· Executive Summary:  
Dominant forest type(s): _Oak-hickory, shortleaf pine, Mesophytic, and riparian forests
Total acreage of the landscape:_340,000.  Total acreage to receive treatment: _219,000. 
Total number of NEPA ready acres:_27,548.  Total number of acres in NEPA process:_30,833.

Description of the most significant restoration needs and actions on the landscape: - Restoring a landscape mosaic of: warm season grasses, oak-grasslands, xeric woodlands, and xeric and mesophytic forests to improve wildlife habitat using prescribed fire and timber treatments.  Restore stream channels to improve water quality and quantity enhancing aquatic habitat by using in-stream structures and improving road stream crossings.  Manage Non native invasive species to minimize their impact upon habitat. 

Description of the highest priority desired outcomes of the project at the end of the 10 year period: - First, we can provide an environmental education experience about landscape restoration to the 1.8 million annual visitors to LBL.  Next, we will restore on LBL a 129,000 acre Forest Landscape Mosaic of warm season grasses, oak-grasslands, xeric woodlands, and xeric and mesophytic forests and our partners can restore 90,000 acres of the same outside of LBL providing contiguous wildlife habitat in the 340,000 acre polygon.  Finally, we can improve water quality and provide better aquatic habitat on LBL and in Lake Barkley and Kentucky Lake.  The desired outcome is to develop a mosaic of forests, woodlands, savannahs, barrens, grasslands and wetlands that transition into properly functioning riparian areas, with streams that provide for aquatic organism passage and have restored flow regimes.

Description of the most significant utilization opportunities linked to this project - Biomass production for local ARRA projects, timber source for local industry, improved sport fisheries, hunting and outdoor recreational opportunities. 

Name of the National Forest, collaborative groups, and other major partner categories involved in project development: - Land Between The Lakes National Recreation, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Central Hardwoods Joint Venture, Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency, Northern  Bobwhite Conservation Initiative, Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources, The Nature Conservancy, Fort Donleson National Park Service, American Bird Conservancy, Wildlife Management Institute, Fire Learning Network, National Wild Turkey Federation, and National Resources Conservation Service.

Describe the community benefit including number and types of jobs created: - It is estimate that 40 jobs will be created in the timber industry, restoring stream, building trails and replacing road stream crossings.

Total dollar amount requested in FY11_$500,000.  Total dollar amount requested for project life 6,714,380.
Total dollar amount provided as Forest Service match in FY11 __$600,000.  
Total dollar amount provided as Forest Service match for life of project___$7,000,000.
Total dollar amount provided in Partnership Match in FY11 ___$125,000.
Total dollar amount provided in Partnership Match for life of project ___$625,000.
Total in-kind amount provided in Partnership Match in FY11__$5,000
Total in-kind amount provided in Partnership Match for life of project____$50,000.
Time frame for the project (from start to finish) June 2011 – June 2021.  
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[bookmark: _Toc285023996]Ecological, Social and Economic Context

Ecologically, the terrestrial landscapes of LBL are part of the Western Pennyroyal Karst Plain, aka the Western Highland Rim.  Most of the area consists of highly dissected uplands.  Approximately 92 percent of the LBL is forested, with mostly second and third-growth hardwoods comprised mainly of oak species.  The makeup of forests on LBL are; 82 % Oak-Hickory forest cover type (white oak, northern and southern red oak, post oak, blackjack oak, chestnut oak, black oak, and pignut hickory), 7%  Mesophytic forest species( sugar maple, American beech, mockernut hickory, pignut hickory, sweet gum, yellow poplar and elm) and 3% pine forest (mostly planted loblolly, white, Virginia pines and some native shortleaf pine).  Approximately 8% of the LBL is in open land cover types made up of native warm season grasses and agricultural fields.

In general, this area of the Western Highlands Rim is suffering from effects of nearly a century of fire exclusion.  On the LBL, fire exclusion began approximately 60 years ago.  Aboriginal use of fire has been documented as early as 1568. 

The result of fire exclusion is succession and densification of the forest canopy.  A closed canopy forest on these dry site types are very rarely suitable habitat for forest interior species and lacks herbaceous ground cover and scattered shrub components desirable to a host of declining open forest and woodland/savanna species.  The forest on LBL is a fire-mediated ecosystem suffering from intentional fire exclusion. 
 
	LBL Historic Natural Fire Regime Groups

	Fire Regime
Group
	Frequency
(Fire Return Interval)
	Severity

	I
	0–35 years
	low severity

	II
	0–35 years
	stand replacement severity




The majority of the LBL is in Fire Regime Group 1, which is the frequent surface fire group occurring in oak-hickory and southern pine forests.  Fire intervals within this group are generally less than 35 years with a fire severity ranging from 0 to 75% of the entire stand being replaced.  LBL’s fires generally are on the low end of this scale with a range of 0 to 25%.  LBL is currently in the range between condition class 3 to condition class 2.

The LBL also has a small amount of Fire Regime Group 2, the frequent replacement group occurring in the NRA’s tall and short grass ecosystems.  LBL is currently in the range between condition class 2 to condition class 1 in these systems.  Fire intervals within this group are generally less than 35 years with a fire severity greater than 75% of the entire stand being replaced.  LBL’s fires generally in this regime are most severe in terms of safety.

As a result of past practices most of the Oak, Mesophytic, and native pine forest types are in Fire Regime Condition Class (FRCC) 2.  The plantation pine forests and agricultural open lands are in FRCC 3.  Some native warm season grasslands are in FRCC1 with some of the oak grassland demonstration areas trending toward FRCC1, but are not there yet.  Nationwide Oak woodlands and savannas have declined by 99% and are one of the most imperiled communities in North America.

Prior to fire exclusion, oak forests existed in a constantly migrating pattern of savanna, woodland, open-oak forest, and oak forest in both a spatial and temporal sense – a landscape mosaic.  Fire affects Western Highlands Rim ecosystems primarily by having a thinning effect on the forest canopy and mid-story, as well as removing accumulated duff.  Prescribed fires with mechanical treatments are needed to restore the vegetative landscape.

There are an estimated 1,300 plant species and 355 animal species supported by LBL’s landscape.  Of these species, 119 are endangered, threatened, or sensitive species.  Currently, LBL cooperates with the USFWS to manage for four federally listed species: the Interior least tern, gray bat, Indiana bat, and Price’s potato bean. 

Seven locally-rare communities are identified on LBL.  Rare communities contribute significantly to plant and animal diversity.  They occur infrequently on the local landscape, can provide key habitat attributes for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, are generally characterized by discrete boundaries, and are small in area.  The rare communities on LBL include calcareous cliffs and talus, canebrakes, springs and seeps, rocky shores and bars, lakeshores and mudflats, Virginia pine, and mountain-laurel.

Demand species are associated with recreational wildlife pursuits such as hunting, fishing, and viewing.  Because these activities are generally limited or restricted on private lands, LBL offers a unique opportunity within the region for those wishing to participate in these activities.  Some demand species of interest at LBL are the bald eagle, Eastern bluebird, white-tailed deer, eastern wild turkey, gray squirrel, and northern bobwhite quail.

We expect the landscape restoration will improve the habitat for our Threatened and Endangered species as well as many game species, and allow for visibility for wildlife viewing of others.

The aquatic systems (waterscape) of LBL are made up of ten 6th level watersheds which are functioning at risk.  There are about 130 miles of perennial and 530 miles of intermittent streams. 

There are 348 developed road stream crossings, 222 undeveloped road stream crossings, and 278 trail stream crossing.  While the has been a recent effort to improve the streams crossing the majority of the existing stream crossing need improvement for to reduce sediment delivery and provide for aquatic organism passage.

Twenty-one species of fish inhabit LBL’s interior lakes, while more than 75 species are found in streams.  Invertebrate studies have found eight species of gastropods and numerous populations of macro-invertebrates.  Thirty-one species of fish were captured in the perennial streams of LBL.  

LB is bounded to the east by Lake Barkley (Cumberland River) and to the west by Kentucky Lake (Tennessee River).  Each of these impoundments fluctuate their water levels annually between summer pool and winter pool.  This has resulted in head cutting and incised streams of every stream on LBL.  The effects are the de-watering of riparian areas, flashier flows and increased sediment delivery to both Lake Barkley and Kentucky Lake ultimately degrading the nesting habitat for aquatic species in the streams and lakes.

The densification of the forests has also affected the aquatic systems.  The increased forest density results in an increased evapo-transpiration rate across the landscape.  Reducing the forest density, where appropriate, results in less water transpired with more water infiltrating to the groundwater, resulting in increased flow duration in the streams of LBL.

Socially, the area has a rich history. When the first Native Americans roamed the area, most of western Kentucky and Tennessee were considered oak-hickory barrens.  The oak and hickory were widely spaced in woodland fashion, with a fine grass understory that was maintained periodically by fire.  This is the landscape that the first European explorers encounter and described in the first maps of the area as barrens.  The area was settled in the west ward expansion of the United States playing a pivotal role in the War Between the States.  Fort Henry, and the subsequent retreat trails to Fort Donelson, are wholly within the boundaries of LBL and marked the beginning of the Vicksburg Campaign.  We can use this unique opportunity to restore landscape context for the historical Civil War events that happened at “between the rivers.”  This unique opportunity will provide both a historical and environmental education perspective for the many visitors who are coming to the area.  After the Civil War the area continued to be settled and farmed until the early 1960’s, when the area became public lands that are now know as Land Between The Lakes 

Economically, LBL and the surrounding lakes are the focal point of a $600 million tourism industry. Land Between The Lakes offers all the outdoor recreation "basics," with a variety of unique opportunities for environmental education and historic interpretation.   Nestled in western Kentucky and Tennessee, LBL hosts visitors from all over the nation.  In any given year, LBL can have up to 1.8 million annual visits.  These visits to LBL are essential to the local economy.  LBL’s average total trip spending per visiting part is approximately $300 (NVUM FY07).   Further, 34.9% of visits that occur at LBL, stay overnight within 50 miles of LBL.



[bookmark: _Toc285023997]Summary of Landscape Strategy

The Landscape strategy starts with the LBL Area plan developed within  the context of the Regional Strategic  Framework Strategic Framework - Public Affairs Office - Southern Region.  The Vision and Desired Condition sections of the LBL Area Plan are guided by extensive and continuous public involvement wanting a landscape scale focus on restoration of pre-European settlement ecosystems LBL Management | Final EIS & Plan Documents.  This is elaborated upon in the goals and objectives of the Plan, which call for restoration of extensive areas of native warm season grasses, oak-grasslands (LBL Management | Oak-Grassland Demonstration Restoration Area), cane brakes and shortleaf pine forests restoration.  During Plan development, the use of the Central Hardwoods Joint Venture (CHJV) landscape strategy provided a foundation for this landscape restoration.  The partners within the CHJV are strong supporters of these strategies because they focus on species of concern within this ecoregion, and correspond closely with the efforts being employed on other federal, state and conservation agency lands.  The Central Hardwood Joint Venture Strategy can be found at http://chjv.org/.  This proposal is for 340,000 acres within the Central Hardwoods Bird Conservation Region (CHBCR).   The Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP) offers a unique opportunity to move ahead with this critical work even more quickly and effectively.
The Landscape to be considered is approximately 340,000 acres with 171,000 acres being National Forest System lands.  NFS lands are a contiguous ownership with the mixed private and other ownership surrounding NFS lands.  The treatments planned for the other federal, state and private lands within the project area polygon, but outside of LBL, have similar desired conditions and planned activities.  Our goal is, in collaboration with our partners, to restore the historical and pre-European ecological landscape and waterscapes. 

Restoration objectives include environmental education opportunities for the visiting public (2 million visitors each year at LBL) about the role of natural disturbance processes at a landscape scale.  The public will observe the restoration and maintenance of the pre-European landscape that provides a diversity of wildlife habitats, produces timber and biomass, minimizes non-native invasive species, enhances forest and watershed health, and provides a variety of recreational opportunities.  Our desired outcome is a vegetative mosaic that will be allowed to shift across the landscape through time while providing goods and services to the American public. 

We have scattered land treatments in the north and south of LBL.  First, we will use additional restoration treatments in these areas to consolidate our existing treatments.  Once this is done, we will us restoration work to connect these large restored areas.  LBL has 42,000 acres of core areas (Man and the Biosphere sites).  These core areas are essentially old growth areas with very limited active management and will provide much of the mesophytic forest component of the Landscape mosaic.  Most of the remaining 129,000 acres will be treated over time to provide the other components of the mosaic.

Aquatic restoration will include establishing hydraulic controls using in-stream structures  on streams that empty into the lakes at the summer and winter pool elevations to stop the head-cutting allowing these systems to begin to recover from decades of incising  while reducing the sediment deliver to the lakes.  There are ten perennial, eighty intermittent and one hundred and twenty-seven hydraulically altered streams flowing into Lake Barkley and Kentucky Lake.  Priority for treatment will be the perennial streams first, followed by intermittent streams with long flow durations, and then hydraulically altered streams restored on a case-by-case basis.  Road stream crossing will also be evaluated and replace based upon the degree of sediment delivery, the impediment of aquatic organism passage and the amount of hydraulic alteration caused by the crossing.  On a as needed basis water levelers will be place in beaver dams, rather than removing the dam, to retain the water in the system, extending the hydro-period and attenuating flashy flows, while protecting infrastructure.

By restoring all of LBL, within a relatively short period of time, we can physically demonstrate to the public what ecological restoration and maintenance of a landscape looks like and what it costs.  This also fulfills the LBL’s mission to optimize environmental education while serving as a national demonstration area. There is similar ecosystem restoration happening in the surrounding region as well, thus adding to synergy and creating greater cumulative effects to help realize landscape scale goals. 

A quick look at LBL from Google earth explains why this landscape is socially, ecologically and economically significant.  The CFLR polygon encompasses the remaining least developed landscapes in the western Kentucky/Tennessee region.  Socially the area is a major recreation draw. Ecologically the area encompasses the most ecologically intact landscapes in the region.  And economically the opportunities created by restoration activities and products from restoration will provide employment opportunities for numerous rural people making this region an even better place to work and live.
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We propose restoring the ecological landscape, with all of its components (terrestrial and aquatic), of approximately 340,000 acres in western Kentucky and Tennessee that is inclusive of Land Between The Lakes National Recreation area (LBL).  Treatment objectives are to restore the vegetative landscape mosaic and the aquatic ecosystems of Land Between The Lakes National Recreation Area using management practices that emulate natural disturbance regimes.  For example, we propose to use prescribed fire on the landscape to emulate the disturbance effects of natural wild fire disturbance in restoring Oak Grasslands at LBL.  In the aquatic systems managing beaver activities, by using water levelers to limit the amount of water to be impounded, also emulates the natural disturbance effects of flooding.  Such techniques allow us to put these disturbances back into these systems.  The desired outcome is to develop a mosaic of forests, woodlands, savannahs, barrens, grasslands and wetlands that transition into properly functioning riparian areas, with streams that provide for aquatic organism passage and have restored flow regimes.  By restoring the landscape mosaic and the aquatic systems we provide a diversity of ecosystems which are better able to adapt to climate change – ecological adaptation.

Terrestrially, this means restoring:
· warm season grasslands,
·  oak-grasslands,
·  oak-hickory barrens,
·  savannahs and woodlands,
·  oak-hickory forests,
·  shortleaf pine forests,
·  mesophytic forests 
· the canebrakes,
·  and riparian areas.

Aquatic restoration would include;
· wetland restoration/mitigation,
·  addressing historic stream channelization,
·  head cutting,
·  aquatic organism passage
·  and restoring historical flows to the channels by the creation of grasslands, barrens, savannahs and woodlands on a landscape scale.

The restoration activities at a landscape scale are expected to improve water quantity/flow in many of the streams by reducing tree density and therefore reducing evapo-transpiration.  Addressing head cutting and replacing road stream crossings will reduce both channel erosion and sediment delivery to the waterscape of LBL.  The treatments themselves, with the use of Best Management Practices are not likely to adversely affect water quality.  We will emphasize river cane restoration in the riparian areas.  We will rehabilitate, close, relocate, gate or decommission improperly functioning roads and stream crossings. 

Every project in this landscape restoration effort will address the control of non-native invasive species (NNIS). The result of the restoration should produce a landscape in which native species can better compete against the non-native invasive species. 

Invasive plant species may be dispersed by natural agents such as wind, water, and wildlife, and intentionally or unintentionally by humans.  Invasive species have been present on LBL since before it became a National Recreation Area (NRA).  Open land habitat diversity on the NRA has been, and continues to be, adversely affected by invasive species and productivity and recreational benefits of open lands have been degraded with the invasion of undesirable vegetation.  Invasive species are less problematic in forested areas of the NRA; however, forest-adapted species do occur. 

Invasive species known to occur on LBL areas include Sericea lespedeza (Lespedeza cuneata), loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), Johnson grass (Sorghum halepense), tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima), crab grass (Digitaria spp.), autumn olive (Eleagnus umbellata), multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), Japanese stiltgrass (Microstegium vimineum), giant foxtail (Setaria faberi), Chinese yam (Dioscorea oppositifolia), purple morning glory (Ipomoea purpurea), and Chinese privet (Ligustrum sinense).  Reduction of NNIS will allow native plants more opportunity to compete and thrive in both open lands and forested areas.

We use Integrated Pest Management (IPM) approaches to maintain pest populations below nuisance levels.  Nuisance levels are determined from analysis of pest populations and/or visitor and employee complaints.  We apply best available science to minimize the introduction of non-native invasive plant and animal species.  For example, all mechanical treatment activities have a contract clause requiring the cleaning of equipment prior to coming onto LBL.  Our Environmental Education efforts promote understanding and preventing introduction of non-native invasive species into new areas.

Fire will reduce the presence of non-native invasive species in the open lands portion of each project area, making their populations more easily controlled by other management actions already approved in the project areas.  Other management actions include mowing, tilling, and use of herbicides.  Reduction of NNIS, even if by small measures, will allow native plants more opportunity to compete and thrive.

Insect and disease concerns will be addressed by thinning.  Oak-hickory restoration and shortleaf restoration is in progress on stands that were affected by wind and ice damage.  Thinning will increase the resiliency of forest by reducing the availability of unhealthy trees and decrease the likelyhood of an insect epidemic on LBL.

A roads analysis is completed for LBL to determine roads to be maintained, decommissioned or rehabilitated.  In the Environmental Analysis process we further refine our road and trail systems addressing any need to obliterate, close or relocate existing roads or trails by identifying stream crossings that are delivering sediment, causing an aquatic organism passage problem, or has drastically altering the hydrology of the stream. 

The desired outcome is to develop a mosaic of forests, woodlands, savannahs, barrens, grasslands and wetlands that transition into properly functioning riparian areas, with streams that provide for aquatic organism passage and have restored flow regimes.



[bookmark: _Toc285023999]Collaboration and Multi-party Monitoring

The groundwork for the work we propose to accomplish over the next ten years has been evolving since the formation of the Central Hardwoods Joint Venture 10 years ago.  Since its inception, the focus for this collaborative landscape scale effort has been restoration of disappearing or extirpated habitats that once covered our region of the country.  The group exists to advance conservation efforts at a landscape scale by building a sound scientific basis for adaptive management, strengthening the biological foundation upon which planning and evaluation are based, and delivering this work through partnerships.  The focal areas for that landscape strategy were described in 2003 in the Concept Plan, and included all the areas (and restorative treatments) that this proposal covers.  Over time these strategies have been refined and refocused but they match the restoration work that is proposed.  The partnerships to do this work are both long standing and extensive.

The following interests and groups are being represented in this collaborative process:
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Central Hardwoods Joint Venture Management Board
· Northern  Bobwhite Conservation Initiative
· Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources
· Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency
· The Nature Conservancy
· US Fish and Wildlife Service
· National Park Service
· Department of Defense – Fort Campbell
· American Bird Conservancy
· Wildlife Management Institute
· Fire Learning Network
· National Wild Turkey Federation
· National Resources Conservation Service

The best example of the connection of the partners to this proposal was the supportive science peer review that was done during the Draft Area Plan for LBL in 2004.  In addition to tribal consultations, members of the technical committee of the Central Hardwoods joined with other regional experts and members of academia to debate and make recommendations on the desired conditions, goals and objectives and the long range vision of the Area.  The group came out strongly in favor of the restoration of native warm season grasses, shortleaf pine, oak grassland/woodlands and river cane, which were included in the final Land and Resource Management Plan.  The treatments planned for the other federal, state and private lands within the project area polygon, but outside of LBL, have similar desired conditions and planned activities.  All of these interests remain connected today to the goal of restoring these ecosystems on a broad scale, some of which are now underway, even though their particular areas of interest and expertise vary widely.  The same partners are already becoming a cornerstone of the Landscape Conservation Cooperatives Initiative, which is quickly coming on line in the Southeast and will ultimately enhance our proposal over time. 

In just the last three years, this group has collectively funded the research, modeling and monitoring tool development, and data collection, including intensive monitoring within the project area.  These models and tools are available for use at this time.  The scientific assessment and monitoring tools have been developed by leading experts in their respective fields, bringing the best available science to bear on our management practices while helping articulate needed actions to achieve desired results.  CHJV is now beginning the implementation phase of its conservation efforts.

This collaboration is already tied into using the extensive forest bird monitoring protocols that were developed by the group in conjunction with the research arm of the Forest Service.  Regional universities have developed others, specifically for ecosystems such as grasslands.  All of the partners contributed either funding or in kind services in protocol development and collection, in funding a Science Coordinator, and in sponsoring a technical committee that meets annually.  Partners have already helped LBL collect data from initial restoration activities and established baseline information for planned work.  The collected data will be tracked and used to evaluate results of management actions, refine scientific models, adopt future management practices and publicize conservation delivery accomplishments.  A new position is now being established by the Joint Venture to aid in what the management board describes as “bringing the combined programmatic capabilities of all partners to bear in a coordinated fashion to effect landscape change.”

A developing partnership that has recently taken positive steps forward relates to the corridor between Ft. Campbell and LBL.  This corridor has been identified as a priority conservation area within Central Hardwoods for many years, but has become more visible and important with the recent Forest Service publication that shows that this area/watershed is among the top areas in the country (in the 90th percentile) for the threat to at-risk species habitat loss/conversion associated with private forests to housing conversion. Fort Campbell and sprawl from Nashville are probably driving this trend.

With the guidance and support of the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the Department of the Army has begun to direct its conservation planning efforts towards the acquisition of available forested lands and conservation easements in this 75,000 acre corridor that is between LBL and Fort Campbell.  The Army often finds itself in need of mitigation measures (offsets) to lessen potential impacts of their mission-driven activities upon threatened and endangered species. By focusing their offsets in key areas, such as this corridor, they are able to accomplish multiple objectives, which in this case, greatly contribute to the success of the work outlined in this proposal. Discussions with the various Departments of Transportation are also underway to use this same approach, since highway projects often require these same kinds of mitigations. (Note: USFWS’s  Statement of Conservation Project Need and a letter of support for this project are readily available upon request)

Fort Doneleson National Park to the south and east of LBL also is participating in like restoration efforts. The following is from their plan “The USFS/LBL NRA and the National Park Service (NPS) will collaborate on the landscape restoration proposed. The project is focused on degraded habitats outside park boundaries that are significantly effecting water quality, plant communities and habitat within the park boundaries”.



[bookmark: _Toc285024000]Utilization

The use of Commercial Timber Sales at LBL is expanding to coincide with our Forest Plan goals.  Currently we are implementing our Prior Creek EA thinning in a portion of our Oak Grassland Demonstration Area on approximately 1,800 acres.  This has generated over 9,000 CCF of timber volume and approximately $220,000 in revenue for this project.  We are focusing our management objectives on the north end of LBL where we received significant damage from an ice storm in 2009.  We have two CE’s in place to implement a sanitation thinning in our Oak Hickory forests and the removal of damaged loblolly pine.  Loblolly pine is considered to be a non-native invasive and LBL will restore these stands with native shortleaf pine.  These CE’s are proposed to be sold in FY 2012 and have approximately 5,000 CCF and an estimated value of $120,000.  The Demumbers Creek and Devils Backbone EA’s are habitat improvement projects that focus on promoting old growth stands (71%), restoration of shortleaf pine (19%) and regeneration of oak hickory (10%).  These two projects have an estimated 17,000 CCF for a value of approximately $450,000 in revenue.  This volume will be distributed over the 2013 and 2014 fiscal year.  The timber staff is currently working on inventorying additional compartments affected by the ice storm. This will allow LBL to develop additional EA’s to promote old growth and regeneration for our out year planning needs. 

There is a demand for LBL’s hardwood/pine saw timber and pulpwood in the local area.  There are over five sawmills within a 60 mile radius and one pulpwood mill located 80 miles from LBL’s administrative boundary.  Currently, this is where all of the pulpwood is currently being delivered until other markets can be developed for competition of the lower valued products.  This area of western Kentucky used to have twice the amount of local sawmills when TVA was managing the land base.  The transfer of ownership to the Forest Service and the different agency regulations resulted in a decrease in the amount of timber availability until the last few years.  This reduction in volume resulted in some of the mills not being able to compete and as a result, the area had a reduction in the amount of local sawmills.  Since 2008, LBL is seeing more interest in our forest products.  Over the last several years we have had multiple bidders on our advertised sales. LBL has implemented a 6 month sale schedule and this has given purchasers time to ask questions and visit the sale areas to determine their interest.  Positive feedback was received by the timber staff and implementation of the purchasers’ ideas for future sales are being integrated into the sale layout and contract packaging to better meet the needs of our local markets.  

Woody biomass extracted from restoration treatment areas would initially be utilized by the two biomass community projects LBL has initiated.  The material would be used for heating projects for the Trigg County Hospital and the Lyon County High School starting sometime between FY2011 and FY2012.  Five years after the inception of this biomass utilization project, LBL would evaluate biomass integration into its developing timber management program and new developments in the local forest products industry.  Biomass utilization would demonstrate the synchronizing of LBL’s timber program expansion, habitat restoration efforts, and the ability to create new partnerships.

During the five year time period between FY2012 – FY2016, the estimated volume of biomass being utilized would be 8,000 CCF (3,200 tons).  This material will likely be in the form of chipped biomass and come from a mix of underutilized material from timber sales, and small diameter material (less than 5.9” dbh). Underutilized material is the woody biomass that makes it to a log landing but not on to a haul truck.  The biomass captured would include hollow sections, sweeps, and tree top deformities that do not meet contract utilization specifications.  Collecting small diameter material concurrent to timber harvesting would provide a better quality restoration effort and faster response time over a greater treatment area.

Biomass usage in the near future would come in the form of the heating and power projects developing in the surrounding counties (Trigg & Lyon).  These projects give LBL a great starting point in linking biomass harvesting with restoration efforts.  Once these projects are operational new areas will be explored.  The next series of biomass utilization efforts could LBL’s most widely known mission: providing recreational and environmental education (EE) opportunities by demonstrating biomass collection and utilization to the public.  Understanding private industry biomass demands is a common idea and parallels conventional forest product usage coming from NFS land.

Possibilities also exist in utilizing biomass directly at LBL National Recreation Area.  Possible demonstration projects to consider would be retrofitting or hybridizing one of LBL’s large campsites or facilities to utilize woody biomass for energy needs.  Restoration areas are strategically placed in general forest areas close to developed recreation sites for the purpose of serving as a “hub” for dispersed recreation and EE opportunities.  This concept also makes biomass utilization feasible because the anticipated haul cost (usually the limiting factor in biomass transport) is kept very low.  This is a great example of resource integration at an exceptional level. 

Currently, chipped biomass has an approximate value of $25.00/ton delivered.  The initial offset of treatment cost would be gained by reducing the number of acres of non-commercial thinning activities. An oak grassland restoration project that was completed here at LBL before biomass was a viable option prescribed 700 acres of non-commercial thinning.  At $100/acre this means $70,000 was spent to restore Oak Grassland habitat without any financial return or added utilization benefits.  These areas were identified as possibly being integrated into commercial treatment areas if biomass was an option.  Although woody biomass is a low value product, if properly used in combination with commercial timber sales the cost of treatment areas will be reduced if not nullified.  Cancellation of cost is not limited to just the restoration area.  A reduction in energy cost to county and LBL facilities would result in repeated annual savings for all participating organizations.
[bookmark: _Toc285024001]Benefits to Local Economies

We have already proven through the work we did through the Economic Recovery Act that jobs are both created and retained.  The logging, transportation, milling and utilization markets all will benefit from our increased timber operations.  The development and stabilization of an alternative energy market, using biomass as the fuel source, has incredible potential.  The increased level of activity overall will last ten years, as a minimum, with some extending on beyond that as we move to maintenance of the restored systems.  Estimating the number of jobs is a bit daunting, given the changes in efficiency we also anticipate, but we feel comfortable in saying, based on what we saw in the ARRA projects, that approximately 40 short and long term jobs would be added through this landscape scale effort.

Training opportunities will be a priority for local private, nonprofit, and/or cooperative entities.  Environmental Education opportunities for the general public and our schools will also be emphasized, estimated to reach over 30,000 people each year.  Skill training will be provided through the use of Job Corps enrollees along with jobs created for interns, apprentices and trainees. 

Small business training and development is already conducted periodically for the surrounding community by LBL, including one scheduled for this spring.  The cadre consists of professionals from the Small Business Administration, KY and TN Small Business Centers, regional university professors specializing in business and specific business professionals focused on state of the art technological tools, such as websites, marketing and business acumen.

The primary federal investments within the landscape will be those of LBL, as we focus our integrated resource management work on this restoration strategy.  These funds come from our regular appropriations, the Economic Recovery Act, stewardship contracts and our retained revenue from forest products.  Over time, we anticipate other efforts both inside of the LBL part of our landscape area, and on other federal properties, most notably the three USFWS wildlife refuges, (Clark’s River, Tennessee National and Cross Creeks).  USFWS mitigation offset funds will be used to enhance habitat on state and private lands, and in conjunction with efforts with Ft. Campbell.  In-kind resources are identified at this time.

Non-federal investments within LBL are largely in-kind services aiding in our data collection, monitoring, and project planning.  Outside of LBL, but within the landscape polygon, there will be a series of investments made through restoration work on state and private lands, most notably on wildlife management areas.

Outside of the landscape, there are many other efforts ongoing that will cumulatively add to successful restoration on an even greater landscape scale within the Interior Lowlands Plateau ecoregion.  All of the partners listed in the collaboration section of this document are working together in nearby areas with similar goals.  The Shawnee NF, though outside our project proposal area, is also engaged in these restoration activities.  Added together, the results will be significant.  In addition, the Central Hardwoods Joint Venture spends nearly $400,000 each year investing in research, modeling, geographic information systems, peer review, and technical application science, along with outreach and delivery coordination which leads to enhanced restoration activities within our ecoregion.  This project is a part of that strategy and uses that work to inform, direct and adapt our restoration work.

Restoration capacity is increased as adaptive management among all partners is shared and expertise sharpened.  Already signs of this exist through the Central Hardwoods Joint Venture activities, where partners are sharing resources and expertise as needed and as work done in one area lends credence and support to work beginning in others.  The combined efforts of our partners is also bringing the best available science to the table, strengthening our decision making processes and ultimately leading to better decisions.

We fully expect future costs to decline.  Several markets that are struggling with “fits and starts” in our program delivery will be much more stable through this proposal.  This leads to increased competition and investment in more efficient and effective equipment.  The maturation of a biomass industry will provide revenue we currently do not have available, over time, which will then become usable through stewardship contracting as a “goods for service”, further reducing the costs for the restoration work we need to undertake.  Certainly as our program reaches the third tier, the experience and lessons learned from our ramping up will begin to reduce our costs as well, as we build on the momentum of the regional effort and enjoy the support of our partners that see needed work happening on a landscape scale.

[bookmark: _Toc285024002]Funding Plan

The National Forest System (NFS) lands in the southeastern United States offer unique opportunities for restoring the native forests and ecological systems that were once commonly found throughout the region.  In many developed areas, the NFS lands are some of the few remaining large, forested landscapes in the South.  Restoring and sustaining these lands and doing so in close coordination with our partners and neighboring landowners were a key part in the establishment of the Southern Region national forests and continue to be an emphasis in our management goals for today.

The Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP) will supplement the Southern Region’s work priorities very well.  The Southern Region has developed a Strategic Framework to guide the important work we do.  This Strategic Framework has identified restoration as one of the main areas of emphasis for developing programs of work.  The goal for this region-wide focus is “ecological systems are returned to their natural resilience and sustained,” which also supports the intent of the CFLRP.

The Southern Region’s program of restoration work includes a broad set of management practices designed to control the establishment, growth, composition, health, and quality of forests to meet the diverse needs and values of society on a sustainable basis.  In developing our regional funding plans, the integration of multiple programs is the primary driver for budget development.  Annual funding requests are made by each national forest based on their integrated capacity to accomplish needed work to support land management goals and objectives.  The goals and objectives are guided by Land Management Plans, the Region’s Strategic Framework, and other restoration strategies.  Our regional program managers (fire, fuels, wildlife, forest health protection, vegetation, and watershed management) will then work together to develop a seamless regional budget package that takes full advantage of the strengths of each individual program.

Vegetation treatment activities for restoration are designed to protect and restore ecosystems, address energy and other social needs, and protect human communities.  The funding identified through the process above is used to plan, implement, and monitor the work activities to be accomplished in each fiscal year.  The Southern Region will continue to utilize this process to inform allocation decisions in support of CFLRP requirements and to assure that CFLRP funding allocated in FY2011 and FY2012 will be used on this proposal in the year transferred.  The Region has also committed to assuring that funding will be available to support the long-term multiparty monitoring requirement for this proposal.  The Southern Region has a proven track record for delivering a very efficient program of work with high integrity for producing results.  
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[bookmark: _Toc285024004]Attachment A:  Planned Accomplishment 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
	200
	200
	0
	$120,000
	$120,000
	0

	Acres of forest vegetation established
	FOR-VEG-EST
	2,000 ac
	2,000 ac
	0
	$350,000
	$350,000
	0

	Acres of forest vegetation improved
	FOR-VEG-IMP
	3,000
	3,000
	0
	$220,000
	$220,000
	0

	Manage noxious weeds and invasive plants
	INVPLT-NXWD-FED-AC
	18,974
	18,974
	900
	$1,050,000
	1,050,000
	$67,500

	Highest priority acres treated for invasive terrestrial and aquatic species on NFS lands
	INVSPE-TERR-FED-AC
	3,974
	2974
	900
	$300,000
	$223,000
	$67,500

	Acres of water or soil resources protected, maintained or improved to achieve desired watershed conditions. 
	 
S&W-RSRC-IMP
	500
	200
	300
	$1,750,000
	$700,000
	$1,050,000

	Acres of lake habitat restored or enhanced
	HBT-ENH-LAK
	500
	500
	1,000
	
	
	

	Miles of stream habitat restored or enhanced
	HBT-ENH-STRM
	20
	20
	0
	400,000
	400,000
	0

	Acres of terrestrial habitat restored or enhanced
	HBT-ENH-TERR
	40,000
	13,200
	26,400
	
	
	

	Acres of rangeland vegetation improved
	RG-VEG-IMP
	-
	-
	-
	-
	--
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk285020407]Miles of high clearance system roads receiving maintenance
	RD-HC-MAIN
	140 mi.
	140 mi.
	0
	$219,000
	$219,000
	0

	Miles of passenger car system roads receiving maintenance
	RD-PC-MAINT
	675 mi.
	675 mi.
	0
	$986,500
	$986,500
	0

	 Miles of road decommissioned
	 RD-DECOM
	See above RD-PC-MAINT
	See above RD-PC-MAINT 0
	0
	See above RD-PC-MAINT
	See above RD-PC-MAINT
	

	 Miles of passenger car system roads improved
	 RD-PC-IMP
	“
	“
	
	“
	“
	

	Miles of high clearance system road improved
	 RD-HC-IMP
	“
	“
	
	“
	“
	

	Number of stream crossings constructed or reconstructed to provide for aquatic organism passage
	STRM-CROS-MTG-STD
	100
	100
	0
	$200,000
	$200,000
	0

	Miles of system trail maintained to standard
	TL-MAINT-STD
	1,570 miles
	1,570 miles
	0
	$458,630
	$458,630
	0

	Miles of system trail improved to standard
	TL-IMP-STD
	90 miles
	90 miles
	0
	$288,000
	$288,000
	0

	Miles of property line marked/maintained to standard
	LND-BL-MRK-MAINT
	5.5 miles
	5.5 miles
	0
	$55,000
	$55,000
	0

	Acres of forestlands treated using timber sales
	TMBR-SALES-TRT-AC
	5,000
	5,000
	0
	In cost of timber volume sold
	In cost of timber volume sold
	0

	Volume of timber sold (CCF)
	TMBR-VOL-SLD
	40,000 ccf
	40,000 ccf
	0
	1,600,000
	1,600,000
	0

	Green tons from small diameter and low value trees removed from NFS lands and made available for bio-energy production
	BIO-NRG
	25,000/tons
	25,000/tons
	0
	281,250
	281,250
	0

	Acres of hazardous fuels treated outside the wildland/urban interface (WUI) to reduce the risk of catastrophic wildland fire
	FP-FUELS-NON-WUI
	75,000 Fire acres 
	75,000 Fire acres 
	0
	$2,100,000 

	$2,100,000 
	0

	Acres of hazardous fuels treated inside the wildland/urban interface (WUI) to reduce the risk of catastrophic wildland fire
	FP-FUELS-NON-WUI
	2500
	2500
	0
	$70,000

	$70,000

	0

	Acres of wildland/urban interface (WUI) high priority hazardous fuels treated to reduce the risk of catastrophic wildland fire
	FP-FUELS-WUI
	2,000
	4,000
	0
	$56,000
	$112,000
	0

	Number of priority acres treated annually for invasive species on Federal lands
	SP-INVSPE-FED-AC
	18,974
	18,974
	unknown
	In Manage noxious weeds and invasive plants
	In Manage noxious weeds and invasive plants
	unknown

	Number of priority acres treated annually for native pests on Federal lands
	SP- NATIVE –FED-AC
	3,974
	3,974
	unknown
	In Highest priority acres treated for invasive terrestrial and aquatic species on NFS lands
	In Highest priority acres treated for invasive terrestrial and aquatic species on NFS lands
	unknown




** Note, the 
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	R-CAT Wildfire Management Program Cost Analysis
	 $       3,321,692




For complete analysis contact Pat fowler 1270-924-2204 for LBL-CATSpreadsheettool.xlsm

	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)?
	 

	Start year rationale:
	Generic assumption of project initiation in 2010.

	End year rationale:
	Generic assumption of project termination in 2019.

	Duration of treatments rationale:
	I was instructed to analyze 10 years.

	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

	Average treatment cost per acre rationale:
	Seven years of experience managing the fuels budget.

	Rationale for actual costs per acre of treatment by year is used:
	Yes

	Average treatment revenue per acre rationale:
	No revenue is assumed.

	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?
	This analysis was conducted from an FS budget perspective only.

	Total treatment acres calculations, assumptions:
	Assumption is based on current program capability.

	Treatment timing rationale with NEPA analysis considerations:
	N/A

	 
	 

	Annual Fire Season Suppression Cost Estimate Pre Treatment, Assumptions and Calculations
	Assumptions are based on observed costs of approximately $44/acre.

	Did you use basic Landfire Data for you Pretreatment Landscape?
	No

	Did you modify Landfire data to portray the pretreatment landscape and fuel models?
	No

	Did you use ArcFuels to help you plan fuel treatments?
	No

	Did you use other modeling to help plan fuel treatments, if so which modeling?
	No

	Did you model fire season costs with the Large Fire Simulator?
	No

	If, so who helped you with this modeling?
	No

	If not, how did you estimate costs, provide details here:
	First hand knowledge.

	Did you apply the stratified cost index (SCI) to your Fsim results?
	No

	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?
	No

	What is the upper threshold you used?
	N/A

	Did you use median pre treatment costs per fire season?
	No

	Did you use median post treatment costs per fire season?
	No

	Did you test the statistical difference of the fire season cost distributions using a univariate test? 
	No

	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?
	No

	Did these cost change between pre and post treatment?
	Yes

	Did you estimate long term rehabilitation and reforestation costs in your analysis?
	No

	How did you develop these estimates, and did these cost change between pre and post treatment?
	I assumed a small cost savings realized through reduction of dozer line rehabilitation.

	 
	 

	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?
	I used recent first hand knowledge.

	 
	 

	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?
	N/A

	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?
	N/A

	How did you derive an estimate for the percentage of full suppression costs used in fire monitoring for beneficial use?
	First hand knowledge.

	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?
	 





[bookmark: _Toc285024006]Attachment C:  Members of the Collaborative Table

Members of the Collaborative:
	Organization Name 
	Contact Name
	Phone Number
	Role in Collaborative[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Responses to this category should reflect the role the entity plays in the collaborative process, the interests they represent and/or any other function they serve in the collaborative.  Responses could include descriptions such as “proposal author”, “Will participate in monitoring”, etc.  If the collaborative member participated specifically in the development of this proposal, please be clear about what their participation in developing the proposal was. ] 


	Central Hardwoods Joint Venture Management Board
	Jane Fitzgerald
	314-918-8505
	Central Hardwoods Joint Venture Coordinator will help monitor

	Northern  Bobwhite Conservation Initiative
	Dan Figert
	800-852-0942 x475
	Supports and implements Restoration of Bobwhite habitat

	Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources
	Sunni Carr
	(800) 858-1549 x.4446
	Habitat restoration monitors aquatic species

	Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency
	Greg Wathan
	615-533-4359
	Implementing habitat Restoration on  TWRA land, will assist in developing and implementing treatments

	US Fish and Wildlife Service
	Lee Andrews
	502-695-0486 x108
	Implementing work in 75,000 acre corridor between LBL and Fort Campbell, helped develop proposal

	National Park Service
	Steven A McCoy
	931-232-5348 x105
	Fort Donelson Park Superintendent helped develop proprosal

	American Bird Conservancy
	David Pashley
	540-253-5780 ext 106
	Restoration of oak/ grassland bird habitat, will help monitor bird populations

	Wildlife Management Institute
	Donald McKenzie
	
	Restoration of wildlife Habiatat

	Fire Learning Network/ The Nature Conservancy
	Jeffery Sole
	502 682-1477
	Use of Fire for habitat restoration will help implement and monitor treatments

	National Wild Turkey Federation
	Jadd Campbell
	270-360-9985
	Habitat restoration will help implement treatments

	National Resources Conservation Service
	J. Mason Howell 

	859-224-7413

	Watershed function and habitat restoration will provide wildlife expertise to private landowners

	USDA Forest Service Land Between The Lakes National Recreation Area
	William Lisowsky
	270-924-2002
	Area Supervisor of LBL helped developed proposal will implement restoration efforts on LBL

	USDA Forest Service Land Between The Lakes National Recreation Area
	Pat Fowler
	270-224-2204
	Author
Coordinated proposal development
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[image: cerulean_right]      Central Hardwoods Joint Venture
	               partnerships for conservation

[image: cerulean_sig]                      8816 Manchester, Suite 135 ● Brentwood, MO 63144 ● 314-918-8505




3 February 2011


Mr. William Lisowsky
Forest Supervisor
Land Between The Lakes
100 Van Morgan Drive
Golden Pond, KY 42211


Dear Mr. Lisowsky,


Please accept this letter of support from the Central Hardwoods Joint Venture (CHJV) for Land Between The Lakes’ (LBL) proposal for funding through the U.S.D.A. Forest Service’s Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration (CFLR) program. The CHJV is a partnership of state and federal land-managing agencies and non-governmental organizations whose jurisdictional responsibilities overlap the Central Hardwoods Bird Conservation Region (see CHJV.org for more information. The JV partners are listed at the end of this letter). CHJV partners have assumed responsibility for implementing “all-bird” conservation objectives for the Central Hardwoods region as set forth by the various national and international bird conservation initiatives operating under the auspices of the North American Bird Conservation Initiative. To that end, the partners of the Joint Venture seek to base conservation delivery upon sound science and principles of adaptive management, and to concentrate conservation actions within landscapes with the greatest ecological and socioeconomic potential to support viable populations of priority birds. 


The CHJV has set population goals and habitat objectives for several Partners in Flight species in need of management attention that would greatly benefit from the large acreage of barrens, oak and pine woodland restoration targeted by LBL’s CFLR proposal. As you know, the CHJV Management Board has committed the services of CHJV staff and associated research scientists to aid in the development of a scientifically-sound bird monitoring strategy for LBL that would track the impacts of the habitat work on priority bird species within an adaptive management framework. Data from LBL also would be combined with data from restoration projects in other geographies of the CHJV to evaluate regional as well local trends and provide increased statistical power to the analyses. The CHJV also will contribute time toward partner coordination if need be, as we will soon have a dedicated “delivery coordinator” on staff whose time can be committed to this project as well. We estimate the value of this in-kind donation to LBL’s CFLR project to be at least $50,000 over the ten year period.


If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 314-918-8505, or jfitzgerald@abcbirds.org. We look forward to continued work with you, your staff and other partners associated with the Land Between The Lakes restoration project. 



Sincerely,


[image: CHJV_Letter JaneSig]


Jane A. Fitzgerald

Central Hardwoods Joint Venture Coordinator
8816 Manchester, Suite 135
Brentwood, MO 63119


Partners of the Central Hardwoods Joint Venture:


American Bird Conservancy
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission
Illinois Department of Natural Resources
Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Agency
Missouri Department of Conservation
National Bobwhite Conservation Initiative
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation
Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency
U.S.D.A. Forest Service
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service








** Note.  Jane’s signature on behalf of the Central Hardwoods Joint Venture commits all listed collaborators to this project. I have attached an additional letter from USFWS to illustrate their level of commitment 
[image: ][image: ][image: ]
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· Attachment E
· Please populate this table using the TREAT spreadsheet.  Please feed the table using only proposed CFLR funds as your input.  The spreadsheet and instructions are available under the Annual Report and Work Plan section of the CFLR website

	Predicted Jobs Table from Treat Spreadsheet:
	Employment (# Part and Full-time Jobs)
	Labor Inc (2009 $)

	
	Direct
	Indirect and Induced
	Total
	Direct
	Indirect and Induced
	Total

	Commercial Forest Products
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Sawmills
	12
	3
	15
	480,000
	120,000
	600,000

	Plywood and Veneer Softwood
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Plywood and Veneer Hardwood
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Oriented Strand Board (OSB)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mills Processing Roundwood Pulp Wood
	10
	2.5
	12.5
	400,000
	100,000
	500,000

	Other Timber Products
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilities Processing Residue From Sawmills
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilities Processing Residue From Plywood/Veneer
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Biomass--Cogen
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Commercial Forest Products
	22
	5.5
	27.5
	880,000
	220,000
	1,100,000

	Other Project Activities
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Facilities, Watershed, Roads and Trails
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Abandoned Mine Lands
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ecosystem Restoration, Hazardous Fuels, and Forest Health
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Thinning and Biomass
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Commercial Firewood
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Contracted Monitoring
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FS Implementation and Monitoring
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Other Project Activities
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total All Impacts
	22
	5.5
	27.5
	880,000
	220,000
	1,100,000






[bookmark: _Toc285024009]Attachment F:  Funding Estimates

· project using format below.  A new table should be filled out for each year of the project:[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Instructions for filling out Funding Estimate Table.  Should be one table for each of the ten fiscal years of the project.  
Line 1:  Enter total non-CFLR funds that will be used for implementation
Line 2:  Enter total non-CFRL funds that will be used for monitoring; 
Line 3:  Enter the appropriated funds that will be used to match the CFLR funds.  Appropriate BLI’s include:  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. 
Line 4: Enter any USFS Permanent & Trust Funds that will be used to match CFLR funds.  
Lines 5, 6:  Enter any partnership funds or Partner ship in-kind services that will be used to match CFLR funds
Line 7:  Include any estimated Forest Product Value
Line 8:  Enter any additional funds to be used for CFLR matching not captured above
Line 9: line 9 = line 3 + line 4 + line 5 + line 6 + line 7 + line 8 = line 1 + line 2
Line 10:   Enter the amount you are requesting in CFLR funds.  This should be equal to or less than the value in Line 9
Line 11, 12, 13:  Enter any USDI BLM funds, other USDI funds, or other Public, non USFS funding.] 

	(Copy table and provide the planned funding for each additional fiscal year). Funds to be used on NFS lands for ecological restoration treatments and monitoring that would be available in FY 2011to match funding from the Collaborative Forested Landscape Restoration Fund

	Fiscal Year 2011 Funding Type
	Dollars/Value Planned

	1.  FY 2011 Funding for Implementation
	725,000

	2.  FY 2011  Funding for Monitoring
	150,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds
	500,000

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds
	200,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	5,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	100,000

	8. Other (specify)
	

	9.  FY 2011 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	1,580,000

	10.  FY 2011 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	$500,000

	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 2011 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	125,000

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	unknown

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	







	(Copy table and provide the planned funding for each additional fiscal year). 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
	778,000

	2.  FY 2012  Funding for Monitoring
	150,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds
	500,000

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds
	200,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	5,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	138,000

	8. Other (specify)
	15,000

	9.  FY 2012 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	1,633,000

	10.  FY 2012 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	$600,000

	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 2012 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	125,000

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	unknown

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	




	(Copy table and provide the planned funding for each additional fiscal year). 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 2013 Funding Type
	Dollars/Value Planned

	1.  FY 2013 Funding for Implementation
	800,000

	2.  FY 2013  Funding for Monitoring
	160,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds
	500,000

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds
	200,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	5,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	165000

	8. Other (Biomass)
	20,000

	9.  FY 2013 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	1,655,000

	10.  FY 2013 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	600,000

	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 2013 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	125,000

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	unknown

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	





	(Copy table and provide the planned funding for each additional fiscal year). 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
	800,000

	2.  FY 2014  Funding for Monitoring
	187,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds
	500,000

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds
	200,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	5,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	192000

	8. Other (Biomass)
	 20,000

	9.  FY 2014 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	1,692,000

	10.  FY 2014 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	700,000

	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 2014 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	125,000

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	unknown

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	





	(Copy table and provide the planned funding for each additional fiscal year). 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
	800,000

	2.  FY 2015  Funding for Monitoring
	225,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds
	500,000

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds
	200,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	5,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	220,000

	8. Other (Biomass)
	30,000

	9.  FY 2015 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	1,730,000

	10.  FY 2015 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	800,000

	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 2015 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	125,000

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	unknown

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	






	(Copy table and provide the planned funding for each additional fiscal year). 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
	800,000

	2.  FY 2016  Funding for Monitoring
	225,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds
	500,000

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds
	200,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	5,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	220,000

	8. Other (Biomass)
	30,000

	9.  FY 2016 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	1,730,000

	10.  FY 2016 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	900,000

	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 2016 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	unknown

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	unknown

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	





	(Copy table and provide the planned funding for each additional fiscal year). 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
	800,000

	2.  FY 2017  Funding for Monitoring
	225,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds
	500,000

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds
	200,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	5,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	220,000

	8. Other (Biomass)
	30,000

	9.  FY 2017 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	1,730,000

	10.  FY 2017 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	800,000

	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 2017 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	unknown

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	unknown

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	





	(Copy table and provide the planned funding for each additional fiscal year). 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
	800,000

	2.  FY 2018  Funding for Monitoring
	225,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds
	500,000

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds
	200,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	5,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	220,000

	8. Other (Biomass)
	30,000

	9.  FY 2018 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	1,730,000

	10.  FY 2018 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	700,000

	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 2018 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	unknown

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	unknown

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	





	(Copy table and provide the planned funding for each additional fiscal year). 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
	800,000

	2.  FY 2019  Funding for Monitoring
	225,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds
	500,000

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds
	200,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	5,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	220,000

	8. Other (Biomass)
	30,000

	9.  FY 2019 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	1,730,000

	10.  FY 2019 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	600,000

	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
	unknown

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	unknown

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
	





	(Copy table and provide the planned funding for each additional fiscal year). 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
	800,000

	2.  FY 2020  Funding for Monitoring
	225,000

	3. USFS Appropriated Funds
	500,000

	4. USFS Permanent & Trust Funds
	200,000

	5. Partnership Funds
	

	6. Partnership In-Kind Services Value
	125,000

	7. Estimated Forest Product Value
	220,000

	8. Other (Biomass)
	30,000

	9.  FY 2020 Total (total of 1-6 above for matching CFLRP request)
	1,730,000

	10.  FY 2020 CFLRP request (must be equal to or less than above total)
	514,380

	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 2020 Funding Type
	Dollars Planned

	11.  USDI BLM Funds
	unknown

	12.  USDI (other) Funds
	unknown

	13.  Other Public Funding
	

	Private Funding
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Kentucky Ecological Services Field Office
330 West Broadway, Suite 265

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601
(502) 695-0468

February 4, 2011
Mr. Bill Lisowsky
Area Supervisor
Land Between the Lakes NRA
100 Van Morgan Drive
Golden Pond, Kentucky 42211
Subject: Letter of Support of Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program

Proposal, Land Between the Lakes National Recreation Area

Dear Mr. Lisowsky:

The Fish and Wildlife Service’s Kentucky Field Office (Service) would like to offer its support
to Land Between the Lakes’ (LBL) proposal for funding through the Forest Service’s
Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP).

The work that LBL has identified in its CFLRP proposal is necessary to improve habitat
conditions for a wide range of species. As we understand the proposal, treatment objectives are
focused on restoring the landscape mosaic and aquatic ecosystems within LBL. To do this, LBL
will: (1) establish treatment areas that are strategically located in the north and south of LBL, (2)
protect 42,000 acres of core areas (Man and the Biosphere sites) that will receive limited
management and provide much of the mesophytic forest component of the landscape mosaic, and
(3) treat the remaining 130,000 acres over time to provide the other components of the mosaic.
We would, therefore, expect LBL’s work to provide the following fish and wildlife-related
benefits, among others:

1. This approach would directly support the goals and objectives of the Central Hardwoods
Joint Venture (CHJV) — a well-established multi-organization partnership that both LBL
and the Service actively support — for a number of priority forestland and grassland bird
species that are tracked by the Partners in Flight program. The CHJV has set population
goals and habitat objectives for these species, and they would benefit from the scale at
which LBL proposes its barrens, oak woodland, and pine woodland restoration efforts.
Typically, the CHJV’s partners seek to concentrate conservation actions within
landscapes with the greatest ecological and socioeconomic potential to support viable
populations of priority birds. This CFLRP landscape-scale project would certainly
support that goal.

2. The work associated with the CFLRP project will improve habitat conditions for
federally listed bat species. The endangered gray bat (Myotis grisescens) is known to




image5.jpeg
occur on LBL and would be expected to forage over stream corridors and open
woodlands. The proposed restoration of aquatic ecosystems and the creation of a
landscape mosaic containing a mix of open and not-open forest habitats will improve
foraging conditions for the gray bat.

Similarly, the endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) should also benefit from the
CFLRP project. The Indiana bat has not yet been documented on LBL but is known from
the vicinity. The creation of suitable foraging conditions and roost trees for this species
through selective timber harvests and prescribed fires would provide new summer habitat
that Indiana bats could occupy. These habitat improvements would also benefit
numerous other species of tree-dwelling bats.

3. Thinning of forest stands through mechanical or fire treatments will also provide an
important opportunity for us to recover the federally-threatened Price’s potato-bean
(Apios priceana). Price’s potato-bean is a semi-woody climbing vine that occurs on
mesic slopes and floodplains — typically in soils underlain by limestone. This species
needs periodic disturbance in order to maintain its populations and reproduce.

LBL has several Price’s potato-bean populations and has recently begun active
management of those populations in cooperation with the Service. We believe the work
that will be accomplished by the CFLRP project will complement this on-going work and
result in two primary benefits. First, we believe other, unknown populations may be
present on LBL, which are currently suppressed due to lack of disturbance. The forest
disturbances proposed may, therefore, lead to the re-establishment of previously-
unknown Price’s potato-bean populations on LBL. Second, we believe that the
treatments will create new, potential habitat for the species where new populations could
be established through planting of Price’s potato-bean seed or individuals that have been
propagated. Regardless of whether populations of this species are re-established or
created, the end result would be the existence of new, managed populations that would
contribute to the recovery and potential de-listing of Price’s potato-bean.

Finally, as you know, the Service has been working with LBL and other partners recently to
develop a landscape-level, multiple species conservation corridor for the (+/-) 350,000-acre area
encompassing LBL, Fort Campbell, and Cross Creeks National Wildlife Refuge and the areas
between and buffering those significant federal landholdings. A map of the conservation
corridor (Figure 1) is attached as the last page of this letter.

In an effort to jump-start the corridor effort, the Service secured $100,000.00 in habitat
restoration funding that would be used on private lands within the corridor, and we have been
working with the Department of Defense to improve its management and to establish the corridor
as an Army Compatible Use Buffer (ACUB) program priority for Fort Campbell. If made an
ACUB priority, the corridor would then be eligible for significant land acquisition funding. This
funding would be used to permanently create the actual physical connection between habitats on
LBL and Fort Campbell and would allow the project’s partners to restore/enhance the habitat that
was acquired.
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The Forest Service’s support, both through LBL’s existing management efforts and projects like
the CFLREP, is critical to making the corridor a reality. The proposed conservation corridor is
under significant threat. Stein et al. (2010) rank the threat of forest habitat loss within the project
area from increased housing density in the top 10 percent of all watersheds nationwide.! This is
likely due to (a) Fort Campbell’s presence as an economic driver to the surrounding area; (b) the
close proximity to the recreational opportunities at Lake Barkley, Kentucky Lake, and LBL (i.e.,
a quality of life factor), and (c) the fact that the suburbs of metropolitan Nashville are
encroaching in this direction. Therefore, we urge the Forest Service to consider funding LBL’s
CFLRP proposal as a critical first-step in support of the conservation corridor concept.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this letter of support, and we also appreciate LBL’s
efforts to improve habitat for fish and wildlife. If you have any questions or if additional
information is needed in support of your proposal, please contact me at the address listed at the
top of this letter, via email at lee_andrews@fws.gov, or at 502/695-0468 x108.

Very Best Regards,

Vool peeloobo

Field Office Supervisor
Virgil Lee Andrews, Jr.

A Stein, Susan M.; Carr, Mary A.; McRoberts, Ronald E.; Mahal, Lisa G.; Comas, Sara J. 2010. Threats to at-risk species in

America’s private forests: a Forests on the Edge report. Gen. Tech. Rep. NRS-73. Newtown Square, PA: U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Northern Research Station. 20 pp.
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