
SW Crown Collaborative 
NOTES 

October 12, 2010 
 
Present: Megan Birzell (CRC), Scott Brennan (TWS), Gary Burnett (BC), Keith Stockmann (USFS 
R1), Tim Love (USFS Seeley), Chris Bryant (TNC), Marnie Criley (NWC), Amber Kamps (USFS 
Lincoln), Angela Farr (DNRC), Rich Kehr (USFS Swan), Jeff Darra (sp? With FWP), Rusty Wilder 
(USFS Lolo), Jim Burchfield (UM), Craig Rawlings (MCDC), Debbie Austin (USFS Lolo) 
 

I. Updates/New Information/Progress since last meeting 
a. FY 2010 and 2011 Project Updates 

i. All three ranger districts have spreadsheets documenting 
accomplishments for FY 2010, but the spreadsheets have not been 
combined yet. All contracts were obligated. 

ii. All three ranger districts have spreadsheets documenting the planned 
CFLRP program of work for FY 2011. These documents are a work in 
progress due to continuously changing match requirements. The Lincoln 
District expects to increase its fuels work in 2011. The Lincoln District will 
also be spending a significant amount of time building capacity to fully 
implement CFLRP in the coming years. 

b. FY 2011 Funding Update 
i. The government is currently operating under a Continuing Resolution 

(CR) that will expire on 12/3. Between now and then, there is a window 
of opportunity to influence whether the next CR includes funding for 
CFLRP. It could include anywhere from $10 million to $40 million for the 
CFLR Fund. Members of Congress who have CFLRP projects in their 
districts will take an interest in getting these funds incorporated into the 
next CR. 

ii. In terms of planning for 2011, the options are to go forward with all the 
match, possibly borrow money from other CFLRP projects who didn’t use 
all of their FY 2010 money, or borrow money from the Region under the 
CR that the Forests can then pay back when CFLRP is funded. 

iii. We are not sure whether we’ll be re-competing for FY 2011 funding or 
how much we’ll receive. It is unlikely that we’ll have answers to these 
questions any time soon, and so we should move forward conservatively. 

iv. Status update on the planned list of work for FY 11. 
1. Keith would like to know what materials were sent 

out/given out to contractors so that we can ensure 
consistent messaging across the board. 

v. Public relations/communications update 
c. Work Plan and Annual Report 

i. The WO sent draft templates for both the work plan and annual report to 
the FS regions this week. Keith shared them with the SWCC. The WO 



would like comments on the drafts by noon on Friday. Final templates 
will be sent out in the next few weeks. 

ii. The Work Plan will be due around February 13th (180 days after August 
13th), and the Annual Report is due December 3rd. 

iii. After the group read the draft templates, they shared some comments 
that Keith will submit to the WO: 

1. In the annual report, double the space allotted for the narrative 
questions. 

2. The work plan is too narrowly focused on a subset of our 
restoration activities and should contain everything that is in the 
annual report.  

3. We would like the WO to provide more clarity about what 
constitutes biomass, whether we should report accomplishments 
when work is done on the ground or when contracts are obligated 
(there needs to be consistency one way or the other), whether 
the work plan is to be done annually or just once, and whether 
“CFLRP funds” means money from the CFLR Fund plus match or 
just money from the CFLR fund (if it’s the latter, we need a 
mechanism to track match funds as well). 

4. Question #6 asks us to document non-Federal investments, but it 
is impossible to document something in a plan because nothing 
has happened yet. We requested that this question be changed or 
clarified. 

5. The work plan should more explicitly describe when and where 
we’re going to do what work. 

iv. Other comments and suggestions from the SWCC regarding the work 
plan and annual report are: 

1. We need to have a 10-year plan of work for ourselves, regardless 
of what the WO requires, so that we have a clear understanding 
of what is going to happen when. 

2. Filling out the work plan and annual reports will require a lot of 
work from the FS staff because we are dealing with portions of 
three ranger districts on three forests. FS Budget Officers should 
be included in this work. 

3. We should connect our work plan to a GIS layer. 
4. The Monitoring Committee will actively work to ensure that the 

database created by UM for effectiveness monitoring meshes as 
closely as possible with the existing FS databases. 

5. We should more closely track our capacity to identify restoration 
measures and our progress toward these measures than what the 
current drafts require. This could be the responsibility of the FS-
housed CFLRP coordinator position that is being pursued. 

d. Answers from DC 



i. At the last SWCC meeting, several questions were raised. Scott spoke 
with Bill Timko, Tom Tidwell, and Scott Miller to get answers to those 
questions. In some instances, each three men had a different 
understanding of the Act. 

1. The CFLRP money is considered “no year” money, but this isn’t in 
writing.  

2. The Congressional intent in FLRA was that there would be only 10 
projects, period. In FS testimony about the bill before its passage, 
Gail Kimball confirmed this interpretation. However, now the FS is 
interpreting the language to mean that 10 new projects can be 
selected each year, leading to the possibility of more than 10 
projects being funded at any given time. If the CFLR Fund receives 
only $10 million in 2011, it is unlikely that any new projects would 
be added. However, if the Fund gets the full $40 million, there will 
be an opportunity to add new projects. Any opportunity to 
increase the authorized amount of money in the CFLR Fund won’t 
come until four or five years out. The amount of funding the 
SWCC receives will ultimately depend on how successful we were 
in previous years.  

3. Once a project is selected, it is essentially guaranteed some level 
of funding unless it fails to perform. 

4. The RAC is meeting next week to more clearly articulate their role 
moving forward and to reflect on the process thus far and identify 
ways to improve it. 

5. Regarding whether CFLR Fund money can be considered “new 
dollars,” the answer was “yes and no” – no, in the sense that it 
came out of FS appropriation, but yes, in the sense that it came 
out of an extra $50 million that the FS received over their normal 
budget. 

6. Match dollars should come from the Region, not from other areas 
of the Forest in question. We should refer back to our proposal 
for match calculations.  

e. Update on SW Crown coordination capacity 
i. The FS is currently conducting outreach around the idea of hiring a staff 

person to coordinate the FS side of the SWCC.  
ii. At the last meeting, SWCC members discussed the need for a non-agency 

SW Crown coordinator. Based on these conversations and input from the 
SWCC, Scott has been seeking funding for such a position and expects to 
hear good news on that front very soon. The position would be full-time 
and would be housed at TWS for the time being. It would be paid for 
entirely by outside money – no CFLR Fund money or Federal match would 
be used to pay for this position. 

1. The Monitoring Committee indicated their need for a coordinator 
as a separate position from the analyst they hope to hire in the 



future. Jim indicated that the coordinator position Scott described 
could fill that need very well. UM has $10,000 to put toward the 
position and could give this money to TWS to support their 
position. Scott and Jim will discuss how best to transfer the 
money. 

f. Community Outreach 
i. NWC, SEC, and the Swan District held a meeting in Condon about CFLRP 

on October 7th. Thirty people attended, which is a very good turnout. 
CFLRP was well received, and there was a lot of interest. There was 
nothing directly negative, but there appeared to be some political 
maneuvering regarding the biomass piece and who should lead that in 
the Swan. 

ii. Amber met with the Lewis & Clark County Commissioners to discuss 
CFLRP. They were very pleased and supportive. She also met with the 
Lincoln Community Council, emphasizing FY 2010 and 2011. They had 
questions about funding levels but were overall very positive. Amber 
wrote an article in the Lincoln paper covering the same information and 
received lots of good feedback. She also met with the president of the 
Ponderosa Snow Warriors. They’re building capacity to do more weed 
work and road maintenance on more than just a volunteer basis. This 
club has about 80% of Lincoln population, so Lincoln is very supportive of 
CFLRP. The club is hiring locally. 

1. Scott suggested that a presentation about the history of the 
partnership between the Lincoln District and the Ponderosa Snow 
Warriors would be beneficial to the SWCC. It could also be an 
interesting media story. Scott and Amber will get this on the 
November or December agenda. 

iii. CRC sponsored a meeting in Seeley about CFLRP. There was low turnout, 
but there have also been numerous articles in the paper providing the 
same information to the community. 

iv. There was a media tour in early October in Seeley highlighting weed 
treatments carried out as part of CFLRP. 

g. FS Update – Regional Leadership Meeting 
i. Debbie attended a Regional Leadership meeting last week that focused 

on collaboration. Leslie Weldon is very supportive of collaborative 
processes and wants to see more. She is supportive of CFLRP and the 
MFRC and associated RCs.  

ii. At the meeting, there was significant discussion about opportunities to 
change their funding model because the current model does not fit well 
with the collaborative process. Because appeals and litigation aren’t 
currently tied to project costs, it is difficult to see any cost-savings as a 
result of the collaborative process. Further, collaboration looks more 
expensive in the current funding model because there is more cost up-
front in terms of project development. There is a new director taking 



over Bruce Fox’s position, and when he arrives, there will be more 
discussion about this. 

iii. At the leadership meeting, they also talked about how to fund large, 
expensive efforts like CFLRP. FS funding has been flat for the past 10 
years (decreasing when you factor in inflation). There are no answers yet, 
but there is the acknowledgement that CFLRP is a high regional priority. 
The FS needs to be careful to not decimate other ranger districts who 
aren’t involved in CFLRP.  

1. The Region is going to begin getting the capacity in place to do the 
planning work for CFLRP. The requests from the CFLRP districts for 
RO funding were less than expected, which is good. 

2. We need hard metrics that show that spending more money up 
front on collaboration is ultimately less expensive than going 
through the non-collaborative model and then getting litigated. 
The FS doesn’t have the body of work to calculate those metrics 
yet. 

iv. The Leadership meeting also discussed “what is success in the 
collaborative model?” 

1. We need to make a strong case in our annual report that this is a 
long process and that we need assurance that we can count on 
this money over the next nine years in order to be successful. 

 
II. Charter and Governance 

a. The SWCC discussed the current draft Charter and suggested some minor edits 
to correct typos. There was also discussion about what we mean by “adequate 
diversity” under the Quorum section. At the end of discussion, the SWCC agreed 
that we should retain the “adequate diversity” working and leave it to SWCC 
members to make the proper judgment call in situations where a vote is needed. 

i. The group present voted unanimously to approve the Charter.  
ii. Between now and the next meeting, all participants will submit their 

statement of commitment to the Charter to officially be a member of the 
Collaborative. 

b. Debbie hasn’t cleared the Conflict of Interest Statement with the FS legal 
department yet. The SWCC will wait to approve this statement after we’ve heard 
back from the FS legal department.  

 
III. Prioritization Committee Report 

a. The Prioritization Committee developed a process for aggregating different 
projects and assigning priorities to them. Each District was charged with 
prioritizing based on those criteria. To date, the Swan has completed this 
prioritization, but Seeley and Lincoln have not. 

b. The larger SWCC needs to be involved in figuring out how priorities may change 
at various funding levels (i.e., should we do all the WUI work at the neglect of 
watershed work in a given year if the funding is short?). 



c. The Committee separated projects into three broad categories: Fire 
management, Aquatic mgmt/restoration, Terrestrial mgmt/restoration. They 
have not yet decided how to weight the different categories of work.  

i. After discussion with the larger group, the Committee decided that they 
will go back and revise their work to more closely reflect the Outputs 
Table with respect to project categories and the metrics to use in 
prioritizing them.  

ii. Scott will re-send the Outputs Table to the entire collaborative. 
d. The current cut at prioritization is essentially the rangers’ best guess. 
e. Bo should now have all the data layers he needs from all three districts in order 

to add a GIS component to the prioritization process.  
i. To date, none of the districts have developed GIS layers for the projects 

proposed under CFLRP, but they all recognize this as a high priority. 
ii. By our next meeting, the Prioritization Committee will know what they’d 

like Bo to generate in terms of maps that will inform the NEPA process.  
f. Scott showed the SWCC a pie chart that visually displays the Outputs Table. The 

group agreed that the Prioritization Committee should compare the FYs 2010 
and 2011 prioritization to the Outputs Table to see where we are in terms of the 
various categories that we promised in the Outputs It may be instructive to 
create a pie chart for each of these years. 

i. In reviewing the prioritization for FYs 2010 and 2011, non-CFLRP projects 
on NFS land that achieve the purposes of CFLRP should be included.  
LWCF should not because it cannot be considered a match – it is only 
leverage.  

g. Next steps: (Amber will lead) 
i. Revise the prioritization to more closely reflect the Outputs Table. 

ii. Get a commitment from forests for next 10 years worth of projects that 
they’ve laid out. 

iii. Determine what data layers (GIS) we need to help us with the 
prioritization question. 

iv. Look at the prioritization for FYs 2010 and 2011 and see how it matches 
up with the Outputs Table.  

v. Set up a meeting of the three districts to bring all the information 
together. 

 
IV. Monitoring Committee Report 

a. The Monitoring Committee met last week and identified three main areas they 
want to move forward on quickly. 

i. Weeds – They want to do a frequency analysis of weeds 
(presence/absence) using students and/or citizens and to do more 
sophisticated work of analyzing presence/absence of grasses and forbs 
using trained monitors in order to measure the objective of improved 
forage habitat. They can get started on this ASAP with approval from the 
full SWCC. 



ii. Fuels – They are currently trying to get a GIS of past fires and harvests as 
well as all past monitoring data in fuels for the three districts. 

iii. Socio-economic – They are not planning to do anything immediate 
because restoration work needs to happen on the ground before they 
can send out surveys asking for people’s responses to and feelings about 
those actions. 

b. They have an idea to “monitor the monitors” in order to better understand the 
most effective ways to use citizen monitors versus more professionally trained 
monitors. UM students in one of Cara’s classes would monitor the citizen 
monitors to see how accurate they are. Cara has money for this through her 
class, and this can qualify as match. 

c. A monitoring plan and budget for this year will be done by Christmas. Earliest 
boots on the ground will be February (socio-economic) and May (out in the 
field). 

d. Their primary need at this point is staff capacity. 
 

V. Thank-you BBQ Details (October 27 at Littlebirds in Seeley Lake) 
a. The BBQ will be held from 5 – 8pm on Wednesday, October 27th, at Littlebird’s 

Schoolhouse in Seeley Lake. Vicki at Littlebird’s will provide soup, salad, and chili 
at a cost of $10/person. Soup and salad, chili, $10/person. 

b. We need a final count of attendees by October 20th. 
c. Megan will ask Vicki about her indoor capacity. 
d. Invitation process 

i. Scott will send an email to everyone on the CFLRP list. 
ii. For those who wrote letters of endorsement, Scott and Debbie will send 

personal invitations and ask for RSVP. 
e. The event will cost roughly $500. Scott asked each non-profit partner to 

contribute $100. The Blackfoot Challenge, TNC, MCDC, and TWS all agreed to 
contribute.  

f. We will need to buy and bring our own alcohol.  
g. Scott will take the lead in rounding up informational materials for the event 

(overview document and map). 
 

VI. Communications/media discussion 
a. Website – Jim will follow up on the action item (to develop a prototype of a 

website) from August 31. 
b. The rangers will highlight a project from each area of the Outputs Table that is 

media-worthy. 
 

VII. Other items 
a. NFF is proposing convening some WestCAN peer learning sessions for the 10 

selected CFLRP projects, one each for the work plan, monitoring, and 
implementation through stewardship contracts and agreements. 

i. Scott suggested having one on the annual report. 



b. Scott is talking to NFF about serving as an information and education arm of a 
coalition of NGOs both from selected proposals and nominated proposals to 
advocate for CFLRP at the national level. 

c. NFF may be a good vehicle to use to link up monitoring with other CFLRP 
projects. 

d. Marnie will speak at a NFF conference in Tennessee about CFLRP and SW Crown. 
 

VIII. Next meeting(s) 
a. November 15th, December 7th, January 11th, February 8th 
b. All are 10am – 4pm at Lolo SO unless otherwise noted. 

 


