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The Wildland Fire Leadership Council

The Wildland Fire Leadship Council was established in April 2002 by the Secretaries of
Agriculture and Interior to provide an intergovernmental committee to support the
implementation and coordination of Federal Fire Management Policy. The Council, an
intergovernmental commée of Federal, State, Tribal, county, and municipal government
officials, meets regularly to provide oversight and coordination of the National Fire Plan and the

Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy.
The Councilalsoprovides strategic oversight to @ns policy coordination, accountability, and

effective implementation of Federal Wiahd Fire Management Polidyas well agelated long
term strategiethataddress wildfire suppression, assistance to communities, hazardous fuels

reduction, habitat restation, and rehabilitation aflurNat i ondéds f orests apd range
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Cover Photographs

Top: Prescribed fire treatment on Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie in lllinois.
Bottom Left: Wildland-urban interface area on the Superior National Forest in Minnesota.
Bottom Right: Interdisciplinary monitoring team members on the Apalachicola National

Forest in Florida.

Al | photos in this report provided
interdisciplinary monitoring teams.
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The relatively tight confidence band indicates that fuel
treatment objectives are being met to a high degree in all
sections of the country by both the Bureau of Land
Management and U.S. Forest Service.

Executive Summary

In 2007, the Wildland Fire Leadership Council (WFLC) organized a task graup

x Develop a monitoring plafor implementinga directive from the National Fire
P | alX0¥ear Implementation Strateggnd

x Respond to the Healthy Forest Restoration Act requinémmiemonitoring a
representative sample of projects.

This reportwas completedb fulfill the above directive ameéquirement.

A broadbased monitoring approach watdlized toqualitatively answer specific
monitoring questions about ovdralel treatment objectives and treatment effects on
aguatic and terrestrial habitat and air and water quality

In 2008 the USDA Forest Service and thé¢SDI Bureau of Land ManagemefBLM)
began implementing this approach aaductingoint monitoringof hazardous fuel
treatmentsTo accomplish this task, the continental United States widedi into four
guadrants. Thirtgamplefuel treatmensites wererandomlyselected within each
guadrantrepresenting totalof 120 fuel treatment sample sites

Monitoring wascompletedon 98 percent of the selected sites. Most of the monitored
sites (71 pecent) were within the wildlanrdrban interface. Most of the treatments
involved prescribed fire as a staatbne treatment (42 percenty were combinedvith
mechanicdmanualtreatments (28 percent).

Fuel Treatment Objectives Met

Overall, monitoring teams reported that the treatments méteheatment objectives

on 92 percent of the si@sattainingthe 95 percenficonfidence interval (calculated to
determine the reliability of the estimate) 87.5 to 97.2 percenthe relatively tight
confidence band indicates tHael treatment objectives are being met to a high degree in
all sections of the counttyy both Bireau of Land Managemeand Forest Serge.

When reviewing treatment objectives by vegetation type, the percent of monitored sites
meetingfuel treatment objectives exceeded 85 percent for the three broad categories of
vegetation typewith more than 15 sites sampléshrub land100 percentwoodland 88
percentand forested lan®3 percent)
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Mitigation measures and project design were successful in limiting unwanted effects on
resourcesThe majority of responses (@@rcent of sitg) indicated that no adverse effect
onother resources hamtcurred. This finding demonstratibsit current mitigations to

avoid adverse effects anorking. Adverse effects on terrestrial habitat friwel

treatments were reported on yoine site (less than 1 percent of the sitg)adverse

effects were repted on any treatment sites relateGtatic habitat or air andater

quality.

Positive Affect on Environmental Resources

While nearly onefourth of theresponse§24 percent of sitgsndicated a positiveftect

on environmentatesourcespositive efects varied from 3.3 percent to 72 percent of the
monitoredsites.Positive environmental effects frofuel treatments were reported on
aguatic habitat (7.6 percent of the sitésdrestrial habitat (68 percent of the sites),
quality (11 percent ohie sites)andwater quality 7.6 percent of sites).

Whenthosesites wherenvironmental categoriegerereported aginot applicablé were
removedthe percent of sites with positive effects increlgsguatic habitat, 21 percent;
terrestrial habitat, 7@ercentair quality, 20 percentandwater quality 17 percent).

Overall terrestrial habitat appearedrexeivepositive effects fronfuel treatments to a
greater extent than aquatic habitat, air quality, or water quality. Air and water quality
appeaed to have theowest percentagef positive effect from thefuel treatments.

It should be notett h at a fesponsenfaduatic anderrestrialhabitatandair and
water qualitycouldbe considereagncouragingn terms of a lack of negative imgac
from fuel treatment implementation.

Fuel Treatments are Meeting Desired Treatment Objectives

In response to the two broad monitoring questions posed by WFLC, results indicate that
fuel treatments are broadly effective at meeting desired treatmentiobge(over 90

percent of the sites) and rarely (less than 1 percent of the sites) negativelyaquadict

and terrestrial Hatat, airand water quality.

It is important to notehiat in the case of air qualdydue to reduced fuel loading and
thereforea lesser chance of catastrophic wildland fire which woedhlice or eliminate
potentiallyharmful emissiond mostpositive impacts are actually expected to occur in
the future

Monitoring Fuel Treatments for Overall Effectiveness and Effects 6
on Aquatic and Terrestrial Habitat, Air and Water Quality




| Introduction

In 2008, he USDI Bureau of Land Management (BLMpdUSDA Forest Service (FS)
completed the first year of monitoriffigel treatments at a national scalee goal of the
monitoring effort was taleterminaf fuel treatments are effective and if they are
affecting any environmental resourc@$ie results of tts monitoring:

x  Provide information tdhose developin@uture fuel treatment strategjes
x  Provide irputfor environmental angsis, and

x Highlight needs for future research

This and future rtéonal monitoring efforts will be used to identify trends otiere. This
trend analysis may also highlight areas where more intensive monitoring or additional
research would be beneficidlhis report will also provide informatian response tthe
National Fire Plari0-Year Comprehensive Strategyn d C o n giiremensirother e q
Healthy Forests Restoration Act (HFR#@&)monitor a representative sample of projects.

In 2007, abroadbased monitoring approagrasapproved by the Wildland Fire
Leadership Council (WFLC)This project was designed qoalitativelyanswe specific
monitoring questions about overalkel treatment objectives and treatment effects on
aguatic and terrestrial habitat and air and water quality

Posttreatment observations and qualitative judgments were madeaod@mly selected
sample ofL20 fuel treatmenfprojectson National Forest System aBtLM public lands
This monitoring effort was conducted in a consistent matmnassure that itesults
could be aggregated nationally.

General Protocol Description

A standardized monitoring protolcwasdeveloped tomsure consistency across the
nation in reviewing a sample of hazarddusl treatments anth summarizing results at
thegeographi@and national levels.

Monitoring questions were investigated and results were submitted on standardized
worksheets(Seesample worksheeta AppendixA.) Some flexibility was provided,
such as allowing individual field offices and local stakeholtieidetermine the attributes
that best addreed aquatic and terrestrial habitat, air and water quality,elsagproject
objectivesto determinduel treatmengeffectiveness.

The continental United Statess divided into four quadrantSortheast (NE),
Northwest (NW), Southeast (SE), and Southwest (SWjty samples wereetected
within each quadrant, reggentinga total sample size of 120el treatment sample sites
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Projects were randomly selected frtme
National FirePlanOperations an&eporting
System(NFPORS databasérom projects
completed in 2005 and 200@roject
locationsare depicted by @&mncy n Figure
3)

Selecteduel treatment sites varied in size |
from one acre to 10,000 acréer a total of |
62,533 acresApproximatelytwo perceniof
the 2005 and 2006 treatment acres were
selected for monitorin@put of a total of
3,589,166 acres trea).
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Multi-Party Monitoring Teams
Multi-party teamgincluding resource
specialistsyvere convened to conduitte
fuel treatment monitoring.

The hosting unit invitedocal stakeholders
and noragencypersonneto assist in
formulatingthe specific moitoring Foure 11 Proiect i e Helena National F

H . igure T roject site on the Helena National Forest
ques_tlons antb conduct SUbsequent field in Montana that featured both mechanical and
monitoring. prescribed fire treatments.

To better understand project results,
the multi-party monitoring teams involved people

with a diversity of experience and backgrounds.

To beter understand project resultsetmultipaty monitoringteansinvolved people
with a diversity ofexperience and backgroun@&ch team was asked to develop a
maximum of three objectives for treatment effectivenasd a maximum of three
attributeseach foraquatic and terrestrial habitat andaid water qualitgffects.
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The teams qualitatively rated the seledtes] treatmenprojectsto determingheir
effectiveness in achieving sigpecificfuel objectives. The teams also rated-sipecific
effects (intended or unintended) the treatni@aton aquatic anderrestrialhabitat,and
air and water qualithpased on the attributes chosslier.

The results were documented on the provided monitoring worksheets. A monitoring
facilitator assisted each local uteamto ensurehata unform agoroachwas utilizedfor
all samples.

Monitoring facilitators were provided by the Forest Service Adaptive Management
Services Enterprise Team.

Figure 21 Nighttime prescribed fire on the Stanislaus National Forest in California. The national
monitoring projectd outlined in this reportd was designed to qualitatively answer specific
guestions about overall fuel treatment objectives and treatment effects on aquatic and terrestrial
habitat and air and water quality. Post-treatment observations and qualitative judgments were
made on a randomly selected sample of 120 fuel treatment projects on National Forest System
and Bureau of Land Management public lands.

Monitoring Fuel Treatments for Overall Effectiveness and Effects 9
on Aquatic and Terrestrial Habitat, Air and Water Quality




Figure 31 Map of the 2008 fuel treatment monitoring sites.

Project Site Descriptions

A project was defined ame footprint or contiguous area receiving one or more
vegetation treatments designed to achieve an overall fuels objSdivples were
selected from projects where all the specifreditments hdhbeen completd. While

other treatments such as chemical or biologiéakcouldhave occurred on the selected
projectsite,at least one entmpusthave been prescribed fire or mechariicanual
treatmentTo avoid overburdening any individui&ld office, no more thanwo sites
were selected for monitoring in any one field office.

Prior to initiating project site visits, each unit that hadanitoringproject site was
contacted to validate that all treatments on that site had, in fact, been corapleteitias
to collect additionaprojectinformation

Substitute projects were selectedrir@a reserve random sample fist the following
cases: thepecified treatmets had not been completed (18)roject site could not be
aacessed (2)a unit hadmore tharntwo sitesselected (5)or fire activity precluded access

3).

Thisreserve list consisted of an additional 30 randomly drawn projects from each
guadrantProjects that were representeddme of theseriteria for removalnine sites in
the NE quadrangnesitein the SE quadransevensites in the NW quadrant, as
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