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Report on findings from a social assessment in the SWCC area to 
support social monitoring responsibilities of the CFLRP 
 

Executive Summary 

This report summarizes results from one of the activities specified under “A social assessment in 

the SWCC area to support social monitoring responsibilities of the CFLRP” provided by the Socio-

economic Monitoring Committee and conducted in spring 2012. As suggested in the above grant and 

following Unites States project guidelines, nine people from the three main watersheds involved 

in the SWCC  CFLRP were selected and interviewed on their concerns related to the following 

topics:  1) views of existing forest conditions in the project area; 2) personal forest product use in 

the project area; 3) forest aesthetics; 4) concerns related to road use and closure; 5) forest 

recreational use; 6) trust and commitment to public forest land management; 7) concerns related 

to wild fire and 8) knowledge of and approval towards the SWCC projects and 9) preferences for 

public participation and communication with the SW CFLRP. 

 

Introduction 

The Southwestern Crown of the Continent was awarded a Collaborative Forest Landscape 

Restoration Program grant in 2010.  The objectives of the CFLRP are to create job stability, 

achieve reliable wood supply, restore forest health and reduce the costs of fire suppression in 

overgrown forests. The objectives of the CFLRP are to  collaboratively achieve improved forest 

benefits for people, water, and wildlife that can be shared across the USDA US Forest Service’s 

193 million acres and beyond (CFLRP Coalition Steering Committee and USDA Forest Service 

2011;  Schultz et al., 2012). 

As required in the enabling legislation, all CFLRPs are required to conduct monitoring.  This 

project was an initial assessment activity to support the SWCC CFLRP socio-economic 

monitoring group to develop an adaptive social monitoring plan.  As such, it was envisioned to 

be a very limited and highly qualitative exercise to get a sense of issues, language and indicators 

related to social attitudes and concerns in the region that could be used to construct broader and 

possibly more quantitative measures and surveys for future social monitoring over the course of 

the CFLRP project.   

A variety of initial activities were planned to provide a sense of the social context for future 

monitoring, and begin to identify key attitudes, concerns and indicators related to forest 

conditions, management and proposed work of the CFLRP (see Appendix 1). This report 

summarizes the findings from semi-structured interviews; the meta-analysis provided an 

annotated bibliography and collection of existing social assessments and is available from the 

SWCC CFLRP monitoring committee.  Lessons learned from these activities are intended to 

inform development of language and indicators to be used in constructing future social 

monitoring instruments and strategies over the course of the CFLRP project. Towards this end 

we wish to emphasize that social acceptability of forest management is always context specific, 

that the context is continually changing and,  as such, how to document context and collect 

relevant information remain very challenging (MacMynowski 2007).    
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Social Assessment Methods and Background 

As noted above, this project was designed to be preliminary, qualitative and limited to 

requirements of the US Forest Service Paper Reduction Act (i.e., which sets a limit of 9 people 

be interviewed with a maximum of 9 questions asked). Within these guidelines, we identified 9 

individuals with a range of interests from the three watersheds included in the SWCC.  We also 

limited the questions to 9 themes which went to the heart of attitudes and concerns relevant to 

the treatments and targets of the SWCC CFLRP (and also designated in the grant proposal). 

Qualitative methods were chosen for their suitability of obtaining in-depth information from a 

small sample of people to gain preliminary insights that can guide future assessments (Hesse-

Bier and Leavy 2011).   

We constructed a semi-structured interview questionnaire to guide each interview (see Appendix 

2).  A semi-structured format enables similar information to be collected which facilitates 

comparisons but which also enables those being interviewed to bring up topics of interest to 

them personally. We pre-tested the questionnaire and made changes to improve local application 

and understanding. As stated above, we selected three people from each of the three watersheds 

who differed along the following dimensions: gender, age, organizational affiliation, 

employment and recreation. However, despite our efforts to recruit an even number of men and 

women, more men than women were willing to be interviewed (7 out of a total of 9).  We are not 

sure how or if a gender bias is represented in the results. See Table 1 below for key 

characteristics of those we interviewed. 

Interviews were conducted in individual homes, public libraries, a community building or the 

individual’s place of business. Interviews lasted from 25 minutes to over two hours. Interviews 

were tap-recorded. The main answers to questions were transcribed and reviewed for general 

themes. 

 Table 1.  Key Characteristics of Respondents 

Watershed  Town Affiliation  Gender 

Swan Valley        

 
Swan Valley 

Retired Military Employee, Community 

Council Member 
M 

 
Condon Local Logging/Forestry Contractor M 

 Swan Valley Member of Environmental Organization M 

Seeley Lake       

 
Seeley Lake 

Community Group Volunteer, Retired 

Marketing  
M 

 
Seeley Lake 

Community Group Volunteer, Retired 

Education  
M 

 
Seeley Lake Lumber Mill Employee M 

Blackfoot       

 
Lincoln Retired Natural Resource Agency Employee M 

 
Lincoln 

Administration Assistant,  Motorized 

Recreation Interest 
F 

 
Ovando Wilderness Outfitter Owner F 
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As noted above, this report is one component to provide background information towards 

supporting a social assessment for the SWCC CFLRP; other activities included a meta-analysis 

and annotated bibliography.  The latter acknowledge that there have been few watershed-level 

assessments of social and ecological conditions in the SWCC (e.g., Swan Ecosystem Center 

2004).  One of the few was conducted by one of the authors, Belsky, working with the Swan 

Ecosystem Center.  In 2004 she conducted a large, randomized social survey in the upper Swan 

Valley to identify perspectives of residents on their views related to, among other things, social 

and ecological place values and attitudes towards public forest land management (Belsky 2004). 

The survey found that residents from the upper Swan Valley (both permanent and seasonal) as 

well as key stakeholders in the area rated concern with maintaining wildlife, scenic landscapes 

and other amenity type values more highly than economic development.  This finding was 

consistent with survey results from a decade earlier in 1993 conducted by Lamer and Jackson 

(which also included Seeley Lake). Other important findings from the 2004 Upper Swan Valley 

survey included strong concern to control noxious weeds, to actively manage and thin forests to 

protect homes in the wildland urban interface (WUI), and reduce the risk of fire throughout 

national forests. There was no clear preference concerning roads – be it to close or create new 

ones in the National Forests. Finally the survey reported high trust in the US Forest Service in 

part due to the highly valued work of particular US forest service employees in the area. The 

Upper Swan Valley however, represents only a part of the Blackfoot Seeley Swan area.  

The Blackfoot and Clearwater watersheds have not conducted similar landscape level analyses.  

However a social survey was conducted in the Blackfoot Valley to support the development of 

the Blackfoot Community Conservation Area near Ovando Mountain, again conducted by one of 

the authors (Duvall Jonkel and Belsky 2005) as well as other social characteristics included in a 

report on the Blackfoot Sub-basin 2009.  These provide a glimpse into the Blackfoot’s social-

ecological context and have been particularly good at explaining the history of conservation in 

the Blackfoot watershed.  The latter highlights the role of collaborative groups and conservation 

in the valley, acknowledging also that the first conservation easement in the state of Montana 

originated in the Blackfoot Valley (Blackfoot Challenge and Trout Unlimited 2009). Both of 

these documents note the importance of local residents’ concern with the threat of noxious weeds 

and implications associated with the forest service’s fire suppression policy (Duvall Jonkel and 

Belsky 2005; Blackfoot Challenge and Trout Unlimited 2009).  In sum, there is limited available 

information regarding social attitudes and concerns towards forest restoration, wild fire and fuel 

wood mitigation strategies across the three watersheds. 

Findings:  Social Concerns in the SWCC CFLRP 

Below we report key themes from in-depth interviews on the nine main topics. We also include 

some information from the academic literature where relevant to place these views into a broader 

context.  We want to emphasize that since this assessment involved an extremely small number 

of people who were not randomly sampled, we cannot generalize findings to the wider 

population.  These caveats need to be appreciated when interpreting findings; we cannot 

emphasize enough that this assessment was pursued to gather very preliminary qualitative 

information to support future social monitoring in the SWCC CFLRP.   

The nine topics included: 

1) views of existing forest conditions in the project area;  

2) personal forest product use in the project area;  
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3) forest aesthetics;  

4) concerns related to road use and closure;  

5) forest recreational use;  

6) concerns related to wild fire; 

7) trust and commitment to public forest land management;  

8) knowledge of and approval towards SWCC projects; and  

9) preferences for public participation and communication with the SW CFLRP. 

 

It is also instructive to point out that the term and geographical reference, “Southwestern Crown 

of the Continent” is not normally used by residents of the area. Instead residents refer to the total 

area as the “Blackfoot Seeley Swan” watersheds and they refer to more specific land features to 

designate more precise areas.  Hence we referred to the “Blackfoot Seeley Swan” when we 

wanted to reference the entire project area, or to specific sites whenever possible.  We had 

topographic maps of the area at every interview.  We asked respondents to point to specific areas 

on the map to verify geographical names and places.  A map of the SWCC CFLRP is included 

below (Figure 1). 

1) Views of existing forest conditions and forest management in the project area  
 

Even among nine people views on forest management and forest conditions were found to differ 

widely. This is not surprising as many studies over the last few decades emphasize that small 

rural communities reveal significant heterogeneity with regard to socio-economic differences and 

concerns as well as political leverage (DuPuis and Vandergeest 1996).  Such differences have 

escalated in the US west over the last two decades as a result of significant economic, 

demographic and social restructuring.  While there are many reasons for this restructuring a 

major force has been the  massive decline of the timber industry  which negatively affected many 

communities near national forest lands albeit differently across communities and among 

households within them (Ratner & Moser 2009).  The impact of rural restructuring on forest 

ecological conditions as well as forest management are thus difficult to predict given also vast 

changes in national forest management approaches over the years (Abrams et al. 2005; Hansen et 

al. 2002).   

In the past, ways of understanding key patterns associated with the plurality of peoples’ values 

towards forests and forest management preferences tended to highlight and contrast ecocentric 

with anthropocentric views, with the former emphasizing ecological dynamics and principles 

while the latter prioritized human concerns and needs (Eckersley 1992; Abrams et al., 2005). 

This model also points to temporal differences in how individuals prioritize short versus long 

term goals of natural resource management (MacMynowski 2007).  Another overarching frame 

we suggest that could help to understand patterns of diverse views towards nature and forests, 

and which are more in line with current dynamic forest ecological thinking, involve two clusters 

of meaning which we describe as (1) “trending toward understanding and accepting forest 

management and conditions as linked to historic forest disturbance regimes” or (2) “trending 

toward not understanding and accepting historic forest disturbance.”  In the latter instance, 

anthropocentric-type concerns dominate though not without any consideration of ecological 
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concerns.  We suggest that these two meaning clusters also signal implications for how the 

people interviewed prioritize forest  

Figure 1. Map of the Southwestern Crown of the Continent CFLRP Area 
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management activities as well as how they view the task and responsibility of the USFS, and 

may serve as a useful indicator in understanding if not predicting some attitudes regarding forest 

conditions and forest management. 

Acknowledging inherent dynamism in forest systems is a key theme in the first cluster of 

“trending toward understanding and accepting forest management and conditions as linked to 

historic forest disturbance regimes.”  Below is an example of the view that forest conditions are 

always changing, and that such changes are very positive – even beautiful -- when they mimic 

natural processes.  

Well of course you have this ideal view of the nice beautiful green forest with open 

meadows and diverse mosaic of all the different habitat types that are in the national 

forest. Unfortunately or it’s not even unfortunately it’s just a fact of life that it’s always in 

change, in transition. The life of a tree is pretty long term in our life time, but pretty short 

term in the realm of time in nature. You know, I think when the forest changes, you know 

like the beetle kill and fires and things like that, it takes a little time to get used to the 

changes after the changes occur. You have to accept. This is the way it is, and it’s going 

to change again. You have to find the beauty in that too. It seems like a lot of people just 

want it to remain constant. This is how it is just like on a post card, and even the Forest 

Service, and all their advertising in brochures you never see a burned over hillside and 

you always have a nice picture of a healthy stand of trees or a nice mountain meadow.  

So, education is one of the [issues]…If you look at the natural changes in the forest. 

That’s the way it should look. 

Positive indicators for those who understand and accept natural forest processes (i.e,, that mimic 

nature) include mixed age stands, distribution of age and structure; cold streams; fire on the land; 

a high tolerance for change; and the preference for less human control over “nature.” Negative 

indicators include a lack of old growth; when “(native) fish [are] near extinction”; the existence 

of “too many roads and blocked culverts”; exotic weeds; and even age stands.  Or as in the 

following quotation presence of plants and wildlife: 

If it’s got a lot of red in it or gray or brown you can see that it’s not as healthy as it could 

be or once was. And that isn’t all bad. I mean there are a lot of reasons that trees die. But 

when you see whole hillsides of it...it’s awful….  

Accepting nature and historic regimes as a lens to view forest conditions and management 

priority can also be seen in the following quotation, which uses this criterion to prioritize forest 

management activities: 

 When managing the forest the first priority for forest management should be to make 

 sure that the areas where the ecosystem is most intact and working really well [we need 

 to] protect those areas.”  
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Areas that to some may seem devastated by beetle are likely to be tolerated by those that view 

pest infestations as part of natural historic cycles. This is illustrated below in the comments of 

one individual who placed the beetle epidemic in the context of a natural process saying: “I think 

we will continue to see beetles in epidemic proportions in the area, but we would have seen that 

historically.” Some individuals are even baffled by the ‘publics’ opposition to the beetles, as 

“people are clamouring for the forest to be thinned… [but] they don’t seem to like it if nature 

thins the forests.” When directly asked about management, one respondent thinks: 

Well as close to its natural conditions as possible … But that means that we are going to 

have substantial fires and so to manage as closely as possible to the historic pattern would 

mean probably mechanical thinning, control of noxious weeds, restoration of some of the 

water conditions that have been interrupted with lots of backcountry roads.  

Others go on to say: 

 “Restoration in terms of [human] thinning of the forest for greater forest health needs to 

 be a major objective”.  More specifically, the “dying and falling down and over mature 

 stands, that are…in need of some kind of attention” and should include the “active 

 removal of noxious weeds, beetle kill and [for] human safety when trees fall down” and 

 “infrastructure work on roads, culverts and [for] trail maintenance.” Many are even 

 “frustrated [the] USFS won’t give permits for firewood so “people can manage/help” 

 with the forests. 

These quotations are important because they suggest relatively high tolerance for restoration 

activities such as proposed in the CFLRP. 

Those that fit with our second cluster of meaning are more negative about the presence of dead 

trees and interpret them as fire risks; they are less accepting about natural process. This can be 

seen in the quotation below: 

Dead trees. And again, there is so much that goes with that because we can go in a cut 

them down but then you have a huge infestation of the weeds. Which I don't think is 

being followed through by people who are cutting the trees down. And it’s not like you 

can go and spray them for one year, it’s a many year follow through….Fallen trees on the 

ground that are left….A few is fine but some of the forest areas have so much downfall 

that it’s scary to think if it even caught on fire because all the good trees are going to go 

with it. Although I understand why they want to keep it natural, but on the other hand 

there is a fine line between 'we need to clean this up' and 'we don't need to clean this up'.  

Positive indicators of healthy forests among those not accepting the frame of historic forest 

disturbance focus on seeing “a lot of green”. In this perspective “forests are kinda like we are; 

they are either green and growing or dead and dying.”  These individuals have a more limited 

tolerance for accepting natural processes.  Negative indicators include the existence of noxious 
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weeds, dead and red trees, and agree that “the damage that can come from…trees falling down 

and not being replaced” and “all the mortality in the forests.” These individuals find the forests 

in the SWCC to be “in very poor shape because of what the Mountain Pine Beetle has done.” 

A particularly useful topic that separates the two meaning clusters discussed here involves old 

growth trees.  To those who accept historic regimes, old growth trees are a particularly important 

indicator of a natural and healthy forest and do not want to see them purposefully harvested.  

They lament the “loss of old growth” and are angry that “old growth has been mowed through” 

in the SWCC area.  Here are additional quotations: 

The most obvious thing is the trees. If there are old trees and young trees and different 

kinds of trees I know that's likely a healthy forest. 

It’s alive. The trees are alive. The plants are alive. The ground cover is alive. And, there 

are a lot of living things in it. To me, that’s what I enjoy whoever I go out there. Whether 

it’s the wildflowers, or the huckleberries or the animals.  And I go cut firewood so there 

has to be some component of, enough mortality. 

But to me. A healthy forest, when you get out there, everywhere you look it should look 

and feel alive.   

Where there are homes in the forest, it ought to look like a forest with homes and not a 

subdivision with trees.  

Most people we interviewed mentioned that healthy ecosystems have healthy streams, rivers and 

waterways, and are very supportive of restoring them.  “[T]he areas that are in really good shape 

right now, really healthy intact ecosystems, are rich [with] clean cold water.”  The following two 

quotations also speak to understanding of erosion, sedimentation and stream conditions: 

 If you look at the streams you have to look a bit more closely. But if you look at the 

 steams and the banks are strictly dirt and the banks are straight up and down, and you can 

 see that streamside erosion has obviously taken place… 

 The next thing is looking at the steams and seeing if they are vibrant and cold and dark 

 and rich or if they have dirt all around them...and ATV tacks in a crick are never a 

 good sign.  

Weeds were another indicator of how people view and evaluate forest conditions. There was 

great concern over weeds, and many brought them up during conversations about roads and 

decommissioning. Many agreed that the presence of (invasive) weeds indicated a problem.  One 

interviewee suggested that “of course noxious weeds” are a problem and others agreed that 

“noxious weeds are really a huge problem.”   

Another area of general overlap was the presence of wildlife as a positive indicator of healthy 

forest ecosystems as well as healthy habitats. 
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For me, because I like to hunt, every time I go someplace whether I’m getting wood or 

picking berries or whatever I'm doing, I'm always looking to see whets been foraged on. 

Is there game in the area? And it doesn't have to even be game. Are there critters around? 

If there are critters around then typically that a sign it’s pretty healthy. If it’s void of plant 

and animal life that’s a pretty bad sign.  

…this is probably the only valley that has wildlife such as wolves and mountain lions and 

lynx living in the valley. This winter I saw Lynx tracks on the CC ski trails that was only 

a mile from the road. 

Those that accept historic regimes have a higher tolerance of beetle infestation as seen in the 

following quotation:   “I think we will continue to see beetles in epidemic proportions in the area, 

but we would have seen that historically.” But others viewed beetles as an indicator of poor 

forest health, and one that is not necessarily part of a natural process, and requires human 

intervention.  “Forests are in very poor shape because of what the Mountain Pine Beetle has 

done... and we need to get rid of them.”  

Most respondents acknowledged the difficult task facing the USFS to manage public forests for 

different purposes and perspectives that continually change.  They also acknowledged the 

challenge facing the USFS to be seen as addressing ecological considerations and functions.  

One person put it this way: 

They (i.e., the USFS) use different terminology now. They don’t have timber sales, they 

have vegetation management. They don’t have clear cuts, they have patch cuts. It’s the 

same thing but they use different terminology. I have some very good friends that are in 

the timber business and are appealed that the dead trees are just standing there, when we 

could harvest them all and give them to China...But we also have to realize, that your 

removing a source of bio-matter that goes back into the forest and makes up the soils and 

all that kind of stuff and you just can't be taking that off all the time and not replenishing 

it. I don't know. It’s a tough one. I sure don’t have the answers. 

Another suggested the (positive) value of various types of land use plans being created in the 

area: 

 

Other indicators of health. The land use plan and the fire plan for the Clearwater and for 

that matter he Clearwater and the Swan have reserved most of the land for active forest 

management either in Forest Service a little bit of the state and to some extent some Plum 

Creek lands. I think in the Clearwater there is something line there is only 9 percent of 

lands available for residential construction and that is mostly in the WUI and the WUI is 

tightly wound around the existing residential structures in the Clearwater. That could 

change given the final disposition of the Plum Creek lands but at least there is a strong 

land use plan to guide that. We don’t have the zoning yet but we are working on it. That 

is a measure of health in the sense that community involvement in containing urban 

sprawl/town sprawl/residential sprawl. 
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2)  Personal forest product use in the project area: 

 

The second set of questions in the interview asked people to identify the forest products they 

personally collected and for what purposes. The main forest products that respondents collected 

from the SWCC forests include: 

 food (game animals, mushrooms, berries)  

 firewood  

 timber/logs  

 gathering as recreation.  

 

All nine interviewees listed collecting several of these forest products.  All listed using at least 

one of them for food (i.e., either game animals, mushrooms, berries) and some included fishing. 

Firewood collected was used to heat homes, whereas collecting logs were also for sale. (Non-

timber) forest product collecting (especially hunting, mushroom and berry gathering) was also 

considered a highly valuable recreational activity. 

 

Forest Product Use by Interviewees ranked by importance. 

 Interview 
# 

First Second Third Fourth Fifth 

1 
morel 

mushrooms/eat 
game 

animals/eat 
berries/eat 

Quietness 
/solitude  

2 firewood 
game 

animals/eat    

3 
game animals 

(fish)/eat 
firewood 

berries/ 
mushrooms/eat   

4 berries/eat antlers/keepsake 
   

5 firewood 
Recreation 

(hike/walk/bird) 
berries/eat 

(family activity)   

6 berries/eat 
game 

animals/eat 
firewood fish/eat 

flowers/ 
enjoyment 

7 logs/sell firewood 
game 

animals/eat 
berries/eat mushrooms/eat 

8 firewood 
Recreation 
(trails/fish) 

game 
animals/eat   

9 
game 

animals/eat 

game 
animals/antlers 

(keepsake) 
   

 

People expressed the importance of forests for household consumption, for some as a primary 

input to their livelihood.  Many expressed the desire that forests be managed for non-timber 

values.  The following quotation makes this point clearly:  

Diverse stands are huge to me. Meadow openings. You can have some dense cover. You 

do need some dense forest. I can see that. I don’t see a lot of diversity on the Forest 
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Service. I see old growth and I see stuff that they managed four years ago. And even the 

stuff that we going into today we are managing for old growth instead of managing for 

undergrowth. We are taking most of the future crop and leaving the old stagnant timber. 

So I don’t care for a lot of the work that we do right now….Also for personal 

consumption we do berries, mushrooms and game…fish…which they are very 

important…we do survive on game meat…it is our source of meat….probably as 

important as firewood. 

Many people consider collecting forest products not only economic products but recreation and 

important “family time”. The following quotations speak to the multiple values forest products 

play in the lives and livelihoods of the people we interviewed: 

Well wood. Of the 22 years we’ve lived here we’ve only had wood heat 19 of those 22 

years….[now] we have propane backup, but we still burn six or seven cords a 

year….Other products are recreation. I don’t hike anymore, because I can’t, but I spent a 

lot of time in the Mission Mountain Wilderness and up in the Swan and the Crown and 

the Bob. So hiking. And just walking….where I live. I don’t hunt. I do appreciate, I am a 

bird watcher and I love the views. And my daughter loves huckleberries so when she is 

here she does that.  

Probably game animals would be first. And we eat them. Timber for the wood stove. We 

do pick huckleberries and mushrooms any kind of edible stuff like that. If we find them, 

we keep them and eat them. And game animals. I don’t know if fish falls into that or not, 

but its not just big game, its little game too.  

Well its fun. Huckleberry picking is... you might call it our national pastime in Seeley 

Montana. Everybody has their spot.  

Huckleberry in particular is an important forest product that is collected in the Blackfoot Seeley 

Swan. Huckleberry picking is an activity that incorporates elements of family time and a sense of 

history, belonging and community pride and identity.  Respondents protect the knowledge of 

good huckleberry picking areas as a type of “intellectual property rights” and are reluctant to 

point out on the map where they collect for fear of future competition.   

 

3) Forest Aesthetics 

Forest aesthetics play a central role in how people view what is acceptable forest management 

(Ribe 2002). Most of the people we interviewed agreed about what constitutes a beautiful forest 

including an abundance of green trees, clean and cold water, and many flowers and wildlife.  

However we suggest again that there is an important difference which is linked to peoples’ 

understanding and acceptance of historical forest regimes.   Those that are more accepting of 
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historical regimes and processes have a broader tolerance for what constitutes forest beauty 

including tolerance for burned areas.  This is illustrated below:   

I think there is a difference between kind of a romantic...notion of a beautiful forest...with 

the oh...big thick beautiful timbered areas and rivers and wildflowers and waterfalls and 

animals. And sure that can be healthy and beautiful.  But one thing, what really opened 

my eyes… is all the burned areas…and while that might not be as aesthetically pleasing 

to us I think it’s kind of interesting to think about how to switch your mindset as to 

what’s beautiful and good. And seeing big swaths of burned areas can and should be 

beautiful because that means that is a healthy functioning ecosystem. So, just kind of 

balancing that romantic notion of what we think should be pleasing versus finding the 

beauty in whets good and healthy for nature.  

This individual continues and reports “when I can see burns… that’s reassuring, [because of] the 

natural processes.”   

4) Concerns related to forest service road use and closure  

All of those interviewed noted the importance of the topic of road use and closures and that it is 

highly charged and political: 

Travel management is a real social, emotional management effort on the forest. It has 

impact on every forest user. 

We directly asked respondents if they thought there were too little, too many or just the right 

amount of roads in the Blackfoot Seeley Swan forests (or a particular forest if they could specify 

it on a map).  Among the nine people we spoke to approximately half said that there are too 

many forest roads (four of the nine), while the remaining five said that there are just the right 

amount of roads. No one felt that there were too few forest roads.   

When we asked them to speak about their priorities for keeping a road they raised the following 

conditions (in no particular order):  

 public access 

 interactions with natural processes especially erosion  

 watershed health  

 critical habitat 

 purpose of the road  

Respondents were also aware of the Forest Service’s policies to decommission forest roads. 

Their acceptance of decommissioned roads relied on the following criteria:  

 its site specific value (related to above) 

 if the “road” disappears 

 no erosion  

 no weeds 
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 presence of vegetation  

 ample public notification and justification  

 increased recreation opportunities  

 impact of motorized use in the area; and  

 impact on natural/historic systems 

One respondent directly stated that “these roads are an impediment to these naturally functioning 

ecosystems.”  Another agreed and endorsed the view that all roads be eradicated from the SWCC 

CFLRP area: 

If I had a preference it would be total decommissioning. And we got the fire people, who 

say "you can't 100% decommission, what if we have a fire and need access?" So, you can 

look at both sides of things, but my gosh with the airpower and everything they have for 

fire fighting, I don’t think they really need the access they say they do.  

However another individual felt exactly opposite when asked about road decommissioning 

strongly stating his position that no roads should be taken out because: 

(None, because) all the roads are going to lead back in to a sale later.  

The link between extensive roading and logging in the Swan Valley was another widely shared 

perspective; however, not all agreed with the above position that it was important to keep them 

for future logging.  Indeed some felt quite the opposite:  

Unfortunately there are way too many roads. The history of this valley is a lot of logging. 

There are way too many. If you look at a map of all the roads, New York City would be 

envious of the number of roads we have. Fortunately the Forest Service has closed a lot 

of them that are absolutely needless. That’s why only the very tops of the drainages are 

still pristine, all the roads have added sediment to the watershed. If you ever see a map of 

every road in the Swan drainage or the Clearwater drainage it is startling. There are roads 

everywhere.  

Others agreed that the number of forest roads are too many and support road density regulations:  

Too many roads. We need to decommission some roads…Because there are just too 

many. I think the objective might be one or two miles per section and I think it’s more 

like five or seven. And that’s heavily influenced by heavy logging. So I think part of 

restoration is decommissioning some of those roads. 

The above respondent also noted the difficulty of restricting access through the use of gates: 

Working with different projects, it always comes up to the road density guidelines for 

wildlife habitat. We are always on that fringe of being right up against that [the 

guidelines]. There has been an effort here lately to do some decommissioning of the 
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roads. People think that just because you put up a gate to restrict the use of the road, [but] 

that road is still there. The access is still there.  

Some viewed (positively) gated roads as welcomed places for non-motorized recreation: 

I don’t know how many gates there are, but there must be hundreds of gates the Forest 

Service put up to stop road usage. Those gates are kind of a welcome sight when I am 

hiking or mountain biking, because it means that there is a place where I can go. ...To me 

it means there won’t be too many ATVs up there.  

I run an awful lot and I love to run up through the forest. Most of my running in the 

summer is on forest service roads. We are fortunate enough where it only takes me a 

couple of miles and I’m on Forest Service roads that aren’t travelled very much and I can 

go a long time without having to meet somebody and their dust and so forth. 

Others worry about gated roads, finding that they limit access and result in reduced public safety 

due to a decrease in access to different parts of the forest:  

They just don’t have the money to maintain the road system anymore. There is a public 

health and safety issue out there. 90% of the road systems up here were built because of 

timber harvesting.  

I used to manage fire in here and you have to have access if you are going to play any 

role in preventing forest fires. And right now they are gated.  

There was also a concern that decommissioned roads need to be “erased from the landscape, so 

that it is not possible to tell that a road was ever there…”  Others elaborated on this point:  

A well put back road is going to have logs, stumps everything thrown back on break up 

the topography.  

The above quotations illustrate the diversity of opinions towards roads found among the 9 

individuals we interviewed. While some find that there are too many roads and discuss their 

impediment to natural ecosystem functions, others think they need to remain in place; each cite 

natural and social reasons for their positions.  Discussions about road decommissioning need to 

be directed at particular roads and the reasons highly specified and shared – ahead of time – with 

residents. 

5) Forest Recreation Use 

Not surprising is the high value of SWCC CFLRP forests for recreation. Every respondent we 

interviewed reported engaging in at least one (and usually several) types of recreational activities 

somewhere in the SWCC CFLRP area. A key difference is between motorized vs non motorized 

recreation (Table 2).  
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Table 2.  Type of Recreation Use 

Type of recreation Recreation activity 

Non-motorized 

hiking/running/walking 
camping/backpacking/photography 

 

Motorized 

snowmobiling 

4-wheeling 
Firewood gathering 
Hunting (some) 

 

The type of recreation ranked as most important by interviewees was the following:  

 non motorized recreation (n=5) 

 motorized recreation (n=4) 

Below are some quotations which illustrate the strong value for both types of recreation in the 

SWCC forests. The first quotation suggests (non-motorized) recreation is the main reason one 

respondent moved to the area.   

Backpacking. Camping. Hiking. That had very much to do with why we are here. Cause 

we used to come out in the summers when we were away, spend two or three weeks. We 

did a lot of hiking in the Missions. That’s where we built a home up here.  

Photography as recreation:  

I have a photography habit. I love creating images in the valley. My dream image is, 

there is a place called Richmond Ridge. It's kind of a high bump in the valley that the 

glaciers went around and from Richmond Ridge you can get a really good view of the 

Swan front, and the Swan front has incredible glacier shoots. I have always wanted to sit 

up there for a whole day in the spring and catch an avalanche.  

Further, having access to forest recreation is viewed by one as a means by which local residents 

enjoy the forest but also as an important tool for tourism as well as educating visitors about our 

national forests. 

Much is available in the forest. And I think the locals know. But the people that come in 

looking for something to do. I think they would have a greater appreciation for the 

National Forest and what it takes to maintain it if they were exposed to a little more of it. 

6) Concerns related to wildfire 

As noted above, reducing fuels and wildfire risk in the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI), and at 

more reasonable costs than in recent years, is a key goal of the CFLRP.   There is growing 

awareness as well, “the success of wildfire risk management hinges as much on the acceptance, 
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support, and compliance of at-risk communities and individuals and the general public as on 

biophysical fire science and technology (Daniels et al. (2007:5). “  Unfortunately there has not 

been a lot of social or human dimensions research on wildland fire, though this is changing 

especially since the Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003 and its attention to fuel reduction on 

high risk public lands (Abrams et al. 2005). Notable research include a study on the relationships 

between citizens and the Forest Service after a large fire in Oregon, Olsen and Shindler (2010) 

found that although most of the post fire treatments conducted by the Forest Service were found 

to be acceptable by the public, securing and retaining the trust of the public was a much harder 

task. Participants were most interested in the objectives and the geographic area of the 

management action to be taken (Olsen and Shindler, 2010). The more informed that residents 

were about fuels reduction practices the more likely they were to support these management 

activities (Shindler, et. al., 2009). Findings from a study on public perspectives of fire, fuels 

management and the Forest Service in the Great Lakes area found that many individuals feel that 

“the federal government hinders local staff in doing its job and that the Forest Service should 

play a strong leadership role in the community (Shindler et. al., 2009:160).”  Lastly, in a study of 

residents in four different counties across the United States, the three main factors that affected  

acceptance of fuels reduction work included perceptions of post-fuel reduction vegetation 

conditions,  perceived property rights  and smoke impacts; their acceptance was also affected by 

“perceptions of management agencies’ ability to control fire, professional skill, credibility, and 

adequacy of communication efforts (Winters et. al. 2002:19-20).” Some of these latter issues will 

be examined in the remaining sections. 

 

Respondents in our study had much to say about wild fire and the fuel mitigation efforts on 

national forests. Fire is a very sensitive and emotionally charged topic, similar to discussions 

about roads and road removal. 

 

We first asked people to talk about their views of wildfire and especially what influences their 

tolerance of fire on the landscape; we continued with questions about particular fuel mitigation 

strategies and issues related to costs associated with fighting wild fires.  There was a large 

difference in all of the above answers -- from accepting wildfire as a process of nature with 

minimal tolerance for intervention to mitigate fuels to viewing wildfires and fuel mitigation as 

the result of both natural and human forces but which needs to be aggressively approached.   

The following quotation illustrates an individual who views wildfire as an inherent and expected 

risk if someone chooses to live near a forest.  Moreover, this individual suggests that wildfire is a 

natural part of a healthy ecosystem in the SWCC and that there has been too much attention to 

fuel mitigation:   

You can reduce some of the risk, but when you are living in a forest environment, and 

fire is part of the natural ecosystem, you are going to have fires. Even if you cut all the 

dead trees and remove them, there is still a risk. If the conditions are right, it’s still going 

to burn. I think that one of the bad public relations things the Forest Service has had. The 

general public gets the idea that they [the Forest Service] can fire proof their areas. They 

have to be realistic that they are not [the Forest Service] going to fireproof everything. It 

might reduce the risk for a while, and might reduce the intensity, but going through the 
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88 fires, where I got burned over, and seen 5 foot flame lengths on overgrazed grasslands, 

if  it’s going burn, it’s going to burn, kitty bar the door.  I think sometimes the Forest 

Service uses reducing fire hazards a little too much. There is the argument out there now, 

that we have a lot of fuels with the bug kill trees, a lot of red needles, and latter fuels up 

to the tops of the crowns but then you hear the other argument that once the needles are 

off you have a reduced amount of opportunity for crown fires, because you don’t have the 

ladders fuels that lead to the tops of the crowns, and really if you have real dry, hazardous 

fire conditions, a green crown will probably go faster and burn hotter than it will in the 

bug kill trees...but then you reach some other stuff where people say no that’s not true 

either.  

Another also decried fuel mitigation – except in the WUI – as an unnecessary cost and likely to 

be derogative for natural ecosystem function. 

 

Other respondents felt differently suggesting that wildfire risk has been increased because of the 

failure of the forest service to thin and reduce forest fuels. 

 A few (fallen trees) is fine but some of the forest areas have so much downfall that it’s 

 scary to think if it even caught on fire because all the good trees are going to go with it. 

 Although I understand why they want to keep it natural, but on the other hand there is a 

 fine line between 'we need to clean this up' and 'we don't need to clean this up'.  

When asked under what conditions wildfire risk should be minimized through fuel mitigation, 

the following areas were mentioned: 

 fire should only be reduced for human safety reasons 

 priority to the WUI 

 when done with landowners/homeowners 

 to maintain Forest Service roads for access to fires 

 to increase the general health of the forest 

There was no consensus regarding preference for particular fuel mitigation strategies.  One 

advocated selective cutting especially removal of old growths as key because he viewed them as 

“lightening rods.”  Another thought involving residents to remove dead trees which they can use 

for firewood should be undertaken; indeed involving residents and landowners more in fuel 

reduction was discussed as well. Some were tolerant about mechanical thinning while others 

were not;  with mechanical thinning much depended on the context and how it was 

accomplished. 
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Table 3. Fuel Mitigation Strategies 

Categories Specific strategies  

remove fuels/reduce biomass 

hand remove dead trees 

mechanical thinning 

 
selective cutting (especially remove old growth) 

give residents firewood permits 

prescribed burning 

work with landowners and 
homeowners 

focus work in WUI 

Involve residential planning 

 

Fuel mitigation for some is justified to protect human lives and infrastructure. 

Well I suppose that stems from an even greater question of why do we even need to 

reduce the risk of wildfire? And if you ask that question, why do we need to reduce the 

threat well because human beings live near, we have permanent dwellings, and 

permanent infrastructure near national forests so okay, there is a reason to reduce the 

threat.  

Others held strong feelings that fighting fires is a waste of time and money, especially in the 

backcountry. This perspective hinges on the fact that they feel that the fires extinguish 

themselves in many cases, and wonder if there is any reason to fight the fires if they go out 

anyway.   

So, I don’t know. Fire has really, fire management I guess, has really got a lot different 

than the Forest Service. I don’t know if it’s good, for the good... It’s the old story "we 

fought the fire, we fought the fire, but it went out anyway." So, I don't know. I’m a little 

biased when it comes to fire fighters.  

Opinions regarding prescribed fires were very varied.  Some spoke to their danger at becoming 

wildfires; they are skeptical about prescribed fires “being well planned.” 

[Using prescribed fires] hasn’t worked to well. A lot of their prescribed fires have 

become wildfires, and the prescriptions they have for some of these prescription fires. 

You have to have a wildfire situation to get the burn that you want to accomplish. Some 

of their prescriptions are kind of wacko in my opinion. So I don’t know if they should do 

a whole lot. Cause they don’t do it very well.  

But to others, those accepting historical regimes and natural processes, fire plays an important 

role in a natural forest system; natural fires should be allowed to burn. 
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Some of these areas, like the higher elevation areas, I’m still a supporter of the prescribed 

natural fires. Outside of the wilderness we don’t have a prescribed natural fire program. 

They are talking about the dying out of the White bark Pine, and some of the higher 

elevated species. Well a lot of that is because of the fire suppression that has occurred 

with all these lighting strikes in high elevation areas. Part of the natural process should be 

let burn and play a role up there. ... We're lighting fires over here and putting them all out 

over here. It’s not the common sense thing. Let’s have some prescribed natural fires here 

too. I realize that prescribed natural fires are pretty hard for the public to accept too. They 

see smoke on a hill side and my god you [the Forest Service] get a 100 calls. Do 

something. Put it out. Houses down the hill or something like that ... Emotions get [up] 

pretty quick.  

Some respondents also spoke to the ecological value of natural burns on the landscape. Though 

they also raise some hesitation concerning past fires in the area that got out of control.  

Well it ought to be patchy because there will be some burning. Some of that will be pretty 

large. I hope never again the 36,000 acres but we should expect patchy. Patches of forest 

where it has been either burned or mechanically harvested. The appropriate re-growth.  

A number of interviewees found that fires are not being fought in the same way that they were in 

the past. These individuals felt that the fires today need to be fought more aggressively (like in 

the old days). 

I know that they have had fatalities and deaths and what not with fires. But, I think they 

have to take a more aggressive role in their fire fighting. It used to be that we had a 10 am 

policy. Where if you had a fire started the afternoon on a day you were suppose to man 

that fire so you could have it under control by 10 am the next morning. Fighting fire in 

our area up here is fighting it at night. The humidity comes up and the fire activity goes 

down. When you get into safety that ah, you don’t want to put anyone’s life at risk, but 

that’s when we used to fight fire, is at night. One foot in the black and you were digging a 

hand line. And now, you pull everyone off it and everyone goes to fire camp and get on 

their computers and looks at different models and you have to wait until everything clears 

in the morning when you can get aircraft in. Holy cow it’s just such a different way of 

fighting fires. And maybe they are right. They are the experts, but I don’t see them being 

very aggressive on fires.  

Helicopters and airplanes. That’s expensive. And retardants. We used to have smoke 

chasing packs. Were you put on a backpack with….shovel and four meals and you took a 

compos line and you went out and you might be on a fire  with another person for a 

couple of days but you didn’t come home until you put it out. And now it’s like, "order 

hot lunches, we going on a fire. Where are the showers?" It’s changed a lot.  
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My dad spent a lot of time fighting fire. And back in the day they fought fight when it 

was easiest to fight fire and that was all night. And now it’s like an 8 to 5 job. I mean you 

fight fire when it’s hardest to fight and then you go to your extremely impressive man 

camp. 

Another perspective we heard is that fires need to be fought by people who know the area and 

not by outsiders. This is because it was felt that outside fire fighters don’t understand the local 

features on the landscape. 

We have been on a lot of fires, and we some issues with out of towers coming in and 

trying to fight fire where they don’t know the topography or the ... And they are put in 

charge. They are telling us what to do, and we understand the ground, and the timber 

types, and the fuels. They are telling you to do things that you know better, that you 

shouldn't be doing. 

The Jocko Fire, which occurred in 2007, is still fresh in peoples’ minds, and conjured strong 

emotions. Some feel that it could have been avoided, and should have been avoided. The high 

cost of fighting fire is an important theme for this respondent. The following quotation strongly 

supports aggressive fuel mitigation rather than facing the high cost of  firefighting.  

Well the example of the Jocko Fire, which was a 36,000 acre fire. It involved 30 million 

dollars of fire fighting cost. Turns out to be about 1,000 dollars an acre. And by the way, 

that’s about what it costs us to thin trees. But when you think the trees you have more 

than just smoke and ashes, you have a forest.  So, I think that’s a beautiful example of 

investing in a healthy forest, a well managed forest, rather than paying the cost later on 

with a fire.  

We explicating asked respondents for their ideas on mitigating threats of wildfire and for cost 

reduction strategies and priorities: 

Sometimes nature provides your priority. And the priority should be where you are losing 

all your value anyway because it’s dying. And because its dying if it ever does burn it’s 

going to burn quicker and its going to burn hotter and because it burnt hotter it’s going to 

do more damage to the soils. 

Intense fuel mitigation, a couple hundred [feet/yards] is plenty I think. As long as the 

timber is managed beyond that point, then I think that’s great.  

Natural. Reduce the lightning rods that are out there. That old growth timber that is 

dying. Once they get hit by a lightning bolt, it starts the fire. And they can lie in the Swan 

for up to six weeks smoking waiting for the right summer day to come along. And you 

can’t see them from a look out, you can’t see them from a plane, they just sit right there 

and smolder and smolder until all of a sudden its ninety degrees, the winds blowing just 

right, suns beating on it and then, if you can’t catch it in two or three hundred yards it 
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will cost you a lot of money. For every one hundred yards is grows you can square the 

dollar signs.  

Man caused fires. Active patrolling by the fire crews on all the roads in the Swan. Behind 

all the gates everywhere. Those fires are campfire started or careless cigarettes and they 

can drive and see what's going on that fires probably going to be an escaped man caused 

fire.  

7)  Trust in public forest land managers and management 

 

The question of trust has a long history in social scientists’ approach to understanding citizen and 

agency interactions especially with regard to natural resources.  For example, many find that the 

level of trust people have in forest agencies could be the single most important factor in 

understanding public positions regarding national forest policies and actions (Leach (2006); 

Olsen and Shindler (2010);  Shindler et. al., (2009). When trust is present, open communication 

is possible; but when trust is absent, communication is limited to defensive strategies (Lijeblad et 

al. 2008). Common communication problems include a failure of agencies to listen and respond 

to citizens (Olsen and Shindler, 2010) and a lack of community agency interactions (Shindler et 

al. 2009). Communication that involves face-to-face interaction and two-way communication 

greatly increases the level of trust individuals have in different forest management techniques as 

well as in specific US Forest Service personnel (Shindler et al., 2009). 

When we asked respondents about their trust in public land managers most referred to the US 

Forest Service.  The following suggest views are divided regarding a simple yes or no question 

of whether they had trust in the US Forest Service in the SWCC CFLRP:  

 Yes, trust in the Forest Service (n=4) 

 No, do not trust the Forest Service (n=3) 

 No opinion (n=2) 

When asked to provide examples why they do or do not have trust in forest service management, 

and particularly within the SWCC CFLRP area, many brought up the Colt Summit project.  The 

following perspective illustrates support for the Forest Service in this project.  

Colt Summit. That’s kind of a watershed deal. That many folks lined up behind the Forest 

Service saying "you did a good job. This project needs to go through because you did a 

good job." 

However another respondent felt strongly that the Colt Summit project was not managed well, 

indeed that the first round of projects funded and implemented by the SWCC CFLRP were not 

developed through a new or even collaborative process but were just the “NEPA-ready” ones on 

the shelf that the USFS wanted to do anyways.”  This person did not think that the forest service 

was open to differing opinions. 

On the other hand, others spoke about the forest service having a very good relationship with the 

community; this is largely due to specific individuals who are perceived to be active listeners.  
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The [local FS] office seems to be very open to listening to the town's opinions/town 

people's opinions, and trying to work together collaboratively.  

(Seeley Lake forest district ranger) listens more than he talks and he values everyone’s 

opinion.  

Others also spoke to the capacity of people within the Forest Service to value multiple 

perspectives, be willing to address complex situations, and manage toward future conditions:  

Overall I think they do a fantastic job. So many different stakeholders, so many different 

interests that they have to manage to and overall I think they do a really great job. 

The Seeley Lake Rangers District...I think they make great decisions....They understand 

that it’s everyone’s forest and their job is to make sure everyone can enjoy it.  

(A forest service employee) has a vision for recreation and timber opportunities. He 

seems to see down the road about 20 years in the future. 

But as noted above, others indicated little or no trust in the Forest Service to manage public 

lands. This was due to a number of reasons, including that the forest service is too influence by 

outsiders, that government policy often gets in the way, that the Forest Service has a track record 

of poor forest and wildlife management plans, that the Forest Service does not respond to local 

people or forest management plans and, finally, that it is simply too hard to place trust in such a 

large entity. 

 

The following quotations suggest reasons for how the actions of individual Forest Service 

personnel and offices have negatively impacted their trust in the Forest Service.  

 

There are people that have influenced me very negatively. Their arrogance that this is 

what we are going to do. I have had situations where I have written letters and I didn’t get 

an answer.  They won't, they seem to want to have more contact with groups than they do 

with individuals. I guess that’s easier, to work with [groups]. I am a firm believer in 

reading the manual and following the forest plan and they always seem to be..., and I 

realized the Helena National Forest Plan is out dated and needs to be updated, but it’s still 

the legal document that they are managing under.  And they seem to ignore what it says 

in quite a few of the times. Or they are trying to amend the forest plan to keep up with 

their current management.  

An example here that just happened with the Helena forest plan is the hazard tree 

removal along sides these roads. This was a management action that was not appealable 

for public health and safety. They were up against the forest plan for hiding cover for 

wildlife. So they amended the forest plan so they could harvest this 170 foot swath on 

these roads of all the dead trees….forest roads. The Dalton Mountain Road. Beaver Creek 

Road. Stumble Pass Road….North Beaver. It was a project where they asked for public 
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comment but it was not appealable under...I can’t quote the law, but it was under public 

health and safety that they had to remove these hazard trees so that they won’t fall. They 

were stretching it in my mind.  

I think people need to take a deep breath and think before they act. There’s kind of a 

reaction of 'cut everything down, mow all the grass.' ...Make sure we don’t just respond 

with emotion rather than think whets good in the long run.  

Like Piper Creek, Coal Creek country. They went back through and re-piled old burn 

piles of Plum Creek’s that had been burnt so it was just a bunch of big black chunk stubs 

that had grown over, and they actually were creating some kind of habitat for bungs and 

could have been rabbits sleeping under them or whatever and they went back and piled 

them that had been saturated under all this snow for all these years, chunks this big. And 

then they spayed them all down and tried to burn them again. So they paid someone to 

wander around with an excavator on all these roads and re-piled those. And then the piles 

were as big as this tale and then they light them and they smoldered for about a week and 

they are still sitting there. So it’s just stuff like that when I’m like 'what are you doing? It 

was just fine. Nobody noticed that they were there, they weren’t hurting anything. So 

that’s why, I see that kind of stuff and I’m like ' who made that decision?'  

These quotations strongly suggest that respondents judged the forest service on empirical 

examples, organizational trends but also the actions of very individual people and offices.   Not 

all agreed on whether individuals or the organization are able to listen and to take into 

consideration local perspectives in the Blackfoot Seeley Swan, and hence there was a wide swath 

regarding the level of residents’ trust in the forest services’ management of public forest lands. 

 

8) Knowledge of and approval towards SWCC projects 

 

Everyone we interviewed had heard of the Southwestern Crown of the Continent Collaborative 

Forest Landscape Restoration Project.  This is likely due to our procedure for identifying who to 

potentially interview from suggestions of people affiliated with the SWCC CFLRP as well as 

those with no connection to the project.  This finding stands in stark contrast to results from a 

survey of community council leaders in the SWCC CFLRP region which found an over 

whelming lack of awareness and knowledge of the CFLRP and SWCC as well as skepticism 

regarding the project’s ability to achieve its objectives (McKay 2012). 

In our interviews what individuals knew about the project varied. The following list suggests the 

different understandings of the SWCC CFLRP that emerged from the interviews. When asked 

about the SWCC CFLRP, respondents said it was about:  
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 A way to funding existing projects 

 A competitive process 

 For the National Forests 

 Increasing connectivity 

 10 years of funding 

 Funded by Congress 

 For restoration and forest health  

 Built on the area’s history  

 Wildfire  

 Forest jobs 

 Make more forest products available 

 Collaboration/stewardship 

Some examples of work done by the SWCC CFLRP which individuals thought were part of the 

CFLRP activities included work on weeds, roads, and trails. In general respondents were unclear 

as to which current Forest Service projects were related to the CFLRP and which were not.  

Respondents raised a number of concerns regarding CFLRP activities. Table 4 below 

summarizes concerns raised by those interviewed.   

Table 4. Categories of concern for SWCC CFLRP 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Funding was a main concern including knowing where the money was coming from (or not 

coming from), and how long the money would last.  Some think that the National Forest should 

be a self-supporting agency and viewed it as inappropriate that the agency would get and use 

additional government monies to manage national forest lands.  

I have a concern with how it’s been paid for. I guess from my point of view if the timber 

was managed correctly we would have enough revenue off of the timber to pay for the 

maintained and fuel reduction instead of at a cost to the government and the taxpayers.  

Categories Specific Concerns 

Funding source, amount, transparancy 

Completion will all the work get done 

Relationships  

good publicity and public 

relations; collaboration across all 

involved, inclusion 

Information 
public clearinghouse of 

information, baseline data 
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The forest service is suppose to be a self sufficient organization and not budgeted by 

general fund money. What they generate out of timber sales is suppose to pay the total 

cost of the forest service operating budget. That was the whole idea when the US Forest 

Service was started that it would in fact generate all its own income and be a self 

sufficient organization. That’s what it should be right now. And that’s what’s wrong with 

the Crown of the Continent Program its using general fund money and it should be 

paying for itself. If it isn’t paying for itself then it shouldn't happen.  

Others worried that the money will not be able to finance the project.  

Oh, my biggest concern is, oh I hope it doesn’t get cut. 

Another saw the project as a way to increase public involvement in managing national forests.  

and suggested the following:  

 Do you have pockets of dead fir and maybe the road should be open and you should put 

 an ad in the paper that there’s a good place to go get firewood. The public can help in a 

 lot of the management if they are given the opportunity. 

 

9) Preferences for public participation and communication with the SW CFLRP. 

 

Those interviewed had an array of different opinions about the ways that the SWCC CFLRP was 

(or was not) communicating with citizens and how the public might be better involved.  They 

also reported a variety of opinions regarding different communication strategies, suggesting a 

variety of methods for communicating with residents in the SWCC should be employed. Table 5  

summarizes how respondents viewed the best means to obtain feedback from residents and the 

best way to get information to residents (Table 5).  
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Table 5. Communication Strategies 

Communication between the SWCC CFLRP and residents 

Category Method 

NGO's 
via local NGOs (examples given: Blackfoot Challenge, Clearwater Resource 

Council, Swan Ecosystem Center, Trout Unlimited) 

Personal Interviews, phone calls 

Community  
farmers markets festivals, events, sponsorship, public meetings (held in rural 

areas with transportation provided), feedback sessions, field trips 

Digital  
Webpage, facebook page, other social networking media, emails, video 

presentations  

Print 

mailings (letters, postcards, surveys. maps, fliers, minutes of meetings printed 

and available at the library, local newspaper and local magazines  

(examples: Blackfoot Valley Dispatch, Pathfinder, Missoulian, Crown of the 

Continent Magazine) 

 

Many acknowledged that communication strategies need to take into consideration the relative 

“costs” for different type of people including different generations: 

The generation up here is the older general.  

I see myself and some younger people like me, who plan on staying here  forever, trying 

to figure out how to survive and who are more involved in politics all the time, but I 

don’t see the 50 60 year old people who are still working. They want to be here but they 

don’t understand a lot of the things that have changed. They are not used to the new 

environment that we live in. So, they are not there. They are not at the meetings and I 

don’t know how you would contact them or how you would get them involved.  But, I 

think it’s important. Most of those are people who have been here forever. There are 

retired people there, but they have their own axe to grind. They are not looking at it from 

a financial standpoint. 

Many people disliked public meetings for a variety of other reasons including the following:  

Public meetings...gee man. I hate going to public meetings. If you are in the opposition 

you get hammered and walk out of there feeling like you just got beat up. Other times 

you go and it’s a dog a pony show that they put on.  Wave the flag and here we go. This 

is going to be great.  I am not a big public meeting fan. 
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I have some friends that go to CFLRP meetings and I’m glad I don’t go because it sounds 

like they are way too long.  

You always feel like when going to these meetings that for the most part decisions are 

made and they are just telling you what’s going to happen. You don’t feel like they are 

asking for your opinion.  

It’s PR. I think they have to feel like they are involved in the community. But I feel like 

it’s...'here it is, this is what's going to happen, got any comments?'...well I do, but it’s 

probably not going to do any good. 

The hardship involved in attending public meetings was a particularly recurring theme. These 

focused on the view that the meetings were held far away from where residents lived,  

All the committee meetings are held in Missoula. Which basically eliminates outside 

input unless you are willing to make a 160 mile trip on a special date of which they may 

or may not let you present what you wanted to present…It’s just not a well executed 

public participation model…I don’t have the money to drive to Missoula. For me it 

would mean staying overnight.  

Hold their meetings in the rural areas. I don’t know how many people are on the 

committee right now, but I am sure the Forest Service has enough vans that they could 

transport a representative number to each one of the areas on a monthly basis without it 

being a huge additional expense as I be those vans are driving anyway. Break the 

committees into areas if it hasn’t already been done so. Then have your executive 

committee meeting out of those representatives so you are getting the view from out here. 

Many were concerned that there was not enough publicity and communication about the CFLRP 

activities. They felt that the CRLRP was big news, not just for local residents but for the nation, 

but they felt that neither the local residents nor the nation was getting adequate information.  

This is national stuff. The things that are going on, on this project are of national interest. 

So we should be shooting for national publicity as well as state, regional and local. It’s 

very exciting.  

I think good publicity is the most important one because it allows the people who are 

actually doing the work to share what they are doing with the public. It’s mostly very 

positive, so it’s a very positive story.  I am sure that there are technical requirements for 

meeting reporting/evaluation and that sort of thing but I am more interested and 

concerned with the reporting to the publics. 

(i.e., discussing the lack of information about the project…) For example, is any of that 

stack of lumber down at the Stinson Log yard a result of this [CFLRP] project? I should 

know and I don't.  
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The following illustrates ideas regarding alternatives to public meetings:  

I think a good video or two is a wonderful way to present information. It can be done in 

story form. Short. Maps. Now with our GIS mapping capabilities we can... 

Offering tours. I think that a great idea too. Like those bus tours they do... They have a 

bus tour for some project and the come in and pick up a bus load of people and they 

actually take them to see the spots.... I think that would be good PR. ...and I think that 

would be a great way to show whets been done. 

To me they ought to print the minutes of every meeting and if it’s too expensive to send 

them too people then send them to the ecosystem center, I can come down here and read 

them. Or to the public library or to some place. To where I can see what’s going on 

because I haven't the slightest idea what’s discussed in those meetings.  

Views regarding the use of the internet included the following: 

There are so many people up here that don’t use the internet.  

I think a website is probably a great idea. Where somebody could see upcoming projects 

and a comment place. Why shouldn’t people here be able to say 'that’s the dumbest thing 

I have ever heard of!" 

If people were aware what’s going on. Like the stuff I was explaining up Cold Creek. 

That’s up behind a locked gate.  I don’t know that anybody knew of it unless they were 

hunting or hiking and saw it. Once I told people what was going on they were shocked. I 

think that if there was a way, put fliers out, so people know what’s going on, and link it to 

a website to see what has happened and what’s going to happen and why, so that they 

comment on it.  

Conclusion and Recommendations for Next Steps: 

These interviews were one of the first data collecting activities undertaken under the auspices of 

the socio-economic monitoring committee.  Again, the purpose was to identify issues of concern, 

common language and potential indicators for use in future monitoring.  Much has happened 

since the scope of work for this initial assessment was developed.   We offer the following 

recommendations for the socioeconomic monitoring committee as it considers its next steps:  

Specifying and prioritizing stakeholders and communities for monitoring 

As particular activities and treatments are implemented, there is a great need to better specify and 

prioritize both stakeholders (communities of interest) and geographic residents (communities of 

place) for further and more targeted social monitoring. By “targeted monitoring” we mean to 

identify particular issues or SWCC CFLRP treatments to learn how their implementation impacts 

in specific places and at particular times are viewed by a clearly defined social group.  
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 The seven geographic communities include Condon, Seeley Lake, Greenough, Ovando, 

Helmville, Potomac, and Lincoln. Not all of these communities will have CFLRP activities or 

treatments implemented in their area, nor if they did, would there be an expectation that the 

impacts would be similar.  Hence special attention needs to be focused on identifying and 

prioritizing particular communities for monitoring the social impacts and concerns associated 

with (particular) activities and treatments occurring near to them or likely for some other reason 

to be of concern to them.  Given that residential communities are not homogenous, further 

attention will be needed to specify impacts and concerns of particular interests or stakeholders 

within these communities (i.e., such as noted above) or as a result of socioeconomic status.  

Given an objective of the CFLRP to positively contribute to local economic capture of project 

activities including improving job security, the project may wish to select vulnerable populations 

for assessing how project activities have influenced them, or to identify more proactive activities 

that may more specifically work towards improving their economic conditions or towards 

increasing their involvement in the project (i.e., towards assisting with identifying activities that 

might more directly benefit their socioeconomic group.   

Identifying which stakeholder or interest groups to monitor is difficult.  As noted in this report, 

these groups will include people who live in the area and/or who use forest products, recreate in 

the forest or are engaged in some type of forest advocacy based on their interest (including forest 

environmental protection).  Each of these groups is further differentiated (e.g., motorized and 

non-motorized recreationists).  The awareness that neither communities of place nor 

communities of interest are homogenous needs to be an ongoing component of analysis 

especially when identifying and seeking to assess target monitoring populations. 

Improving understanding of social and economic conditions in the area. 

 

There is a need to continue collecting information to improve understanding of social and 

economic conditions in the Southwestern Crown area as well as to ascertaining how the project 

is specifically affecting these conditions.  As found from the  meta-analysis of existing reports, 

literature and assessments conducted during 2011-2012, there were many knowledge gaps 

particularly related to lack of comparable data at the community level on jobs, per capita income, 

vulnerability as well as the type of individual-level social attitudes described in this report. This 

context is very important to backstop social monitoring activities for providing a deeper and 

more in-depth understanding of social and economic conditions, and especially how they differ 

or not across as well as within the seven communities and major stakeholder/interest groups. 

 

Continue to identify indicators and measures addressing socioeconomic concerns relevant 

to the area and specific communities, stakeholders and interest groups. 

 

This report provides some initial information on issues of relevance to people in the area of 

concern as well as particular indicators and measures for discussing and potentially tracking 

changes in them over the course of the project.  These are basic and preliminary.  In the spirit of 

adaptive management, they need to be further vetted, tried, and lessons learned put back into 
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future monitoring activities. If possible a variety of social data collecting methods should be tried 

and learnt from as well, especially towards developing both effective as well as efficient means 

to capture social concerns related to the CFLRP. 

 

 

Focal attention on the contribution of CFLRP restoration and fuel reduction activities and 

treatments on forest contractor and other forest economic enterprises. 

 

While this report did not focus on collecting data on existing forest contractor and other forest 

economic enterprises, a parallel effort was undertaken to do so and should be continued and tied 

to the activities noted here.  

 

 

Improve communication strategies and educational materials for SW CFLRP outreach as 

well as enabling public participation. 

 

A key finding from this assessment is the variety of ways the CFLRP can potentially 

communicate with different publics to inform them of project activities as well as to solicit their 

input.  These include using but not relying on public meetings which are difficult and non-

rewarding for people living in remote areas, or for those not comfortable with public speaking or 

who perceive attending such meetings as having additional costs.  Other communication means 

include use of digital social media as well as print outlets.  Another recommendation is to 

communicate through a local NGO or community groups which have trust among a particular 

stakeholder or interest group, or community.  In line with adaptive management, the project 

should experiment with different communication strategies and see which works best for what 

type of person and community, and move to tailor their approach accordingly. The same is likely 

for development of educational materials. Those interviewed for this report provided a range of 

ways they would like to learn about the project and its work including through mailings, 

postcards, fliers and especially minutes and short articles reported in their local newspapers. A 

diverse set of methods are likely to be important. 

Another area that we suggest may be important to include in the development of educational 

materials (as well as social monitoring itself) relates to providing information and tracking 

changes in ideas regarding  historic forest regimes and conditions, and the ecological role of 

disturbance.  As suggested above, we think a potential indicator of how people perceive forest 

conditions and treatments, as well as their tolerance levels related to changes in the latter,  may 

be related to their understanding  and/or acceptance of historic forest regimes and disturbances.   

 

 

 



32 
 

Assess types and levels collaborations during the development and implementation of the 

SWCC CFLRP and areas for learning and improvement. 

The authors strongly recommend attention needs to be focused on assessing collaboration among 

project partners itself.   In this regard we recommend explicit attention be made in the future to 

assessing the types and levels of collaboration used during the planning, implementation, and 

monitoring of the SWCC CFLRP and to identifying challenges, documenting lessons and 

adapting wherever necessary to improve the collaborative process.  The study should pay 

particular attention to what changes are needed to facilitate collaboration if not social learning 

itself. We suggest that insights into conducting such an assessment can be found in the Colorado 

Front Range CFLRP : Social and Economic Monitoring Report for 2011 (Mattor et al., 2012), as 

well as the growing literature on social learning for adaptive forest management more broadly 

(Ballard and Belsky 2010;  Brummel et al., 2010; Selin et al., 2007). 
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Appendix 1: 

Title: A social assessment in the SWCC Area to support social monitoring responsibilities of the CFLRP 

Subgroup: Socioeconomic 

Lead: Jill Belsky (jill.belsky@cfc.umt.edu) 

Treatments: All 

CFLRP objectives: “Social implications – attitudes toward aesthetics, appropriateness of forest uses, and 

level of trust and commitment to public land management operations” 

Requested CFLRP funding: $23,600 

Project Description:  

 With increasing use of restoration and fuel mitigation treatments in the WUI under CFLRP, this proposal 

is intended to begin developing the data base to measure public attitudes towards and support for the use 

of various restoration techniques in roaded, roadless and Wilderness areas.  Information collected in the 

early stages of this project will be used to inform the development of a survey instrument that will move 

the goal of measurement further, and measurements that can be rigorously compared at later stages of 

SWCC CFLR activities. This proposed project will also identify residents’ and other stakeholder 

knowledge of SWCC CFLR activities (including monitoring), their perceptions of the effectiveness of 

SWCC restoration treatments, their recommendations for improving effectiveness and setting treatment 

priorities, and recommendations for mediums for sharing information between SWCC CFLR project 

personnel and themselves.  In essence, this project begins to develop the data base for understanding the 

impacts of the overall project on whether fire managers will have more options in using and fighting fire 

to enable them to reduce fire management costs, and to identify more efficient ways to allocate money to 

support both land and fire managers’ interests as well as the interests of diverse publics across the SW 

Crown.  Assembly and analysis of survey data from other sources, focus groups, and public meetings can 

all be applied within the parameters of the Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA). 

 This project proposes to answer two related monitoring questions:  

1) How do residents and other stakeholders, including managers from both government and 

non-governmental organizations of the SW Crown, view the effectiveness of current land 

management techniques and project area selections, and how do they view the selection and 

funding priority criteria in the SWCC’s CFLR proposal? What do these groups currently 

know regarding the SWCC CFLR activities (including monitoring); and what are the best 

means to share this information with particular groups? 

2) What is known in the SW Crown region regarding public acceptance/support of natural 

and prescribed fire inside and outside the WUI and for which parts of the SW Crown 

region?  What additional data and from which additional areas in the region need to be 

collected to develop a baseline for future monitoring of change as SW Crown fuels and 

restoration treatments occur? 

In the case of the SWCC area, a series of surveys and qualitative studies have already been performed by 

researchers at the University of Montana College of Forestry and Conservation’s Bolle Center for People 

and Forests with partners such as the Swan Ecosystem Center and the Blackfoot Challenge (see the 

following report as an example): 

http://www.swanecosystemcenter.org/documents/stewardship/landownerassist/foreststewardship/Survey

%20Results%20April%2026%202007.pdf;   

http://www.swanecosystemcenter.org/documents/stewardship/landownerassist/foreststewardship/Survey%20Results%20April%2026%202007.pdf
http://www.swanecosystemcenter.org/documents/stewardship/landownerassist/foreststewardship/Survey%20Results%20April%2026%202007.pdf
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In addition, other social and economic data is available on Montana counties through established, open 

access sites such as Headwaters Economics, and these provide contextual information relevant to any 

social assessment that might be conducted by CFLRP monitoring team members (for example, updated 

information on demographics, federal revenue sharing, etc.). However, to obtain site-specific information 

on people in a given area, there frequently remains the work of collecting primary data. 

Sometimes the ability to construct a representative sample for results that can be generalized to a given 

population is constrained by available funding or the limitations within Paperwork Reduction Act.  

However, this doesn’t mean insight into social conditions or the contours of public attitudes, expectations, 

or interests are completely blocked; it simply means that there are limitations on the ability to generalize 

claims or recognize the distribution of social perceptions within the population. Building public 

awareness and generating an understanding of salient issues can be obtained with relatively 

straightforward methods that demonstrate a respect for social interests and provide a window into areas of 

specific concern. Eventually, it will be important to conduct social surveys, with required PRA 

authorization, to generalize with confidence the impacts to people of restoration activities on agreed-upon 

indicators of social attitudes, expectations, and behaviors. However, it would be far more efficient and 

robust to replicate these indicators across all of the CFLR projects in the U.S. to gain broader knowledge 

about the overall impacts of the CFLR program. This type of data collection across the U.S. on a 

Congressionally-mandated area of interest would have far greater likelihood of receiving OMB approval 

under PRA. Thus, the social assessment strategy for the upcoming year should focus on qualitative data 

and the analysis of existing secondary data sources.  

Methodology: We recommend that the SWCC Executive Committee support the following five projects 

in FY 2012 that would offer useful characterizations of social conditions and interests in the SW Crown 

area (entire SWCC landscape): 

 Meta-analysis of existing data on the SW Crown area to describe the social context of the 

landscape where treatments will occur.  This would involve: (1) providing a summary of the 

social and economic data available from Census data, Bureau of Economic Analysis, and other 

sources (e.g., Economic Profile System – Human Dimensions Toolkit), with a particular focus on 

Powell County, which is the most representative of the four counties that contain portions of the 

SWCC (much of the relevant data only occurs at the county level); (2) a summary of recent 

academic work on social attitudes in the SWCC project area, including past social assessments, 

surveys, and graduate student theses or other publications on environmental and social issues in 

the area; (3) A joint review with staff of the Blackfoot Challenge on the publications and those 

documents that are publically accessible from prior projects of the Challenge; (4) A summary of 

the public proceedings of various voluntary organizations within the area (Clearwater Resource 

Council; Lincoln Forest Restoration Committee, etc.) and the available social data produced 

during the Montana Legacy Project;  and (5) A review of the recent Forest Service and State of 

Montana environmental assessments and EIS’s conducted within the project area to review 

available NEPA documentation, including scoping and public comment content analyses. 

 Convening a focus group of 9 participants that represent a spectrum of interests in the SWCC that 

allows for commentary and evaluation of prior restoration efforts, the goals of restoration, and the 

anticipated outcomes from the 10-year SWCC project. Focus group results would be analyzed 

and summarized to demonstrate a series of themes of public interest regarding restoration that 
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could be periodically reviewed in future panel studies or surveys (future repeated measurements). 

The social and economic subcommittee wants to ensure that the focus groups we design 

emphasize four to five main themes and therefore do not require OMB clearance. Focus group 

plans will be developed by working closely with the SWCC Monitoring Committee’s 

socioeconomic working group and also through conversations with the various placed-based 

conservation groups in the SW Crown to learn what’s been done in the past and what has worked 

well. We feel that good documentation of the discussions will be essential to bring the results into 

the SWCC’s future decision-making. 

 Convening a public meeting in mid-winter that describes the progress of the first phase of SWCC 

project operations in order to solicit and document public reactions to existing projects. A 

facilitated dialogue would also ask participants about potential future projects and any pitfalls or 

barriers to project implementation. The meeting summary and major themes from public 

discourse would be distilled into a SWCC Project Report that could be circulated to increase 

public awareness of the project while demonstrating sensitivity to the interests of the resident 

population. The major themes emerging from public discourse could help develop benchmarks or 

new standards for other effectiveness monitoring indicators (citizen involvement and learning). 

The coordinator of this public meeting will need to work with placed-based conservation groups 

to learn what’s been done and plan the public meeting based on what has worked well in the past. 

The coordinator will need to comply with FACA when designing publication and invitation 

materials and work closely with the socioeconomic working group, as well as the entire 

monitoring committee and SWCC, to leverage this opportunity to share and obtain information 

regarding SWCC implementation and monitoring.  

 Conduct nine semi-structured interviews (not to exceed nine questions) with citizen-science 

participants who have participated in monitoring projects to gain insight into public perceptions 

of monitoring activities and the feasibility of amplifying the citizen-science component of 

monitoring programs. Interview content would be analyzed and compared with field notes of 

effectiveness monitoring project leaders to determine the boundaries of citizen science potential 

in future monitoring programs. 

 Use the information gleaned above to draft a future survey instrument and sampling design for a 

quantitative social survey that will help the SWCC and  the Helena, Lolo, and Flathead National 

Forests better understand and track resident attitudes about CFLRP implementation and 

monitoring, as well as attitudes about fire and fuel management and spending allocations for 

various restoration emphases. This survey will be designed for future application to the SWCC 

area but will be coordinated with the USFS National Headquarters Office in Washington, DC and 

supported by the national forest system’s entire human dimensions network. The intent is to 

develop an OMB-sanctioned survey that will help the SWCC and can be used in other CFLRP 

locations if desired. Although various Forest Service employees are already working on this 

survey and have plans to fashion questions that mimic an existing OMB-sanctioned social survey 

about stewardship contracting, the social economic monitoring committee would like to move 

slowly enough to take what we learn from the proposal elements above to customize the survey in 

order to be most informative about social attitudes, beliefs and values. 
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Data Management: Data will be organized and made available to the Forest Service and the public 

according to protocols developed by the Data Management subcommittee. 

This is all intended to support the development of a quantitative survey.  
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Appendix 2:  Interview Questionnaire 

Interview #_________   Date: __________________   Time: ____________________ 

SWCC CLRF Preliminary Social Monitoring  

Forest and Forest Management Interview Guide 

Prep:  

o Tape recorder--Turn on, Clearly state the interview number , date, time--Turn off 

General Introduction:  

First of all, thank you for your participation in today’s interview. I really appreciate your time.  

Just to restate what I discussed with you on the phone Dr. Jill Belsky, a professor in the College of 

Forestry and Conservation at the University of Montana, and I are doing a background study to assist  the 

Southwestern Crown of the Continent Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program, specifically 

its monitoring work. We’ll talk more about this program at the end of the interview. 

This interview is to learn about peoples’ views about the condition of the national forests in the 

Southwestern Crown region which stretches west from Roger’s Pass near Lincoln to the confluence of the 

Blackfoot and Clark Fork rivers near Bonner and south from Swan Lake to the Blackfoot River. I will 

refer to this region as the “Blackfoot-Seely-Swan.  The results of these interviews will be a general 

summary. Your name and personal views will remain confidential. I want to emphasize that we are really 

interested in your views and opinions, and that there are no right or wrong answers.  

Do you have any questions before we get started? 

Is it okay with you if I record this interview to make sure I don’t miss anything? 

IF NO – TURN ON RECORDER. Interviews is being recorded:     Yes      No 

Personal Introductions:  

I’d like to begin with a few questions about you. Where do you live? 

So that’s in the Blackfoot ____Seeley     ____or S wan  ____? 

How long have you lived there? 

What is your work? 
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Interview Questions:  

Ok, let’s move to the main focus of the interview which is a series of questions related to your views of 

National Forest lands in the Blackfoot-Seeley-Swan.  Feel free to answer about any national forest lands 

in this area.  Please remember we are talking only about national forest lands, and not designated 

wilderness or private lands.  

Just to be sure, here is a map showing the SWCC area. (show area) 

In some cases, I will also be asking you to identify particular forests you are talking about on the map. 

1) Forest Conditions:  

What conditions in the national forests of the Blackfoot-Seely-Swan area are of most concern to you 

as in need of better management or restoration , and why? (locate on map if they suggest specific places) 

 

In your opinion, what are signs or indicators to you that forests are in bad or unhealthy shape? 

 

In your opinion, what are signs or indicators to you that forests are in good or healthy shape? 

2) Forest Products: Now let’s talk about forest products. What forest products do you or someone from 

your family collect (example: huckleberries, mushrooms, game animals, firewood, timber) and what do 

you use them for? Let’s start with the one that is most important to you. 

1.______________ 

2.______________ 

3.______________ 

4.______________ 

5. others? 

 3) Recreation: Now let’s talk about how you play or recreate in the national forests.   Please tell me 

about the types of recreational activities you like to do and in which particular national forests in the 

Blackfoot-Seely-Swan area?  Again, lets begin with the recreational activity you consider most important 

to you. 
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1._______________________ 

2._______________________ 

3.______________________ 

Others? 

Are there forest management activities that the forest service does that impairs your recreational 

activities, if so which ones and how?  Do you have recommendations for resolving these 

conflicts? 

4) Forest Aesthetics: Now I’m interested in your views about how forests should look. Can you briefly 

describe to me what does a beautiful forest look like to you? 

So based on your idea of a beautiful forest, what are signs or indicators  to you that a forest looks the 

way it should in your opinion, starting with the most important ones? 

1.__________________ 

2,_________________ 

3._________________ 

4.________________ 

Others? 

5) Road Use and Closures: Now I am interested in your opinion regarding National Forest roads in the 

Blackfoot-Seely-Swan area. In your opinion are there….. (and after picking one ask why?) 

___1) too many roads 

___ 2) just right amount 

___3) too few roads  

Under what conditions do you think a road should be taken out (locate on map if referring to a particular 

road.? 

What are the most important signs or indicators to you that taking out a road has been done well? 

6) Fire Risk and Management: Next, I would like to talk about wildfire. What in your opinion is the 

best way to reduce the risk of fire on the national forest in the Blackfoot-Seely-Swan, beginning with the 

most important way? 
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1._________________ 

2._________________ 

3.________________ 

4.________________ 

Please explain to me your concerns you have with how wildfire risk reduction has been done 

in the Blackfoot-Seeley-Swan national forests? Please begin with your most important concern. 

 

In your opinion, what are the best ways to reduce the cost of wildfires in the Blackfoot-Seeley-

Swan national forests? Please begin with the way you feel most important about. 

 

7) Trust and Commitment to the Forest Service: Now let’s talk more about your views concerning the 

Forest Services’ management of the National Forests in the Blackfoot-Seeley-Swan.  Do you trust the 

Forest Service to manage these forests well, or not?  Please tell me why. 

 

How is your trust of the forest service influenced by specific offices or individuals that work for the 

Forest Service in these areas? 

 

8) Knowledge and Approval of the SWCC projects: As I mentioned at the beginning of the interview, I 

am assisting the Southwestern Crown of the Continent Project which is a part of the larger Collaborative 

Forest Landscape Restoration Program. Are you aware of this effort? 

___ yes ___no 

What if any concerns do you have about the program or particular activities so far?  (Probe for specifics; 

use the map to locate activities) 

What in your opinion are the best ways for the project to hear comments and concerns from residents or 

others in the area about the SWCC project? 
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What in your opinion are the best ways for the project to share information and communicate with you 

and others in your community about the project?   Please begin with what you think is the best way.  (Ex: 

public meetings, phone calls, web pages, fliers, newspaper, walking tours) 

 

9) Multi-party Monitoring/Citizen Science: What recommendations do you have for  keeping track or 

monitoring the concerns we have talked about today relating to future SWCC CLRF activities  (i.e., on 

forest conditions, aesthetics, recreation, forest product collecting, roads, reducing wildfire risk and trust in 

the forest service?) 

In your opinion, is there a role for involving residents or others in keeping track or monitoring future 

SWCC CLRF activities and if so what should it be? 

Lastly, could you recommend someone who you think would be a good person to be involved in such a 

monitoring activity, including yourself? 

 

Closure: 

Thank you again for your participation. I really appreciate your time and willingness to share your 

opinions. Please don’t hesitate to call or email me if you have further questions.  

 


