
Southwestern Crown Collaborative 
Meeting Notes 
July 10, 2012 

 
Present: Scott Brennan*, Gary Burnett*, Sandy Mack*, Anne Dahl*, Cory Davis*, Cam 
Thomas, Bruce Rieman*, Joe Kerkvliet*, Amber Kamps*, Ken Barber*, Megan Birzell*, 
Sarah Canepa*, Mo Bookwalter*, Jill Belsky, Rich Kehr*, Tim Love*, John Hill, Scott 
Tomson, Shane Hendrickson, Todd Jackson, Tami Paulsen, Laura Bosak, Ryan Hughes 
*Indicates voting member. 
 

I. Introductions 
a. The notes from the May and June SWCC meetings were approved 

unanimously. 
 

II. Initial results and request for feedback on socioeconomics monitoring 
a. Jill Belsky led a PowerPoint presentation discussing early results from the 

socioeconomics monitoring work and requesting feedback from the 
SWCC on how to proceed. 

b. Objectives of this monitoring (largely qualitative data as background):  
i. Describe SWCC residents, land managers, and other stakeholders’ 

views of current land management techniques and SWCC 
projects. What do they know about the CFLRP and what are the 
best means for public communication regarding the project? 

ii. Identify sources of existing social and economic data. 
iii. Suggest additional data which need to be collected as baseline for 

future monitoring related to fuels and restoration treatments. 
c. 5 projects: 

i. Meta-analysis (done) 
ii. Interviews (done) 

iii. Public meeting (not done) 
iv. Focus group (not done) 
v. Draft questionnaire (for SWCC or broader use with other CFLRP 

nationally?) (not done) 
d. Meta-analysis: 

i. Objective 1: Produce three maps with clear boundaries 
1. Fine scale (zip code) 
2. Mid-scale (3 counties) 
3. Large scale (7 counties/additional timber processing 

facilities) 
ii. Objective 2: Provide and summarize existing literature on 

socioeconomic characteristics of the SW Crown region in the form 
of an annotated bibliography. 

1. Socioeconomic/demographic conditions, perceptions of 
prescribed fire, attitudes toward fuels and restoration 



treatments on FS lands, attitudes toward the FS and how 
residents’ attitudes are considered. 

iii. Objective 3: Identify information gaps. 
1. There is limited information about SWCC resident 

attitudes available on forest restoration activities, roads, 
prescribed fire use, resident-agency collaboration, and 
economic concerns. 

2. There is limited or no community-level socioeconomic info 
that is comparable, consistent, and current. 

e. Interviews 
i. 9 individuals, snowball sample. Not a representative sample. 

ii. Key topics/questions: 
1. Forest conditions and product use; aesthetics; fire (wild 

and prescribed); road use and closures; trust and 
commitment to public land management; knowledge and 
approval of SWCC; outreach; recreation 

iii. Results: 
1. Two forest health “clusters” of meaning: 

a. “Trending toward natural system…historical 
regimes.” 

b. “Trees, with both open and dense areas, animals, 
clear water, grass cover, and green trees.” 

2. The most highly ranked forest product use was wild foods 
(berries, mushrooms, game), followed by firewood. 

3. Eight of nine respondents favored fuel mitigation work to 
varying degrees in order to reduce beetle kill, better 
manage timber stands, and give trees more space. 

4. Five of nine respondents said there are just the right 
amount of roads in the SW Crown. The remaining four said 
there are too many roads. Zero respondents said there are 
too few roads. 

5. Three of nine respondents cited a motorized use 
(snowmobiling) as the most important forest recreation. 
The remaining six cited non-motorized activities, including 
hiking, backpacking, running, and hunting. 

6. Four of nine respondents trust the Forest Service’s public 
land management. Three of nine do not. Two respondents 
lacked a definitive answer. 

7. All nine respondents knew about the SWCC, which is 
perhaps a snowball selection bias. Concerns about the 
SWCC were varied and included “none”, concerns that 
funding will get cut, concerns that PR could be better, 
concerns about the Colt Summit project challenge, 
concerns about meeting locations, concerns about 



collaboration in general reducing the jurisdiction of the FS, 
and concerns about the process for becoming a member 
of the SWCC. 

8. Recommended communication strategies between the 
SWCC and local community members include using local 
NGOs, such as the Blackfoot Challenge; personal 
interviews/phone calls and neighborhood chats; farmers’ 
markets, public meetings/feedback sessions, field trips; 
website, social media, emails, video presentations; and 
mailings, fliers, local newspapers. 

f. Discussion: 
i. It is important to know what your biggest critic thinks, even if 

they’re just one person, because they can be an opinion leader. 
ii. How do we use this information to be proactive instead of just 

trying to get public acceptance? 
iii. We need to use a diversity of strategies to reach the most people. 
iv. Are there ways to tailor FS-led public meetings about projects so 

that they’re providing the most relevant information? 
g. Please send any comments to Jill or Cory. 

 
III. Other Items  

a. Colt Summit Update 
i. The FS is currently waiting for Judge Molloy’s full opinion to be 

published. 
ii. The thinning and road decommissioning work is currently 

enjoined. Two culvert replacements are the only activities allowed 
to proceed. 

 
IV. Next meetings 

a. The next meeting will be held on Tuesday, September 11th, at the Lincoln 
Ranger District. The October meeting will be held in the Swan Valley. 

b. There will be no meeting in August. 
 

V. Adjourn 
 


