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A.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION










A.1  Project Summary/Objectives:



This project has four main objectives:

1.
Reduce the risk of catastrophic fire, insects and disease

2.
Protect the safety of residents, visitors, property, and tribal and natural resources

3.
Restore late-successional (old-growth) forest conditions

4.
Protect and restore water quality

Pursuing these objectives will not only reduce the risk of losing important forest habitat and improve safety for residents and visitors, but will also improve watershed conditions and  scenic quality; and demonstrate that employment and economic benefits can come from community based forest restoration.




A.2  Project Location:

The project area encompasses about 17,000 acres in the south half of the Metolius Basin (see map) bounded by Black Butte on the south, Green Ridge on the east, and Forest Road 12 (roughly) and Highway 20 on the west.  The north boundary reaches Lower Canyon Creek Campground.  This area is on the east slope of the Cascades, on the Sisters Ranger District of the Deschutes National Forest.  The area is about 15 miles northwest of Sisters, Oregon.  Elevation ranges from approximately 3,000 feet in the basin, to about 4,800 feet on the eastern boundary.     
A.3  Size of Project Area:

Indicate the number of acres in each of the following:





  Expected


    Actual 

Acres Analyzed


17,000 acres


17,000 acres


Acres Treated


Approx. 12,000+ acres

N/A


A.4  Proposed Activities:  
     What we propose to do


1. Thin forests, mow brush, and use prescribed fire to reduce fuels, and grow more big trees.  

2. Protect stream sides.

3. Evaluate the road network to see how it can meet transportation needs while being more environmentally sensitive and affordable.  

4. Work collaboratively with the community and the forest industry to explore new ideas about forest stewardship. 

5. Focus on what we leave in the forest, rather than what we take.









A.5  Authorities Being Tested:  


	Authority
	Mark if being tested

	Goods for Services
	    Being considered

	Designation by Description or Rx
	    Being considered

	Retention of Receipts
	    Being considered

	Best Value Contracting
	    Being considered

	Multi-year Contracting
	    Being considered

	Less than free and open competition
	    Being considered

	Non- USDA administration of timber sales
	





	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


It is still early in the project development to specifically identify which, if any, of the authorities may be utilized with this project.  Alternatives are still being developed and analyzed.  For this reason, most of the authorities were requested.  This does not mean all or any will be used at this time.  However, preliminary interest seems to be directed towards multi-year service contracts with retention of receipts and the use of service contracts with embedded timber sales (exceeding product value of $10,000).  

The various contracting processes under the Stewardship Contracting Pilot Authority provide more options and greater flexibility to achieve ecosystem management than traditional methods. Of particular interest to some of our publics is multi-year service contracts coupled with retained receipts from sold products. The attractiveness lies in the separation of forest operations from the sale of commercial products. Rebuilding trust is the issue, and by using this method, the public will see ecosystem management as the driving force behind landscape treatments rather than generation of commercial products.  Some of our publics have speculated that the Forest Service often “sweeten the pot” to make treaments profitable for industry rather than a motive for ecosystem management.

In addition, many of the possible treatments proposed under the different alternatives addressed in the planning document include the harvest of merchantable material.  However, many of these treatment acres do not have the value in the merchantable material to pay for the logging cost to remove the material out of the woods.  This would result in a deficit sale, if the vegetation treatments were packaged as a timber sale.  For this reason, a service contract with and embedded timber sale would benefit this situation.  Under current authorities there is a $10,000 limitation on the value of material which can be sold under this type of contract.  Anything above this value would have to be sold under separate bid and under a seperate contract.  Logistically, this could prove to be a nightmare.  Either the material could fail to be sold or not reach the market in a timely manner. With the use of the Pilot authority, which allows this limitation to be exceeded and allows the value of the merchantable material to be equated in off-setting operation costs under one contract, this tool can be utilized at a larger scale.

Other authorities being considered include: 

· Awarding contracts based on “Best Value”  -  In that this project has gotten such attention and strong interest by the local community, the quality of the job performed in the woods is a key issue.  As a result of some recent demonstration projects, some of our key publics have a strong interest to see that the proper equipment and contractor gets selected and not to leave it to the risk of the “cheapest” bid.  To ensure that the best quality of work can be obtained, soliciting and awarding of contracts could be on based on “best value”. 

· Designation by Description or Prescription -  Much of the proposed treatments involve the harvest of sapling size trees as well as merchantable size trees within the same acre, concurrently.  As a result of such a prescription, there would be a need to individually mark a large number of trees per acre over a landscape.  This method would prove to be cost prohibitive.  For this reason, it is proposed to utilize a designation by description or prescription provision to significantly cut implementation costs, in these instances where possible. 







B.  ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION




  

B.1  Project Planning

Pilot initiation


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Sec 347
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Sec 338  
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Sec 332
Monitoring team formed
Date:
Fall of 2003     
NEPA completed

 Date:
Scheduled for December 2002     
DN/DM/ROD Signed

Date:
Scheduled for April 2003
B.2  Appeals

Not Currently in Appeal Process 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes



 FORMCHECKBOX 

No

Please list appellants: 

     




Current Status:      

      




B.3  Litigation


 FORMCHECKBOX 

Lawsuit filed against project.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Action filed, not specific to project.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No lawsuit filed.
Please list involved parties:
 N/A 




Current Status:     

 N/A 




B.4  Contract Development

Contract offered  

 Date:
N/A     
Contract awarded
Date:
N/A     

Project Completion
Date:
N/A     



















B.5  Contract Information

If contract development is underway or completed, please indicate the type(s) of contract(s) used. If contract development is not underway, please proceed to Section C.


N/A (at this time)
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Timber Sale Contract 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Service Contract

 FORMCHECKBOX 


Timber Sale Contract with Services Included
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Service Contract with Product Removal Included
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Agreement

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Other (specify) 
_________________________________________
Please indicate why this specific mechanism was chosen (e.g., cost savings, contractor familiarity, legal requirements, administrative flexibility, desire to experiment, etc.)
B.6  Selection Process
If contractor selection is underway or completed, please answer the following.  If selection is not underway, please proceed to Section C.

How many bids were submitted for this project? 


N/A     
Was there a pre-solicitation meeting? 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes


 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No


Criteria used for contractor selection

 







 
How evaluated (e.g., relative 
Criterion





weight or percent of points for each factor).
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Past performance






 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Technical proposal







 FORMCHECKBOX 

Price









 FORMCHECKBOX 

Local economic benefit or use of local labor




 FORMCHECKBOX 

Use of by-products







 FORMCHECKBOX 

Other (please specify)


























Did community members serve on the technical review panel?   N/A
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes


 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No


B.7  Contractor Information         N/A (at this time)
If one or more contracts have been awarded, please provide the following information for each contract (please just cut and paste fields to incorporate all contractors).  If the contract has not been awarded, please proceed to Section C.

Name of successful bidder:  



N/A     
Address:





N/A     
For each contractor selected, check the appropriate boxes:

Business or Organization Size:


 FORMCHECKBOX 
  (25 employees

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  (25 employees, but less than 500
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  (500 employees
Is this contractor local (please define local)?
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes



 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No

What is the primary focus of this business or organization (e.g., reforestation, thinning, logging, etc.)?

How many people are working on the project? 



N/A     
Of these, how many are from the local area?



N/A     












Are subcontractors being utilized?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes



 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No

 
If, so, how many?

N/A     
Approximately how many worker days are associated with the project? 
N/A     
What is the estimated average hourly wage for employees? 

N/A     
C.  CONTRACT COST & BENEFIT INFORMATION




The following questions aim to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of the pilot efforts. Please complete each table to the best of your ability.  Estimates are perfectly acceptable.   

C.1 Estimated Total Cost to Implement Project.  Please refer to the total for activities including planning,, surveys, implementation and monitoring.






Amount:  N/A     





















































C.2 Project Funding

Please provide the source of funds used to cover the total cost of the project, as accurately as possible. 











Cumulative







Current FY


Total to Date

Forest Service Appropriations


$  240,000     

$  340,000     

Appraised value of products exchanged

$  N/A     


$  N/A     
for Services

Receipts Retained or Credits Earned

$  N/A     


$  N/A     
 (to pay for project services)

Cooperator Contributions

In-cash




$  N/A     


$  N/A     
      Donated Services

 

$  N/A     


$  N/A     
Other (specify)




$  N/A     


$  N/A
C.3  Costs

Please provide the distribution of total project direct costs by activity.  











Cumulative







Current FY


Total to Date

Planning and NEPA



$  180,000     

$  200,000     
Contract/Sale Preparation


$  N/A     


$  N/A     
Contract/Sale Administration 


$  N/A     


$  N/A     
Service Contract



$  N/A     


$  N/A     
Citizen Involvement 



$  N/A     


$  N/A       

(e.g., field trips, meetings, etc.)

Monitoring/Evaluation/Reporting

$  N/A     


$  N/A      (include time/activities associated with public involvement)
Other (specify)
Required Surveys

$  60,000     


$  140,000     
(e.g. T&E, S&M, H.R)
C.4  Material Being Removed 

In the following table, please indicate the volume and value of material that you expect to remove and have removed to date.

N/A  (at this time)

	
	Volume (ccf/tons/cords/etc.)
	Value of material to the government ($)

	
	Appraised
	Removed in Current FY
	Removed to date
	Appraised
	Removed in Current FY
	Removed to date

	Sawlogs
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Product other than log
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	





	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



C.5   Receipt Retention/Credits Earned    

 N/A (at this time)
Did the contract have a positive financial value for the government?       

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No

If so, were the receipts retained?






 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No

What were they spent on?






C.6  Cost Comparison
In your estimation, are there any significant differences in the costs of administering a traditional stewardship contract, as opposed to a traditional timber sale or service contract?  Please explain.

N/A (at this time)

D.  BIOPHYSICAL ACCOMPLISHMENTS







This section will provide information on the outputs and achievements of the pilots and how the pilot authorities affected those achievements.  If the pilot has NOT entered the implementation phase, please proceed to Section E.      N/A (at this time)




	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


D.1 Quantification of Activities

Please complete the following table as accurately as possible.  In the “Objectives Addressed” column, please use the same number you assigned to each objective in A.1 (above), listing as many as apply.  For example, using those objectives listed as example in directions for A.1, “Roads closed/decommissioned” accomplishments would address both objectives #1 and #2, so both numbers would be entered into “Objectives Addressed”.  Be sure to list other accomplishments, as necessary. Also note, that double-counting of accomplishments (e.g., prescribed burns that improve habitat and reduce wildfire, etc.) is acceptable. Please note that this list is purely suggestive, add other accomplishments as necessary.  
   


                                                Current

Cumulative
Objectives





Planned

      FY

Total to date
Addressed  
Roads closed/decommissioned (miles)
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
      
     

Roads obliterated (miles)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
      
     
Roads improved/maintained (miles) 
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Temporary roads built (miles)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Temporary roads obliterated (miles)
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Permanent roads built (miles)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Stream(s) restored (miles/feet)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Riparian area(s) restored (acres)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Culverts replaced (number)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Culverts removed (number)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Forage seeding (acres)


     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Thinning (acres) 


     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Pruning (acres)



     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Noxious weed treated (acres)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Invasive species treated (acres)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Insect or disease treatment (acres)
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     


Use of prescribed fire for 

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
      habitat restoration (acres)

Use of prescribed fire for 

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
      regeneration purposes (acres)
Use of prescribed fire for fuel reduc.
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Fuels reduced (tons)


     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Other mgt. activities (please specify)
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     









	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


E.  Social Information









Information from this section will be used to track community involvement (diversity and interest) and the impact of the pilot effort on local communities.  Some of this information may have been provided in earlier years.  Where appropriate, please check for accuracy and indicate necessary changes.

Current Status:
The multi-party team has not yet been formed. However, the project has benefited from a high level of public involvement from a diverse array of individuals and organizations. It is expected that the membership of the multi-party team will be drawn from these existing project cooperators and others, as necessary.

The monitoring and evaluation activities will respond to the monitoring and evaluation requirements developed by the Pinchot Institute and their technical advisors. In addition to completing the annual monitoring form, the monitoring program will evaluate a series of project and site-specific questions that will be developed upon convening the local multi-party monitoring team and securing adequate resources.

Potential multi-party team members include:

Bob Flores (Sisters RD Natural Resources Team Leader)

David Blair (Sen. Wyden’s office)

Bear Brown (Metolius Homeowner’s Association)

Chuck Burley (American Foresters Resource Council)

Jerry Cordova (USF&W) 

Kent Gill (Friends of the Metolius and Province Advisory Committee [PAC])

Tim Lillebo (Oregon Natural Resource Council), 

Glen Ardt (ODFW)

Paul Dewey (Sisters Forest Planning Committee)

Dennis Oliphant (PAC)

Clay Penhollow (CTWS/PAC)

Dave McClain (PAC member)

Toni Foster (Friends of the Metolius)

Gregory McClarren (Clean Air Committee) 

Marcus Kauffman (Watershed Research & Training Center)—technical advisor

Proposed Multi-Party Monitoring Team Activity Schedule

1. Recruit Multi-Party Monitoring Team—September and October 2002

2. Convene initial meeting of Multi-Party Monitoring Team—Fall 2002

3. Determine monitoring objectives, timelines, available resources, and assess need for additional membership or participation—Fall 2002

4. Complete initial monitoring report—September 2002

5. Secure resources to conduct additional baseline monitoring—October 2002 through May 2003

6. Monitor project development and impacts of collaboration—September 2002-March 2003

7. Conduct baseline bio-phsysical monitoring—May 2004

8. Monitor implementation activities—FY 2004 field season+

9. Evaluation success of resource objectives-FY 2004

10. Final monitoring presentations—FY 2006+

11. Complete final monitoring report—FY 2006+

E.1   Multiparty Team:  
Please list all organizations and/or interests participating on your local multiparty monitoring/evaluation team.

   N/A (at this time)
	Organization/Affiliation

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	


In the past year, how many times has this team met?
 N/A     
E.2  Stakeholder Contribution.
Please list organizations and individuals (excluding contractors) currently active in any aspect of the pilot project and us identify their affiliation by coding each with the appropriate organizational “code” (see below).  Example:   Idaho Department of Fish and Game (B).  Please note that stakeholders can represent multiple interests. 
Stakeholders Codes:  
(A)  Other Federal agency

(G) Community-based Group


(B)  State Agencies

(H) Commodity Interests/Groups


(C)  Municipal Agencies

(I)  Sport/Recreation Groups


(D) Tribal Governments

(J) Wildlife Groups


(E) Universities/Schools

(K) Community member 


(F) Conservation Groups

(L)  Other (please specify)
1)  (Northwest Forest Plan) Provincial Advisory Committee (PAC) (A,B,F,G,H,K)

2) Clean Air Committee (G) 
Then please check the box that best describes the role of these collective stakeholders in the activities below.
	Activity
	No Role
	Limited

Role
	Active Role
	Strong Role
	N/A

	Problem identification/definition
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Project design/revision
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	NEPA analysis
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Financial contributions
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Project implementation (volunteers)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Developing monitoring plan
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Conducting monitoring
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Public education 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other:

    
                     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

















E.3 Outreach Efforts

For educational or outreach efforts used, please check all boxes that apply.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Conducted Field tours

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Mailings


 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Videos
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Meetings
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Other (specify) _Internet Website & Treatment  

       “Demonstration” Site
Please describe these outreach efforts (e.g., impacts).
      Sisters District’s Efforts:

During the planning phase of this project, the District has made a strong effort to inform, educate, and collaborate with the local community and interested parties in the development of this project in a variety of ways, including:   
· Mailings were the initial efforts to recruit interest in this project to gain public support and feedback in the design of the project.  This general contact is still being used for updates through a regularly sent “Metolius Basin Forest Management Project” newsletter.
· Monthly meetings with the PAC working group has been a regular event during this planning development and continues to date as a key link to several interested parties representing private and governmental interests.
· The District has been conducting educational tours on the project with different themes (e.g. wildlife, botanical, fisheries, etc) associated with the purpose and need for the project.

· An internet website is to be installed by mid-August to help inform and educate the general public on the purpose and need for the project as well progress of its development.

·  A demonstration project (known as the Heritage Demo Project), which was co-sponsored under a challenge cost share agreement with a local community group (the Friends of the Metolius), was planned and implemented to demonstrate the type of treatments which could be potentially used in the larger landscape proposal of the Metolius Basin Forest Management Project.  The objective was “…to provide education through stewardship projects in the Metolius Basin to enhance the awareness and understanding of positive natural resource management in the basin”.









F.  GENERAL











The following section provides opportunity for general comment and over-all evaluation.  Please complete this section every year and complete this in collaboration with the local team.

N/A (at this time)

F.1  Project Objectives

Please describe whether objectives identified in A.1 were met and how the authorities affected the meeting of those objectives?  Please indicate any problems that you encountered in meeting those objectives?

F.2  Usefulness of Authorities

Please identify the advantage or disadvantages associated with the new authorities by responding to the following questions.

· To what extent did the new authorities allow your project to accomplish objectives that would not have been possible under traditional circumstances? 

· To what extent did the new authorities make the pilot any more or less attractive to potential bidders? Please explain.

· To what extent did the new authorities impact on the agency’s ability to maintain accountability for treatments and products removed? Please explain.

· To what extent did the new authorities lead to any enhancement or reduction in the agency’s ability to implement ecosystem management projects? Please explain.

· To what extent did the new authorities assist the agency to better meet the needs of the local community? Please explain.
F.3  Unexpected Outcomes

Please describe any unexpected (positive or negative) ecological, social, economic, or administrative outcomes that resulted from the pilot project.  

 F.4  Lessons learned.

Please identify and discuss any “lessons learned” in your project thus far that you feel might be useful to others.

F.5  Suggestions for future improvement.
How could the stewardship pilot program, in general, and the monitoring/evaluation process, in particular, be improved.





























Primary Multiparty Team Member Contact





Name:					Gregory McClarren				


Organization				Clean Air Committee				


Phone					(541)	923-6670			


Email:					macmail@oregontrail.net				








Primary Forest Service Contact


Name:					Robert Flores, Jr.				


Title:					Natural Resources Team Ldr				


Address:				______P.O. Box 249_____________


				______Sisters, OR   99759___________________


Phone					(541)  549-7705				


Email:					rflores@fs.fed.us				
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