
Southwestern Crown Collaborative Meeting and Field Trip 

July 14, 2015 (9:30-3:30) 

Swan Ecosystem Center 

Attending:  Cory Davis, Robin Strathy, Amanda Hendrix, Vince Archer, Luke Lamar, Katie 
Knotek, Rich Kehr, Maria Mantas, Frederick Lauer, Alex Metcalf, Gary Burnett, Adam Switalski, 
Scott Tomson, Jon Haufler, Mitch Doherty, Michael Stansberry, Katie Van Alstyne, Chip Weber, 
Eric Trimble, Chip Fisher, Chip Weber, Rachel Feigley, Roger Marshall, John Bassman, Zack 
Porter, Anne Dahl, Tim Garcia, Cinnamon Moore, Emily Drake, Sunshyne Hendrix, Adam 
Lieberg, Kylie Paul, Joe Krueger, Heidi Trechsel, Sarah Canepa, Bill Avey, Brad Gillespie, Shane 
Hendrickson. 

Updates: 

 Local Restoration Committees: Members of the Lincoln Restoration Committee took 
part in an objections meeting on the Stonewall Vegetation Project last week as an 
interested party. They also participated in the Blackfoot Travel Plan (non-winter) 
objection process as an objector due to lack of consensus between parties. The Swan 
Forest Stewardship Committee has not met for several months, but they hope to meet 
in the near future. The Lolo Restoration Committee has also not met recently, but their 
primary projects are the Marshall Woods project and Center Horse. Cory will work with 
Matt Arno (MFRC) to look for ways to better combine meetings and work among all 
collaboratives. The MFRC webpage may be a good place to do this. Also, a short 
summary of each collaboratives main priorities may help with some of the confusion 
and redundancy. 

 Blackfoot-Clearwater Stewardship Project 
(http://www.blackfootclearwater.org/home): This is a group of partners that originally 
met to help develop the SWCC CFLRP proposal and provide input on legislation (e.g. 
HFRA). They have been meeting again in the last 8-10 months, mostly to discuss pending 
legislation and how to get more restoration accomplished in the landscape. There is 
considerable overlap in membership with SWCC. 

 SWCC 5-Year Monitoring Report: A new summary document for all of our monitoring 
projects is available on the webpage (http://www.swcrown.org/wp-
content/uploads/2011/01/SWCC-5-Yr-Monitoring-Summary.pdf). Several other items 
have been added to the webpage in the past several months as well. Cory and Andrew 
recently had a new article accepted for publication in the Journal of Forestry related to 
monitoring with citizen scientists. Cory will share with everyone once it is available. 

 Beaver Creek project: The EA is expected to be released in late August with a 30-day 
comment period. The Forest Service will hold a public meeting once it is released. Some 
of the issues identified by the public that were addressed include wildlife corridors, fire 
protection of homeowners along Lindbergh Lake, and management of large trees in 
riparian corridors. Members of the SWCC provided comments on the Proposed Action. 

http://www.blackfootclearwater.org/home
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/SWCC-5-Yr-Monitoring-Summary.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/SWCC-5-Yr-Monitoring-Summary.pdf


We will need to set a date to review the EA as well. Cory will send a doodle poll to 
partners to identify a date in September for that meeting. We will reach out to all 
members of the public that might be interested in the project. 

 How can members be better informed about NEPA project dates for all districts? 
Lincoln District has a new email notification system that folks can sign up for on their 
webpage. Swan District usually does it project by project. Cory will try to keep up on all 
projects and send emails when a new document is ready for review. We could 
potentially also put NEPA dates on the SWCC calendar, when available. 

Blackfoot Swan Landscape Restoration Project (BSLRP):  

 Amanda Hendrix was introduced as the wildlife biologist from the FWS that will be part 
of the project ID Team. A Forest Service wildlife bio is still being hired.  

 People were interested in hearing more about the LiDAR data. Cory will share a map of 
the area flown. Chip Fisher shared that a proposal is being developed that identifies 7-
12 metrics to be processed from the data. It is a huge amount of data, much of which 
has not been processed into a useful format at this point. We will discuss ways to 
eventually make it publicly available.  

 We plan to hold a Purpose and Need Workshop in November, led by the SWCC. Katie 
will send some dates that work for the project ID Team. We may also schedule a second 
meeting to review the terrestrial and aquatic assessments once they’re completed. The 
SWCC will advertise these meetings widely. 

 How will recreation needs be incorporated into the Plan? Too early to say. 

SWCC objectives and review of coming projects (see powerpoint presentation):  

 Through 5 years, $16.2 MM of CFLR funding and an additional $36.1 MM of match 
(including NFS and partners) invested in restoration & multi-party monitoring.  

 45 different partnership agreements with 28 different organizations – much of 
monitoring and other work is done through agreements (Question: how much of the 
$36M goes to partnership agreements?). 10 Partners Received 89% of Partnership 
Agreement Funds; 19 additional = 11%.  

 Approximately 33 NEPA decisions made in 5 years (7 EAs or EIS, 26 CEs).  

 SWCC quantitative targets: 8 of the 17 SWCC targets are on track to be accomplished. 4 
more targets are less than 50% complete but expected to be completed with upcoming 
projects. There was a question whether this was estimated based on planning being 
completed, obligation of funds, or completed on the ground. Will money be there to do 
work if not obligated by end of 2019? Yes, the money should be there. 6 targets may not 
be met: Fuel reduction in WUI, Non-WUI restoration, volume sold, invasives and exotics 
acres, stream crossing upgrades, and road BMPs.  

 Cory will share the detailed spreadsheet that Sandy has created. We will also meet with 
Sandy to discuss potential ways to increase the outputs for the latter 3 targets (large 
NEPA not needed), potentially through partnership agreements. Stream crossings could 
be on trails as well. Would also be helpful to see spatially where the work is getting 
done. 



 Question: if CFLRP funds could be spent on planning, would that help move projects 
along faster? Consensus from Forest Service seemed to be no. 

New wilderness stewardship performance measures: being developed for each wilderness 
area, and many are very similar to CFLRP goals. 

Next meeting: September 8, 2015 in Lincoln. Wildlife habitat will be the focus of the discussion. 

 

Field trip: We traveled the Cold Creek Road to look at legacy lands, the Chilly James project, 
and start a discussion about roads and effects on fish, wildlife, and access. 

Some key points: 

 Plum Creek had requirements for road maintenance and the roads on legacy lands are 
not as degraded as many people make them out to be. 

 The FNF Draft Forest Plan gives a management designation to all of the legacy lands. 
Forest Plans, especially older plans, shouldn’t be looked at as impediments to doing 
restoration and Plan amendments can be considered when they are too restrictive.  

 Roads are a social issue as much as an ecological issue. Access is very important. 

 The Forest Service can’t afford to maintain all of the roads it has. It is a matter of striking 
a balance among the ability to maintain roads, maintaining access for the public and 
future Forest Service management, and ensuring ecological sustainability. 

 There are different approaches to road management on the different forests. 

 The Swan District has decommissioned many roads in the recent past due to the A19 
grizzly bear restrictions.   

 Not all roads are the same; some are more harmful than others (i.e. to streams, wildlife, 
weeds). We should target restoration on the most harmful and worry less about how 
many miles. 

 Weed management on all roads should not be the same. What is most appropriate 
where: restoration, eradication, containment, or no action?  

 


