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May 3, 2010 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Please find attached a working draft version of tables comparing key provisions of selected place-based bills 
and agreements.  It is my hope that the tables will provide those attending the symposium with some useful 
information, a handy reference, and a big picture look at what is happening on different National Forests.  
The work was done as part of a larger cooperative agreement between the Rocky Mountain Region of the 
U.S. Forest Service and the University of Montana (Martin Nie, College of Forestry and Conservation).   
 
I examined the following “place-based initiatives” from multiple perspectives: 
 
1.  S. 1470 Forest Jobs & Recreation Act (Senator Tester/Montana Bill) 
2.  S. 2895 Oregon Eastside Forests Restoration, Old Growth Protection, and Jobs Act of 2009  
(Senator Wyden Bill) 
3.  Pub. L. No. 111-11, Forest Landscape Restoration Act 
4.  Rocky Mountain Front Heritage Act (unsponsored proposal) (Lewis & Clark National Forest, Montana) 
5.  Northeast Washington Forestry Coalition Blueprint (Colville National Forest) 
6.  Lakeview Stewardship Group (Fremont-Winema National Forest, Oregon) 
7.  Others at various stages of development (including the Clearwater Basin Collaborative (Clearwater and 
Nez Perce National Forests), Arizona’s Four Forests Restoration Initiative, and the Tongass Futures 
Roundtable, etc.) 
 
I’ve chosen this sample because it includes two controversial bills and two well-established MOUs that share 
some similar goals and purposes but go about things differently.  I’ve also included the proposed Rocky 
Mountain Front Heritage Act because it provides a specific proposal focused on travel management and 
other resource management issues.  My analysis also includes the Forest Landscape Restoration Act (Pub. L. 
No. 111-11).  I included this Act because it shares some similar goals and purposes as found in the 
aforementioned bills and MOUs, and because some initiatives hope to use funds already authorized in this 
law.   Also included in some tables are proposals that are still in the drafting stage.  In these cases, no final 
agreements have been made, but in some situations there are preliminary areas of agreement that are of 
relevance.  This list is not exhaustive, but it is a decent sample.   
 
Please note that this is a draft version.  If you find any errors or omissions or believe that I have incorrectly 
interpreted something please let me know.  For brevity’s sake, I could not include everything of relevance.  
Whenever possible I tried to duplicate the language found in the bills, law, and agreements, though in some 
cases I took liberties in rephrasing things to keep things short.  In other cases, I use my own words to 
describe how I understand key provisions.       
 
If you have questions or comments I encourage you to participate in a related blog discussion.  I have posted 
these tables and some accompanying analyses on the blog, A New Century of Forest Planning, available at 
http://ncfp.wordpress.com/category/place-based-bills-agreements.   
 
Sincerely,  Martin Nie 
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