
SWCC Prioritization Committee 
Meeting Notes 
June 14, 2011 

 
Present: Amber Kamps, Cory Davis, Gary Burnett, Jon Haufler, Rich Kehr, Megan Birzell, Barb 
Beckes, Tim Love, Travis Belote 
 

• Review and approval of previous meeting notes. 
o All previous meeting notes were approved unanimously. 

• Update from EMRI on baseline analysis project 
o EMRI has met with the Lincoln and Seeley Lake districts to present background 

information, discuss what they’ve pulled together regarding reference and 
current conditions, including aquatic components, and talk about the next step 
of setting more specific objectives for restoration and for fuels mitigation.  

o The next step is to determine where we can meet certain objectives on the 
landscape based on a combination of ecological sites and existing vegetative 
conditions. EMRI will conduct GIS work to look at the distribution of those 
combinations for fuels and terrestrial restoration and will combine this with 
what has already been done with small watersheds (finer scale than 6th code 
HUCs). They will be able to aggregate up to 6th code HUCs and plan to provide 
perspectives about how this work may fit in with the FS’ Watershed Condition 
Framework. EMRI currently hasn’t added in the impact of mining to their work. 
Their watershed information is based almost solely on road work and the 
disruption associated with that.  

o EMRI will develop spatial maps of possible treatment opportunities in the SW 
Crown. They will be able to evaluate how much improvement the SWCC’s work 
could produce over 10 years and provide an index for that (i.e. 20% reduction in 
sediment loading, 50% reduction fuels).  They plan to meet with the Lincoln and 
Seeley Districts again in July and will look at stand-level objectives and 
aggregate up from there. 

o In the Swan, EMRI has begun gathering information. They will work with Rich to 
set up a meeting with the Swan District in the next month. 

o EMRI will present the results of their work to the full Prioritization Committee 
this fall. 

o The group discussed the need to identify a process for integrating the work of 
the Prioritization Committee with that of the full SWCC and the Monitoring 
Committee. It was suggested that we hold a conference/workshop at Lubrecht, 
perhaps in October, to bring the three groups together in a focused manner to 
discuss this integration.  No decisions or formal recommendations were made. 

• Update on FY 2011 projects  
o If Colt Summit is litigated and unable to proceed to implementation, that money 

(up to $600,000) may be pulled to other projects. The Districts should plan to 
absorb those funds. 
 Some possible extra projects include: 

• Cleaning up Legacy Lands 
• More weed treatments 
• Monitoring 



 In the Swan, the FS could put an extra $150,000 toward fuels work on 
Legacy lands. The Prioritization Committee is comfortable with this 
suggestion and is also comfortable with the Districts moving forward to 
obligate any extra funds. 

o There was initial discussion about whether it is appropriate to use any CFLR 
money to clean up flood damage. The group agreed this discussion needs to 
occur at the SWCC level.  

o ACTION ITEMS: 
 Rich will send Megan a new updated spreadsheet by the end of this 

week.  
 Amber and Tim will send their updated versions to Megan as soon as 

they have them. 
o Swan has several FY 11 projects going to procurement now. 

• Review of monitoring plan and request for proposals from Monitoring Committee 
o The group agreed that the process for submitting monitoring proposals should 

be made as simple as possible without losing any critical components. One 
project from each resource working group will likely be selected, and there 
could be more than one project per working group if appropriate. 

o There was discussion about and lack of clarity on what level of detail is needed 
by Debbie in order for her to feel comfortable obligating funds. 

o New draft agreements (including SPAs) need to be ready by July 15th in order to 
be approved by August 1st. 

o Draft RFP will be out in the next 2 days. 
• Discussion about/integration with Watershed Condition Framework (WCF) 

o The WCF tool was developed by the FS in response to requests from Congress 
and OMB to develop a way to better measure watershed improvement.  

o This is an internal, FS-wide process, but collaboration is encouraged throughout. 
o There are 6 steps in this process: 

 Establish a baseline of 6th Code HUC watershed conditions 
(red/impaired function, yellow/functioning at risk, and 
green/functioning properly) across NFS lands for reference. (This has 
been done.) 

 Select 1-5 priority watersheds on each Forest for restoration focus. Due 
by July 15th. 

 Develop action plans to restore priority watersheds by moving them up 
at least one condition class (i.e. red to yellow or yellow to green). Due 
by September 30th. 

• The FS encourages working collaboratively to develop action 
plans. 

 Implement action plans. 
 Track costs and accomplishments. 
 Monitor and evaluate results. 

o Each Forest across the US used an Interdisciplinary Team to analyze current 6th 
Code HUC watershed conditions. The existing conditions were determined 
based on 12 indicators (water quality, water quantity, aquatic habitat, aquatic 
biota, riparian/wetland vegetation, roads/trails, soils, fire regime or wildfire, 
forest cover, rangeland vegetation, terrestrial invasive species, forest health) 
that were analyzed using existing data and professional knowledge. Each 



indicator was weighted differently. While both terrestrial and aquatic indicators 
were included, the analysis was heavily weighted to aquatic indicators.  

o While a consistent methodology was used across forests, the interpretation of 
the attributes may vary from forest to forest. 

o After priority watersheds are identified and action plans developed, the Forests 
will compete for up to $80 million in the FY2012 FS budget (from the Priority 
Watersheds and job Stabilization Act) to fund implementation of those action 
plans. Money will be allocated to each FS region first and then to forests. This 
money can be used for NEPA planning, and we think it can count as match for 
CFLR program.  

o Priority watersheds will not be limited to CFLR landscapes, but there is 
recognition within the FS that it makes sense for some of this money and work 
to be joined with CFLR.  

o Priority watersheds will be a mixed portfolio of short- and long-term projects to 
meet targets. 

• Match for monitoring money 
o ExComm needs to discuss to make sure we have enough monitoring match. 
o We need to provide a 1:1 match over the 10-year life of the program, not 

necessarily year-by-year. 
 
 


