
  
 
 

	
 
 
Authorities to Maximize Restoration  
ANDY GEISSLER (Western Oregon Field Forester, American Forest Resource Council) 
 
The management plans for National Forests in Oregon typically contain numerous 
prescriptive limitations that often inhibit the ability of land managers to implement  
effective dry forest treatments over large landscapes in need. These limitations are 
embedded in land designations, sensitive species directives, and survey 
requirements that in many cases were established prior to the development of dry 
forest restoration principles. These prescriptive limitations can inhibit land managers 
from both maximizing the treatment acres in need and treating individual stands to 
the level they require based on dry forest restoration principles. On dry forest 
landscapes in southwestern Oregon, land managers have faced these obstacles and 
utilized various authorities to navigate through them in order to implement dry forest 
restoration treatments to their fullest extent. While the specifics of these obstacles 
likely differ from those in eastern and central Oregon, the methods in which land 
managers overcame them are likely transferable. During his presentation, Andy 
outlined a few of these current and potential authorities and approaches that would 
lead to increasing the pace and scale of dry forest restoration. 
 
Key Points: 

• AFRC would like to see more use of authorities 
• No extra money coming for the USFS; we need efficiencies through authorities 
• Authorities need to be adopted by the USFS 
• National Forests are not sharing successes enough; important to do so 
• NEPA is the most expensive and time consuming step 
• CEs are efficient, they fill in the gaps 
• CEs are easier on the westside with the amount of volume, but could work on 

eastside too 
• Industry sees NEPA as equivalent to how the environmentalists see restoration: 

we are promised more than is delivered 
• McKenzie River RD (Willamette NF) uses 70-acre CEs 

o these areas would otherwise not be treated 
o mostly overgrown plantations 
o used this authority 11 times to get 7.2 Million board feet (Mbf) 
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Question: Are the numbers you presented gross or net? 

Answer:  Gross on the dollars.  
 
Q: Why use the CEs? 

A: These programs are important. They don’t interrupt main NEPA program; 
there is staff time in the FS to work on CEs. In a large landscape, only 15% of it 
is implemented. The 3 pace CE was cheapest, the lowest cost per acre ever in 
NEPA.  

 
Q: What were the prescriptions in the 70-acre CEs? 

A: Thinning plantations with variable density. There was a consultation for the 
Northern Spotted Owl. It was an easy consultation; normal prescription.  

 
Q: Why only 15% of the treatment? 

A: Not sure. Some is age of the stands. Roads in bad condition. No field 
checking during NEPA.  

 
Q: Environmentalists don’t like CEs. Have you seen any drawbacks? 

A: No. This is non-controversial treatment. The environmentalists already 
support this. The FS does take comments on CEs. 

 
Q: Collaboration and landscape are thought of as eastside approaches. What is the 
landscape approach on the westside? 

A: I used the treatment acres, not planning acres. Actually the projects are 
bigger, similar to the eastside. They are based on the watershed.  

 
Q: Why do acres drop out of FS planning area? 

A: (from FS person from the Malheur): we start big and whittle away based on 
resources. Want to be ~50% treated, current we are at 30-40% treated area 
within the projects. Malheur NF not using CEs, rather landscape scale 
planning; interconnected resources.  

 
Q: How does the FS determine the project area? 

A: from FS person: We have an all resource projects areas prioritization. If they 
are all in the same area, then we make that the project.  
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