social and economic health.  Taking actions that reflect an understanding of the inter-connectedness of social, economic and environmental elements will require new knowledge on the part of our current and future decision-makers.  

The Partnership intends to continue to reach out to boards of selectmen, planning commissions, and conservation commissions through evening meetings and presentations.  We also intend to continue our Saturday lecture series on watershed issues.  Finally, we will partner with other organizations, like the National Wildlife Federation and the Vermont Institute of Natural Science, who have already developed watershed curricula, to incorporate watershed education in the classrooms of the White River Watershed.  An outreach and education coordinator will be hired to facilitate these programs.

Action #4:  Economic Sustainability through the Community Collaborative
The White River Community Collaborative is focused on sustaining local businesses and communities by balancing environmental preservation and protection with promotion of tourism and sustainable business.  The Collaborative will create a network of businesses working to support each other and encourage appropriate economic growth in the watershed.  Economic enterprises will include agriculture, forestry, tourism and others.  The White River Partnership’s Watershed Coordinator will provide staff support to this work group.

Action #5:  Capacity Building
To successfully meet the long-term vision of broad based community involvement in the health of the White River Watershed, the Partnership will have to establish its own identity and incorporate as a non-profit organization.  This will enable us to be financially independent, administer our own grants and developing a regular income from a dues paying membership.  The Board of Directors has adopted by-laws (see addendum), will draft Articles of Incorporation and apply for 501(c)(3) non-profit status.  Establishment of a large organization around common watershed goals will unite the watershed and provide an on-going forum for restoration work, economic development and community in the White River Watershed.

Capacity building also extends to knowledge of assessment techniques, understanding of restoration projects and design expertise.  The Partnership is committed to sharing information and resources wherever possible.

2. Customers

2.1 Customers

We believe the project will not only benefit the people who live, recreate, work and do business in the watershed, it will also benefit the municipal, state and federal governments by providing a forum for issue resolution; pooling of resources in a collaborative setting; utilizing the best science; and engaging citizens in sustaining communities and natural resources. 

We will serve our customers by protecting and restoring the natural functions and processes of the land that maintain ecological health, and thereby sustains the people as individuals and as communities.

Following are six broadly defined types of customers and the benefits they will receive from this project:

1.  
Land Owners:


Benefits:
Farmers



Sustainability

Public (St. and Fed. Lands)

Respected property rights

Woodlot owners


Flood prevention

Industrial forest owners

Stable river banks

Towns/Municipalities


Land stewardship

Riparian land owners


Pride and Recognition for stewardship







A “say” in how land is managed






Individualism






Aesthetics

2.  
Land Users:



Benefits:
Anglers



FUN!

Hunters



Improved stream corridor condition

Wildlife Watchers


Good water quality

Boaters/tubers/swimmers

Habitat diversity

Tourists



Ownership and connectedness

Trail/Land-based recreators

Increased knowledge

Residents



Healthier wildlife populations

3.  
Government:



Benefits:

State and Federal Agencies

Involvement

Towns/Municipalities


Results

Flood protection/prevention

Improvements within their towns

Economic benefits (tourism)

Financial and technical resources

Sustainability (econ, social, environ)

Compliance with regulations and permitting

Restored habitats

Improved water quality

Quality of life

4. 
Education Providers and Receivers:
Benefits:
Schools/Students/Teachers


Involvement in schools


Watershed groups 



See and hear about results

Local, regional, national and 


Demonstration tours/trips

international tech transfer recipients 
Share new technology applications

Residents




Financial resources for schools

Visitors




Fun!

5. 
Businesses:



Benefits:

Loggers



Identity/Marketing tool

Contractors



Flood hazard prevention

Farmers



Participation in “bigger cause
”

Tourism providers


More tourists/new income markets

Future generations


Connection to other businesses

Fishing guides





Aesthetics

ID natural resource based economic opportunity







Sustainability







Stable riverbanks
6. 
Ecosystem

Benefits:
Stop habitat degradation (pollution, erosion etc)

Natural processes and functions allowed to occur

Restored lost functions and processes

Conservation of species, populations and habitats

2.2 Customer Satisfaction
We will assess customer satisfaction by numbers of landowners interested in working with us, numbers of communities actively involved with us, numbers of schools working with the Partnership, and numbers of businesses involved with the Community Collaborative. We also plan to assess customer satisfaction with the White River Restoration Project by developing a survey that will be sent via our newsletter to members, Partners, and others.  This survey will include in-depth interviews with a small percentage of our customer base. We will pursue professional assistance in designing and interpreting our survey.  

The satisfaction of our customers and Partners is the responsibility of the leaders of the White River Partnership.  The Board of Directors and coordination staff will consult with working groups within the Partnership to determine the best adaptations needed to increase customer satisfaction.

3. Partners  

The White River Partnership is a community, centered on a vision of a healthy working landscape.  The community members (partners) are interested in a variety of outcomes.  Some are interested in the aesthetics and quality of life benefits that come with a healthy river.  Others are rooted in the economic benefits the watershed can provide, and still others wish to conserve and preserve our cultural and natural resources for future generations.

Each Partner comes to the table with unique resources and interests.  The strength of the White River Partnership is being able to use each Partner’s skills to achieve our common goals.  The Partners fall into five broad groups: citizens, local organizations and government, conservation and not-for-profits groups, state and federal agencies, and private businesses and corporations.

3.1 Citizens

The White River Partnership recognizes that the foundation of our community is its citizens.  The other partnerships were established to assist the citizens in meeting their needs. The Partnership currently has 350 people on our mailing list, sixty people who regularly volunteer their time and hundreds of school children who participate in tree planting projects through their schools.

	Citizen Interests
	Citizen Contributions

	Having fun 
	Knowledge of culture and history

	Aesthetically pleasing watershed
	Human resource (volunteers)

	Viable economic opportunity
	Spread the word (marketing)

	Contribution to the community
	Knowledge of local resources

	Natural resource education
	Funding and equipment

	Natural resource conservation
	Providing vision

	Protect/promote cultural values
	Enthusiasm and energy

	Creation of NRDRA (National Rubber Duck Racing Association)
	


3.2 Local Organizations And Government

The White River Partnership sees the local town governments and schools as a major partner in its community.  Local service organizations, churches, and fraternal organizations are also important Partners.  To this date, the towns of Granville, Hancock and Rochester have committed money to restoration projects on the White River in their communities.  Selectmen from Granville and Randolph are active members of their local stream teams.  The Partnership is working with the town of Randolph to restore the river along their town recreation park.  The Sharon Planning commission recently contacted the Partnership to explore how we could work together.  Two Rivers Ottaquechee Regional Planning Commission is an active Partner.

	Local organization and government interests
	Local organization and government contributions

	Healthy economy
	Knowledge of local resources

	Protect/promote cultural values
	Human resources (volunteers)

	Be responsive to citizens/members
	Affect change with their decisions

	Education of youth
	Community leaders, able to open dialogue

	Conservation of resources
	Funding and equipment

	Having fun
	


3.3 Conservation And Non-Profit Groups

Our Partners in this area vary widely from broad issue nation wide conservation groups to local single-issue organizations.  Not to be overlooked are organizations that are interested in serving people or achieving social change.  Currently, our partners in this category include:  The National Wildlife Federation, Trout Unlimited, Connecticut River Big Splash, and the Fish America Foundation.

	Conservation and non-profit groups interests
	Conservation and non-profit groups contributions

	Conserving and restoring natural resources
	Energy and enthusiasm

	Education
	Funding

	Cultural values
	Technical knowledge

	
	Networking

	
	Volunteers

	
	Educational materials


3.4 State And Federal Agencies

Our Partners in this area vary widely from agencies that work on the environment to agriculture and solid waste.  Our active partners in this category are:  Vermont Agency of Natural Resources (Department of Environmental Conservation, Forest Parks and Recreation, Fish and Wildlife), the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the Natural Resource Conservation Service, the US Forest Service, George D. Aiken Resource Conservation and Development (USDA), and Conte National Fish and Wildlife Refuge. We look forward to partnering with the Vermont Agency of Transportation and the Vermont Department of Agriculture. 

	State and federal agencies interests
	State and federal agencies contributions

	Fulfilling their job requirements
	Technical skills

	Public service
	Coordination/facilitation

	
	Project management

	
	Funding

	
	Educational materials

	
	Knowledge of bureaucracy

	
	Networking


3.5 Private Business And Corporations

The White River Watershed is home to numerous small businesses, many of which are members of the Community Collaborative.  These include:  The White River Golf Club, Liberty Hill Farm, Porter Music House, and Hurricane Flats Organic Farm.  We also work with the Randolph Area Chamber of Commerce and the Regional Marketing Organization.

	Business Interests
	Business Contributions

	Networking
	Business management expertise

	Increasing business
	Diversify Partnership

	Sustainability of resources 
	Potential funding

	Aesthetics
	Good public relations/marketing 

	Community Service
	Volunteer time/human resources


4.  Project Implementation Teams

4.1 Project Implementation Strategy

This Project will accomplish its goals within the broad framework of the five “Actions” outlined in the Introduction.  Project Implementation Teams (PITS) or work groups have been or will be established to address specific activities.

· Watershed Assessment/Asset Mapping

· Stream Teams for each Branch

· Outreach and Education

· Community Collaborative 

· Capacity Building

· Forestry

· Technical Team 
Roles, goals and responsibilities (e.g. a charter) are being developed for each PIT.  Each Team is coordinated by one of three WRP staff (WRP Watershed Coordinator, Outreach & Education Coordinator, and Restoration Projects Manager) and/or an AmeriCorp-Vista Volunteer.

The success of the project will rely on the unique and collective knowledge, skills and abilities found within the individual PIT’s.  It is imperative that cross-pollination occurs between these Teams.  To this end the Partnership’s Board of Directors (the “Rudder”) is made up of individuals and agency people from each PIT; and the WRP Coordinator will work across all PIT’s to maintain the linkages that makes this initiative a collaborative watershed-scale project focusing on social, economic and environmental health.

The three WRP staff coordinating the Project Implementation Teams will provide support, facilitation, and coaching to their respective working group(s).  Coordinators will assist Teams with the process of:

· Identifying needs/desired future conditions/visions

· Identifying ways to meet needs/visions

· Taking action

· Monitoring and measuring success 

· Evaluation and validation

· Adapting

· Staying with the mission and guiding principles of the WRP

4.2 Knowledge, Skills and Abilities

Following are unique sets of knowledge, skills and abilities Project Implementation Teams will need and acquire:

	Watershed Assessment and Asset Mapping PIT

	Knowledge:
	Skills and Abilities:

	Watershed assessment methods
	Coordination and facilitation

	Geographic information system
	Volunteer recruitment and management

	Contacts for existing resources and information
	Building relationships with landowners

	Water quality monitoring
	Developing partnerships 

	Natural river system dynamics (how it works)
	Vision



	Community social structure


	Building consensus


	Stream Corridor Restoration PIT (Stream Teams)

	Knowledge:
	Skills and abilities:

	Assessment, design and implementation of river restoration
	Coordination and facilitation



	State and federal laws and regulations
	Volunteer recruitment and management

	Sources of technical and financial assistance
	Project management



	Contract administration
	Sensitivity to landowner rights

	Natural channel system processes and functions
	Developing partnerships

	Bio-monitoring
	Consensus building

	Link between social, economic and environmental health
	


	Outreach and Education PIT

	Knowledge:
	Skills and Abilities:



	State education standards
	Facilitation and coordination

	Link between social, economic and environmental health
	Writing

	Natural resources
	Fund raising and grant writing

	Community development
	Public speaking

	
	Desk-top publishing

	
	Developing partnerships

	
	Vision


	Community Collaborative PIT

	Knowledge:
	Skills and abilities:

	Political climate within communities in watershed
	Coordination and facilitation

	Link between social, economic and environmental health
	Promotion

	Sales and marketing
	Developing partnerships

	Networks within business community
	Consensus building

	
	Vision


	Capacity Building PIT (Board of Directors)

	Knowledge:
	Skills and Abilities:

	Importance of the long-term viability of the Partnership to reaching our vision
	Communication



	Sales, marketing and promotion
	Grant writing

	Link between social, economic and environmental health
	Public speaking



	Non-profit management
	Vision


	Forestry PIT

	Knowledge:
	Skills and Abilities:

	Issues and trends in forest management
	Coordination and facilitation

	State forestry regulations and laws
	Consensus building

	Contacts within industry, agencies and associations
	Vision

	Forestry’s place in the watershed’s economy and culture
	Developing Partnerships

	Link between social, economic and environmental issues
	


	Technical Team (Professional advisory group to Stream Teams)

	Knowledge:
	Skills and Abilities:

	State and federal laws and regulations
	Assessment, design and implementation of river restoration

	Sources of technical and financial assistance
	Contract administration

	Natural channel system processes and functions
	Bio-monitoring

	Link between social, economic and environmental health
	


4.3 Core Team Members

The core members on the Project Implementation Teams Are:

Citizens

WRP Board of Directors 


WRP paid staff




Vermont Dept. of Environ. Quality

Vermont Dept. of Fish and Wildlife

Volunteers




National Wildlife Federation

US Forest Service



George Aiken RC&D Council, Inc.

US Fish & Wildlife Service


SFS, State & Private Forestry

Natural Resources Conservation Service
River Restoration Consultants

Regional Planning Commission

Conte National Fish and Wildlife Refuge

Town Select Boards.



Town Conservation Commissions

VT Dept. Forest & Parks


Chamber of Commerce & Regional Marketing Org.

Town Planning Commissions

4.4 Freedoms, Authorities & Empowerment

The White River Partnership’s fundamental goal is to develop the capacity for watershed stewardship within local communities.  Our goal is not to give them a fish to feed them for a day, but to teach them how to fish and feed them for a lifetime.

To sustain watershed stewardship by building local capacity, citizens, landowners, volunteers, community leaders, and partners must be empowered to fulfill our common mission and achieve our shared vision.  Guided by the Partnership’s established Principles, each PIT will have the freedom to:

· Accomplish their charter the best way they know how 
· Be flexible in how and where they work
· Try new ideas
· Make mistakes, have failures and learn
· Explore potentials for additional funding sources to accomplish their goals 
· Collaborate across agency and jurisdictional boundaries
· Explore new technologies

5. Project Timeline

5.1 Gant Chart
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           Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters

FY

FY

FY

FY

(dollars in thousands)

1st

2nd

3rd

4th

2001

2002

2003

2004

Employees

WRP Coordinator

15

15

15

15

60

60

60

60

Outreach & Ed. Coordinator

7

7

7

7

28

28

28

28

Restoration Project Manager

6.25

6.25

6.25

6.25

25

25

25

25

Operations

Office Supplies

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

2

2

2

2

Office Equipment

5

2

2

1

1

Utilities/phone

1

1

1

1

4

4

4

4

Volunteer time - in kind

1.5

1.5

1.5

45

60

80

100

Volunteers/Interns

2

2

2

2

5

5

5

5

Training/Travel

1

2

2

5

5

5

5

Restoration Projects

1

32

164

120

60

60

    GMNF in -kind assistance

15

15

15

20

65

65

65

65

Tech Team Assistance

1.5

1.5

16

6.5

30

30

30

30

Restoration Design

12

18

30

30

-

-

Erosion Assessment - Bingo

5

Granville Project

38

Deering

9

South Royalton Dump

24

Harvey Farm

42

Randolph Rec. Park

45

Grants Administration

    Green Mountain NF

91

79.35

State & Private Forestry

12

13

34

27.5

-

-

Aiken RC & D

6

6

6

6

32

26.7

-

-

Specialists

5

5

Cultural Resources

-

-

2

2.5

-

-

-

-

T&E Species

-

-

2.5

2.5

-

-

-

-

TOTALS

83.25

56.75

152.75

224.75

627

573.55

365

384

FY 2000 TOTAL

517.5

TOTAL EXPENSES

2467.05

1.  $25,000 from other agencies, $14,000 from landowners and communities.


	
	
	
	
	

	  Implement systematic assessment
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Green Mountain National Forest - Cash
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303

264.5

200

200

State & Private Forestry - Cash

80

135

110

65

65

TOTALS

0

0

165

100

FY 2000 TOTAL

265

438

374.5

265

265

TOTAL REVENUE

1607.5

EXPENSES

           Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters

FY

FY

FY

FY

(dollars in thousands)

1st

2nd

3rd

4th

2001

2002

2003

2004

Employees

WRP Coordinator

15

15

15

15

60

60

60

60

Outreach & Ed. Coordinator

7

7

7

7

28

28

28

28

Restoration Project Manager

6.25

6.25

6.25

6.25

25

25

25

25

Operations

Office Supplies

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

2

2

2

2

Office Equipment

5

2

2

1

1

1

Utilities/phone

1

1

1

1

4

4

4

4

Grant Administration 

Resource Conservation and Development

6

6

6

6

32

26.7

18.8

18.8

Green Mountain National Forest

91

79.35

60

60

State and Private Forestry

34

27.5

16.25

16.25

Volunteers/Interns

2

2

2

2

5

5

5

5

Training/Travel

1

2

2

5

5

5

5

Restoration Projects

12

120

120

60

60

Restoration Design

13

12

5

30

30

30

30

Harvey Farm

30

Randolph Rec. Park

30

TOTALS

50.75

38.75

56.75

118.75

438

413.55

315.05

315.05

FY 2000 TOTAL

265

TOTAL EXPENSES

1746.65


	
	
	
	

	  Utilize info. for project prioritization
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FY 04

FY 00

FY 01

FY 02

FY 03

FY 04

FY 00

FY 01

FY 02

FY 03

FY 04

TOTALS

Permanent Staff

0

GMNF 

15

15

-

-

-

10

10

20

20

25

5

5

5

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

130

WRP 

24

29

-

-

-

27.75

34

34

34

34

44

44

44

24

24

9

9

9

9

9

441.75

S & PF

25

25

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

50

Other Overhead

0

Vehicle Use

2

2

2

3

3

2

2

2

3

3

2

2

2

3

3

2

2

2

3

3

48

Contractors

0

Design Consultants

-

-

-

-

-

30

30

30

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

90

Specialists

-

-

-

-

-

10

10

10

10

10

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

50

Construction Contractors

-

-

-

-

-

30

60

60

75

90

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

315

Travel/Training

0

Per diem

10

1

1

1

1

10

1

1

1

1

1.5

1

1

1

1

1.5

1

1

1

1

39

Materials/Supplies

2

-

-

-

-

10

20

30

25

30

10

10

-

-

-

2

-

-

-

-

139

Other Variables

0

Volunteers/Interns

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

-

-

1

1

1

-

-

26

Printing/Mailing

1

1

-

-

-

1

1

1

-

-

1

1.5

2

2

2

1

1.5

2

2

2

22

 FY TOTALS

81

75

5

6

6

132.75

170

190

170

195

64.5

64.5

55

30

30

16.5

14.5

15

15

15

1350.8

COMPONENT TOTALS

173

857.75

244

76

TOTAL

[$1,350,750]


	
	
	
	

	Stream Restoration
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Upper River and 3rd Branch
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Fish America Foundation

1

25

National Wildlife Federation

2

5

Two Rivers Ottaquechee - Project Impact

3

16.8

6

22

Individuals

Landowners

4

6

6

12

12

12

12

Communities

5

7.2

17

2

5

5

5

USFS

Green Mountain National Forest - In-kind staff time

15

15

15

20

65

65

65

65

Green Mountain National Forest - Cash

85

100

303

264.5

200

200

State & Private Forestry - Overhead coming back

12

13

State & Private Forestry - Cash

80

135

110

65

65

Other Agencies

VT Dept. Enviornmental Conservation

4

10

10

10

10

US Fish & Wildlife Service

11.5

11.5

15

15

15

15

Individual Volunteers

1.5

1.5

1.5

45

60

80

100

Organization Tech. Assistance

VT Department of Enviornmental Conservation

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

10

10

10

10

Two Rivers Ottauquechee Regional Planning

4

5

5

5

5

US Fish & Wildlife Service

2.5

2.5

5

5

5

5

Natural Resource Conservation Service

2.5

2.5

10

10

10

10

TOTALS

70.5

24

238.5

184.5

627

581.5

492

512

FY 2000 TOTAL

517.5

TOTAL REVENUE

2730

1. 

 One third of the Granville Project

2.

  Erosion Assessment - Bingo Brook

3. 

 $16.8 So. Royalton Dump site;

 

$11,000 Granville; $3,000 Deering; $8,000 Harvey; $6,000 WRP Coordinator salary.

4. 

 20% match required from landowner on projects

5.

  $7,200 from South Royalton for dump site; $2,000 from Granville, Hancock, & Rochester; $15,000 from Randolph fine.


	
	
	
	
	

	  First and Second Branch
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5

7.2
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5
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Green Mountain National Forest - Cash

85
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303

264.5
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65

65

Other Agencies
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4

10

10

10

10
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11.5

11.5

15

15

15

15

Individual Volunteers

1.5

1.5

1.5

45

60

80

100

Organization Tech. Assistance

VT Department of Enviornmental Conservation

1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5

10

10

10

10

Two Rivers Ottauquechee Regional Planning

4

5

5

5

5

US Fish & Wildlife Service

2.5

2.5

5

5

5

5

Natural Resource Conservation Service

2.5

2.5

10
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TOTALS

70.5

24

238.5

184.5

627

581.5

492

512

FY 2000 TOTAL

517.5

TOTAL REVENUE

2730

1. 

 One third of the Granville Project

2.

  Erosion Assessment - Bingo Brook

3. 

 $16.8 So. Royalton Dump site;

 

$11,000 Granville; $3,000 Deering; $8,000 Harvey; $6,000 WRP Coordinator salary.

4. 

 20% match required from landowner on projects

5.

  $7,200 from South Royalton for dump site; $2,000 from Granville, Hancock, & Rochester; $15,000 from Randolph fine.


	
	
	
	

	  Main Stem
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FY
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FY
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1st
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4th

2001

2002
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2004
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WRP Coordinator

15
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15

15

60

60

60

60
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7
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7

28
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28

28

Restoration Project Manager

6.25
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6.25

25

25

25

25
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2
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2
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1
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1
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1

1

1

1

4

4

4

4
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6

6
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34
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16.25

Volunteers/Interns

2
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5
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5

5

Training/Travel

1
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5

5

5

5
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12
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120
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Restoration Design

13

12

5
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30
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30

TOTALS

50.75
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56.75
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FY 2000 TOTAL

265

TOTAL EXPENSES

1746.65


	
	
	

	  Project monitoring protocol established
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outreach and Education
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Quarterly newsletter
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6.25

6.25

25

25

25

25

Operations

Office Supplies

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

2

2

2

2

Office Equipment

5

2

2

1

1

Utilities/phone

1

1

1

1

4

4

4

4

Volunteer time - in kind

1.5

1.5

1.5

45

60

80

100

Volunteers/Interns

2

2

2

2

5

5

5

5

Training/Travel

1

2

2

5

5

5

5

Restoration Projects

1

32

164

120

60

60

    GMNF in -kind assistance

15
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1.  $25,000 from other agencies, $14,000 from landowners and communities.


	
	
	
	
	

	  Collaborate with 20% of towns
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Establish School programs
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Educational and promotional events
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community Collaborative
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Develop Watershed map marketing tool
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Business partners increased
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Capacity Building
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Establish membership support
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Stream teams in place
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Foster community identity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Forestry Workgroup
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Develop mission and goals
	
	
	
	
	
	


5.2 Outcomes Posting

Ecological Outcomes:

Short-Term:

· Reduced siltation

· Bank stability

· Habitat quality improvement

· Riparian corridors connected


Long-Term:

· Improved forest health

· More fish/insects/wildlife 

· Watershed functioning properly

· Sustainable agriculture and forestry

· Water temperatures reduced

· Improved hydrologic condition

Benefits to People:


· Improved recreational opportunity

· New and expanded economic opportunity

· Commitment to watershed as a community

· Protection of crops and land from erosion

· Community pride

· Aesthetics

· Stewardship ethic

· Physical health

· Spiritual well being

5.3 Actions Posting

· Hire coordinator and Project Manager

· Establish “Stream Teams” 

· Plan and conduct assessment in Third Branch

· Establish criteria for prioritizing projects

· Prioritize projects areas for 2001

· Establish networks (business and customer groups)

· Plan 2000 projects (design, NEPA, permits, contracts)

· Outreach and Education (continuous)

· Implement 2000 projects

· Plan 2001 projects (design, NEPA, permits, contracts)

5.4 Milestones

· Hiring coordinator and staff

· Developing “Stream Teams” in each sub-watershed

· Developing program of work

· Completing Watershed Assessment and asset mapping

· Prioritizing projects list for out-years

· First stream corridor projects completed

· First annual membership meeting of White River Partnership

· Awards and recognition 

· Communities initiating and implementing own projects

· School involvement/watershed education in schools

· 2004 pull the plug on the Large-Scale grant and the project continues

· Grants

· Towns voting funds for WRP

6. Measurement and Accountability
	ACTION

 Activity
	OUTCOMES
	MEASUREMENTS
	BENEFITS


	Who’s Accountable

	1.  Locally led watershed assessment

· Collating existing data;
· Creating a base map/identifying gaps;
· Collecting data
	·       Assessment and inventory highlights priority projects where resource is most degraded.
	· Percent of watershed inventoried;

· Prioritized projects list.
	· Ability to focus limited resources where they will provide the greatest improvement to watershed health.
	· WRP Coordinator;

· Watershed Assessment Intern;

· WRP Assessment Team.

	2. Stream corridor restoration 

· In-stream channel restoration and stabilization;
· Streambank stabilization
	· Improved water quality;

· Protected soil; 

· Improved aquatic and terrestrial habitat;

· Watershed functions and processes restored;

· Stable channels.
	· Bank and bed erosion rates;

· Turbidity;

· Macro invertebrate diversity and abundance;

· Fish community/population increase;

· Index of Biotic Integrity;

· Miles of riparian restoration;

· Increase in adult salmon returning to spawn each year; 
	· Improved recreational opportunities;

· Reduced land loss from erosion;

· Economic opportunity;

· Restored ecological function;

· Improved wildlife habitat;

· Reduced flood hazard.
	· Restoration Projects manager;

· WRP Volunteers,

· WRP Watershed Coordinator.

	3.  Outreach and education

· Quarterly newsletter
· Collaborate with Towns
· Establish watershed education in schools
· Contacting and engaging landowners and residents in the watershed
· Engaging new partners
· Contacting select boards, planning commissions, and road commissions.
	·   Partners/stakeholders are informed and communicating

·   Youth are aware of watershed health and stewardship 

·   Decisions reflect understanding of link between culture, economy and environment;. 

·   Partner contribution to cooperative projects;

·  Towns are active partners and provide resources for restoration.
	· Increase in circulation

· All towns and schools are active participants in WRP

· # of  schools with watershed curriculum;

· Number of towns providing money, labor, materials, etc.

· Number of active sub-watershed groups.


	· Stronger communities;

· Fun!

· Communities and individuals use resources with future in mind;

· As number of partners increase, long term capacity of WRP increases (more money for projects).
	· WRP Coordinator;

· Outreach and Education Coordinator;

· WRP Board and Volunteers.

	4. Community Collaborative

· Developed networks
· Promotion package

	· Businesses support WRP and see connection between economic, social and environmental health 

· Network and communication tools established 

· Tourism package developed;

· Working landscape supports industry and ag.


	· Number of businesses in CC;

· Number of Chambers of Commerce in CC;
	· Stronger local economies;

· More sustainable businesses in watershed;

· Businesses help
	· WRCC Steering Committee

· Watershed Coordinator

	5. Capacity building

· Create non-profit organization;

· Building capacity in communities to lead restoration and stewardship efforts
	· Established, independent non-profit, able to administer own grants and solicit members;

· Increased ability to design and construct projects "“internally”.
	· Dollars raised annually from membership;

· Continued success obtaining grants.
	· Long term, stable presence in the community; 

· Ability to meet long-range restoration goals.
	· WRP Board 

· WRP Coordinator 

· Outreach and Education Coordinator;

· Technical Team;

· Restoration Projects manager.


7.  Marketing and Sales





It is our intention that all communities in the Watershed become familiar with the Partnership and our mission.  It is our hope that we will gain moral, financial, and volunteer support from all 21 towns.  We have divided the Watershed into six sub-watersheds:  The Upper River, the Thrid Branch, Second Branch, First Branch, middle river and lower river.  Our goal is to establish active Stream Teams on each of these sections of the White River.  The Upper River Stream Team is currently our most established and active, followed by the Third Branch Stream Team.  Both of these groups received $30,000 for restoration projects this year and design work has already started for one major planform adjustment project in each area.  The communities of the Upper River (with the exception of Stockbridge) already support the Partnership and are familiar with our mission.  We are just starting to build relationships with the communities of the Third Branch.  It is our intention to make multi-tiered in-roads into the communities of the watershed in a systematic way.  

We will spread the word of the Partnership with formal presentations to selectboards, planning commissions, conservation commissions and other groups active in the watershed.  We will hold informal community events (like green up days on the river with social events following) to build relationships with citizens.  We will inform local elected officials of the WRP vision, goals and interest in working with them through an introductory letter followed by an offer to come and talk with them about how we can work together to meet mutual goals.  We have already started a dialog with the Town of Sharon and believe that our next stream team will form on the lower river this summer.  The Third Branch Stream Team quickly rallied to hold a green up day event (May 6) in each of the five towns in their sub-watershed.  A free picnic was offered with sponsorship coming from McKenzie hotdogs, McDonalds, Vermont Pure (Water) and a Vermont ice cream company.  

Our public communications plan targets the media, local officials, businesses, landowners and all of our customers.  We will invite news media to local events sponsored by the WRP, issue press releases, write letters to selected customers (e.g. businesses), and mail a quarterly newsletter to all interested parties in order to keep the public updated on this project, our progress and how they can get involved.

The three components of the marketing and sales section include: 

1) Marketing and Sales Strategy 

2) Method of Sales 

3) Advertising and Promotion 

7.1 Marketing

Below we have listed our customers, what will draw them to the project, how we will get them involved, and who within the WRP reaches out to each customer.

	Customers
	What draws them to the Project
	How we will get them involved
	Who reaches out to them

	General public
	Information and education about how the project benefits them
	Help set priorities in their communities; Assist with restoration projects.
	WRP members

WRP Coordinator

Outreach & Ed. 

Projects Manager

	Local businesses
	Opportunity to increase customer base; affiliation with Partnership; interest in sustainable economy. 
	Our community collaborative is working with individual businesses and local chambers of commerce
	Community Collaborative; Stream Teams; Coordinators

	Local towns
	Reduced river damage; improved business climate; better water quality; increased recreation opportunities.
	Meetings with local elected officials will be held.  In addition, towns will be encouraged to become monetary partners to ensure a sustainable project.
	WRP Members

WRP Coordinator

Projects Manager

	Local schools
	Educational opportunities for students
	We will incorporate the WRP mission into existing programs (National Wildlife Federation, Vermont Institute of Natural Science)
	Outreach and Education Coordinator

	Vermont companies (such as Orvis, Vermont Castings, Vermont Pure)
	Free PR and improved image by supporting a local initiative
	We will solicit donations and submit grant requests
	WRP Coordinator

	State of Vermont
	Possibility of increasing tourism ,water quality, and fish and wildlife habitat 
	Community Collaborative works with the State department of tourism; VT. Agency of DEC intricately involved in restoration projects 
	Community Collaborative, Tech. Team, Stream Teams.

	Tourists
	Improved scenery, recreational opportunities etc.
	Brochures and advertising about things to do in the watershed and places to stay (advertising)
	Community Collaborative


7.2 Method of Sales

The WRP will undertake various fundraising activities.

· Hats and T-shirts with WRP logo

· WRP calendar

· Banquet/Fundraiser - local businesses will donate items to be raffled off and dues paying members and the general public will purchase tickets.

· Membership drives 

· Public contributions (tax deductible).

The Partnership’s strength is in getting people involved in meaningful projects on the river.  This spring we have already had over 100 school children on the river planting trees.  We have had one significant weekend planting with over 400 trees planted by 20 adult volunteers.  We hosted a green up day event on May 6 in five communities with over 40 people participating.  As each stream team gets up and going it will work to foster a sense of community around the Partnership’s mission.  We have instituted a “sweat equity” membership that allows volunteers to work for two hours to obtain a one-year membership.  We will give each member a static sticker for their car window with the hope of having most cars in the Watershed advertising for us.

7.3 Advertising and Promotion

The mantra of our advertising and promotion campaign will be our Mission statement:  To help local communities balance the long-term cultural, economic and environmental health of the watershed through active citizen participation. 
Our theme -- which will be driven home in every thing we do -- is that a healthy river, vibrant communities and a strong economy go hand-in-hand.  A healthy economy and a healthy environment are not mutually exclusive; in fact, the two depend upon each other.  The wild trout lurking beneath the riffles depend on clean water just as much as the farmer who uses it to irrigate his crops.  This campaign will help ensure that everybody understands that communities with vital economies are better positioned to make choices that are good for the river, good for our families and good for our future.  Finally, the campaign also will reaffirm that the river belongs to everybody -- landowners, forestry, businesses, towns, tourist etc.  All are intertwined, linked not only by geographic location but also by one another's actions on the land and water.  

The WRP will publicize and celebrate our numerous partnerships within the watershed community in order to help introduce the project to the public and demonstrate the involvement of various customers (e.g. landowners, businesses, local officials, etc.).  In fact, we did this when we received notification that the WRP was chosen as a large-scale watershed restoration grant.  We have already and will continue to announce to the media and public when permanent staff are hired to help implement this project.  In addition, we intend to publicize via press releases and interviews any and all work done in the watershed (emphasizing the partners involved), as well as any progress made toward achieving the project's goals.  And, finally, we will work with each town to help get the word out when communities initiate and implement their own projects.

8. Financials

8.1  Large-scale Restoration Grant Budget

8.2 Total Revenue Sources

8.3 Expenses



8.4 Costs



8.5 Cost-Benefit Analysis

The Partnership’s five Watershed Restoration Action Areas (see Introduction) each have an associated cost that will be documented as our business planning proceeds.   Benefits from actions include the following:

· Increased recreational use;

· Avoidance of future stabilization costs through natural channel design;

· Increased land value from healthy riparian vegetation;

· Increased numbers of wild trout; 

· Stabilization/Flood costs avoided by wise management/development decisions;

· Increased agricultural/eco/heritage tourism resulting from marketing and outreach;

· Increase land based economic incomes.

Presented here is a partial cost-benefit analysis covering the Stream Corridor Restoration actions.  

Stream Corridor Restoration

Costs - We have identified five types, or levels, of restoration:
1. Riparian re-vegetation 

2. Livestock exclusion with water source and stream crossing

3. Bank stabilization

4. In-stream habitat restoration

5. Plan form restoration

Costs per mile for each restoration level are determined from an average cost of projects implemented in Vermont by the US Forest Service (USFS), US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Natural Resource Conservation Service and the VT Agency of Natural Resources.

Any one project could incorporate one, a few, or all of the levels of restoration.  The proportion of each restoration level on a per-mile basis was determined from the following sources:

· 1998 erosion inventory in the upper mainstem indicated 13% of banks were unstable.

· USFWS Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program estimates 50% of riparian buffer planting projects they install require livestock exclusion (fencing) and half of their projects include water source development and stream crossings.

· Forest Service habitat surveys show that second and third order streams (20% of potential project area) do not have adequate large woody debris to provide in-stream cover and aquatic habitat diversity. 

· Channel stability surveys suggest that as much as 10% of the main stem and major tributaries will require plan form restoration to assure long-term stability and aquatic habitat quality.

Therefore, on a per-mile basis, restoration types and costs should average: 

· 1.0 mile riparian re-vegetation ($8500 @ $2000/acre)

· .5 miles of livestock exclusion ($3300 @$1.25/ft))

· 1 stream crossing with water source development ($1000)

· .13 miles bank stabilization ($10,300 @ $15/ft avg.)

· .10 miles of planform restoration ($10,000 @$100,000 mile)

Total cost per mile of restoration would average approximately $33,100.

Benefits derived from restoration include:
Increased recreational use - A 1998 study conducted by the Northeast Natural Resource Center of the National Wildlife Federation estimated expenditures related to recreation on the White River by Vermonters was $33 million per year.  The activities included in this study included fishing, swimming, hiking, boating/tubing, observing nature, sitting/relaxing, and picnicking. We estimate that recognition of our restoration efforts will increase recreation use by 1% each year at a value of $335,000. 

Avoidance of future stabilization costs by using natural channel design - We estimate that by not using a watershed approach and natural channel design principles, 1 in 10 past projects transferred instability problems downstream.  Therefore, for each mile of river where 13% of banks were armored, an additional 70 feet of instability resulted at a cost  $2500/mile to repair.

Increased land value from healthy riparian vegetation - Studies in the Chesapeake Bay watershed indicate that forested riparian areas have 10% more property value than non-forested riparian area.  For each mile we re-vegetate with a 35-foot buffer, we will increase the value of 4.2 acres by 10% for a benefit of $400/mile.

Value of increased numbers of wild trout – Trout population monitoring conducted by the US Forest Service in Vermont indicates that catchable-sized (6 inches) trout increase by 50-80% in restored habitat.  Existing populations average 1000 trout/mile.  An average increase of 65% would result in 650 additional wild trout/mile.  To stock an additional 650 catchable trout @4$/trout would cost $2,600.  We believe that wild trout have much greater value than stocked trout but cannot have a dollar figure.

Value of capital investments –Fences, watering sources and stream crossings will increase property value by 10% of the cost of the investment for a benefit of $100/mile of restoration.  

Stabilization/Flood costs avoided by wise management/development decisions – The 1998 flood Damage Survey Report (FEMA DR-1228-VT) for several towns in the White River Watershed reported $2.5 million in damages.  Better decisions regarding flood plain function, culvert sizing, riparian protection and stream stabilization practices will prevent some damage in the future.  By eliminating 1% of the flood hazard each year we avoid $25,000/year of future flood damage.

Cost Benefit Ratio – Over the project-funding period of five years, we will complete 22 miles of stream corridor restoration at a cost of $730,000.  Benefits in the first five years are valued at $1.9 million for a cost-benefit ratio of 2.6 for the funding period.  Many of the benefits will continue to accrue after the five-year period.  After 20 years, the benefit value will be $7.7 million for a cost-benefit ratio of 10.5 to 1.

	Benefits
	Value/unit
	Units Improved
	5 Year Total
	20 Year Total

	Increased Rec. use
	1% of $33.5 million/year
	
	$1.6 million
	$6.7 million

	Stabilization cost avoided
	$2,500/mile
	22
	$55,000
	$220,000

	Increased land value
	$400/mile
	22
	$8,800
	$8,800

	Increased trout
	$2,600/mile
	22
	$57,200
	$228,000

	Capital Investments
	$100/mile
	22
	$2,200
	$2,200

	Flood Damage Avoided
	$25,000/yr
	
	$125,000
	$500,00

	Costs
	
	
	
	

	Stream Restoration
	$33,100/mile
	22
	$728,200
	na

	Cost-Benefit Ratio
	
	
	2.6
	10.5


9. Governance

The White River Partnership is a self-governing organization currently filing articles of incorporation and seeking non-profit status.  Twelve people are on the acting Board of Directors:

Tom Honigford, President, Organic Farmer and Teacher

Nicole Conte, Vice President, Environmental Educator

Richard Kolehmainen, Treasurer, Retired Banker

Matt Stacey, Secretary, Teacher

Dennis Borchardt, Executive Director of the George D. Aiken RC&D

Patrick Dakin, Attorney working for Environmental Board

Kevin Eaton, Environmental Designer, paddler

Doug Hahn, 

Beth Kennet, Farmer & Bed and Breakfast Keeper

Kevin O’Donohough, Fly Fishing Guide

Betsy Shands, Teacher

Martha Twombly, Editor

We use a consensus model for decision-making.  By combining the viewpoints, resources and interests of all parties focused on reaching common goals we believe we can more effectively move toward our vision.  While consensus often takes more effort and time, it results in stronger relationships supporting lasting decisions.  The primary tool for resolving difficult issues is dialogue that focuses on respect, honesty and tolerance for all points of view.

9.1 Organizational Decisions

The White River Partnership is a membership organization open to anyone.  The twelve member Board of Directors will be elected from the general membership at the annual meeting.

The roles of the Board of Directors are as follows:

· Determine the broad values, mission and vision of the partnership;

· Hire and supervise staff;

· Set organizational policies;

· Set and reviews major budgetary allocations;

· Provide direction for immediate and long-range decisions;

· Approve the Business Plan and Annual Plan of Work;

· Define outcomes/benefits of activities;

· Review and evaluate its own organization and accomplishments;

· Maintain communication with all work groups, members and stakeholders;

· Empower the employees to operate the program in accordance with policy.

The Board of Directors makes sure that the organization remains true to its mission and vision.  While we are committed to an inclusive, consensus model, the board of directors will vote on decisions that cannot be reached through consensus.

9.2 Implementation Management

Programs, projects, activities, services and actions will be implemented according to the Business Plan and Annual Plan of Work.  Various Project Implementation Teams (PITS) will be organized and supported by the Partnership as the primary process and venue through which local citizens participate in identifying needs and implement actions to meet these needs.  Please see discussion in Chapter Five for more information.

The Watershed Coordinator will have overall responsibility for providing administrative, technical, financial and logistical support for the working groups.  She or he can delegate responsibility for working groups to others on the ‘Partnership Employee Team’.

The ‘Partnership Employee Team’ can be made up of, but not limited to, specialists in the areas of:

· Project coordination/facilitation

· Education

· Outreach

· Asset mapping

· Grant writing and management

· Resource assessment

· Stream corridor enhancement

· Forestry

· Sustainable community development

· Agricultural eco/cultural tourism

10. Competition

The mission of the WRP is to help local communities balance the long-term cultural, economic and environmental health of the White River Watershed through active citizen participation.  We will do this through both direct activities and, by developing interest and programs at the local level to foster a sustained effort of watershed stewardship.

The WRP does not currently envision direct competition from similar projects or from local/state/federal agencies.  Many of the relevant agencies already directly participate in the WRP.  Since its inception in 1996 the WRP has developed working relationships with the numerous agencies that touch on the White River Watershed.  As a result, the WRP views these groups as partners rather than competitors and is confident that the various efforts to improve the watershed can be coordinated.

There are, however, two areas where competition is a real threat to the WRP being able to fulfill its mission.  These fall into the categories of obtaining and sustaining the support of local citizens needed to achieve long term watershed improvement and raising the financial resources necessary to carry out improvement projects.

The WRP has been and will largely continue to be an organization that is dependent upon local citizens committing their time and effort on a voluntary basis.  This time and effort commitment is an extremely valuable, but highly limited resource.  Local citizens have many options for where to spend this resource.  Competing successfully for this resource requires that the WRP have both a highly visible profile throughout the watershed and that it establish a quick track record of accomplishments.

In addition to the US Forest Service grant, the WRP requires further financial resources to meet its objectives.  One of the cornerstones of the watershed restoration project is a challenge cost-share program.  This program requires that local communities and/or landowners contribute up to 20% of a projects total cost.  Allocation of this share funding will have to compete with the other needs of the community/landowner.  Early and active involvement of the community/landowner in identifying and designing projects will be key to winning this competition.

In summary, competition for the WRP is not from competing projects or organizations but is the attraction and maintenance of the resources, both human and other, that it needs to fulfill its mission.

11. Risks and Assumptions
11.1 Risks

All of the foreseeable risks to the project can be categorized as loss of support.  Examples include the following:

1. Decline in general public support.  This lack of support would eventually translate into lack of support from all of the parties below, but would also mean that we are not accomplishing the objective of educating the public about the importance of a healthy watershed to their own well being.  

2. Decline in volunteer support.  As an organization that is dependent on volunteers to guide our programs and actually accomplish some of the workload, a fall off in volunteer support could have a very significant effect.

3. Decline in local government support.  The officials in our communities do not value our efforts above other concerns and are consequently unwilling to dedicate local resources to help support our operations and to champion local improvement projects.

4. Decline in agency support.  Our regional, state and federal Partners lose interest in the project and shift their expertise and resources to other endeavors.

5. Decline in federal support.  Project funding is lessened/withdrawn.

11.2 Risk Management

Though it is the lack of support that will threaten the project’s viability, it is the causes behind a decline in support that need to be addressed.  A lack of support can arise from choices among scarce resources, lack of alignment between our constituencies’ values and those of the organization, a poorly run program, “burning out” key people and failing to generate widespread interest and commitment.  

The best way to manage the foreseeable risks is by maintaining a very proactive communication program.  This will entail both internal and external communication with all our constituencies in order for us to gauge their continuing interest and to ensure that the project is meeting their expectations.  Early feedback will enable us to correct problems before they translate into a decline in support.  This will be accomplished by one-on-one meetings and also as a natural result of the work of the various project teams.  These communication efforts will be reinforced through an active media program, which will serve to publicize our programs, showcase the efforts of volunteers and reinforce the value of the project in the eyes of decision makers at the local, state and federal levels.  

In particular, the following strategies will be used to minimize loss of support from specific constituencies.

1. As the organization becomes more established, conflicts will arise between active partners (both agencies and volunteers) that can lead to some dropping out of the program.  However, many partners that generally agree with the project’s goals can be needlessly lost through failure to listen to their concerns and respect their opinions.  These conflicts can become strident during the prioritization of projects.  Communication will be encouraged by making sure that all partners are informed in a timely manner of our activities, ensuring that our governance structure allows regular input, and by holding public forums to describe our program and seek comment.  The foundation of the successful communication will grow out of relationships that staff and Board develop with our partners so that people are comfortable voicing their opinions.  Staff should receive training in consensus building.  It may also be good to bring in an outside facilitator for an annual retreat or similar event to make sure that no unspoken concerns are festering.

2. The general public and elected officials may not see and value improvements to the river due to failure to get the word out about real progress or failure to communicate the importance of a project.  These causes for loss of support will be addressed by delivering a steady stream of media coverage.  Presentations by staff at local meetings, and a regular news column and/or newsletter will also be used to educate and communicate our successes.  Press clips and newsletters should be sent to the Congressional delegation and Forest Service management in order to sustain their support.  An ongoing educational campaign, including school programs/field trips, will also serve to constantly create a wider and deeper understanding of river issues and the value of our projects in addressing these.

3. While the above threat is a matter of perception, support will also wane from all sectors if the organization actually fails to deliver on-the-ground improvements.  This will be avoided by having a well-run organization that produces tangible accomplishments spread throughout the watershed.  It will be difficult to actually implement lots of actions with the expanded, but still limited, resources available to the project.  In addition to our own initiatives, we may seek to contribute to projects developed by others or sponsor existing local groups to do river events in order to help achieve mission-related objectives.  This will enable us to leverage accomplishments without having to spend the large amount of resources that it takes to develop a task from scratch.  Benchmarks and project schedules will be developed and regularly reviewed to ensure that progress is being made.  

4. Volunteers will “burn out” and consequently drop their support of the organization unless they are thanked for their service and not overly burdened with work.  Meetings must use volunteers’ time wisely and tasks assigned to volunteers should be meaningful, achievable and fun!  Volunteers will receive public recognition of their contributions.

5. Agencies that give their staff time to the organization, as well as actual funds, do so in order to achieve their own mission.  Staff will seek to develop a thorough understanding of participating agencies’ missions and skills in order to strengthen the relationships to these agencies.  In this way, we can more intelligently seek their help with projects that are a natural fit for them.  Public recognition will also be made of agency contributions, especially to those decision makers important to the respective agency.   

6. The Partnership will keep our guiding principles posted at all Board meetings and make all volunteers aware of them. 

11.3 Assumptions 

In preparing this Business Plan we have necessarily made a number of assumptions about the future.  Key original assumptions are:

· There is wide spread public interest and support for the improvement of the White River Watershed.

· The basic funding requirements for the project over the next 5 years are in place.

· The various agencies that touch on the White River Watershed will continue to support the project.

As mentioned above, it is critical that we regularly test the accuracy of these assumptions, for if they do not prove to be valid, it will limit the scope and coverage of the project.  Continuing communication with and feedback from our constituencies is the most effective way to monitor the ongoing validity of these assumptions.  We will need to modify this plan as we meet changing conditions.

12. Our Concerns

12.1 Our Biggest Challenges

It is critical that we maintain this active participation if we are to be successful.  We must maintain and expand community support, including bringing new partners and members into the fold.  Our greatest resource is the energy and dedication of our partners and the public, and we must do everything possible to sustain their interest and participation.

12.2 Assistance Required

Project staff will need assistance with various technical aspects of this project.  The WRP already has enlisted the support of various state and federal agencies familiar with watershed assessment methods, water quality monitoring, river restoration, bio-monitoring and forestry management.  We will continue to rely on their expertise and support in these areas.

12.3 Benefits Despite Challenges

The WRP has well-established roots as a locally led and community driven collaborative.  The partnerships formed over the past few years already have led to many early successes that we can build upon as part of this project, and that give us much optimism about our future endeavors. 

In addition, the many new volunteers and the energy they have brought to this effort since the announcement of the federal grant have encouraged us. While maintaining and expanding community support is our biggest challenge, it is exactly this support and dedication that is our greatest strength.  For this reason, we believe the WRP will be successful in reaching its goals and delivering great benefit to the people and land of the White River Watershed. 
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A healthy river, vibrant communities, and a strong economy go hand-in-hand.
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Sheet1

		REVENUE SOURCES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Green Mountain National Forest - Cash						85		100		303		264.5		200		200

		State & Private Forestry - Cash						80				135		110		65		65

		TOTALS		0		0		165		100

		FY 2000 TOTAL		265								438		374.5		265		265

		TOTAL REVENUE		1607.5

		EXPENSES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Employees

		WRP Coordinator		15		15		15		15		60		60		60		60

		Outreach & Ed. Coordinator		7		7		7		7		28		28		28		28

		Restoration Project Manager		6.25		6.25		6.25		6.25		25		25		25		25

		Operations

		Office Supplies		0.5		0.5		0.5		0.5		2		2		2		2

		Office Equipment						5		2		2		1		1		1

		Utilities/phone		1		1		1		1		4		4		4		4

		Grant Administration

		Resource Conservation and Development		6		6		6		6		32		26.7		18.8		18.8

		Green Mountain National Forest										91		79.35		60		60

		State and Private Forestry										34		27.5		16.25		16.25

		Volunteers/Interns		2		2		2		2		5		5		5		5

		Training/Travel				1		2		2		5		5		5		5

		Restoration Projects								12		120		120		60		60

		Restoration Design		13				12		5		30		30		30		30

		Harvey Farm								30

		Randolph Rec. Park								30

		TOTALS		50.75		38.75		56.75		118.75		438		413.55		315.05		315.05

		FY 2000 TOTAL		265

		TOTAL EXPENSES		1746.65





Revenue

		XII.  Financial Plan

		12.1 Revenue Sources

		REVENUE SOURCES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Non-Government Organizations										10		10		10		10

		Fish America Foundation1		25

		National Wildlife Federation2		5

		Two Rivers Ottaquechee - Project Impact3		16.8		6				22

		Individuals

		Landowners4						6		6		12		12

		Communities5		7.2				17				2		5		5		5

		USFS

		Green Mountain National Forest - In-kind staff time		15		15		15		20		65		65		65		65

		Green Mountain National Forest - Cash						85		100		303		264.5				150

		Regional Office										10		10		10		10

		State & Private Forestry - Overhead coming back						12		13		15		15		15		15

		State & Private Forestry - Cash						80				135		110		65		65

		Other Agencies

		VT Dept. Enviornmental Conservation								4		10		10		10		10

		US Fish & Wildlife Service						11.5		11.5		15		15		15		15

		Individual Volunteers				1.5		1.5		1.5		45		60		80		100

		Organization Tech. Assistance

		VT Department of Enviornmental Conservation		1.5		1.5		1.5		1.5		10		10		10		10

		Two Rivers Ottauquechee Regional Planning						4				5		5		5		5

		US Fish & Wildlife Service						2.5		2.5		5		5		5		5

		Natural Resource Conservation Service						2.5		2.5		10		10		10		10

		TOTALS		70.5		24		238.5		184.5

		FY 2000 TOTAL		517.5								549		502		415		435

		TOTAL REVENUE		2418.5

		1.  One third of the Granville Project

		2.  Erosion Assessment - Bingo Brook

		3.  $16.8 So. Royalton Dump site; $11,000 Granville; $3,000 Deering; $8,000 Harvey; $6,000 WRP Coordinator salary.

		4.  20% match required from landowner on projects

		5.  $7,200 from South Royalton for dump site; $2,000 from Granville, Hancock, & Rochester; $15,000 from Randolph fine.





Expenses

		12.2 Expenses

		Region:		R9

		Project Name:		White River Watershed Restoration

		EXPENSES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Employees

		WRP Coordinator				7		15		15		60		60		60		60

		Outreach & Ed. Coordinator								7		28		28		28		28

		Restoration Project Manager								6.25		25		25		25		25

		Operations

		Office Supplies						0.5		0.25

		Office Equipment						5		2

		Utilities						1		1

		Volunteers/Interns						2		2		5		5		5		5

		Training/Travel				1		2		2		5		5		5		5

		Restoration Projects										60		60		60		60

		Tech Team Assistance		1.5		1.5		10.5		6.5

		Restoration Design						12		5		30		30		30		30

		Erosion Assessment - Bingo		5

		Granville Project						11

		Deering						3

		South Royalton Dump		24

		Harvey Farm								30

		Randolph Rec. Park								30

		Grants Administration

		Aiken RC & D						6		6		-		-		-		-

		Green Mountain National Forest

		State & Private Forestry						12		13		-		-		-		-

		Specialists

		Cultural Resources

		T&E Species		-		-		2.5		2.5		-		-		-		-

		TOTALS		-		-		2.5		2.5		-		-		-		-

		FY 2000 TOTAL		30.5		9.5		85		131		213		213		213		213

		TOTAL EXPENSES		256

				1108





Costs

		12.3 Estimated Costs

		Region:		R9

		Project Name:		White River Watershed Restoration

		COSTS		Watershed Assessment										Stream Restoration										Outreach & Education										Community Collaborative										COST

		(dollars in thousands)		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		TOTALS

		Permanent Staff																																										0

		GMNF		15		15		-		-		-		10		10		20		20		25		5		5		5		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		130

		WRP		24		29		-		-		-		27.75		34		34		34		34		44		44		44		24		24		9		9		9		9		9		441.75

		S & PF		25		25		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		50

		Other Overhead																																										0

		Vehicle Use		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		3		48

		Contractors																																										0

		Design Consultants		-		-		-		-		-		30		30		30		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		90

		Specialists		-		-		-		-		-		10		10		10		10		10		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		50

		Construction Contractors		-		-		-		-		-		30		60		60		75		90		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		315

		Travel/Training																																										0

		Per diem		10		1		1		1		1		10		1		1		1		1		1.5		1		1		1		1		1.5		1		1		1		1		39

		Materials/Supplies		2		-		-		-		-		10		20		30		25		30		10		10		-		-		-		2		-		-		-		-		139

		Other Variables																																										0

		Volunteers/Interns		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		1		1		-		-		1		1		1		-		-		26

		Printing/Mailing		1		1		-		-		-		1		1		1		-		-		1		1.5		2		2		2		1		1.5		2		2		2		22

		FY TOTALS		81		75		5		6		6		132.75		170		190		170		195		64.5		64.5		55		30		30		16.5		14.5		15		15		15		1350.75

		COMPONENT TOTALS		173										857.75										244										76										TOTAL

																																												[$1,350,750]
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Sheet1

		Largescale Watershed Restoration Grant Budget

		REVENUE SOURCES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Green Mountain National Forest - Cash						85		100		303		264.5		200		200

		State & Private Forestry - Cash						80				135		110		65		65

		TOTALS		0		0		165		100

		FY 2000 TOTAL		265								438		374.5		265		265

		TOTAL REVENUE		1607.5

		EXPENSES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Employees

		WRP Coordinator				7		15		15		60		60		60		60

		Outreach & Ed. Coordinator								7		28		28		28		28

		Restoration Project Manager								6.25		25		25		25		25

		Operations

		Office Supplies						0.5		0.25		0.5		0.5		0.5		0.5

		Office Equipment						5		5

		Utilities/phone						1		1		1		1		1		1

		Volunteers/Interns						2		2

		Training/Travel				1		2		2		5		5		5		5

		Restoration Projects								60		5		5		5		5

		Restoration Design								30		120		120		60		60

		Harvey Farm								30		30		30		30		30

		Randolph Rec. Park								30

		Grants Administration

		Green Mountain NF										90.9		79.35		60		60

		State and Private Forestry										33.75		27.5		16.25		16.25

		RC&D						6		6		31.3		26.7		20		20

		TOTALS				8		31.5		194.5		430.45		408.05		310.75		310.75

		FY 2000 TOTAL		234

		TOTAL EXPENSES		1694





Revenue

		XII.  Financial Plan

		12.1 Revenue Sources

		REVENUE SOURCES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Non-Government Organizations										10		10		10		10

		Fish America Foundation1		25

		National Wildlife Federation2		5

		Two Rivers Ottaquechee - Project Impact3		16.8		6				22

		Individuals

		Landowners4						6		6		12		12

		Communities5		7.2				17				2		5		5		5

		USFS

		Green Mountain National Forest - In-kind staff time		15		15		15		20		65		65		65		65

		Green Mountain National Forest - Cash						85		100		303		264.5				150

		Regional Office										10		10		10		10

		State & Private Forestry - Overhead coming back						12		13		15		15		15		15

		State & Private Forestry - Cash						80				135		110		65		65

		Other Agencies

		VT Dept. Enviornmental Conservation								4		10		10		10		10

		US Fish & Wildlife Service						11.5		11.5		15		15		15		15

		Individual Volunteers				1.5		1.5		1.5		45		60		80		100

		Organization Tech. Assistance

		VT Department of Enviornmental Conservation		1.5		1.5		1.5		1.5		10		10		10		10

		Two Rivers Ottauquechee Regional Planning						4				5		5		5		5

		US Fish & Wildlife Service						2.5		2.5		5		5		5		5

		Natural Resource Conservation Service						2.5		2.5		10		10		10		10

		TOTALS		70.5		24		238.5		184.5

		FY 2000 TOTAL		517.5								549		502		415		435

		TOTAL REVENUE		2418.5

		1.  One third of the Granville Project

		2.  Erosion Assessment - Bingo Brook

		3.  $16.8 So. Royalton Dump site; $11,000 Granville; $3,000 Deering; $8,000 Harvey; $6,000 WRP Coordinator salary.

		4.  20% match required from landowner on projects

		5.  $7,200 from South Royalton for dump site; $2,000 from Granville, Hancock, & Rochester; $15,000 from Randolph fine.





Expenses

				12.2 Expenses

				Region:		R9

				Project Name:		White River Watershed Restoration

				EXPENSES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

				(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

				Employees

				WRP Coordinator		15		15		15		15		60		60		60		60

				Outreach & Ed. Coordinator		7		7		7		7		28		28		28		28

				Restoration Project Manager		6.25		6.25		6.25		6.25		25		25		25		25

				Operations

				Office Supplies		0.5		0.5		0.5		0.5		2		2		2		2

				Office Equipment						5		2		2		1		1

				Utilities/phone		1		1		1		1		4		4		4		4

				Volunteer time - in kind				1.5		1.5		1.5		45		60		80		100

				Volunteers/Interns		2		2		2		2		5		5		5		5

				Training/Travel				1		2		2		5		5		5		5

				Restoration Projects1								32		164		120		60		60

				GMNF in -kind assistance		15		15		15		20		65		65		65		65

				Tech Team Assistance		1.5		1.5		16		6.5		30		30		30		30

				Restoration Design						12		18		30		30		-		-

				Erosion Assessment - Bingo		5

				Granville Project						38

				Deering						9

				South Royalton Dump		24

				Harvey Farm								42

				Randolph Rec. Park								45

				Grants Administration

				Green Mountain NF										91		79.35

				State & Private Forestry						12		13		34		27.5		-		-

				Aiken RC & D		6		6		6		6		32		26.7		-		-

				Specialists										5		5

				Cultural Resources		-		-		2		2.5		-		-		-		-

				T&E Species		-		-		2.5		2.5		-		-		-		-

				TOTALS		83.25		56.75		152.75		224.75		627		573.55		365		384

				FY 2000 TOTAL		517.5

				TOTAL EXPENSES		2467.05

				1.  $25,000 from other agencies, $14,000 from landowners and communities.





Costs

		12.3 Estimated Costs

		Region:		R9

		Project Name:		White River Watershed Restoration

		COSTS		Watershed Assessment										Stream Restoration										Outreach & Education										Community Collaborative										COST

		(dollars in thousands)		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		TOTALS

		Permanent Staff																																										0

		GMNF		15		15		-		-		-		10		10		20		20		25		5		5		5		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		130

		WRP		24		29		-		-		-		27.75		34		34		34		34		44		44		44		24		24		9		9		9		9		9		441.75

		S & PF		25		25		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		50

		Other Overhead																																										0

		Vehicle Use		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		3		48

		Contractors																																										0

		Design Consultants		-		-		-		-		-		30		30		30		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		90

		Specialists		-		-		-		-		-		10		10		10		10		10		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		50

		Construction Contractors		-		-		-		-		-		30		60		60		75		90		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		315

		Travel/Training																																										0

		Per diem		10		1		1		1		1		10		1		1		1		1		1.5		1		1		1		1		1.5		1		1		1		1		39

		Materials/Supplies		2		-		-		-		-		10		20		30		25		30		10		10		-		-		-		2		-		-		-		-		139

		Other Variables																																										0

		Volunteers/Interns		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		1		1		-		-		1		1		1		-		-		26

		Printing/Mailing		1		1		-		-		-		1		1		1		-		-		1		1.5		2		2		2		1		1.5		2		2		2		22

		FY TOTALS		81		75		5		6		6		132.75		170		190		170		195		64.5		64.5		55		30		30		16.5		14.5		15		15		15		1350.75

		COMPONENT TOTALS		173										857.75										244										76										TOTAL

																																												[$1,350,750]
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Sheet1

		White River Partnership - Real Time Budget - May 4, 2000

		REVENUE SOURCES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Green Mountain National Forest - Cash						85		100		300		240		150		150

		State & Private Forestry - Cash						80				100		80		50		50

		TOTALS		0		0		165		100

		FY 2000 TOTAL		265								400		320		200		200

		TOTAL REVENUE		1385

		EXPENSES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Employees

		WRP Coordinator				7		15		15		60		60		60		60

		Outreach & Ed. Coordinator								7		28		28		28		28

		Restoration Project Manager								6.25		25		25		25		25

		Operations

		Office Supplies						0.5		0.25		0.5		0.5		0.5		0.5

		Office Equipment						5		2

		Utilities/phone						1		1		1		1		1		1

		Grant Administration - RC&D						6		6		40		32		20		20

		Volunteers/Interns						2		2		5		5		5		5

		Training/Travel				1		2		2		5		5		5		5

		Restoration Projects										60		60		60		60

		Restoration Design						12		5		30		30		30		30

		Harvey Farm								30

		Randolph Rec. Park								30

		TOTALS		0		8		43.5		106.5		254.5		246.5		234.5		234.5

		FY 2000 TOTAL		158

		TOTAL EXPENSES		1128





Revenue

		XII.  Financial Plan

		10.1 Revenue Sources

		REVENUE SOURCES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Non-Government Organizations										10		10		10		10

				25

				5

				16.8		6				22

		Individuals

								6		6		12		12

				7.2				17				2		5		5		5

		USFS

		Green Mountain National Forest - In-kind staff time		15		15		15		20		65		65		65		65

		Green Mountain National Forest - Cash						85		100		300		240		150		150

		Regional Office										10		10		10		10

		State & Private Forestry - Overhead coming back						12		13		15		15		15		15

		State & Private Forestry - Cash						80				100		80		50		50

		Other Agencies

		VT Dept. Enviornmental Conservation								4		10		10		10		10

		US Fish & Wildlife Service						11.5		11.5		15		15		15		15

		Individual Volunteers				1.5		1.5		1.5		45		60		80		100

		Organization Tech. Assistance

		VT Department of Enviornmental Conservation		1.5		1.5		1.5		1.5		10		10		10		10

		Two Rivers Ottauquechee Regional Planning						4				5		5		5		5

		US Fish & Wildlife Service						2.5		2.5		5		5		5		5

		Natural Resource Conservation Service						2.5		2.5		10		10		10		10

		TOTALS		70.5		24		238.5		184.5

		FY 2000 TOTAL		517.5								549		502		415		435

		TOTAL REVENUE		2418.5





Expenses

		12.2 Expenses

		Region:		R9

		Project Name:		White River Watershed Restoration

		EXPENSES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Employees

		WRP Coordinator				7		15		15		48		48		48		48

		Outreach & Ed. Coordinator								7		35		15		15		15

		Restoration Project Manager								6.25		25		25		25		25

		Operations

		Office Supplies						0.5		0.25

		Office Equipment						5		2

		Utilities						1		1

		Volunteers/Interns						2		2		5		5		5		5

		Training/Travel				1		2		2		5		5		5		5

		Restoration Projects

		Tech Team Assistance		1.5		1.5		10.5		6.5

		Restoration Design						12		5		30		30		-		-

		Erosion Assessment - Bingo		5

		Granville Project						11

		Deering						3

		South Royalton Dump		24

		Harvey Farm

		Randolph Rec. Park

		State & Private Forestry						12		13		-		-		-		-

		Aiken RC & D						6		6		-		-		-		-

		Specialists

		Cultural Resources		-		-		2.5		2.5		-		-		-		-

		T&E Species		-		-		2.5		2.5		-		-		-		-

		TOTALS		30.5		9.5		85		71		148		128		98		98

		FY 2000 TOTAL		196

		TOTAL EXPENSES		668





Costs

		12.3 Estimated Costs

		Region:		R9

		Project Name:		White River Watershed Restoration

		COSTS		Watershed Assessment										Stream Restoration										Outreach & Education										Community Collaborative										COST

		(dollars in thousands)		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		TOTALS

		Permanent Staff																																										0

		GMNF		15		15		-		-		-		10		10		20		20		25		5		5		5		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		130

		WRP		24		29		-		-		-		27.75		34		34		34		34		44		44		44		24		24		9		9		9		9		9		441.75

		S & PF		25		25		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		50

		Other Overhead																																										0

		Vehicle Use		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		3		48

		Contractors																																										0

		Design Consultants		-		-		-		-		-		30		30		30		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		90

		Specialists		-		-		-		-		-		10		10		10		10		10		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		50

		Construction Contractors		-		-		-		-		-		30		60		60		75		90		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		315

		Travel/Training																																										0

		Per diem		10		1		1		1		1		10		1		1		1		1		1.5		1		1		1		1		1.5		1		1		1		1		39

		Materials/Supplies		2		-		-		-		-		10		20		30		25		30		10		10		-		-		-		2		-		-		-		-		139

		Other Variables																																										0

		Volunteers/Interns		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		1		1		-		-		1		1		1		-		-		26

		Printing/Mailing		1		1		-		-		-		1		1		1		-		-		1		1.5		2		2		2		1		1.5		2		2		2		22

		FY TOTALS		81		75		5		6		6		132.75		170		190		170		195		64.5		64.5		55		30		30		16.5		14.5		15		15		15		1350.75

		COMPONENT TOTALS		173										857.75										244										76										TOTAL

																																												[$1,350,750]
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Sheet1

		White River Partnership - Real Time Budget - May 4, 2000

		REVENUE SOURCES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Green Mountain National Forest - Cash						85		100		300		240		150		150

		State & Private Forestry - Cash						80				100		80		50		50

		TOTALS		0		0		165		100

		FY 2000 TOTAL		265								400		320		200		200

		TOTAL REVENUE		1385

		EXPENSES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Employees

		WRP Coordinator				7		15		15		60		60		60		60

		Outreach & Ed. Coordinator								7		28		28		28		28

		Restoration Project Manager								6.25		25		25		25		25

		Operations

		Office Supplies						0.5		0.25		0.5		0.5		0.5		0.5

		Office Equipment						5		2

		Utilities/phone						1		1		1		1		1		1

		Grant Administration - RC&D						6		6		40		32		20		20

		Volunteers/Interns						2		2		5		5		5		5

		Training/Travel				1		2		2		5		5		5		5

		Restoration Projects										60		60		60		60

		Restoration Design						12		5		30		30		30		30

		Harvey Farm								30

		Randolph Rec. Park								30

		TOTALS		0		8		43.5		106.5		254.5		246.5		234.5		234.5

		FY 2000 TOTAL		158

		TOTAL EXPENSES		1128





Revenue

				Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Non-Government Organizations										10		10		10		10

		Fish America Foundation1		25

		National Wildlife Federation2		5

		Two Rivers Ottaquechee - Project Impact3		16.8		6				22

		Individuals

		Landowners4						6		6		12		12		12		12

		Communities5		7.2				17				2		5		5		5

		USFS

		Green Mountain National Forest - In-kind staff time		15		15		15		20		65		65		65		65

		Green Mountain National Forest - Cash						85		100		303		264.5		200		200

		State & Private Forestry - Overhead coming back						12		13

		State & Private Forestry - Cash						80				135		110		65		65

		Other Agencies

		VT Dept. Enviornmental Conservation								4		10		10		10		10

		US Fish & Wildlife Service						11.5		11.5		15		15		15		15

		Individual Volunteers				1.5		1.5		1.5		45		60		80		100

		Organization Tech. Assistance

		VT Department of Enviornmental Conservation		1.5		1.5		1.5		1.5		10		10		10		10

		Two Rivers Ottauquechee Regional Planning						4				5		5		5		5

		US Fish & Wildlife Service						2.5		2.5		5		5		5		5

		Natural Resource Conservation Service						2.5		2.5		10		10		10		10

		TOTALS		70.5		24		238.5		184.5		627		581.5		492		512

		FY 2000 TOTAL		517.5

		TOTAL REVENUE		2730

		1.  One third of the Granville Project

		2.  Erosion Assessment - Bingo Brook

		3.  $16.8 So. Royalton Dump site; $11,000 Granville; $3,000 Deering; $8,000 Harvey; $6,000 WRP Coordinator salary.

		4.  20% match required from landowner on projects

		5.  $7,200 from South Royalton for dump site; $2,000 from Granville, Hancock, & Rochester; $15,000 from Randolph fine.





Expenses

		12.2 Expenses

		Region:		R9

		Project Name:		White River Watershed Restoration

		EXPENSES		Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Quarters								FY		FY		FY		FY

		(dollars in thousands)		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Employees

		WRP Coordinator				7		15		15		48		48		48		48

		Outreach & Ed. Coordinator								7		35		15		15		15

		Restoration Project Manager								6.25		25		25		25		25

		Operations

		Office Supplies						0.5		0.25

		Office Equipment						5		2

		Utilities						1		1

		Volunteers/Interns						2		2		5		5		5		5

		Training/Travel				1		2		2		5		5		5		5

		Restoration Projects

		Tech Team Assistance		1.5		1.5		10.5		6.5

		Restoration Design						12		5		30		30		-		-

		Erosion Assessment - Bingo		5

		Granville Project						11

		Deering						3

		South Royalton Dump		24

		Harvey Farm

		Randolph Rec. Park

		Overhead (incl. rent & utilities)

		State & Private Forestry						12		13		-		-		-		-

		Aiken RC & D						6		6		-		-		-		-

		Specialists

		Cultural Resources		-		-		2.5		2.5		-		-		-		-

		T&E Species		-		-		2.5		2.5		-		-		-		-

		TOTALS		30.5		9.5		85		71		148		128		98		98

		FY 2000 TOTAL		196

		TOTAL EXPENSES		668





Costs

		12.3 Estimated Costs

		Region:		R9

		Project Name:		White River Watershed Restoration

		COSTS		Watershed Assessment										Stream Restoration										Outreach & Education										Community Collaborative										COST

		(dollars in thousands)		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		FY 00		FY 01		FY 02		FY 03		FY 04		TOTALS

		Permanent Staff																																										0

		GMNF		15		15		-		-		-		10		10		20		20		25		5		5		5		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		130

		WRP		24		29		-		-		-		27.75		34		34		34		34		44		44		44		24		24		9		9		9		9		9		441.75

		S & PF		25		25		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		50

		Other Overhead																																										0

		Vehicle Use		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		3		48

		Contractors																																										0

		Design Consultants		-		-		-		-		-		30		30		30		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		90

		Specialists		-		-		-		-		-		10		10		10		10		10		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		50

		Construction Contractors		-		-		-		-		-		30		60		60		75		90		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		315

		Travel/Training																																										0

		Per diem		10		1		1		1		1		10		1		1		1		1		1.5		1		1		1		1		1.5		1		1		1		1		39

		Materials/Supplies		2		-		-		-		-		10		20		30		25		30		10		10		-		-		-		2		-		-		-		-		139

		Other Variables																																										0

		Volunteers/Interns		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		1		1		-		-		1		1		1		-		-		26

		Printing/Mailing		1		1		-		-		-		1		1		1		-		-		1		1.5		2		2		2		1		1.5		2		2		2		22

		FY TOTALS		81		75		5		6		6		132.75		170		190		170		195		64.5		64.5		55		30		30		16.5		14.5		15		15		15		1350.75

		COMPONENT TOTALS		173										857.75										244										76										TOTAL

																																												[$1,350,750]






_1014705882.bin

