
 

 

Southwestern Crown Collaborative 

Meeting Notes 

June 11, 2013 

 

Conference Call with Marci Dupraw, doctoral student at Nova Southeastern University (NSU) in 
Conflict Analysis and Resolution, from 10-12. Interview related to what is unique about 
collaborating at the landscape scale, and what are the implications of that for collaborative 
capacity building strategies. 

Lunch break 12-1 

Full SWCC Meeting: 

 

Present: Sandy Mack*, Marnie Criley*, Gary Burnett*, Tim Love*, Cory Davis*, Anne Dahl*, 

Chip Weber*, Debbie Austin*, Melanie Parker*, Rich Kehr*, Mitch Doherty*, Bill Avey*, Todd 

Jackson  

*Indicates voting member. 

1) Brief Updates - 20 minutes 
a) Review/approve notes from May meeting (review action items) Approved 
b) July meeting and WO visit (see Agenda for this meeting, set for July 24-26) 
c) Other updates: 

i) FAQ page on website 

• Don’t use  as a point, counter-point  

• Use it to provide accurate information about the collaborative and our projects  

• Answer questions that keep coming up as a service to SWCC participants and 
anyone viewing the site 

• Action Item: Folks contribute questions to be included - Melanie will take 

lead. 

 
ii) Swan 

• Glacier Loon – ROD upheld on appeal by the Regional Office with direction 
to add additional buffer to unoccupied Howellia habitat. The Flathead NF has 
received a Notice Of Intent to sue.  

• Salix lawsuit – District Court determined the FS violated the Endangered 
Species Act when it failed to consult with the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service to 
determine whether its region-wide management direction for the threatened 
Canada lynx would destroy or adversely affect critical habitat for lynx 

• Swan – burned 400 acres, whitebark planting, larch planting in Condon 
Mountain fire, Aquatic Passage contract awarded 

• Aquatic invasives stations up 

• Bull trout redd counts were up this year, could be due to lake trout 
suppression efforts, but can’t say for sure 



 

 

• Lake trout found in Holland Lake in 2012 and Lindbergh Lake in 2009.  Both 
also contain bull trout and the implications of newly established lake trout to 
bull trout will be looked at. 

• Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) dollars will be used to purchase 
2 more sections in the Swan valley in 2013 

• Chilly James public meeting June 24, 1-5 Condon Community Hall 

• Additional prescribed burning is planned for this fall 
 

iii) Lincoln: 

• Stonewall DEIS is out 

• Travel Plan still moving forward 
  

iv) SWCC CFLR funding approved at $3.8 million 
v) Faye Krueger will attend our September 10 meeting – field meeting 
vi) Capacity issue: SWCC has hired Maria Mantas, through an existing Blackfoot 

Challenge partnership agreement, to do some monitoring with UM field crews. Need 
to consider overhead costs for partnership agreement effort. 
 

2) Monitoring Update  

• Agreements for summer work moving forward 

• Response to Socioeconomic Watershed Collaboration Scorecard questions – send to 
Cory before end of June.  We notified the WO in May that the SWCC will provide 
responses to the scorecard questions for FY13.  

• Adaptive Management Workshop – Cory will send a doodle poll for dates, at 
Lubrecht. Want to get even more line officers’ participation this year.  

• Miles Hemstrom – will do a review of the full SWCC monitoring package $ set aside 
above 10% of CFLR funds dedicated to monitoring. 

• MCC crews out with monitoring folks – for 4 weeks.  This is a continuation of the 
NFWF grant we received last year, 

• Open Chair positions: Overall chair (Travis wants to turn it over), Veg working group 

• Rapid Forest Assessment Protocols – Cory and Travis working on this; currently 
being tested; 4-FRI testing as well; can use citizen scientists; can cover more area 
quickly then go back and do more intensive assessment if needed. Action Item: Cory 

will send the protocols out to SWCC folks. 

• Starting to develop a list of potential research/monitoring needs not currently being 
implemented– once developed could bring list to UM, MSU 

• Would like to use an experimental design for vegetation treatments at Beaver Creek – 
waiting to hear from Swan about when to engage on this 

• Howellia populations have been monitored for 10 years in the Swan Valley.  This 
data will be looked at to see if it answers the management question of effective buffer 
sizes. If it does not, additional monitoring may be desirable.  

 
3) Update on meeting restoration goals  



 

 

• Implementation – For restoration work completed by force-account crews (i.e. Forest 
Service staff) and through partnership agreements we record the work as 
accomplished after it is completed on the ground.  If the work is contracted then when 
the funds are obligated to do the work the work is recorded as accomplished – though 
it is not necessarily implemented on the ground yet. {Covered in the 11-13-2012 
SWCC meeting notes as well} 

• We are notably ahead of 30% of our 10 year goals in re-vegetation/reforestation, 
wildlife habitat enhancement and trail improvements and dispersed site restoration for 
watershed improvement. 

• We are near 30% of our 10 year goals in WUI fuels, volume sold, invasives/exotics, 
and stream restoration. 

• We are behind 30% of the 10 year goal in Non-WUI fire and restoration, road related 
work and stream structures. 

• If we accomplish everything planned in the NEPA pipeline (18 new DN or RODS), 
we are in good stead with everything but stream structures (149 structure target in 10 
years.)  

• Realistic projected view of future efforts (Sandy’s sober look) – We have completed 
two DN’s in 4 years (since 2010) with mechanical vegetation management - both 
have been litigated.  Completing 18 individual NEPA documents in the timeframe 
remaining would be a huge stretch and may not be realistic.  If we continue NEPA 
efforts at the scale we’ve used in the past – and have to complete 18 individual NEPA 
documents we will likely fall short of our targets in WUI fuels, volume sold, road 
maintenance (BMP), and stream structures. 

• We have accomplished a lot of valuable restoration work to date and should celebrate 
the work we’ve completed. 

 
4) Update from DC Meetings/NEPA conversations  

• Marnie and Gary had conversations with Congressional delegation and CEQ about 
NEPA implementation for Natural Resources 

• Several place based bills trying to address planning process issues are being 
introduced 

• Thoughts discussed (none agreed to nor explored in depth) about the planning process 
o Required collaboration or you don’t get standing. Define participation.  
o Pilot to change rules for CFLR projects.  
o Streamlined process for truly collaborative efforts.  
o Shorten up NEPA documents.  

• If we go forward with a large-landscape analysis we should ask CEQ to engage with 
us early and help through the process 

 

 

5) Forest Service Decision Protocol  
Chip recommends a more simplified process than Decision Protocol. A lot of process 
involved.  

 



 

 

6) 3pm conversation with Henry Provencio – USFS Team Leader for the Four Forest 
Restoration Initiative (4-FRI) and Katie Van Alystyne – Team Leader for the Mountain Pine 
Beetle Restoration Project. Also joined by Dennis Jaeger (Deputy Forest Supervisor, Black 
Hills) and Dick Fleishman (Assistant Team Leader, 4-FRI) 

See Below for Notes 
 

7) Wrap up and next steps  
 

Next meeting:  

Will occur as part of the Washington Office visit July 24-26 

Anne Carlson and Gary Burnett are planning town hall meetings in the Blackfoot 

Action Item: Add CWPP folks and Maria Mantas to SWCC list (Marnie) 

 

 

Black Hills –  

Mountain pine beetle triggered large landscape approach. Each District had been completing 30,000 acre 

planning efforts annually. 

No T&E species.  

May 2011 – Dec. 2012 process; only issue was on No Action. What is No Action? Do nothing or continue 

with current forest plan.  

Signed decision Dec. 2012. In implementation- sold one contract already 248,000 acres; a second contract 

is out for bid. 

 

Site specificity – ID high risk stands, leave out special areas, work with research and partners to analyze 

what is on the ground, list assumptions up front, and design criteria from Forest Plan.  

Coarse-view. 60-70% surveyed. Some info comes in after the fact. Start with large area, some areas may 

drop out with more data after the decision. Don’t worry about having all data up front. Fall back on past 

experience.  

Field Guides developed to assure mitigation and resource protections are site specific. Chose words 

carefully in the guides to cover what can be done where.  Flexibility to have an array of options at a site. 

Kept Purpose & Need simple – bugs and fuels. Refer to field guides. 

Not trying different alternatives for treatment 

 

 

Treat in advance of bugs. Analysis looks at most intensive potential treatment – commercial harvest.  

Management Evaluation Points are in the field guides- when to start and when to stop an activity.  

EPA and CEQ folks came out for site visit - show them what it all looks like on the ground. 

 

4-FRI –  

20-50,000 acre projects in past. This effort covers 2.4 million acres. 1 million acres planning. 

Comments on Draft EIS right now – 175-180 letters (on line.  Many are chain letters) 

47 miles of stream restoration, 904 miles of road obliteration 

300,000 acre stewardship contract with task orders 

30-35,000 acres per year 



 

 

One EIS for all work 

Data prep for next 1.4 million acre EIS 

Initial Proposed Action Jan. 2011; Revised PA Aug. 2011 

9 alternatives – 4 considered fully 

 

Focus on restoration. Composition and structure. Working with NAU. Most Similar Neighbor analysis 

and some folks out doing assessments. Collect all existing data. Very site specific info.  

Implementation guide  (is similar to the Black Hill’s field guides) – what surveys are needed, do we need 

to change prescriptions – very site specific.  

Guide calls for leaving stands 30-45% open, which only leaves a 15% window for adapative management 

changes. 

2 years up front work to get to Proposed Action. 

Digitize information – in house, partnerships, and contracts 

Group started meeting in 2009. Draft ROD later this year. 

This effort took the same time as analysis for much smaller projects – much more efficient 

Mexican spotted owl only T&E species 

Many sensitive species 

Center for Biological Diversity at the table 

 

4-FRI not done with monitoring and adaptive management plan. Can’t go outside scope of original plan. 

Look at most intensive end of efforts.  

 

Multiple Forest Plans – similar plans, tier to each one, all are in revision, use Forest Plan amendments to 

deal with changes. 

 

Monitoring: 

1) Everyone wants to see monitoring no one wants to do it.  
2) Tier 1- have to do (T&E, weeds) 
3) Tier 2 - effectiveness monitoring (triggers). Discuss why something happened 
4) Tier 3 – no triggers (too complex or not enough data available to set) 
5) Many monitoring points have no triggers 
6) Triggers based on Desired Future Condition 
7) Integrating existing Forest Service program into landscape effort has been problematic, 

not a lot of interest 
8) Keep monitoring simple. If approach doesn’t work, do something else.  

General Recommendations: 

1) Internal difficulties – This is a different way of doing things. Need to feel comfortable not 
knowing all the answers.  

2) Stakeholders take NEPA course.  
3) Need dedicated team on FS side. FS often their own worst enemy. Leadership from WO 

on down.  



 

 

4) Communication internal and external. Meetings with RO every week. Engage ID Teams 
early. Public Affairs critical. 

5) Choose landscape wisely. What makes sense at landscape scale? What will give 
efficiency?  

 

 

 

 

 


