
 

 

Southwestern Crown Collaborative 
Meeting Notes 
March 20, 2012 

 
Present: Sandy Mack*, Kate Walker, Tim Love*, Sarah Canepa*, Rich Torquemada, 
Megan Birzell*, Gary Burnett*, Ken Barber*, Dale Kerkvliet*, Cory Davis*, Rich Kehr*, 
Steve Kloetzel, Rob Ethridge*, Keith Stockmann*, Chip Weber*, Amber Kamps*, Travis 
Belote*, Scott Brennan*, Anne Carlson*, Robert Rasmussen, Marnie Criley*, Jon 
Haufler*, Kevin Riordan*, Roger Marshall, Chelsea Pennick-McIver 
*Indicates voting member. 
 
Present by Proxy: Debbie Austin* (Amber), Craig Rawlings* (Scott), Anne Dahl* (Gary) 
 
Action Items: 

 The Executive Committee will discuss the possible action items related to 
responding to input at their next meeting. 

 Sandy will send Megan the forest-wide IRR targets and the budget direction for 
meeting those targets. 

 Megan will send the Prioritization Committee’s next meeting information out to 
full collaborative. 

 
I. Welcome/Introductions/Brief Updates  

a. Review/approve notes from the February 14th meeting  
i. The notes were approved unanimously. 

b. The Landscape Conservation Cooperative (LCC) is a new federal program. 
They are holding their first workshop next week in Denver, and Anne 
Carlson will present a 10-12-minute summary of the work the SWCC has 
done with the Great Northern LCC and the way in which the GNLCC has 
added value to the existing collaborative partnerships and to the CFLR 
program. She will also co-lead a discussion section on how the LCCs could 
be of further benefit to CFLR programs across the country. 

c. Bob Harrington has determined that State DNRC would be better 
represented by the NW or SW Land office. Thus, this will be Rob 
Ethridge’s last meeting. He will meet with Steve Fry and Tony Liane to 
talk about who might be the replacement for DNRC. 

d. The SWCC line officers are meeting this Thursday to discuss additional 
funding to the forests to help implement and monitor CFLR work, 
whether their representation on the Executive Committee will change as 
a result of Debbie’s long-term detail to the RO, the IRSC that the RC is 
considering for the SW Crown, and the potential for applying mining 
settlement funds in Lincoln as match for CFLR projects.  

e. Chip and Rich recently met with Jim Simpson and Tim Bebe from Lake 
County Conservation District. They are interested in opportunities for 
creating jobs and tax revenue for Lake County. Chip and Rich mentioned 



 

 

CFLR, the Flathead’s normal program of work, the Swan Valley 
Innovations effort, and AGO as opportunities. They also recommended 
that Jim and Tim connect with Missoula County. 

 
II. Executive Committee Report  

a. Megan has scheduled a conference call for next Monday with the District 
Rangers to discuss whether it would be useful for SWCC and/or local 
collaboratives to apply TWS’ road analysis tool across the SW Crown. 

b. Sandy sent out draft subcommittee charters that reflect the updated 
SWCC Charter last night. While each sub-committee has or will have an 
appointed FS representative, there will be no FS co-chairs. This does not 
negate or reduce the partnership with the FS. 

c. Given that the Communications Committee has not been active and that 
the SWCC Charter identifies the co-chairs as points of contact for 
communications, the Executive Committee recommends that the 
Communications Committee consider dissolving itself and that any 
communication functions be performed by an ad hoc working group of 
the Executive Committee, as needed. 

d. The Executive Committee will review the draft Partnership Committee 
charter that Sandy developed and will provide comments and bring it 
forward to the SWCC at the next meeting. 

e. The SWCC has been asked to give a 10 – 12-minute presentation on our 
successes and lessons learned during the next call on March 29th at 
12pm.  

i. The Executive Committee recommends that Sandy, Cory, and 
Megan work together to develop the presentation and that 
Megan present it on the call. We will also ask SWCC members for 
their suggestions about which successes and lessons learned we 
should highlight. 

1. Vote: Approved unanimously. 
f. The WO is continuing to look at partner liability in partnership 

agreements. The RO is looking at an IRSC for multi-year, IDIQ work to 
cover the SW Crown to help get some of the work done. 

g. Co-chair nominations and election 
i. Gary Burnett and Anne Dahl were nominated. A secret ballot was 

used for the election. Gary Burnett won the election with 11 out 
of 19 votes. 

ii. Gary Burnett is our new co-chair and will serve the remainder of 
Debbie’s term, which ends on September 30, 2012. 

h. Discussion and reflection on various perceptions of the SWCC 
i. The SWCC has received both positive and negative feedback 

beyond the membership, and, in an effort to be responsive to all 
feedback, we are pausing to reflect and examine whether we 



 

 

need to change how we operate to be responsive to this 
feedback. 

ii. Based on the discussion the following were identified as potential 
action items: 

1. Take a closer look at how we deal with individual projects 
so we can help minimize inaccurate impressions. 

2. Potentially develop a minimum set of criteria in terms of 
making a recommendation on a project. 

3. Consider an MOU between the SWCC and the local 
collaboratives to clarify relationships and roles. 

4. Consider moving meetings from daytime to nighttime 
occasionally. 

5. Continue hosting some of our regular meetings in 
communities across the landscape. 

6. Consider holding an annual membership drive. 
7. Continue working proactively to include the broader public 

in any field trips. 
iii. ACTION ITEM: The Executive Committee will discuss these 

possible action items at their next meeting. 
 

III. Selection of FS Region 1 as an IRR Pilot region and how that will impact the SWCC 
and CLFR in general and FS planning needs for FY 2012 and beyond  

a. The Integrated Resource Restoration (IRR) Pilot Program combines 
several FS budget line items into one in order to give the line officers 
more flexibility in how they administer their work. It has created a new 
fund code – NFRR – that will be used largely as CFLR match. 

i. Fire suppression funds are kept separate. 
ii. If Region One is successful in implementing this pilot, it will go 

nationwide. The Congressional Cmte will be watching closely to 
see if it works. If it fails, it won’t be continued. Success will partly 
be evaluated in terms of how well this helps the agency integrate 
their work. 

iii. The FS still has to meet targets, but there are only four instead of 
15. They are: stream miles restored, watershed acres restored, 
miles of road decommissioned, and timber volume. Once the four 
targets are met, the FS has lots of discretion about how to use the 
remaining funds. 

iv. One difficulty will be meeting these targets with a declining 
budget.  

v. It is an agency priority to make CFLR work with IRR. 
vi. The new pilot still doesn’t offer any carryover options. 

vii. These funds are separate from Forest Planning money. 
viii. Funds must be used consistent with existing forest plans. 



 

 

ix. The Forests won’t know how they’re doing relative to targets until 
the end of the year. 

x. The SWCC goals complement the four targets. 
xi. ACTION ITEM: Sandy will send Megan the targets (forest-wide) 

and the budget direction. 
b. Planning 

i. CFLR money only covers implementation and monitoring. 
ii. All three SW Crown districts struggle to fund NEPA. Seeley and 

Lincoln also struggle with capacity to implement the work post-
decision. The SW Crown districts need $1.5 million in planning for 
FY 2012 and have only received 60% of these funds. Given flat and 
declining forest budgets, it is unlikely that the Region will be able 
to make up this shortfall in the future or than more planning 
funds will be made available from Washington. The capacity 
issues remain even if an Enterprise Team or other contractor is 
used to do the NEPA analysis because the district and forest staff 
needs to review that work and analysis. 

iii. The Executive Committee recommends that the new Partnership 
Committee should address this as one of its tasks. 

iv. We should also consider how the expected new CE authorities 
could provide significant efficiencies.  

c. Additional CFLR funds for FY2012 
i. The SWCC was awarded $4 million, but 25% was taken out for 

federal cost pools. To compensate for this, Chief Tidwell brought 
back in $900,000 from FY 2011 carryover money as 
implementation via the NFRR fund code for CFLR projects in the 
SW Crown. 

ii. This could potentially mean an extra $90,000 for monitoring in the 
SW Crown, consistent with our 10% monitoring commitment. 

iii. The mechanism by which the funds are coming back could 
potentially help fill the planning shortfall. 

 
IV. Prioritization Framework Presentation  

a. This presentation, and the document EMRI provided, fulfills their 
partnership agreement with the FS. 

b. Jon gave a PowerPoint presentation explaining EMRI’s prioritization 
framework. Following are notes from the presentation: 

i. Fuels in WUI 
1. The highest priority is on high risk fuels and adjacent 

moderate fuels 
2. There is a 27,000-acre target in SWCC proposal. EMRI’s 

suggested goal is 29,616 acres, which is 80% of high risk 
fuels. 



 

 

3. EMRI suggests that fuels priorities should trump all else 
within 120’ of roads and buildings. Beyond that, they may 
be meshed with restoration goals. 

4. Some modifications are needed in risk categories, 
particularly in the Lincoln. 

5. EMRI used CWPPs and past, current, and proposed FS 
projects to apply this goal to the landscape. 

ii. Terrestrial Restoration 
1. EMRI suggests focusing restoration in the non-lethal and 

mixed severity fire regime areas with a goal of returning 
them to pre-fire suppression late seral compositions and 
structures. 

2. Additional things to consider (and that aren’t addressed in 
this framework) are climate change, forest plans, wildlife 
habitat needs, societal desires, etc. 

3. The goal is 10% of the mean historical range of variability 
represented on the landscape, or approx. 45,000 acres.  

4. EMRI’s framework gives priority to restoring historical 
species composition, structure, and spatial patterns. 

5. EMRI used stand exam data, where available, and VMAP to 
apply this goal to the landscape. 

6. Current and proposed projects will meet this goal as 
currently laid out. The SWCC could exceed the 10% goal 
within the districts’ current proposed projects. 

iii. Watershed Improvement 
1. EMRI suggests selecting watersheds for improvement of 

bull trout and westslope cutthroat trout habitat conditions 
– to increase viability of these species 

2. They further suggest selecting watersheds based on their 
current ecological values (status of the two species) and 
their level of impact as indicated by a road disruption 
index. 

3. EMRI’s framework gives priority to restoration projects in 
the Maintain/Restore 1 category 

a. The Restore 2/3 category is of secondary 
importance 

b. The Defer category corresponds to areas where 
there are few gains to aquatic resources to be 
made without considerable effort 

iv. Integrated Resource Management 
1. There are significant opportunities for integration between 

fuels and terrestrial restoration treatment. 
2. Sometimes terrestrial restoration can negatively impact 

aquatic systems in the short term (sediment pulse from 



 

 

road removal, for example), but ultimately aquatic systems 
need healthy forest systems in order to be sustainable. 

v. Additional Considerations 
1. Integration with existing projects and programs 
2. Species of concern 
3. Forest plan direction 
4. Controlling invasive species 
5. Landscape scale fire behavior analyses 
6. Economics 

vi. Monitoring 
1. Select project sites that will allow replication of a 

combination of: 
a. Ecological sites 
b. Existing vegetation conditions 
c. Similar treatments (thinning and prescribed fire) 
d. Replicates of above in each District 

vii. EMRI’s suggested next steps: 
1. Use this framework relative to existing and future projects 

to inform them. 
2. Specific project locations should be identified using on-

the-ground examinations using this framework as a 
background. 

3. Specific treatments will be developed based on historical 
reference and additional considerations. 

4. Treatments and on-the-ground locations will help put 
monitoring in place. 

c. Discussion  
i. The SWCC’s discussion about this framework yielded the following 

questions and thoughts: 
1. This framework may provide input to the FS and is not 

intended to be a driver of FS projects. It is an important 
tool in the collaborative toolbox, but it isn’t the only tool. 

2. How do we use this framework to inform projects and to 
incorporate into monitoring? 

3. The next steps in terms of deciding how to use this 
information lie largely at the local level with the districts 
and the local collaboratives.  

4. EMRI should focus on filling the data void in the near 
future (i.e. more stand exams, less reliance on VMAP). 

5. We also need to consider economic and social 
considerations in project development.  

6. How do we use this as a bridge to get from splitting the 
money three ways (districts) to having the collaborative 
help the agency figure out where to go? 



 

 

d. Next Steps 
i. The Prioritization Committee will discuss this at April 3rd meeting.  

1. ACTION ITEM: Megan will send that meeting info out to 
full collaborative. 

ii. The next SWCC meeting will include this discussion with a 
recommendation from the Prioritization Committee as a starting 
place for discussion. 

  
V. Monitoring Committee Report 

a. The MFRC is hosting a Monitoring Workshop on March 30th at Lubrecht. 
You must register to attend, but it’s free to attend. 

b. Update on FY 2012 process 
i. The Committee is currently accepting feedback on the initial list of 

projects. 
ii. Cory, Travis, and Keith have morphed a project list based on the 

rankings and will present it to the working group chairs this 
Thursday for discussion. 

iii. The final suite of projects will be presented to the SWCC for a vote 
at the April meeting. 

iv. We need to keep in mind that what we approve this year will 
probably be the majority of what we’re able to accomplish with 
monitoring even in out years due to future years’ funding. 

 
VI. Next meetings: April 10, May 8, June 12, July 10, August 14 

 
VII. Adjourn 
 
 


