
Southern Crown Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Meeting 
Lolo National Forest Conference Room 9am - 3pm February 9, 2009 

NOTES 
 
Next meetings: March 9, April 13, May 11, June 15, July 14 (all 9am at Lolo NF until further notice) 
 
Action Items: 

• Gary and Rosalie/Craig will set up informational/outreach meetings with Rehberg’s, Baucus’, and 
Schweitzer’s staffs in the next 6-8 weeks.  Scott and Debbie are interested in participating in these 
briefings. 

• Keith will provide more information about the Valle Caldera CFLRP proposal. 
• Gary and Debbie will follow up with Mary Mitsos to find out more about the NFF Treasured Landscapes 

program and see how we might move forward. Gary will then make a recommendation to the group at 
the next meeting. 

• Tim will talk to Greg Neudecker to see if he would come to a CFLRP meeting to talk about how we might 
work with the FWS’ Treasured Landscapes program. 

• Mo, Marnie, and Rosalie will develop a list of ideas of how we address  the requirement found in 
Section 4 (b) (7) of FLRA, which states that our proposal must “benefit local economies by providing local 
employment or training opportunities through contracts, grants, or agreements for restoration planning, 
design, implementation, or monitoring with— (A) local private, nonprofit, or cooperative entities; (B) 
Youth Conservation Corps crews or related partnerships, with State, local, and non-profit youth groups; 
(C) existing or proposed small or micro-businesses, clusters, or incubators; or (D) other entities that will 
hire or train local people to complete such contracts, grants, or agreements. 

• Amber and Scott will develop a proposal for what a website would look like and ideas for who would 
host it. 

• Scott will add Sterling Miller and Angela Farr to “working group” email list. 
• Scott, Megan, and Debbie will revise the new background document. 
• Sterling will provide recommendations for bolstering linkage and connectivity language by the next 

meeting (either in writing or verbally). 
• The Fire/Filtering Group will revisit the decision to take fire history back to 1990 versus 1985 and make 

sure that the best approach is applied. 
• The Filtering Group will work with all three district rangers to make sure that the filters make sense, are 

useful, and will work through implementation. 
• Bo will put his filtering presentation on the FTP site. 
• Jon and Travis will work with Jim on vegetative components of monitoring.  
• Anne, Gary, and Megan will work with Jim to incorporate existing organizations to accomplish 

monitoring goals. 
• Megan will make sure that, in our proposal, we articulate that our landscape strategy, if successful and 

subject to adaptive management best practices could shape SW Crown land management well beyond 
the 10-year CFLRP program.  

• Angela will talk to Dan Rogers (heading up State biomass assessment) to see how State and private 
lands will tie in to this program. 

• Debbie, Cathy, and Kevin will meet with the R1 office, including the new Regional Forester, soon to find 
out more information about call letters, etc. 

• All three District Rangers will brief the group on the progress populating the restoration opportunity 
spreadsheet during our March 9 meeting. 
 



• All working group participants will note and share concerns, questions and criticism regarding our 
efforts to ensure they are all adequately understood and addressed.  Being open and responsive to 
concerns and criticism is an essential attribute of collaboratively developed CFLRP proposals. 

 
Present: Scott (TWS), Sterling Miller (NWF), Jon Haufler (CRC/EMRI), Keith Stockmann (R1), John Ingebretson 
(Swan), Marnie Criley (MFRC), Mo Hartmann (NWC), Angela Farr (DNRC-Biomass), Mack Long (FWP), Al 
Christopherson (RMEF), Anne Dahl (SEC), Jim Lowery (UM), Bo Wilmer (TWS), Tim Love (Seeley), Megan Birzell 
(CRC), Barb Beckes (Lolo), Gary Burnett (BC), Rosalie Cates (MTCDC), Joe Kerkvliet (TWS), Cathy Barbouletos 
(Flathead), Rob Carlin (Flathead), Earl (Flathead), Kevin Riordan (Helena), Travis Belote (TWS), Debbie Austin 
(Lolo), Amber Kamps (Lincoln), Mary Mitsos (NFF) 
 
Updates/new information 

• The president has submitted his FY 2011 budget to Congress. The old Forest Service budget structure 
has gone away, and the new budget is very restoration-oriented. Also, the president calls for full funding 
($40 million) for CFLRP in FY 2011. 

• The Forest Service Washington office is still working on the call letter for proposals. The required RAC 
still needs to be established and approved. Currently, they’re expecting this to be done by August, which 
means they are expecting proposals to be due in August. And further, they expect call letters to be out 
in March or April.  

• Debbie, Cathy, and Kevin will meet with the R1 office, including the new Regional Forester, soon to find 
out more information about call letters, etc. 

• Since the last meeting, Debbie and Scott have met with Tester’s office to discuss the CFLRP program, the 
Southwestern Crown proposal, and our outreach efforts. Jon has spoken with Rehberg’s staff about this 
program as well. 

• ACTION ITEM: Gary and Rosalie/Craig will set up informational/outreach meetings with Rehberg’s and 
Baucus’ staffs in the next 6-8 weeks. Scott and Debbie are interested in participating. 

• Other CFLRP proposals in the works:  
o Jemez Mountains on the Santa Fe National Forest (NM) – has website: 

http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/sfe/jemez_mtn_rest/index.html 
o Clearwater Basin Collaborative (ID) 
o Colville Forest (ID) – coordinating closely with the tribe 
o Lakeview Project in Central Oregon 
o Arizona – portions of 4 national forests 
o Valle Caldera – Keith will get more information. 

• The economic models that we hope to use in our work plan are currently being run on the Deschutes NF 
and are working so far. The current work should be done in February or early March. 

• The National Forest Foundation has a Treasured Landscapes campaign program. (This is not the same as 
the FWS’ Treasured Landscapes program.) The intent of the campaign is to pick 12-15 sites over 5 years 
for integrated restoration, definition of the landscape, and community involvement. NFF is raising funds 
to implement the campaign, and the FS has pledged a 1:1 match. There are currently 5 active sites: 
Tongass, Ozarks, Pike, Deschutes, and a tall grass prairie in Illinois. Through this effort, NFF is trying to 
develop a story about the diversity of landscapes in the National Forest System. They plan to add at least 
3 new landscapes this year. Landscapes should have a defined acreage. The financial limit is $2.5 million 
of private money matched with $2.5 million of federal money. The landscape can include state and 
private lands but must be composed primarily of FS lands. The majority of funding will go to work on FS 
lands. The NFF’s involvement in the selected landscapes is projected to be 3-5 years in implementation. 

http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/sfe/jemez_mtn_rest/index.html


The goal is to set these landscapes back on a resilient course with the FS maintaining that trajectory 
after the NFF’s involvement is over. 

o There was discussion as to whether the Southwestern Crown would be a good fit for this 
program. The NFF emphasized that they want to be able to add value to a landscape beyond just 
financial investment. They are also interested in connecting with private donors involved in the 
landscape. There is no strict deadline or formal application process for this program. 

o ACTION ITEM: Gary and Debbie will follow up with Mary Mitsos to find out more about this 
program and see how we might move forward. Gary will then make a recommendation to the 
group at the next meeting. 

• DNRC is working on a biomass feasibility study in conjunction with Northwestern Energy and Montana 
Community Development Corporation. This study is looking a putting a network of 5-20 megawatt 
biomass plants at mill sites across the state.  The study is expected to be completed by end of March.  

• The State is working hard on a biomass study through State Environmental Quality Council (EQC) that is 
on-going. Angela is coordinating a state Biomass Working Group with broad participation. That group is 
currently working toward coming to some consensus recommendations for EQC.  

• Another possibility for match: FWS Treasured Landscapes program. Our landscape has been chosen for 
this program. Tim will talk to Greg Neudecker to see if he would come to a CFLRP meeting to talk about 
how we might work with them. 

 
Outreach update 

• Bruce Farling (MT TU) and Matthew Koehler (Wild West Institute) may attend March meeting. Sterling 
Miller is here as a result of outreach to NWF. 

• One of our goals for outreach is obtaining a letter of support for our proposal from all our contacts when 
the time comes. Everyone should re-connect with the people/organizations they were responsible for 
contacting and provide them with an update. We want to be able to get a letter of support with 30 days’ 
notice.  

• Several people acknowledged that it is difficult to engage private landowners when we aren’t yet clear 
on whether match for CFLRP can be used on private lands. We do know that CFLRP money may NOT be 
used on non-FS lands.  

o There was discussion of running a filter to help prioritize FS lands for treatment that are 
adjacent to private lands that have already been mitigated for fuels or restored to their natural 
conditions. It would be a way to incentivize people to treat their land.  

o Another unanswered question is whether a private landowner can apply for a State & Private 
grant either through the FS or the State and have that count as match for CFLRP. 

o The group agreed that these kinds of questions need to be answered before we open up 
discussions with private landowners. 

• New Contacts: 
o Swan View Coalition – Anne will contact 
o National Forest Foundation – Debbie has contacted 
o We need to develop a strategy for hitting the CFLRP’s target of interaction with youth resource 

groups and target of providing training opportunities for local citizens that will bolster local 
economies. 

o ACTION ITEM: Mo, Marnie, and Rosalie will develop a list of ideas of who we should be talking to 
about the requirement to involve people that will bolster local economies. In March, they’ll start 
to make phone calls. 

• Should we have a website? If so, who would host it? 



o The group agreed that a website would be helpful for outreach. Several people offered up some 
connections for getting a website built.  

o ACTION ITEM: Amber and Scott will develop a proposal for what the website will look like and 
ideas for who will host it.  

 
Report on action items/deliverables from last meeting: 

• Amber spoke with Nancy Anderson (BLM) to see if she wanted to be more involved in our proposal. 
Nancy indicated that they aren’t able to attend our meetings but like being kept informed and are happy 
with our current landscape boundary.  

• Jon, Keith, and Jim have had discussions about a glossary of terms for our landscape strategy. There are 
3-4 terms yet to add to the glossary.  

• Scott has revamped the FTP site, and it should now be easier to navigate and working properly.  
• Megan has made sure that everyone on the outreach list who has been contacted is on the “informed” 

email list. ACTION ITEM: Scott will add Sterling Miller and Angela Farr to “working group” email list.  
• More climate notes have been added to proposal. They still need to be fleshed out into a narrative 

format.  
 
Review new background document: 

• Suggestions for this document: 
o Articulate what will happen as a result of this program. Could have bulleted list of types of 

restoration activities we’re planning to do. 
o Emphasize the 10-year program of work. 
o Be more specific about threats to the landscape. 
o Add language about economics and the jobs that will result from this work. 
o Add fuels mitigation component and risks to communities. 
o Add Lincoln Community Council to list of involved organizations. 
o Articulate the “bang for your buck” factor. Because this landscape is mostly intact, it won’t take 

much to get it back on the right trajectory.  
o Incorporate all these changes without adding to the overall length of the document. 

• ACTION ITEM: Scott, Megan, and Debbie will revise this document. 
 

Review February proposal draft: 
• The economic language that Ketih and Joe provide over the next 2 months will add about 3 pages to the 

proposal. We need to be careful that it doesn’t get to be too long.  
• There should be more focus on connectivity and linkage zones for both aquatic and terrestrial 

ecosystems, perhaps as tied in with climate change. ACTION ITEM: Sterling will provide 
recommendations for bolstering this type of language by the next meeting (either in writing or verbally). 
Suggestions included: 

o Adding a layer for linkage zones to filtering process. Need to be wary of wading too far in the 
weeds with individual species. 

o Add the important of maintaining areas of denser cover for wildlife to fire language. 
• We need to clearly articulate what we mean by restoration and show that it includes improving 

resiliency in the face of climate change as well as restoring historical conditions.  
• We need to be clear that we’re not implying that commercial harvest is universally bad. 
• There was discussion about the decision to go back to 1990 versus 1985 for fire histories. The thought 

was that only the more recent fires will still have an impact on the landscape. Fires that burned in 1985 
may have grown back enough to need treatment today. We didn’t want to eliminate areas that possibly 



need fuels mitigation. Since that decision was made, the thinking has evolved in terms of treatment 
inside versus outside the WUI. ACTION ITEM: Fire/Filtering Group will revisit this decision and make sure 
that the best approach is applied. 

• Additional comments should be given to Megan and/or Scott either in print or electronically. 
  
Prioritizing fuel reduction and forest restoration projects: 

• The biggest risk and biggest cost-savings is likely to come from high-risk areas inside the WUI. Outside 
the WUI, there is more of a challenge. 

• The goal of filtering is to give us a starting place, NOT to identify the single top priority. 
• Over 200,000 acres on all lands have been identified as potential priorities through this filtering process.  

These priorities are preliminary and will be refined as proposal development continues. 
• The filters applied to lands outside WUI to identify where to do restoration included:  

o Appropriate vegetation types that can benefit from some sort of thinning, done by District,  
o Tree size class and age data to identify stands with large trees 
o Removed places that have experienced fire or been mitigated in the last 20 years 

• Determining how to do restoration on these sites is another question that will require more work. 
• Used 2006 VMAP data to select specific vegetation types on Seeley District, 2009 VMAP data on Swan 

District, and mixed Douglas-fir zone, narrowed by aspect and elevation, on Lincoln District. 
• First used vegetation types but then added habitat type layers with a specific focus on Larch. 
• The next step is to estimate some other pragmatic factors, i.e. haul distance (prioritizing stands that are 

within 50/100/150 road miles of a potential Seeley Lake biomass plant – will feed into broader study on 
biomass feasibility that Joe and Travis are working on).  

• There is an opportunity to apply a single, consistent approach (as opposed to compiling a look at all 3 
districts individually) across all districts using VMAP 2009.  

o Use the same filters (vegetation type followed by habitat type focusing on larch, tree size) 
o Using the single, consistent approach yields 64,097 acres of WUI high-risk opportunities and 

188,895 acres of restoration opportunities 
• ACTION ITEM: Scott suggested the Filters Group to work with all three district rangers to make sure that 

these filters make sense, are useful, and will work through implementation. 
• ACTION ITEM: Bo will put his presentation on the FTP site. 

 
New information regarding vegetative restoration/fuel reduction 

• EMRI has produced state-in-transition models of each habitat type in the Blackfoot Watershed as a 
conceptual model of stand dynamics. They used the landscape disturbance model SIMPPLLE to estimate 
historic range of variability (HRV) of habitat types in this watershed. 

• In order to set restoration targets, landscape models can provide a helpful starting point for 
understanding potential historical conditions. Compared with existing conditions, modeled historical 
conditions may provide a method for determining regions out of the HRV.  

• There are 4 fire regimes on the landscape: non-lethal, mixed severity A, mixed severity B, and lethal. The 
mixed severity fire regimes add a spatial component because some areas experience just ground fire 
while others experience more intense fire.  

• For restoring mixed-severity fire regime stands, EMRI suggests looking at 50 acres (as opposed to 
looking at the stand level) and identifying areas appropriate for ground fire versus for more intense fire 
and conduct treatments accordingly. Determining treatments and their patterns will be a challenge. 

• The next step is to determine what’s out there today (existing conditions), then to do a cumulative 
effects analysis (what has changed from historical conditions to today?). Depending on results, this can 
be a tool to help us identify restoration opportunities. 



 
Prioritizing other restoration priorities  
Spreadsheet update and discussion 

• Each district is working to populate a spreadsheet showing all CFLRP-compatible restoration 
opportunities they could think of for the next 10 years with specific focus on the next 3 fiscal years. All 3 
districts are meeting on 2/22 to combine their 3 spreadsheets into one 10-year work plan for the 
Southwestern Crown.  

• Lincoln District:  
o Half of the Lincoln District has been incorporated in the spreadsheet but the spreadsheet is not 

prioritized. 
o Culvert replacement and road decommissioning opportunities not included yet. 
o Their list for WUI opportunities includes all opportunities, not just what our filtering team has 

identified as “high-risk.” 
o List is compatible with CFLRP. 
o This is the “dream big” list. 

• Swan District: 
o All projects listed either have NEPA done or in process – list just focuses on the next 2 years. 
o Not a dream/wish list of projects. 
o All projects have been through CWPP screens but haven’t been identified with respect to 

whether they are inside or outside the WUI. 
o Could identify more BMP work related to Legacy lands. 
o List doesn’t include opportunities for culvert replacement and road decommissioning yet. 

• Seeley District: 
o Used the same process as Swan and Lincoln. 
o Identified projects in all resource areas. 
o Most projects identified for hazardous fuels reduction would produce wood. 

• Everything from 2012 and out will need NEPA. 
• We also need to discuss how to pay for planning. 
• Amber and Tim are talking about meeting with Ron Pierce (FWP) and Ryen Aashiem (BBCTU) to ask for 

their input on aquatic restoration opportunities. 
• The fiber supply agreement on the Legacy lands could be a constraint that we’ll need to work around. 

They could also provide opportunities for road decommissioning and culver replacements in years 9 and 
10 of CFLRP. The fiber supply agreement could also potentially be a source of match. 

• We can address weed mitigation in wilderness as part of this program. There isn’t a huge weed problem 
in wilderness, but we could use CFLRP to knock the problem out 

• We could also consider trail work in wilderness if trails are currently causing watershed/fisheries 
problems. 

• Action Item:  The three District Rangers will brief the group on the progress populating the restoration 
opportunity spreadsheet during our March 9 meeting. 
 

Incorporating monitoring plans and budget in the spreadsheet(s) 
• Monitoring has a decisive role in moving toward the goal of restoration. 

o Why monitor? Accountability, increase understanding (for adaptive management and public 
learning experience), build trust 

o How monitor? Multi-scalar (3 levels of resolution):  
 1) landscape scale 
 2) plot-level scale 



 3) citizen science monitoring to measure conditions and trends with high reliability 
o What monitor? The biggest trick is picking indicators. UM CFC has created a committee to figure 

out what to monitor for CFLRP. Jim is chairing this committee. They will need lots of feedback 
from the CFLRP group. 

• Monitoring allows you to discover other important variables not originally included in monitoring plans. 
• Jim has sent the legislation, talking points, and fact sheet to UM CFC faculty.  
• Suggestions for figuring out what to monitor: 

o Look at what we are required to report with CFLRP. 
o Prioritize adaptive management as a result of our monitoring. 
o Monitor our effectiveness at collaboration. 
o Monitor the economic aspects of this program. 
o Monitor project implementation in addition to monitoring ecological responses. 
o Develop a gradient from what is easy to monitor to what is difficult to monitor. 

• We will need a monitoring plan and budget associated with each project in CFLRP. 
• We need to involve all stakeholders in monitoring to some extent. 
• One issue will be melding already established monitoring protocols with the interests of some CFC 

faculty.  
• Would it be possible to financially incentivize UM CFC to be involved? 
• FS line officers need to figure out who will be responsible for collecting all of this data since we’re 

working across multiple forests and districts.  
• There should be a trigger for adaptive management. At what point do we change/adapt our methods? 
• We need to do more homework to understand what specifically is needed for CFLRP monitoring 

requirement. We must have a 10-year monitoring plan and an associated budget when we are through 
with this proposal. 

• Jon and Travis will work with Jim on vegetative components of monitoring.  
• Anne, Gary, and Megan will work with Jim to incorporate existing organizations to accomplish 

monitoring goals. 
 
Restoration related discussion questions  

• After a watershed is restored - then what?  Are we talking about how and what we need to do to 
maintain our restored condition (or range of what is desired/acceptable)?   

• Do we think we will ever get to a place where a watershed is truly considered "restored" entirely? 
• What maintenance restoration would be needed to include in these 10-year workplan spreadsheets, e.g. 

the need for prescribed fire re-entries on low elevation ponderosa pine types where historic fire 
frequency is every 5 - 15 years? 

o These previous three questions all apply to adaptive management that has already been 
discussed. 

o This can be relevant with respect to biomass. 
o There would definitely be re-entry in WUI areas but not necessarily outside WUI. 
o The FS would plan to go back in with fire according to the historical fire regime (i.e. if the stand 

historically burned every 12 years, they’d re-burn in 12 years) and do a fuels assessment a 
couple years before the next scheduled burn. Maybe at that time we could remove biomass. 

o We don’t need to be tied to the 10-year time limit for our strategy. In the field guide and the bill, 
it seems like the overall goal is to make this landscape cheaper to manage in the long run. 
 A good exercise would be to calculate the costs that would accrue (ecological, social, 

economic) in the absence of the CFLRP program. Joe and Keith will incorporate this in 
the narrative they are currently preparing. 



 It may not be feasible to reduce the overall cost of managing the landscape, but it is 
feasible to lower the firefighting costs associated with the landscape.  

o ACTION ITEM: Megan will make sure that, in our proposal, we articulate that our landscape 
strategy will last beyond the 10-year CFLRP program.  

• Discussion of diversity of views people have regarding restoration needs and prescriptions to meet those 
needs of the study area, as outlined below. For example, the Jemez Mtn. CFLRP group appears to have 
done a lot of work on assessing the existing conditions of their region. It has been suggested that 
understanding the current condition and need for restoration should be the first step to coming up with 
treatment prescriptions to reach a desired condition. Questions we might address along these lines 
include the following:  

o What is the current condition at stand and landscape scales? 
o In what way is it ‘degraded’ and how is it in need of restoration?   
o What types of treatments would achieve target structure and function that will assist ‘the 

recovery of resilience and adaptive capacity’*? Note: The CFLRP defines “ecological restoration” 
as “the process of assisting the recovery of resilience and adaptive capacity of ecosystems that 
have been degraded, damaged, or destroyed”. 

o Should we include a diameter cap in fuel reduction and/or restoration framework?  
o It will be possible to identify what is out of whack through EMRI’s landscape disturbance models 

(comparing modeled historic conditions to current conditions). Then the CFLRP group can 
determine what percentage of the landscape should be represented by each historical 
condition, and the goal will be to move in that direction. 

o We need to articulate what we mean by “resilience” and “restoration” and what we value in 
terms of an ecosystem. 

o We need to have a good rationale explaining why we think the landscape is out of whack. 
o Before-After-Control-Impacts (BACI) type of monitoring design may be defensible at this scale. 

 
Discussion of match: How can we use it to broaden the on-the-ground impacts of our proposal beyond FS land? 

• ACTION ITEM: Angela will talk to Dan Rogers (heading up State biomass assessment) to see how State 
and private lands will tie in to this program. 

• MAIRS will be good way to tie in to other land ownerships and agencies. 
• We still need to know whether State and Private money is an eligible match for CFLRP. 
• It would be powerful to show how much more we could achieve by working with State and Private land 

as opposed to working solely on FS land.  
• There is a lot of money going toward partners in the Blackfoot that could possibly qualify as match. 
• We need to be wary of the resistance of some private landowners to participate for fear of government 

telling them what to do. Also, Jen Martynuke’s grad project on why some people chose not to 
participate in fuels mitigation in Seeley Lake may be insightful for our program. 
 

Addressing criticism/concerns from the swan and other places  
• It was agreed that being open to and even seeking out criticism, concerns and questions is central to our 

work as a collaborative group.  We agreed to share what we are hearing and to always discuss what 
might we do to address those concerns, as appropriate. 

• Make sure the people you’re talking to are talking to the appropriate people in their own organizations. 
• Criticism: This is just logging.  

o Response: Tie in to MFRC restoration principles showing that mechanical removal can be part of 
restoration. TWS is good source for this information. 

• Criticism: In the end, 90% will get spent on logging, and 10% will be restoration. 



• Criticism: This will take money away from other people in the agency world. 
• Criticism: Mixed severity isn’t really out of whack and doesn’t need any treatment.  

o Response: Articulate what is out of whack, what we propose to do to fix it, and whether we 
were able to accomplish this.  Emphasize the role of pre and post-restoration monitoring to 
determine whether goals were achieved and to enable adaptive management. 

o We don’t have a model for what we want to achieve in a mixed-severity forest. Monitoring will 
help us know what is working and what isn’t and can be 50% of the cost of this program. 

• We need to make sure we have a system to address these criticisms. Make sure we’re not resistant to 
criticism. 

• MFRC principles and approach can inform our responses to criticisms and reaching consensus. 
• Going forward, we need to keep a record of all criticism we receive and engage in it as appropriate. 

 
 
 


