
SW Crown Collaborative Meeting 
August 31, 2010, 10am-4pm 

Notes 
 
Present: Chip Weber, Travis Belote, Jon Haufler, Brad Gillespie, Tim Love, Rich Kehr, Bruce Rieman, Megan 
Birzell, Scott Brennan, Debbie Austin, Keith Stockmann, Pat O’Herren, Barb Beckes, Gunnar Carnwath, Erin 
Zwiener, Marnie Criley, Sue Collyer, Amber Kamps, Anne Dahl, Rusty Wilder, Kaylee ?? (Lolo), Chuck Stanich, 
Earl Applekamp, Rick Connell, Mike ?? (Flathead), Bo Wilmer, Kevin Riordan, Jim Burchfield, Angela Farr, Al 
Christopherson, Dale Kerkvliet 
 

I. News and updates  
a. FS Updates  

i. As of 8/31/10, R1 has received the $1,029,000 that we were awarded by the RAC. Money 
will be obligated quickly via existing contracts and agreements. We need to spend it by 
Sept. 30th, the end of the fiscal year. There is a rumor that CFLRP fund money will be 
protected in carryover after Sept. 30th. We still need to spend as much as we can as soon 
as we can. 

ii. Money for FY 11 is uncertain because the RAC hasn’t talked about funding for that year. 
Until there is a federal budget for FY 11, there will be no money in the fund. Likely, 
there will be a continuing resolution to keep the government running after 9/30 before a 
new budget is passed. So as of 10/1, the government will have authority to spend money 
based on a percentage of what was spent last year at that time. Because there was no 
CFLRP money this time last year, there won’t be any money for it in the CR unless 
Congress specifically writes it in. In the meantime, the FS will need to decide how much 
money to invest in planning in 2011 (for 2012, 13, and 14) betting that we’ll get CFLRP 
money in 2011. 

iii. The Collaborative can decide how it makes the most sense to get work done (contract, 
agreement, FS doing work directly, etc.). 

iv. We have 180 days to put together a work plan. Timko says that direction for that 
document is being put together and will be out to us “soon.” We will need to give R1 an 
opportunity to review our work plan before we officially submit it. 

b. Thank-you BBQ for supporters (Scott/Debbie) 
i. Scott and Debbie suggested that we host a larger social event to thank everyone from 

proposal writers to people and organizations who submitted letters of support for our 
proposal. 

ii. The group agreed that it makes sense to hold the cook-out in the landscape. Both Seeley 
Lake and Lubrecht were recommended.  

iii. The group suggested holding the cook-out after the next CFLRP meeting on September 
14th.  

iv. ACTION ITEMS:  
1. Pull together a mailing list of everyone to keep them informed. 
2. Finalize location of Sept. 14th meeting and cook-out. 
3. Coordinate cook-out (food, etc.). 

c. All meeting participants re-read the Act and made the following observations: 
i. No more than 10 projects can be funded in any fiscal year. The RAC will meet yearly to 

determine how much money each project gets and to potentially drop out poor performers 
and choose new projects in their place. 

ii. We need to document all time spent on this as match. 
iii. The Annual Report requirement has fairly clear direction in the Act itself. 
iv. There is an emphasis on multi-party monitoring. 
v. The more we can structure our outputs and reporting in a way that is consistent with and 

ties back to the language of the Act, the better. It’ll keep us organized and make it easier 
to do annual reports, monitoring reports, etc. 

vi. We need to show our 2010 accomplishments. 



vii. Questions for Timko:  
1. Do we need to report work being done when it’s obligated or when it’s done on 

the ground? 
2. When is the annual report due? Fiscal year? Calendar year? 

viii. This group can provide information and support regarding biomass, but at the end of the 
day, we need businesses to make investments in biomass infrastructure in order for it to 
take off. 
 

II. Washington Office Update and Q/A Session 
a. On the phone: Bill Timko, Lauren Lesch, Rob Harper 
b. Recent developments 

i. They are currently working to pull together requirements for the work plan that we have 
submit. They are sticking pretty specifically to what’s required in the Act. They will have 
something to us in the next few weeks. They didn’t provide any firm deadlines. 

ii. They are also working to get financial structures in place for CFLRP. 
iii. The Annual Report is under development but won’t be sent out at the same time as the 

work plan. It will also closely follow the Act. 
iv. The RAC is meeting in October to review what they did this year and how to improve it 

for next year. 
c. Questions and answers: 

i. The timeline for reports isn’t finalized, but they expect it to follow the fiscal year. 
ii. They are not sure whether we have the authority to spend or use FY 10 money after Sept. 

30th. They suggest spending the match first and CFLRP money later in the year. They 
recommend not going over 75% of full appropriation. 

iii. There is the possibility in the future of the Secretary of Agriculture to hold CFLRP 
money as “no year” money and release it to the projects when it’s needed, not necessarily 
every 12 months. 

iv. They did not provide any more certain information regarding the carryover of FY 10 
funds. 

v. Regarding reporting accomplishments, the normal output that is typically reported in FS 
will serve for CFLRP (i.e. report when obligated). Timko hasn’t heard anything different. 
He recommended that we report when obligated if using a contract and report when the 
work is done if FS does the work in-house. 

vi. They are not yet sure whether the value of forest products can serve as match.  
vii. Match 

1. How to report and demonstrate in-kind match is going to be an issue. There is 
currently no guidance in terms of helping us with a template for documenting 
non-federal in-kind match.  

2. We should only count as match contributions that go toward implementation and 
monitoring and not necessarily meeting time and planning. We need to better 
understand what can be considered “carrying out treatments,” i.e. how broadly 
that can be interpreted.  

3. Non-profit time administering contracts counts as match. Investments not directly 
associated with implementation can be used as leverage but not direct match. 

4. The 50/50 match doesn’t need to come project by project but just needs to cover 
money spent over the entire landscape. 

viii. Integrating FLRA and FACA. If you’re not a RAC, then you have to make sure you 
represent diverse groups, are transparent, and have open meetings. Decision still rests 
with line officers.  

ix. Jim Burchfield said that the Dean of the Law School has volunteered all law school 
faculty to answer any questions we have about the Project. 

x. ACTION ITEM: Scott will send out FLRA committee report to the group. 
 

III. FY 10 implementation and monitoring  



a. Swan District will do everything through existing contracts. 
i. There is one project on the bubble in terms of getting money obligated. 

b. Seeley District is obligating money now. They will use existing contracts, new partnership 
agreements, and monitoring supplemental project agreements under those PAs. PA is umbrella 
document. SPA has project specifics. New Blackfoot Challenge PA is between both Helena and 
Lolo forests. The Challenge will be a pass-through to other entities.  

i. Seeley is confident they’ll get everything obligated by Sept. 30th.  
c. Lincoln will spend some CFLRP money this month in order to free up trails dollars that they’ll 

spend on materials and supplies for use in coming years for trail restoration. CFLRP money will 
also be used to free up hazardous fuels money. 

i. They are confident in obligation of contracts.  
d. ACTION ITEMS: 

i. The three rangers will put together a list of CFLRP and match accomplishments.  
ii. We need to develop tracking system for money obligated, spent, and matched.  

iii. Rangers and supervisors are meeting on Friday, September 3rd. 
e. Any savings will move through to the UM monitoring group. 
f. There are other projects and monitoring that have already been done that we’re going to count 

toward CFLRP accomplishments for FY 2010. Thus the FS is keeping the monitoring money 
until the monitoring committee has a plan in place. 

g. In terms of weed projects, some work has already been done, some is in process, and some will 
be done next spring. 

i. FS is required to monitor 50% of previous treatments. They also inventory before they 
treat weeds. 

ii. This program provides the opportunity for partners to do the inventory. 
h. We need to make all monitoring data accessible. It would be powerful if we could, in our first 

year, make monitoring information, not just for CFLRP projects but for all previous information, 
available to the public. 

i. This may be something that the Region can help with because it will apply to the 
Clearwater Group, too. 

ii. We need to capture 10-year Comprehensive Strategy requirements for annual report. We 
also need to capture byproducts in the spreadsheet that Amber send around. 

iii. We will want to track how many local contractors are used for any CFLRP projects and 
how involved community groups will be. 

i. Every time a CFLRP project goes forward, we have a public education opportunity. The 
respective ranger should work with the respective community group to get either a reporter or 
supporters/community members out in the field for a tour. 

i. ACTION ITEM:  
1. Scott will lead the effort working with the rangers, Anne Dahl, and FS public 

affairs officers. 
ii. When we do media, need to be sure to highlight the collaborative effort and not just have 

FS people talking. 
iii. We also need to highlight monitoring work. 

j. Need to be able to connect the specific spreadsheet that Amber handed out with the funding table 
that we submitted with our proposal. 
 

IV. FY 11 implementation and monitoring  
a. We are substantially below the 50% matching requirement and need to fix this. 
b. We need to approve a decision-making process before we can, as a group, prioritize projects for 

2011. 
c. The proportionality of where we spend our money is important.  

i. Do we need to divvy up money within each year or just over the 10 years? 
d. We need to keep in mind that our project selection should be driven by the Act and their 

requirement that we reduce firefighting costs. 
e. Project screening/prioritization criteria 



i. Want to see how much money we’re spending on each output in our spreadsheets. That 
will help us prioritize. 

ii. Right now only 2% of funding requested for FY 11 is for monitoring, and that needs to be 
fixed. 

iii. First we need to develop a list of prioritization criteria against which to score each 
project. 

f. We need a prioritized list by October 1, the beginning of the fiscal year. The FS would like to 
know sooner because they need to decide whether to change their staffing to support this, and that 
takes at least four months.  

g. We need to get FY 11 figured out and then immediately move into FY 12 and beyond. 
h. There’s a fair amount of detail in the Act about what is restoration. We also have a vision as part 

of the landscape strategy. The rangers are developing a work plan. And the monitoring committee 
is coming up with a monitoring plan. Many of the pieces are in place, and we just need to figure 
out how to connect them/tie them together. 

i. Existing conditions, treatment objectives, & outcomes should be linked back to proposal, 
strategy, and vision. 

i. The Collaborative needs more info than just project name in order to be able to prioritize.  
j. Group needs to identify criteria. Then the rangers can prioritize based on that criteria and present 

it to the Collaborative for further prioritization. 
k. The CFLRP money isn’t tied to a line item, but all the match is. 
l. ACTION ITEM: 

i. A sub-group of the Collaborative will identify prioritization criteria by 9/13.  
ii. They’ll meet Sept. 7th at 1pm at the Seeley District. 

iii. Participants are: Jon, Travis, Tim, Keith, Scott, and Cara.  
m. Rangers will have their prioritization done by the October CFLRP meeting on the 12th. 
n. Project/GIS locations 

i. We need to have a spatial representation of these projects. 
ii. The Flathead NF has maps of projects tied to ARRA that could be instructive for us.  

iii. Each project needs to have brief description, including location map.  
iv. Bo will lead this effort. 
v. Jim has money for a GIS person for monitoring purposes. 

vi. The spatial representation should also include information about when contracts might be 
let and how to apply. 

 
V. Collaborative decision making process going forward 

a. GOAL: Have a draft charter for the SW Crown Collaborative by the next meeting. 
b. We need a written charter describing decision-making process for our Collaborative. 
c. Purpose and function of a charter document 

i. The charter should answer the “what, who, when, why, how, where” of the Collaborative. 
ii. It provides rules for communication and record-keeping, rules for identifying leadership, 

a decision rule (consensus process, majority rule, etc.), and a dissolution statement. 
iii. The shorter and clearer, the better. 
iv. Pass by someone with legal expertise. 

d. Questions for discussion: 
i. Name: Southwestern Crown of the Continent Collaborative 

ii. Who is a member? 
1. How do you balance non-exclusivity with having a membership? 

1. Non-exclusivity means everyone can come, but not necessarily everyone 
can vote. Chip recommends identifying a voting body. 

2. We could have a defined membership but have opportunity for public 
comment at every meeting. 

3. There needs to be a clear and visible path to get to be a voting member. 
Perhaps it’s based on the number of meetings you’ve attended. 

1. Participation threshold requirement. (3 meetings) 



4. All members need to sign onto the charter saying that they support the 
goals of the collaborative. 

iii. Do we want to have a leadership body, and how is that populated? 
1. Executive Committee (chair, vice chair, secretary, etc.) 

1. How are they selected? What is their term?  
2. They deal with agendas, record-keeping, etc. 
3. How do they stay connected to the larger group? 

iv. How are decisions made? 
1. We should use a consensus model, but if there is no consensus, we should 

identify and detail all opinions. 
2. People in disagreement must give reasons for disagreement and suggest an 

alternative solution. 
3. If there is no consensus, go to supermajority option. 
4. We need a mechanism for making decisions quickly. 

1. Online poll. 
2. Quorum rule. (majority of members representing majority of interests) 
3. Executive committee. 
4. Members who are present need to keep in mind the considerations of 

those who aren’t. 
5. Members need to actively support decisions that the group makes. 

v. Conflict of interest issues 
1. MFRC addresses this in their charter. 

vi. ACTION ITEM: 
1. Jim, Scott, Debbie, and Megan will take the group’s recommendations and 

develop a draft charter prior to the next meeting. 
e. Ideal relationship of collaborative to the agency 

i. Role of FS 
1. They want to get as close to “we’ll do what the collaborative wants” as they can. 
2. The FS should remain part of the Collaborative. 

ii. Do we want the group to make decisions or to make recommendations to the FS? 
1. The answer to this will affect FS involvement in and relation to the 

Collaborative. 
2. If they’re separate, then the FS can’t be part of the Collaborative (i.e., can’t vote). 
3. Until we know the answer as to whether the FS will be official part of 

collaborative, we should draft two charters (one with FS membership and one 
without). 

iii. FLRA requirements 
1. If FS doesn’t do what Collaborative recommends, then is it illegal? 

f. Ideal relationship of collaborative to the Lolo and Lincoln Restoration Committees 
i. Work in partnership. 

ii. Have people formally representing the RCs on the Collaborative. 
iii. Purpose of group in charter should address this issue. 

 
VI. Update from monitoring committee 

a. Recent discussions/meetings 
i. August 13th meeting at Lubrecht had 15 people. They produced an outline of a charter for 

their group. 
1. They see themselves as a sub-group of the Collaborative that makes 

recommendations. 
2. How do we deal with the restoration question and tie in to other restoration 

efforts? 
3. What do we already have going in terms of knowledge and gaps in knowledge in 

the broader context of monitoring? 
4. The next meeting will be Sept. 13th at Lubrecht. 



b. Ilana is putting together a list of all organizations and what information they’re already collecting 
in terms of monitoring. 

c. They have four goals: 
i. Learn about effectiveness of CFLRP treatments and link effectiveness to objectives stated 

in the Act. 
ii. Built citizen capacity to monitor. 

iii. Inform future management actions. 
iv. Create opportunities for public learning. 

d. In order to meet these goals, we need to know that the restoration objectives are. 
i. Jon, Travis, and Keith are synthesizing various restoration strategies to marry objectives 

in the Act with the latest thinking in the restoration community. 
ii. They are trying to tie monitoring strategies into existing frameworks. 

e. Monitoring sub-groups are already looking at indicators. 
i. Social/Economic – led by Joe 

ii. Vegetative/soils/fire – led by Cara 
iii. Data – Bo 
iv. Water - ?? 

f. They are working to develop a FY 10 monitoring plan including objectives, 
who/what/where/when/how, budget, etc. 

i. Needs 
1. They need a map so they know where FY 10 and 11 projects are going to be. 
2. Need a web site to ensure transparency. 

1. Who should house the website? The U has server capacity and technical 
capacity. 

2. Jim will have his tech staff develop a prototype website based on the 
current swcrown.com. 

3. A stronger vision for what success is in terms of aquatic and non-fuels 
restoration. 

 
VII. Outreach efforts: Local, state, region, national 

a. Condon meeting on October 7th at 5:30pm (Condon Community Center) 
b. Seeley meeting on September 28th at 7pm (Chamber of Commerce) 
c. Lincoln – get it on the agenda for the Community Council for September 7th (Scott and Amber 

will talk to Jim Paris) 
d. Ovando – The Challenge will organize something. 
e. Missoula – talk to Engen; get on County Commissioners’ agenda 
f. Speak with all affected county commissions. 
g. Potential for creation of communications/outreach sub-committee. 
h. Sub-group is going to put together a media tour (previously discussed). 

 
VIII. Reviewing key proposal elements 

a. We need to make sure everything we do is consistent with our proposal and be able to explain 
how what we’re doing relates back to our proposal. 
 

IX. Tracking in-kind contributions (hours, other resources) 
a. “Non-federal resources leveraged.” 
b. MFRC process: 

i. To show match to R1 funding. 
ii. Monthly email asking people how much time they’ve invested. 

iii. Track paid versus unpaid hours just to know for ourselves. 
c. How do we figure out at what rate to count volunteer hours? 

i. Just be sure to document how we figure out the value. That’s more important than what 
the value is. 

d. Three categories of time spent: implementation, monitoring, and other involvement. 



e. ACTION ITEM:  
i. Scott will send out emails asking for volunteer time at the end of each month, beginning 

in September. 
 

X. Representation at the Crown of the Continent Roundtable event, September 23-24 
a. Chip Weber and Anne Dahl will be there and will talk about CFLRP. Anne will have a table, and 

we can send any printed materials to her to take with her. 
 

XI. Other items 
a. Erin will talk to Angela and Joe to determine who from the Crown may want to participate in the 

biomass working group. 
b. Agenda items for next meeting:  

i. Primer on long-term stewardship contracting. 
ii. Some time to work on metrics for monitoring (early because Keith has to leave). 

iii. Work plan for next meeting (if we have guidance from DC). 
c. Flathead is working on tech transfer to train contractors on new technologies. 

i. Use Condon Work Center as a campus for pilot projects. 
 

 
 


