
 

 

Southwestern Crown Collaborative 
Meeting Notes 

February 14, 2012 
 
Present: Megan Birzell*, Cory Davis*, Sandy Mack*, Amber Kamps*, Anne Dahl*, Gary 
Burnett*, Anne Carlson*, Bev Yelczyn, Scott Brennan*, Craig Rawlings*, Adam Rissien, 
Dale Kerkvliet*, Blake Henning, Sarah Canepa*, Tim Love*, Gabe Furshong*, Keith 
Stockmann*, Chip Weber, Rich Kehr*, Angela Farr, Jon Haufler*, Tracy Stone-Manning, 
Dave Marr, Robert Rasmussen, Travis Belote*, Ken Barber*, Roger Marshall 
*Indicates voting member. 
 
Proxies: Tim has Debbie Austin’s* proxy; Gary has Rob Ethridge’s* and Anne Dahl’s* 
proxies; and Amber has Kevin Riordan’s* proxy. 
 
Action Item: 

 Megan will send out to SWCC an explanation of the difference between EMRI’s 
landscape assessment and their prioritization framework. 

 The subcommittee chairs will work with Sandy to ensure that their charters are 
in line with FACA within the next month. 

 
I. Welcome/Introductions/Brief Updates  

a. Review/approve notes from the January 10th meeting  
i. The notes were approved unanimously. 

b. Informational items: 
i. The Washington Office (WO) has selected 10 more projects under 

CFLR plus three additional collaborative restoration projects 
outside CFLR funding. 

ii. The preliminary FY12 budget shows that the forests affiliated with 
the SW Crown will share $3,098,000 in CFLR funds, which is $1 
million less than our full request. The forests should have their 
final budgets by February 24th. 

 
II. Informational Presentation from Tracy Stone-Manning about the Forest Jobs and 

Recreation Act  
a. Since the bill was introduced in July 2009, the mechanics of how the bill 

accomplishes restoration have changed quite a bit based on feedback 
from the public and the FS. 

b. The bill covers three geographies: The Three Rivers District of the 
Kootenai (and adjacent districts), the entire Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forest, and the Seeley Lake District of the Lolo National Forest.  

c. There are three parts to the bill: restoration, designated recreation areas, 
and designated wilderness.  

i. The restoration provisions of the bill don’t apply to Seeley District 
unless a local collaborative group decides to opt in. 



 

 

d. Forest Restoration Provisions to which Seeley could opt in: 
i. The bill applies a collaborative model for initiating one landscape-

level watershed project per year, prioritizing that those projects 
be done in areas with high road densities, in the WUI, and/or in 
places with poor wildlife connectivity. 

ii. The bill makes use of sections 104 – 106 of the Healthy Forest 
Restoration Act (HFRA) to accomplish this. It makes the entire 
applicable forest eligible to use the HFRA regulations in the 
development of forest restoration projects.  

1. These regulations allow the agency to conduct an 
environmental analysis with one alternative (plus the No 
Action alternative) and allow the addition of one more 
alternative if the Collaborative comes up with one of its 
own. 

2. These regulations also use the pre-decisional objections 
process. In addition, if one or more parties ask for it, a 
mediator will get involved in objections process. The 
purpose of this is to help reduce conflict, including 
litigation, as much as possible. 

iii. The bill also uses the judicial review portions of HFRA. It provides 
tighter timelines (60 days) for injunctions. It allows the judge to 
balance short and long-term harms and gives the judge greater 
ability to weigh the overall public and ecological good of the 
project. 

e. The bill would last for 15 years or until the FS reaches their prescribed 
mandates – whichever is later. 

f. The Beaverhead-Deerlodge Forest and Three Rivers District as defined in 
the bill also have vegetative treatment mandates that do not apply to the 
Seeley Lake District and would not apply even if the Seeley group opted 
in to the forest restoration provisions. 

g. The bill also includes restoration mandates that would not apply to the 
Seeley District under any circumstance. These mandates state that there 
shall be no more than 1.5 miles of road per square mile or that the FS 
plan standards for road densities shall be met – whichever is more 
stringent. The road densities are calculated by averaging, not section by 
section. 

i. Maintenance Level 1 roads will not count toward road densities. 
h. The bill also states that there shall be no new permanent roads in 

restoration project areas. 
i. The bill designates 666,000 acres of Wilderness. The vast majority of 

these additions are consistent with current forest plan documents.  
j. The bill designates recreation areas, largely in response to requests from 

the motorized community. The purpose of these designations is to keep 
what’s allowed on the landscape today available for the future. It also 



 

 

provides protections against development in these areas (i.e. no mining, 
no timber harvest, etc.). 

i. The purpose was not to dictate the amount of use on a landscape, 
but rather to help guide places of use on the landscape.  

ii. User-created routes that aren’t recognized by the FS would not be 
incorporated into the bill. 

k. The bill would allow the USFS to have a voting board member of the 
Blackfoot Challenge.  

l. The bill authorizes appropriations to carry out the work of the bill but 
also has provisions to prevent the redirection of funds from other sources 
to this bill – in other words: “You can’t rob Peter to pay Paul”. These 
funds can be spent on planning. 

m. The bill is a living document. Senator Tester continues to listen to 
suggestions for changes and the most up-to-date version is on Tester’s 
website.  

 
III. Prioritization Committee Report 

a. The Prioritization Committee met on February 10th to review EMRI’s draft 
landscape assessment draft and take an initial look at their prioritization 
framework. Both are predicated on remote sensing data but are two 
different documents. 

i. The Committee is reviewing the landscape assessment and will 
provide comments to EMRI by February 24th. 

b. The landscape assessment shows differences between current and 
historical conditions across the landscape and highlights those areas that 
have the greatest different between historical and current. The 
prioritization framework is a mapping exercise that highlights restoration 
opportunities across the landscape at a coarse-scale. Within the 
highlighted areas, ground-truthing would still need to be done to figure 
out exactly where to go and what types of restoration activities are 
appropriate for that landscape. 

i. The prioritization framework incorporates the IRPS and current FS 
project plans but does not take into account socioeconomic and 
other factors. 

ii. ACTION ITEM: Megan will send out to SWCC an explanation of the 
difference between EMRI’s landscape assessment and their 
prioritization framework.  

c. The Committee is meeting again on March 2nd to discuss the FY12 
projects and see how it lines up with the prioritization framework. 

d. The Committee’s next step beyond the prioritization framework is to 
identify a set of criteria by which they will evaluate project proposals to 
see how they fit in with the goals and objectives of the SWCC. They will 
provide this information as input to the FS. EMRI’s information may help 
with this process but is not a driver of it. 



 

 

 
IV. Monitoring Committee Report  

a. The Monitoring Committee proposed the following process for 
identifying and funding the FY12 monitoring program of work: 

i. Proposed process 
1. Each working group will develop a list of ranked projects 

with full descriptions in the draft long-term Monitoring 
Plan by February 17th. 

2. These projects will be presented at the Monitoring 
Committee meeting on February 23rd. 

3. Each Monitoring Committee working group will rank all 
projects based on the merits of each project and their 
responsiveness to the CFLR goals by March 11th. 

4. Each working group will be given one vote. The final 
rankings of each of the four working groups will be tallied 
to determine the overall ranking for the Monitoring 
Committee by March 12th. 

5. The full list of projects will be made available to the SWCC 
for initial feedback on March 13th. Feedback will be due by 
March 22nd. 

6. The working groups will then re-evaluate their lists and 
budgets in light of SWCC comments and budget 
constraints by April 1st. 

7. The Monitoring Committee and working group chairs will 
meet to finalize the project list on April 2nd. 

8. Final recommendations will be presented to the SWCC on 
April 10th. 

ii. The next Monitoring Committee meeting is scheduled for 
Thursday, February 23rd at the Regional Office from 12-4pm. The 
project proposals will be presented, and this will be the best way 
to find out about the details of the projects.   

iii. Descriptions of all projects are in the draft long-term plan. 
b. Potential issues and how they are addressed: 

i. Conflicts of interest during the ranking process. 
1. Members will not rank their own projects. The SWCC’s 

conflict of interest policy will apply in full. 
ii. 20% partnership funding requirement. 

1. Some people are worried that they can’t reach the 20% 
match requirement for partnership agreements with the 
FS.  

2. The Committee may look at other mechanisms for funding 
in these cases. 



 

 

3. We need to do a better job of capturing the match that we 
already have and clearly articulating what counts as match 
and what doesn’t. 

iii. Voting to prevent a project. 
1. This is allowed in the voting process, consistent with the 

charter. 
iv. Line officer and internal FS feedback. 

1. The Committee is trying to incorporate FS feedback at all 
levels as the process goes forward, but there is concern 
that not everyone will have time to weigh in. 

v. Timing of the long-term plan completion and consideration of 
outside proposals 

1. There has been discussion about potentially setting aside a 
certain portion of monitoring funds for outside proposals 
that may not have been thought of within the Monitoring 
Committee.  

vi. It was suggested that the national indicators work should be 
funded from outside the 10% monitoring budget. 

c. There was discussion about whether a public RFP is appropriate to solicit 
monitoring proposals for FY12. Ultimately, the group agreed that a public 
RFP is not necessary because neither the SWCC nor its monitoring 
committee are grant-making or contracting entities. The Monitoring 
Committee is not a granting body and has no funds to grant. The 
Committee’s purpose is to develop and implement a coordinated, long-
term monitoring plan in order to monitor the effects of the CFLR program 
on the SW Crown landscape. The Committee, which is open to anyone 
who wants to participate, has spent a considerable amount of time 
developing ideas about how best to answer the monitoring questions 
derived from the CFLR goals and objectives. These ideas are in the draft 
long-term monitoring plan, which will be reviewed broadly. In seeking to 
implement the plan, the Committee is trying to integrate various 
monitoring projects as much as possible in order to be time- and cost-
effective. There is concern that a public RFP process would potentially 
result in many un-related, un-coordinated monitoring projects that don’t 
accomplish the goals of CFLR. The Monitoring Committee’s, and the 
SWCC’s, input to the FS regarding how to spend the CFLR monitoring 
funds does not allocate funds and is simply input that the FS may or may 
not heed. 

d. This year, the Monitoring Committee is faced with a timing issue because 
they are trying to develop a long-term plan and to recommend 
monitoring projects for FY12 funding at the same time. Every project 
proposed for FY12 is in the long-term plan. 

 
V. Executive Committee Report  



 

 

a. The Executive Committee presented several proposed revisions to the 
SWCC Charter to clarify that the SWCC is not managed or controlled by 
the FS and that the SWCC receives no funds from the FS. These revisions 
were presented for a vote to the SWCC. 

i. The Office of General Counsel has reviewed the charter.  
ii. There are still questions about quorums and proxies, but the 

group agreed to the changes today and will continue working 
toward clearer language regarding quorums and proxies. 

iii. VOTE: To approve the SWCC Charter as amended. 
1. The motion was approved unanimously. 21 thumbs up, 0 

thumbs sideways. 
iv. The vote to amend the charter resulted in a vacant co-chair 

position. The group agreed to elect a new co-chair to fill the 
remainder of Debbie’s term (until September 30, 2012) at the 
March SWCC meeting. There will be an open nomination process 
between now and the next meeting. 

v. ACTION ITEM: The subcommittee chairs will work with Sandy to 
ensure that their charters are in line with FACA within the next 
month. 

b. The Executive Committee presented one proposed revision to the SWCC 
Conflict of Interest statement in response to questions and suggestions 
both within and outside the SWCC. 

i. VOTE: To approve the COI statement as amended. 
1. The motion was approved unanimously. 21 thumbs up, 0 

thumbs sideways. 
c. The Executive Committee discussed the need to have a coordinated plan 

going forward regarding what our resource and capacity needs are, how 
we’ll meet them, who will take the lead on which proposals, what the 
timelines are, etc. There is a need to be much more coordinated moving 
forward. Based on this need, they recommend the formation of a 
Partnership Committee focused on finding and coordinating non-federal 
matching opportunities for implementation and monitoring of CFLR 
projects in the SW Crown. The Executive Committee will develop a draft 
mission/purpose statement for such a committee and present it to the 
SWCC at the March meeting. 

d. Scott is working with NFF to develop a web-based peer-learning call 
illustrating examples of CFLR projects that are making use of the 
opportunity to raise matching and leverage funds to support CFLR 
activities, including discussion of their strategies, sources of leverage, and 
tracking mechanisms. 

e. NFF has made $10,000 available to each CFLR project to fund the 
development of ecological indicator targets or social surveys. The 
Executive Committee recommends that this money be used to fund part 
of Cory’s salary to help develop the targets. This will free up $10,000 of 



 

 

CFLR monitoring funds for on-the-ground monitoring. Karen DiBari with 
NFF has said that this is an appropriate use of the funds. 

i. VOTE: To prepare a grant proposal for NFF to fund a portion of 
Cory’s salary to help develop the ecological indicator targets.  

1. The motion was approved unanimously. 20 thumbs up, 0 
thumbs sideways. 

a. Cory recused himself. 
ii. There was discussion about whether we could leverage this with 

another 10k of private money. If anyone has any ideas about this, 
they should discuss it with Sandy and Cory before this Friday, 
February 17th.  

 
VI. Communications Committee Report  

a. The Communications Committee developed a 2011 Annual Update 
highlighting the work of the SWCC. A draft version was circulated to the 
SWCC several weeks ago. 

i. VOTE: To approve the update as presented today. 
1. The motion was approved unanimously. 21 thumbs up, 0 

thumbs sideways. 
b. Perspective on CFLR-consistent and non-CFLR-consistent projects 

i. The Communications Committee, at the request of the SWCC, 
recently discussed the issue of combining CFLR and non-CFLR 
components within one project and provided the following 
summary: 

1. This issue was raised initially based on the Glacier Loon 
project in the Swan. A decision has not been made on this 
project yet, and the Committee acknowledged that there 
is still time for the project to be brought into full 
consistency with the CFLR goals and objectives. If it 
doesn’t, then one option is to not use CFLR funds for any 
portion of the project. Another is to clearly articulate that 
CFLR funding is only being used for the CFLR-consistent 
portions of the project. 

2. In thinking about the issue more broadly, the Committee 
agreed that it’s best to address the issue on a case-by-case 
basis because all projects are different. If the SWCC 
adopted a broad-brush policy going forward, it would run 
the risk of losing the nuance of each project’s issues. 
Further, the Committee recognized that the Glacier Loon 
project was conceived pre-CFLR, and there is a reasonable 
expectation that projects going forward will be more 
consistent with CFLR in their early design phases. 

ii. The SWCC discussed this issue further, and ideas going forward 
include: 



 

 

1. Develop a project in which the Purpose and Need are 
taken directly from FLRA while maintaining consistency 
with the Forest Plan.  

2. Be as clear as possible in the Scoping Notice about what 
portions of the project will be funded with which types of 
funding. 

3. Be mindful about the issues at play, be deliberate in the 
actions we take, and monitor the results in order to learn 
from them. 

4. Continue to be open and transparent. 
iii. Some expressed concern that the public may not understand that 

there are non-CFLR projects occurring within the SW Crown 
concurrently with CFLR projects. 

iv. Rich is currently mapping out a timeline with touch points for the 
SWCC to be involved in future projects that are just in their 
infancy. 

 
VII. Next meetings: March 20, April 10, May 8 

a. Please note the date change for the March meeting. 
 
VIII. Adjourn 
 
 


