USDA Forest Service 

Stewardship Contracting Proposal

	Project Name:

	
	Malo East Lake Stewardship

	
	
	

	Region:

	
	6

	
	
	

	Forest:

	
	Colville

	
	
	

	Ranger District:
	
	Republic


Primary Forest Service Contact

	Name:

	
	Kelvin Davis

	
	
	

	Title:

	
	Implementation

	
	
	

	Address:

	
	450 E. Delaware

Republic, WA  99166

	
	
	

	Phone:
	
	509-775-7440

	
	
	

	Email:
	
	kedavis@fs.fed.us


A.1 Project Summary/Objectives:
Provide a summary of your project.  Summary should include overall resource objectives as well as the need for stewardship authority.  Describe the current conditions of the project and the conditions being restored.  Identify the goods and services involved in project.

This Malo East Lake Fuel Reduction project (MEL project) falls under the Healthy Forest Restoration Act and is needed because the Forest Service has management direction to reduce the risk of crown-fire in the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) and improve forest health, as described below.

Reduce the Risk of Crown-fire in the Wildland-Urban Interface

Purpose:  Break up the existing fuel continuity on National Forest System lands, and reduce the risks of wildfire damage to private lands and structures.
Need:  Stand conditions are such that fuel reduction methods are needed to thin and, or, remove vegetation, reduce ladder fuels, and remove surface fuels. 

Discussion: There is a need to reduce hazardous fuels (surface fuels and ladder fuels), and forest crown continuity, for the purpose of reducing the risk of large, stand-replacing fires.  The effect of the proposed action would be to: (a) decrease the probability that a future wildland fire would develop into or be sustained as, a stand-replacing or crown fire, (b) increase the ability to provide for public and firefighter health and safety during a wildland fire, and (c) increase the effectiveness and efficiency of protecting property within the WUI (Wildland/Urban Interface).

Wildfires are becoming increasingly expensive, dangerous to firefighters, and threatening to wildlife habitat, beneficial uses like water and recreation, and adjoining private land and property.  During the past 75 years, fire suppression has resulted in heavy ground and ladder fuel conditions, and increased tree-crown continuity in much of the Malo East Lake (MEL) planning area.  As these hazardous fuels have increased over time, the potential for high intensity stand-replacing fires (or crown fires) also increased. Therefore, there is a need to start the process of reversing this dangerous and potentially expensive trend by reducing hazardous fuel levels.  Eventually fuels reduction would reduce escalating fire suppression costs and create a “fire resilient” forest environment. 

The proposed action would help to return the condition of the MEL landscape back to these historic conditions.  Today, many of the most serious wildfire threats and forest health issues occur in once fire-adapted biophysical environments (forest types) like those that occur in the MEL planning area.  These biophysical environments once did, and could again, support low-severity fires with little damage to large trees, wildlife habitat and other values.  The health, resilience, and productivity of fire-adapted biophysical environments rely on periodic burning at ecologically appropriate frequencies to reduce forest fuels and maintain forest wildfire resilience.  

Measures:  The proposed action would reduce hazard fuel levels and alter current stand structures to increase forest resilience and resistance to large crown fires and therefore, reduce the risk of wildfire.  One measure of reducing hazard fuel levels is the number of acres treated to move the forest toward forest structures similar to their historic range of variability (HRV) where trees were generally larger and spaced farther apart.  Additionally, treatments would move stands toward fuel conditions that support primarily low intensity fires, this is represented by acres that receive a lower fire regime condition class (FRCC) score after treatment.  Fire fighter safety would be improved wherever treatments occur along existing roads, and where treatments provide access into inaccessible areas by building new system roads.  Measures include miles of new system road created, and treatments in locations identified as being of concern for access and egress in the Ferry County, Washington Community Wildfire Protection Plan.  

Improve Forest Health

Purpose:  Improve overall forest health on National Forest System lands through active management that will directly influence long term fire prevention and fire suppression within the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI). The intent is to create a diverse landscape of stand conditions similar to those found historically which were more resilient to fire, insects and disease. 

Need:  Due to fire suppression, forests within the MEL planning area are not within their historic range of variability for species composition, stand structure (size and arrangement of trees), and stand density. Tree densities have reached unsustainable maximums over much of the area placing some stands in a state of low vigor, susceptible to insect and disease infestation, and stand-replacing crown fires. Continued insect and disease mortality is contributing to un-naturally high hazard fuel levels.  Treatments are needed to reduce tree density, increase stand vigor and decrease the potential for insect and disease outbreaks thus creating forest conditions that produce less hazard fuels and are less prone to stand replacing wildfire. 

There may be an incidental component of salvage from the removal of dead and dying trees as a result of fuel reduction and forest health treatments
.

Discussion:  Fire suppression eliminated the natural tree thinning action of fire in the MEL planning area, resulting in denser forests. Trees growing closely together are in direct competition with each other for light, water, and nutrients (inter-tree competition).  When resources become scarce, as in dense stands or under drought conditions, the trees become less vigorous and therefore, more vulnerable to insects and diseases.  The resulting increase in insect and disease caused tree mortality adds to the already heavy fuel load.  Through use of commercial and pre-commercial harvests, coupled with other fuel treatments, tree density and hence inter-tree competition would be reduced.  This in turn would increase forest vigor and resistance to insect and diseases and slow the continued fuel build up.  

As the forests of the MEL planning area became denser, this caused changes to forest species composition (amounts of different types of trees).  In dense stands, typically, only trees that can tolerate shaded forest conditions, like Douglas-fir, reproduce successfully.  The forests we see today have more Douglas-fir and fewer shade intolerant species like ponderosa pine and western larch than historically occurred.  Because mature ponderosa pine and western larch have the ability to survive low intensity ground fires, favoring them over shade tolerant species would, over time, create more fire resilient forests.  

Forest structure (size and arrangement of trees) in the planning area has changed over time from stands dominated by large trees in a single-story arrangement (Late SS 7) to multi-storied (Late SS 6) and to more uniform stands of small trees.  These changes largely occurred due to historic forest practices, stand replacing wildfires, and insect and disease caused mortality.  Thinning from below would change multi-storied stands with large trees to single-story stands with large trees, a condition more reflective of the historic structure.  Consistent with the Eastside Screens
, there would be no net loss of forest structure with large trees.   Thinning in dense stands without large trees would reduce inter-tree competition and speed the rate at which smaller stands grow into large tree dominated stands. 

Measures:  Areas of active disease and insect infestations would be treated to reduce conditions favorable to their spread.  The measurable criterion is the number of acres of existing infestations treated.  Dense stands would be treated to reduce inter-tree competition, increasing vigor, and resistance to damaging wildfire, crown fire and insects and disease.  The typical measure of tree density is basal area per acre.  The measure for reducing stand density is the percentage of the MEL planning area with high, medium and low susceptibility to crown fire before and after treatment.  Returning the forests of the MEL planning area to historic species composition and structure is measured by the acres treated to create or promote conditions similar to those that occurred historically.  

A.2 Project Location:  Describe where the project is located relative to the nearest community.
The planning area is located approximately 10 miles northeast of Republic, Washington, and is wholly within the Republic Ranger District, Colville National Forest, Ferry County, Washington.  The legal description is: Township 39 North, Range 34 East, Sections 20, 29, 31-34; Township 38 North, Range 34 East Sections 2-11, 16, 22, 27-30, 32-34; Township 37 North, Range 34 East, Sections 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 16-18,  Township 37 North, Range 33 East, Sections 1, 2, 10-13, W.M.
A.3 Size of Project Area:

The planning area contains 16,465 acres within the USFS Administrative Boundary.  Of that, 2,510 acres are private or other government administered in-holdings that are not under Forest Service control.  The area is broken into three blocks, north, middle, and south; the southern most containing two separate areas (see EA Project Vicinity Map page 5).  It contains portions of seven watersheds including Tonasket, Aeneas, Art, St. Peter, Lambert, Mires, and Herron.

A.4 Proposed Activities:  Describe the work activities or treatments proposed to be accomplished with your project. 
The Malo East Lake (MEL) Selected Action is based on the priorities laid out in the Ferry County, Washington Community Wildfire Protection Plan (Schlosser et al. 2006b pages 143-148).  The Wildfire Protection Plan identifies Malo as a community “within the vicinity of Federal Lands that are at high risk from wildfires” (Schlosser et al. 2006a page 79).  It also identifies homes east of Malo in the neighborhoods of Tonasket, Aeneas, Art, and St. Peter Creeks as at high or very high risk should a wildfire occur (Schlosser et al. 2006a pages 107-108).  The proposed MEL project would be conducted on NFS lands near these identified neighborhoods.
Commercial Thinning, 2,984 acres
Commercial thinning is fuel reduction through mechanical harvest of commercial-sized trees with additional treatment of the remaining slash.  Selection of trees to remove would use a “thin-from below” strategy where the smallest trees will be removed first, followed by incrementally larger trees until a desired spacing between leave trees is reached.  In addition, consideration would be given to removing diseased or insect ridden trees.  This may, particularly in root rot pockets, include creating small openings to remove susceptible trees and create conditions conducive to regeneration of disease resistant species.  The desired end result is a healthy stand of the largest and best trees spaced 20 to 45 feet apart (depending on crown size), a spacing that would have less risk of supporting a running crown fire than exists today. 
Precommercial Thinning, 1,395 acres
Precommercial thinning (PCT) is cutting trees that have no commercial value by hand or by machine using a spacing strategy.  This is usually done in stands where few overstory trees exist.  The end result is a stand of the largest disease-free trees spaced 14 to 22 feet apart.  PCT is usually done in uniform stands of smaller trees and in places where we expect to reenter at a later date for commercial timber harvest. 
Non-merchantable Understory Thinning, 698 acres
Non-merchantable understory thinning (NUT) is a treatment that combines precommercial thinning and whipfalling.  These two treatments are similar in that they remove by hand (chainsaw) or machinery smaller trees.  They differ in that precommercial thinning relies on prescribing a certain distance between leave trees, whereas whipfalling prescribes removal of all trees under a certain diameter size.  NUT is prescribed where ground conditions, access or economic considerations make overstory thinning infeasible, but fuel reduction objectives may be partially met by reducing the understory ladder fuels.  For example, a moist aspen stand where machinery could not enter without resource damage may receive a NUT treatment to fall encroaching conifers and preserve the aspen stand.  It may also be prescribed where the overstory is being thinned with the objective of attaining a single story stand.  In some cases NUT would be done prior to control burning where surface fuels are inadequate to carry fire.  

Small Pole Removal, 221 acres
This is removal of marginally commercial-sized trees by machine to a specific spacing.  Stands to receive this treatment are generally even-aged and crowded small-diameter trees of similar height and diameter.

Shaded Fuel Break, 220 acres
The shaded fuel break treatment is prescribed in stands that are high priority for fuels treatment because of their location adjacent to private property, or major access and egress routes.  Treatment concentrates on removing smaller commercial and noncommercial trees to widen defensible space along the road or boundary.  Two methods would be employed to create shaded fuel breaks.  The primary method involves cutting of small trees with no commercial value by hand (chainsaw) or mechanically.  Typically this is done using a spacing strategy that would open the stand to 18 to 50 feet between leave trees.  Limbs on the remaining trees may be pruned to a height of 10 feet, while slash (material generated from cutting and pruning) and natural fuels may be hand piled and burned.  The end result would be a stand with raised ladder fuels and light surface fuels.  The second method may be accomplished with tractor winching from roads and include removal of some commercial size trees to create the necessary tree spacing. 

All fuel disposal methods would reduce surface and ladder fuels and promote fire resistant species.  The following techniques would be employed singly, in combination, or in conjunction with the vegetation treatments listed above.

Underburning, 1,656 acres
Underburning consists of igniting fuels at a measured pace during predetermined burning conditions.  Strategic lighting patterns control how the fire burns.  The goal is to consume surface fuels with a low-intensity fire that does not injure overstory leave trees, but also removes lower levels of ladder fuels.  Most trees over a particular size have fire resistant bark, particularly ponderosa pine and western larch, and are adapted to survive a low intensity fire event.  Underburns would be conducted during appropriate weather conditions, generally in the fall or early spring when fuels are dry enough to burn, but conditions are cool enough to keep the fire from becoming too hot.  As a precaution, where underburns are applied a fire line may be built around the treatment area either by hand or mechanically.  Fire crews would patrol areas along the Forest boundary with private land to ensure fire stays within the project perimeter.  When there are high values at risk or there is a moderate risk of escape a night shift would be left on site to patrol the area.
Jackpot Burning, 458 acres
Jackpot burning consists of personnel walking through the treatment area igniting individual concentrations of slash where fuels are discontinuous and ground conditions unlikely to let fire spread.  The goal is to consume surface fuels with a low-intensity fire that does not injure overstory leave trees.  Jackpot burning may require a fireline be built around the unit unless otherwise stated in the burn plan.  All prescribed fire activities take place during spring or fall.  Most jackpot burning takes place in springtime when soil moistures are high and soil temperatures are low.  If jackpot burning is done in the fall it is only after ample moisture.  Burning when soil moistures are high and soil temperatures low means only a small amount of duff is consumed (10 to 20 percent) leaving very little exposed soil.

Optional Burn/Buffer Areas, 1,658 acres
An optional burn area is an area that has been identified as suitable for prescribed fire however, due to the size, location, or light fuel loading targeting these areas for prescribed fire may not be logistically practical or desirable.  A designation of an optional burn area does not guarantee that all or any will be actually burned.  It is estimated that between 10 and 20 percent of an optional burn unit would be treated with prescribed fire.  If underburning occurs in an optional burn area, it would be done as part of a burn operation in an adjacent unit according to prescribed parameters to achieve resource management objectives.  In effect, they act as buffers for adjacent prescribed fire treatments because they contain natural fire breaks like rocky ridgetops or riparian areas. Some fireline may be built around or through these units.
Mechanical Piling, 1,408 acres
Mechanical piling (also called grapple piling) may be done on site or by yarding (removing trees) with tree tops attached and piling the slash at landings for burning later.  It may be done by any kind of machine that can pick up debris and drop it into a heap.  Piling may be preceded by cutting smaller trees with chainsaws (see description of non-merchantable thinning above).  Removing an entire tree from a logging unit with limbs and top attached is generally used when surface fuels in a unit are particularly high before logging occurs, or when the residual stand is not suitable for slash reduction by fire.  Manual ignition of individual piles, large and small, is typically done during the fall after the weather changes to a damp weather pattern.  If biomass utilization becomes feasible, piles may be chipped and hauled away instead of burned. Hand piling and mechanical piling are collectively known as pile and burning.  No fire line would be necessary unless burn plan states otherwise.

Hand Piling, 562
Fuels are generally hand piled following vegetation treatment (see above) and then burned in late fall.  Hand piling would be used in areas where prescribed fire is not feasible either because of fire intolerant species, proximity to private land, or where machine piling is not possible because of access, slope or other resource considerations. No fire line would be necessary unless burn plan states otherwise.  

Slash Removal  
In some commercial harvest units contractors will be required to remove all newly created slash greater than 3 inches in diameter.  These stands would then be either underburned, jackpot burned or the fuels hand piled and burned.  This prescription is used in locations where fuel removal is of the highest priority, but where soil impacts due to mechanical piling of slash is a concern.

Decomposition (Lop and Scatter), 429 acres
If slash or natural fuels are light and does not warrant expensive treatment, the most cost-effective treatment may be to lop the slash into smaller pieces and leave it to decompose.
Fireline Construction

A fireline is a break in the fuel bed down to mineral soil which prevents the spread of a fire.  A sufficient width may range from a few inches dug by a hand to a dozer line many feet wide, depending upon the fuel depth and anticipated fire behavior. Where needed fireline may be used on jackpot or underburn units next to private land.  The kind of fireline used depends on slope and access. Hose lays may also be used along with fireline in areas where an escaped fire would have a high risk of causing damage to resources or property. 
Handline: On steeper ground, crews would construct fireline by hand. This type of control line is typically used in areas with light natural fuels and poor road access.  Handline is generally 18 to 24 inches wide and down to mineral soil.

Machine line: This type of control line may be used in tractor units.  A small dozer is used with a tined brush blade.  The object is not to create a catline, but a fuelbreak that is four to six feet wide that scrapes away vegetation such as grass, slash and dead-down material leaving a majority of the duff in place.  This method would not be employed on slopes greater than 35 percent.

A.5 Proposed Contract Procedures:  

	Authorities and Procedures
	Mark if Proposed for Use

	
	

	Trading Goods for Services
	X

	Designation by Description or Prescription   1/
	X

	Retention of Receipts
	

	Use of Retained Receipts from Another Approved Stewardship Project
	X

	Retention of KV or BD Funds from Receipts
	

	Best Value Contracting
	X

	Multi-Year Contracting
	

	Multiple Year Contracting
	X

	Other than Full and Open Competition   2/
	

	Non-advertisement with product value exceeding $10,000
	

	Non-USDA Administration of Timber Sales
	

	Use of an Agreement
	

	Type of Contract(s) to be used
	

	    Integrated Resource Contract(s) - Service
	X

	    Integrated Resource Contract (s) – Timber  (2400-13)
	

	    Standard Service Contract(s)
	


1/ Will require use of Washington Office or regional special provisions.  Designation by Prescription is for noncommercial material or scaled sales only.

2/ Will require special Regional Forester approval - summarize the need this authority.

Was there consultation/coordination with AQM in development of the proposal? 

	No
	
	Yes
	X
	
	Kris Bellini

	
	
	
	
	
	


A.5.1  Timeline: (estimated) 
	Activity
	Estimated Date Completed

(month/yr)

	NEPA 
	Completed

	Layout
	 Units for FY 2009 – 11/2008

Units for FY 2010 – 6/2009


	Contract
	July 2009


	Advertise
	July 2009

	Award
	September 2009
Subsequent task orders to be awarded annually

	Contract Termination
	December 2015


A.6 Current Status:  Include a summary of the NEPA status, sale preparation, and of the collaboration accomplished to date and/or collaboration planned. List cooperating groups and/or communities, city, county, state and federal agencies, tribes, individuals, etc. 
On February 27, 2007 the public was invited to a meeting to discuss opportunities for the MEL project.  The meeting was held at the Malo Grange Hall located approximately 3 miles from the planning area. Twelve members of the public attended.  Discussed at this meeting was a general outline of the purpose and need for the project followed by a power point presentation regarding fuel and silviculture treatments.  A question and answer period followed.  Distributed at this meeting were a map of all the potential opportunities for fuel reductions within the planning area and a list of facts about the area.  Comment forms and information regarding how to participate in project development were supplied.

On March 07, 2007 a letter was sent to 180 members of the public and other agencies outlining the opportunities and asking for input in developing the project.  The mailing included the same map of opportunities and general information regarding the planning area as was distributed at the February 27, 2007 meeting.  Copies of this letter and map were kept at the Republic Ranger District Office for distribution to interested parties.  An additional 20 copies of the letter were taken to the Malo Post Office and left for pickup by the public.
Comments, letters, emails and verbal communications were received on the project opportunities over the next six weeks.  They were copied or transferred into a master compilation of “opportunities comments” on April 16, 2007.  The master list of 16 comments plus the meeting notes were then circulated to the IDT (interdisciplinary team) for review.  This was followed with a two day meeting (April 17-18, 2007) of the IDT to develop the draft proposed action.  This meeting included a unit by unit discussion during which public comments were considered along with resource concerns and potential feasibility issues.  

The draft proposed action developed at this meeting initiated a second letter to the public and public meeting.  On April 20, 2007, a letter outlining the draft proposed action and indicating how to get more information and give feedback on the project was sent out to 186 members of the public, Tribes, and other agencies.  Additionally a notice that it was available for review and comment was published on April 25, 2007 in the legal notices section of the Colville Statesman Examiner, the newspaper of record for decisions made by the Forest Supervisor.  The same notice was also published in the Republic News Miner on April 26, 2007, the newspaper in the town closest to the planning area.  A comment (scoping) period of 30 days was declared in both notices, beginning April 25 and ending May 24, 2007.

Simultaneous with the April 25th legal notice, a second public meeting was held at the Malo Grange Hall to locally present the proposed action, get input from the public, and inform people about future participation.  This meeting was announced by fliers posted in 13 locations; in post offices, coffee shops and markets in the communities of Republic, Malo and Curlew, Ferry County, Washington on April 20, 2007.   Additionally, notice of the meeting was published in the Colville Statesman Examiner on April 18, 2007 and in the Republic News Miner on April 19, 2007.  Thirty members of the public signed the attendance sheet for the meeting, including County Commissioner Brad Miller, though public attendance was counted as 45 during the meeting.  Maps of the proposed action and descriptions of treatments were distributed.  Notes and comments received at this meeting were documented by the IDT members and incorporated into the master list of public comments for the project analysis file.  

By the end of the declared comment period, 36 additional comments had been received at the District Office.  At this point the writer/editor began a comment analysis to develop the list of issues from the comments.  Content analysis resulted in a list of 43 separate issues submitted to the District Ranger who identified 19 as relating to potential impacts of the proposed action and within the control of the Forest Service and scope of the project.  Items not fulfilling these criteria were documented and kept in the project analysis file.  Identified issues were incorporated into project design elements and the project analysis.  For a list of Identified Issues, their measures, and the Design Elements that relate to the issues see table 1.2 in the EA pages 18-25.  

A follow up fieldtrip was held on May 19 with notices published in the Colville Statesman Examiner on May 16, 2007 and the Republic News Miner on May12 and 17, 2007.  This meeting did not receive many participants except for Forest Service personnel, County Commissioner Brad Miller and two land owners.

On November 16, 2008 a letter was sent to all public participants that the EA was available for review and that the project was entering the Objection Period where individuals with standing were able to enter the objection process on the project.   The legal notice beginning this process started on December 12, 2008 with a notice in the Colville Statesman-Examiner, the newspaper of record.   On December 21, 2008, a follow up letter was sent to the same individuals, and a legal notice was published indicating that the EA was being withdrawn from the Objection Period to allow additional time for collaboration.  Collaboration with the NEWF Coalition continued through May of 2008 as described below.  During this period, additional comments were received from the public; however no new issues were identified.

Ferry County Participation

Collaboration with Ferry County regarding fuel reduction projects began during development of the Ferry County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP).  The following Forest Service employees participated on the CWPP development committee: Mike Almas, Fire Management Officer at Three Rivers RD, Peter Forbes, then District Ranger at Republic RD, Reed Heckly, former Fuels Specialist, Republic RD and Volunteer at Fire District #13, Steve Rawlings, Fire Management Officer, CNF, and Tom Weinmann, former Fuels Management Officer at Three Rivers Ranger District.  Collaboration continued through the CWPP development and in August of 2006, resulted in the CNF choosing the Malo East Lake, Ferry County WUI area as the location for the next Fuel Reduction Project.  The proposed project was listed on the CNF and the Forest Service web pages Schedule of Proposed Actions, Summer 2006 edition.  The current Republic District Ranger, Linda Fee continued to meet with the Ferry County Commissioners including meetings to discuss the draft proposed action, road decommissioning, access concerns, and road maintenance.  

Northeast Washington Forestry Coalition Participation

The NEWF Coalition (Northeast Washington Forestry Coalition), a non-profit coalition of environmental, industrial, and recreational groups, participated in a collaboration process with the Colville National Forest on the MEL project.  Currently, the Colville National Forest and the NEWFC Coalition have agreed to employ during project planning a collaborative process with defined steps (Version 16 dated 10/23/2006).  Those steps culminate in NEWF Coalition supplying a written statement indicating their level of support (high, medium, or low) for the preferred alternative.   

The collaboration process included meetings held with the IDT and the NEWF Coalition March, April, July, August, September, and December of 2007, and January of 2008.  At these meetings the NEWF Coalition was invited to become familiar with the existing conditions, desired conditions, and planning area, and to give input regarding the proposed action.  A fieldtrip was held July 19, 2007 with representatives from the NEWF Coalition, The Lands Council, Boise Timber Corporation, and Conservation Northwest to discuss issues they had raised regarding the proposed action.   At these meetings the NEWF Coalition was also apprized of modifications to the draft proposed action.  GIS layers of the project were supplied to the NEWF Coalition on February 8, June 6, and August 2007.  An updated unit layer and road layer were supplied electronically on September 26, 2007.  Before-and-after treatment prescription tables were provided in August of 2007.

Collaboration continued through May of 2008. Concerns identified by the NEWF Coalition with corresponding design elements are reflected in the Identified Issues pages 18-25 of the EA.  

The Republic District Ranger submitted a letter of agreement to the NEWF Coalition President, Lloyd McGee on May 20, 2008.  In response the NEWF Coalition submitted a letter with their highest level of support dated May 21, 2008.  These letters are included in the MEL project file.
B.1 Project Funding:  Please provide the source of PROPOSED funds anticipated for the project.  May change as project progresses.  For multiple fund codes, add rows as needed.  Make entries in the first table only if funds are to be added to the contract.   Adding retained receipts from another approved stewardship project goes into the second table. 
	Forest Service Appropriations
	
	

	    Fund Code(s):WFHF
	$
	300,000

	Cooperator Contributions
	
	

	    In-cash 
	$
	

	    Donated Services

	$
	

	Other (specify)
	$
	


B.1.1  Estimated Budget:  (add lines to the table as needed) 

	Activity  1/
	Goods (+)
	Services (-)

	Product Value (Net)
	$
	782,056
	
	

	
	$
	
	
	

	Restore dry sites to historical conditions
	$
	
	
	1,075,000

	
	$
	
	
	

	Addition of Retained Receipts  
	
	
	
	

	    Source Stewardship Project - 
	$
	
	
	

	Totals
	$
	782,056
	
	1,075,000.00


       1/  group activities by type of treatment type; fuel reduction, road closures, wildlife habitat

              improvement, pct to restore old growth characteristics, etc. 

     Estimate the value of Goods by completing the following table; (add lines to the table as needed)
	Product Type (Sawlogs, and convertible and  nonconvertible products) 
	Quantity or Volume to be Removed

 (CCF, Tons, lineal feet, cords, etc.)


	Value of material to be 

Removed

(from appraisal)



	Sawlog
	26,036 CCF
	$781,080

	
	
	

	Nonsaw
	3,905 CCF
	       $976

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Total
	29,941  CCF
	$782,056


B.2 Collaboration:  Please describe the collaborative process associated with the project.  Scoping, hosting tours of the project area, or FS led group for the project, does not meet the  collaboration requirement for stewardship.

See A.6

B.3  Stewardship Roles and Responsibilities:  See the table for a list of roles and responsibilities related to stewardship projects.  Each project and/or contract is to complete the following table to identify persons with specific roles and responsibilities.  Send an electronic copy of this form to the Regional Stewardship Coordinator at time of submission of Stewardship Contracting Proposal to Regional Forester for approval as a stewardship project, with updated versions sent upon award of the contract, and prior to the start of operations.  Keep the completed form with the project/contract documentation.  Required entry of a named individual at time of submission of Stewardship Contracting Proposal to Regional Forester for approval as a stewardship project is indicated with and asterisk (*).   
	Role
	Responsibility
	Designated Person’s Name, Phone Number, e-mail address

	Forest Supervisor *
	Overall responsibility for stewardship projects on the forest.  Recommends projects to Regional Forester for approval. Recommends person by name to Regional Forester to be delegated authority as Contracting Officer for a stewardship contract.  See FSH 2409.19, 60.42b.  Requests from Regional Forester specific amounts of retained receipts to be transferred to another approved stewardship project.
	Rick Brazell, rbrazell@fs.fed.us
509.648.7015

	District 

Ranger *
	Overall responsibility for stewardship projects on the district.  Primary lead in establishing and maintaining collaboration.  See FSH 2409.19, 60.42c.  Coordinates with AQM in defining local area for stewardship contract.  Determines amount of retained receipts to be used to pay for incidental expenses related to project level multi-party monitoring.  Recommends to Forest Supervisor amounts of retained receipts to be transferred to another approved stewardship project.
	Linda Fee, lfee@fs.fed.us
509.775-7415

	Forest Stewardship Coordinator *
	Provide overall guidance for stewardship process. Serve as liaison and information conduit between Forest and RO, and Timber and AQM on Forest. Arrange for necessary, internal training and information sessions.  Reviews stewardship proposals for compliance with handbook, manual, and 16 U.S.C 2104 note, prior to sending to RO for Regional Forester approval.
	Ed Maffei. emaffei@fs.fed.us
509.684.7229

	FS Collaborative Liasion
	Usually the District Ranger, but can be delegated to a person with authority to act and speak for the ranger.  Provides sideboards for the project to the Collaborative, and FS policy and direction related to proposed work activities.   
	Linda Fee

	ID Team Leader
	Leads the completion of NEPA
	Jean Lavell, jlavell@fs.fed.us
509-738-7737

	Project Implementation 

Lead *
	Host information sessions for prospective Purchasers. Lead contact for project specific questions during contract formulation and solicitation. Provides thorough review of contract package to assure map is complete, proper provisions are being used and correctly completed,  technical specifications are clear and included, etc.  Lead for formulation of future contracts utilizing Retained Receipts.  Completes required monthly report to Albuquerque Service Center of volume and value, work completed and credits earned, and other required upward reporting.
	Kelvin Davis, kedavis@fs.fed.us
509.775.7440



	FS Multi Party Monitoring Representative
	Represent the Forest Service with the Multi-party Monitoring Team (MPMT). Assists the MPMT with the preparation of the annual report.
	

	Collaborative Group Representative on ID Team
	A person appointed by the group and approved by the District Ranger to represent their interests on the inter-disciplinary team for the approved stewardship project.  
	

	Field Implementation Lead
	Oversee the field work associated with the Goods (product removal) and the Services (service work).
	Kelvin Davis, kedavis@fs.fed.us
509.775.7440

	Project Specialists
	Lead resource contacts responsible for preparing required specifications for individual restoration work activities included in the contract. 
	

	Contract Package Preparer
	Prepare all contract documents: Prospectus, Advertisement, Solicitation, FS-2400-13(T), and IRSC.  Can be a timber or procurement person, but both are to work together in the preparation of the final contract package to assure proper provisions (clauses) are included, and all required parts are complete and present.
	Erick Warren, ewarren@fs.fed.us
509.738.7760

	Source Selection Authority (SSA)
	Per FAR’s, final authority to approve selection  of Best Value
	

	Source Selection Evaluation Board

(SSEB) 
	Utilize the Source Selection Plan to evaluate offers and determine Best Value Offer to the Government.  AQM CO describes to the SSEB the process or procedures to be used in evaluating proposals.  A member of the collaborative is encouraged to participate in the evaluation of technical proposals, but cannot see the prices of work or product value submitted by Contractors.
	

	SSEB Review
	Review SSEB recommendation prior to submittal to SSA
	

	Contracting Officer
	Specifically name individual with delegated authority from the Regional Forester as a Contracting Officer (CO) on Integrated Resource Contracts. Prepares the Source Selection Plan for the Best Value determination. Provide instructions and advice to SSEB and SSA.
	Kris Bellini

	FSR
	Forest Service Representative for FS-2400-13(T).  Can be assigned to an IRSC to assist with product removal, and be assigned duties related to completing service work, as qualified.
	Kelvin Davis

	SA
	Sale Administrator for FS-2400-13(T).  Can be assigned to an IRSC to assist with product removal, and be assigned duties related to completing service work, as qualified.
	Dave Newton

	HI
	Harvest Inspector for FS-2400-13(T).  Can be assigned to an IRSC to assist with product removal, and be assigned duties related to completing service work, as qualified.
	Linda Jensen

	ER
	Engineering Rep for FS-2400-13(T).  Can be assigned to an IRSC to assist with required restorative road work.
	Mary Hendrick

	Service Work COR
	Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR) for service work in Integrated Resource Contracts, and be assigned duties related to product removal, as qualified and needed.
	Ben Curtis

	Service Work Inspector
	Contract Inspector for service work in Integrated Resource Contracts, and be assigned duties related to product removal, as qualified and needed.    
	Mary Rourke


*   Required entry of a named individual at time of submission of the Stewardship Contracting Proposal form to Regional Forester for approval as a stewardship project.   

B.4  Monitoring:  Please list proposed monitoring the Forest itself will undertake on this project, monitoring utilizing Collaborative Group members, or other approaches to complete project monitoring.  
Monitoring will be coordinated with the NEWFC. 

SIGNATURE AND CONCURRENCES:
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	/s/Kelvin Davis
	
	Implementation
	
	7/21/2009 

	
	
	Title
	
	Date

	 
	
	
	
	

	District Ranger Concurrence:
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	             /s/ Linda Fee
	
	7/22/2009 

	
	
	
	
	Date

	
	
	
	
	

	Forest Supervisor Concurrence:

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Date

	
	
	
	
	

	Regional Coordinator Concurrence:

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Date

	
	
	
	
	

	Director of Forest Management Concurrence:

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Date

	Director of Acquisition Management Concurrence:

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Date

	
	
	
	
	

	Regional Forester Approval:

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Date


� Stand treatments include the removal of an incidental salvage component; for instance, removal of dead trees or trees damaged or dying because of injurious agents other than competition, to recover economic value that would otherwise be lost (FSM 2435.05).  


� See page � PAGEREF _Ref181498577 \h �Error! Bookmark not defined.� for discussion of the Forest Plan Amendment “Eastside Screens.”






