
Southwestern Crown Collaborative 

Meeting Notes 

February 19, 2013 

 

Present: Sandy Mack*, Scott Brennan*, Keith Stockmann*, Jon Haufler*, Anne Dahl*, 

Cory Davis*, Melanie Parker*, Marnie Criley*, Gary Burnett*, Tim Love*, Chip Weber*, 

Carolyn Mehl, Megan Birzell*, Travis Belote*, Rich Kehr*, Debbie Austin*, Mitch 

Doherty*, Kevin Riordan*, Kaylie Becker, Amber Kamps* 

*Indicates voting member. 

 

Present by proxy: Debbie Austin* (Tim) after 1:30pm 

 

A quorum is present. 

 

I. Introductions, Brief Updates, etc.  

a. Approve notes 

i. The notes were approved unanimously. 

b. Co-chair election 

i. Melanie was elected co-chair to fill the remainder of Scott’s term, 

which expires September 30, 2013. 

c. Updates 

i. The Decision Notice for the Glacier Loon Project has been signed 

and will be published later this week. The Forest Service has 

chosen to implement a modified Alternative D. 

ii. Northwest Connections has agreed to help coordinate the SWCC 

for the remainder of the current fiscal year.  

 

II. Monitoring Projects  

a. Review and approve 2013 Package  

i. Cory presented two packages for funding 2013 monitoring 

projects: one with a $200,000 budget (half funding) and one with 

a $400,000 budget (full funding).  

ii. The SWCC was unable to make a recommendation to the Forest 

Service regarding the 2013 monitoring package due to significant 

unknowns in the federal budget for this fiscal year. 

iii. The SWCC asked the Monitoring Committee to review their 

projects and prioritize all $400,000 of potentially available funding 

with the expectation of being able to spend 10% of CFLR funds 

allocated this fiscal year. The Monitoring Committee will also 

refine their prioritization of projects using the lowest budget 

numbers possible for each project.  

iv. The Forest Service line officers will alert Cory as soon as budget 

information is known. 

 



III. Review the purpose of FLRA 

a. Section II of FLRA states that the purpose of the Act is “to encourage the 

collaborative, science-based ecosystem restoration of priority forest 

landscapes through a process that: 1) encourages ecological, economic, 

and social sustainability; 2) leverages local resources with national and 

private resources; 3) facilitates the reduction of wildfire management 

costs, including through reestablishing natural fire regimes and reducing 

the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire; and 4) demonstrates the degree to 

which a) various ecological restoration techniques achieve ecological and 

watershed health objectives and affect wildfire activity and management 

costs, and b) the use of forest restoration byproducts can offset 

treatment costs while benefitting local rural economies and improving 

forest health.” 

  

IV. Review the findings of Ecosystem Management Research Institute’s (EMRI) 

landscape assessment and prioritization framework  

a. EMRI developed both a landscape assessment (that looked at high-risk 

fuels in the WUI and terrestrial and aquatic restoration) and a 

prioritization framework for the SW Crown. 

b. For high-risk fuels in WUI, they identified and quantified high and 

moderate risk fuels by project and by ranger district and used this 

information to quantify a goal of treating 80% of high risk fuels. 

c. For terrestrial restoration, they used a coarse filter, fine-scale framework 

to evaluate cumulative impacts to resources and develop restoration 

goals. They found that the greatest opportunity for restoration is in the 

non-lethal and mixed severity-A fire regimes. 

d. For aquatic restoration, they used a species-based approach to identify 

values (i.e. bull trout and westslope cutthroat trout). They mapped and 

described five watershed categories based on the results of their 

assessment (roads analysis: # of roads, # of stream crossings, miles of 

roads in proximity to streams) and proposed and existing RD analysis 

areas. They further identified watersheds with the highest values and 

lowest risks (and vice versa). 

e. Integration of CFLR Objectives 

i. Ideally, we want to address aquatic and forest restoration as well 

as fuels mitigation needs within the same watershed. 

f. Prioritization Framework considerations included: compliance with FLRA, 

CFLR, and SWCC landscape strategy; feasibility of implementation, forest 

plans, scientific defensibility, and tangible results. 

i. EMRI looked at ongoing projects to assess progress to date in 

terms of addressing fuels mitigation and forest and aquatic 

restoration priorities. 

ii. Districts identified where and how goals could be achieved over 

10-year timeframe. 



1. EMRI tried to describe this spatially. 

 

V. Discussion by Forest Service line officers of how they have incorporated EMRI’s 

work into developing a map of future CFLR projects  

a. Seeley Lake 

i. Findings and priorities in the Seeley-Swan Fire Plan have been 

incorporated in projects since 2004.  

ii. MFRC Principles have been integrated in projects since 2007.  

iii. CFLR program goals have been integrated in work since 2010. 

b. Lincoln 

i. There is currently no capacity on the Helena National Forest (HNF) 

to start new vegetation/fuels projects until 2015. 

ii. Current projects mostly pre-date EMRI’s work (e.g., Hogum, 

Stonewall, Helmville Face, Dalton, Alice). 

iii. The Lincoln Restoration Committee and the HNF had already 

identified the West Stemple to Flesher area (which includes the 

Poorman Drainage) as the next priority area. 

1. The EMRI assessment confirmed that this is a high priority 

(especially the Poorman drainage) from fuels, forest, and 

aquatic restoration standpoints. 

iv. Aquatic Restoration 

1. The Lincoln District has identified three tracks through 

which to pursue aquatic restoration: 

a. Fish passage improvements (upgrading culverts, 

bridges, etc.) 

i. They built a program of work for this last 

August using information and input from 

EMRI assessment and framework, Montana 

FWP, the Big Blackfoot Chapter of Trout 

Unlimited, and the Lincoln Restoration 

Committee. 

b. Stream channel restoration (i.e. placer mine 

reclamation work) 

i. They are currently working to develop a 

collaborative plan for addressing this need.  

c. Blackfoot Non-Winter Travel Plan (road 

decommissioning, closures, motorized and non-

motorized routes, etc.) 

i. They didn’t use the EMRI assessment in the 

development of alternatives for this travel 

plan. 

ii. The EMRI assessment will be helpful in 

prioritizing which specific projects to 



implement after the Record of Decision is 

signed.  

c. Swan Lake 

i. A suggestion for how the SWCC may want to evaluate each future 

CFLR funded project was provided. Using the detailed project list 

spreadsheet add a tab that shows consideration of if/how the 

project: 

1. Contributes to restoration of fire regimes 

2. Restores resilience of old growth 

3. Reduces risk of uncharacteristic of wildlife 

4. Improves TMDL watershed condition 

5. Prevents/suppresses invasive species 

6. Provides benefits to local economy 

7. Contributes to output objectives 

ii. They expect that the Beaver Creek and Piper Creek projects will 

be heavily informed by EMRI’s assessment and prioritization. 

d. The group acknowledged a need to better explain how projects are 

moving us toward a better ecological condition. 

e. The smaller, local collaboratives are in the best position to work with the 

Districts on individual projects. The role of SWCC is to help develop a 

larger landscape strategy and monitor whether the work that is being 

implemented is making a difference at the landscape scale. 

 

VI. Discussion by the SWCC of other things to consider in deciding when and how to 

engage in projects 

a. What other considerations were not included in the EMRI assessment 

and framework that we should be thinking about? 

i. Social and economic components (i.e. community benefit) 

1. We don’t have a baseline assessment for community 

benefit but are planning to assess community benefit 

through a survey developed and implemented through the 

Monitoring Committee. 

ii.  Biomass component 

1. We are not clear what CFLR can accomplish with respect 

to biomass. Thus, it is difficult to monitor. 

2. Biomass is a byproduct of our work, not a driver. 

3. Gary, Marnie, Tim, and Sandy will attend the next Forest 

Products Retention Roundtable meeting in order to gain a 

better perspective on the opportunities the SWCC has to 

have an impact on biomass utilization. 

iii. The list generated at the 10/6/2011 Prioritization Workshop was also 

reviewed, including items such as the Minimum Roads Analysis, 

Integrated Restoration Protection Strategy, Climate Models, Fire Behavior 

Models, and RCAT.  



 

VII. Discussion of how to ensure that future projects are reflective of collaborative 

input 

a. We need to look at different resources (i.e. whitebark pine, fuels) and 

gain a better understanding of what has been done and what still needs 

to be done (and where) to address those priorities. 

b. There is a desire to allocate money based on resources as opposed to 

evenly splitting CFLR funds across the three districts.  

c. EMRI has worked with each district. How do we look across districts? 

i. We could target different districts for different types of 

restoration based on the current conditions of each district. 

d. Project boundaries that have already been identified are unlikely to 

change. The SWCC has an opportunity to provide input regarding the 

sequencing of these projects over the coming years. There is still decision 

space to specify where and what type of treatments should occur within 

those project boundaries, but people generally agree that this level of 

detail should be left to the local committees. 

i. The SWCC should be involved in setting high-level objectives for 

each project so we can be sure we are meeting our landscape 

goals. Then, the local committees can work on finer-scale details 

of project development. 

ii. There was discussion about the potential to organize EIS analyses 

around different forest types (i.e. low-elevation p-pine), fire 

regimes (i.e. mixed severity), and/or resource areas (i.e. 

whitebark pine, aquatics) as opposed to organizing them around 

project boundaries. 

 

VIII. Wrap Up  

a. The next meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, March 12th at the Lolo 

National Forest Supervisor’s Office. 


