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Critics of Ravalli

Tupubti

By JEFF SCHMERKER

HAMILTON
oba proposed tiy
plan packed a Re

Counly Gormn

i dayto tell
stoners they are
distrustfol of tocal etforts

to map hazardous fire

IEIE

D0es

Atter more thaman hour
of explanation and public
comn i, commissioners
devided to table adoption
of the community wildfire
protechion plan,
s will take
ain on

Commissione
up the matter
April G d.m.

Phe plan, mandated by
the state Senate, must be
adopted by 2012, 1 not,
the state may write its own
han for the county.

The current draft plan,
atd Byran Bonney, a Bitter
Root Resource
Congervation and
Development forester, who
hetped write it is an
update of the existing
plan, which was written in
1007,

written using
ailed imagery and on
ground reporting both
with foresters and five
chiefs and describes in
precise detail the boundary
where urban de
and wildlands meet

“We telt like it was very
important tor us to
establish that uader our
own terms,” Bonney told
commissioners, “rather
than have someone come
in and establish that line
for us”

The vast majority of
public funds spent
tighting fires, Bonney
said, are spent protecting
strictures, and the
presence of homes —
many not built to modern
tire safety codes, on
streets where decess by
fire trucks is difficult or
dangerous, and in forests
where dangerons tuels
have not been mitigated -
that wildland - urbun
interface zone that
presents a significant risk
to fivefighters,

elopment

MONTANA

1re response plan voice concerns

Adoption of a current
plan operns the door for
property owners to veceive
assistance reducing
fuels on the
20001 some $2.6 million in

eral funds have been
otreat fuels on 2,5¢

Athn the wildland
urban interface,

“iwe did not have the
comuumty wildiand
protection plan, we could
not get grant funds tor fuel
treatment programs within
the county,” B

30

Bonney said,
‘and that kind of spurred
us along.”

Such assistance,
however, is HitHe solace
for county residents
converned that adoption
of the community fire
I Faerve as a
backdoor attempt to
reguiate the value ont ot
private lands.

“1 don’t have a problem
with tHie assessment, but
with il

has)” said Matt
Kannenwisher, who said

lan wouild “eftectively

d
landin the county as
ansuttable tor private
development !

Loxi Faber, who hives oft
Golf Course Road in
Hamilton, told
commissioners something
this importunt ought to be
voted on by the public, not
adopted by
commissioners. She
questioned the need tor a
planto tell firetight
what areas are dangerous
and what areas aren’t.
Firefighters, she said, tace
danger as 4 part of their
jobs

“Umnot quite sure |
anderstand where vour
concerns are,” she said.

Resident Niki Sardot,
who said she owned 1,000
icres in the valley,
suggested othier means to
protect properties, like
ire-retardant house
wraps, Such actions could
be nsed to help narrow the
mitertace boundary.

“This plan will take all
the value out of my land,”
she said

ate 7t percenit of the

That's not true, waid
former forester Souny
LaSale. Nothimg o the
plan limits developnwent or
property rights, What it
dues do, he said, is let
firetighters know what
properties have slready
been defended against
farnes, ideological bedieis
about goveriment. hy
satid, are cloudimg
pereeptions of what's
otherwise a smart plan

“View your property in
the eyes of the people who
have do defend it he said.
SAT s conjecture aboul
what might happen if vou
approve this is just that
conjecture

Rather, he said,
personal concerns for
private property, taken to
the extreme, endanges
others.

‘1 vou focus on your
property, and all you think
about is youy property,
then you are imyopic,” he
said, “Tf you dou't treat
your tuel, then you put
vour neyghbor at risk.)’

Commissioners said the

ssue are Controversial

ahing up to the
Aprilimestiyg would giv
the public and officials
chance to learn more about
the plan,

Commission Chairman
Greg Chiloott said that
according to stare law,

Jovation
within the wildland urban
inberiace Jone may not b
the sale reason to enact
fees, The camnty can't stop
people from building
within the vone, he said,
bt officials can reguire
that such building be tire
Wiy,

Vito Giliberti, 2 former
Bureaw of Land
Manageinent hydrologst,
said he wanted to see ¢
plan that hud more
coordination amon
agencies and officia

“Tdon’t want the
sovernment telling me
hat Tean and canpet cut

of & property

coordi

ation on this”
Fhe diatt plan can be

viewed af

wiww, bitteriootved. org




Definitions and Statistics

W s
0 WUI Definition

o "Wildland-urban interface” means the line, areq, or zone where structures and other human
development meet or intermingle with undeveloped wildland or vegetative fuels.” 76-13-102
MCA

0 Who Owns the WUI?
O Private (43%)

Federal (37%)

Tribal (10%)

State (9%)

Local Govt (<1%)

O Investment in Fuels Reduction on in WUI
o $18 million (2001-2010)
O US Forest Service $$$ passed through DNRC
O State and Private Lands Only




Where is the WUI?

HFRA Wildland Urban Interface
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Community Wildfire Protection Plans
Acquired by DNRC Fire and Aviation

February 2010
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*Some counties have combination Pre-Disaster Mitigation/ . -
Community Wildfire Protection Plans. Determining if HFRA Fire and Aviation
requirements are met using the combination as a CWPP is in progress. K. Shelly
February 23, 2010




WUI hard copy acquired

WUL not acquired,

probably not created by county
7/, WUl net acquired,

not created by county

DNRC draft WUl intiated

| Updated WUI from county pending

Wildland Urban Interface

County Files Acquired or Drafted by DNRC Fire and Aviation
February 2010

DANIELS

ROGSEVELT

Miles

Fire and Aviation
K Shelly
February 22. 2010




Five Counties’ Methods of WUI Mapping
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Glacier County
Wildland Urban Interface
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Five Counties’ Methods of WUI Mapping
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Missoula County |
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Comparison of County WUI Maps

DRRC]

Garfield County
Wildland Urban Interface
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Five Counties' Methods of WU| Mapping

Comparison of County WUI Maps
daa

Madison, Gallatin,
and Park Counties
Wildland Urban Interface
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Glacier County
Wildland Urban Interface
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