
Southwestern Crown Collaborative 
Meeting Notes 
July 12, 2011 

 
Present: Megan Birzell*, Scott Brennan*, Ken Barber*, Chris Partyka, Keith Stockmann*, 
Mo Bookwalter*, Amber Kamps*, Sandy Mack, Cory Davis, Rob Ethridge*, Gary 
Burnett*, Angela Farr, Sarah Canepa*, Marnie Criley*, John Ingebretson, Melanie 
Parker, Rich MacAfee, Joe Kerkvliet*, Jim Burchfield* 
*Indicates voting member. 
 
Present by Proxy (in parentheses): Travis Belote* (Megan), Anne Carlson* (Megan), 
Cara Nelson* (Megan), Chris Bryant* (Megan), Tim Love* (Amber), Rich Kehr* (Amber), 
Debbie Austin* (Amber), Craig Rawlings* (Scott), Dale Kerkvliet* (Gary), Anne Dahl* 
(Mo) 
 
Action Items: 

• Megan will send out an email asking voting members for input on the August 
meeting. 

• Gary, Sarah, and Mo will convene a call to discuss plans for the August meeting. 
• Megan will draft a letter to the FS with the SWCC’s recommendations for 

funding monitoring proposals and will send it out to the voting membership on 
Wednesday, July 13th for review.  

• Scott will transmit the final monitoring proposal recommendations letter to the 
FS by Thursday, July 14th.  

 
I. Review/approve notes from the June 7th meeting  

i. The notes from the June 7, 2011 SWCC meeting were approved 
unanimously. (21 thumbs up) 

II. Updates/New Information/Progress since last meeting  
a. FY 2011 funding update 

i. The three districts have finalized their FY 2011 CFLR budgets and 
are currently working through contingency plans in case the Colt 
Summit project is enjoined.  

ii. The districts are also working to reallocate money that was 
originally targeted for prescribed burning that is unlikely to 
happen this year due to narrow burn windows.  

iii. All contracts for FY 2011 CFLR projects are in the works, and the 
FS is currently finalizing the last of the agreements (except for 
monitoring agreements). 

III. Subcommittee Reports and Key Questions  
a. Executive 

i. The Executive Committee recommends a swift, after-action 
review of the monitoring proposal process to discuss lessons 
learned and recommendations for next year’s process. 



ii. The Executive Committee requests FACA/NEPA/FOIA training for 
the full collaborative as soon as is feasible to ensure full 
compliance and understanding of these important laws. 

iii. August Meeting 
1. The August SWCC meeting will be held on Wednesday, 

August 24th, at the Seeley Lake Community Hall. (The Hall 
was not available on the 23rd). The Community Hall costs 
$75 to rent. 

a. Rob Ethridge of DNRC offered to cover the cost of 
renting the Community Hall. 

2. The general thought is to hold the Executive Committee 
meeting from 8 – 10am, the SWCC meeting from 10am – 
12:30pm, and to add a field tour in the afternoon. 

3. ACTION ITEMS: 
a. Megan will send out an email asking voting 

members for input on the August meeting. 
b. Gary, Sarah, and Mo will convene a call to discuss 

plans for this meeting. 
b. Prioritization  

i. The Prioritization Committee met last week. EMRI provided an 
update on their progress with the baseline analysis contract. They 
are still on track to complete their work this fall. 

1. The idea was presented to hold a workshop explaining 
EMRI’s work on this contract and the methods they are 
using. It was suggested that this workshop be held in the 
fall and be open to anyone who is interested in 
participating. The workshop would also be a good time to 
bring other ideas, such as the socioeconomic R-CAT 
analysis,  to the table that could complement EMRI’s work 
and help us develop a full prioritization picture.   

ii. The group briefly discussed the Watershed Condition Framework 
(WCF) and ultimately decided that there is not enough time to 
integrate this effort with our work given the July 15th WCF 
deadline.  

1. Rich said that one of the two priority watersheds on the 
Flathead National Forest will likely be in the SW Crown.  

c. Monitoring 
i. At the June meeting, the group formed a Data Management 

Subcommittee. Anyone who is interested is welcome to 
participate. 

ii. Cory can provide the draft national monitoring indicators that 
were developed at the June Denver workshop if anyone is 
interested. 

d. Communications  



i. The Communications Committee is currently working to 
coordinate site visits in the SW Crown in August. They will work 
with Mo and Gary to discuss whether this should be coordinated 
with the August SWCC meeting in Seeley. 
 

IV. Review monitoring proposals & make recommendations to the FS 
a. Executive Committee Process 

i. The Executive Committee, with access to input from other 
members, developed consensus recommendations to the SWCC 
regarding the monitoring proposals. 

ii. They first discussed the filters each member used when 
individually reviewing the monitoring proposals. Filters applied 
include the following: 

1. Did the principal investigator (PI) follow the process and 
answer all the questions in the request for proposal (RFP)? 

2. How is the proposal applicable to CFLR goals and 
objectives (the Act)?  

3. If it is a project-specific proposal, how will the results of 
the monitoring be transferable to the SW Crown 
landscape-level?  

4. Will the proposal need funding in future years? 
5. Are there opportunities to combine proposals to improve 

cost efficiencies? 
6. Are all resource groups represented in our funding 

recommendations?  
7. Does the proposal flow out of conversations within the 

Monitoring Committee over the past year? 
iii. The Executive Committee then separated out “must fund” and 

“must not fund” proposals into two separate groups based on 
individual review of proposals. Where consensus to fund a 
proposal was immediate, they discussed whether any changes 
were needed to the proposal and whether it could be integrated 
with other proposals. Where consensus was not immediate, the 
Committee worked together to find compromises that were 
amenable to all members.  

iv. The Executive Committee recommended some changes in funding 
level in order to adequately fund all recommended projects while 
staying at the $350,000 CFLR fund allocation level. 

b. Executive Committee Recommendations: 
i. The Executive Committee recommends that the following 

proposals be funded at the following levels: 
1. Proposal #1: Coordination and Data Management of 

Overall SWCC Monitoring Program (Cory’s Salary; Jim 
Burchfield lead; original request $71,500) 



a. Fund at 100% ($71,500). 
2. Proposal #2: Understanding Residents’ Attitudes about the 

SWCC and acceptance/support of natural and prescribed 
fire inside and outside the WUI (Joe Kerkvliet lead; original 
request: $39,600) 

a. Fund at 90% ($35,600). 
3. Proposal #3: Fire Management Options and Costs (Keith 

Stockmann lead; original request $5,100) 
a. Fund at 90% ($4,590). 

4. Proposal #4: Developing, Testing, and Implementing 
Sampling Protocols to Assess the Efficacy and Ecological 
Effects of Forest Restoration and Fuels Treatments 
(Andrew Larson lead; original request $55,014)) 

a. Fund at $140,984 with the caveat that the principle 
investigator (PI) work with the PIs of Proposals #6 
and #7 to integrate their work under this 
proposal’s overall framework. 

5. Proposal #5: SWCC Meadow Smith Old Growth Monitoring 
(Renate Bush lead; original request $14,000) 

a. Fund at 45% ($6,300). 
6. Proposal #6: Fire History and Fire/Fuels Monitoring (John 

Ingebretson lead; original request $40,000) 
a. Integrate the fire/fuels monitoring portion of this 

proposal, and its budget, under the umbrella of 
Proposal #4. 

b. Do NOT fund the fire history portion of this 
proposal. 

7. Proposal #7: First-Year Post-Treatment Monitoring of 
Roadside and Aerial Herbicide Treatments (Cara Nelson 
lead; original request $61,635) 

a. Integrate this proposal, and its budget, under the 
umbrella of Proposal #4. 

8. Proposals #8 – 11 (Aquatics) 
a. Ask the Aquatics Working Group to re-develop 

their four proposals into one, integrated proposal 
in the ball park of $50,000 CFLR fund request. Their 
new proposal should do the following: 

i. Respond to the specific RFP questions 
ii. Show match and partnership, particularly 

maximizing the match provided by the 
GNLCC grant. 

iii. Connect project-level work to the 
landscape-scale 



iv. Realistically address the projected need for 
future expenditures 

9. Proposal #13 (Multi-Species Carnivore Baseline Inventory 
in the SW Crown Landscape; Scott Tomson lead, original 
request $25,000)  

a. Fund at 90% ($22,500). 
10. Proposal #14: Development of Habitat Models and 

Identification of Vegetation Parameters for Monitoring 
Wildlife Responses to SWCC Treatments (Jon Haufler lead; 
original request $33,970) 

a. Fund at 90% ($30,573). 
ii. The Executive Committee recommends that the following 

proposals not be funded: 
1. Proposal #12: Piloting a chronosequence approach for 

monitoring the effectiveness and ecological effects of 
management activity (Dick Hutto lead; original request 
$62,051) 

2. Proposal #15: Meadow Smith Old Growth Avian 
Monitoring (Steve Anderson lead; original request 
$13,000) 

c. SWCC Process 
i. The SWCC members reviewed and discussed the Executive 

Committee’s recommendations and voted on each proposal 
(whether to fund and at what level to fund) that was 
recommended for funding by that committee.  

ii. The Committee Report that accompanied the FLRA was reviewed, 
and it states the following concerning monitoring: 

1. “Paragraph (4) requires the Secretary, in consultation with 
the Secretary of the Interior and interested stakeholders, 
to use a multiparty monitoring, evaluation, and 
accountability process to assess the positive or negative 
ecological, social, and economic effects of projects 
implementing a selected proposal for not less than 15 
years after project implementation commences. This 
provision recognizes the experimental nature of 
landscape-scale ecological restoration and the importance 
of collecting, analyzing, and sharing that information to 
advance the underlying goals of the Program.” (Committee 
Report pages 14-15) 

iii. When consensus reached, consensus letter will be sent to Debbie 
stating our recommendations. Then SWCC’s work is done. PI’s will 
have more work to do. 

iv. The group discussed the need for a feedback mechanism to the 
Monitoring Committee to see if they can actually do their 



proposed work under new guidelines (i.e. a change in focus or 
change in funding level) and agreed that those issues will need to 
be worked out between the decision maker (the FS) and the PI. 

d. Voting on Executive Committee’s Recommendations 
i. Proposal #1: Coordination and Data Management of Overall SWCC 

Monitoring Program 
1. The SWCC unanimously recommends funding the SWCC 

Monitoring Coordinator position at the requested 
amount of $71,500. 

2. Votes: 
a. Recommend to approve proposal: 20 thumbs up, 0 

thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down 
b. Recommend to approve funding level: 20 thumbs 

up, 0 thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down 
3. Notes: 

a. Cory expressed a desire to seek outside funding to 
fund at least part of this position in future years. 
This would free up more CFLR funds for specific 
monitoring projects. 

b. Only 20 members were present for this vote 
because member Jim Burchfield had not yet arrived 
at the meeting. 

ii. Proposal #2: Understanding Residents’ Attitudes about the SWCC 
and acceptance/support of natural and prescribed fire inside and 
outside the WUI* - $35,600 

1. The SWCC did not reach consensus to approve this 
project. 

2. Votes: 
a. Recommend to approve proposal: 10 thumbs up, 9 

thumbs sideways, 1 thumbs down.  
b. Recommend to approve funding level: Vote not 

taken.  
3. Notes: 

a. Joe Kerkvliet, the principal investigator, recused 
himself from this vote. 

4. Discussion:  
a. Keith has spoken with OMB and found out that it 

would likely take 6-9 months to get OMP approval 
for a public survey that would be statistically 
analyzed. The approval would just be for three 
years, and therefore we would have to see re-
approval if we wanted to re-run the survey in out-
years.  



b. Jim voted thumbs down on this proposal and cited 
concerns with the design and methodology as well 
as the obstacle of needing OMB approval.  

c. Per the SWCC Charter, Jim agreed to develop an 
alternative socioeconomic monitoring proposal for 
consideration by the SWCC. 

d. The group agreed to recommend holding some 
money aside for socioeconomic monitoring, 
pending Jim’s forthcoming proposal.  

e. Scott recommended an after-action discussion item 
about how to ensure that proposals brought 
forward to the Executive Committee from the 
Monitoring Committee have the full support of the 
Monitoring Committee Chair.   

iii. Proposal #3: Fire Management Options and Costs 
1. The SWCC unanimously recommends funding the Fire 

Management Options and Costs proposal at $4,590. 
2. Votes: 

a. Recommend to approve proposal: 19 thumbs up, 0 
thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down 

b. Recommend to approve funding level: 19 thumbs 
up, 0 thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down 

3. Notes 
a. Keith Stockmann, the principal investigator for this 

project, recused himself from this vote. 
b. Only 19 members were present for this vote 

because member Jim Burchfield had not yet arrived 
at the meeting and Keith recused himself. 

c. The recommended funding level represents a 10% 
decrease in funding from the original proposal. 

iv. Proposal #5: SWCC Meadow Smith Old Growth Monitoring 
1. The SWCC recommends funding the SWCC Meadow 

Smith Old Growth Monitoring proposal at $6,300. 
2. Votes: 

a. Recommend to approve proposal: 19 thumbs up, 2 
thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down. 

b. Recommend to approve funding level: 21 thumbs 
up, 0 thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down. 

3. Notes 
a. The recommended funding level represents a 55% 

decrease in funding from the original proposal. This 
decrease is due to a lack of matching funds 
identified in the original proposal. Further, because 
this project has already collected pre-treatment 



data, it was less clear how this post-treatment 
monitoring would meet over all CFLR monitoring 
objectives. The SWCC requests that the principal 
investigator seek matching funds to cover the 
remaining portion of funds. 

v. Proposal #13: Multi-Species Carnivore Baseline Inventory in the 
SW Crown Landscape 

1. The SWCC recommends funding the Multi-Species 
Carnivore Baseline Inventory in the SW Crown Landscape 
proposal at $22,500 with a recommendation that the 
principal investigator work with Andrew Larson (principal 
investigator for Proposal #4) to determine whether there 
is any opportunity for integration with Proposal #4. 

2. Votes: 
a. Recommend to approve proposal with 

recommendation described above: 21 thumbs up, 
0 thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down 

b. Recommend to approve funding level: 20 thumbs 
up, 1 thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down. 

3. Notes: 
a. Mo Bookwalter recused herself from this vote. 
b. The recommended funding level represents a 10% 

decrease in funding from the original proposal. 
c. The one thumbs sideways in the funding level vote 

was due to a concern that the 10% reduction in 
funding may make the proposal infeasible. 

vi. Proposal #14: Development of Habitat Models and Identification 
of Vegetation Parameters for Monitoring Wildlife Responses to 
SWCC Treatments 

1. The SWCC unanimously recommends funding the 
Development of Habitat Models and Identification of 
Vegetation Parameters for Monitoring Wildlife 
Responses to SWCC Treatments proposal at $30,573 with 
the recommendation that the principal investigator work 
with Andrew Larson (principal investigator for Proposal 
#4) to determine whether there is any opportunity for 
integration with Proposal #4. 

2. Votes: 
a. Recommend to approve proposal with 

recommended change described above: 21 thumbs 
up, 0 thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down 

b. Recommend to approve funding level: 21 thumbs 
up, 0 thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down 

3. Notes: 



a. The recommended funding level represents a 10% 
decrease in funding from the original proposal. 

vii. Proposal #4: Developing, Testing, and Implementing Sampling 
Protocols to Assess the Efficacy and Ecological Effects of Forest 
Restoration and Fuels Treatments 

1. The SWCC recommends that the “Developing, Testing, 
and Implementing Sampling Protocols to Assess the 
Efficacy and Ecological Effects of Forest Restoration and 
Fuels Treatments” proposal at $140,984 with a 
recommendation that the principal investigator work 
with the principal investigators for the fire/fuels 
monitoring portion (not fire history) of Proposal #6 (John 
Ingebretson, lead) and Proposal #7 (Continuation of 
Weed Monitoring – Cara Nelson, lead) to incorporate 
those proposals into the integrated design described in 
this proposal (#4).  

2. Votes: 
a. Recommend to approve proposal with additional 

change described above: 19 thumbs up, 1 thumbs 
sideways, 0 thumbs down 

b. Recommend to approve funding level: 20 thumbs 
up, 0 thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down 

3. Notes: 
a. Mo Bookwalter recused herself from this vote. 
b. The recommended funding level represents the 

summation of the original funding requests for 
Proposals #4, #6, and #7 with a 10% overall 
reduction. 

c. If the principal investigators are unable to integrate 
their proposals, the SWCC requests a thorough and 
clear explanation as to why this is infeasible. 

4. Discussion:  
a. The group agreed that it may not be possible to 

perfectly integrate some of these proposals and 
that we need to keep that in mind. The group’s 
request for integration is due to a desire to lower 
costs and use consistent methodology, not to 
overcomplicate things. 

b. Amber explained that, even within this proposal as 
amended, the FS won’t necessarily obligate 
$141,000 to the PI for Proposal #4. Some funding 
may stay internal to the FS and be allocated to the 
PI for Proposal #6 (John Ingebretson). Some of it 



may go directly to a non-profit partner to help with 
portions of Proposal #7. 

c. Essentially, the group agreed that they approve 
Proposals #4, #6, and #7, but they want to see a 
rigorous exploration of whether they can be 
integrated. If the PIs conclude that their proposals 
can’t be integrated, they need to provide a strong 
justification for why that is the case.   

viii. Proposal #16: Aquatics Monitoring* 
1. The SWCC recommends that the Aquatics Working Group 

of the SWCC Monitoring Committee rework their four 
proposals (#8, #9, #10, and #11) into a collaboratively 
developed proposal or proposals in the amount of 
$50,000.  The resulting proposal should reflect a unified 
vision for aquatic monitoring, respond to all questions 
posed in the RFP, maximize matching funds from the 
Great Northern Landscape Conservation Cooperative and 
any other sources, explain what future funding will be 
required, and address the feasibility of this future 
funding.   

2. Votes:  
a. Recommend to approve proposal: 18 thumbs up, 1 

thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down 
b. Recommend to approve funding level: 18 thumbs 

up, 1 thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down 
3. Notes: 

a. Ken Barber and Mo Bookwalter recused 
themselves from voting. 

b. The thumbs sideways votes reflect Rich Kehr’s 
views that the cutthroat genetics monitoring is a 
high priority. 

c. One SWCC member was impressed with the 
approach taken by the four submitted aquatics 
proposals in terms of developing strong pilot 
studies.  

d. Another member expressed a view that Proposals 
#10 (Demonstration of NetMap) and #11 
(Calibration of GRAIP) seem well integrated and 
should be prioritized over Proposals #8 (Cutthroat 
Genetics Monitoring) and #9 (Synthesizing Data 
with Existing Reporting Frameworks). 

e. Some members expressed a concern about 
perceived lack of integration and cohesiveness 



between the road-focused and exotics-focused 
proposals. 

f. Others expressed a lack of clear understanding of 
the proposals because they were not presented in 
the format of the RFP and the budgets were not 
fully explained. 

e. New Recommendations Developed by the SWCC 
i. Proposal #17: Undetermined Socioeconomics Monitoring 

1. The SWCC recommends that up to $23,600 be allocated 
toward participation in the development of a national 
socioeconomic survey involved all CFLR programs and/or 
a socioeconomic monitoring proposal from the SWCC 
Monitoring Committee to be developed by July 22nd. 

2. Votes: 
a. Recommend to approve proposal: 21 thumbs up, 0 

thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down 
b. Recommend to approve funding level: 16 thumbs 

up, 5 thumbs sideways, 0 thumbs down 
3. Notes: 

a. This proposal emerged after Proposal #2 
(Understanding Residents’ Attitudes about the 
SWCC and Acceptance/Support of Natural and 
Prescribed Fire Inside and Outside the WUI) was 
voted down by member Jim Burchfield. Jim agreed 
to submit an alternative proposal, per the SWCC 
Charter, to the Executive Committee by July 22nd. 

b. Sandy and Keith mentioned that a small, non-SWCC 
group is exploring potential for the development of 
a consistent survey across all CFLR programs. 

c. The recommended maximum funding level for this 
proposal was determined by subtracting the sum of 
all the other recommended proposals from the 
targeted $350,000 funding level for all monitoring.  

f. Next Steps 
i. Megan will draft a letter to the FS with the SWCC’s 

recommendations for funding. She will send it out to the voting 
membership tomorrow for review.  

ii. Scott will transmit the final letter to the FS by Thursday, July 14th.  
iii. The FS Line Officers are meeting on Friday and will review these 

recommendations before making a final decision.  
iv. The deadline for submitting participating agreements, with 

financial information, is August 1st. 
v. The appropriate FS officers will work with the PIs to get all the 

paperwork completed.  



vi. The FS would like to have revised proposals from PIs by July 22nd. 
 

V. Other Items  
a. Use of biomass from SWCC projects by UM biomass facility  

i. Jim reported that the UM biomass proposal is going forward. They 
plan to begin delivering wood heat in early 2013. UM will need a 
staging facility to store chips. Jim has volunteered Lubrecht as a 
potential staging facility. He suggested that this could be good 
publicity for the SWCC, although we can’t guarantee that chips 
stored at this facility will all come from SWCC CFLR projects. A 
decision about the staging facility needs to be made in the next 6-
8 months. 

ii. The SWCC agreed to take this up at a later date. 
b. Biomass update from Angela 

i. The USFS Northern received four out of 17 woody biomass 
utilization grants. Pyramid Mountain Lumber and UM were two of 
the grant recipients.   

ii. Pyramid (and Stoltz Lumber, another recipient) are facing new 
challenges, however, regarding their proposed 5MW 
cogeneration facilities and their proposal to sell power to co-ops. 
Bonneville Power has now said that it doesn’t need the power. 
This has essentially thrown cold water on new development 
prospects. Pyramid and Stoltz will still receive their grants and will 
work toward some sort of project, but it’s now not clear whether 
it’ll be a 5MW cogeneration facility.  
 

VI. Next meetings: August 24 (in Seeley), September 13, October 11, November 8, 
December 13 
 

VII. Adjourn 
 
 


