
Southwestern Crown Collaborative 
Meeting & Field Trip Notes 

October 9, 2012 
 
Present: Scott Brennan*, Gary Burnett*, Sandy Mack*, Debbie Austin*, Cory Davis*, 
Travis Belote*, Anne Carlson*, Marnie Criley*, Rich Kehr*, Keith Hammer, Keith 
Stockmann*, Brad Gillespie, Melanie Parker, Roger Marshall, Anne Dahl*, Megan 
Birzell*, Sky Orndaff, Natasha Bartha, Adam Lieberg, Tom Miller, Katie Parker, Faith 
Bernstein, Emily Bragg, Rebecca Rafferty, Katie Geneleus, Beth Gardner, Mark Ruby, 
Scott Eggeman, John Bassman, Greg Carroll 
*Indicates voting member. 
 
Present by Proxy: Chip Weber* (Rich), Tim Love* (Debbie), Amber Kamps* (Debbie), Jon 
Haufler* (Sandy) 
 
Action Items: 

 Sandy will identify and lead a team in completion of the FY 2012 annual report 
to the WO, due November 15th. 

 Megan, Cory, and Sandy will work with Jared White and UM communications 
staff to prepare and publicize an FY12 update for the SWCC, consistent with our 
approach last year. 

 Sandy will provide information, including a summary sheet, at the November 
SWCC meeting about how much funding each district would need in order to do 
NEPA for CFLR projects for the remainder of the 10 year funding period. 

 Megan will add the following agenda items to the November meeting: update on 
past and current projects, and update on annual report, annual update and 
communications/media outreach. 

 Scott and Gary will send a thank-you letter for the prioritization of the Blackfoot 
Travel Plan to the Helena NF and RO on behalf of the SWCC. 

 The Swan RD will produce a map that shows all roads on Legacy lands and 
differentiates between roads needed for TNC FSA harvest and those not needed 
for this harvest. 

 The Swan, Seeley, and Lincoln RDs will provide their FY 2013 project plans (both 
detailed spreadsheets and more basic tables of projects) to SWCC members by 
the end of October. 

 Melanie, Marnie, and Anne D. will lead subset of non-federal members of the 
SWCC in drafting a possible purpose and need statement for the Beaver Creek 
project area for the FS’ consideration. 
 

 
I. Welcome/Introductions/Notes/Action Items  

a. Approve notes from September meeting 
i. Approved unanimously. 



b. Brief updates 
i. SWCC Monitoring Workshop is scheduled for November 7-8 at 

Lubrecht. Workshop will focus on reviewing existing projects and 
looking ahead to FY 2013 funding. 

ii. SWCC Monitoring Committee is hosting a “Day in the Field” with 
Seeley-Swan High School students on October 30th. They’ll visit 
Auggie and talk about forest management and monitoring.  

iii. The FY 2012 Annual CFLR report to the Washington Office of the 
FS is due Nov. 15th. Sandy will identify and lead a team in the 
completion of this report. 

iv. The SWCC line officers will meet with the Regional Forester 
between now and the November SWCC meeting to problem-solve 
a situation in which the SWCC districts are expected to produce 
more NEPA documents than in the past yet have no additional 
funds or capacity to accomplish this planning work.   

1. Sandy will provide information, including a summary sheet, 
at the November SWCC meeting about how much funding 
each district would need in order to do NEPA for CFLR 
projects for the duration of the 10 year CFLRP funding 
period. 

v. The FS is currently expecting to stop NEPA planning for CFLR 
projects in FY 2016 because these projects would likely be 
implemented in the final years of the CFLR program. However, as 
it stands, accomplishment projections show that, if CFLR NEPA 
planning stops in FY 2016, the SWCC will not hit our 10-year goals 
for the CFLR Program. 

1. Related to this, when the Flathead NF begins work on their 
Forest Plan revision, their NEPA capacity for CFLR (and 
other) projects will decline. 

vi. The University of Idaho is hosting a workshop on climate change 
and forest management on November 9th at the MCT Center for 
the Arts in Missoula.  

vii. An ID Team was assigned to the Blackfoot non-winter Travel Plan 
on the Lincoln RD. A DEIS is expected January 2013. The SWCC 
members approved of the co-chairs sending a thank-you letter to 
the Helena NF and RO on behalf of the SWCC. 

c. Co-chair Election 
i. Gary Burnett was elected last winter to serve out Debbie’s co-

chair term. This was necessary due to a charter amendment in 
February 2012 that removed FS employees from eligibility to 
serve as co-chairs.  

ii. Gary’s co-chair term expired on September 30th. Megan sent out a 
call for nominations for a new co-chair for a two-year term. Gary 



was the only person nominated, and he has accepted the 
nomination.   

iii. Scott called for nominations at this meeting. No other 
nominations were suggested. 

iv. VOTE: To approve Gary Burnett to serve a two-year term (ending 
9/30/2014) as co-chair of the SWCC. 

1. (Gary left the room for this vote.) 
2. Approved unanimously. 

v. It was suggested that, over the life of the SWCC, co-chairs should 
rotate and that geographic representation should be considered. 
There was large agreement around this idea. Scott’s term as co-
chair ends on September 30, 2013 and Gary’s term ends 
September 30, 2014. 

d. Executive Committee Change 
i. According to the SWCC Charter, as amended in February 2012, 

the Executive Committee shall consist, in part, of two FS 
representatives appointed by the FS – not elected by the SWCC – 
to serve two-year terms.  

ii. Amber Kamps and Debbie Austin have served as the FS 
representatives, and their terms ended on September 30th.  

iii. Chip Weber and Tim Love are replacing Amber and Debbie on the 
Executive Committee and will both serve a two-year term ending 
on 9/30/2014.  

 
II. Overview of Swan roads information 

a. In the CFLR portion of the Swan RD, there are 1,074 miles of roads.  This 
total consists of 165 miles of open roads (motorized), 450 miles of closed 
roads, and 459 miles of Legacy roads on former Plum Creek lands 
(primarily closed to vehicle travel). Seventeen miles of FS system roads 
and 23 miles of non-system “man ways” have been previously 
decommissioned in this area, although we are unsure of the time frame 
for this figure.  

b. Grizzly road standards in the Swan follow the 19/19/68 standards.  
i. For bear subunits that are greater than 75% national forest 

ownership (such as the Beaver Creek project area), this means 
that: 

1. Less than 19% of the subunit area can have greater than 1 
mi/mi2 Open Route Density (ORD) 

2. Less than 19% of the subunit area can have greater than 2 
mi/mi2 Total Route Density (TRD) 

3. 68% of the subunit area must be “security core,” where 
core is defined as areas greater than or equal to 500 
meters from open or gated roads, motorized or high use 



non-motorized trails, and is greater than or equal to 2,500 
acres in size. 

ii. For bear subunits that are less than 75% national forest 
ownership, this means that: 

1. There should be no net increase in ORD and TRD due to 
Forest Service actions. 

2. There should be no net decrease in security core area due 
to Forest Service actions. 

c. Several questions were raised regarding the consistency of road 
maintenance level and decommissioning level language used across 
different national forests. Where there are some consistencies, the 
definitions are not entirely consistent, and this creates confusion. For 
example, the definitions seem to change depending on the purpose of 
decommissioning a road (i.e. for water quality or for wildlife security). 

i. The SWCC website has a primer on FS road maintenance levels 
that is available for anyone to review. 

ii. At a national scale, “decommissioning” means that the road is 
removed from the FS system. 

d. It was suggested that a clearer definition of road storage, 
decommissioning, and various maintenance levels be developed. 

e. When Glacier Loon and Cold Jim were being developed, Rich directed the 
ID Team to not include Legacy road storage or decommissioning because 
the FS wasn’t sure what opportunities there were for road work in these 
areas. Now there is a better understanding of these opportunities, and 
opportunities for road storage on Legacy lands will be incorporated into 
planning for the Beaver Creek project. Also, a different NEPA analysis for 
the “Jim Cold” area is being proposed to store Legacy roads 
(implementation expected in 2014) that will be formally decommissioned 
in 2018 when the fiber supply agreement is fulfilled.  

f. The SWCC requests to see a map that shows all roads on Legacy lands and 
differentiates between roads needed for TNC harvest and those not 
needed for this harvest. 

 
III. Discussion about Swan 2013 projects proposed for CFLR funding 

a. Given that the Seeley and Lincoln districts are not in attendance and 
cannot present their FY 2013 plans, and given that time for this agenda 
item is limited due to the roads discussion above, the SWCC requests that 
the Swan, Seeley, and Lincoln districts provide their FY 2013 plans (both 
detailed spreadsheets and more basic tables of projects) to SWCC 
members by the end of October so that members can review the 
information and come prepared to ask questions and discuss this 
program of work with the full SWCC at the November monthly meeting.  

b. The SWCC also requests that the November discussion of these projects be 
conducted in the context of the SWCC landscape strategy and a landscape 



map to know how the projects fit in to our vision for the SW Crown 
landscape. 

c. One question in particular that we would like to have answered in the 
context of this November discussion is: How is all or any of this different 
than what we’d be seeing without CFLR Program? What impact is this 
collaborative and this program having?  The SWCC requests that the FS 
provide answers to these questions at the November meeting. 

 
IV. Discussion about issues and questions raised by Glacier Loon Project  

a. Project status update from Rich: The public comment period on the EA 
closed last month. The FS received about 30 comment letters. The ID 
team leader is actively responding to those. The FS is very close to a 
decision. Rich has consulted with Chip on the range of alternatives. They 
expect to publish a decision in November. 

i. CFLR funds would not be needed for the vegetation portion of this 
project, except maybe for some pre-commercial thinning. The 
stewardship receipts from this vegetation work could potentially 
be used to help fund the other restoration work in the area. CFLR 
funds could be used to fund road decommissioning and aquatic 
passage activity. If CFLR funds are not used on the project, there is 
the potential that the road decommissioning and aquatic passage 
activity would not be accomplished. 

b. A number of collaborative members have been engaged in this project as 
individual people and organizations. One of the concerns expressed by 
individuals and organizations is that Glacier Loon looks more like a timber 
project with some restoration and fuels reduction as a byproduct, not 
vice versa. The things these people have experienced, learned, and 
thought are most relevant because they can inform future projects, such 
as Beaver Creek. 

i. Concern has been expressed by some that fuels reduction on the 
west side of Hwy 83 in the Swan could lead to conversion to a 
larch/p-pine forest type and that this would be inappropriate. 

ii. One idea proposed was to recognize two programs of work in the 
Swan: one that is timber/forest management focused (non-CFLR) 
and one that is restoration focused (CFLR). This may not be 
feasible given NEPA capacity issues. 

iii. Another idea was to issue two decisions from the Glacier Loon 
NEPA planning documents: one that would not use CFLR funds 
and would focus on the vegetative component, and one that 
would use CFLR funds and would focus on the restoration 
component (road decommissioning and aquatic passage issues). 

c. Several key questions that go beyond the scope of just the Glacier Loon 
project for the SWCC were raised, including: 



i. Is the SWCC comfortable with the use of CFLR funds on a project 
that isn’t fully consistent with the CFLR program? 

ii. Is the SWCC going to meet its fuels reduction goals overall over 
the 10-year CFLR program?  

1. How important is the Glacier Loon project to meeting 
those goals?  

2. Does the SWCC want to modify the 10-year fuels reduction 
goal? 

iii. Is the SWCC comfortable counting a project as match to the CFLR 
program if we are uncomfortable using CFLR funds directly on the 
project? 

iv. Does the SWCC consider a project to be consistent with CFLR if it 
does any one of the following: create jobs, reduce fuels, or 
restore forests? Or is a project only consistent with CFLR if it does 
all three of these things in a balanced, integrated manner? 

v. Given that fuels reduction in the WUI is a CFLR goal, does the 
SWCC take this to mean that any and all management activities 
are appropriate in the WUI?  

vi. Should strategic fuels reduction look different depending on the 
forest type? 

vii. Should the SWCC consider changing its delineation of the WUI (for 
example, from 1.5 miles from private property/structures to 0.5 
miles from private property/structures)?  If so, would this be 
possible/permissible? 

d. Thinking forward about the Beaver Creek and other projects, several 
suggestions were made, including: 

i. Projects should have a restoration and fuels reduction focus with 
timber as a byproduct, not vice versa. 

ii. The purpose and need for projects should be based on language 
straight out of the Forest Landscape Restoration Act. 

iii. The SWCC’s goal for all projects should be to make them as 
consistent as possible with CFLR. 

iv. Project proposals should be consistent with Forest Plan direction. 
 

V. Field Trip  
a. The field trip included three stops in the Beaver Creek project area. 

Numerous ideas were recorded regarding the purpose and need for this 
project, including: 

i. Focus on enhancing wildlife habitat and connectivity, including 
bringing the area into compliance with the 19/19/68 grizzly bear 
standards. 

1. Focus efforts on increasing security core grizzly bear 
habitat and also increasing grizzly bear connectivity along 
Sunset ridge. 



2. Create and protect lynx winter and summer habitat. 
ii. Focus on improving the resiliency of the forest. 

1. Maintain and enhance biodiversity through project 
activities. 

2. Maintain large legacy trees. 
3. Maintain and enhance whitebark pine. 
4. Conduct daylighting around young trees to promote future 

large trees. 
5. Reduce understory around large larch. 

iii. Recognize the limits of our knowledge and try multiple 
approaches to restoration in this project area (experimental 
design). Focus intensive monitoring in this area to learn from the 
different approaches. 

iv. Focus on mitigating noxious weeds in the project area. 
v. Ensure the purpose and need is consistent with the purpose of 

the Forest Landscape Restoration Act. 
vi. Consider mitigation of human and wildlife conflicts and safety 

concerns along the Highway 83 corridor. 
vii. Consider prescribed fire in wilderness. 

viii. Investigate the feasibility of providing some fiber from NFS lands 
to offset TNC’s fiber supply agreement. 

ix. Consider fire breaks to reduce risks to homes on Lindbergh Lake 
and Old Mill Road. 

x. Reduce reed canary grass in wetlands. 
b. Melanie, Marnie, and Anne D. will lead subset of non-federal members of 

the SWCC in drafting a purpose and need statement for the Beaver Creek 
project area for the FS’ consideration. 
 

VI. Adjourn 
a. The meeting adjourned at 4:00 in the field. 

 


