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2015 Southwestern Crown Collaborative 

Adaptive Management Workshop Summary 

 

I. Introduction 

On March 24-25, 2015, the Southwestern Crown Collaborative (SWCC) held its third Adaptive 
Management Workshop at University of Montana’s Lubrecht Experimental Forest. Fifty 
attendees and presenters, listed in Section IV of this report, participated over the two-day 
session and represented the Forest Service, University of Montana, local and national non-
profits, and other interested parties.  

The objectives of the workshop were to: 

 Discuss what the SWCC has learned through monitoring; 

 Discuss how monitoring information may inform management activities within the 
Southwestern Crown Landscape; and  

 Identify next steps to link monitoring to management activities in 2015. 

The workshop was organized around the working groups that comprise the SWCC Monitoring 
Committee: Socioeconomics, Vegetation, Wildlife, and Aquatics. Working group members have 
been working since 2011 to develop and implement monitoring projects that respond to the 
objectives of the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Act. The approach is to learn from 
current restoration projects to help improve future management actions. This Adaptive 
Management framework is beginning to come to fruition through the hard work of the 
committee members and the implementation of many restoration projects by the Forest 
Service.  

This report includes notes from the discussions held during the workshop and links to the 
presentations available on our webpage (http://www.swcrown.org/?p=2231). Summaries from 
the previous Adaptive Management Workshops are also available on this page.  

http://www.swcrown.org/?p=2231
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II. Workshop Agenda 
 
Tuesday, March 24th 

 

9:00 a.m. WELCOME & OPENING REMARKS (Cory Davis) 
 

9:15 a.m. INTRODUCTIONS, WORKSHOP OVERVIEW, LOGISTICS (Emily Olsen) 
 
9:25 a.m. UPDATE ON MONITORING WEBPAGES, REPORTS, DATA (Cory 
Davis)  
 
9:35 a.m. KNOWLEDGE SHARING & DIALOGUE: MEADOW SMITH/COONEY-

MCKAY CASE STUDY (Cory Davis) 
 

10:00 a.m. ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION (Cory Davis) 
 Reactions, remarks, and ideas following the case study? 
 What can we learn from this that we can use in other projects? 

 
10:45 a.m. BREAK  
 
11:00 a.m. SOCIOECONOMICS MONITORING DISCUSSION  

 Update on the Social Survey (Alex Metcalf)  
 Subcontracting Trends (Chelsea McIver) 
 Q&A following both presentations 

 
12:00 p.m. LUNCH 
 
12:45 p.m. VEGETATION, FUELS, AND WEEDS MONITORING DISCUSSION 

 Landscape Fire Modeling Results (Brad Gillespie)  
 R-CAT: Costs of Treatment (Keith Stockmann)  
 Herbicide Effectiveness Results (Cara Nelson)  
 LiDAR: What is it and how will data be used for the RIBS project? 

(Zack Holden) 
 

3:00 p.m. BREAK 
 
3:15 p.m. UPDATE ON RESTORATION INITIATIVE FOR THE BLACKFOOT AND 

SWAN (RIBS) (Katie Van Alstyne) 
 
3:30 p.m. MANAGEMENT BREAKOUT DISCUSSIONS: HOW DO THE 

SOCIOECONOMICS AND VEGETATION MONITORING FINDINGS 
RELATE TO RIBS? 

 
 Breakout #1: Focused discussion, led by presenters, on (a) the 

RIBS project and how the socioeconomic findings could inform the 
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project, and (b) other questions that would be good for the working 
group to consider. 
  

 Breakout #2: Focused discussion, led by presenters, on (a) the 
RIBS project and how the vegetation findings could inform the 
project, and (b) other questions that would be good for the working 
group to consider. 

 
4:15 p.m. GROUPS REPORT BACK ON DISCUSSION POINTS AND THEMES 

 
4:30 P.M. WRAP-UP & CLOSING 
 
 
Wednesday, March 25th   
 

9:00 a.m. WELCOME & OPENING DISCUSSION (Cory Davis) 

 

9:15.a.m. MEETING ATTENDANCE & COLLABORATION 
 SWCC Meeting Attendance and Collaboration (Cory Davis and 

Emily Olsen)  
 Discussion: Have the meeting/collaborative changes that were 

made been helpful? What else would help improve meeting 
management and the collaborative process?  
 

9:45 a.m. WILDLIFE MONITORING DISCUSSION 
 Analyze Carnivore Surveys from the First Three Years (Carly Lewis 

and Adam Lieberg)  
 

10:45 a.m. BREAK 

 
11:00 a.m. AQUATICS MONITORING DISCUSSION 

 Geomorphic Roads Analysis Inventory Package (GRAIP) and 
Pacific Fisheries/Inland Fisheries Biological Opinion (PIBO) 
Effectiveness Monitoring Program – What have we learned and 
what’s next? (Robert Al-Chokhachy) 
  

11:45 p.m. LUNCH 
 
12:30 p.m. AQUATICS MONITORING DISCUSSION, CONTINUED  

 Nutrients Monitoring Update (Bruce Rieman) 
 
1:00 p.m. STREAM AND FOREST MONITORING WITH LOCAL SCHOOLS (Elaine 

Caton)  
 
1:30 p.m. MANAGEMENT BREAKOUT DISCUSSIONS: HOW DO THE WILDLIFE 

AND AQUATICS MONITORING FINDINGS RELATE TO RIBS? 
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 Breakout #1: Focused discussion, led by presenters, on (a) the 

RIBS project and how the wildlife findings could inform the project, 
and (b) other questions that would be good for the working group to 
consider. 
  

 Breakout #2: Focused discussion, led by presenters, on (a) the 
RIBS project and how the aquatics findings could inform the 
project, and (b) other questions that would be good for the working 
group to consider. 

 
2:15 p.m. GROUPS REPORT BACK ON DISCUSSION POINTS AND THEMES 

 
2:30 p.m. BREAK 
 
2:45 p.m. THINKING FORWARD THROUGH 2015 

 Discussion of Future Monitoring Funding (Cory Davis) 
 SWCC Monitoring Products: What resources, documents, and 

other products should the SWCC develop in 2015? 
 2015 Focus: What should the SWCC focus on in the next year in 

terms of monitoring? How can monitoring information (and 
collaboration in general) influence/affect management decisions in 
2015?  

 For example: How have monitoring results influenced our 
shared understanding of roads? How could management 
activities reflect this understanding?  

 
3:45 p.m. SOUTHWESTERN CROWN COLLABORATIVE – SUMMER MEETINGS 

& FIELD TRIPS 
 
4:00 p.m. WRAP-UP AND CLOSING 
 
4:15 p.m. ADJOURN 

 

III. Workshop Discussion Notes and Links to Presentations 

March 24-25, 2015 Lubrecht Experimental Forest 

These notes are not intended to summarize the presentations only the discussion points that 

arose during or after the presentations. Please see the links to the presentations for the full 

information. 

 

SESSION NAME: Introduction and Update on monitoring webpages, reports, data 

SPEAKER NAME: Cory Davis 
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Presentation: http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Workshop-

Introduction.pdf  

Suggestions from participants: 

 Link journal articles to relevant SWCC projects (and briefly specify why the journal 
article is relevant) 

 Think about how the list of articles (the “keystone” studies) could be used for NEPA 
planning. 

 Connect with the Northern Rockies Fire Science Network (http://nrfirescience.org/) to 
see if there might be a way to link to existing resources, discuss potential annotation, 
etc. 

 

SESSION NAME: Meadow Smith/Cooney-McKay Case Study 

SPEAKER NAME: Cory Davis 

Presentation: http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/Meadow-Smith.pdf  

 Meadow Smith old growth monitoring information: There were many reactions and 
comments about the information suggesting that post-treatment results may not have 
met all objectives for old growth stands or wildlife habitat. 

 Cooney-McKay questions: 
o Do modeling results show pre- or post- burn results? A: The results are post-

mechanized treatment and post-burn. 
o Is this area truly fisher habitat? A: Not occupied habitat. 

 Comments on what appears to be increased crown fire potential due to wind speed. 
This is likely due to misunderstanding of what the values represent, and do not suggest 
increased crown fire potential. One participant noted that wind speed can increase 
because the number/density of trees was reduced, and it is not necessarily a bad thing. 

 Several comments on the communication needs and challenges associated with sharing/ 
communicating treatments and post-treatment monitoring information. Who is (or 
should be) the audience for this type of information? How should this type of data be 
presented in order to be fair, accurate, and clear? We should continue to discuss this. 

 Is the landscape scale too large to assess the monitoring results? For example, should 
monitoring results on carnivores with large home ranges be interpreted at the 
stand/treatment scale?  

 Tree spatial heterogeneity – limited by monitoring tree size instead of age (age should 
come first according to one participant). Also, we don’t need to totally replicate 
conditions; we only need to be able to measure against conditions.  

 Case study discussion & project success 
o Based on the purpose and need, the project was probably successful. However, 

in the context of the SWCC’s landscape objective, success is not as clear.  
o The scale of this work (project-level) might be appropriate for this type of 

analysis. Some thought there should be a broader look. There were also 

http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Workshop-Introduction.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Workshop-Introduction.pdf
http://nrfirescience.org/
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/Meadow-Smith.pdf
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comments about the timing or length of the monitoring to this point. With 
wildlife data, for example, many felt that the monitoring information was only a 
snapshot in time, and the purpose was to set a baseline for future monitoring 
efforts.  

o Report on the Meadow Smith and Cooney-McKay will be forthcoming. Cory will 
seek input from Forest Service staff that worked on the project. 

 Landscape resiliency discussion: 
o It’s important to note that the goal is to set the forest up to be resilient in the 

face of disturbance, and not to mimic past conditions. 
o Considering climate change, and the need for landscape resiliency, would we 

move towards large-scale harvest to achieve landscape resiliency goals? Do we 
need to do something entirely new, and change the way we think about how 
treatments are currently carried out? 

o Do we have the courage to manage based on desired conditions? Do we have 
the patience to take steps to get there? 

o If the RIBS (now BSLRP) project is our chance to do work on a landscape scale, 
public and media engagement will be very important. Transparency and clarity in 
all information is key.  

o Obtaining a social/political license and considering economics will be major 
considerations as we move forward with RIBS.  

o Monitoring – Can RIBS implementation monitoring be scaled up to be consistent 
with the broadscale plan? There are opportunities to coordinate with many 
existing monitoring programs.  

 

SESSION NAME: Social Survey  

SPEAKER NAME: Fred Lauer 

Presentation: http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Social-Survey-

Update.pdf  

 Fred has been working with Alex Metcalf on a social survey. 

 Fred wanted input from workshop participants about how to refine the questions to 
inform adaptive management in the Southwest Crown. 

 Suggestions from participants: 
o Lean on local organizations to help spread word about the survey. 
o Consider year-round and seasonal residents (find addresses based on tax 

records). 
o Consider engaging high school students. 
o The Forest Service should consider incorporating results into forest planning 

efforts.  

 

SESSION NAME: Contracting Trends  

http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Social-Survey-Update.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Social-Survey-Update.pdf
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SPEAKER NAME: Chelsea McIver 

 Chelsea is looking at federal contracting trends, with a recent focus on subcontracting 
trends. 

 Challenge is to get into contracting files; information on subcontracting isn’t uniformly 
collected, and when it is collected it’s hard to get. 

 For her thesis work, Chelsea used a mail survey to ask about subcontracting. Areas 
surveyed included Flathead, Missoula, Powell, and Lewis & Clark counties.  

 Trends from the mail survey: 
o Subcontractors are more local than general contractors. 
o Timber purchasers are more local than service contractors. 
o Many factors come into play, such as the type of equipment.  
o A good percentage of contracts stay within the county where work is taking 

place. 
o Businesses in rural communities tend to be smaller, with less capacity, and have 

a difficult time pursuing federal contracts. 

 Suggestions: 
o Add subcontracting information to contracting bid forms. 
o Break up contracts for RIBS and other large projects so that they’re more 

accessible to small, local businesses. 

 

SESSION NAME: Landscape Fire Modeling Results 

SPEAKER NAME: Brad Gillespie  

Presentation: http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Landscape-Fire-

Analyses.pdf  

 What is measured is most important, and Brad’s conclusions slide boiled down the 
presentation really well. 

 Suggestions from participants: 
o Will this be good for fish? It would be helpful to include wildlife and fisheries in 

management discussions so that these types of questions can be answered. 

 FSim simulation software was highlighted as a helpful tool to describe the probability of 
large fires (both a large event and fire/no fire probability). 

 Participants asked if models such as FSim and FlamMap are included in NEPA analysis, 
and Brad responded that they are to some degree, but access is limited. 

 

SESSION NAME: R-CAT – Costs of Treatment 

SPEAKER NAME: Keith Stockman 

Presentation: http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Fire-Management-Cost-

Savings-R-CAT.pdf  

http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Landscape-Fire-Analyses.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Landscape-Fire-Analyses.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Fire-Management-Cost-Savings-R-CAT.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Fire-Management-Cost-Savings-R-CAT.pdf
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 Keith’s analysis shows that ~$2.9 million in investments in treatments were made across 
the landscape. In the future, there’s an opportunity to refine/improve the analysis and 
show a more complete story (and investments) across the entire landscape. 

 When Keith thinks about the R-CAT work overall, strategic (geographic) planning was 
the missing piece for many CFLRP projects. 

 The RIBS project could be a world class example of strategic planning and use of R-CAT 
in the future.  

 Questions: 
o Were Burned Area Emergency Rehabilitation (BAER) costs included in the 

analysis? A: No 

 

SESSION NAME: Herbicide Effectiveness 

SPEAKER NAME: Cara Nelson 

Presentation: http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Herbicide-Effectiveness-

Monitoring.pdf  

 The motivation for the study was the realization that a lot of money is spent on 
herbicides, yet there’s very little knowledge about whether or not it’s encouraging 
native plant regeneration. Cara talked about the steps her team is taking to monitor 
native plant regeneration following different types of herbicide applications.  

 Note: Starting this summer, Cara’s team will partner with the Wilderness Institute to 
monitor the effects of prescribed fire on whitebark pine. 

 Questions: 
o Why does this data differ from Dr. Peter Rice’s long term monitoring results on 

the Lolo National Forest? A: There were similarities –and differences – between 
the studies. Where the conditions were the same, we saw the same trends. 
However, this study was – overall – conducted differently than Peter’s study.  

o Was light and water consistent between seeding and treatment? A: Yes 
o Did you follow label directions when seeding? A: Yes 

 Cara mentioned that spraying was done with as little as ~5% knapweed cover. One 
participant felt like that was a low percentage of knapweed to need herbicide spraying.  

 It would be useful to improve the access, collections, and use of weed data (especially 
considering the past inconsistencies with the FACTS database). 

 Big landscape question: How are management actions influencing weed and non-native 
invasive plant cover? 

 

SESSION NAME: LiDAR Applications 

SPEAKER NAME: Zach Holden 

Presentation: http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Lidar-Applications.pdf  

http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Herbicide-Effectiveness-Monitoring.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Herbicide-Effectiveness-Monitoring.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Lidar-Applications.pdf
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 Primary message: There’s a huge amount of data available in the LiDAR point cloud 
collected for the RIBS project. The challenge is figuring out how and what to use from 
the data set.  

 LiDAR investments will be useful for roads, aquatics, fire, and timber management. 
LiDAR could make stand exams much more effective (and efficient in terms of 
manpower) in the future. Though there would be up-front costs, LiDAR could be very 
cost-effective over the long term.  

 Questions: 
o What determines where and when LiDAR is used? A: Most of Zach’s work has 

been done at the request of individual National Forests. 
o Can roads and trails be pulled out of LiDAR into a GIS layer? A: Yes, but it could 

take hours to pull out the data (and hand calculations). It could still be more cost 
effective than field crews finding roads and trails with GIS.  

o How can LiDAR inform fire risk assessment? A: By providing forest structure 
information and thinking about characteristics.  

 Zach pointed out notable complexity related to old growth (and there was quite a bit of 
discussion) – LiDAR can find big/tall trees, but can’t identify age or other characteristics 
typically associated with old growth definitions. However, by identifying trees based on 
size, LiDAR can help identify where old growth stands are likely to exist, thus potentially 
making field work more efficient.  

 

SESSION NAME: RIBS Project Update 

SPEAKER NAME: Katie Van Alstyne (and comments from Tim Garcia)  

 The name “RIBS” may be changed to the “Blackfoot-Swan Landscape Restoration Project 
(BSLRP).”  

 Katie is currently looking for a writer/editor and wildlife lead to round out her ID team 
for the project.  

 The team is also taking “pause” right now to figure out where they are internally in the 
process. They don’t want to charge ahead until all their ducks are in a row. 

 Challenges may include figuring out how to use best available science, considering 
wildlife habitat, and making sure to build in past success. 

 The team also wants to focus on why they’re telling the RIBS story.  

 

SESSION NAME: SWCC Meeting Attendance  

SPEAKER NAME: Cory Davis 

Presentation: http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/SWCC-Meeting-

Attendance.pdf  

No discussion. 

 

http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/SWCC-Meeting-Attendance.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/SWCC-Meeting-Attendance.pdf
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SESSION NAME: Carnivore Monitoring  

SPEAKER NAME: Adam Lieberg and Scott Tomson 

Presentation: http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Forest-Carnivore-

Monitoring.pdf  

 Questions: 
o Do bait stations include gun brushes above the bait and below? A: Yes, the team 

is doing everything possible to collect hair, particularly from wolverine.  
o Do the cameras function in winter? A: Even with lithium batteries, there are 

issues when temperatures dip below 0 degrees. 
o Were samples taken across different jurisdictions/ownerships? A: Yes – state and 

some BLM land as well as Forest Service. 
o Are there bait stations in the wilderness? A: Yes, a few , but of course the team 

can’t snowmobile to the sites. 
o Why is the monitoring done during winter? A: Tracks are a very important 

component of the data, and bait stations would attract grizzly bears in the 
summer (which would be problematic for the carnivores we’re monitoring AND 
human safety). 

o Has the forest structure been considered at all in relation to the monitoring 
information? A: We can make generalizations about habitats, but aren’t trying to 
look at fine scale habitat. 

o Have there been differences with lynx on state forests and BLM lands? A: Would 
need to look more closely at the results, but there don’t seem to be major 
differences. It would be interesting to look at the results based on ownership.  

o Could monitoring results answer road/WUI-related questions? A: Maybe. We’d 
need to use GPS collars to really say for sure. At some level, however, you could 
say that we’re seeing species continue to use managed landscapes (roads, 
snowmobiling areas, etc.). 

o Could this study change to better-inform NEPA/litigation? A: Yes, to some extent. 
Lnx are doing quite well (same relevant abundance to the past), and wolverine 
appear to be doing quite well, even where winter recreation occurs. It’s 
important to provide the big-picture context anytime these study results are 
analyzed; speakers are somewhat reluctant to think about how the results would 
be used in a litigation context.  

 Suggestion to share the protocol for risk management/safety precautions with other 
partners who are working on wildlife monitoring programs. 

 Discussion about trends, and that the team has been tracking many of the same 
wolverines over the course of several years, to the point where they could begin 
sketching out a home range. 

 

SESSION NAME: GRAIP/PIBO 

SPEAKER NAME: Robert Al-Chokhachy 

http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Forest-Carnivore-Monitoring.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Forest-Carnivore-Monitoring.pdf
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Presentation: http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Road-Effects-and-

Aquatic-Systems.pdf  

 Note that Tom Black’s Gen Tech Report on GRAIP was referenced a few times and would 
be a helpful resource for others. 

 Big questions to consider with GRAIP: 
o What sediment level is “good”? 
o The arguments against sediment are a lot more complicated than 

“roads=sediment” -- the context (landscape/geographic location) really matters. 
o Findings enable much more nuanced and complex discussions about roads. How 

can we be strategic? How can we address key issues through mitigation? Where 
are the best places to decommission roads? 

o There’s a real opportunity to address sediment issues through jammer roads – 
the story with jammer roads is often different than normal roads (more 
sediment and other problems), and the roads are rarely recorded or mapped. 
Not all jammer roads are created equal, but we should pay more attention to 
them. 

 

SESSION NAME: Citizen Science Stream and Forest Monitoring 

SPEAKER NAME: Bruce Rieman and Elaine Caton 

Presentations: http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Roads-and-Water-

Quality.pdf and 

http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Citizen-Science-Stream-and-Forest-

Monitoring.pdf 

 Bruce walked through the nutrients monitoring work that’s being completed with the 
local community and several schools. Elaine Caton followed the presentation by 
discussing the curriculum and some of the work that’s happening with schools.  

 Takeaways: 
o There is some degree of community empowerment related to water quality. 
o Kids are awesome community ambassadors. 
o Developing a nutrient budget for all streams in the watershed is a big goal of the 

project. 
o Results are showing that salmonids are being squeezed. 

 Question: 
o How does residential development affect turbidity and phosphorus, as compared 

to roads? A:  It’s difficult to tell around Seeley Lake. There’s too much complexity 
in the development and ownership. 
 

SESSION NAME: Thinking through 2015 

SPEAKER NAME: Cory Davis 

http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Road-Effects-and-Aquatic-Systems.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Road-Effects-and-Aquatic-Systems.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Roads-and-Water-Quality.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Roads-and-Water-Quality.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Citizen-Science-Stream-and-Forest-Monitoring.pdf
http://www.swcrown.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Citizen-Science-Stream-and-Forest-Monitoring.pdf
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 With carnivore and other monitoring, participants wanted to make sure it was 
recognized by the SWCC and Forest Service that they’ve made a long-term commitment 
to continue the monitoring. If this is just a one-shot deal, the group felt like a lot of 
money was wasted.  

 Monitoring information (two-pagers, presentations, small discussions) could be used to 
reach out to groups and populations that haven’t participated in SWCC in the past. For 
example, presentations should be given to county commissioners so that they’re better 
informed and might consider joining or supporting the SWCC in the future. 

 Presentations could be given to a targeted Forest Service audience based on need and 
requests. 

 Thinking through tasks for the next year, it would be compelling to talk about all the 
work and accomplishments in the face of legal challenges, and focus on stories of 
people who received an economic lift from the SWCC’s work.  

o The big point here is that the SWCC needs to articulate (a) the story they want to 
tell, and (b) the best way to tell it. 

 

 Follow-up items: 
o Cory will develop two-pagers for each of the monitoring working groups. He’ll 

consider how to best address multiple audiences (and how to be explicit about 
how each audience can use the monitoring information). This is tricky, because 
there’s also a general need to publicize the SWCC to the community in a non-
technical way. 

o Roads should be a future agenda topic. There are a lot of questions, and there 
would be value in having more substantive discussions. The pre-RIBS timing is 
perfect.  

o A short presentation on a community supported trails system should be a future 
agenda item.  

o Weeds – there needs to be a conversation or forum around weeds and 
monitoring information.  
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IV. Participants of 2015 SWCC Adaptive Management Workshop  
 

Last name First 
name 

Organization e-Mail 

Al-Chokhachy Robert USGS, Northern Rocky Mountain 
Science Center 

ral-chokhachy@usgs.gov 

Bassman John USFS, Region 1 jhbassman@fs.fed.us  

Burchfield James University of Montana, College of 
Forestry and Conservation 

james.burchfield@umontana.edu  

Carlson Anne The Wilderness Society anne_carlson@tws.org  

Caton Elaine Clearwater Resources Council and 
Blackfoot Challenge 

woodpecker@blackfoot.net  

Colucci Mario Montana Conservation Corps mario@mtcorps.org  

Davis Cory University of Montana, College of 
Forestry and Conservation 

cory.davis@umontana.edu  

Feigley Rachel USFS, Lolo NF, Seeley Lake RD rfeigley@fs.fed.us  

Fikstad Tami USFS, Region 1 tfikstad@fs.fed.us 

Fisher Chip USFS, Region 1 cfisher@fs.fed.us  

Garcia Tim USFS, Lolo National Forest tpgarcia@fs.fed.us  

Hassel Debby USFS, Region 1 dhassel@fs.fed.us  

Haufler Jon Ecosystem Management Research 
Institute 

jon_haufler@emri.org  

Hayes Melissa Montana Wood Products 
Association 

melissa@montanaforests.com  

Hoang Linh USFS, Region 1 lhoang@fs.fed.us  

Holden Zachary USFS, Region 1 zholden@fs.fed.us 

Jenkins Melissa Flathead NF mmjenkins@fs.fed.us  

Jensen Amy USFS, Region 1 amyajensen@fs.fed.us 

Kehr Richard USFS, Flathead NF, Swan Lake RD  rkehr@fs.fed.us  

Keville Megan University of Montana, College of 
Forestry and Conservation 

megan.keville@gmail.com  

Koppenol Patti USFS, Region 1 kforthofer@fs.fed.us  

Lamar Luke Swan Ecosystem Center luke@swanecosystemcenter.org  

Lauer Frederick University of Montana, College of 
Forestry and Conservation 

frederick.lauer@umontana.edu  

Lieberg Adam Northwest Connections adam@northwestconnections.org 

Liknes George USFS, Helena NF, Lincoln RD georgealiknes@fs.fed.us  

Marshall Roger Swan Ecosystem Center mt.forester@yahoo.com  

McIver Chelsea University of Montana, Bureau of 
Business and Economic Research 

chelsea.mciver@business.umt.edu  

Metcalf Alex University of Montana, College of 
Forestry and Conservation 

alex.metcalf@umontana.edu  

Nelson Cara University of Montana, College of 
Forestry and Conservation 

cara.nelson@umontana.edu  

mailto:ral-chokhachy@usgs.gov
mailto:jhbassman@fs.fed.us
mailto:james.burchfield@umontana.edu
mailto:anne_carlson@tws.org
mailto:woodpecker@blackfoot.net
mailto:mario@mtcorps.org
mailto:cory.davis@umontana.edu
mailto:rfeigley@fs.fed.us
mailto:tfikstad@fs.fed.us
mailto:cfisher@fs.fed.us
mailto:tpgarcia@fs.fed.us
mailto:dhassel@fs.fed.us
mailto:jon_haufler@emri.org
mailto:melissa@montanaforests.com
mailto:lhoang@fs.fed.us
mailto:zholden@fs.fed.us
mailto:mmjenkins@fs.fed.us
mailto:amyajensen@fs.fed.us
mailto:rkehr@fs.fed.us
mailto:megan.keville@gmail.com
mailto:kforthofer@fs.fed.us
mailto:luke@swanecosystemcenter.org
mailto:frederick.lauer@umontana.edu
mailto:adam@northwestconnections.org
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Nemitz Megan USFS, Region 1 mnemitz@fs.fed.us  

Olsen Emily National Forest Foundation eolsen@nationalforests.org 

Parrie Traute USFS, Custer Gallatin NF, Beartooth 
Ranger District 

tparrie@fs.fed.us  

Paul Kylie Defenders of Wildlife kpaul@defenders.org  

Rafferty Rebekah Northwest Connections rebekah@northwestconnections.org  

Reeves Jordan The Wilderness Society jordan_reeves@tws.org  

Rieman Bruce Clearwater Resource Council brieman@blackfoot.net  

Ruby Mark USFS, Flathead NF, Swan Lake RD mdruby@fs.fed.us  

Schreck Julie USFS, Region 1 jschreck@fs.fed.us  

Stalling Chris USFS, Missoula Fire Sciences Lab cstalling@fs.fed.us  

Stephens Andrea Northwest Connections andrea@northwestconnections.org  

Stockmann Karen USFS, Lolo National Forest kstockmann02@fs.fed.us  

Stockmann Keith USFS, Region 1 kstockmann@fs.fed.us  

Switalski Adam InRoads Consulting inroadsnw@gmail.com  

Thomas Cameron USFS, Region 1 cathomas@fs.fed.us  

Tomson Scott USFS, Lolo National Forest, Seeley 
RD 

stomson@fs.fed.us 

Tucker Michelle Salmon Valley Stewardship michelletucker@salmonvalley.org  

Van Alstyne Katie USFS, Region 1 kvanalstyne@fs.fed.us  

Wallenburn Joann Clearwater Resource Council joann@crcmt.org  

Wasienko-
Holland 

Michele USFS, Lolo National Forest mwasienkoholland@fs.fed.us  

Yelczyn Beverly USFS, Lolo National Forest byelczyn@fs.fed.us  
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