
To: Theresa Romasko[tromasko@blm.gov]; Sean Stewart[s2stewar@blm.gov]; William (Allan)
Bate[abate@blm.gov]
Cc: Matthew Betenson[mbetenso@blm.gov]
From: Backer, Dana
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Merit Review.zip
GRANT12438827 - SUU.zip
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SPI_GSENM_grazing research.docx
PO - Conflict of Interest blank.docx

Hi Sean and Theresa,

Two applications were submitted to grants.gov for grazing utilization and harvest efficiency (see

attached SPI for the project description). Allan is the PO but he is leaving for a fire today. Matt

has tasked the three of us with completing the merit review.

I have downloaded all of the files in this drive/pathway/folder:

Z:\Science Program\Science 1\Research Projects\Range\GrazingUtilization HarvestEfficiency

We each need to complete a conflict of interest (attached) and complete an FA Evaluation

Individual Scoring Worksheet for each of the two applications (in folder Merit Review).

I inquired about using additional criteria and the answer was no however, Melanie (GMO) said

she was "fine with using a cost match as a tie breaker, but that is about the only thing we can

change at this point in the process."

Please complete the review process by July 13th and return to me. Then lets schedule a call

either July 14th or 17th. I am flexible. Please let me know how this works with your schedule.

Thanks.

Dana Backer

Science Program Administrator

Grand Staircase Escalante National Monument

Kanab, UT 84741

435-644-1257

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Beckstead, Melanie <mbeckstead@blm.gov>

Date: Wed, Jul 5, 2017 at 3:58 PM

Subject: Merit Review

To: Dana Backer <dbacker@blm.gov>
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Dana,

Your grazing announcement has closed and we received 2 applications.  I am attaching both, along with the paperwork
you will need to do a merit review.  Please select a certified Program Officer to be on this agreement until we can get you
trained (please note that training will be Nov 14 and 15 at the Utah State Office in Salt Lake City.)

Your merit review committee will need to be comprised of 3 4 individuals.  Each of these individuals will need to

complete a conflict of interest.  Each will also need to complete an FA Evaluation Individual Scoring Worksheet for each
of the two applications.  Once this is done, please compile your results in the State Office Ranking Sheet and send all
paperwork back to me to make the award.

Please let me know if you have any questions.  Please have all paperwork back to me NLT July 21.

Thanks,
Melanie

--

Melanie Beckstead

Grants Management Officer

BLM Utah State Office

(801) 539-4169 Phone
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Manifest for Grant Application # GRANT12438827

Grant Application XML file (total 1): 

 1. GrantApplication.xml. (size 16597 bytes)

Forms Included in Zip File(total 7):

 1. Form GG LobbyingForm V1.1.pdf (size 23356 bytes)

 2. Form ProjectNarrativeAttachments 1 2 V1.2.pdf (size 21554 bytes)

 3. Form SF424 2 1 V2.1.pdf (size 30402 bytes)

 4. Form BudgetNarrativeAttachments 1 2 V1.2.pdf (size 22530 bytes)

 5. Form SF424A V1.0.pdf (size 29382 bytes)

 6. Form Key Contacts V1.0.pdf (size 23158 bytes)

 7. Form SF424B V1.1.pdf (size 28667 bytes)

Attachments Included in Zip File (total 5):

 1. ProjectNarrativeAttachments 1 2  ProjectNarrativeAttachments 1 2 Attachments 1235 BLM Att A Violett.pdf  application/pdf (size 451081 bytes)

 2. SF424 2 1  SF424 2 1 1236 Areas Affected by Project.pdf  application/pdf (size 300820 bytes)

 3. BudgetNarrativeAttachments 1 2  BudgetNarrativeAttachments 1 2 Attachments 1234 BLM Att B Violett.pdf  application/pdf (size 334163 bytes)

 4. SF424 2 1  SF424 2 1 AdditionalProjectTitle 1237 FALetter72013.pdf  application/pdf (size 222772 bytes)

 5. SF424 2 1  SF424 2 1 AdditionalProjectTitle 1238 Randall Violett CV 2017.pdf  application/pdf (size 525957 bytes)
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FEDERAL EMPLOYEE NON-DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

 

The proper treatment of official information related to the financial assistance process (requirement

definition, validation, evaluation, selection proceedings, negotiations, etc.) is of the utmost

importance.

 

An employee may not directly or indirectly use or allow the use of official information obtained

through or in connection with his Government employment.  Attention is invited to the provisions of

43 CFR Part 12 - Administrative and Audit Requirements and Cost Principals for Assistance

Programs.

 

Title 18 U.S.C. 201 prescribes specific penalties for a Government official accepting, or anyone

directly or indirectly promising to a Government official, anything of value with intent to influence an

official act or otherwise influence the Government official. 

 

U.S.C. Title 18, Sec. 1905, states: “Whoever, being an officer or employee or the United States or any

department or agency thereof, ...., publishes, divulges, discloses, or makes known in any manner or to

any extent not authorized by law any information coming to him in the course of his employment or

official duties or by reason of any examination or investigation made by, or return, report or record

made to or filed with, such department or agency or officer or employee thereof, which information

concerns or relates to the trade secrets, processes, operations, style of work, or apparatus, or to the

identity, confidential statistical data, amount or source of any income, profits, losses, or expenditures

of any person, firm, partnership, corporation, or association; or permits any income return or copy

thereof or any book containing any abstract or particulars thereof to be seen or examined by any

person except as provided by law, shall be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than

one year; or both; and shall be removed from office or employment.”

 

Title 18 U.S.C. 207 restricts the participation of former Government officers and employees with

regard to any matter in which participation has been personal and substantial. 

 

Employees shall not reveal any information to anyone who is not also participating in the same

activities, and then only to the extent that such information is required in connection with such

activities.  Such information is classified “FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY”.  The dissemination of

information in this category to other parties will be at the sole discretion of the Grants Management

Officer.  Request for Application information, Technical Evaluation Panel members, applicants

proposals, proposal evaluation information and documents, and similar materials will be handled and

discussed on a need-to-know basis only.  Under no circumstances may application information,

proposals, evaluation information, or selection criteria or plans be removed from the confines of the

technical evaluation meeting area without the specific authorization of the Gants Management Officer.

In this regard, the methodology used or planned for use in evaluating and selecting recipients will not

be discussed or otherwise disclosed except on a "need-to-know" basis established by the Grants

Management Officer on a case-by-case basis.

 

Any unauthorized disclosures contrary to the foregoing provisions may result in appropriate

disciplinary action pursuant to applicable statutory provision. 
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Randall Violett, Ph.D. Assistant Professor
Education:  

2012 Ph.D. Agronomy, University of Wyoming

1996 Masters of Science, Ag Ed. Montana State University
1986 Bachelor of Science, An Sc. Montana State University
1985 Bachelor of Science, Ag Ed. Montana State University

Professional workshops

BLM Rangeland Health Assessment, Saint George, UT- 2012 
Nuclear Gauge Safety Training, Raleigh, NC - 2010
Irrigation Management Home Study Course, UNL - 2009
Wyoming Pesticide Applicator License Training, Laramie, WY- 2005
Pasture Management School, Logan, UT- 2002

Professional Presentations:

Randall Violett, Oral presentation “Aspen (Populus tremuloides) restoration utilizing nursery-
propagated seedlings” Cody, WY Society for Range Management, November 15-17, 2016
 
Violett, R.D. 2016. Developing Innovative Student Projects for Comprehensive Course Review.
NACTA Journal.Vol.60, University of Hawaii, Manoa. June 21-24, 2016
 
Seth Jones, Jason Carlile, Lee Simper, Nathan Dulfon, and Randall Violett (Mentor), Society for
Range Management, Range Cup Poster, Effects of Smooth Brome on Sudden Aspen Decline,

Orlando, FL. February 8-12, 2014.  
 
Randall Violett*, Chad Reid, and Dean Winward, Western Society of Weed Science, oral
presentation, Rubber Rabbitbrush control Using a Combination of Mowing and Various

Herbicide Treatments, Volume 67, Colorado Springs, CO. March 10-12, 2014.
 

Randall Violett, 60th North America Colleges & Teachers of Agriculture Conference, presenter

of oral paper, Creatively Implementing Experiential Learning into the General Education

Curriculum, Bozeman MT, June 25-28, 2014.

Violett, Randall (2011). “Sugar Beet Research Results from 2010 Projects” Presenter, Western

Sugar Company Research Committee Meeting. Casper, WY.
 
Violett, Randall (2011). “Production of Confection Sunflower in Wyoming” Workshop

Presenter, Wyoming Weed Management Association Rendezvous. Casper, WY.
 
Violett, Randall (2010). “Foxtail Barley Ecology and Control.” Presenter, Montana Agri-
Business Association, Great Falls, MT.

Funded Grants

STEM grant for summer Range Camp 2016-2017- $6,200.00
Paraprofessional grant from University College -$4,500.00
FSSF grant for travel to NACTA conference- $1,550.00
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Refereed Publications and/or Books

W. B. Stevens, R. D. Violett, S. Skalsky & A. O. Mesbah (2008) “Response of Eight Sugarbeet

Varieties to Increasing Nitrogen Application: I. Root, Sucrose and Top Yield.”  Journal of
Sugarbeet Research 45:65-83.

 

R.D. Violett and A.O. Mesbah (2008) “Scientists Try to Outfox Foxtail Barley in Irrigated

Pastures.”  University of Wyoming College of Agriculture Reflections Magazine.

Major awards, committees and professional involvement

Outstanding Faculty Member, College of Science and Engineering - 2016
Gamma Sigma Delta Honor Society, 2006 
Kiwanis International “Award of Valor” award winner, 2006

 
Membership in academic, professional and scholarly societies

Society for Range Management - Life member
Western Society of Weed Science
Hi-Plains Conservation Association
North American College Teachers of Agriculture (NACTA) – Life member
Montana Vocational Agriculture Teachers Association- Past President
National Vocational Agriculture Teachers Association- Life member
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Manifest for Grant Application # GRANT12440612

Grant Application XML file (total 1): 

 1. GrantApplication.xml. (size 14919 bytes)

Forms Included in Zip File(total 7):

 1. Form GG LobbyingForm V1.1.pdf (size 23468 bytes)

 2. Form ProjectNarrativeAttachments 1 2 V1.2.pdf (size 21435 bytes)

 3. Form SF424 2 1 V2.1.pdf (size 30510 bytes)

 4. Form BudgetNarrativeAttachments 1 2 V1.2.pdf (size 22408 bytes)

 5. Form SF424A V1.0.pdf (size 28716 bytes)

 6. Form Key Contacts V1.0.pdf (size 23019 bytes)

 7. Form SF424B V1.1.pdf (size 28251 bytes)

Attachments Included in Zip File (total 2):

 1. ProjectNarrativeAttachments 1 2  ProjectNarrativeAttachments 1 2 Attachments 1235 ProjectNarrative.pdf  application/pdf (size 289030 bytes)

 2. BudgetNarrativeAttachments 1 2  BudgetNarrativeAttachments 1 2 Attachments 1234 BudgetNarrative.pdf  application/pdf (size 241483 bytes)
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Areas Affected by Project

Iron County, UT

Kane County, UT

Garfield County, UT
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Evaluation Instructions:

 Every committee member should fill out an Individual Evaluation Scoring Sheet for each proposal

submitted. The notes do not need to be in paragraph form and can be brief.

 Adrienne Pilmanis, as the chairperson will complete the Final Ranking Sheet after the evaluating

committee comes to consensus. Please ensure that the justification for rankings is provided.

 All Individual Evaluation Scoring Sheets and the Final Ranking Sheets will be returned to the

Grants Management Officer (GMOS) to begin processing award(s). 

 Please work with your GMO to help answer any questions regarding project evaluation and review.

 

Example Financial Assistance Evaluation Rating Factors:

 

Below are the rating factors that can be used by the Evaluation Team when assessing the quality and

responsiveness of an applicant's proposal to each Evaluation Criteria. You may also develop your own

criteria as a state. Please contact your GMO with questions on proposal evaluation.

 

OUTSTANDING - Very comprehensive, in depth, clear response.  Proposal consistently meets this

standard with no omissions.  Consistently high quality performance can be expected.

 

EXCELLENT - Extensive, detailed response to the opportunity similar to outstanding in quality, but

with minor areas of unevenness or spottiness.  High quality performance is likely but not

assured due to minor omissions or areas where less than excellent performance might be

expected.

 

GOOD  ............No deficiencies in the response.  Better than acceptable performance can be expected but

in some significant areas there is an unevenness or spottiness which might impact

performance.

 

FAIR ...............The response generally meets minimum requirements but there is no expectation of better

than acceptable performance.  Deficiencies are confined to areas with minor impact on

performance and may be corrected during negotiation without major revision to the

proposal.

 

POOR..............The response fails to address one or more areas of the opportunity.  Either, deficiencies

exist in significant areas but may be corrected during negotiations without major revision

to the proposal, or serious deficiencies exist in areas with minor impact.

 

UNSATISFACTORY - Serious deficiencies exist in significant areas.  The proposal cannot be expected

to address the opportunity without major revisions.  The proposal only indicates a

willingness to perform without specifying how or demonstrating the capacity to do so.
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[Attachment A]

Rev 4 2016

1988).These limitations tend to concentrate cattle in the abundantly watered flat portions of the

rangelands. If cattle are concentrating in the flat and well watered portions of the landscape it

may lead to over utilization in some portions of the landscape while other portions of the

landscape may get little or no use. Range management experts have traditionally suggested that

moderate stocking rates will ensure that rangelands are not over used (Briske, 2008).  Moderate

stocking rate is defined as 50% removal of the forage produced in a given year.  According to

Smart, et al. 2010 the Great Plains region�s harvest efficiency is 25% for a moderate stocking

rate.  This means that a grazing level of 50% indicates that livestock actually ingest 25%, insects,

wildlife, trampling, defecation consume another 25% and the remaining 50% of grass stubble is

left for range and watershed health.  

 
Our research group hypothesizes that the harvest efficiency is much higher in semi-desert
grazing systems due to the fact that there are larger interspaces between plants.  Livestock utilize
the plant interspaces to step and travel which reduces forage losses to an estimated 1-5% (Quinn,
1970) (Balph, 1985).  Livestock grazing preferences and habits also add to the efficiency. GPS
collars are commonly used in wildlife habitat use and migration studies and have been used with
livestock to determine foraging patterns
 
Additionally, this proposal uses a broad-scale assessment of monitoring datasets to create a
research framework and decision-support system that will enable the BLM to review how past

management has impacted rangeland. Analyzing data across a variety of sites will allow us to
quantitatively assess the patterns of vegetation change across various sites and determine how
they responded to similarly applied restoration treatments.  This approach will allow us to
evaluate the effectiveness of rangeland treatments.

OBJECTIVE:

 

The objective of this project is to help rangeland mangers quantify how cattle are distributed

across a rugged desert landscapes and how that affects utilization and harvest efficiency.  The

results of the GPS monitors and harvest efficiency studies will help us: 

1. Quantify how far from water sources do cattle travel in a day and what proportion of their

time was spent in the riparian/water areas. 

2. Determine how much of the landscape is used during the grazing season and how do

topographical features affect utilization of forage.

3. Identify the harvest efficiency in arid landscapes dominated by perennial bunch grasses

and shrubs?

4. Summarize available data on restoration treatments both pre and post treatment.

TECHNICAL APPROACH:

 

Monitoring Livestock Movement
 

The Lotek GPS300LR GPS tracking collars will be used to monitor cattle movements on

GESNM. To do this, we have identified willing livestock producers and will randomly select

mature cows that are familiar with the GSENM and each cow will be fitted with a Collar prior to

FOIA001:01671819
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the grazing season.  The collar will record gps location and ambient temperature every 4 hours

every day for a total of 8 locations in a 24 hour period.  At the end of the grazing season collars

will be collected from cattle and data will be downloaded. Data will then be analyzed in a Global

Information Systems (GIS) frame work via commercially available GIS analytical software

package, ARC MAP. We will initially use stream and water point data provided by the GSENM

and 30 m Digital Elevation Models (DEM) to determine how far from water cattle are grazing

and how far they are traveling on a daily basis. We will also plot cattle distribution on the DEMs

to determine how cattle are using rugged landscapes.  The location data will also be used to

perform a resource selection function analysis which will provide a model of livestock landscape

distribution.  This will help us to determine what areas and portions of the rangeland are being

utilized by cattle and what portion or areas are underutilized by cattle.  Upon completion, this

model estimate utilization at stratified distances from water and at various slopes to better

understand how this will impact utilization of forage. To do this we will estimate utilization post

grazing once growth has stopped.  Utilization will be measured using the landscape appearance

method which is commonly used by federal agencies to estimate utilization.  

 

Determining Harvest Efficiency

 

Harvest efficiency will be measured by deploying 30 - 0.6 m x 0.9 m that will exclude all

ungulates.  The cages will be placed in key areas identified by GSENM (monitoring sites for

utilization). These cages will be place just prior to initiation of plant growth in the spring.  At the

end of the growing season we will clip herbaceous vegetation (by functional groups) in a 0.252 m

quadrat at ground level to determine utilization levels.  Once forage is clipped, all litter will be

removed by hand and bagged.  All samples will be dried and weighed to determine dry weight.

Litter samples will be floated in water (so soil can settle out) and dried to determine dry weight

of litter (Heitschmidt, 1987).  This will allow us to determine how much of the current year�s

growth has been consumed and what percentage has been trampled or senesced (litter portion).

 

Range Monitoring Data Analysis

This proposal will assist the BLM in organizing and analyzing the monitoring data collected on
the GESNM. To do this we will extract and compile data from individual site monitoring reports
into two master databases. 

a) Vegetation Structure Database: This database will contain cover and height data from
line point-intercept data on plant cover by functional group (e.g., shrub, tree,
perennial forb, perennial grass, and annual grass, bare ground, and litter). 

b) Plant Community Database: This database will include separate data columns for
frequency and density data for each plant species.

Both databases will include separate rows for each year a site was monitored. There will be
additional columns for treatment type, precipitation, and temperature (monthly and annual
means) data specific to each project site and monitoring year. Also, columns will be added for
slope and aspect, as well as soils data (e.g., stability, texture, pH, etc as it is available) and
Ecological Site classification from the USDA, NRCS Ecological Site Inventory System
(https://esis.sc.egov.usda.gov). For both databases, data will be further organized into pre-
treatment, and post-treatment categories, depending on the timeframe at which they were
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17 years experience, provide overall leadership, coordinate all research activities with ranchers

and GSENM personnel.

 

Dr. Eric Thacker, Co-principle Investigator

USU Extension Range Specialist

5230 Old Main Hill, Logan, UT 84322

435-797-7874

eric.thacker@usu.edu

10 years experience, provide technical expertise, help with GPS collar procurement, data

analysis and oversee graduate students.  

 

Beth Burritt, Collaborator

USU Extension Range Specialist

5230 Old Main Hill, Logan, UT 84322

435-797-3576

beth.burritt@usu.edu

20 years experience, provide technical expertise and data analysis.    
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