
Southwestern Crown Collaborative 
Meeting Notes 

Lolo National Forest Supervisor’s Office 
December 11, 2012 

 
Present: Scott Brennan*, Megan Birzell*, Gary Burnett*, Tim Love*, Sandy Mack*, Chip 
Weber*, Debbie Austin*, Anne Dahl*, Kevin Riordan*, Melanie Parker*, Marnie Criley*, 
Mitch Doherty*, Amber Kamps*, Cory Davis*, Matt Arno 
*Indicates voting member. 
 
Proxies: Amber Kamps* (Kevin Riordan) – Amber left at 1:30pm. 
 
A quorum is present. 
 
Action Items: 

 Scott and Melanie agreed to take the NWC students’ input and draft some steps 
the SWCC can take over the next 18 months to enhance our outreach and bring 
more people to the table. They will present their recommendations at the 
January SWCC meeting.   

 
I. Introductions, Short Business Items, Brief Updates  

a. Leadership and coordination 
i. Scott’s current co-chair term ends in September 2013 but he may 

end his term a bit early due to the possibility he will be taking a 
leave of absence in mid-2013.  While his plans are not yet 
confirmed, Scott suggested that a new co-chair could be elected 
to fill the remainder of his term, should his current term end 
early.  Additional details should be available in a January-February 
time frame.  

ii. Megan will be on leave April – June 2013 and unable to serve as 
partner coordinator. When she returns in July, she may not have 
the same capacity for SWCC coordination as she fills in behind 
Scott in his absence. She recommended that the SWCC find a 
new, non-federal partner coordinator to fill this capacity for April 
– June 2013 and potentially through December 2013. 

b. The January meeting date is changed to Friday, January 18th. 
c. Approve notes from November meeting 

i. The notes were approved unanimously as amended. 
d. Feedback/observations on SWCC from NWC students  

i. NWC’s Landscape and Livelihood semester students from this fall 
had an opportunity to interact with the SWCC at several meetings 
and field trips. Based on this interaction, they suggested that the 
SWCC could try different things to engage an even broader 



constituency, such as holding meetings in the evening and field 
trips on the weekend.  

ii. ACTION ITEM: Scott and Melanie agreed to take the NWC 
students’ input and draft some steps the SWCC can take over the 
next 18 months to enhance our outreach and bring more people 
to the table. They will present their recommendations at the 
January SWCC meeting.   
 

II. Outline a process by which we can ensure that the SWCC has more lead time for 
engaging in landscape and project planning  

a. Within the SWCC, there are varying levels of understanding regarding 
how our collaboration is informing large landscape, long-term planning 
and priorities of Forest Service CFLR restoration projects. As directed by 
the Prioritization Committee, EMRI conducted a SW Crown Landscape 
Assessment and developed a prioritization framework to draw our eye to 
high priorities for fuels reduction and for restoration across the SW 
Crown. The full SWCC could benefit from a greater understanding of how 
this information is being used by the Forest Service to determine whether 
more planning is needed in order to help us understand the “why here, 
why now” of specific CFLR restoration projects. 

b. To enhance the SWCC’s understanding and identify any information gaps, 
the Executive Committee recommends a focused discussion on this topic 
at the February SWCC meeting. The following agenda was suggested: 

i. Review the purpose of FLRA. 
ii. Review the findings of EMRI’s landscape assessment and 

prioritization framework. 
iii. Discussion by Forest Service line officers of how they have 

incorporated EMRI’s work into developing a map of future CFLR 
projects.  

iv. Based on the above, a discussion by the SWCC of other things to 
consider in deciding when and how to engage in projects and a 
discussion of how to ensure that future projects are reflective of 
collaborative input. 

1. Results from the October 6, 2011 Prioritization and 
Monitoring Workshop will be used to help inform this 
discussion. 

v. Discussion of monitoring and adaptive management to help us 
understand how monitoring feeds back into planning. 

c. How can R-CAT help with this? (Keith) 
i. To run the R-CAT modeling tool, fire treatments in project areas. 

Given that some future projects don’t have specific treatment 
units identified yet, some hypothetical situations may be used in 
order to complete the picture for an R-CAT 2019 look at the 
landscape. Once this is done, the tool will compare fire season 



costs from 2010 (the baseline) and 2019 to see if CFLR projects 
are generating any fire management cost savings over time. 

ii. The R-CAT model can also assess values-at-risk. 
iii. The Forest Service should have the R-CAT 2010 baseline 

information by the end of January.  
 

III. Review and approve recommendation from sub-group regarding which aspects 
of the Glacier Loon project is consistent with CFLR funding and thus eligible for 
use of CFLR funds and/or as CFLR match 

a. Marnie, Anne D., Megan, Roger Marshall, and Scott Eggeman met last 
week to discuss this topic. Joleen Dunham and Brad Gillespie from the 
Flathead National Forest were also present to answer and questions. 

b. RECOMMENDATION: The group recommends that the following types of 
treatments be eligible for CFLR funding and/or match: 

i. All road decommissioning and road BMP work. 
ii. All resource enhancement projects. 

iii. All noxious weed treatments. 
iv. All intermediate harvest treatments. (This includes commercial 

thin, modified commercial thin, improvement cut, 
sanitation/salvage, post and pole, and precommercial thin 
treatments.) 

c. The group did not reach agreement concerning the appropriateness of 
including the regeneration harvest treatments proposed in Glacier-Loon 
as eligible for CFLR funding and/or match. While they recognized that 
these types of harvest treatments can be consistent with restoration, 
they are not sure whether this is the case for this specific project.  

i. The Flathead National Forest stated that they do not need CFLR 
funds to implement the regeneration harvest treatments 
associated with the Glacier Loon Project. 

ii. In the Proposed Action of the Glacier Loon Project, 773 acres (37% 
of the vegetation treatment) are proposed for regeneration 
harvest. 

d. The sub-group brought forward the following questions for the SWCC: 
i. Are our requirements for match the same as our requirements for 

CFLR funds? In other words, if we do not agree that a project (or 
project component) is consistent with the CFLR Program – and 
thus not eligible for CFLR funding – is it also not eligible to count 
as match to the CFLR Program?  

ii. What are the impacts on our match goals and accomplishment 
goals of including or not including the regeneration harvest 
components of the Glacier Loon Project in our SWCC Program of 
Work? 



iii. Are regeneration harvest treatments in the WUI automatically 
consistent with the goals of the SWCC and the CFLR Program? Or 
does this need to be determined on a case-by-case basis? 

e. After discussion at this meeting, the SWCC agreed that the consistency 
with CFLR of regeneration harvest treatments in the WUI needs to be 
determined on a case-by-case basis.  

f. VOTE: The SWCC voted unanimously to approve the recommendation of 
the sub-group regarding the appropriateness of road work, weed 
treatments, resource enhancement projects, and intermediate harvest 
treatments as consistent with CFLR and thus eligible for CFLR funding 
and/or match.  

i. Chip and Sandy abstained from voting. 
g. Concerning the regeneration harvest treatments, the SWCC recommends 

that, once a Decision Notice is signed for Glacier Loon, a subset of SWCC 
members visit the approved regeneration harvest units with Forest 
Service staff in order to better understand each treatment and bring 
forward a recommendation to the SWCC as to whether the Collaborative 
will agree that any of these units are consistent with CFLR.  

i. Anne and Marnie volunteered to conduct these field visits. 
h. A larger question was raised in the context of this discussion: Can the 

Forest Service use stewardship credits for CFLR match if the way in which 
those credits were generated isn’t consistent with CFLR? 

i. The group tabled discussion of this question until a later date. 
 

IV. Review and discuss draft Beaver Creek Purpose and Need Statement developed 
by a subset of SWCC members  

a. Marnie, Melanie, Anne D., Roger Marshall, Scott Eggeman, Cory, and 
Megan have worked over the past month to draft a Purpose and Need 
statement for the Beaver Creek project that is fully consistent with FLRA 
and the SWCC goals and objectives. They shared their most recent draft 
last week.  

b. The SWCC is supportive of this work and the draft thus far. 
c. The group has questions about how much specificity the Purpose and 

Need should have and whether some parts of the current draft would be 
more appropriate as part of a Proposed Action. They would like to make 
sure the Purpose and Need statement works in a NEPA context without 
losing the thrust and intent of the current draft. 

i. It was suggested that the sub-group meet with some Forest 
Service representatives to help flesh this out and that such a 
meeting should include stakeholders beyond the SWCC and Swan 
Forest Stewardship Committee. 

d. Once finalized, the Purpose and Need will be submitted to the Forest 
Service for consideration. 

 



V. Local Contractor Participation in the SW Crown  
a. Chelsea McIver presented her initial findings about contract capture 

trends in the SW Crown.  
b. Main Questions: 

i. How successful are local entities in accessing CFLR opportunities? 
ii. How do CFLR trends compare to non-CFLR investments both 

during and pre-CFLR? 
iii. Do above trends vary according to the type of work being 

conducted? Size of contract? 
c. Two levels of “local” were identified. The first is a 5-county area including 

Missoula, Powell, Lewis & Clark, Lake, and Flathead counties. The second 
is a 9-county area that adds Granite, Ravalli, Broadwater, and Mineral 
counties. 

d. Work was categorized into three types: equipment-intensive, labor-
intensive, and technical. 

e. Challenges and limitation of this information:  
i. It was hard to determine which contracts were stewardship 

contracts and which weren’t. 
ii. The data only captures prime contractors, not subcontractors. 

iii. It was difficult to compare timber, service, and agreements. 
iv. Business address may not accurately reflect location of business 

(i.e. have PO Box in Missoula) or accurately reflect location of 
workers (i.e. business based in Kalispell but workers live in 
Seeley.) 

f. Results: 
i. The benefits of the CFLR Program to local contractors are more 

visible when considering the 9-county area than the more narrow 
5-county area. 

ii. Equipment-intensive work types have high local capture rates 
across the board.  

iii. Labor-intensive work types have low local capture rates across the 
board (baseline, non-CFLR, and CFLR).  

iv. Local capture (within 5 counties) of technical work is lower in 
CFLR than in baseline and non-CFLR contracts. 

v. Most CFLR contract spending has been in equipment-intensive 
and technical work types. 

1. All technical work type CFLR contract dollars have come 
from within the 9-county area. 

vi. Looking west-wide for contracts in Montana, most equipment-
intensive and technical work is coming from within Montana. 
Most labor-intensive work is coming from Oregon. 

vii. $3.1 million have been spent through partnership agreements. All 
of these agreements have gone to local organizations. 

g. Next Steps:  



i. More timber sale and agreement data is needed. 
ii. Use these numbers to help inform TREAT model (already used in 

FY12 reporting) 
iii. We need to better understand existing capacity. We currently 

don’t know to what extent we’re using workforce to its full 
potential. Is the limiting factor here the availability of work or the 
size of the workforce? 

1. To answer this question, interviews with contractors 
would be needed. This requires OMB approval. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 


