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PREFACE 
The Kootenai Forest Stakeholders Coalition is comprised of the community of loggers, 
mill owners, environmentalist, business owners, local governments, educators, fire 
management personnel, and citizens at large. Our collective goal is to demonstrate the 
ability of a diverse group of Stakeholders to define common ground by implementing 
projects on natural resource issues, including community protection, forests, and 
watershed restoration, public safety, forest health, and community economic vitality. 

 
Our objectives are: 

1. To focus on natural resource issues including timber, restoration, wilderness, 
recreation, and economic and ecosystem sustainability 

2. To identify those acres on the Kootenai national Forest which provide viable 
opportunities for conservation, active management, and the investment in 
industry capacity while meeting our collaborative objectives 

3. To recommend the implementation of fuel reduction projects and to demonstrate 
innovative approaches to forestry and use the success of projects as a model to 
address other natural resource issues as identified by the Stakeholder group 

4. To educate ourselves, and to develop and implement educational opportunities 
for the general public regarding these issues and offer assistance and leadership 
to others who share our interest in finding common ground on natural resource 
issues. 

 

A Common Ground Subcommittee was formed by the KFSC to identify specific acres 
across the forest with common ground support for wilderness, recreation, and timber 
management. The following document represents the consensus recommendations of 
the Common Ground Subcommittee following five years of monthly meetings to develop 
a set of agreements that meets the needs of all values at the table. 

 
The first stage of the Common Ground process was to develop our vegetative 
management recommendations. These recommendations are based off the direction 
provided in the 2015 revised Forest plan. Our group then began crafting the Wilderness 
and recreation recommendations by looking at the recommendations from the USFS 
NEPA analysis of the revised 2015 Forest Plan. We used alternative C as a place to 
begin our conversation and from there used our collective knowledge of the landscape 
and uses across the forest to make our recommendations. 

 
The vegetative management guidelines and wilderness and recreation 
recommendations meet our collective desire to support forest management that provides 
a reliable supply of commercial timber, reduces fuels loading in the wildland-urban 
interface, improves wildlife habitat and water quality, increases long term forest 
productivity, resilience, and diversity, and recovers endangered species. Our end-goal 
as a collaborative is to bring forth a set of realistic, locally-vetted recommendations that 
empower and inspire land managers to maintain an active approach to land 
management that responds to public desires by providing certainty regarding timber 
harvest levels, areas open to motorized and non-motorized recreation, and Wilderness 
protection for priority wildlands. 



2  

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT STATEMENTS 
The organizations, businesses, and individuals who sign on to this document 
acknowledge the following: 

 
- The attainment of the listed goals for vegetative management that occur within 

the scope of our stated guidelines and sideboards are not dependent upon the 
fulfillment of the associated recommended wilderness component. 

 
- We recognize that congressional action would be required for Wilderness 

designation; however, a committed and continued support for listed areas of 
recommended Wilderness is expected from the group. 

 
- The vegetative management goals are subject to forces outside the control of our 

group (i.e. agency budget, litigation, as well as market values). However, the 
group remains committed to attaining management goals in light of budgetary 
setbacks and will continue to pursue creative solutions to encourage movement 
toward our goals. 

 
- Members of the committee agree to be proactive and work together toward 

finding and implementing vegetation management solutions that address the 
challenges of agency budget, empowering collaboratives, and litigation on the 
KNF. This also includes land-management designations for recreation and 
wilderness elements that satisfies a balanced approach to our collective 
interests. 

 
KFSC POSITION STATEMENTS 

 

1.) The KFSC endorses an ecosystem management approach to vegetative 

management on the KNF that promotes ecological integrity, along with resiliency for 
forest composition, structure, patterns, and processes, while also balancing the social 
and economic needs of the forest. 

 

a.) See KFSC Vegetative Management Recommendations (pages 2-15) 
 
2.) We support sustainable management in the Suitable Available General Forest, where 

timber objectives are focused and have a regularly scheduled timber harvest program. 
 

a.) We encourage 70 mmbf – 90 mmbf (LTSYC) to be annually harvested from 
these lands. We recognize and support that this number must be secured on a 
yearly basis to satisfy the predictability needs of the timber industry. 

 
3.) We support active management within general forest acres on lands designated as 
not suitable for timber production. Timber harvest and other activities on these lands 
could be implemented to meet specific resource objectives other than timber growth and 
yield. These objectives could include enhancement of wildlife habitat, fuels 
management, or insect and disease mitigation. Timber harvest in these acres does not 
contribute towards the allowable sale quantity (ASQ). 

a.) The KFSC recognizes that the responsible treatment of lands located within 
Grizzly-Core & Lynx Habitat is a necessary component in developing a healthy 
sustainable landscape.  To that end, the KFSC would like to see the USFS 
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develop specialized treatment standards that are crafted to address the needs of 
these sensitive habitats. 

 

4.) We are in support of motorized and non-motorized Backcountry Areas, located 
primarily in inventoried roadless areas, where management objectives are focused on 
maintaining and enhancing recreation opportunities as well as wildlife habitat, security, 
and connectivity for species with large home ranges. Mechanized use (including 
mountain bikes, game carts, and other wheeled non-motorized equipment, as well as 
chainsaws) would be permitted within these areas, and motorized use would be 
permitted in designated motorized areas. 

 

5.) Wilderness and Recreation 
 

The KFSC supports a balanced set of recommendations that include designated 
wilderness and designated motorized and non-motorized areas on the KNF. 
We are committed to finding common ground support for permanently protecting 
wilderness values as well as established uses in motorized and non-motorized 
recreation. We also recognize that opportunities exist within general forest acres for both 
motorized and non-motorized recreation. 

 
See the attached maps and Figure 1 (below) for detailed boundaries and acreages of 
these recommendations. 

 

In making these recommendations, the KFSC recognizes the need to protect human 
communities near wilderness and other back-county areas from wildfire. We support use 
of existing tools as necessary to protect communities from fires that pose a threat to 
human life or property. We feel the agency should consider prescribed fire and 
survivable space as well as general fire suppression needs for an area when considering 
wilderness boundaries adjacent to communities. 

 
The undersigned hereby support the management recommendations for timber, 
wilderness, and recreation listed in these guidelines. 

 
 
 

 
Common Ground Subcommittee 

 

x  x  

x  x  

x  x  

x  x  

x  x  

x  x    

KFSC Board Executive Board 
 

x  x  

x  x  

x  x  

x  x  

x  x  

x  x    
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Figure 1 – Wilderness and Recreation Recommended Acres 
Snowmobile Acres 

 
Mt. Henry 1,796 
Robinson 2,054 
Big Creek 7,527 
Zulu 3,675 
Gold Hill West 7,812 
NW Peak & Buckhorn 21,481 
Saddle 6,128 
Spruce Lakes 4,825 
Dry Creek 1,667 

 
TOTAL 56,965 

Wilderness Acres 
 

Roderick 29,871 
Grizzly Peak 7,438 
Cabinet Additions 94,667 
Saddle Mountain 6,264 
Gold Hill West IRA 7,260 

 
Scotchman Peaks 34,569* 

 
 

 
TOTAL 180,069 

Backcountry Non-Motorized Acres 
 

Roderick 3,707 
Saddle Mountain 2,090 
Zulu 6,332 
Mt. Henry 12,145 
Robinson 4,979 
NW Peak & Buckhorn 25,068 
Cabinet Additions 2,046 

 
 
 

 
TOTAL 56,367 

 General Forest Acres 
 

MA6 in 2015 Forest Plan 
 

Total 1,408,800 
Approximately 793,700 of these acres are suitable for timber production, and 615,100 acres that are 

unsuitable, but timber harvest is allowed to meet other resource objectives 

 

 Our coalition almost found consensus for recommending Scotchman Peaks for wilderness as 
designated in the current Kootenai National Forest plan. The Troy Snowmobile Club supports 
wilderness for Scotchman Peaks under the condition that Savage Basin and Dry Creek are opened to 
winter motorized use. 

 
 

There are approximately 490,000 additional acres on the Kootenai National Forest that 
are not addressed in these recommendations either because they require further 
consideration or are beyond the scope of this committee. 

 
 
 
 

KFSC VEGETATIVE MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Purpose 
These guidelines are to provide the Kootenai National Forest with a set of collaborative 
agreements on issues that often arise with proposed projects. They represent our 
group's vision of what a balance of social, economic, and ecological needs look like on 
the Forest. They provide the Forest Service with collaborative thresholds to use for 
project development and are intended to be consistent with, yet more definitive than the 
revised Forest Plan. If proposed Forest Service actions fall within these guidelines, we 
can give a high level of support for the project. If proposed actions go beyond these 
guidelines, further collaboration will be needed. 
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These guidelines are intended to reduce litigation on USFS projects while increasing 
budgetary efficiencies that would enable the agency to treat more acres (conduct more 
projects and harvest more volume) while working toward their desired future conditions 
despite agency budgetary constraints. 

 
The guidelines have been organized at two scales – Landscape and Stand. 

 

I.) LANDSCAPE LEVEL 
 

A.) Landscape scale evaluations preceding projects 
In order to make progress toward KNF Desired Future Conditions (DFC), landscape 
analysis at a minimum of a watershed/project level is essential (10 – 100 K acres). 

 

1.) Long-term planning 
The eventual target landscape and how to get there in one or more projects 

could be stated at the present. Such foresight would offer assurances to the 

conservation community concerning roads, water resources, and wildlife habitat; 

as well as provide predictability for future timber harvest. 

Our group would like to see the agency provide a planning horizon that reflects 
the Historic Range of Variation (HRV) and considers the fire disturbances during 
that timeframe analysis (0-250 years). This would enable better planning, funding 
and could gain support from more conservation and timber groups. 

 

2.) Use of multiple tools to derive project-specific targets 
HRV could be combined with functional information, best-available science, and 
tools such as fire modeling, aquatic restoration needs, habitat requirements for 
focal species, and other objectives. Fire history and historical stand 
reconstruction studies can also add invaluable information in developing project- 
level targets. 

 

a.) Buy time through strategic placement of treatments 

Movement toward the DFC will typically require multiple projects over 
time. We can buy time for future treatments with strategic placement of 
treatments to reduce susceptibility to high severity fire and protect key 
human and natural resources. Landscape disturbance models could 
provide projections of greatest susceptibility for prioritizing treatments in 
those areas most at risk of high severity fire (with highest priority for these 
being focused in dominance types that have historic disturbance regimes 
of lower severity and greater frequency, i.e. warm/dry PP – DF). 

 

b.) Economically viable projects 
Along with the above-suggested tools to assist in project location and 
placement within the larger landscape, we also recommend that projects 
be economically viable. Project development costs, availability, and 
distance to markets should be considered throughout the analysis and 
mitigation process. Focus should be placed on projects that have good 
access and where markets can be identified for the material to be 
removed. 

 

3.) Evaluation of movement towards vegetation desired conditions 
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One major goal of ecosystem management is to emulate historical disturbance 
regimes on contemporary landscapes to promote those processes that were 
considered necessary for healthy ecosystems. 

 
Management should be designed to expedite conditions that approximate historic 
species composition, structure, and plant association groups that are governed 
by fire and disturbance regimes within stand classes. When combined, 
watershed sub-units would establish a mosaic of successional stages across the 
entire Forest. This would reduce ecologic uncertainty because ecosystem 
management goals would be set within the ecological constraints (or limitations) 
of an area. 

 
Agency NEPA documents for individual projects would ideally include an 
increase/ decrease in percentage toward the targeted HRV as cited in the 
revised Forest Plan for desired future conditions including vegetation 
composition, structure (as example in table 1), landscape pattern. 

 
 

Table 1 HRV for Size for the KNF (Structure) 
 VRUs 1-3 VRUs 4-6 VRUs 7-11 FOREST WIDE 

 WARM/ DRY WARM/ MOIST SUBAL PINE FS LANDS 

 Lower Limit Upper 
Limit 

Lower 
Limit 

Upper 
Limit 

Lower Limit Upper 
Limit 

Lower 
Limit 

Upper 
Limit 

Seed/Sap 
0-5” DBH 

13 27 15 31 17 33 16 31 

Small 
5-10” DBH 

9 17 10 20 10 20 10 19 

Medium 

10-15” DBH 
7 15 9 17 8 16 8 16 

Large 
> 15” DBH 

38 74 33 65 32 64 34 67 

Based on Vegetative Response Unit Characterizations and Target Landscape Prescriptions, 1999. 

 
In time and with further research these ranges should narrow. But for now, 
vegetative management could aim for the median percentile of each category. It 
is recognized that immense change is necessary in order to bring the KNF within 
these historic levels and that it will not occur overnight. The timeframe for 
achieving these goals will be extremely long-term. However, each project 
provides an opportunity to inch toward the goal. 

 

4.) Connectivity map 
A spatially explicit prioritization that reflects conditions across multiple scales of 
watershed, landscape, and region is needed. This prioritization should analyze 
root causes of degradation such that specific restoration tools and treatments 
can be matched with those causes. With this in mind, NEPA documents for 
proposed USFS projects could include a spatially explicit map that details how 
proposed treatments on individual projects fit into the long-term vision at the 
watershed and landscape scale. This map would detail treatments with regard to 
old growth (designated & recruitment) and wildlife habitat corridors (maintenance 

and restoration).1 

 
 

1 Such a map would be similar to the one developed with KFSC on the East Reservoir 
project on the Libby District. 
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5.) Old growth distribution and recruitment at the landscape scale 

The purpose of the following guidelines is to protect existing old growth and 
recruit sufficient mature forests across the landscape to ensure viable 
populations of old-growth dependent species, and provide for other old growth 
related values. To define old growth, we reference the size, age, and basal area 
characteristics for respected forest types as detailed in Green et al. (1992/errata 
corrected in 2008). 

 

a.) Inventory 
The Forest Service should identify, inventory, and map all old growth and 
recruitment old growth stands. 

 

b.) Documentation 

Long-term objectives and management strategies for treated old growth 
stands could be identified and described, and included within project 
planning and NEPA documentation. 

 

c.) Species composition for recruitment 

Because they are in short supply relative to historic amounts, mature and 
old forests dominated by white pine, ponderosa pine, whitebark pine, and 
western red cedar are relatively more valuable. Current old growth and 
recruitment amounts do not always meet these desired conditions at the 
landscape scale. While achieving the desired future condition for species 
composition in old growth and recruitment old growth is a long term goal, 
it is important to maintain desired amounts of forest with mature and old 
structure in the interim. 

 

d.) Desired amounts of old growth and recruitment 

The percentage of old growth and other lands managed for old growth 
could increase toward the historic range for old growth as distinguished 
by habitat types (VRUs). We recognize that the agency has yet to identify 
the HRV for old growth as defined by the minimum characteristics (age, 
size, basal area) found in Green et al. However, until peer-reviewed, best 
science can give us better target numbers and until the USFS develops 
old growth target ranges based on Green et al. criteria, we cite the 150+ 
age class ranges in Table 2 as interim ranges to begin working toward on 
the KNF.  We are aware that this is a long-term goal, however each 
USFS project presents an opportunity to move toward that goal. 

 

Table 2 Recommended Age Class Distribution by VRU 
Age Class VRU 1 VRU 2 VRU 3 VRU 4 VRU 5 VRU 6 

VRU8 
VRU 7 VRU 9 VRU 10 

VRU 11 

150 + 40-70% 20-50% 15-40% 10-40% 25-55% 35-65% 15-45% 5-10% 40-60% 

 

Since many watersheds do not have that much old forest, a 
compensating amount of recruitment forest could be identified within each 
watershed and tracked Forest wide to reach the overall Forest range of 
variation. 
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In general, recruitment old growth stands should not be available for 
harvest, because amounts are significantly below desired future 
condition. However, we do agree that some silvicultural practices 
including thinning, harvest and/or prescribed fire activities in old 
forest/mature may be necessary to sustain or improve old forest/mature 
conditions, consistent with the stand level sideboards for old growth (see 
section II - B). 

 
Recruitment forests can exceed or be less than the HRV for a particular 
watershed, however the trend should be attempting to reach the HRV 
forest-wide. We are aware that fires, insect and disease and other 
disturbances will constantly change the amount of mature/old growth 
forest present over the entire forest. 

 

e.) Pattern 
The desired future condition could be to maintain most recruitment old 
growth and old growth forests in patches greater than 100 acres, with 
300+ acre patches most desirable. Patches less than 25 acres are low 
priority unless of unusual quality or where they serve as stepping-stone 
linkages between larger patches. We would emphasize in attempting to 
establish the old-growth alone first, then supplementing with mature as 
needed to get block sizes to desired size, as well as provide connectivity 
between other old growth patches. 

 

f.) Distribution and connectivity 
Distribution and connectivity of old growth and recruitment old growth 
could prioritize settings representative of their functional purpose, i.e. 
riparian conservation areas, ridges, benches, saddles, grizzly core, 
existing old/mature forest and areas not suitable for timber production; in 
other words, the majority of recruitment old growth could be located 
outside of the suitable timber base. 

 

g.) Landscape treatment considerations for O.G. by habitat type 
i.) Warm/dry 

Old growth restoration and treatments could be focused on and 
within his habitat group where fire exclusion and other human 
activities have resulted in major alterations in ecosystem structure, 
function, or composition. Note that a majority of currently roaded 
and Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) areas fall within this habitat 
grouping. 

 

ii.) Warm/moist or mesic 
Active silviculture management would normally not take place in 
moist old growth stands with long interval fire regimes, unless 
such treatment is used to improve existing conditions toward the 
DFC for old growth. Such treatments might be needed to 
manipulate species composition, size and density of trees, snags, 
down woody material, etc. 

 

iii.) Subalpine 
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No silvicultural management of old growth is encouraged or 
anticipated happening in VRUs 8,10, and 11. 

 

6.) Whitebark pine restoration 

Due to decades of fire suppression, outbreaks of mountain pine beetles and 
widespread infection by white pine blister rust, we believe there could be an 
emphasis placed upon restoring whitebark pine on the landscape. While its 
distribution is relatively small on the KNF, whitebark pine is considered a 
keystone species at high elevations throughout the northern Rocky Mountains 
due to its abundant seed-production, which is an important food source for 
wildlife. 

 
It is expected that prescribed fire will play a major role in whitebark pine 
restoration efforts. Active management toward restoration goals could also 
include prioritizing planting and the maintenance associated post-planting 
(thinning & pruning). 

 

7.) Western white pine restoration 
Western white pine is a species unmatched in its ecological and economic 
significance to the region. Today, western white pine covers less than 10% of its 
historical range and at far lower densities than a century ago. 

 
Western white pine is a great species to plant or to attempt to regenerate from a 
climate change and forest health perspective. In addition to its physiological 
plasticity, it is a keystone ecological species that is capable of sequestering large 
amounts of carbon. If you’re planting for forest health over the next hundred 
years and you anticipate an area will undergo changes due to a shifting climate, 
western white pine has a huge advantage in terms of adaptive structure. 
Restoration of western white pine would help maintain forest resilience and 
ecosystem services in the face of uncertain climate change. 

 

8.) Northern Rockies Lynx Management R.O.D. 
We encourage the USFS to continue work/research into Standard VEG S5 of the 
Lynx R.O.D., which drastically limits pre-commercial thinning projects located 
within snowshoe hare habitat. 

 
We support active management in habitat as necessary to establish all four 
structural stages of Lynx habitat. However, due to the current incapacity to pre- 
commercially thin previously regenerated stands, there are an increased number 
of stands located within the stand initiation structural stage (16-50 years old). 
Cole and Schmidt (1986) emphasize that pre-commercial thinning is the best tool 
for long-lasting influence on composition and structure. 

 
By focusing only on re-initiating stands within lynx habitat, the agency is 
supplying only one-quarter of the equation in managing for all four structural 
stages for lynx habitat. We encourage the agency to recognize and analyze for 
all four stages of structural development located within lynx habitat. 

 
 

B.) Landscape level treatment considerations for pattern by habitat  type 
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Stand-level designations and patch sizes should be of lesser importance than moving 
toward larger scale patterns that better reflect historic patterns because these patch 
sizes and proportions can be quantified and targeted. 

 

1.) Using natural fire regimes to guide project level patterns 
Desired future conditions at the landscape scale are grounded in the natural 
range of variability that such forests experienced under natural disturbance 
regimes. Landscape-scale patterns of patch size, and distribution of area 
among different size/age classes could be guided by the historic patterns 
maintained under natural fire regimes. The specific targets of the proportion of 
landscape area in different age classes, as well as distribution between even- 
aged and multi-aged stand structures can emulate natural fire disturbance 
regimes that have historically patterned the  landscape. 

 
a.) Warm/dry forests that have historically experienced frequent, but 
non-lethal fire have historically included large patches of multi-aged  
stand structures with relatively open understory structure, along with  
some proportion of the landscape in young regeneration patches. A 
variety of successional stages could be represented across the 
landscape, managed to approximate a range of past overstory 
proportions of seral and climax trees species. This historic fire regime  
can be emulated at the project and landscape scale, by replicating non- 
lethal fire disturbances using individual tree selection followed by 
prescribed fire to promote multi-aged stands. In combination with 
thinning, prescribed fire is recommended to maintain open stands that 
favor large diameter ponderosa pine. Restoring and maintaining fire as an 
ecological process for landscape change is very important. 

 
b.) Warm/moist or mesic forests have historically experienced mixed 
severity fire regimes leading to a diverse mix of patch sizes and  
structural types. Appropriate management could include modified even- 
aged and multi-aged forest management using different stand-level 
treatment regimes (e.g., shelterwood or single tree selection). This 
approach could target the reduction of large homogenous patches of 
medium aged forest while increasing the size of old-growth patches and 
regenerating patches. And where possible, could favor species 
conversion to under represented species of white pine, ponderosa pine, 
and cedar. 

 
Balancing the age structure of the overall landscape can provide diverse 
habitat while meeting the need for forest products. The best prescription 
for maintaining biological diversity and sustainable ecosystems is to 
imitate as closely as possible the natural stand age distribution. 

 
Ecosystem-based prescriptions could be designed to create a mosaic of 
stocking levels, age class distribution and species composition, 
representing varied structural attribute and habitat characteristics. 
Adaptive management in this setting could maintain the diversity of these 
moist sites and manage largely for non-uniform landscape features. The 
landscape would be composed of mixed species stands with varying 
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structural development. There could be well stocked even-aged and 
multi-aged stands, fairly open stands composed of large diameter trees, 
protected areas with no recent evidence of disturbance, and brushfields 
or non-stocked areas, etc. Openings would vary from small gaps created 
by root disease to large patches resulting from stand replacing events. 

 

c.) Subalpine forests have historically included low frequency, but high 
severity fire regimes that have promoted even aged patches of lodge- 
pole pine, and included whitebark pine in some areas. It is desirable to 
emphasize silvicultural treatments that would create or maintain a mosaic 
of stand conditions over the landscape similar to forest conditions that 
experienced natural disturbances. The desired forest structures would 
reflect the limited extent of nonlethal and mixed lethal fires and the more 
characteristic low to moderately extensive stand-replacing fires. The latter 
condition varied from small fires that killed patches of fire-intolerant trees 
in a lethal underburn, to large fires that killed many trees due to crown 
fires. 

 

In general, the subalpine forests are likely the least removed from being 
outside their normal disturbance regime, which ranges from 50-300 
years. Any regeneration harvests within this habitat type would typically 
target disease and/or decadence (lodgepole) or stands overstocked with 
undesirable species in accordance with the DFC; while adhering to the 
protocols outlined in the Northern Lynx Management ROD (if located 
above 4500’ in elevation) and the regeneration harvests sideboards 
found within this document. 

 
Stands managed for old growth characteristics are likely to be selectively 
located where site moisture is greater and in topography where crown 
fires would not likely occur. 

 
Prescribed fire also plays an important role within this habitat grouping 
with whitebark pine restoration efforts in  particular. 

 
 

II.) STAND LEVEL 
 

A.) Stand Level Treatment Considerations By Habitat Type 
 

1.)  Warm/dry habitat type 
a.)  Management objectives 

The main objective within the warm/dry habitat should be to manage for 
multi-aged stands where activities are intended to mimic frequent 
nonlethal/low-severity burns. Treatments could represent a mosaic of 
age/size classes and species that were historically maintained by this fire 
regime. Emphasis could be placed on increasing the height to live 
crowns, decreasing stand density and favoring large diameter trees. 

 
It may be desirable on some of the more productive sites to create small 
openings (5-10 ac.) that accelerate the development of early seral stands. 
Such treatments would emulate the mixed lethal fires that undoubtedly 
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occurred in dense Douglas-fir thickets that established during fire-free 
periods. Conditions that may be suitable for these small openings include 
stands that have a high degree of decadence/disease or those that are 
over-stocked with undesirable species. 

 
b.) Options for achieving management objectives 

Intermediate harvest methods such as improvement cuttings and thinning 
from below that can emulate the function of nonlethal underburns are very 
important treatments within the warm/dry habitat type. For example, in an 
understory reinitiating stage it may be desirable to remove excess trees, 
maintain a desired stocking level and open up growing space while 
maintaining the large overstory component. 

 
On low elevation south slopes, management activities might create and 
maintain a non-uniform, relatively open community of mature western 
larch, Douglas fir, and ponderosa pine. Largely multi-storied and multi- 
aged, these conditions would be sustained through prescribed fire and 
timber harvest. 

 

On mid to upper-elevation north slopes it could be desirable to create 
small openings (<5 to 10 ac.) within a large treatment area (50-200 ac.). 
These irregularly shaped areas would be designed to emulate the 
moderate intensity, mixed-lethal fires that created large canopy gaps 
within Douglas fir thickets and other moist mixed conifer types that 
establish during fire-free periods. Managed stand structure be patchy and 
non-uniform and target existing single storied decadent lodgepole/mixed 
conifer. 

 
Where maintaining fully stocked even-aged stands is an objective, a 
shelterwood system could be recommended to create a two-storied 
condition, composed of mostly shade intolerant species. Additionally, 
shelterwood cutting may be desirable where a fully stocked even-aged 
stand is desirable to meet scenic objectives or special habitat needs for 
wildlife. Planting of seral/fire tolerant species would then be necessary. 

 
It is important to maintain coarse woody material for site productivity and 
small mammal habitat. This recommendation is based on studies that 
used ectomycorrhizae as an indicator of healthy, productive soils 
(Graham et al. 1994). These recommendations are not designed to 
immediately replace the present forest floor but to ensure their 
replacement over the next 100 years or more by retaining standing 
amounts as well. 

 
Prescribed fire is recommended as a tool for periodic reduction in fuels as 
well as restoring and maintaining vegetative composition and structure. 

 

2.) Warm/moist or mesic habitat type 
a.) Management objectives 
The driving objective for stand-level treatments in mesic habitats is to 
create heterogeneous vertical and horizontal forest structure that is 
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resilient to disturbance and future climate change by maintaining forest 
conditions that simulate the ecological processes and results of mixed 
lethal fires and long interval stand replacement events. Treatments could 
replicate mixed-severity fire regimes and conceivably could cover large 
contiguous areas at one time. 

 

Initially, multi-storied, mid-seral stands might receive a high priority for 
treatment to meet overall landscape objectives of a better balanced age 
distribution and less horizontal patch homogeneity . In other words, 
stands that are outside of their normal fire regime would be prioritized for 
treatment. We feel this would help the agency work toward the desired 
future conditions found in the KNF Draft Forest Plan. 

 
Many sites within this habitat type could support white pine restoration 
efforts. 

 
 

b.) Options for achieving management objectives 
We emphasize maintaining the vertical and horizontal distribution and 
diversity of forest conditions that natural processes create. These 
conditions would be distributed non-uniformly, at the indicated 
proportions, ranging from highly diverse multi-storied structures in valley 
bottoms to more homogenous single and two storied conditions in upland 
areas. Stocking levels would tend to be higher in the former setting, 
consistent with long fire return intervals. 

 
Silvicultural practices could be directed toward reducing the level of mid 
tolerant and tolerant species while retaining the seral dominants that are 
not successfully reproducing under current conditions. 

 
Where it is appropriate, commercial thinning could be utilized to reduce 
stand density, focusing growth on selected trees, and initiate forage 
habitat in small openings. Creating long-term forage in most vegetated 
conditions of this habitat type requires active management that minimizes 
canopy closure in order to prolong the presence of understory vegetation. 

 
Consistent with the mosaic nature of patches created by mixed lethal and 
lethal burns, the arrangement and frequency of regeneration harvests 
would emphasize less uniformity - recommended primarily on productive 
north and east slopes. To re-create this heterogeneity, stand-level 
treatments could consist of a mix of four basic patch types: skips, thin 
areas, heavy thin areas, and openings. The exact mix of patch types in 
each stand would vary across stands. Stands that have a high proportion 
in openings and heavy thin areas will be similar to seed-tree, 
shelterwood, and group-selection silvicultural treatments. (see 
regeneration harvest sideboards and silvicultural examples in Appendix 
A) 

 

3.)  Subalpine habitat type 
a.) Management Objectives 
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Efforts should be made to maintain, restore, and or duplicate the effects 
of historic fire regimes. High-elevation subalpine fir, lodgepole pine and 
Engleman spruce forests historically experienced fire on a 200 - 300 year 
fire return interval where subalpine forests of whitebark pine historically 
experienced fire on a mean fire return interval of 50 – 300 years. These 
forest ecotypes are likely the closest to their natural range of variability 
and likely require minimal restoration efforts. 

 
b.) Options for achieving management objectives 

Precommercial thinning in the early stem-exclusion stage can effectively 
reduce stocking and redistribute growing space to the desirable species 
in the stand. This activity is especially important in lodgepole pine eco- 
systems where maintaining an endemic level of insects and disease is 
important to long term forest sustainability, however, the agency will have 
to follow established protocols from the Lynx ROD (if located above 4500 
feet). 

Mid-seral stands that have reached the stem exclusion stage 
(approximately 60 years) could be commercial thinned to maintain stand 
vigor by reducing stocking and emulating the mixed severity, surface fires 
that can occur. 

Intermediate harvest methods such as salvage may be utilized to remove 
dead, dying, high-risk trees, etc. This entry has the potential of meeting 
some management objectives while retaining a manageable stand with 
future options. 

In most cases, a regeneration harvest would only occur during stand 
maturity at a point relative to the range that stand replacement occurred 
under natural disturbance by targeting decadent/disease stands. Such 
regeneration harvest would be consistent with KFSC regeneration harvest 
sideboards and management protocols outlined in the Lynx ROD (if 
located above 4500 feet). Uneven-age management is not recommended 
in multi-aged stands that are largely composed of shade intolerant trees. 

 
 

B.) Project level sideboards for treatments occurring within old growth 
1.) Large trees, snags, down woody debris and other components (as defined by 
Green et al.) should be retained and recruited in sufficient amounts. These 
amounts would be prioritized in pre- and post-project monitoring plans. 

 

2.) Monitoring of treated old growth stands in project areas would ideally be 
prioritized (i.e., funded) in project decisions to ensure that project objectives have 
been met, including items such as soil disturbance, possibly utilize a third party/ 
multiparty/ collaborative monitoring process as appropriate. 

 

3.) In general, we do not recommend new permanent or temporary roads into old 

growth stands. We are, however, willing to visit this issue on a site-by-site basis. 
 

4.) Due to the concern of invasive weeds and possible harm to associated old 
growth values, harvest activities would ideally use winter logging or forwarding 
equipment over slash on dry soils. 
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5.) During prescribed burns, special attention should be given toward old trees 
where high amounts of duff and needles have accumulated in the root zones 
(particularly in the warm/dry habitat types). 

 

C.) Project level sideboards for regeneration harvests 
Regeneration harvests sideboards serve to retain various wildlife habitat components 
and balance the aesthetic concerns associated with created openings while also 
providing the flexibility for land managers to apply site-specific silvicultural prescriptions 
within the Suitable and Available Timber-base. 

 

1.) Regeneration harvest prescriptions should be used as a silvicultural tool when 
it is appropriate within the VRU/HRV context, previous burn history, and serves 
to meet the desired future condition. 

 

2.) Regeneration harvests would be executed in a manner where cuts look and 
function biologically more like natural forest clearings resulting from fire or 
windthrow events.  For example, in the mixed-severity fire regimes, the cuts 
would more accurately mimic burn areas that are irregular and although there 
may be large areas that were intensely burned, there were often leave areas that 
escaped the intense fire. 

 
The intent is to avoid creating large open areas that lack retention, while at the 
same time promoting conditions suitable for development of early successional 
ecosystems and regeneration of shade-intolerant species. To some extent, 
logging systems and fuels treatments will constrain these “retained” mimicking 
characteristics, but burn history, prevailing winds, slope, and aspect would guide 
the placement of these features along with operational feasibility. 

 

a.) Openings would retain an average of 30% in most of the mesic VRU’s 
of the pre-harvest forest, but with a range of 5-50%. The majority of the 
retention/skips should be in the form of small (e.g., ½ to 3 acre) intact 
patches. 

 

b.) VRU’s with more of a stand-replacement fire history would typically 
leave less of the pre-harvest forest, but would leave an average of at 
least 20% uncut. The majority of the retention/skips would be 5-10 acre 
patches. 

 

c.) Selection of Retention Acres (Skips) – Several types of areas will be 
candidates for location of retention acres. Including: 

- Riparian buffers 
- Special habitats such as seeps, rocky outcrops, and other 
areas of high specie diversity. 
- Patches dominated by hardwoods. 
- Representative patches of the pre-harvest forest stand. 
- Clusters of shade-intolerant tree species. 

 

d.) Edges of regeneration units would be buffered or “feathered” with two 
average dominant/co-dominant tree lengths of an intermediate treatment 
along 25 - 50% of the edge of the unit.  We recognize that this may be 
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difficult to obtain, particularly where you have a very decadent stand of 
lodgepole or stands susceptible to windthrow. 

 

e.) Regeneration units located next to year-round open USFS roads 
would retain wildlife security screening (understory & small diameter 
trees) immediately next to roads where necessary to break up 
elongated views into the unit. 

 

f.) Units with a regeneration prescription should be irregular shaped, i.e. 

not square. 
 

g.) Our group acknowledges the difficulty of prescribed burning small 
irregular sized areas located on steep slopes. We also recognize the 
technical challenges associated in the layout, design, and operation of 
logging systems that will be required to implement some of our 
regeneration guidelines. It is our hope that the agency embraces such 
challenges with creativity and views them as opportunities. However, we 
recognize that to some extent logging system feasibility and prescribed 
fire limitations will sometimes hinder the full implementation of these 
guidelines. 

 

D.) Project level sideboards for thinning overstocked stands 
Within the suitable timber-base, stand objectives should strive to meet targets for fiber 
potential, while also mitigating for associated wildlife needs (hiding/thermal cover) and 
naturalness. We recommend that pre-commercial or commercial thinning units that are 
greater than 10 acres in size be applied in an irregular manner. 

 
 

E.) Project level sideboards for post-fire salvage 

Wildfire has the potential to disrupt the trend toward or away from the targeted HRV 
based on age-class distribution and species composition/ grouping. Wildfires may range 
from light to high intensity, greatly affecting the complexity of post fire treatments. 
Wildfire can also produce changes with respect to wildlife connectivity, wildlife cover, 
watershed quantity and quality, aesthetics and old growth. The driving force for these 
salvage guidelines are stand level treatments that are applicable to their habitat type 
grouping; except when the overriding vegetative management concern is for a focal 
species or for concerns within the WUI. 

 
We stress that even though a high severity fire might easily consume all the vegetation 
in any given area, it is important to note the fire regime the stand(s) might have been in 
prior to the wildfire. A stand that would normally experience a mixed severity fire regime 
might have experienced a stand replacement fire simply because of the excess amount 
of fuels, or excessively dry conditions. 

 
Dead trees serve as a vital ecological function in the forest. Dead trees (snags) provide 
shade for regeneration, cavity nesting opportunities, soil cover, dead woody material, 
wildlife cover and connectivity to a lesser extent, and lastly, an important component of 
any future old growth stand. Snags to remain on site should approximate the size, 
species diversity and pattern of the pre-burn stand (as recommended in II. Stand Level 
Treatments). 
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WUI areas that burn may create an intolerable level of future wildfire fuels. Following a 
high intensity fire, one might believe that the fire hazard had been eliminated for a period 
of time.  This is true to an extent, but when dead trees begin to fall they can create, 
along with the regenerated stand, a horizontal bed of fuels that can burn with a great 
intensity. Under that scenario or similar ones, it would be prudent to implement a Fire 
Wise prescription. 

 
Old growth stands that burn in a high severity fire or lose their old growth characteristics 
will need to be evaluated prior to any release to a standard stand-level treatment. 

 

Salvage operations should only be considered when there is an adequate transportation 
system in place or helicopter logging was feasible. Transportation systems should be 
considered in accordance with the scope of the fire. System and temporary roads must 
be addressed for hydrological concerns through the NEPA process. 

 

F.) Project level considerations for soils 
Given the concern of soil disturbance and compaction, it’s worth considering longer re- 
entry periods, but with greater removals in each entry. 

 

1.)  Winter harvest 

Logging when the ground is snow-covered/frozen reduces some of the negative 
impacts that may occur – most notably, soil compaction and rutting. It also 
reduces the spread of noxious weeds and can reduce damage to trees and 
present less of an opportunity for spreading disease. 

 
Winter required operating restrictions are generally considered a best 
management practice for operations within grizzly bear CORE, and in post-fire 
salvage situations. However, in some situations, comprehensive mitigation 
strategies that include limited summer operating periods that would result in 
overall reduced grizzly bear disturbance should be considered and analyzed. 
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