
February 1, 2016 

Rich Kehr, District Ranger 

Swan Lake Ranger District 

200 Ranger Station Road 

Bigfork, MT 59911 

Re: Beaver Creek Landscape Restoration Project 

 

To Rich Kehr, 

We appreciate all of the time you and your staff have spent discussing the Beaver Creek Landscape 

Restoration Project with members of the Southwestern Crown Collaborative and the public. In 

particular, we feel the recent meeting held at Swan Valley Connections with your staff to discuss the 

project was very useful to all participants. The Beaver Creek area is very special to many people in the 

area and we all want to ensure that any restoration efforts meet the ecological and social needs for the 

landscape. In particular, we appreciate the attention to protecting legacy trees and in working to restore 

recently acquired legacy lands. We also recognize that this area is an important link for many wildlife 

species that move between the Swan Valley and areas south as well as between the Missions and Swan 

Mountains.  

We have reviewed the very thorough Environmental Assessment for the project and believe an 

approach that mixes Alternatives 2 and 3 to be the best approach for meeting all needs. Based on the 

discussion at the meeting and members’ knowledge of the project area, we would like to make the 

following recommendations to the Swan Lake District NEPA team regarding the project:  

 We appreciate that the Purpose and Need for the project are taken directly from the 

Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Act (CFLRA). However, we don’t feel that the desired 

conditions were adequately described quantitatively or spatially. We believe this would make 

the rationale for the project and individual stand treatments much clearer and more defensible.  

For different types of stands, a description of the desired post-treatment conditions should be 

specified in greater detail including more specific desired basal areas, densities of different sized 

trees, desired numbers of snags, arrangement of vegetation such as types of patches of trees, 

and other related information. Desired spatial patterns among stands could also be described. 

For example, one common complaint of “restoration” projects is that they are trying to remove 

all potential high-severity burn areas. Acknowledging that some high severity is natural and that 

plenty of potential high severity areas will remain in the watershed would be a good way to 

address that complaint. We do appreciate that a description and rationale was provided for 

each unit in Table A-1, which was very helpful when reviewing, but could be substantially 

augmented. 

 Treatments occurring within the WUI could be better identified for their importance for fuel 

mitigation, and desired conditions for fuel mitigation distinguished from restoration treatments.     



 We also appreciate the photos provided of each treatment type. However, we have some 

concerns about treatments being implemented in a uniform fashion (i.e., prescriptions with 

uniform spacing between trees). We believe more attention to within-stand heterogeneity will 

produce more natural patterns for mixed-severity forests. Where possible, while still meeting 

stand objectives, please consider implementing prescriptions that allow for more irregular 

clumping (some >1/8 acre) and spacing. Leaving patches within precommercial thin treatments 

has shown to maintain some snowshoe hares in those stands.    

 Sunset Ridge Area was identified as a very important wildlife area by collaborative members, 

and the Blackfoot-Clearwater Stewardship Project has identified the south side of the ridge as 

Recommended Wilderness 

(http://www.blackfootclearwater.org/files/images/Blackfootmapbig.jpg). Consequently, we 

suggest a relatively light management approach in that area, emphasizing hand treatments over 

mechanical treatments. We agree with dropping Units 109, 110, 120, 259, 260, 4110 as 

suggested in Alternative 3. We also recommend considering a daylighting approach in Unit 268 

instead of a full thin. Larger patches should also be left in the group selection Units 116 and 

114, in consideration of lynx and hare habitat. We believe the daylighting treatments (Units 262, 

265, 267, and 269) are still appropriate to protect important resources, if done with a relatively 

light hand. We support the “20% nutcracker openings” in Unit 266, but would prefer that the 

rest of the unit not be thinned mechanically. Finally, we recommend decommissioning Road 

9570 (Section 7 SE), instead of placing it in storage, to maintain the more primitive character of 

the area. 

 We support the concept of treatments within RHCAs to protect legacy trees, but with 

specifically identified desired conditions for these stands. Treatments might consider daylighting 

approaches or other light touch treatments that will help maintain the legacy trees but also 

maintain the desired qualities of the RHCA. In particular, units 429-432 are within an important 

wildlife area (e.g., last known Swan Valley fisher observation) and we would like to see 

prescriptions with no action in these areas where legacy trees are not present to manage for 

forest structure for marten/fisher.   

 We believe treating Unit 83 (Alt 2) could be done in a way that minimizes visual impacts while 

still achieving fuels objectives. Fire protection of homes along Lindbergh Lake is important and 

we support the inclusion of this unit in the final decision. Sharing the mapped pre- and post-

treatment results of fire behavior models, and potentially using the Stand Visualization System 

(SVS) to create a visual representation, may help alleviate the concerns of some locals. 

 We support dropping the precommercial thin treatments in Units 202, 208, 209, 216, 217, 229 

and commercial thin Units 44 and 66 as suggested in Alternative 3 as these areas are known to 

be used by lynx. We also support dropping the units (93-98, 256-258, 494, 495, and 498) in the 

southeastern section of Section 36.     

 We support burning in the Mission Mountain Wilderness to restore historic fire regimes and 

with the hope that future wildfires in this area may be allowed to burn.  

http://www.blackfootclearwater.org/files/images/Blackfootmapbig.jpg


 When summarizing the amount of temporary roads to be built, we believe it should be 

emphasized how many miles are on existing road prisms vs. new construction.  

 We believe the forest should consider recontouring Road 91204 (Section 11 NW) instead of 

passive decommissioning because of its location on a relatively steep slope and it crosses trail # 

34. We are glad to see that the FNF is recontouring entrances to stored roads to reduce 

motorized use and provide habitat security for grizzly bears and other wildlife. 

 We support using stewardship contracting (best value contracting) to ensure local employment 

opportunities. 

We believe the district staff has made an honest effort to create a project that emphasizes the goals of 

the CFLR program in the Beaver Creek watershed and have been open to new ideas. We support this 

project moving forward and hope that you will consider our comments in the final decision for the 

project. 

Signed by the following members of the Southwestern Crown Collaborative and its Working Groups: 

Matt Arno (Blackfoot Challenge, MFRC) 

Anne Dahl (private citizen) 

Cory Davis (University of Montana) 

Mitch Doherty (Missoula County) 

Jon Haufler (Ecosystem Management Research Institute) 

Luke Lamar (Swan Valley Connections) 

Adam Lieberg (Swan Valley Connections) 

Rebekah Rafferty (Swan Valley Connections) 

Adam Switalski (InRoads Consulting, LLC) 

William Wall (Clearwater Resource Council) 

 

 


