2007 SOCAL FIRES 

Cost/Risk Analysis – Vegetation Treatments

Part 1. Treatment Cost

	Treatments
	Cost

	BIA Tree Hazard Identification – La Jolla Reservation
	$1,425 

	BIA Tree Hazard Mitigation – La Jolla Reservation
	$11,893 

	BIA Invasive Species Assessment
	$7,348

	BIA Invasive Species Control
	$6,734 

	BIA Protective Fence
	$76,332 

	BIA Invasive Species Control Monitoring
	$682 

	BLM Critical Habitat Seeding 
	$219,040

	BLM Invasive Species Assessment
	$6,008

	BLM Invasive Weeds Treatment
	$68,021

	BLM Protective Fencing
	$31,438

	BLM Critical Habitat Seeding Effectiveness Monitoring 
	$26,980

	BLM Invasive Species Control Effectiveness Monitoring
	$36,660

	FWS Invasive Species Control
	$246,426

	FWS Invasive Species Control Monitoring
	$69,024

	FWS Reseeding in CGN Critical Habitat
	$136,258

	FWS Reseeding in QCB Critical Habitat
	$56,408

	FWS Tamarisk Control in Riparian Areas
	$12,528

	FWS Tree Hazard Mitigation
	$2,878

	FWS Temporary Protective Fence
	$279,414

	FWS Boundary Fence Replacement
	$7,966

	FWS Interior Fence Removal
	$149,260

	
	

	Total
	$1,417,739


Part 2. Probability of Emergency Stabilization Treatments Successfully Meeting ESR Objectives
	Treatments
	Units
	%

	BIA Tree Hazard Identification – La Jolla Reservation
	150 mile of road 
	100% 

	BIA Tree Hazard Mitigation – La Jolla Reservation
	Approx 25 trees 
	100%

	BIA Invasive Species Control
	35 Acres
	75%

	BIA Protective Fence
	5.9 Miles
	80%

	BIA Invasive Species Control Monitoring
	35 Acres
	100%

	BLM Critical Habitat Seeding 
	300 Acres
	45%

	BLM Invasive Species Assessment
	21,966 Acres
	100%

	BLM Invasive Weeds Treatment
	608 Acres 
	 85%

	BLM Protective Fencing
	2.03 miles 
	 90%

	BLM Critical Habitat Seeding Effectiveness Monitoring 
	300 Acres 3 Times  
	100%

	BLM Invasive Species Control Effectiveness Monitoring
	560 Acres
	100%

	FWS Invasive Species Control
	3,023 Acres
	85%

	FWS Invasive Species Control Monitoring
	64 Surveys
	100%

	FWS Reseeding in CGN Critical Habitat
	3,023 Acres
	45%

	FWS Reseeding in QCB Critical Habitat
	1,089 Acres
	45%

	FWS Tamarisk Control in Riparian Areas
	9 Acres
	85%

	FWS Tree Hazard Mitigation
	8 Trees
	100%

	FWS Temporary Protective Fence
	22.4 Miles
	80%

	FWS Boundary Fence Replacement
	11.7 Miles
	80%

	FWS Interior Fence Removal
	2.5 Miles
	100%


Risk of Resource Value Loss or Damage

No Action-Treatment Not Implemented (check one)
	Resource Value
	None
	Low
	Mid
	High

	Lives
	
	
	X
	

	Residential & Commercial Property
	
	X
	
	

	Water Quality & Soil Productivity
	
	
	X
	

	Cultural Resources
	
	X
	
	

	Roads
	
	
	
	X


Proposed Action  Treatments Successfully Implemented (check one)
	Resource Value
	None
	Low
	Mid
	High

	Lives
	
	X
	
	

	Residential & Commercial Property
	
	X
	
	

	Water Quality & Soil Productivity
	
	
	X
	

	Cultural Resources
	
	X
	
	

	Roads
	
	X
	
	


PART 3. SUMMARY
1. Are the risks to natural resources and private property acceptable as a result of the fire if the following actions are taken?

Proposed Action Yes [ x ] No [   ]  Rationale for Answer:





Tree Hazard Identification & Mitigation – Identifying and removing tree hazards minimizes risk of loss of property or loss of life.  Invasive Species Assessment, Treatment & Monitoring – Identification and treatment of invasive species reasonably minimizes potential loss of critical habitat for listed species. Boundary, Protective Fencing – Ensures that public is kept out of areas to allow those areas to recover.  Critical Habitat Seeding & Effectiveness Monitoring – Seeding is necessary to get Coastal Gnatcatcher and Quino Checkerpot Butterfly critical habitat functioning quickly.  

No Action
Yes [   ]
No [ x ] 
Rational for answer: 





Tree Hazard Identification & Mitigation – Allowing tree hazards to remain in place pose too great a risk to public safety.  Invasive Species Assessment, Treatment & Monitoring – Allowing invasive species to occupy critical habitat would result in altered environment and a loss of critical habitat. Boundary, Protective Fencing – Without the protective fencing, damage from off-road-vehicles and other traffic would delay or stop habitat recovery.  Critical Habitat Seeding & Effectiveness Monitoring – Without seeding, critical habitat recovery would be greatly delayed.  
Alternative(s)     Yes [   ]
No [ X  ] 
Rationale for answer: 
2. Is the probability of success of the proposed action, alternatives or no action acceptable given their costs?

Proposed Action Yes [ x ] No [   ] 
Rational for answer: 





Tree Hazard Identification & Mitigation – Costs are necessary to ensure public safety.  Invasive Species Assessment, Treatment & Monitoring – Costs are necessary to limit loss of critical habitat. Boundary, Protective Fencing – Costs are necessary to ensure the recovery of critical habitat.  Critical Habitat Seeding & Effectiveness Monitoring – Costs are necessary to ensure the recovery of critical habitat.
No Action
Yes [   ]
No [ x ] Rational for answer:

Tree Hazard Identification & Mitigation – The probability of someone getting injured or killed is too great not to spend the money to mitigate tree hazards.  Invasive Species Assessment, Treatment & Monitoring – The probability of invasive species invading and occupying critical habitat is almost a certainty with a resulting loss of habitat.  Boundary, Protective Fencing – The probability of further damage from unauthorized vehicles and other traffic is high.  Critical Habitat Seeding & Effectiveness Monitoring – Critical habitat is necessary to ensure the survival of the species.  Not seeding will delay the recovery time of the critical habitat further putting in jeopardy the listed species.

Alternative(s)     Yes [   ]
No [ X ] Rationale for answer: None
3. Which approach will most cost-effectively and successfully attain the Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation objectives and therefore is recommended for implementation from a Cost/Risk Analysis standpoint?

Proposed Action Yes [ x ]    No [   ] Rational for answer:

Tree Hazard Identification & Mitigation – Assessing and treating tree hazards is the most successful approach given the cost.  Invasive Species Assessment, Treatment & Monitoring – Precluding invasive species from becoming established in critical habitat areas is necessary to ensure that the habitat is maintained.   Boundary, Protective Fencing – The probability of further damage from unauthorized vehicles and other traffic is too high to allow the loss of critical habitat.  Critical Habitat Seeding & Effectiveness Monitoring – Critical habitat is necessary to ensure the survival of the species.  Not seeding will delay the recovery time of the critical habitat further putting in jeopardy the listed species.

