
 

 

Southwestern Crown Collaborative 

Meeting Notes 

April 9, 2013 

 

Marnie Criley*, Gary Burnett*, Tim Love*, Erin Carey, Rebekah Rafferty, Brad Gillespie, Cory Davis*, 

Craig Rawlings*, Anne Dahl*, Keith Stockmann*, Chip Weber*, Carolyn Mehl, Melanie Parker*, Sandy 

Mack*, Kevin Riordan*, Todd Jackson, Amber Kamps*, Travis Belote*, four students in Alex Metcalf’s 

Collaboration in Natural Resource Decisions class. 

*Indicates voting member 

 

I. Brief Updates  

a. Review/approve notes from March meeting (action items)  

i. Notes approved unanimously 

b. Update on Colt Summit  

i. Supplemental EA (does not exist in regulations but is in case law) drafted by 

next week. Back out for 30 day public comment. Isolated to cumulative effects 

on lynx. Forest Service lawyers clarifying what Malloy is asking for.  

ii. Nationally over the 20 CFLR projects there have been 49 decisions. Of those, 

47% have been appealed or objected to and one litigated. Several of the 

appellants were part of local collaborative group.  

iii. Action Item: Sandy will send out spreadsheet 

c. Update on Forest Service budget 

i. Under year long Continuing Resolution. By the end of April we will know what 

our budget is. Should come in close to 2012 amount.  

d. May meeting date - Wednesday May 8 

e. Regional Office effort looking at costs and values of vegetation treatments  

i. Would like to use SWC effort to pilot GIS tool. Coarse filter economic feasibility 

analysis 

ii. Compares costs of projected treatments and projected value of products 

removed.  Could help look for opportunities for restoration where effort could 

pay for itself.  

iii. Won’t cost us anything.  

iv. Keith Stockman is meeting with district Fire Manager Officers to look at fuels 

piece. 

 

II. Report out from Executive Committee Meeting  

a. Update on May 10 due date for updated projections for CFLR 10-year accomplishments 

i. Sandy drafted briefing paper about our stream restoration goals. 

ii. Our original goal of 937 miles included work that doesn’t fit with new WO clarity 

– trail and road work must occur within the sediment zone (300 feet) for stream 

mile restoration accomplishments.  Other road and trail work counts toward 

watershed restoration goals. 



 

 

iii. We can track/capture the work included in 937 miles – just won’t count towards 

national indicator goal. 

iv. Action Item: For Annual Report, ask Monitoring Committee to compare the 937 

number to the 133. Effectiveness? Parameters? Are there new opportunities 

with the new guidelines? Could we collaboratively apply for a large 319 grant for 

entire SWC?  

v. Action Item: Sandy will send out list of standard procedures for stream 

restoration accomplishment reporting.  

b. Update on invasives/spraying work 

i. 25,000 acres accomplished to date  

ii. 56,000 acres remain to meet 10-year SWCC goal 

iii. 2100 acre limit per year on Seeley 

iv. Approximately 3000 acres needed each of next 7 years for Swan and Lincoln 

districts and 2,100 each year on Seeley Lake RD to meet SWCC 10-year goal. 

v. Need to prioritize this work on the districts. 

c. Monitoring Issues  

i. Coming to agreement on details of vegetation monitoring. Executive Committee 

gave recommendations for resolving the issue. 

ii. Chip’s proposal about review of monitoring/implementation/adaptive 

management package by Miles Hemstrom with OR Institute for Natural 

Resources  

1. Will probably need others to review – maybe 3 person team 

2. Might be tough for him to understand all the reasons behind decisions 

3. Include Keith Stockmann as part of conversation. 

4. Action Item: Cory and Travis and Chip to develop a clear list of what we 

would hope to achieve and then talk to Miles. 

d. Other issues  

i. Action Item: Marnie will send SWCC/MFRC one pager to full membership for 

feedback. 

ii. Proposal for the Collaborative to test a new set of Forest Service socioeconomic 

measures  

1. Developing Socioeconomic Performance Measures for the Watershed 

Condition Framework (authored by Cassandra Moseley and Susan Jane 

Davis, UO) 

2. The Socioeconomic Working Group is reviewing the measures and 

providing feedback to the Forest Service. 

3. A second request was for the Collaborative members to test the 3 

“scorecards” at the end of the document related to Attributes of 

Collaboration, Community Capacity Building, and Business Capacity.  

4. Cory would summarize results and share.  

5. Differentiate Forest Service, voting members and non-voting members. 

6. Action Item: Cory will send out the questionnaire. 

 



 

 

III. Introduction to the Rapid Assessment Process  

a. Utilized by Lolo 

b. Amber and Rich reviewed it. Saw merit. Some overlap with current efforts. No capacity 

given current work.  

c. Use for landscape scale effort.  

d. Chip ran us through Landscape Scale Project Considerations two pager. This reviews the 

pros and cons of taking a landscape scale approach.  

e. Action Item: We should run our idea by folks involved with 4FRI 

i. Everyone should follow up with 4FRI contacts 

ii. Matt Williamson with Grand Canyon Trust and 4FRI effort could give us 10 

minute webinar 

f. What is agreement level amongst parties? 

g. We need to check our original plan and strategy to make sure this conforms. 

h. Possible focal areas for landscape effort - WUI fuels, aspen, whitebark pine, larch, dry 

site ponderosa pine 

i. We could use the Flathead planning team – they would work with the other forests 

j. We would need agreements with the Region – need WO support 

k. Would address large scale issues (wildlife) and site specific issues (this is what takes lots 

of time and effort) 

l. Need to specifically state where you are doing fuels mitigation v. restoration and where 

there is overlap of the two – be specific. 

m. Look to other resources/tools for work in mixed severity. 

n. Action Item: Forest Service will check in with RO and WO 

o. Middle 2014 earliest for planning effort to begin 

p. EMRI report should fit well with new planning rule. Should be good NEPA support. 

 

IV. Further Discussion of mixed severity 

a. Carolyn Mehl gave overview of fire severity/fire regime charts from EMRI Assessment 

b. Travis Belote shared some findings from his research 

i. Relationship of climate and topography to fire  

ii. Topography plays role in moderate fire years, not in severe years 

c. We are missing the low severity component of mixed severity system 

d. Find the large trees to protect and work in younger forests to send in right direction 

e. Full suite of mixed severity components – not just protecting big trees. 

 

V. May 8 Meeting to be held in Lincoln – In the field if weather permits 

Seeley in June 

Swan in July 

 


