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Meeting Notes 
Southwestern Crown Collaborative (SWCC) 

 
January 4, 2017  Lolo National Forest Supervisor’s Office 

 
 
Attending  
 
Jim Burchfield, SWCC (Co-chair, recorder) 
Gary Burnett, SWCC (Co-chair) 
Cory Davis, SWCC Coordinator 
Jon Haufler, SWCC, Ecological Management Research Institute 
Ed Monnig, SWCC, MFCN 
Bill Wall, SWCC, Clearwater Resource Council 
Maria Mantas, SWCC, Swan Valley Connections (on video conference) 
Loren Stormo, SWCC 
Tim Love, SWCC, MFCN Coordinator 
Adam Switalski, SWCC, InRoads Consulting 
Zack Porter, SWCC, Montana Wilderness Association 
Matt Arno, SWCC, DNRC 
Mitch Doherty, SWCC, Vital Ground 
Kali Becher, Missoula County 
Tim Garcia, USFS, Forest Supervisor Lolo NF 
Bill Avey, USFS, Forest Supervisor, Helena/Lewis and Clark NF 
Chip Weber, USFS, Forest Supervisor, Flathead NF (on video conference) 
Rachel Feigley, District Ranger, Seeley Lake RD 
Rich Kehr, District Ranger, Swan Valley RD 
Michael Stansberry, District Ranger, Lincoln RD 
Sandy Mack, USFS, BSLRP 
Tami Fikstad, R1 USFS 
Chip Fisher, USFS, BSLRP 
Shane Hendrickson, Lolo NF 
David Williams, Lolo NF 
Bev Yelczyn, Lolo NF 
Linh Hoang, R1 USFS 
Karen Stockmann, Lolo NF 
Karen Laitala, Blackfoot Challenge 
 
Proceedings 
 
SWCC Co-chairs Jim Burchfield and Gary Burnett welcomed the group to the 
meeting, pleased with such a strong turnout during extremely cold weather.  
Burchfield reviewed the agenda and launched into the first major item to address, 
the status of the Blackfoot/Swan Landscape Restoration Project (BSLRP).  He 
prefaced his opening remarks with a set of four desires for the outcome of the 
BSLRP discussion: (1) That the SWCC remains a vibrant collaborative; (2) That 



 2 

BSLRP fulfills its promise to create greater efficiencies in land management to get 
actions completed on the ground; (3) That the Forest Service and the SWCC remain 
vibrant partners throughout the planning, implementation, and monitoring process 
associated with BSRLP; and (4) There could be clarity after today’s meeting on the 
path forward.   
 
Burchfield continued by expressing a series of concerns about the current status of 
BSLRP.  First, the timeline for any project implementation under BSLRP has 
extended to the year 2021, two years beyond the timeline of the SW Crown CFLRP.   
The original proposal to the Regional Office also showed dates for BSLRP 
implementation to be after the current CFLR legislation ends.  The timeline has been 
further extended due to the adoption of an extended assessment of the landscape, 
based on a photo interpretation methodology pioneered in Region 6.  From 
Burchfield’s point of view, the extension of time might leave the SWCC with little to 
do while waiting for assessment results and the major, full EIS to be completed.  It 
was not clear how the SWCC could engage with the BSLRP project during the next 
few years.  There was also uncertainty about whether or not completing one large 
EIS could be more efficient or effective than splitting up the landscape in more 
digestible chunks, or even by using current assessment data to complete critical 
restoration activities. Additionally, there did not appear to be a fully developed 
approach for how BSLRP decisions would link to Forest Plans or other potential 
projects advanced under other decision authorities.       
 
An extensive discussion ensued with participation by virtually all participants at the 
meeting.  Chip Weber asserted that BSLRP would move forward as well as planning 
at other scales, so actions would not halt during BSLRP’s preparation.  There were 
several responses to this double-pronged approach, a few mentioning the issue of 
limited capacity in the Forest Service to attempt too much work at once.  Other 
questions emerged as to the scale of project activity, focusing on the amount of 
social license available to get projects out the door with lower levels of investment 
and higher confidence in outcomes.   Rich Kehr expressed frustration with the 
“logjam of litigation,” where virtually every project would be challenged in court, no 
matter how straightforward it might be.  Bill Avey recognized that the BSLRP 
approach had been thoroughly considered, with the inclusion of input from the 
SWCC, since larger landscapes needed to be considered and treated to meet broad, 
landscape-level restoration goals.  Its attractiveness would be prescriptions that 
would be effective over a large landscape while simultaneously being more efficient.   
Shane Hendrickson gave a detailed explanation of how a major benefit of BSLRP 
would be its assessment, which would cover a series of important habitat concerns 
over a scale sufficiently large such that the BSLRP assessment could be a 
foundational piece of analysis for many different projects for years to come.  He 
argued that to address wide ranging species in a series of small project-level 
analyses was inherently inefficient, since you cannot compress the landscape scale 
interactions into a smaller project.  Jon Haufler mentioned that there already were 
high-quality assessments completed in the BSLRP landscape, and these were 
sufficiently detailed to address the available decision space where treatments need 
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to occur.  He wondered why current data couldn’t be applied to move forward more 
quickly.  There was also a question on whether BSLRP would be redundant with 
forest plan development.  Rachel Feigley acknowledged the significance of 
administrative boundaries, offering that the scale of planning might best be 
considered at a level such as a Ranger District. She also assured the group that there 
is plenty of on-the-ground work to do in the next three years to fill our work plans 
and move toward fulfilling the SWCC CFLRP goals. 
 
Cory Davis provided a comment that assisted the discussion via breaking the 
conundrum into two different elements:  (1) the need to fulfill the current goals of 
the SW Crown CFLRP by proceeding with existing projects or new, focused projects 
that could target the shortfalls in meeting specific goals; and (2) come to agreement 
on an approach for advancing BSLRP with the highest potential to complete 
landscape-level restoration and discuss what role the SWCC would play in that 
effort.   
 
The group agreed that Davis’ suggestion would be a good way to move ahead, and 
the SWCC decided to look at the first element on how the collaborative could work 
with the Forest Service to fulfill its original goals.  Haufler recognized that the most 
important unmet goal, vegetation treatments outside the WUI, would be both the 
most critical problem to address as well as the most difficult.  Significant political 
and social attention has been directed to making progress in the mixed severity 
forest type.  Others commented that addressing goals 10-14, which relate largely to 
road restoration, would also be important.  Several Forest Service officials 
responded that the existing portfolio of projects (Blackfoot Travel Plan, Beaver 
Creek, Chilly James, Center Horse, etc.) that had been vetted previously by the SWCC 
would make considerable progress toward fulfilling these goals.  It was agreed that 
Cory Davis and Sandy Mack would work together over the next two months to 
compile probable accomplishments through existing projects such that gaps in 
accomplishment could be more easily identified.  Then, the SWCC in its next 
quarterly meeting could focus on specific new recommendations to fill these gaps. 
 
Turning once again to the best approach for BSLRP, Ed Monnig recalled in his career 
the value of larger scale analysis, concurring with Hendrickson that the assessment 
would create long-term efficiencies.  Unfortunately, this analysis scale can easily 
drift to being too big to accomplish.  The group wondered aloud if the current 
assessment approach at the full scale of the BSLRP landscape was the right choice. 
Chip Weber strongly asserted that the decision to apply a photo interpretation (PI) 
approach had already been made, and it was a decision that would not be revisited.  
Burchfield acknowledged that the SWCC would respect this decision, yet identifying 
the still open question of how the SWCC could interact with the Forest Service on 
the assessment and how it would be applied. Gary Burnett commented that he 
appreciated that the Forest Service has the responsibility to make the final decision 
on the assessment approach, but observed that this was not done in a collaborative 
fashion.  The SWCC was left out of any of the deliberations on the approach.  Tim 
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Garcia agreed that the PI decision was not done collaboratively, and it would have 
been better to show more transparency when the decision was taken. 
 
Sandy Mack then proceeded to address Burchfield’s question on how the SWCC 
could interact in the future on BSLRP, offering a PowerPoint presentation that 
catalogued how the assessment process would proceed, interact with Forest Plan 
standards, and eventually lead to action.  A core analysis piece is an assembly of 6th 
code HUCs grouped into ecological sub regions, or ESR’s (these ESR’s originally 
came from the analysis of the Interior Columbia Basin Project in the early 1990’s).  
The first, PI work will occur in ESR #20 as currently planned (on the eastern slope 
of the Swan Range).  The Forest Service is partnering with the Montana Heritage 
Program to accomplish the interpretation work.  
 
The overlap of “departure” from the historic range of variability and future range of 
variability of forest conditions will reveal where there are ecological departures, or 
not, in several ecological important attributes including spatial patch size, 
distribution, and frequency.  
 
The departures will then lead to collaboratively developing a series of ecological 
landscape prescriptions, becoming the starting point for how we can move the dial 
toward resiliency.  The potential actions, providing the most ecological benefits, 
following the ecological landscape prescription as a guide post, will ultimately 
become the proposed action in our NEPA scoping document.   
 
Mack presented several timelines on how both the assessment and NEPA process 
would proceed.  Included was one timeline, “SWCC Support and Engagement,” that 
showed how a series of working sessions would be initiated in 2017 and 2018 for 
involvement of the SWCC and other partners.  The group also discussed how other 
specialists in the Forest Service, such as Regional Planning Director Pete 
Zimmerman and Washington Office planning officer David Seesholtz might 
contribute to future discussions on how the NEPA phase of the BSLRP process might 
work.  It was agreed that one or both of these individuals should be invited to our 
next meeting.  Mack asked at the end of her presentation (which occurred after 
lunch) for an affirmation of the SWCC to endorse the continuation of the BSLRP 
project.  The SWCC voted unanimously to endorse the continuation of the BSLRP 
project. 
 
During the lunch break Regional Forester Leanne Martin joined the group for a 
celebratory presentation to the SWCC of the 2016 Chief’s Honor Award for 
Sustaining our Nation’s Forests and Grasslands.  There had been a ceremony in 
Washington, D.C. for the award in December 2016, and Tim Garcia had accepted the 
award on behalf of the SWCC during this ceremony.  However, Regional Forester 
Martin wanted the entire collaborative to be recognized, and she spoke warmly on 
how the SWCC had been a leader across the nation in demonstrating the 
effectiveness of multi-party cooperation in managing the nation’s National Forests.  
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Burnett, Burchfield, and the rest of the SWCC members were honored to receive this 
prestigious award. 
 
In the afternoon, the SWCC took up the remaining items on the day’s agenda.  Tim 
Love offered a brief presentation of the Montana Forest Collaboration Network 
(MFCN) annual meeting in Helena on December 5-6, 2016.  It was a highly successful 
meeting where a series of recommendations emerged on how the MFCN might 
provide useful services to all forest collaboratives across the state. The workshop 
will likely be an annual event bringing collaborative groups together from across the 
state to share and learn from each other. 
 
Davis and Burchfield reported on the status of the SWCC webpage, which is 
undergoing a complete redesign via the assistance of a technical specialist from the 
University of Montana.  The webpage work will be completed in phases, with the 
first phase being a consolidation and summarization of the material on the old web 
page, updating the information and making it more accessible to users.  The second 
and third phases will make the sharing of stories about the projects of the SWCC and 
its monitoring work more explicit. 
 
The group then moved to the progress of the SWCC monitoring program and the 
potential for work in FY 2017.  Davis reported on each of the major areas of 
monitoring activity, including highlighting the outstanding work of the carnivore 
monitoring group, whose approach is being adopted by other land management 
organizations.  This work will soon appear in a research publication.  Davis also 
discussed the opportunities to continue monitoring work in 2017: 1) the road-
sediment monitoring work (GRAIP, PIBO), 2) the citizen science stream and 
vegetation monitoring efforts, 3) carnivore monitoring, 4) integrated vegetation 
plots, 5) Cooney-McKay fuels plots, 6) Howell’s Gumweed genetic analysis, 7) CFLRP 
funding analysis, 8) the social survey, and 9) the SWCC Coordinator (Davis) position.   
The total anticipated budget for all the monitoring activity would be $370,597.  This 
is roughly $20,000 less than the anticipated amount available through the 2017 
CFLRP allocation, giving some flexibility for some additional work.  Mack requested 
that the SWCC  to consider whether or not including some monitoring funds for the 
cost of the PI work for BSLRP to show its potential use as a long-term monitoring 
tool for portraying changes in forest patterns over time.  Burchfield mentioned that 
he had briefly discussed this possibility with Davis, and more information about this 
idea would be necessary. Mack agreed to develop a detailed proposal to explain this 
idea more fully.  Burnett asked the SWCC to approve the recommendation to the 
Forest Service for the appropriation of $370,597 budget for the FY 2017 monitoring 
program.  The SWCC voted unanimously in support of the budget for the monitoring 
program. It will now be forwarded to the line officers for evaluation and approval.  
 
Several monitoring reports will be completed in the first half of this year and it was 
decided that a one-day Adaptive Management Workshop would be appropriate for 
some time in the fall to discuss results and management recommendations. In 
addition, a third meso-carnivore monitoring workshop is scheduled for April 4-6 in 
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Kalispell. The potential for a regional workshop on the evaluation and use of 
different seed mixes for rehab projects and their impact on native and non-native 
vegetation received a lot of support. Davis will work with Karen Stockmann on the 
idea for later this year.  
 
The meeting concluded with an agreement to schedule the next SWCC meeting in 
early April 2017.  The exact date and location of the next SWCC meeting will be 
forthcoming. 
 
The meeting was adjourned. 
 
 
 
 


