
Two approaches:

One or more CWPP embedded in a larger 
landscape to achieve multiple objectives

CWPP that encompasses a larger 
landscape to achieve multiple objectives

Integrating
Landscape Restoration and CWPP

Presenter
Presentation Notes
INTRODUCTORY SLIDE
Begin our panel today with two approaches that will underly all of this morning’s presentations and the collective recommendations of the panel. These approaches are intended for use in both the CWPP Handbook Update and to frame the way we think about CWPP in general. 

As has already been discussed at this workshop, the policy context for CWPP is set by HFRA. In these presentations we are going to describe three case studies that demonstrate these two approaches to integration of CWPP and landscape restoration.

The first presentation is a case study of a million acre landscape in Northern Arizona that encompasses 5 different CWPP
The second presentation is about a 300,000 acre landscape asessessment that was integrated with an existing CWPP for Silver City, New Mexico.
The third example is about a CWPP in the Applegate Watershed in Oregon that took a whole-landscape approach – and considered the whole plan their CWPP with multiple objectives included. 

Prior to this meeting we talked about whether CWPP = WUI or not. Some interpretations of HFRA are that the CWPP is the vehicle to define your WUI as more than the default ½ mile zone around the community. Some have also pointed out that this creates a false incentive to define a bigger WUI so you can get more WUI fuel treatment funding. Others have shown that CWPP /= WUI, such as the many County-wide CWPP that are not defining the entire county as a WUI. I bring up this discussion not because I can provide an answer, but because I want to share our thinking with you. 





1. Better protection of community values and infrastructure

2. Ability to restore watershed and forest health 

3. Efficiency: multiple objectives can be achieved

4. Context to set priorities for implementation 

5. Cumulative effects for NEPA

6. Opportunity for biomass utilization

7. Large enough for a consistent “program of work”

Why
Integrate CWPP and Landscape Restoration?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In this slide I’ve created a list of the various reasons for integrating CWPP and Landscape Restoration that you will hear discussed in the three case studies. This is not an exhaustive list, but it is the top seven that we could think of. We will come back to these reasons in the wrap up slides that I will present at the end. 

Now I am going to introduce our three panelists and let them get started. We’ve planned time at the end for discussion so we will hold questions until the end.  

Ethan Aumack comes to us from the Grand Canyon Trust, which is an NGO in Flagstaff Arizona, where he is director of the forest program. Ethan worked for several years as the Community Outreach person for the ForestERA project at Northern Arizona University, and his work today continues to build on the experience he gained with that project. Ethan is the Co-Chair for Arizona’s Governor’s Forest Health Advisory Committee – a position that I he has a reputation for filling with exacting standards and a successful collaborative process.

Todd Schulke is with the Center for Biological Diversity where he is a very effective director of forest policy and manages to pull it off from beautiful  Silver City, NM. The case study that Todd will present today was selected because it integrates the Silver City CWPP with a landscape scale assessment, and because it was a prototype assessment using LANDFIRE national data and the NIFTT tools (that stands for National Interagency Fuels  Technology Team) tools for fuels assessment. One of the coolest things about Todd’s case study is how a group of citizen collaborators and local agency partners took the on-line Fire Regime Condition Class training and learned enough about LANDFIRE to engage in this landscape assessment. 

Sandy Shaffer is the model citizen participant in landscape restoration. She has engaged in the Applegate Watershed for more than a decade, is relied upon by her local agency folks, and was appointed by her Governor to reprsent Oregon on the WGA Forest Health Advisory Committee. We are not all lucky enough to have a person like Sandy helping our projects – but she is critical role model for others. 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In order to meet the project objectives outlined in the previous slide, we needed to develop datasets and planning tools that could be used at various scales, from the project to landscape to regional scales.

While we are designing tools and analytical capacities that can be used at various scales, we have been focusing most of our attention on planning at what we are calling the landscape scale.  There are many ecological, economic, social, and political reasons for planning at the landscape scale.  Here, I’ll briefly illustrate one ecological rationale for planning at this scale.

Also, for the purposes of this presentation, I will be presenting data and restoration scenarios for the GFFA…
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Lessons learned

1. Consistent foundational datasets are necessary

1. Partnerships with information providers are very 
important

1. Coordination, communication between communities is 
difficult but ultimately very helpful

1. Scoping out beyond direct WUI/priority zone is helpful



Signal Peak Signal Peak 
Landscape Analysis Landscape Analysis 



Landscape Assessment ObjectivesLandscape Assessment Objectives

Assess ecological issues and prioritize restoration Assess ecological issues and prioritize restoration 
needs at the scale of landscape disturbances needs at the scale of landscape disturbances 

Integrate ecological objectives (T&E species, fire Integrate ecological objectives (T&E species, fire 
reintroduction) w/social objectives (reintroduction) w/social objectives (cwppcwpp, economics), economics)

Effectively assess cumulative affects of proposed Effectively assess cumulative affects of proposed 
restorationrestoration

Increase NEPA efficiency by covering more ground and Increase NEPA efficiency by covering more ground and 
eliminating redundancy of many small scale analyses eliminating redundancy of many small scale analyses 



Landscape Assessment ObjectivesLandscape Assessment Objectives

Create a reservoir of restoration projects for an Create a reservoir of restoration projects for an 
extended period of time.extended period of time.

Incorporate projects into agency program of work Incorporate projects into agency program of work 

Leverage longLeverage long--term funding opportunities. term funding opportunities. 

Coordinate restoration byCoordinate restoration by--product supply to allow for product supply to allow for 
longlong--term business planning and economic term business planning and economic 
development by communitydevelopment by community--based restoration based restoration 
businesses.businesses.



Signal Peak AreaSignal Peak Area

Signal Peak Project Area

LANDFIRE Map  Zone 15

Gila
National
Forest

ByoPhysical Settings

Fire Regime Condition Class

Existing Vegetation

Fire Behavior Fule Model 13



Signal Peak Landscape AssessmentSignal Peak Landscape Assessment

Assessment area included mixed ownership of about Assessment area included mixed ownership of about 
300K acres.300K acres.

Included 1 large watershed and parts of 2 adjacent Included 1 large watershed and parts of 2 adjacent 
watersheds with interrelated issues.watersheds with interrelated issues.

Included all agencies, local industry, and conservation Included all agencies, local industry, and conservation 
groups.groups.

Priorities for protection/restoration included WUI areas, Priorities for protection/restoration included WUI areas, 
MSO PACs, and reMSO PACs, and re--introduction of landscape fire.introduction of landscape fire.



Steps for Landscape Assessment Steps for Landscape Assessment 
and Planningand Planning

Complete landscape scale assessmentComplete landscape scale assessment
Complete collaborative large scale NEPA Complete collaborative large scale NEPA 
analysisanalysis
Assess utilization and economic Assess utilization and economic 
development potential of restoration development potential of restoration 
treatmentstreatments
Establish a rigorous longEstablish a rigorous long--term monitoring term monitoring 
and education programand education program



LandfireLandfire GIS LayersGIS Layers



Signal Peak AssessmentSignal Peak Assessment--ObjectivesObjectives

Identify fire risk at landscape scaleIdentify fire risk at landscape scale



Signal Peak Assessment ObjectivesSignal Peak Assessment Objectives

Integrate WUI and T&E species with fire riskIntegrate WUI and T&E species with fire risk



Integrate and prioritize strategic Integrate and prioritize strategic 
restoration treatmentsrestoration treatments



Signal Peak Signal Peak NepaNepa AnalysesAnalyses

Will analyze restoration treatments (mechanical Will analyze restoration treatments (mechanical 
thinning and burning) across 27,000 priority acres.thinning and burning) across 27,000 priority acres.

Wildlife (MSO and goshawk) surveys, archeological Wildlife (MSO and goshawk) surveys, archeological 
survey, timber stand exams were funded and survey, timber stand exams were funded and 
contracted by CFRP recipientcontracted by CFRP recipient

GNF is funding and contracting for EA.GNF is funding and contracting for EA.

Preliminary proposed action includes 6000 acres of Preliminary proposed action includes 6000 acres of 
mechanical thinning and 21,000 acres of prescribed mechanical thinning and 21,000 acres of prescribed 
burning (in several burn blocks)burning (in several burn blocks)



Signal Peak Economic Signal Peak Economic 
AssessmentAssessment……

Evaluation of longEvaluation of long--
term treatment costs, term treatment costs, 
including cost including cost 
reductions associated reductions associated 
with economic with economic 
development and development and 
expansion of markets.expansion of markets.



Signal Peak Economic AssessmentSignal Peak Economic Assessment

Evaluation of Evaluation of 
restoration restoration 
byproduct and byproduct and 
economic economic 
development development 
potential associated potential associated 
with mechanical with mechanical 
thinningthinning



Signal Peak Economic Signal Peak Economic 
AssessmentAssessment……

Evaluation of Evaluation of 
community economic community economic 
benefits offered by benefits offered by 
employment, tax employment, tax 
assessments, local assessments, local 
circulation of circulation of 
revenues and wages, revenues and wages, 
fire prevention value, fire prevention value, 
etcetc



Signal Peak Ecological Monitoring Signal Peak Ecological Monitoring 
and Education Programand Education Program

Establish longEstablish long--term monitoring plots at term monitoring plots at 
landscape scale including burn only landscape scale including burn only 
plots.plots.



Ecological Monitoring and Ecological Monitoring and 
Education ProgramEducation Program

Invest in local Invest in local 
longlong--term term 
monitoring monitoring 
capacity.capacity.
Engage general Engage general 
public through field public through field 
trips and media trips and media 
outreachoutreach



Signal Peak Ecological Monitoring Signal Peak Ecological Monitoring 
and Education Programand Education Program

Engage local youth Engage local youth 
in monitoring in monitoring 
process.process.
Develop ecological Develop ecological 
restoration restoration 
curriculum.curriculum.



Landscape Planning Landscape Planning 
RecommendationsRecommendations

AssessAssess ecological issues and ecological issues and prioritizeprioritize
restoration needs restoration needs 
IntegrateIntegrate ecological and social issuesecological and social issues
Effectively Effectively assessassess cumulative affects cumulative affects 
IncreaseIncrease NEPA NEPA efficiencyefficiency by planning by planning 
at landscape scale at landscape scale 
CreateCreate a a pipelinepipeline of restoration of restoration 
projectsprojects



Landscape Planning Landscape Planning 
RecommendationsRecommendations

Incorporate Incorporate projects into agency projects into agency 
program of work program of work 
LeverageLeverage longlong--term funding requests. term funding requests. 
CoordinateCoordinate restoration byrestoration by--product product 
supply to allow for supply to allow for longlong--term business term business 
planning and economic planning and economic 
developmentdevelopment



Questions?Questions?



RESTORATION  
& the Applegate  
Fire Plan

By
Sandy Shaffer
Applegate, OR
March, 2008

Presenter
Presentation Notes

Coordinator for the Applegate
Fire Plan, 
one of first in the nation.

Slightly different approach than most communities.





Where We Are

Presenter
Presentation Notes
OREGON: Applegate watershed is outlined in black. 
2 states / 3 counties 
WHERE the N-S Cascades meets E-W Siskiyou mtn ranges.
This, plus the Mediterranean climate of the Klamath Siskiyou Province produces lot of interest in the biodiversity of the area. 
(not temperate)











APPLEGATE  WATERSHED:
 4th

 
field of the Rogue River

 492,716 acres

Presenter
Presentation Notes

Checkerboard pattern: BIG FACTOR

30% private & 70% public

Red outline = our designated WUI

ALL OF THIS = an  Active, interested community

Had to focus on the private landowner & include all lands in Fire Plan analysis.





Social History
1992:

 
Applegate Partnership 

1994:
 
Northwest Forest Plan & AMA

1994:
 
Watershed Health Assessment

1994:
 
Applegate R. Watershed Council

1998:
 
AMA Management Guide

2001:
 
Began Applegate Fire Plan

Presenter
Presentation Notes
AP: Brought environmentalists, timber industry, federal land managers, farmers, etc. together over local issues.

NWFP: spotted owl & timber = ecosystem approach begins; AMA designation – 1 of 10

WHA: 2 weeks, 6 PhDs; outcome agreed upon; ID’d fire-adapted ecosystems, etc.

ARWC: began assessments of 5th fields, projects

AMA Guide: desired future conditions

AFP: natural next step; incorporated all



2002 Wildfire Hazard 
Map

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Not to mention our high wildfire hazard situation.

 84% of the watershed either high or moderate fire hazard.


(Elevation ranges from 1,000 to 7,000 ft

Rainfall: varies between 20-100 inches)



Collaboration 
Was Automatic

28 Partners in Fire Plan process
Community members on all committees
Over 40 public meetings in 9 months
Wrote Fire Plan for private residents
Fire Plan printed & distributed to all 
interested residents

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Partnership HAD Long history of working with federal agencies. 







Methods & Analysis
We set Fire Plan Goals:

-
 

to respect, restore & protect our lands 
-

 
to increase private land stewardship

-
 

to restore fire-adaptive ecosystems 
-

 
to have more fire-resilient forests

We implemented them by:
-

 
Fuels projects for private & federal lands

-
 

Included variety of treatment options
-

 
4-point monitoring program

-
 

Strong public education component

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Fuels projects: Many joint ownership projects

Treatment options to be inclusive: goats, Native American approach, prescribed fire

MON:
Tracked fuels treatments for 3 years
Interviewed project partners about the process
Photo plot points on fuels treatments
2 consecutive annual public mail surveys on the fire plan and issues/treatments, etc.

Educational component:…



Learnin’  to Burn

Presenter
Presentation Notes





OUTCOMES
>35,000 acres of fuels treated in 5 years
>90% of homes have defensible space
3 out of 4 do work because “it’s the right 
thing to do” = increased personal 
responsibility for the land
Private landowners begging the feds
Fire District has grants; projects w/ BLM
Prescribed fire & federal fuels work more 
acceptable to the community

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Acres 2002 – 2006
3 out of 4: from Agent Brown: did survey for fire district few years ago.
More people recognizing unhealthy forests & treating their own lands
Fire District gets 5 grants 
treating private lands in coord. with federal projects = strategic & borderless treatments across landscape. 
2 surveys in 2003 & 2004: more tolerant of smoke from Rx & of federal fuels treatments.




Challenges Identified

Public education takes time & money
Increased numbers of new rural 
residents
Need more federal dollars dedicated 
to fuels & restoration projects
Fuels allocation by politics, not fire 
hazard severity or condition class?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
ALSO Fed turnover = loss of “corporate memory” of the value of collaboration.

ALSO: Fuels tied to commercial timber is a barrier w/ much of the community.  
Fuels VS commercial = another whole issue
Local costs are high for multi-aged & multi-specied stands & steep grounds.  Often denied funding.





Recommendations…
Write plans for private landowners; 
give them a tool.
Assess all lands – public and 
private.
Be definitive!  ID projects on the 
ground, not just areas.
ID projects at multiple scales: both 
temporal and spatial!

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Not just on-line!!  In their hands/homes!

All lands = landscape-scale.

*An area might need just defensible space work; another might need thinning from below or an underburn for wildlife habitat; an escape route or single-access might need roadside brushing.

Some quick projects & some that would need long-term federal planning or development by the community. Something for everyone.



Be INCLUSIVE, rather than just 
collaborating. 

A strong relationship between local 
partners can be invaluable, 
especially during a wildfire event. 

In Summary…

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In other words, BE INCLUSIVE

It’s more than just going to meetings…

We’ve got better local relationships now, and you can see a difference during events.

(Who do you need to reach and work with?)



“It’s Our  Fire Plan!”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Wouldn’t everyone want a reaction like 
this in their community?



Fire, Landscapes and People: 
A Conservation Partnership

LANDFIRE

• Capacity-building
• Fire Training and Education
• Policy
• Fire Learning Networks 
• Risk management
• On-the-ground conservation action

• Science
• Scientist-Manager Collaboration
• Adaptive Management
• Planning tools

Presenter
Presentation Notes
These 3 case studies make integration of landscape restoration look easy, but you are probably thinking that it might be hard to pull off in the area where you work. I am going to take the next few minutes to talk briefly about some of The Nature Consvervancy’s efforts, with the hope that it will make the lessons learned from these presentations easier to take home with you.

This slide depicts two partnerships that TNC has with the federal land management agencies whose logos are shown on across the top.

The first is a partnership to assist the LANDFIRE project – where TNC is providing the ecological models that are used by LANDFIRE. 

The second is what we call a Fire, Landscapes and People Partnership that has several moving parts, loosely organized around education, training and networks. Two of the staff are here with us… Ed Brunson the fire education director and Lynn Decker, Director of our Fire Learning Network.

And networks is what I wanted to highlight as relevant to the discussion today
Information about the FLN and many of its landscapes are on the table back there near the coffee…


http://www.usgs.gov/


US Fire Learning Network

8 Regional Networks 

15 Demonstration sites

80 Landscapes in progress

> 76 Million acres

> 500 Partners

Leveraged more than $12 million to support 
restoration activities

Treated more than 450,000 acres to date

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We call it a “Fire Learning Network” and you can see on this map that several dots of one color, all belonging to the same regional network and representing a collection of places that are all working to restore a fire-adapted landscape.

The dots represent individual landscapes, and they range widely in size from 1,200 acres of Long Island Pine Barrens to 12 million acre landscapes in the West.

These “landscapes” include people, and they have have, on average, 9 partners, but one has as many as 22. The partners typically include state wildlife and forestry agencies, a mix of federal agencies, local government, NGO’s, businesses, fire safe councils and private landowners. 

We find generally that in the West the landscapes are about 75% public lands and 25% private, and that the ratio is reversed in the central, southern and eastern US

EACH OF THESE PLACES IS ENGAGE IN LANDSCAPE RESTORATION: MANY OF THEM ARE INTEGRATING WITH CWPP
ALL ARE LEARNING HOW TO USE SCIENCE AND COLLABORATION TO RESTORE A LANDSCAPE




FLN Process
1. Develop collaborative vision and goals; use 

landscape-scale ecological models

2. Create spatially-explicit desired future landscape 
conditions; including restoration priorities and 
strategies 

3. Plan for implementation by identifying capacity 
needs; monitoring strategy; top barriers; 
collaborative priorities; responsibilities and 
schedules

4. Make tangible progress in one or more priority 
actions; monitoring and adaptive management

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide shows the basic four step process that each of these Fire Learning Network landscapes go through. It is actually not a requirement that this exact sequence be followed, but most chose this option. 

We find that it usually takes about 1-2 years of collaborative work to complete this process. 

First -- identify quantifiable desired future landscape goals;
A collaborative process of agreeing on a vision, looking at data about current and reference conditions to set future goals, and developing models to help understand how landscapes transition from then to now to the future, and how management actions can alter that course.
Now that we have LANDFIRE national data, it can be integrated into this process and provides good seamless data coverage across large landscapes that can get groups started. LANDFIRE data is especially useful when there are limits to the quality and extent of local data, or when the participants want to scale up but find that some of the partners have no data. 

Second – map the spatially explicit desired future landscape conditions and identify priority places and sets of actions to move toward the desired condition

Third – take a hard look at how to implement the restoration priorities, and identify the barriers – mostly social and economic, but also policy and culture – and then come up with strategies to overcome those barriers

Fourth – develop the capacity to implement the plan, including funding, put the monitoring and adaptive management plan into place, using it to assess progress against the desired future condition, and then adapting the management strategy as the results are learned




Scale Matters

Achieve multiple objectives by scaling up to 
a landscape size that integrates the variety 
of concerns and interests in CWPP, 
diverse ownerships and different agency 
missions 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
To summarize the findings from the three presentations and my overview of the Fire Learning Network, I would say that SCALE MATTERS

What we mean is that you can achieve multiple objectives when you scale up to a landscape – and it doesn’t matter if it is your CWPP that is at the lanscape scale or if you are integrating one or more CWPP into a landscape assessement or plan.



Why integrate landscape restoration with CWPP?

Because it is practical:

• Protect and integrate community values, infrastructure 
and natural resources 

• Restore watershed and forest health 
• Clarify where multiple objectives can be achieved 
• Enable priority setting for implementation 
• NEPA efficiency; and can assess cumulative effects
• Operational efficiency
• Opportunity for biomass utilization
• Large enough for a consistent “program of work”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We’ve come up with a whole list of reasons why you would want to do this kind of integration

And we think the benefits apply to:

new CWPPs can benefit from the lessons learned and embed themselves in the context of landscape scale restoration in order to achieve these benefits 

existing CWPP can view this as a list of reasons to take the next step of integrating the CWPPs in a landscape restoration plan



Recommendations
1. Plan at landscape scale to find solutions to problems 

that are intractable at smaller scales, but can be 
overcome at larger scales when multiple objectives 
and landownership differences are integrated across 
boundaries 

2. Provide models and tools to integrate rigorous science 
with collaborative community process; bring technical 
expertise to the table including scientists, private 
landowners, and local knowledge

3. Create enough consistency between CWPP’s that they 
can be woven together for landscape restoration 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
These recommendations are intended for both the CWPP Handbook Update and to frame the way we think about CWPP in general. HFRA and the funding pathways for fuels treatments provide an incentive to create a larger CWPP and to classify more acres are WUI acres. But in these presentations we have also shown that thinking of CWPP as embedded in a larger landscape to achieve multiple objectives is beneficial. 

The first recommendation is really the approach we are suggesting: use the landscape scale to find solutions to problems you can’t solve at a smaller scale.

We’ve talked about the LANDFIRE tools and the ForestERA tools, and shown how one watershed found the scientific resources within their own community, and how the Fire Learning Network can bring resources to communities.

Our third recommendation is something we feel strongly is needed, but that none of us currently has the capacity to act on. This has been suggested by other people and we think that more than ever, it needs to be addressed. 




How to Achieve CWPP Consistency

1. Create voluntary guidelines for common:

a. data sets to describe current conditions and track 
changes in condition (e.g. LANDFIRE) 

b. framework and language to describe desired 
future landscape conditions (e.g. Fire Learning 
Network)

2. Create an on-line clearinghouse of CWPPs and 
landscape plans so “neighbors” can easily obtain plans 
from other communities

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The idea of CWPP consistency has inherent challenges. A strength of CWPPs is that they are individually developed. We think that with three specific actions the consistency can be improved and that integration of CWPP at the landscape scale will be made easier. At the same time, we don’t think these recommended actions will hinder the autonomy of groups developing CWPPs in the future. 

A note about the clearinghouse idea – I just learned about the National Wildfire Programs Database yesterday – and it seems like the clearinghouse function might be accomodated by that program, or perhaps there are some other options you know of. 

Looking forward to the discussion later this morning and hope that if you have thoughts about the integration of landscape restoration and CWPP you will come share them in that breakout session. 
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