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Executive Summary 

The Dixie National Forest (DNF) proposes to enter into a collaborative initiative with a range of governmental and non-governmental entities aimed at undertaking and completing the Escalante Headwaters Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP). The Escalante Headwaters Proposal is a multi-year, multi-dimensional restoration of ecological functions within the DNF portion of the 437,000 acre Escalante River Watershed.  As an important ancillary benefit, the initiative will also seek to revive and stabilize the rural forest products economy within the watershed.  

Southern Utah’s Escalante River is one of the last free-flowing small rivers in the American Southwest.  Largely undeveloped, the Escalante Watershed has a unique mix of flora and fauna from the Desert Southwest and the Rocky Mountains.  The DNF encompasses approximately 260,000 acres at the headwaters of the watershed.   Elevations on the Forest range from 6,200 feet to over 11,300 feet.  The lowest elevations are dominated by pinyon-juniper woodlands (27%), grasslands (7%), shrub lands (2%), and non-vegetation/rock (7%).  Gaining in elevation the vegetation transitions from ponderosa pine (22%), to mixed conifer (6%), and then to aspen forests (12%).  The highest elevations are dominated by stands of spruce-fir (14%). The remainder of the Forest landscape is made up of private land inholdings (2%).  

The Escalante Headwater Proposal encompasses the implementation of the DNF Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) and other collaborative strategies specific to the Forest and headwaters of the watershed.  The proposal is comprised of four themes:  Motorized Travel Plan, Restoration of Upland Forest Vegetation, Riparian Restoration, and Rural Community Stability and Protection. 

NEPA reviews and decisions are complete for many projects to be implemented across this landscape on NFS lands.  Decisions are complete for the Motorized Travel Plan on all acres, over 12,000 acres of conifer restoration, 1,000 acres of aspen restoration, 5,000 acres of Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) treatment, as well as many individual projects to benefit aquatic systems (18.4 stream miles) and manage invasive species.  Also, over 10,000 acres of vegetation management and 9.3 miles of stream restoration are currently being planned for in this watershed, with decisions expected in 2011.  The remainder of the projects proposed for implementation through this funding will undergo planning in the next few years.  

To begin proposal implementation in FY11, the DNF is requesting $531,601 of CFLRP funds, to be matched by $524,601 from the Forest Service, and $50,000 from partners.  The ten year project proposal is anticipated to cost $7,780,812 in CFLRP funds, with a Forest Service match of $8,149,458, and partner matches of $710,000 in funds and $170,000 in in-kind services.  

It is anticipated that much of the biomass treated under this proposal will be utilized by existing, local dependent wood industries.  Garfield County in conjunction with the USDA FS and Forest Products Lab, are currently exploring a Fuels for Schools and a biomass co-generation plant proposal within the county.  The Escalante Headwaters Proposal could create over 40 seasonal and year round jobs in the local communities.  
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Ecological, Social and Economic Context

The Dixie National Forest proposes to enter into a collaborative initiative with a range of governmental and non-governmental entities aimed at undertaking and completing a multi-year, multi-dimensional restoration of ecological functions within the Escalante River Watershed.  The Escalante Watershed is an ideal candidate for such an initiative because:

· The watershed is a highly significant natural, cultural, visual and recreational resource.  It contains world-class geological features including steep exposed rock canyons and the Aquarius Plateau, one of the largest of its type in the world.  It possesses some of the best examples of pre-historic cultural resources in the southwest.  Excellent habitat exists or could be restored for important native fish and wildlife resources.  Visitors come from throughout the nation and world to experience the watershed’s spectacular views and recreational opportunities. 
· The watershed is diverse, containing high elevation forested plateaus, river valleys, and a range of desert environments.  These areas provide a variety of restoration opportunities and a diversity of ecological outcomes.
· The watershed is in good condition.  The Escalante River is one of only a few of its size remaining in a free-flowing condition in the southwest and perhaps the entire western United States.  Its upland areas are largely undeveloped, due in part to its remote location and the large amount of Federal land, and is likely to remain undeveloped in the future.  This condition indicates that there is a high probability of success at achieving and sustaining success at reasonable cost.  
· The watershed is a good size for restoration.  It is large enough that restoration will have a meaningful ecological benefit, while being small enough to be manageable.
· Finally, the BLM, NPS, and FS all have significant lands in the watershed and there is considerable interest by state agencies and private interests.  Of high importance is the fact that these Federal agencies are all involved in and committed to on-going restoration activities in the watershed.  It is therefore possible to expect a comprehensive watershed-wide restoration initiative that involves lands throughout the watershed, not just those managed by the Forest Service.  

Land ownership within the Escalante Headwaters is primarily Federal along with a small amount of State and private lands.  There are 437,769 acres in this landscape, of which 259,171 acres (59%) are National Forest System (NFS) lands on the DNF with the remainder being under Bureau of Land Management (BLM), State, and private ownerships.  Much of the private land within the watershed is associated with the communities of Escalante and Boulder, Utah.  

Within the Headwaters area, the National Forest is used for a variety of activities including, but not limited to, summer livestock grazing, timber harvesting, and outdoor recreation such as camping, hunting, fishing, hiking, sight-seeing, and nature study.  Resources on NFS lands serve agricultural, recreational, industrial, business, and residential uses.  These can include grazing permittees relying on the availability of suitable forage for grazing livestock, outfitters/guides for various wildlife and recreation-related uses relying on forest resources for all or part of their living, and many local communities relying on employment and income generated from the existence and/or use of forest resources. 
In June 2009 a partnership formed to coordinate riparian restoration efforts in the Escalante River watershed. The partnership, known as Escalante River Watershed Partnership (ERWP), is composed of agencies, local governments, organizations, businesses, non-profits, and individuals having a stake in the Escalante River Watershed.  The mission statement of the partnership is to restore and maintain the natural ecological conditions of the Escalante River and its watershed and involve local communities in promoting and implementing sustainable land and water use practices.  

The Escalante Headwaters Proposal encompasses the DNF’s ongoing program of work under the LRMP.   It also incorporates applicable objectives of the ERWP, as well as other from other applicable collaborations and conservation efforts.  The proposal is arranged around the following four themes:  

Motorized Travel Plan  

Roads are the biggest contributor to soil displacement within the watershed, as they intercept natural water flow and cause road prism erosion.  Road maintenance efforts within the watershed are lacking over the last 20 years, resulting in blocked culverts and poorly functioning road drainage structures, which further complicate sedimentation issues within the Headwaters area and the greater Escalante River Watershed.

In April 2009 the DNF completed a Forest-wide Motorized Travel Plan (MTP).  The goal of the plan is to provide for the long-term sustainability of motor vehicle access to quality recreation opportunities on the DNF in a manner that protects natural and cultural resources.  The DNF MTP decision identified seven implementation areas (IAs) in the Escalante Watershed.  Because funding is limited, only two of these IAs have been partially implemented so far.  Implementation on all seven IAs has the potential to close and/or decommission 152 miles of existing non-system and system routes in the Escalante Headwaters.  Returning these routes to their natural conditions will decrease soil compaction, thereby increasing infiltration and decreasing runoff.  Implementation of these IAs will also improve 143 miles of open system routes, resulting in a sustainable travel system and an overall reduction of erosion, sediment transport, and stream sedimentation.

Restoration of Upland Forest Vegetation  

Current vegetation conditions are the result of past management on the Forest including fire exclusion, which have led to a wider distribution of mid to late successional vegetation across the landscape.  This altered stand structure and reduced diversity may limit the resilience of this landscape to future disturbances, such as increases in fire severity, insect and disease outbreaks, along with possible climate change.  Additionally, in the absence of fire, fuel loadings have increased in portions of the landscape, particularly at low and mid elevations.  Increased fuel loading have recently resulted in fire intensities and magnitudes that are different from historical fire regimes.  This is of particular concern in Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) areas where there are unacceptable risks to homes, property and other values.  

Fire regimes vary across the project area, with fire frequency ranging from 5-15 years in the ponderosa pine component to 100+ years in meadows, spruce-fir, and rocky pinyon-juniper areas.  Most of the vegetated portion of the Escalante Headwaters area can be described as being in Vegetation Condition Classes 2 and 3 because of the expansion of pinyon-juniper woodlands, decreases in aspen, encroachment of alpine meadows by conifer species, decreases in fire frequency (and subsequent likelihood of increase in fire severity), and decreases in late-succession stands from harvest.  

Climate change predictions of 30-50% less water in the Colorado River Basin by the end of the century will impact remaining water quantity and quality in the watershed.  There are concerns about changing ecological conditions in the higher portions of the watershed on the DNF, where recent wildfires, tree die-offs from beetle kill and disease, loss of aspen, and drier conditions are affecting both water quality and quantity. These wildfires and die-offs may be related to the larger pattern of increased tree mortality in the western United States, resulting from warmer conditions, reduced snowpack and earlier spring runoff.

Within the past five years three large-scale stand replacement wildfires have occurred in the watershed, impacting over 4,000 acres primarily in the ponderosa pine timber type.  An even larger disturbance in recent years has been bark beetle infestation.  Since the early 1990’s the watershed’s spruce-fir forests have had high tree mortality from both spruce bark beetle and fir engraver.  Currently, Douglas fir bark beetle is causing high mortality in mixed conifer stands.  In addition, many area aspen stands are beginning to experience high mortality.

Mechanical treatments, prescribed fire, and wildland fire are all components of the proposal.  Collectively, these treatments and natural events will improve overall vegetation condition class in the Escalante Headwaters area.

Riparian Restoration  

Across ownerships and throughout the entire Escalante River Watershed, one of the greatest threats to streams and their associated riparian communities is the invasion and spread of noxious exotic plants, principally Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia) and tamarisk (Tamarix ramosissima).  Tamarisk, Russian olive and other nonnative woody species significantly impact wildlife habitat, recreational use, and water resources in riparian areas along the Escalante River and its tributaries, while simultaneously increasing wildfire hazards.  Although native trees in wet riparian areas can use more or less the same amount of water, they do not grow as densely as tamarisk and Russian olive.  Further, these non-native trees have spread beyond the riparian floodplain into zones typically dominated by semi-arid land vegetation.  Despite extensive control efforts over the past decade by the NPS and the BLM, Russian olive is still an abundant species in portions of the watershed, and continues to re-invade previously cleared areas.  In order to eradicate these invasive trees, a larger coordinated effort among the various land management agencies, private landowners and other interested groups will be required.

The Escalante River drainage is the southernmost drainage on the west side of the Colorado River to contain native Colorado River cutthroat trout (CRCT) populations.  CRCT are an Intermountain Region (R4) Sensitive species and are managed under a Conservation Agreement and Strategy to which R4 is a signatory.  Escalante Headwater lands also drain into habitat for bluehead sucker, flannelmouth sucker, and roundtail chub (collectively known as the Three Species), which are also managed under a Conservation Agreement and Strategy.  Habitat modification by, and negative interactions with, invasive species have caused population declines and are threatening the existence of native fish communities in the Escalante River. 

Rural Community Stability and Protection        

The Escalante River and its tributaries are the life blood of the local communities of Escalante and Boulder.  These towns’ economies have historically been highly dependent on watershed resources for farming, ranching, and logging.  In recent years recreation and tourism have become greater mainstays of the economy.  The local economy depends substantially on the resources and the natural and aesthetic qualities afforded by surrounding Federally administered lands, including the DNF.  

As with much of the American West, Southern Utah has seen a major decrease in wood dependent industries in recent years.  Much of the recent decline can be attributed to the nationwide economic recession.  Expanding the potential use of forest resources for biomass production will increase the likelihood of successful sale of products, accomplishment of habitat and rangeland improvement, and economic input and stability for the community. 

There are five Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) areas within the Escalante Headwaters proposal area, including the community of Boulder, Haws Pasture, and King’s Pasture.  These areas have extensive developments on private land and numerous dispersed residences adjacent to the forest boundary.  Boulder is also listed as a “Community at Risk” in the Federal Register (www.fireplan.gov/community_qa.cfm) and in the Boulder Town Community Wildfire Protection Plan (BTCWPP).  Escalante and a few smaller developed areas are also Communities at Risk.  There are opportunities on the DNF to further reduce the risk of wildfire to these communities through vegetation treatments identified under the BTCWPP and other completed and on-going analyses.   

Summary of Landscape Strategy

From the perspective of landscape strategy, the intent behind the Escalante Watershed CFLRP is two-fold.  Within the DNF, the intent is to integrate the four themes (Motorized Travel Plan, Restoration of Upland Forest Vegetation, Riparian Restoration, and Rural Community Stability and Protection) into one seamless initiative, with all four themes being considered in all projects, regardless of the specific emphasis of each individual project, and with success determined by whether there is success on all four fronts.  The DNF has prepared an Escalante Headwaters Landscape Restoration Strategy that can be viewed at: http://www.fs.usda.gov/goto/dixie/resources.  The landscape strategy is under the Ecosystem Management heading. 

Within the context of the greater Escalante River Watershed, the intent is to integrate DNF actions on the Forest portion of the Watershed with those occurring elsewhere in the Watershed, such that all actions complement each other and are targeted toward the same goals.  The Escalante River Watershed Partnership is using the TNC’s Conservation Action Planning (CAP) process to identify effective conservation strategies for the Escalante Watershed.  Further information on the CAP process may be found at:  http://conserveonline.org/workspaces/cbdgateway/cap/practices/index_html.  The DNF is a full participant in the ERWP and will work to ensure continuity between that effort and the Escalante Headwaters effort.  

Proposed Treatment

How was the landscape chosen and defined

The Escalante River Headwaters landscape is made up of two 5th field Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) watersheds:  The Headwaters of the Escalante River and Boulder Creek-Escalante River.  Of the 259,171 acres on NFS lands approximately 141,323 (55%) acres are managed as forested and 69,976 (27%) as woodlands.  From a management standpoint, these NFS lands contain a variety of resource emphasis areas including wildlife habitat, forest products, recreation, one wilderness and several inventoried roadless areas.

Past management activities in this landscape have altered the vegetation condition and watershed function.  Timber harvest and other treatments have altered tree composition and structure.  Past road construction and recreation use have contributed to decreased watershed function as roads and trails contribute to increased runoff and sediment transport to streams.  Exotic and invasive species introduction and expansion have reduced habitat quality and availability for native species throughout the watershed.  This landscape is proposed for CFLRP funding because there is a need to improve and maintain vegetation and watershed conditions to move towards the desired forest structure described in the LRMP.

Ecological restoration goals and treatment objectives

The overall goal of this proposal is to restore and maintain structural and species diversity and watershed function to improve ecological conditions, while creating economic stability and protection of communities.  Measurable objectives have been established for each theme, as follows:

THEME 1:  Motorized Travel Management
· Complete implementation of the DNF motorized travel decision
· Complete remedies for travel breaches on 100% of the area.
THEME 2:  Restoration of Upland Forest Vegetation
· Attain 50% - 70% of the LRMP Vegetation Structure Desired Condition.
· Complete 100% reforestation of the wildfire deforested acres.
· Restore aspen on 2000 acres.
· Reduce insect and disease infestations to endemic levels on greater than 75% of the area.
· Restore alpine and sage meadows to 40% - 60% of the landscape objective.
THEME 3:  Riparian Restoration
· Reverse species progression (tamarisk and Russian olive) throughout the water courses.
· Undertake identified actions on all native species conservation agreements.
· Construct fish passages for 100% of roads that cross fish bearing streams.
THEME 4:  Rural Community Stability and Protection
· Retain and revitalize rural wood product business.
· Update and implement 100% of the Boulder Town CWPP.
· Complete and continue maintenance of fuels treatments surrounding other “Communities at Risk” in area.
What ecological restoration has occurred and how many acres of each vegetation type are in desired condition
To achieve the goal and objectives, the DNF has already invested in restoration treatments, including mechanical fuel treatments, prescribed and natural fire, commercial timber harvests, pre commercial thinning, aspen restoration, terrestrial and aquatic habitat improvement, invasive species management, and motorized travel management over this landscape.  These treatments have moved some areas towards desired conditions, while other areas are in need of continued management to improve ecological systems, as depicted in Table 1.  
Table 1. Comparison of Existing Vegetation Condition and Desired by Type

	Vegetation Type
	Desired Condition
(acres)
	Currently within
Desired Conditions
(acres)

	Aspen
	31,099
	17,645 (57%)

	Spruce-fir
	36,323
	17,896 (49%)

	Mixed conifer
	16,752
	10,557 (63%)

	Ponderosa pine
	57,049
	33,909 (59%)

	Pinyon-juniper
	70,616
	38,362 (54%)

	Sagebrush
	12,354
	2,020 (16%)



Past vegetation restoration management activities have occurred on approximately 72,000 acres of NFS lands, including conifer thinning and regeneration, planting, aspen restoration, fuels reduction, piling and burning, broadcast under burning and stand replacement.  These projects are part of the DNF’s normal vegetation management program, which includes NFTM, SSSS, NFVW, WFHF, and SPFH.  
Past road decommissioning and maintenance projects have occurred to improve watershed conditions, including completion of the Pretty Tree Bench IA in summer 2010.  This project closed 112 of the 151 routes to public use (74% reduction), and physically closed 26.97 miles of road (a 27% reduction) in the 31,205 acre project area.  The project cost approximately $160,000 and was primarily supported with CMLG funds.  

Colorado River cutthroat trout (CRCT) restoration and enhancement has been a priority in the watershed over the past decade, with the original remnant populations being expanded from 5 populations in about 8.2 miles of stream in 1998 to 13 populations in over 59.8 miles of stream.  The bulk of these restoration efforts has involved removing invasive species and connecting historic habitat.  Efforts are ongoing to remove invasive species from an additional 8.5 miles of stream.  Three Aquatic Organism Passage (AOP) projects have been completed on previously impassable road culverts providing access to 10.6 miles of stream habitat for CRCT and other aquatic organisms.  A fourth culvert is scheduled for replacement in 2011 that will open an additional 3.8 miles of stream habitat.  The cost for all four is approximately $530,000, with funding coming from CMLG and HTAP funds, with lesser amounts from CMRD, NFWF, and NFVW. 

What types of treatments are proposed.  

THEME 1:  Motorized Travel Management

1. Motorized Road and Trail Decommissioning and Maintenance
Motorized roads and trails will be managed to restore watershed function by returning some routes back to their natural condition which will decrease compaction and increase vegetation.  Also, some motorized roads and trails will be improved and maintained to decrease sedimentation.  Decommissioning techniques range from a simple boulder barrier and a sign to full re-contouring.  The most common route prescription is to rip, seed, install a boulder barrier, and sign the closed route.  System route maintenance/improvements consist of cleaning, replacing, and installing needed drainage features (culverts, grade dips, etc.), maintaining tread prism (grading, surfacing, etc), restricting vehicle access on administrative routes and trails, and rerouting poorly located routes as needed.  In addition to road decommissioning and maintaining, there will be three (3) culvert replacements to facilitate aquatic organism passage (AOP).  

Total restoration treatments after ten years will modify approximately 152 miles of routes to a more natural condition, manage 241 miles as administrative routes, improve 260 miles of system roads, and improve 14 miles of motorized trails.  Also, route obliteration along streams and AOP projects will result in 26 miles of stream enhancement.  These accomplishments are summarized in Table 2.  The success of these treatments will be monitored after implementation.  Identified problems will be remedied.  



Table 2.  Planned Accomplishments 2011-2020

	Treatment
	Total Miles

	Route obliteration
	152

	Manage as Admin Routes
	241

	Manage as Motorized Roads
	260

	Manage as Motorized Trails
	14

	Streams enhanced from AOP and route obliteration
	26



THEME 2:  Restoration of Upland Forest Vegetation

2. Conifer Restoration (spruce-fir, mixed conifer and ponderosa pine)
Conifer stands will be treated to restore or maintain species and structural diversity throughout this landscape.  Objectives are to reduce stocking to improve growing conditions, increase species and structural diversity, reduce susceptibility to insects and diseases, increase resistance and resilience to fire and other disturbances.  These stands will be treated commercially, with product removal, as well as with non-commercial contracts.  Treatments will use a range of silvicultural options including even and uneven aged management.  Where appropriate, large diameter trees will be retained, including snags.  Stands with old growth characteristics will be a priority to be managed as described in the LRMP.  These treatments will also accelerate the advancement of existing early mature and mid-mature seral stands into late mature and old growth seral stands.  In pre-commercially treated stands the objective will be to promote early seral species and improve growing conditions.  Fire exclusion and fire suppression policies have increased the chance of high-intensity fires, which may be large with severe impacts.  Prescribed fire and mechanical treatments may be used as tools with applied abilities to disturb vegetation, slowly moving these homogeneous patches towards a fine-grained (many small patches per unit area) landscape that is more resistant and resilient to fire and other disturbances, in both size and intensity. The expected increase in heterogeneity will result in an increase in biodiversity at the landscape scale and allow more decision space for allowing natural fire to maintain the landscape. The success of the restoration will be monitored one, three, and five years after implementation. 

Total conifer restoration treatments after ten years will result in accomplishment of approximately 26,000 acres with mechanical harvests and 12,454 acres of prescribed fire.  Planned conifer treatment accomplishments are summarized in Table 3. 







Table 3.  Planned Accomplishments 2011-2020

	Treatment
	Acres 
per year
	Merchantable Volume 
per year

	
	
	Sawlog
	Fuelwood
	Biomass

	Commercial/personal use products
	1,860
	6,560 ccf
	500 ccf
	500 ccf

	Precommercial thin
	420
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Prescribed burn
	1,454
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Planting
	210
	NA
	NA
	NA



3. Aspen Restoration
Aspen stands will be treated to restore or maintain species and structural diversity throughout this landscape.  Objectives are to regenerate aspen where appropriate and improve aspen composition in stands that are being overtopped by conifer.  These stands will be treated commercially with forest product removal, and non-commercial contracts.  Treatments will use a range of silvicultural options, depending on individual objectives.  Where appropriate, large diameter trees will be emphasized to be retained, including snags.  Stands with old growth characteristics will be a priority to be managed as described in the LRMP.  These treatments will primarily be focused on regenerating or improving stands being overtopped or encroached by conifer.  This will result in conversion of old aspen stands to young regenerating stands, as well as maintaining existing aspen by removing confer only.  The success of treatments will be monitored one, three, and five years after implementation.

Total aspen restoration treatments after ten years on DNF lands in the Escalante Headwaters area will accomplish approximately 2,800 acres of commercial and non commercial harvests.  See Table 4.

Table 4.  Planned Accomplishments 2011-2020

	Treatment
	Acres 
per year
	Merchantable Volume 
per year

	
	
	Sawlog
	Fuelwood
	Biomass 

	Commercial/personal use forest products
	180
	1,000 ccf
	500 ccf
	200 ccf

	Noncommercial thin
	100
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Regeneration protection
	80
	NA
	NA
	NA



4. Sagebrush Restoration
Within the area, historic fire exclusion and recent fire suppression activities have led to a more uniform arrangement of mid-successional vegetation. Fire exclusion and recent fire suppression policies have increased the chance of high-intensity fires, which may be large with severe impacts. Prescribed fire and mechanical treatments may be used as tools to disturb vegetation, slowly moving these homogeneous patches towards a fine-grained (many small patches per unit area) landscape that is more resistant and resilient to fire and other disturbances, in both size and intensity. The expected increase in heterogeneity would result in an increase in biodiversity at the landscape scale, with beneficial effects for wildlife and their habitats.
Total sage meadow restoration treatments after ten years on DNF lands will accomplish approximately 3,957 acres of mechanical and prescribed fire treatments, as summarized in Table 5.

Table 5.  Planned Accomplishments 2011-2020

	Treatment
	Acres

	Mechanical 
	2,018

	Prescribed fire
	1,939



5. Grassland Restoration
Grasslands in the region have been invaded by various exotic plant species, including a number of introduced grasses.  Removal of exotics followed by planting of native species will be used to restore native species composition to the landscape.  Removal of exotics will include chemical and biological controls, consistent with accepted integrated weed management protocols. Restored grasslands will need to be retreated to continue to suppress exotic plant dominance.  The resulting grassland habitat will support greater plant species diversity, provide better forage for native and domesticated animals, and create more suitable habitat for various grassland birds. 

Total restoration treatments after ten years on DNF lands will accomplish approximately 2,000 acres of grassland-related watershed restoration activities.

THEME 3:  Riparian Restoration

6. Streams, riparian, and wetland restoration
Restoration actions will focus on recruiting and enhancing native fish populations, preventing the spread of  aquatic invasive species (AIS), and reducing invasive plant species to improve ecological conditions.  Riparian areas in this landscape have been altered through livestock grazing, roads, and invasion by exotic plant species, which in some cases have resulted in soil erosion, loss of native plant communities, and reduced quality of wildlife habitat.  Restoration treatments in these areas will include public outreach on invasive species, removal of invasive plant species, AOP projects, and native fish restoration.

These projects are designed to secure and enhance stream and riparian systems in the project area, as well as conservation populations of CRCT and their watershed conditions.

Total restoration treatments after ten years will accomplish approximately 24 miles of stream enhancement and 1280 acres of Russian olive and salt cedar removal, as summarized in Table 7.


Table 7. Planned Accomplishment 2011-2020

	Treatment
	Miles of Stream
Enhanced
	Acres Treated

	Channel improvement
	5
	NA

	Native trout restoration
	8
	NA

	Culvert replacement
	7
	NA

	Invasive vegetation treatment
	4
	1280



THEME 4:  Rural Community Stability and Protection

7. Fuels Reduction in WUI
Five communities within the watershed are listed in the Federal Register as “Communities at Risk”.  Boulder is the only community to have completed a Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) and the priority treatments identified in the CWPP on DNF lands have been completed.  Additional projects to further protect the community of Boulder and restore the vegetation within the community protection district have been proposed and are currently being analyzed.  Stands within the Boulder CWPP will be treated to restore vegetative conditions to decrease the chance of extreme fire behavior and to provide for community protection.  Treatments will be accomplished with prescribed fire and mechanical methods, including some forest product removal.  Treatments are designed to increase crown base heights, reduce fuel loads, increase fuel spacing, reduce crown density and reduce uncharacteristic fire within the municipal watershed.  The result will be an increase in fire suppression effectiveness, public and firefighter safety, community assistance, a reduced possibility of damage to structures in the Wildland Urban Interface, and reduction of fire risk on to National Forest.  The success of this treatment will be monitored one year after implementation and subsequent years for maintenance.  Similar treatments are planned within other proposed projects in this request that will provide community protection and/or watershed stability for three of the remaining four communities listed as Communities at Risk.
 
Total fuels restoration treatments after ten years within these WUI areas, on DNF lands, will accomplish approximately 5,890 acres of mechanical and prescribed fire treatments, as summarized in table 8.

Table 8.  Planned Accomplishments 2011-2020

	Treatment

	Acres

	Mechanical 
	2,018

	Prescribed fire
	3,872





Restoration and Treatment Strategy 
This proposal is based on a collaboratively designed ecological restoration strategy to return vegetation within the Headwaters of the Escalante River landscape to a condition that reduces the threat of catastrophic fire; increases forest resilience to fire, insects, disease, drought, and climate change; and provides sustainable vegetation and watershed conditions, wildlife and fisheries habitat, and community needs.  The desired long-term outcome is to produce a 437,000 acre landscape with dramatically lower wildfire risk while enhancing desirable ecosystems and community attributes.   The restoration strategy is consistent with the Dixie NF’s LRMP.  It will be based on various documents including: Guidelines for Aspen Restoration in the National Forests of Utah, Colorado River Cutthroat Trout Conversation Agreement and Strategy, National Inventory and Assessment Procedure for Identifying Barriers to Aquatic Organism Passage Stream Simulation Design Guide, and the ERWP Draft Woody Invasive Control Plan.

Through this proposal, we anticipate direct treatment of approximately 56,755 acres of high-priority acres on DNF lands, as summarized in table 9.  A strong foundation for meeting restoration goals of this landscape has already been set through implementation of 72,000 acres of completed treatments on DNF lands.  

Table 9: Total acres treated through the Escalante Headwaters Proposal

	Fiscal Year
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018
	2019
	2020

	Non-CFLR Acres
	1,625
	2,447
	3,092
	2,810
	2,527
	3,534
	3,288
	3,167
	2,855
	3,439

	Acres with CFLR
	1,124
	2,446
	2,591
	2,809
	2,527
	3,534
	3288
	3,167
	2,855
	3,439

	Total Restoration  Acres
	2,749
	4,593
	5,183
	5,619
	5,054
	7,068
	6,567
	6,334
	6,710
	6,878



Treatments funded through this proposal will be strategically placed to maximize timely implementation and on the ground benefit.  The first few years of treatment will focus on areas within the landscape where: 1) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review is complete; 2) complementary work has already occurred or is underway and can be leveraged for a larger-scale outcome; 3) both ecological and community protection priorities can be simultaneously addressed; 4) work by non-federal partners on adjacent lands will complement management on federal lands; and/or 5) opportunity exists to create jobs and support local economies.
NEPA reviews and decisions are complete for many projects to be implemented across this 437,000 acre landscape on NFS lands.  Decisions are complete for the Motorized Travel plan on all acres, over 12,000 acres of conifer restoration, 1,000 acres of aspen restoration, 5,000  acres of WUI treatment, many individual projects to benefit aquatic systems (18.4 stream miles) and manage invasive species.  Also, over 10,000 acres of vegetation management and 9.3 miles of stream restoration are currently being planned in this watershed with decisions expected in 2011.  The remainder of the projects proposed for implementation through this funding will begin planning in the next few years as they are prioritized.  
Treatments will be scientifically based and tailored to address site-specific conditions.  Old growth conditions will be protected and enhanced consistent with the LRMP.  Any temporary roads will be obliterated.  Best Management Practices (BMPs) and low impact management techniques will be used to minimize the potential for any detrimental ecological effects.  Restoration treatments implemented the next ten years are expected to result in moving forward the vegetative conditions and watershed function to desire conditions.  Table 10 describes the expected condition after completion of the 10 year implementation plan.
Table 10. Comparison of Existing Vegetation Condition and Desired by Type

	Vegetation Type
	Desired Condition
(acres)
	Currently Within Desired Condition 
(acres)
	Projected within DC after 10 years of treatments
 (acres)

	Aspen
	31,099
	17,645 (57%)
	20,445 (66%)

	Spruce-fir
	36,323
	17,896 (49%)
	27,571 (76%)

	Mixed Conifer
	16,752
	10,557 (63%)
	12,577 (75%)

	Ponderosa pine
	57,049
	33,909 (59%)
	42,709 (75%)

	Pinyon-juniper
	70,616
	38,362 (54%)
	38,362 (54%)

	Sagebrush
	12,354
	2,020 (16%)
	6,588 (53%)


Collaboration and Multi-party Monitoring

The Escalante Headwaters Proposal is one of two interrelated watershed initiatives in the Escalante Watershed.  The other is the Escalante River Watershed Partnership (ERWP).  The DNF is an active participant in the ERWP.  As a partner in the ERWP, DNF’s objective is to support and contribute to the watershed-wide restoration effort.  The Escalante Headwaters Proposal will focus on the headwaters portion of the watershed within the DNF.  DNF’s objectives in this initiative are to design and implement watershed-related improvements that sustain the health of the headwaters area and complement efforts in the larger watershed.  In essence, the Escalante Headwaters Proposal calls for continued coordination and cooperation on restoration efforts throughout the Watershed, while completing specific complementary activities on DNF administered lands.  CFLRP funds will be used for on-Forest actions. 
The DNF proposes to implement the Escalante Headwaters initiative through a collaborative effort between the DNF and outside partners. The Escalante Headwaters Proposal is a holistic initiative that involves a wide range of different treatments to be implemented throughout the Escalante Headwaters portion of the DNF to improve watershed health.  Such a large and ambitious effort cannot be successfully implemented with just one partner.  Rather, it will require a range of partners with a range of interests and expertise.  

The DNF embarks on this effort with the assumption that, properly implemented, partnership arrangements can produce results that are more capable of receiving broad-based support than projects operated outside of partnerships.  Simply put, people are more likely to support end results when they have been part of the process.  Involving different players also provides the opportunity to tap a broader range of experience and perspectives, thus resulting in richer, more fully formed outcomes 

DNF managers are aware that while they can be beneficial, partnership arrangements can also be complex to manage, especially if there are multiple partners.  Any initiative involving partners, and especially multiple partners, must be carefully conceived, and partners must be made aware of, and agree to, a clear set of roles and responsibilities.  

The Headwaters Proposal involves three groups of partners.  The first includes the four key partners identified on the cover of the proposal.  These entities will collaborate with the DNF in planning and coordinating efforts for one or more of the four themes (i.e., Travel Management, Upland Forest Restoration, Riparian Restoration, and Community Stability and Protection).  

These include:

1. The Dixie National Forest Motorized Travel Plan Implementation Task Force,
2. The Escalante River Watershed Partnership,
3. The Forest Restoration Partnership Group, and
4. The Utah Department of Natural Resources (specifically the Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands and the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources).

Three of these collaborators (all but the Utah DNR) are actually entities consisting of representatives from a variety of federal, state, local, and private organizations that have banded together for a specific task.  In all, upwards of fifty organizations are represented by these four collaborators.  This offers the DNF the opportunity to capture the expertise, counsel, and participation of a wide range of interested parties in an efficient and effective manner.  Agreements that define inter-organizational roles and responsibilities are either in place or are in the final stages of development.  These agreements will serve the same purpose for the Escalante Headwaters Proposal.  Agreements are listed and described in Attachment D, Table 1.
The second group includes eight other entities with which the DNF has established partnership arrangements.  These entities will participate in specific site-specific implementation and, in some cases, in program monitoring.  Along with the key collaborators identified above, these are listed in Attachment C, Table 2.  

The third group includes some twenty-five governmental and non-governmental entities who, along with the DNF, are partners in the Escalante River Watershed Partnership (ERWP).  These are identified in Attachment C, Table 1.  An ERWP Partnership Agreement has been drafted and is in the signing process.  This Agreement describes project objectives and defines the roles and responsibilities of participants.  The DNF intends to rely on the ERWP as the primary means to coordinate restoration activities on the DNF with related restoration activities throughout the watershed.  In some instances the ERWP – either as a whole or as individual entities represented in the Partnership -- will also participate in specific restoration projects on the DNF.  

The Escalante Headwaters Proposal is designed around four subject matter themes.  The DNF will be responsible for coordinating efforts for each theme and between themes.  For each theme, an agreement will be drafted that will define the roles and responsibilities of the DNF and key collaborators.  As referenced above, in many cases these agreements are already in place.  

While the intention is to plan, implement, and monitor Escalante Headwaters Proposal activities in a collaborative fashion, the Forest Service is the ultimate decision maker on National Forest lands.  This fact will be made clear in each inter-organizational agreement.  However, in Escalante Headwaters matters involving partners, the DNF will generally operate on a consensus basis.  This Proposal is not designed to require a large number of formal and regularly scheduled meetings.  Rather, key collaborators in each theme will meet on an as-needed basis.  Cross-theme meetings will occur at the beginning of the project and thereafter only as necessary.

The DNF intends to refine and improve its partnership interactions as the initiative unfolds.  The DNF is committed to expanding both the ERWP and the Escalante Headwaters initiative to include active involvement by the City of Escalante, the Town of Boulder, Garfield County, and a wider range of private interests, landowners and natural resource users.  

Monitoring will be an essential component of the Escalante Headwaters Proposal.  Monitoring will be geared toward the four themes, and, as appropriate, will include ecological, social, and economic components.  Both implementation and effectiveness monitoring will be used.  The DNF acknowledges the value of multi-party monitoring as this can increase accuracy, breadth, and credibility, while giving partners an increased appreciation of National Forest management issues.  In some cases existing agreements provide guidance for monitoring.  Where this is the case appropriate monitoring will be conducted according to existing protocols.  In other cases monitoring procedures will be described in new theme-specific agreements.  The DNF views monitoring as part of an adaptive management process, and will adjust planning and implementation accordingly.  Monitoring will involve a range of participants, with overall coordination provided by the DNF.  Attachment C, table 3 identifies participants who will be involved with monitoring for each of the four themes.
Utilization

The DNF has an excellent track record and ongoing history of providing forest products and implementing forest, rangeland, and habitat improvement projects through commercial, service, and/or stewardship contracting.  The Utah State University Extension currently lists 13 existing woody biomass contractors in the southern Utah area.  Currently two stewardship contracts and three commercial timber sales are taking place within the Escalante Headwaters area, all using different contractors. 
Currently there are no local biomass energy production facilities.  Biomass energy production has been discussed in southern Utah for the past several years, including the idea of a research project to be contracted by the non-profit Rural Life Foundation Stewardship Center.  The Stewardship Center was started in 2005 by grants through the Utah Rural Development Council to facilitate stewardship contracting while providing opportunities for local businesses.  If the technology is developed, expansion into biomass energy production would provide a more stable base for local woody biomass contractors.  In conjunction with the USFS State & Private Forestry and Forest Products Lab, Garfield County is currently looking at a “Fuels for Schools” proposal for the Garfield County school district.  Garfield County is also seeking to attract a co-generation plant to the county.  
Implementation of the Escalante Headwaters Proposal would result in an increase in biomass availability, which would greatly increase the potential and feasibility of these biomass facility development efforts, as they could count on a predictable supply of biomass.


Benefits to Local Economies 
Management of the DNF and Escalante Headwaters has an impact on the economies of local communities and counties.  The local economy depends substantially on the resources and the natural and aesthetic qualities afforded by the surrounding federally administered lands.  It is anticipated that much of the biomass treated under this proposal would be utilized by existing, locally dependent wood industries. 
Historically most of the commercial timber harvested within the Escalante Headwaters has gone to the Skyline Sawmill in Escalante.  Since the 1960’s, the mill has been one of the major employers in a town of 900 people.  A kiln fire at the Skyline Mill in December 2009 was a major blow to the local wood and biomass market.  The fire resulted in the mill shutting down and a loss of over 30 jobs.   
Since the fire, the mill has been trying to restart its operations.  To help in this effort the mill has been working with the DNF, the Region 4 Wood Utilization Coordinator, and appropriate Forest Service and university research facilities to develop a strategy to revitalize business.  On January 26, 2011 the mill and the Forest Service presented their preliminary findings at a meeting in Escalante attended by 40 people including community and county leaders, congressional staff personnel, agencies and many other interested people.  The presentation was well received, giving life and optimism to the whole group.  As a result of the meeting two groups were formed, one to finalize the plan for the mill, and another to look for grant money for retooling the mill.
The continued operation of the Skyline Mill is critical to the town of Escalante.  There are 30 jobs at stake, that if lost would have a devastating effect on the community.  The loss of these jobs has the larger implication of putting the future of local schools at risk, including the elementary school in the Town of Boulder and both the elementary and middle/high school in Escalante.  Due to low enrollment the school district is currently looking at the possibility of closing one or more of these schools and busing students to Tropic, 40 miles away.  Retaining and creating jobs is essential to keeping these schools open and contributing to their communities.
Funding Plan 
Please see Attachment F: Funding Estimates.



Attachments

· Attachment A: Planned Accomplishment Table
This table is in the form of an Excel spreadsheet file.

· Attachment B: Reduction of Related Wildfire Management Costs
This attachment consists of two files, a Word file and an Excel spreadsheet file. 

· Attachment C: Members of the Collaborative Table
This attachment is a Word file that contains three tables.

· Attachment D: Letter of Commitment
This attachment is a Word file with several additional files that contain a letter of commitment signed by all partners and copies of cooperative agreements.

· Attachment E: Predicted Jobs Table from TREAT spreadsheet
This table is in the form of an Excel spreadsheet file.

· Attachment F: Funding Estimates
Ten tables are included in one Word file.

· Attachment G: Maps
Five graphic images are included in separate files.
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Attachment A: Projected Accomplishments Table
	Performance Measure
	Code
	Number of units to be treated over 10 years using CFLR funds
	Number of units to be treated over 10 years using other FS funds
	Number of units to be treated over 10 years using Partner Funds[footnoteRef:1] [1:  These values should reflect only units treated on National Forest System Land] 

	CFLR funds to be used over 10 years
	Other FS funds to be used over 10 years[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Matching Contributions:  The CFLR Fund may be used to pay for up to 50 percent of the cost of carrying out and monitoring ecological restoration treatments on National Forest System (NFS) lands.  The following BLI’s have been identified as appropriate for use as matching funds to meet the required minimum 50% match of non-CFLR funds:  ARRA, BDBD, CMEX, CMII, CMLG, CMRD, CMTL, CWFS, CWKV, CWK2, NFEX, NFLM (Boundary), NFMG (ECAP/AML), NFN3, NFTM, NFVW, NFWF, PEPE, RBRB, RTRT, SFSF, SPFH, SPEX, SPS4, SSCC, SRS2, VCNP, VCVC, WFEX, WFW3, WFHF.  
The following BLI’s have been identified as NOT appropriate for use as matching funds to meet the required minimum 50% match of non-CFLR funds:  ACAC, CWF2, EXEX, EXSL, EXSC, FDFD, FDRF, FRRE, LALW, LBLB, LBTV, LGCY, NFIM, NFLE, NFLM (non-boundary), NFMG (non-ECAP), NFPN, NFRG, NFRW, POOL, QMQM, RIRI, SMSM, SPCF, SPCH, SPIA, SPIF, SPS2, SPS3, SPS5, SPST, SPUF, SPVF, TPBP, TPTP, URUR, WFPR, WFSU. 
] 

	Partner funds to be used over 10 years

	Acres treated annually to sustain or restore watershed function and resilience  
	WTRSHD-RSTR-ANN
	27,780
	

28,284
	

500
	

$7,768,812

	

$7,366,458
	

$710,000

	Acres of forest vegetation established
	FOR-VEG-EST
	1,211
	
1,211
	
808
	
$435,000
	
$535,000
	
$150,000

	Acres of forest vegetation improved
	FOR-VEG-IMP
	2,835
	
2,835
	
630
	
$812,425
	
$912,425
	 $150,000

	Manage noxious weeds and invasive plants
	INVPLT-NXWD-FED-AC
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Highest priority acres treated for invasive terrestrial and aquatic species on NFS lands
	INVSPE-TERR-FED-AC
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acres of water or soil resources protected, maintained or improved to achieve desired watershed conditions. 
	 
S&W-RSRC-IMP
	800
	



1800
	
	


$111,625
	


$334,874
	

	Acres of lake habitat restored or enhanced
	HBT-ENH-LAK
	0
	
0
	
0
	
0
	
0
	
0

	Miles of stream habitat restored or enhanced
	HBT-ENH-STRM
	25
	
25
	
0
	
$218,250
	
$219,000
	
$115,500

	Acres of terrestrial habitat restored or enhanced
	HBT-ENH-TERR
	640
	
640
	
0
	
$640,000
	
$320,000
	
$320,000

	Acres of rangeland vegetation improved
	RG-VEG-IMP
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Miles of high clearance system roads receiving maintenance
	RD-HC-MAIN
	125
	

350
	
	$98,788
	$279,900
	

	Miles of passenger car system roads receiving maintenance
	RD-PC-MAINT
	100
	

400
	
	$79,732
	$318,928
	

	 Miles of road decommissioned
	 RD-DECOM
	150
	50
	
	$119,598
	$39,866
	

	 Miles of passenger car system roads improved
	 RD-PC-IMP
	15
	
30
	
	$11,960
	$23,920
	

	Miles of high clearance system road improved
	 RD-HC-IMP
	10
	
15
	
	$7,973
	$11,960
	

	Number of stream crossings constructed or reconstructed to provide for aquatic organism passage
	STRM-CROS-MTG-STD
	3
	


1
	


2
	

$218,250
	

$219,000
	

$57,750

	Miles of system trail maintained to standard
	TL-MAINT-STD
	200
	
600
	
	$47,839
	$143,518
	

	Miles of system trail improved to standard
	TL-IMP-STD
	10
	
10
	
	$4,000
	$4,000
	

	Miles of property line marked/maintained to standard
	LND-BL-MRK-MAINT
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acres of forestlands treated using timber sales
	TMBR-SALES-TRT-AC
	10,188
	
18,112
	

	
$180,000
	
$204,800
	

	Volume of timber sold (CCF)
	TMBR-VOL-SLD
	29,880
	
53,120
	
0
	
$1,707,200
	
$4,694,800
	
0

	Green tons from small diameter and low value trees removed from NFS lands and made available for bio-energy production
	BIO-NRG
	3,000
	


3,000
	


0
	


$170,000
	


$470,000
	


0

	Acres of hazardous fuels treated outside the wildland/urban interface (WUI) to reduce the risk of catastrophic wildland fire
	FP-FUELS-NON-WUI
	6,304
	


6,304
	


0
	


$756,480
	


$756,480
	


0

	Acres of hazardous fuels treated inside the wildland/urban interface (WUI) to reduce the risk of catastrophic wildland fire
	FP-FUELS-NON-WUI
	0
	


0
	


0
	


0
	


0
	


0

	Acres of wildland/urban interface (WUI) high priority hazardous fuels treated to reduce the risk of catastrophic wildland fire
	FP-FUELS-WUI
	2,945
	



2,945
	



0
	



$333,220
	



$333,220
	



0

	Number of priority acres treated annually for invasive species on Federal lands
	SP-INVSPE-FED-AC
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of priority acres treated annually for native pests on Federal lands
	SP- NATIVE –FED-AC
	1,500
	

1,500
	

0
	

$43,121
	

$43,121
	

0




Attachment B. Reduction of Related Wildlife Management Costs
Analysis Documentation
The annual fire suppression costs were calculated utilizing Fire Program Analysis (FPA) large fire outputs for the Fire Management Units (FMUs) applicable to the proposal area.  The restoration strategy involves prescribed fire and mechanical treatments that will reduce the fuel load and raise the canopy base height in the treatment areas.  Landfire landscape data was used to run several thousand fire computer model simulations of the project area in FSPro.  Modified Landfire data with the proposed fuel treatments was used to compare pre and post treatment conditions.  The model showed a fairly significant reduction in the number of acres burned with the fuel treatments in place.  The FPA large fire outputs were then modified to reflect this reduction in burned acres, and an associated cost reduction was considered based on what is likely to occur as a result of implementing this restoration strategy.  The model results, tempered by expert opinion, shows annual costs that are expected to drop from $1,566,595 to $939,957.  The model does not account for suppression, and though it is hard to quantify, there would be increased suppression efficiency and firefighter safety in the treated areas.  
Small fire suppression costs were estimated utilizing average actual ABCD costs from 2004-2009.  A post treatment reduction in small fire expenditures was calculated based on the amount of area being treated and local expert opinion of how much this would reduce fire behavior and increase firefighter production capabilities. 
A spreadsheet analysis accompanies this narrative explanation.


	Proposal Name: 
	Documentation Page

	 This page is intended to help you record and communicate the assumptions and calculations that feed the risk and cost analysis tool package spreadsheet
	Response  / Information Column

	Was the analysis prospective (projecting activities, costs and revenues that are planned by the proposal) or retrospective (using actual acres, revenues and costs in an analysis looking back over the life of the project)?
	Both

	Start year rationale:
	FY11 was established as the start year based on funding availability and call for proposals.

	End year rationale:
	It is a 10 year project proposal based on CFLRP time lines.

	Duration of treatments rationale:
	25 years is an acceptable time frame based on the types of treatments, the vegetation types, and the fire return interval.

	All dollar amounts entered should reflect undiscounted or nominal costs, as they are discounted automatically for you in the R-CAT spreadsheet tool? Did you provide undiscounted costs, and in what year data are your costs and revenues provided.
	Yes, 2011

	Average treatment cost per acre rationale:
	Composite projects treatment costs per acre were provided by the timber staff.

	Rationale for actual costs per acre of treatment by year is used:
	Composite projects treatment costs per acre were provided by the timber staff and based on current actual treatment costs.

	Average treatment revenue per acre rationale:
	Composite projects treatment revenue per acre were provided by the timber staff.

	This tool is intended to be used to estimate Forest Service fire program costs only, did you conduct your analysis this way or have you taken an all lands approach?
	Forest Service only.

	Total treatment acres calculations, assumptions:
	It is a combination of the treatable acres in the proposed project boundary and the annual workforce capability of the unit. 

	Treatment timing rationale with NEPA analysis considerations:
	Several NEPA ready projects exist for immediate treatment in the project area.  Ten year plan incorporates analysis and decision time frames for the additional proposed treatments.

	 
	 

	Annual Fire Season Suppression Cost Estimate Pre Treatment, Assumptions and Calculations
	Calculated utilizing FPA large fire outputs for FMUs applicable to proposal area

	Did you use basic Landfire Data for you Pretreatment Landscape?
	Yes, Landfire National 092909 data was used

	Did you modify Landfire data to portray the pretreatment landscape and fuel models?
	No.   For treatment areas FM188 to FM182, FM161 to FM184, FM165 to FM161, FM145 to FM142, and FM122 to FM121.  Also, crown base height was doubled.

	Did you use ArcFuels to help you plan fuel treatments?
	No, Actual planned treatment perimeters were used.

	Did you use other modeling to help plan fuel treatments, if so which modeling?
	Local expert opinion was used in the planning and placement of fuel treatments.

	Did you model fire season costs with the Large Fire Simulator?
	Yes, from FPA current option

	If, so who helped you with this modeling?
	the fire planner

	If not, how did you estimate costs, provide details here:
	N/A

	Did you apply the stratified cost index (SCI) to your Fsim results?
	No, SCI was calculated in WFDSS but FPA large fire expected annual costs were used 

	Who helped you apply SCI to your FSIM results?
	N/A

	Did you filter to remove Fsim fires smaller than 300acres and larger than a reasonable threshold?
	Fsim was not used.

	What is the upper threshold you used?
	N/A

	Did you use median pre treatment costs per fire season?
	N/A

	Did you use median post treatment costs per fire season?
	N/A

	Did you test the statistical difference of the fire season cost distributions using a univariate test? 
	N/A

	What were the results?
	N/A

	 
	 

	Did you estimate Burned Area Emergency Response (BAER) costs in you analysis?
	Yes

	Did you use H codes or some other approach to estimate these costs?
	Yes, based on rehab costs for recent large fires in the proposal area

	Did these cost change between pre and post treatment?
	Yes

	Did you estimate long term rehabilitation and reforestation costs in your analysis?
	Yes

	How did you develop these estimates, and did these cost change between pre and post treatment?
	The estimates were based on the actual per acre cost of BEAR work on recent large fires in the project area.  This cost was applied to the average acres per year burned as identified by the FPA large fire module.  A reduction of annual acres burned was calculated based on expert opinion and the number of acres being treated.  A lower average number of acres burning per year resulted in lower cost post treatment.

	 
	 

	Did you include small fire cost estimates in your analysis? 
	Yes

	If so, how did you estimate these costs,  what time period is used as a reference, and did these cost change between pre and post treatment?
	Estimated utilizing average ABCD costs from 04-09 P codes for percent of total occurring on Escalante RD

	 
	 

	Did you include beneficial use fire as a cost savings mechanism in your analysis? 
	Yes

	How did you estimate the percent of contiguous area where monitoring is an option for pretreatment landscape?
	Based upon current percentages of the landscape with vegetation / fuels types, where natural fire under appropriate conditions would achieve resource benefits consistent with LRMP goals and resource objectives.

	How did you estimate the percent of contiguous area where monitoring is an option for post treatment landscape, and why did you select the percentage of your landscape for low, moderate and high?
	Based on available pretreatment percentages and incoperates post treatment areas and adjoining area percentages of landscape with vegetation / fuels types where natural fire under appropriate conditions would achieve resource benefits consistent with LRMP goals and resource objectives. The Low percentage is what is currently available and considered for resource benefit fires.  The High percentage incoperates most of the proposed treatment acres, all of the pretreatment areas and adds some new adjoining areas made available through treatments. and are expected to have moderated fire behavior and will thus be available for resource benefit fire.  The Moderate value was the mid point of the high and low values, and takes in to consideration that some treatments might not reduce fire behavior as much as expected, or that weather conditions might be extreme or above acceptable fire effects thresholds.

	How did you derive an estimate for the percentage of full suppression costs used in fire monitoring for beneficial use?
	Expert Opinion

	Did you ensure that you clicked on all the calculation buttons in cells in column E after entering your estimates?
	Yes

	 
	 

	Did you make any additional modifications that should be documented?
	No




	R-CAT Results
	 

	Proposal Name: 
	 

	 
	 

	Start Year
	2011

	End Year
	2020

	 
	 

	Total Treatment Acres
	                                                                             56,755.00 

	Average Treatment Duration
	25

	 
	 

	 
	 

	Discounted Anticipated Cost Savings - No Beneficial Use
	[bookmark: RANGE!B11] $                                                                    (1,487,411)

	 
	 

	Discounted Anticipated Cost Savings - Low Beneficial Use
	[bookmark: RANGE!B13] $                                                                             531,248 

	 
	 

	Discounted Anticipated Cost Savings - Moderate Beneficial Use
	[bookmark: RANGE!B15] $                                                                          1,077,968 

	 
	 

	Discounted Anticipated Cost Savings - High Beneficial Use
	[bookmark: RANGE!B17] $                                                                          1,624,689 



Attachment C.  Members of the Collaborative
The three tables that follow identify partners that the DNF works with on watershed initiatives in the Escalante Watershed.  These include (1) partners in watershed-wide initiatives and (2) partners involved in initiatives within the National Forest portion of the Escalante Watershed.  It is this latter area that is the subject of the Escalante Headwaters Proposal.
Attachment C, Table 1. The Escalante River Watershed Partnership

This table identifies the participants in the Escalante River Watershed Partnership (ERWP).  The Partnership is an assemblage of entities working together to meet watershed health objectives throughout the Escalante Watershed.  The DNF intends to rely on the Partnership as the primary means to coordinate restoration activities on the DNF with related restoration activities throughout the watershed.  In some instances the ERWP – either as a whole or as individual entities represented in the Partnership -- will also participate in specific restoration projects on the DNF.  

	Members of the Escalante River Watershed Partnership
	Description
	Organization Contact
	FS Contact
	Role in Watershed Partnership

	Boulder Community Alliance
	Local NGO
	Curtis Oberhansly
435.335.7434
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	BLM: Grand Staircase-Escalante NM
	Federal land manager
	Amber Hughes
435.826.5602
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	Canyonlands Conservation District
	Local government  entity
	Sue Fearon
435.691.3037
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	Color Country Cooperative Weed Management Area
	Local government  entity
	Wally Dodds
435.676.8190
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	Color Country RC&D
	Local government  entity
	Kevin Willams
435.586.2429, x. 13
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	Escalante Canyon Outfitters
	Guide service
	Grant Johnson
435.691.3037
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	Four Corners School Outdoor Education
	Education
	Janet Ross
435.525.4456
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	Grand Canyon Trust
	Regional NGO
	Mary O’Brien
435.259.6205
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	Grand Canyon Wildlands Council
	Regional NGO
	Kim Crumbo
928.606.5850
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	Grand Staircase-Escalante Partners
	Regional NGO
	Melanie Boone
435.826.5604
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	NPS: Glen Canyon NRA
	Federal land manager
	John Spence
928.608.6267
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	Natural Resources Conservation Service
	Federal agency
	Kristi Hatch
534.676.8021
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	The Nature Conservancy
	National NGO
	Linda Whitham
435.259.4214
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	Tamarisk Coalition
	Informal association
	Stacy Kolegas
970.256.7400
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	Trout Unlimited
	National NGO
	Tim Hawkes
801.294.4494
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	US Forest Service, Dixie NF
	Federal land manager
	Rob MacWhorter 
435.865.3700
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	US Geological Survey
	Federal agency
	Mike Scott
970.226.9475
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	USU Extension
	State government entity
	Kevin Heaton
435.676.1117
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	UT Div. of Forestry, Fire and State lands
	State agency
	Ron Wilson
435.586.4408
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	UT Div. of Water Quality
	State agency
	Amy Dickey
801.536.4334
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	UT Div. of Wildlife Resources
	State agency
	Rhett Boswell
435.865.6112
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	UT State Institutional Trust lands
	State agency
	Ron Torgerson
435.896.6494
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	Walton Foundation
	Private foundation
	Margaret Bowman
202.457.9012
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Funding

	Wild Utah Project
	Local NGO
	Jim Catlin
4801.328.3550
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	Wildland Scapes
	Informal association
	Kara Dohrenwend
435.826.4498
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member

	
	Private landowner
	Dennis Bramble
435.826.4498
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Full member





Attachment C, Table 2. Escalante Headwaters Proposal Partners
This table identifies entities with whom the DNF has ongoing partnership relationships outside of the Escalante River Watershed Partnership, and that the DNF will work with to plan, implement, and/or monitor one or more themes or projects that make up the Escalante Headwaters Proposal.  
	Organization Name 
	Description
	Organization Contact
	FS Contact
	Role in Collaborative

	Colorado River Cutthroat Trout Conservation Team
	FS, BLM, FWS, States of WY, UT, CO
	Roger Wilson (UDWR)
801.538.4814
	Mike Golden
435.865.3700
	Native wildlife species conservation agreement implementation

	Dixie National Forest Motorized Travel Plan Implementation Task Force
	DNF sponsored, includes local elected officials, SU Univ., UT State Parks, Ruby’s Inn, others
	Ken Sizemore
(Five County Association of Governments)
435.673.3548
	Kenton Call 435.865.3700
	Travel Plan implementation effectiveness monitoring

	Dixie National Forest Resource Advisory Council
	DNF sponsored, local elected officials, representatives from private interests 
	Jim Matson (chair, also Kane County Commissioner)
435.644.4904

	Gretchen Merrill 435.865.3700
	Project-specific funding 


	Escalante River Watershed Partnership
	Federal and state agencies,  NGOs, others
	Linda Whitham
(TNC)
435.259.4214
	Terry DeLay
435.826.5401
	Watershed-wide coordination, Theme-specific planning

	Forest Restoration Partnership Working Group
	State of Utah, SU University, UT Rural Development Council, 5 County Association of Governments, USFS, BLM
	Jim Matson (chair, also Kane County Commissioner)
435.644.4904
	Kevin Schulkoski 435.865.3700
	Wood product and stewardship accomplishment monitoring

	Garfield County Trails
	County sponsored, interested citizens
	Brian Bremner
(County engineer)
435.676.1101
	Nick Glidden 435.865.3700
	Project-specific Motorized Travel Plan implementation 

	National Wild Turkey Federation
	National NGO
	Stan Barker
(Regional Wildlife Biologist)
435.259.7153
	Rob MacWhorter 435.865.3700
	Stewardship agreement implementation,  Project-specific funding

	Student Conservation Association
	National NGO
	Jay Watson
(Western Region Director)
510.832.1966
	Linda Chappel/Laura Peterson
435.865.3700
	Wildland and prescribed fire monitoring

	Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands
	State agency
	Ron Wilson (SW Area Manager)
435.586.4408
	Rob MacWhorter 435.865.3700
	Community wildland fire protection planning  

	Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
	State agency
	Mike Ottenbacher
(Regional Aquatic Manager)
435.865.6100
	Rob MacWhorter 435.865.3700
	Native wildlife species conservation agreement implementation

	Utah Forest Restoration Working Group
	NGOs, USFS, UT state agencies
	Mary Mitsos (NFF facilitator)
406.542.2805
	Rob MacWhorter 435.865.3700
	Aspen restoration

	Utah Partners for Conservation and Development
	UT state agencies, BLM, FS, FWS, NRCS
	Rory Reynolds (UT DNR, Special Program Manager)
801.538.7304
	Ron Rodriguez 435.865.3700
	Project specific partnership funding  

	Utah State Parks
	State agency
	Kendall Farnsworth
(Escalante SP Manager)
435.826.4466
	Gretchen Merrill 435.865.3700
	Motorized Travel Plan implementation 



Attachment C, Table 3. Roles of Partners in the Escalante Headwaters Proposal

This table highlights the roles of each of the partners identified above in table 2 in advancing the Escalante Headwaters Proposal.  Roles for the DNF are also identified.  Roles are identified separately for each of the four themes in the Escalante Headwaters Proposal.  There are four basic roles: (1) Planning, i.e., those partners who will participate in the overall planning and coordination activities related to a given theme, (2) Implementation, i.e., those partners who will be involved in implementing one or more project related to a theme, (3) Monitoring, i.e., those partners who will help to ensure that progress in meeting the objectives for each theme is adequately and accurately monitored and reported, and (4) NEPA compliance, which, in this case, is primarily a DNF responsibility.

Note that the entities listed as having a role in planning for one or more of the four themes are the same entities listed as collaborators on the cover of the Escalante Headwaters Proposal.  

	
	Theme 1. Motorized Travel Plan
	Theme 2. Restoration of Upland Forest  Vegetation
	Theme 3.  Riparian Restoration 
	Theme 4. Rural Community Stability and Protection

	Colorado River Cutthroat Trout Conservation Team
	
	
	Planning
	

	Dixie National Forest Motorized Travel Plan Implementation Task Force
	Planning, Monitoring
	
	
	

	Dixie National Forest Resource Advisory Council
	
	Implementation
	Implementation
	

	Escalante River Watershed Partnership
	Planning
	Planning
	Planning
	

	Forest Restoration Partnership Working Group
	
	Planning,
Monitoring
	
	Planning,
Monitoring

	Garfield County Trails
	Implementation
	
	
	

	National Wild Turkey Federation
	
	Implementation
	Implementation
	

	Student Conservation Association
	Implementation
	Implementation,
Monitoring
	Implementation
	

	US Forest Service, Dixie National Forest
	Planning, 
Implementation, Monitoring,
NEPA
	Planning, 
Implementation, Monitoring, NEPA
	Planning, 
Implementation, Monitoring, NEPA
	Planning, 
Implementation, Monitoring, NEPA 

	Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands
	
	
	
	Planning, Implementation

	Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
	
	
	Planning, Implementation
	

	Utah Forest Restoration Working Group
	
	Implementation,
Monitoring
	Implementation,
Monitoring
	

	Utah Partners for Conservation and Development
	
	Implementation
	Implementation
	

	Utah State Parks
	Implementation
	
	
	





Attachment D.  Letter of Commitment
The letter of commitment is attached.  The remainder of Attachment D describes the entities that signed that letter and the agreements that these entities have with the Forest Service.  
The Escalante Headwaters Proposal includes four key collaborators.  These include:
1. The Dixie National Forest Motorized Travel Plan Implementation Task Force
2. The Escalante River Watershed Partnership
3. The Forest Restoration Partnership Group
4. The Utah Department of Natural Resources (more specifically, the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources and the Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands)
Three of these collaborators (all but the Utah DNR) are actually collaborative entities made up of a variety of federal, state, local, and private organizations that have banded together for a specific purpose.  In all, upwards of fifty organizations are represented by these key collaborators.  This offers the DNF the opportunity to capture the expertise, counsel, and participation of a wide range of interested parties in an efficient and effective manner.  The four key collaborators listed above are by no means the only partners that will participate in the Escalante Headwaters Program.  Others are listed in the tables in Attachment C.
Formal agreements are in place between each of the four key collaborators and the US Forest Service that define how the various entities will collaborate.  These agreements describe the purpose for collaboration and the roles and responsibilities of participants.  The following table identifies agreements to which the US Forest Service is a signatory and that are directly applicable to the Escalante Headwaters Proposal. Copies of relevant pages from these agreements are attached to this proposal.
Attachment D, Table 1. Interagency and Intergovernmental Agreements Applicable to the Escalante Headwaters Program
This table identifies some of the agreements among agencies and between governments that establish cooperative working arrangements applicable to the Escalante Headwaters Initiative.  These agreements also provide guidance for the development and implementation of plans and actions applicable to the Escalante Headwaters.  These are examples only; others may apply. 

	Agreement
	Parties
	Purpose
	Escalante Headwaters Theme

	Memorandum of Understanding, August 2009
	US Forest Service (R4),
State of Utah, 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
	Describes species conservation programs on R4 National Forests and recognizes responsibilities and areas of cooperation and coordination.
	#3. Riparian restoration

	Conservation Agreement, 
June 2006 
	CO Dept. of Natural Resources,
UT Dept. of Natural Resources,
WY Game & Fish Dept.,
Ute Indian Tribe,
US Forest Service, R4,
Bureau of Land Man.,
Fish & Wildlife Service,
National Park Service 
	Expedites implementation of conservation measures for Colorado River cutthroat trout as a collaborative and cooperative effort among resource agencies.
	#3. Riparian restoration

	Memorandum of Understanding, September 2004
	US Forest Service (R4),
Bureau of Land Man.,
State of Utah
	Establishes an understanding regarding Forest restoration and community capacity building.  Motivation for establishment of the Forest Restoration Partnership Working Group.
	#2. Restoration of upland forest vegetation.

#4. Rural community stability and protection.

	2010 Annual Operating Plan, Color Country Interagency Fire Management Area 
	Southern Paiute Agency,
Bureau of Land Man.,
State of Utah, Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands,
Dixie National Forest,
Zion National Park
	Establishes an interagency understanding regarding collaboration in fire management.
	#2. Restoration of upland forest vegetation.

#4. Rural community stability and protection.

	Charter: Dixie National Forest Motorized Travel Plan Implementation Task Force (in progress)
	Organizations represented on the DNF Motorized Travel Plan Implementation Task Force
	Defines the purpose, membership, responsibilities, and operations of the DNF Motorized Travel Plan Implementation Task Force.

	#1. Motorized Travel Plan.


	Partnership Agreement for the Escalante River Watershed Partnership (in progress)
	Dixie National Forest and some 25 other federal, state, local, and private entities
	Establishes a partnership and defines a collaborative approach to restore, protect and maintain a healthy riparian ecosystem in the Escalante River watershed.  
	#1. Motorized Travel Plan.

#2. Restoration of upland forest vegetation.

#3. Riparian restoration




Escalante Headwaters Proposal Letter of Commitment

To the Project Selection Committee, Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program:

The Dixie National Forest proposes to implement a ten-year forest landscape restoration initiative in the headwaters of the Escalante River Watershed, and has prepared a proposal for doing so that has been forwarded to the CFLRP.  The initiative will focus on four management themes: motorized travel planning, restoration of upland forest vegetation, riparian restoration, and rural community stability and protection.  The Forest intends to plan, implement, and monitor this initiative through a collaborative process involving a range of partners.  Participation will be in accordance with existing agreements with the Forest Service or, as appropriate, with agreements that may be established.  

The undersigned collaborative groups and state agencies have been asked to be key partners in this initiative.  By this letter the undersigned indicate support for the Forest’s Escalante Headwaters initiative, and commitment for the organizations that we represent to participate in this initiative.  The form that participation will take will be determined by mutual consensus between each organization and the Forest Service. 


/S/Ken Sizemore, 2/17/2011
Dixie National Forest Motorized Travel Plan Implementation Task Force


/S/Linda Whitham, 2/17/2011[footnoteRef:3] [3:  The Escalante River Watershed Partnership’s Partnership Agreement, while drafted (and attached to this proposal), is not yet signed by participants.  As such, Ms. Whitham is not in a position to formally sign for the entire partnership at this time.  She is therefore signing on behalf of her employer, The Nature Conservancy, one of the organizations that initiated the Partnership.  Partnership members were notified prior to her signing the letter and given the opportunity to review the DNF proposal and comment on whether Ms. Whitham should sign. Those responding concurred that she should sign.  
] 

Escalante River Watershed Partnership


/S/Jim Matson, 2/16/2011 
Forest Restoration Partnership Working Group


/S/Ron Wilson, 2/16/2011
Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands


/S/Doug Messerly, 2/17/2011
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

Escalante Headwaters Proposal Contacts

Dixie NF Contact:

Kevin Schulkoski, DNF Ecosystem Group Lead, (435) 865-3721, or 
Terry DeLay, Escalante District Ranger, (435) 826-5401

Escalante Headwaters Contacts for Each of the Four Themes:

Motorized Travel Plan 

· Ken Sizemore, Executive Director, Five County Association of Governments, representing the Dixie National Forest Motorized Travel Plan Implementation Task Force, (435) 673-3548

Restoration of Upland Forest Vegetation 

· Jim Matson, Kane County Commissioner, representing the Forest Restoration Partnership Working Group, (43) 616-1128, (435) 644-8841, (435) 644-4904


Riparian Restoration 

· Doug Messerly, Regional Manager, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, (435) 865-6100

· Linda Whitham, Central Canyonlands Program Director, TNC, representing the Escalante River Watershed Partnership, (435) 259-4214

Rural Community Stability and Protection 

· Ron Wilson, Regional Manager, Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands (435) 586-4408



	
	Region 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TREAT Project Impacts for:   Escalante Headwaters CFLRP
	
	
	
	

	
	SUMMARY TABLES: Average Annual Impacts
	(For CFLR Fund Money Only)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Table 5
	
	Employment
	Labor Inc
	
	
	

	
	
	(# Part and Full-time Jobs)
	(2010 $)
	
	
	

	
	Commercial Forest Products
	20.1 
	                                          805,976 
	
	
	

	
	Other Project Activities
	8.9 
	$318,014
	
	
	

	
	FS Implementation and Monitoring
	11.3 
	$140,182
	
	
	

	
	Total Project Impacts
	40.3 
	$1,264,172
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Note
Employment is full, part-time, and temporary jobs (direct and secondary). Labor Income is the value of wages and benefits plus Proprietor's Income (direct and secondary)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Other Project Activities (ecosystem restoration, etc.) are labor intensive and therefore will produce higher employment impacts relative to commercial harvest activities which are highly mechanized and are not as labor intensive.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Impacts-Jobs and Income
The economic impacts of the restoration strategy are reported in this worksheet.  No data entry is required, and the summary table may be cut a paste directly into the proposal.  As reported here, the jobs and labor income are a result of the direct, indirect and induced effects, and are assumed to last the life of the project.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	Detailed Average Annual Impacts Table (For CFLR Fund Contributions Only)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Employment (# Part and Full-time Jobs)
	Labor Inc (2010 $)

	
	
	Direct
	Indirect and Induced
	Total
	Direct
	Indirect and Induced
	Total

	
	Thinning-Biomass: Commercial Forest Products
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Logging
	                                                  3.1 
	                                                                   2.6 
	                                    5.7 
	                                             131,884 
	                                96,519 
	                        228,402 

	
	Sawmills
	                                                  3.1 
	                                                                   4.3 
	                                    7.4 
	                                             151,778 
	                              143,031 
	                        294,809 

	
	Plywood and Veneer Softwood
	                                                    -   
	                                                                    -   
	                                      -   
	                                                      -   
	                                       -   
	                                 -   

	
	Plywood and Veneer Hardwood
	                                                    -   
	                                                                    -   
	                                      -   
	                                                      -   
	                                       -   
	                                 -   

	
	Oriented Strand Board (OSB)
	                                                    -   
	                                                                    -   
	                                      -   
	                                                      -   
	                                       -   
	                                 -   

	
	Mills Processing Roundwood Pulp Wood
	                                                    -   
	                                                                    -   
	                                      -   
	                                                      -   
	                                       -   
	                                 -   

	
	Other Timber Products
	                                                  0.9 
	                                                                   0.9 
	                                    1.8 
	                                               33,158 
	                                28,685 
	                          61,843 

	
	Facilities Processing Residue From Sawmills
	                                                  1.3 
	                                                                   3.9 
	                                    5.2 
	                                             118,322 
	                              102,601 
	                        220,922 

	
	Facilities Processing Residue From Plywood/Veneer
	                                                    -   
	                                                                    -   
	                                      -   
	                                                      -   
	                                       -   
	                                 -   

	
	Biomass--Cogen
	                                                    -   
	                                                                    -   
	                                      -   
	                                                      -   
	                                       -   
	                                 -   

	
	Total Commercial Forest Products
	                                                  8.4 
	                                                                 11.7 
	                                  20.1 
	                                             435,142 
	                              370,835 
	                        805,976 

	
	Other Project Activities
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Facilities, Watershed, Roads and Trails
	0.4 
	0.2 
	0.6 
	15,331.6 
	8,026.1 
	23,357.7 

	
	Abandoned Mine Lands
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 

	
	Ecosystem Restoration, Hazardous Fuels, and Forest Health
	6.4 
	1.5 
	7.9 
	239,198.2 
	48,670.6 
	287,868.8 

	
	Commercial Firewood
	0.4 
	0.1 
	0.5 
	4,725.5 
	2,062.1 
	6,787.6 

	
	Contracted Monitoring
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 

	
	Total Other Project Activitie
	                                                  7.2 
	                                                                   1.8 
	                                    8.9 
	                                             259,255 
	                                58,759 
	                        318,014 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	FS Implementation and Monitoring
	                                                10.3 
	                                                                   0.9 
	                                  11.3 
	                                             112,386 
	                                27,796 
	                        140,182 

	
	Total Other Project Activities & Monitoring
	17.5 
	2.7 
	20.2 
	$371,641
	$86,555
	$458,196

	
	Total All Impacts
	                                                25.9 
	                                                                 14.4 
	                                  40.3 
	$806,783
	$457,390
	$1,264,172




DNF CFLRP Attachment F. Funding Estimates
Funding Estimate FY11
	Funds to be used on NFS lands for ecological restoration treatments and monitoring that would be available in FY 2011 to match funding from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund

	Fiscal Year 2011 Funding Type
	Dollars/Value Planned

	1.  FY 2011  Funding for Implementation
	444,601

	2.  FY 2011  Funding for Monitoring
	70,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds   CMLG, CMRD, CWFS, CWKV, NFEX, NFN3, NFTM, NFVW, NFWF, RTRT, SPFH, WFW3
	

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds  CWKV, SSSS
	10,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	50,000

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	0

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	50,000

	8. Other (specify)
	0

	9.  FY 2011 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	574,601

	10.  FY 2011 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	
531,601

	Funding off  NFS lands associated with proposal in FY 2011 (does not count toward funding match from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund)

	Fiscal Year 2011 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding  (Tamarisk Treatment)
	5,000


Funding Estimate FY12
	Funds to be used on NFS lands for ecological restoration treatments and monitoring that would be available in FY 2012 to match funding from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund

	Fiscal Year 2012 Funding Type
	Dollars/Value Planned

	1.  FY 2012  Funding for Implementation
	704,815

	2.  FY 2012  Funding for Monitoring
	70,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds   CMLG, CMRD, CWFS, CWKV, NFEX, NFN3, NFTM, NFVW, NFWF, RTRT, SPFH, WFW3
	

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds  CWKV, SSSS
	10,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	100,000

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	30,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	80,000

	8. Other (specify)  Resource Advisory Commitee
	30,000

	9.  FY 2012 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	914,815

	10.  FY 2012 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	
764,815

	Funding off  NFS lands associated with proposal in FY 2012 (does not count toward funding match from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund)

	Fiscal Year 2012 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	

	12.  USDI (other) Funds  (National Park Service)
	10,000

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	


Funding Estimate FY13
	Funds to be used on NFS lands for ecological restoration treatments and monitoring that would be available in FY 2013 to match funding from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund

	Fiscal Year 2012 Funding Type
	Dollars/Value Planned

	1.  FY 2013  Funding for Implementation
	1,028,028

	2.  FY 2013  Funding for Monitoring
	70,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds   CMLG, CMRD, CWFS, CWKV, NFEX, NFN3, NFTM, NFVW, NFWF, RTRT, SPFH, WFW3
	

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds  CWKV, SSSS
	15,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	40,000

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	5,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	80,000

	8. Other (specify)
	0

	9.  FY 2013 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	1,158,028

	10.  FY 2013 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	
968,277

	Funding off  NFS lands associated with proposal in FY 2013 (does not count toward funding match from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund)

	Fiscal Year 2013 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds  (Grand Staircase/Escalante Nat Monument)
	10,000

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	



Funding Estimate FY14
	Funds to be used on NFS lands for ecological restoration treatments and monitoring that would be available in FY 2014 to match funding from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund

	Fiscal Year 2014 Funding Type
	Dollars/Value Planned

	1.  FY 2014  Funding for Implementation
	744,060

	2.  FY 2014  Funding for Monitoring
	70,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds   CMLG, CMRD, CWFS, CWKV, NFEX, NFN3, NFTM, NFVW, NFWF, RTRT, SPFH, WFW3
	

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds  CWKV, SSSS
	20,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	100,000

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	30,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	80,000

	8. Other (specify)
	0

	9.  FY 2014 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	964,060

	10.  FY 2014CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	
811,310

	Funding off  NFS lands associated with proposal in FY 2014 (does not count toward funding match from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund)

	Fiscal Year 2014 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds  
	

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding  (Tamarisk Treatment)
	5,000


Funding Estimate FY15
	Funds to be used on NFS lands for ecological restoration treatments and monitoring that would be available in FY 2015 to match funding from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund

	Fiscal Year 2015 Funding Type
	Dollars/Value Planned

	1.  FY 2015  Funding for Implementation
	763,678

	2.  FY 2015  Funding for Monitoring
	70,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds   CMLG, CMRD, CWFS, CWKV, NFEX, NFN3, NFTM, NFVW, NFWF, RTRT, SPFH, WFW3
	

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds  CWKV, SSSS
	20,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	40,000

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	5,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	90,000

	8. Other (specify)
	0

	9.  FY 2015 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	898,678

	10.  FY 2015 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	
843,678

	Funding off  NFS lands associated with proposal in FY 2015 (does not count toward funding match from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund)

	Fiscal Year 2015 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	

	12.  USDI (other) Funds  (National Park Service)
	10,000

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	



Funding Estimate FY16
	Funds to be used on NFS lands for ecological restoration treatments and monitoring that would be available in FY 2016 to match funding from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund

	Fiscal Year 2016 Funding Type
	Dollars/Value Planned

	1.  FY 2016  Funding for Implementation
	717,725

	2.  FY 2016  Funding for Monitoring
	70,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds   CMLG, CMRD, CWFS, CWKV, NFEX, NFN3, NFTM, NFVW, NFWF, RTRT, SPFH, WFW3
	

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds  CWKV, SSSS
	20,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	100,000

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	30,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	100,000

	8. Other (specify)
	0

	9.  FY 2016 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	937,725

	10.  FY 2016 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	
787,724

	Funding off  NFS lands associated with proposal in FY 2016 (does not count toward funding match from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund)

	Fiscal Year 2016 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds    (GSENM)
	10,000

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	


Funding Estimate FY17
	Funds to be used on NFS lands for ecological restoration treatments and monitoring that would be available in FY 2017 to match funding from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund

	Fiscal Year 2017 Funding Type
	Dollars/Value Planned

	1.  FY 2017  Funding for Implementation
	711,561

	2.  FY 2017  Funding for Monitoring
	70,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds   CMLG, CMRD, CWFS, CWKV, NFEX, NFN3, NFTM, NFVW, NFWF, RTRT, SPFH, WFW3
	

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds  CWKV, SSSS
	20,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	40,000

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	5,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	99,000

	8. Other (specify)
	0

	9.  FY 2017 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	846,561

	10.  FY 2017 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	
754,810

	Funding off  NFS lands associated with proposal in FY 2017 (does not count toward funding match from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund)

	Fiscal Year 2017 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding  (Tamarisk Treatments)
	5,000



Funding Estimate FY18
	Funds to be used on NFS lands for ecological restoration treatments and monitoring that would be available in FY 2018 to match funding from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund

	Fiscal Year 2018 Funding Type
	Dollars/Value Planned

	1.  FY 2018  Funding for Implementation
	705,290

	2.  FY 2018  Funding for Monitoring
	70,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds   CMLG, CMRD, CWFS, CWKV, NFEX, NFN3, NFTM, NFVW, NFWF, RTRT, SPFH, WFW3
	

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds  CWKV, SSSS
	20,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	100,000

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	30,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	70,000

	8. Other (specify)
	0

	9.  FY 2018 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	935,290

	10.  FY 2018 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	
763,897

	Funding off  NFS lands associated with proposal in FY 2018 (does not count toward funding match from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund)

	Fiscal Year 2018 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	

	12.  USDI (other) Funds  (National Park Service)
	10,000

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	


Funding Estimate FY19
	Funds to be used on NFS lands for ecological restoration treatments and monitoring that would be available in FY 2019 to match funding from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund

	Fiscal Year 2019 Funding Type
	Dollars/Value Planned

	1.  FY 2019  Funding for Implementation
	753,850

	2.  FY 2019  Funding for Monitoring
	70,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds   CMLG, CMRD, CWFS, CWKV, NFEX, NFN3, NFTM, NFVW, NFWF, RTRT, SPFH, WFW3
	

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds  CWKV, SSSS
	20,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	40,000

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	5,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	100,000

	8. Other (specify)
	0

	9.  FY 2019 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	888,850

	10.  FY 2019 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	
783,850

	Funding off  NFS lands associated with proposal in FY 2010 (does not count toward funding match from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund)

	Fiscal Year 2019 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds  (GSENM)
	10,000

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	



Funding Estimate FY20
	Funds to be used on NFS lands for ecological restoration treatments and monitoring that would be available in FY 2020 to match funding from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund

	Fiscal Year 2020 Funding Type
	Dollars/Value Planned

	1.  FY 2020  Funding for Implementation
	700,850

	2.  FY 2020  Funding for Monitoring
	70,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds   CMLG, CMRD, CWFS, CWKV, NFEX, NFN3, NFTM, NFVW, NFWF, RTRT, SPFH, WFW3
	

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds  CWKV
	20,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	100,000

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	30,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	70,000

	8. Other (specify)
	0

	9.  FY 2020 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	920,850

	10.  FY 2020 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	
770,850

	Funding off  NFS lands associated with proposal in FY 20120 (does not count toward funding match from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund)

	Fiscal Year 2020 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding  (Tamarisk Treatment)
	5,000
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