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February 12, 2016 
 
Ms. Tami Paulsen (cc: Rachel Feigley) 
Team Leader, Center Horse Landscape Restoration Project 
Lolo National Forest 
24 Fort Missoula Road 
Missoula, MT 59804 
 
Dear Team Leader Paulsen; 
 
This letter represents the comments of the Southwestern Crown of the Continent 
Collaborative (SWCC) regarding the December 15, 2015, Draft EIS of the Center 
Horse Landscape Restoration Project.  We wish to thank you and all your Forest 
Service colleagues for the thorough presentations you made to the SWCC 
Collaborative at the Seeley Lake Historical Barn on January 25, 2016.   We feel we 
have a much clearer understanding of the intent and potential consequences of the 
three alternatives developed in the DEIS, and we make these comments with the 
intention of advancing the purposes of the SWCC. 
 
We observe that a great deal of forethought and effort have been exerted to develop 
the Center Horse Landscape Restoration Project.  We find this project area to be an 
important part of the landscape of the Southwest Crown of the Continent, and we 
concur that well-placed management actions within the project area can meet the 
identified purpose and need of the project to: (1) Improve forest composition, 
spatial arrangement and structure; (2) Restore fire adapted ecosystems; (3) 
Improve water quality, restore or enhance fish and wildlife habitat and improve soil 
resources, and (4) Improve the existing transportation network.   We believe that 
Alternative B (Modified Proposed Action) offers the best opportunity to meet the 
aforementioned purpose and need. 
 
The members of the SWCC Collaborative reviewed the Draft EIS and engaged in 
detailed discussions to provide a considered response.  The following bullet points 
contain both our rationale for the support of Alternative B as well as additional 
recommendations to consider for the Final EIS and decision documents: 
 

 The combination of treatments within Alternative B offers the greatest 
number of aggregate benefits to improve forest resiliency over the long term 
– that is, the ability of the forest to recover its ecological functions and 
processes subsequent to inevitable disturbances such as wildfire, major 
storm events, or a combination of these and other disturbances.  The affected 
environment described in the Draft EIS shows a landscape that has been 
considerably altered by prior human interventions, most notably through the 
development of low standard roads.  Attention to road decommissioning in 
both Alternatives B and C is laudable.  In addition, we see that Alternative B 
presents a higher potential to improve resiliency by actively restoring 
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vegetative structure on 9,100 acres, which is 2000 acres more than proposed 
in Alternative C (7,100 acres). 

 We believe that the active restoration on the additional treatment areas 
proposed in Alternative B will also offer habitat improvements for key 
wildlife species of interest such as elk and mule deer.   We believe the 
creation of additional quality habitat for big game on public lands will help 
relieve pressure on adjacent private lands from big game seeking forage.   

 We encourage the forest restoration treatments identified in Alternative B 
that will promote the longevity of big trees.  Big trees offer important 
attributes to wildlife as well a pleasing aesthetic to forest visitors.  We are 
also in favor of prescriptions across these treatments that improve within-
stand spatial heterogeneity to better mimic naturally occurring patterns of 
forest structure.  Both commercial and pre-commercial activities can advance 
this objective of improved forest structure.  

 We find that the balance of treatments in Alternative B presents a useful 
response to the maintenance of lynx habitat particularly through its 
measured approach to mitigate the potential impacts of large wildfires 
through prescribed fire, commercial, and non-commercial vegetative 
treatments.  Although we would prefer to see even more acres proposed for 
prescribed fire, as was recommended in earlier proposals, we will encourage 
monitoring activities and greater attention to landscape patterns of forest 
structure in other initiatives.  

 The SWCC Collaborative recognizes the significance of the economic 
contributions to local businesses and contractors through the adoption of the 
restoration treatments in Alternative B.  We favor actions that can improve 
forest resiliency with a by-product of local income generation.  The projected 
$487,000 yielded from the byproducts of treatments in Alternative B will 
allow for more restoration work (e.g., road decommissioning, culvert 
upgrades, weed treatment, etc.) to be accomplished in the area while also 
creating jobs and tax revenue.  You could identify examples of the work that 
would be funded by this revenue.  It is also important to keep in mind the 
CFLRA directs projects to demonstrate “the use of forest restoration 
byproducts can offset treatment costs while benefitting local rural economies 
and improving forest health.” 

 The high level of road decommissioning and improvements in roads and 
trails in Alternative B represents a considerable advance over the current 
condition.  We especially appreciate the recontouring of decommissioned 
roads which will benefit wildlife and aquatics systems. We ask that all 
temporary roads be recontoured in a timely fashion after use and that 
funding be secured to accomplish this. We support retaining a loop 
road/route as proposed in this Modified Proposed Action to maintain a 
favorable recreational experience for forest visitors. 

 We believe that the identification of the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) in 
the Draft EIS could be improved, since treatments that occur in Alternative B 
that fall within the WUI are not clearly recognizable.  We feel it will be 
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valuable to show how treatments are distributed across areas falling within 
and outside of the WUI. 

 We feel that in addition to the good fire effects analysis (FVS) within the 
stands that was completed for the DEIS, that a landscape scale modeling of 
fire behavior across the landscape for all three alternatives is important to 
display the benefits of all of the vegetation treatments in combination.   The 
post-fire habitat and watershed conditions are also significantly benefited by 
the spatial array across the landscape.  A display of these effects is vital to 
assessing the trade-offs between alternatives.  A specific example is the effect 
of wildfire on lynx habitat with and without the various levels of treatment.  
The CFLRA has a specific goal of reducing fire effects and costs.  It is 
important to display how the treatments could affect these. 

 Finally, we recommend that the Final EIS and decision documents pay careful 
attention to the use of straightforward, commonly used language as 
discussed during the meeting.  Some descriptions of conditions and proposed 
activities within the Draft EIS utilize either overly technical or obscure terms, 
and we would prefer a written style that is accessible to a broad audience.  

 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS for the Center Horse 
Landscape Restoration Project.  The membership of the SWCC Collaborative will 
remain available to address any questions or clarifications you might request 
regarding this communication.   
 
The undersigned members of the SWCC Collaborative and its working groups 
endorse these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
James Burchfield, SWCC Co-Chair 
Anne Dahl (private citizen) 
Cory Davis (University of Montana) 
Mitch Doherty (Missoula County) 
Jon Haufler (Ecosystem Management Research Institute) 
Rebekah Rafferty (Swan Valley Connections) 
Adam Switalski (InRoads Consulting LLC) 
William Wall (Clearwater Resource Council) 
 
 
 
 
 
 


