
SW Crown CFLRP Draft Meeting Notes 
April 14, 2010 
 
Action Items: 
 

ALL PROPOSAL REVISIONS ARE DUE TO MEGAN AND SCOTT ASAP BUT NO LATER 
THAN CLOSE OF BUSINESS ON WEDNESDAY, APRIL 21ST. 

 
• Jon H. (lead), Travis, John I., Scott T., and Gunnar will complete the Ecological Context section 

by April 21st. 
• Megan (lead), Matthew, Brad, John I., and Chuck S. will complete the Wildfire section by April 

21st. 
• Joe (lead), Craig, Angela, Keith, Bo, and Matthew will complete the Utilization section by April 

21st. 
• The utilization team will refine estimates of biomass availability by April 21st. 
• Joe et al. will revise Table 5 to reflect just high-risk acres on FS land in the WUI by April 21st.. 

Information about the biomass potential that encompasses lower-risk acres and other ownerships 
will be moved to the landscape strategy by April 21st. 

• Joe will run the sawlog and non-sawlog numbers once he has them from Tim, Rich, and Amber 
in order to determine a more accurate ballpark figure for biomass tons produced per acre by 
April 21st. 

• Rich will provide Joe with sawlog and non-sawlog volume averages for the Swan Lake Ranger 
District by April 21st. 

• Gary (lead), Debbie, Joe, and Keith will complete the investments section by April 21st. 
• Amber (lead), Gary, Megan, Rich, Tim, Keith, and Debbie will complete the Funding Estimate 

section by April 21st. 
• Bo will create maps that show what lands the 40% slope filter and the 300m distance-from-roads 

filter affect by April 21st. 
• Megan will mention these two filters in the proposal as two things that influence our project 

selection by April 21st. 
• Megan will incorporate language changes to the proposal referencing moderate-risk WUI acres 

in the next revision by April 21st. 
• Megan will add a few sentences to the proposal discussing how restoration treatments will 

enhance recreational experiences by April 21st. 
• All working group members will provide editorial comments on the proposal to Megan by 9am 

on April 19th. 
• Jim B.will provide a monitoring framework to Barb this week.  
• Jim B. will provide to Megan a monitoring narrative to be included in the landscape strategy by 

April 21st. 
• Anne will send Keith and Jim all the social and economic monitoring information that SEC and 

NWC have collected in the Swan. 
• Bo will render several drafts of the map that we’re going to submit with the proposal by close of 

business on April 21st. 
• Megan and Scott will work with Bo and Travis to figure out visuals to be used in the landscape 

strategy by April 21st. 



• Megan will revise the outreach spreadsheet and send it out with the meeting notes.  
• All working group members will go back over the spreadsheet and ensure support letters are 

sent to the Regional Forester, Secretary Vilsack, Chief Tidwell and Bill Timko no later than May 
1st. Please make sure that a  copy of all letters is sent to Megan Birzell for posting on our 
website.  

• Scott will draft a letter of support template to be sent out with meeting notes. 
• Megan will send an updated landscape strategy to the group on April 21st. 

 
Present: Debbie Austin (FS – Lolo), Gary Burnett (Blackfoot Challenge), Greg Neudecker (FWS), 
Gunnar Carnwath (UM), Amber Kamps (FS – Lincoln), Scott Brennan (TWS), Anne Dahl (SEC), Mo 
Bookwalter (NWC), Marnie Criley (MFRC), Sam Redfern (FS – Lolo), Tim Love (FS – Seeley), Jon 
Haufler (EMRI), Joe Kerkvliet (TWS), Craig Rawlings (MCDC), Al Christopherson (RMEF), Angela 
Farr (FS), Rob Ethridge (DNRC – MAIRS), Barb Beckes (FS – Lolo), John Manz (Lolo RC), Keith 
Stockmann (FS – R1), Matthew Koehler (WWI), Kevin Riordan (FS – Helena), Rob Carland (FS - 
Flathead), Bo Wilmer (TWS), Rich Kehr (FS – Swan), Jim Burchfield (UM), Cara Nelson (UM) 
 

I. Goals for the meeting 
a. Develop a plan for finalizing the budget. 
b. Develop and assign tasks to complete the proposal.  
c. Articulate a message to take to DC. 
d. Discuss treatment options.   

 
II. Updates/new information  

a. The Clearwater Collaborative (ID) is inviting Leslie Weldon to attend of their 
collaborative meetings. 

b. The national tool for jobs estimation has been created and can/will be applied to our 
proposal.  

c. Debbie met with Leslie and the regional directors. Leslie is very supportive and very 
interested in identifying partnership and in-kind contributions to correspond to CFLRP 
funding. We need to list all our intentions in this respect on our proposal. 

d. The Missoulian recently published an article linking our CFLRP proposal to Sen. Tester’s 
Forest Jobs and Recreation Act. The two are not formally related. 

e. The State of Montana (FWP) was recently authorized to receive $6 million for purchase 
of the Marshall Block, and they hope to complete this purchase by April 2011. Also, two 
or three sections on the Clearwater-Swan Divide will be added to FS Legacy purchase. 

 
III. Treasured Landscapes presentation by Greg Neudecker (9:30 – 10:00) 

a. This program was recently renamed “America’s Great Outdoors” to garner more support 
from the recreation community. It implements Sec. Salazar’s vision to protect landscapes 
in the West. 

b. Salazar wants to see full funding for LWCF by ramping it up in increments through 2014. 
c. FWS likes to work with private landowners who own land that is adjacent to public land. 
d. The Crown of the Continent is one of FWS’ “America’s Great Outdoors” priority 

landscapes. They are proposing large-scale conservation easements in three areas of the 
Crown: Rocky Mountain Front (1 million acres), Blackfoot-Clearwater (825,000 acres), 



and Swan (187,000 acres). This is a two million acre project boundary, and 40% of the 
land within it is public.  

e. FWS’s goal is to acquire 400,000 acres of conservation easements split as follows: 
i. Rocky Mountain Front: 300,000 acres 

ii. Blackfoot-Clearwater: 125,000 acres 
iii. Swan: 11,000 acres 

f. FWS estimates that it will cost roughly $165 million to pull this off, and they are 
requesting $15 million for FY2012.  

g. Private lands will be prioritized as follows: 
i. Based on biological data, is the property important habitat for T&E species?  

ii. Does the property promote connectivity between valley floors and mountain tops?  
iii. How big is the property, and is it adjacent to public land?  

h. FWS will hold public meetings beginning the week of May 17th in Great Falls, Choteau, 
Ovando, Condon, and possibly Missoula. Then there will be a 30-day public comment 
period. FWS hopes to have approval by end of September 2010. Funds for the Swan 
likely won’t appear until 2013 because there is not currently an active LWCF easement 
program in that watershed. 

i. Forest management (including thinning, commercial harvest, prescribed fire, weed 
control, etc.) on lands with FWS conservation easements is possible, but an approved 
management plan for the property needs to be in place. The easements are generally 
intended to prevent development. There are no stipulations about hunting and access in 
the easements. 

j. Easements funded by LWCF are held by FWS. They have their own easement program 
and handle all the management and enforcement in-house. 

k. Current investments:  
i. Approximately 45,000 acres in are in conservation easement in the Blackfoot 

Valley. The value is roughly $45 million.  
l. Greg will provide our group with information on proposed/upcoming FWS investments.  
m. FWS has spent approximately $9.5 million on restoration in Blackfoot and $100,000 in 

the Swan. They have also invested approximately 45 days/year of FWS staff time for the 
Blackfoot investments. All of these investments have been on private lands. 

 
IV. Proposal review/discussion and completion work plan 

 
ALL PROPOSAL REVISIONS ARE DUE TO MEGAN AND SCOTT BY CLOSE OF 
BUSINESS ON WEDNESDAY, APRIL 21ST. 

a. Ecological Context Section 
i. Call letter questions that still need to be answered:  

1. What are the restored vegetation and other characteristics? 
2. Is ecological adaptation addressed? 
3. What will be done to address insects and disease concerns? 

ii. Team to complete this section: Jon H. (lead), Travis, John I., Scott T., Gunnar. 
Due next Wednesday. 

b. Wildfire Section 
i. Call letter question that still needs to be answered: 

1. How will uncharacteristic wildfire be addressed? 



a. Suggested language from Scott: “By treating 80% of high risk 
WUI over the next 10 years, you reduce the risk these fires pose to 
life and property.” 

ii. Team to complete this section: Megan (lead), Matthew, Brad, John I., Chuck S. 
c. Utilization – Joe (lead), Craig, Angela, Keith, Bo, Matthew. Due next Wednesday. 

i. Call letter question that still needs to be answered: 
1. What value would the removed material have and how would it offset 

treatment cost? 
ii. Other clarifications: 

1. The numbers in Table 5 in the current version (April V2) of the proposal 
reflect all acres that might be treated – including those that may be treated 
by prescribed fire – and is thus an over-estimation of the product 
available. The figures also reflect the 300m distance-from-roads filter but 
not the 40% slope filter. 

a. Action Items:  
i. The utilization team will refine estimates of biomass 

availability. 
ii. Joe et al. will revise Table 5 to reflect just high-risk acres 

on FS land in the WUI. Information about the biomass 
potential that encompasses lower-risk acres and other 
ownerships will be moved to the landscape strategy. 

b. Debbie also recommended that we footnote Table 5 to explain that 
this data isn’t totally accurate because it is based on VMAP. 

2. There was discussion about whether the ballpark estimate of 14 tons of 
biomass/acre is too high.   

a. Tim provided information about the volume of sawlogs and non-
sawlogs that came off various projects in the Seeley District. Rich 
will provide the same information to Joe. Amber isn’t able to 
provide this information but suggested that Joe reduce Seeley’s 
number by 10 – 15% in order to get a good guess at the volume 
coming off of the Lincoln District’s projects.  

b. Action Items:  
i. Joe will run the numbers once he has them from Tim, Rich, 

and Amber in order to determine a more accurate ballpark 
figure for biomass tons produced per acre. 

ii. Rich will provide Joe with sawlog and non-sawlog volume 
averages for the Swan Lake Ranger District. 

3. The group agreed to adopt a uniform system of describing volume. Non- 
sawlog volume will be expressed in tons, and sawlog volume will be 
expressed in mbf.  

iii. Team to complete this section: Joe (lead), Craig, Angela, Keith, Bo, Matthew. 
d. Investments Section 

i. The following 6 call letter questions still need to be answered: 
1. What federal investments are anticipated within the landscape? 
2. What non-federal investments are anticipated within the landscape? 



3. What non-federal investments are anticipated outside of the landscape that 
may affect the successful restoration of the landscape? 

4. Is restoration capacity increased, and if so how? 
5. Will future restoration unit costs decrease?  
6. Will jobs be created? If so, what kind, how many, and for how long? 

ii. Answers to the following three call letter questions need to be refined: 
1. Will employment or training opportunities be provided for local private, 

nonprofit, and/or cooperative entities? 
2. Will local employment or training opportunities be provided for youth 

groups? 
3. Will local employment or training opportunities be provided for existing 

or proposed small businesses? 
iii. Team to complete this section: Gary (lead), Debbie, Joe, and Keith. 

e. Funding Estimate Section 
i. Debbie and Keith clarified that match can be spread across the three districts in 

this landscape. In other words, value that comes off of a project in the Swan can 
count as match for a project in the Blackfoot that has zero value and will need 
100% CFLRP funding. 

ii. The district rangers have developed a specific list of projects and associated costs 
for FY 2010 and 2011. They have broken down matching dollars according to the 
information required in the Funding Estimate section of the proposal. The plan is 
to estimate costs for FY 2012 and then replicate these costs for FY 2013 – 2020. 

iii. There was discussion as to whether to create a funding bubble in FY 2012 to 
account for a ramping up of our program of work for the remaining 8 years. 
Ultimately, the group decided that it was best to divide up the remaining funds 
equally across FY 2012 – 2020 because we will need to maintain a consistent 
level of work to be efficient. The table will account for inflation over the ten 
years. 

iv. The group agreed that it makes sense to overestimate FS appropriation and 
underestimate product value and partnership dollars in this table. 

v. Team to complete this section: Amber (lead), Gary, Megan, Rich, Tim, Keith, 
Debbie.  

f. Funding Plan Section 
i. Debbie assured the group that this section is the responsibility of the regional 

forester and that we do not need to worry about completing it. 
ii. Debbie also clarified that, in order to pay for this program, money will most likely 

be redistributed among the forests in the region instead of receiving new 
additional money to cover the cost. However, there is the possibility of new 
money coming in.  

g. Treatment and general proposal questions and discussion: 
i. There was question about whether to continue removing stands with greater than 

40% slopes from consideration for fuels and/or restoration treatment. The group 
agreed that we leave those stands in the filtering process but move projects in 
those stands to the out-years when (hopefully) the timber market will have 
recovered, and, as a result, projects in those areas will be more economically 
feasible. 



1. Action Items:  
a. Bo will create maps that show what lands the 40% slope filter and 

the 300m distance-from-roads filter affect. 
b. Megan will mention these two filters in the proposal as two things 

that influence our project selection. 
ii. We need to more precisely identify how many of our projects will be run as 

stewardship contracts versus other contracts. 
iii. The filtering process we used was based on VMAP data, but Jon H. is concerned 

that this data source has large error and underestimates the actual restoration 
potential on the landscape. 

1. Bo reminded the group that, initially, we ran the data both ways. The 
group decided to use the VMAP process over the stand data process 
because it is consistent across the entire landscape. 

iv. Proposal Costs and Outputs Table 
1. The group agreed that this table should include mention of treating mid-

elevation forests. 
2. Potential match in the form of timber value should be acknowledged in the 

table via footnote. Example: “Product value may contribute between X% 
and X% of cost of project.” 

v. Discussion of Treatment Priorities 
1. There was in depth discussion of whether the current prioritization (1 – 

high-risk WUI, 2 – low-elevation forest restoration, and 3 – mid-elevation 
forest restoration) is the best approach. In particular, it was suggested that 
we include moderate-risk WUI acres as part of our highest priority, above 
restoration outside the WUI.  

2. At the end of the discussion, the group agreed to maintain our current 
prioritization but to clarify that we will treat moderate-risk WUI acres 
adjacent to high-risk WUI acres where it improves the effectiveness and 
efficiency of high-risk WUI treatments. 

a. Reasons for this decision include: 
i. CFLRP is intended to target restoration, not just fuels 

reduction. If doing restoration outside the WUI isn’t a high 
priority for us, our proposal will be a non-starter. 

ii. If we say that our first priority is to treat 27,000 acres of 
high- and moderate-risk WUI, then we are treating a small 
percentage of those total acres. If we focus on just high-risk 
WUI acres, we can still say we plan to treat 80% of those 
acres.  

iii. Project-level considerations determining where we go in 
and outside the WUI will be handled by the Lolo and 
Lincoln restoration committees, and we don’t need to get 
that specific at this time. 

3. Action Item: Megan will incorporate these language changes to the 
proposal in the next revision. 

vi. Discussion of incorporating recreational interests in the proposal. 



1. A member of the Lincoln RC requested that the proposal include a 
discussion of how proposed treatments may affect recreational use of 
forests.  

2. Action Item: Megan will add a few sentences to the proposal discussing 
how restoration treatments will enhance recreational experiences. 

vii. Figure 1 in the proposal will be pushed to the landscape strategy. 
h. Editorial comments should be supplied electronically to Scott and Megan by 9am 

Monday. 
 

V. Monitoring 
a. Monitoring cost projections only include effectiveness monitoring, not implementation 

monitoring. This is sufficient according to FLRA, but we should highlight it in our 
proposal. 

b. Further, the effectiveness monitoring cost projections do not currently include in-kind 
support. 

c. In the proposal, discussion of monitoring was intentionally broad due to length 
constraints. More details and discussion about monitoring can be incorporated into the 
landscape strategy. 

d. After lengthy discussion about how to predict monitoring costs, the group agreed to target 
10% of the overall cost of our proposal to monitoring. 

i. To reduce costs, it makes sense to capture monitoring that is already being done. 
However, we must ensure that we are only monitoring projects that are 
implemented as a result of CFLRP. 

e. In order to determine what to monitor, it was suggested that we identify 4-5 key response 
variables and do rigorous monitoring of those variables instead of trying to monitor every 
variable. 

f. UM proposed hosting an annual monitoring conference in order to be truly multi-party 
and to provide a mechanism for results of monitoring to feed back in to project planning. 

g. We also need to monitor economic and social data, and currently the data that are 
available are not meaningful for the scale we are working in. It was agreed that local non-
profit groups could take the lead in monitoring social and economic data using their good 
relationships with local business owners and contractors. 

h. Action Items: 
i. Jim will provide a monitoring framework to Barb this week.  

ii. Jim will provide to Megan a monitoring narrative to be included in the landscape 
strategy by April 21st. 

iii. Anne will send Keith and Jim all the social and economic monitoring information 
that SEC and NWC have collected in the Swan. 

 
VI. Update on landscape strategy  

a. All meetings before the call letter worked off the field guide, which described 
components of landscape strategy. 

b. Megan is working on completing the strategy. She will send it out to the group on April 
21st for comments. 
 

VII. Maps 



a. Bo will render several drafts of the map that we’re going to submit with the proposal by 
close of business on April 21st. 

b. Megan and Scott will work with Bo and Travis to figure out visuals to be used in the 
landscape strategy. 
 

VIII. Timeline 
a. Proposal revisions due to Megan by close of business on April 21st.  
b. Updated landscape strategy sent out to group by close of business on April 21st. 
c. Updated proposal sent out to group by noon on April 23rd. 
d. All remaining revisions/comments on proposal and strategy due to Megan by close of 

business on April 26th. 
 
IX. Outreach update  

a. We need to seek letters of support for our proposal. Letters should be addressed to the 
regional forester and copied to Vilsack, Tidwell and Timco. Copies of the letters should 
be incorporated in the landscape strategy.  

b. All working group members should provide letters of support from their respective 
organizations. 

i. Action Items: 
1. Megan will revise the outreach spreadsheet and send it out with the 

meeting notes.  
2. All working group members will go back over the spreadsheet and re-

contact everyone by May 1st.  
3. Scott will draft a letter of support template to be sent out with meeting 

notes. 
c. We will put the proposal on our website after the May 14th deadline.  
d. How to deal with media questions? 

i. People, if called, can speak to their interest and involvement, but specific 
questions about the proposal should be directed to Scott and/or Debbie. 

ii. We will develop a strategy for dealing with the media if our proposal is 
nominated. 

e. DC Visit 
i. Several working group members will be in DC next week. They were encouraged 

to talk to DC staffers for the Montana congressional delegation and emphasize the 
strong support for this in the state offices.  
 

Next meetings: May 11, June 15, July 14 (all 9am at Lolo NF) 
 
 
 


