
October 8, 2018 

 
Bill Avey, Forest Supervisor 
2880 Skyway Dr. 
Helena, MT 59602 
 
Southwestern Crown Collaborative 
Comments on Helena-Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan 
 
 
Dear Bill Avey, 
 
The Southwestern Crown Collaborative (SWCC) congratulates the Helena-Lewis and Clark 
National Forest on their draft Forest Plan (Plan). The Plan discussed the legal requirements and 
the general setting of the plan very well. It does a good job of identifying all of the complex 
needs that must be incorporated and integrated in forest planning. The Plan divides the forests 
up into meaningful geographic areas that can each be analyzed as a planning landscape. We 
were particularly pleased to see the Upper Blackfoot identified as unique geographic 
management area.  
 
The SWCC would like to make a few recommendations for revisions. One concern is that the 
overall landscape condition in terms of Natural Range of Variability (NRV) could receive greater 
emphasis. We believe that National Forest lands may need to compensate for the widespread 
departures from NRV in each of the geographic areas based on the impacts of human 
alterations on other ownerships over the past century, particularly in advancing biodiversity 
conservation and the needs of at-risk species.  Although over the long term landscape 
conditions on all ownerships may move toward NRV or the anticipated Future Range of 
Variation (FRV), during this planning cycle National Forest lands may play a critical role in 
sustaining vegetative and aquatic characteristics that anchor key elements of biodiversity 
conservation. 
 
The scarcity of remaining large trees in the landscape is an important issue for the SWCC and 
we recommend maintaining, restoring, and increasing stands with their presence. Therefore, it 
is confusing why desired conditions for forest-wide occurrence of very large trees in the warm 
dry forest type are less than currently existing conditions. Clearly the NRV of very large trees is 
less than existing conditions due to historical harvests, so why would the maximum of the 
desired condition be set at 3.5/acre while existing lists 3.7/acre? The same question is raised 
about large and very large snag densities. The minimum number of desired large or very large 
snags/acre seems low, especially for the warm dry type. While the recommendation to retain 
all very large snags except when hazards exist is excellent, it would seem desirable to retain 
more large snags given the paucity of snags in general across the planning area. 
 



With a few exceptions (e.g. PIBO, AMP, NVUM), most of the monitoring suggested in the 
Monitoring Program (Appendix A) relies on database records and assumes treatments have the 
planned, desired effects they were intended to have. There is very little in the way of treatment 
effectiveness monitoring. For example, while FIA and intensified grid monitoring may allow 
monitoring of some general vegetation changes at the Forest-level, they are too sparse to 
capture more specific vegetation changes and certainly don’t allow for monitoring of 
treatment-level changes. In addition, all of the wildlife monitoring is habitat based without any 
actual population monitoring suggested. How will the Forest know if they are maintaining 
populations of species of concern? In conjunction with other agencies and partners, we 
recommend adding wildlife surveys for meso-carnivores, flammulated owls, and, potentially, 
other species of concern. See the language from the new Flathead NF Plan for meso-carnivore 
surveys. Consistency across forests for these species will provide more useful data regionally. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to review the Plan and hope our suggestions will be considered. 
We are available to discuss any of this with the Planning Team if so desired. 
 
Thank You, 
 
 
Jon Haufler       James Burchfield 
 
Co-chairs of the Southwestern Crown Collaborative 


