
Southwestern Crown Collaborative 
Meeting Notes 

Tuesday, June 12th 

 

Present: Gary Burnett*, Matt Arno, Sandra Treadaway, Kate Walker, Chip Weber*, 
Sandy Mack*, Cory Davis*, Beth Gardner, Megan Birzell*, Amber Kamps*, Rich Kehr*, 
Anne Dahl*, Dana Cuelo, Scott Brennan*, Tim Love*, Kevin Riordan, Sarah Canepa*, Ken 
Barber*, Todd Jackson, Keith Hammer, Marnie Criley*, Roger Marshall, Scott Eggeman, 
Kvande Anderson, Mo Bookwalter*, Pam Hamilton, Melanie Parker*, Jim Burchfield* 
*Indicates voting member. 
 
Action Items: 

 Sandy will add a column to the spreadsheet with the implementation tool and 
name of contractor/partner, if known. 

 Megan will put this information on the SWCC website. 

 The Rangers will look at the out-year project projections and provide additional 
information so we can more accurately capture watershed improvements. 

 Sandy and Sarah C. will work to graphically display wildlife habitat restoration. 

 Cory and Megan will put the 2012 monitoring information on the website. 
 

I. Introductions  
a. Approve notes 

i. The notes were tabled until the next meeting. 
 

II. Cutthroat Genetics Monitoring Results  
a. There are roughly 18 cutthroat populations in the Swan Valley. Their two 

greatest threats are hybridization with lake and rainbow trout and 
competition with brook trout. 

b. CFLR funds helped support genetics sampling of 12 cutthroat trout 
populations last summer to determine their genetic purity. Without CFLR 
funds, the Forest Service would have only been able to sample one 
population. 

c. Results of the sampling showed that four populations are genetically pure 
and that the rest are 96-99% pure with lots of hybridization. Nine of 10 
populations have good genetic diversity. 

d. This monitoring showed that Kraft Creek, which was slated for a fish 
barrier to protect a genetically pure population as part of a CFLR project, 
has unraveled quickly in the last few years, and this information is 
causing the Swan RD to reconsider their plans for Kraft Creek. This is an 
example of adaptive management in action. 

e. The Swan RD plans to resample these populations every five years to see 
if fish barriers and other restoration actions are effective. 

 
III. FY 2012 Restoration Projects (11:30 – 12:10) 



a. The three district rangers provided handouts of projects they have 
planned for implementation during the current field season. (See 
attached.) 

i. There was a suggestion to add a column stating the mechanism by 
which the project is being implemented (i.e. contract, partnership 
agreement, force account) and who the contractors are, if known.  

ii. ACTION ITEMS:  
1. Sandy will add a column to the spreadsheet with the 

implementation mechanism and name of 
contractor/partner, if known. 

2. Megan will put this information on the SWCC website.  
b. For all districts, weed treatments are district-wide. New invader weed 

programs are typically targeted toward newly acquired lands. In Lincoln, 
the Ponderosa Snow Warriors will treat weeds on 1200 acres this year 
through an expanded partnership agreement. 

c. We need to be sure to use the AIS check stations as an outreach and 
education tool about CFLR and the threat of aquatic invasive species.  

d. In the Lincoln District, 60-70% of the CFLR funds are being spent via 
partnership agreements. They have eight agreements with six groups 
(including two new groups) this year. 

 
IV. SW Crown Out-Year Program of Work  

a. The SWCC’s 10-year goals (taken from our CFLR proposal) fall into the 
following categories: 

i. WUI and Non WUI vegetation restoration 
ii. Invasive & exotic treatments (both weeds and fish) 

iii. Fish and wildlife habitat restoration 
iv. Watershed restoration (roads, trails, mines, etc.) 

b. The Forest Service tracks the outputs from each project according to 
these 10-year goals and also according to 20 additional outputs that the 
Washington Office of the Forest Service has requested.  

i. Through the first three years of implementation of the CFLR 
program (FY 2010 – FY 2012), we are on track (approximately 30% 
complete) for all of our output types. 

c. The Prioritization Committee and EMRI worked over the last two years to 
identify where the highest priority restoration opportunities occur across 
the SW Crown. The Prioritization Framework that resulted was largely 
consistent with the project planning areas that the Forest Service has 
identified through FY 2018. (Maps were displayed at the meeting that 
showed the Forest Service’s planning areas overlaid with EMRI’s high 
priority restoration opportunities.) 

d. As we look out to the remaining seven years of the CFLR program, we 
want to know whether fuels reduction and restoration treatments in 
these planning areas will enable us to achieve the restoration goals we 



established in our CFLR proposal. In other words, we are interested in our 
“projected outputs” over the next seven years.  

e. It is difficult to project outputs because, particularly as you look further 
out, these “projects” exist in name only, and no treatments have been 
identified. In order to provide a very general idea of our outputs over the 
next seven years, Sandy overlaid EMRI’s priority areas with project areas 
for the past three years. She found that, on average, these past projects 
treated 60% of the high priority areas that overlapped between the acres 
EMRI identified for that project area and the area TWS identified. Thus, 
looking forward, Sandy projected that the Forest Service will treat 60% of 
the high priority areas (identified by both EMRI and TWS) for each future 
project. She then calculated how many acres would be treated in the 
next seven years based on this idea that the Forest Service will treat 60% 
of the high priority areas in each future project. 

i. There are several limitations with this approach. It does not 
adequately capture watershed restoration because these types of 
restoration are typically described in terms of miles of roads, 
trails, and streams. It also does not capture exotics or invasive 
treatments and does not reflect increases in security due to 
decommissioned or stored roads.  

f. Sandy’s projections show that we are on track to meet our 10-year fuels 
reduction and forest restoration goals. They also show that we are a bit 
behind in watershed restoration. However, Sandy did not include the 
Blackfoot Travel Plan on the Lincoln Ranger District or the Cold Jim road 
decommissioning project envisioned by the Swan Lake Ranger District, in 
her projections. These projects will significantly increase the number of 
watershed restoration and wildlife security habitat accomplishments.  

g. Discussion  
i. We need to develop a mechanism to project watershed 

restoration outputs into future projects so we can accurately 
capture our projected accomplishments in this category. 

1. ACTION ITEM: The Districts will look at these projections 
and provide additional information so we can more 
accurately capture watershed improvements. 

ii. We should post the FY 2010 - 2012 information to website. 
iii. Our outputs do not adequately account for community benefits. 

While we do account for community benefits through the TREAT 
tool in our annual reports, we need to find a way to track these 
benefits in a more direct and expansive way. 

iv. Some had questions about what qualifies as “wildlife habitat 
restoration.” 

1. ACTION ITEM: Sandy and Sarah C. will work to graphically 
display this.  



v. As we move forward, we should continue to overlay areas that 
have been treated with our high priority areas so we can show 
that priority areas are being treated. 

 
V. FY 2012 Monitoring Projects  

a. GRAIP monitoring – Morrell and Cottonwood-Shanley project areas this 
year; maybe Jim Creek in Swan and Poorman Creek in Lincoln in future. 

b. Hybrid PIBO project: tying direct road measurements to larger watershed 
scale. Morrell and Cottonwood-Shanley project areas. In the future, will 
include Jim and Poorman creeks. 

c. Nutrient stream monitoring – Morrell Creek, monitoring station is near 
high school in Seeley Lake. 

d. Cutthroat Genetics – six creeks this year. 
e. Road vegetation and soils monitoring – studying the effects of temporary 

roads and road decommissioning on vegetation and soils – Horseshoe 
West, Cottonwood-Shanley, Colt Summit project areas. 

f. Herbicide – studying the effectiveness of roadside and aerial herbicide 
applications; road sections in the Swan, Horseshoe Hills, Nevada & Deer 
Creeks. 

g. Whitebark Pine – studying the effectiveness of whitebark pine plantings; 
Mission Upland Burn, Smith-Cooney project areas; also Alice Creek and 
Granite Butte. 

h. Integrated forest plots: fuel, forest, and soils plots in Glacier Loon, 
Auggie, Colt Summit, and Stonewall. 

i. In addition:  
i. Carnivore surveys (winter) across the landscape that will intensify 

sampling in project areas 
ii. Socioeconomics across the landscape 

iii. Fire modeling & wildlife modeling across landscape 
iv. Project-level bird monitoring 

j. ACTION ITEM: Cory and Megan will put this information on the website. 
 

VI. Other Items: 
a. UM has the potential to increase student engagement in CFLR next year 

by putting 30 students in the field and potentially more students in 
following years. This could be used as match. The group agreed that this 
is a good opportunity and that these students should be paired with local 
employees and community members.  
 

VII. Next Meeting 
a. Tuesday, July 10th in Ovando. 
b. Will include a field tour of Center Horse.  

 


