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Purpose & Goals
This document details the proposed goals, approach and intended outcomes of UMRWA’s Implementation Work Plan, version 1.0 (Plan), for the Mokelumne Amador Calaveras Forest Health & Resilience (MAC) Project. The MAC Project proposed action is intended to reduce risk, promote a fire-resilience landscape, restore ecosystem health and resilience, and maintain and support local economies, across an approximately 246,751-acre footprint on the Eldorado National Forest (NF, 120,577 acres) and Stanislaus NF (126,175 acres). 
The growing urgency for implementing this work, coupled with the scale of the project, warrants a clear and actionable implementation plan, developed in a manner that is informed by collaborative input and reflective of realistic funding available for this work. The intention of the first version of the Plan, 1.0, is to identify the first approximately 20,000 acres of priority treatments. The Plan would then be reevaluated every 3-5 years, or as quickly as the work is implemented, in order glean insights from implementation and monitoring -- effectiveness of treatments, resource response, vegetation response and reduction of risk -- to inform the priorities for Plan version 2.0, and so on.
Overarching goals for the Plan 1.0:
· Perform a minimum, 4,000 acres of treatments per year (2,000 acres per district on average).
· Improve ability for FS to implement follow-up prescribed fire as the primary maintenance tool for treated areas.
· Prioritize work in a contiguous manner focused on protection of communities and the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI).
· The Plan is supportable/acceptable by the Amador-Calaveras Consensus Group (ACCG) collaborative.
Intended outcomes of the Plan 1.0:
· The Plan 1.0 will include two sequenced priority project area tables and maps, one for each forest.
· Prioritize approximately 20,000 acres of fuels reduction and thinning-related treatments within the MAC Project footprint.
· Document the predicted outcomes of these priority treatments to wildfire risk and other landscape-scale metrics through post-prioritization modeling.
· Develop a maintenance plan and schedule for priority treatments areas, including the utilization of prescribed fire, and identify current barriers, and potential solutions, for implementing prescribed fire as a primary maintenance tool.
· Identify and describe any additional resource protection measures to be implemented under the Plan.
· Include a funding strategy for Plan 1.0, and include cost estimates for pre-implementation and implementation efforts.
Approach
Prioritization & Modeling
MAC Project treatments: The intention is for the Plan to identify what MAC Project Proposed Action treatment types are being prioritized where. Surface and ladder fuels reduction will be the primary first-entry treatment, but there may be opportunity for thinning where collaborative support can be found. Meaning areas identified as thinning in the MAC proposed action may actually be treated with surface and ladder fuel treatments only. Fuelbreaks, particularly in and around communities and within the WUI, will also be a priority for implementing under Plan 1.0. Prescribed fire will also be identified as a primary maintenance tool for the first entry treatments conducted under Plan 1.0, where current barriers to implementing can be overcome.
Pre-prioritization analysis will be performed to ensure priority areas are operable and contiguous. The following are the pre-prioritization analysis that will be performed.
· Prioritization extent: The prioritization extent will be the MAC Project Proposed Action footprint, in areas identified as forest thinning, fuels reduction or fuelbreaks, and within or one POD out from Mokelumne River watershed. Exception to the one POD rule is for constructing and maintaining fuelbreaks. Data sources: MAC Project NEPA Proposed Action layer, ENF and STF PODs.
· Slope constraints: Similar to the approach UMRWA used for the FPP-1 prioritization framework, areas with slopes greater than 60% will be removed. There may be exceptions to this as project areas are developed and steep, high-risk areas are identified as needing treatment. Data source: LiDAR-derived slope layer.
· Other inoperable areas: Remove other inoperable areas using UMRWA’s FPP-1 prioritization framework approach (e.g., lava caps, granite outcrops). Data sources: NAIP imagery.
· Recent, planned treatments: Perform a FACTS query and consult with FS staff, to remove areas recently treated areas, or areas already funded/slated for treatment, including priority FS timber units. Data sources: FACTS, FS staff.
· Priority project area delineation: Develop approximately 1,000-acre project areas, and use PODs to aid in delineating more contiguous project areas. Data sources: ENF and STF PODs.
Prioritization criteria: The development of the Plan 1.0 is intended to utilize components of UMRWA’s Forest Projects Plan, Phase 1 (FPP-1) prioritization framework. This framework was an information-based approach to prioritization decision making, and utilized a number of criteria related to wildfire risk, ecosystem resilience, socioeconomic and operational feasibility to score and sequence approximately 1,000-2,000-acre potential project areas (Table 1). However, since the primary goal for the Plan is to prioritize protection of communities, the WUI, and critical infrastructure, Plan 1.0 proposed to utilize a modified prioritization framework approach (Table 2). In addition, since the pre-prioritization analysis will also factor in operability, we also removed this as a prioritization criterion.
Table 1. UMRWA’s FPP-1 Project Prioritization Criteria and Scoring Approach.
	FPP-1 Prioritization Framework

	Criteria
	Description
	Data Source(s)
	Criteria Score Weight

	Wildfire Risk
	Proportion within high wildfire risk areas
	ACCG SLAWG risk assessment (eNVC)
	6%

	Connectivity
	connectivity to other treatments
	FACTS, ACCG project mapper
	13%

	WUI
	proportion within WUI defense and threat zones
	ENF, Amador RD WUI
	25%

	Infrastructure
	Presence of infrastructure
	e.g., highways, FS OML 4-5, utility infrastructure, campgrounds
	6%

	CA spotted owl PACs
	Proportion within PACs
	FS PACs
	6%

	T&E species
	Prescence of threatened and endangered species
	FS T&E species database
	6%

	Water quality protection
	Miles of streams, acres of waterbodies, acres of meadows
	USGS NHD, 
UC Davis Meadows
	13%

	Elevation 
	Portion below 5,000-ft elevation
	FS Contours
	6%

	Operation feasibility
	Prescence of steep, barren or sparsely vegetated areas
	LiDAR-derived slope, NAIP imagery
	19%

	Total score
	100%



Table 2: Proposed MAC Project Plan 1.0 Criteria and Scoring Approach. 
	Proposed MAC Implementation Work Plan 1.0 Prioritization Framework

	Criteria
	Description
	Data Source(s)
	Criteria Score Weight

	Wildfire Risk
	Proportion within high wildfire risk areas
	Risk outputs from MAC planning ForSys modeling.
ACCG SLAWG risk assessment (eNVC)
	25%

	WUI
	Proportion within WUI defense and threat zones
	ENF, Amador RD WUI
	25%

	Community protection
	Proximity to communities
	Distance to communities [need to define threshold]
Fire transmission (follow up from Michael J.)
	25%

	Infrastructure
protection
	Presence of infrastructure/ potential risk to infrastructure
	e.g., highways, FS roads w/OML 4-5, utility infrastructure, water agency parcels, campgrounds
	25%

	Other
	
	e.g., wildlife benefits
	10%

	Total score
	100%


Post-prioritization modeling will quantify the predicted outcomes of these priority treatments to wildfire risk and other landscape-scale metrics through post-prioritization modeling. At this time the team is still exploring the available options for this analysis.
Post-prioritization and modeling analysis: 
· Maximize continuity of priority project areas.
· Identify treatments and priority project areas that minimize impacts to wildlife, botanical and aquatic resources.
Resource protection
As part of the collaborative component of the Plan development, additional resource protection measures may be identified and documented in the Plan. These additional measures would be in addition to the management requirements already identified in the MAC Project NEPA document.
Assumptions & Constraints for Implementation
· Funding. The intended outcomes of this Plan – 4,000 acres treated per year – assumes continued availability of state and private funding sources, and very limited federal funding.
· Timber sales may only fund surface and ladder fuels reduction within sale units. Timber sales will not significantly fund fuels work outside of a sale unit.

Funding Plan
The Plan will outline cost estimates for implementing the work but also costs for the pre-implementation activities that have to be completed, including unit delineation, ground truthing, resource surveys, and flagging.

Future Plans (2.0 and on) informed by Monitoring & Adaptive Management
As mentioned above, the Plan would be reevaluated every 3-5 years, or as quickly as the work is implemented, in order glean insights from implementation and monitoring -- effectiveness of treatments, resource response, vegetation response and reduction of risk -- to inform the priorities for Plan version 2.0, and so on.
UMRWA, the USFS and the ACCG Monitoring Work Group are currently developing a MAC Project Monitoring Strategy and expect to have the strategy finalized by the end of 2026. This strategy outlines both effectiveness and implementation monitoring questions tied to risk, ecological health, socioeconomic, and cultural indicators.  The intent is to implement the MAC Monitoring Strategy before, during and after the implementation of the Plan 1.0, to inform adaptive management of future versions of the Plan.
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