
 

 

Southwestern Crown Collaborative 
Meeting Notes 
April 10, 2012 

 
Present: Cory Davis*, Sandy Mack*, Scott Brennan*, Sarah Canepa*, Anne Dahl*, Megan 
Birzell*, Scott Eggeman, Roger Marshall, Amber Kamps*, Ken Barber*, Jon Haufler*, Tim Love*, 
Melanie Parker*, Rich Kehr*, Jim Burchfield*, Travis Belote* 
*Indicates voting member. 
 
Present by Proxy: Craig Rawlings* (Scott), Debbie Austin* (Tim), Chip Weber* (Rich) 
 
17 voting members present, representing a quorum out of 23 eligible voting members. 
 
Action Items: 

 Melanie, Anne, Rich, Sandy, and Megan will coordinate the meeting location and field 
tour details for the June 12th meeting. 

 Cory will send a draft press release to Megan to send to the Executive Committee for 
review. 

 
I. Welcome/Introductions  

a. Brief Updates 
i. UM has received the NFF funds for ecological indicator development 

ii. The vegetative work for the Auggie Fuels Reduction Project project was 
advertised yesterday as an IRTC.  

b. Review/approve notes from the March 20th meeting  
i. The notes were approved unanimously. 

 
II. Executive Committee Report  

a. New Partnership Committee draft charter 
i. A draft of the new proposed charter was passed around. 

ii. The goals of committee are to: 
1. Help coordinate and track CFLR/CFLN matching funds annually, 

and over the 10 year life of the program to ensure the SWCC 
meets the 1:1 match requirement 

2. Actively explore new CFLR/CFLN partnership opportunities to 
further the goals of the SWCC and meet or exceed our matching 
funds requirements 

3. Provide input to the SWCC on mechanisms and strategies to 
assure the long-term sustainability of collaborative restoration 
and monitoring with partners in the SW Crown beyond the sunset 
of the CFLR Program. 

iii. New additions to this charter that the SWCC hopes to see included in 
other subcommittee charters: 



 

 

1. Subcommittee charters should include language found in the 
SWCC charter explaining how input will be forwarded to 
interested parties in the event that a consensus cannot be 
reached. 

2. Subcommittee chairs should participate in and become members 
of SWCC for the term of their chairmanship (if they are not 
already members of the SWCC). The purpose of this clause is to 
ensure that subcommittees stay well-coordinated with the SWCC. 

iv. Makeup of the Partnership Committee 
1. Gary has volunteered to lead this Committee. 
2. Melanie, Sandy, Cory, and Megan are also interested in 

participating. 
3. Amber will serve as the Forest Service liaison for this Committee. 
4. Action Item: Megan will schedule a meeting of the Partnership 

Committee before the next SWCC meeting and will send that 
information out to the full SWCC so they can participate if they 
are able. 

b. Future of the Prioritization Committee 
i. As the Prioritization Committee nears the accomplishment of both of the 

goals it was set up to accomplish, discussions are emerging about 
whether there is a role for the Committee in the future or whether there 
might be a need for a new, different committee or working group to 
focus on future needs. 

ii. Future needs could include the following: 
1. Ensure that the Monitoring Committee knows where treatments 

are planned well in advance in order to facilitate planning of the 
monitoring field seasons. 

2. Develop a screen to help the SWCC evaluate planned projects 
relative to the CFLR goals and objectives. 

3. Spatially describe planned treatments so SWCC members know 
where treatments will occur. 

4. Engage the local collaboratives to discuss priorities over the next 
seven years and continue to bring the SW Crown landscape 
perspective to the table in these discussions 

5. Evaluate and provide input on CFLR projects that are not being 
developed with a local collaborative. 

c. Potential Action Item Recommendations: 
i. At the last SWCC meeting, the Committee discussed feedback it has 

received – both positive and negative – and developed a list of potential 
action items for the Executive Committee to consider. The potential 
action items are as follows: 

1. Take a closer look at how we deal with individual projects so we 
can help minimize inaccurate impressions. 



 

 

a. This should be discussed at an upcoming meeting with 
local collaborative leadership.  

b. It was suggested that, while the local collaboratives focus 
on big projects (i.e. Stonewall, Center Horse, Glacier Loon), 
the SWCC could focus more on other, smaller CFLR 
projects (i.e. district-wide weed spraying, hazard tree 
removal, etc.) to ensure they are consistent with CFLR and 
so that the SWCC has a better understanding of how CFLR 
funds are being spent. 

c. It would be helpful for the SWCC to have a calendar from 
the FS explaining the opportunities for engagement in pre-
NEPA planning.  

2. Potentially develop a minimum set of criteria in terms of making a 
recommendation on a project. 

a. This should be discussed at an upcoming meeting with 
local collaborative leadership. 

3. Consider an MOU between the SWCC and the local collaboratives 
to clarify relationships and roles. 

a. This should be discussed at an upcoming meeting with 
local collaborative leadership. 

b. The purpose of the MOU would be to clarify to ourselves 
and others the relationship between the four entities.  

c. If we decide to go this route, we should make sure that an 
MOU doesn’t inadvertently limit community participation 
and that it remains simple. 

d. It would be good to have a report out on the local 
collaboratives’ activities at SWCC meetings to help 
facilitate two-way communication between the groups. 

4. Consider moving meetings from daytime to nighttime 
occasionally. 

a. The SWCC agreed to hold our June 12th meeting and field 
tour in the afternoon and early evening to accommodate 
more community participation. 

5. Continue hosting some of our regular meetings in communities 
across the landscape. 

a. The SWCC agreed to hold our June 12th meeting in 
Condon. 

b. Action Item: Melanie, Anne, Rich, Sandy, and Megan will 
coordinate the meeting location and field tour details for 
the June 12th meeting. 

6. Consider holding an annual participation drive. 
a. This could be a good task for the new Partnership 

Committee. 



 

 

b. Jill Belsky’s monitoring work includes an annual workshop 
that could serve as a good forum for an annual 
participation drive.  

7. Continue working proactively to include the broader public in any 
field trips. 

a. This should be discussed at an upcoming meeting with 
local collaborative leadership. 

b. Local conservation groups’ field trips could also generate 
feedback for the SWCC and more ideas from the 
communities of the SW Crown. 

 
III. Prioritization Committee Report  

a. At their last meeting, the Prioritization Committee discussed ideas for next steps 
for the prioritization framework and agreed that we should engage the local 
collaboratives in this discussion. However, before diving into the prioritization 
discussion, the Committee felt that it was important for the leadership of the 
local collaboratives to meet with the SWCC leadership to discuss the relationship 
between the four entities. 

i. It’s important to remember that both the Lincoln and Lolo Restoration 
Committees submitted letters of support for the SWCC’s CFLR proposal in 
2010 and that the SWCC’s Landscape Strategy and CFLR proposal 
incorporated the 13 MFRC Restoration Principles. 

b. As a result of this, Sandy reached out to the leadership of the four entities, and a 
meeting has been scheduled for Wednesday, May 9th, from 1 – 4pm at the 
Seeley Lake Ranger District. The general purpose of the meeting is to clarify how 
the four entities engage with each other, and we anticipate that this will likely be 
the first of several joint meetings. 

i. Sandy is currently looking for suggested agenda items from the local 
collaboratives and SWCC members. 

c. Rich has been asked to provide an initial FY13 project list by April 18th.  
i. The SWCC is supportive of Rich moving forward with this and touching 

base with the collaborative as the list evolves. 
d. The Swan Lake Ranger District is hosting a public meeting to discuss the need for 

action in the Beaver Creek project area on May 2nd in Condon. They are also 
hosting a meeting on April 23rd to discuss alternative development for the Cold 
Jim project.  

 
IV. Monitoring Committee Report 

a. There is an NFF CFLR peer-learning call this Thursday from 12:00 – 1:30 to 
discuss monitoring across the CFLR program.   

b. FY 2012 Monitoring Projects 
i. Process: 

1. Two months ago, the four Monitoring Committee working groups 
brought forward a set of projects. The Monitoring Committee did 



 

 

an initial ranking of all the projects and then looked at the funds 
available relative to the rankings. They realized that no 
socioeconomic projects would be funded if the Forest Service 
decided to fund monitoring projects based on the straight 
rankings. As a result, they modified the proposed monitoring 
package in order to provide input to the Forest Service on a 
monitoring package that includes socioeconomic projects.  

ii. Changes since last meeting: 
1. The aquatics Nutrient/TSS Monitoring project would receive less 

than their full ask under the current package, and the Aquatics 
Working Group has expressed that they could still do meaningful 
monitoring with less funds.  

2. Three socioeconomics projects were added to the package to be 
submitted to the Forest Service as input for funding this year. Five 
more socioeconomic projects were identified as priorities for 
future funding.  

3. The Committee has decided to propose allocation of funds to a 
bird monitoring project even though the PI for the original 
proposed project has stepped aside. A new proposal for bird 
monitoring will be developed and fully vetted by the Monitoring 
Committee and SWCC before funds are awarded. The intent is to 
put the Forest Service in a position to make a decision about 
awarding funds before the end of FY 12 and use the funds to 
cover a field season in Spring 2013.   

iii. Breakdown of funds by Working Group: 
1. Aquatics – 31% 
2. Socioeconomics – 9% 

a. The low number here is due largely to the relative 
inexpensiveness of socioeconomic monitoring. 

3. Vegetation – 33% 
4. Wildlife – 27% 

iv. Where do we find the very detailed information about which parcels of 
land are included and who is actually doing the work? 

1. Project descriptions were in the appendices that Cory sent out, 
but they don’t get quite that specific. The specific locations for 
monitoring will be determined on an annual basis depending on 
where FS projects are planned. Cory will make sure that, as those 
decisions are being made, local groups are kept in the loop. As the 
long-term plan is finished, Cory’s role will likely shift more toward 
coordinating the implementation of the monitoring projects. 

2. One suggestion is to add an annual field work plan to the 
partnership agreement deliverables. 

3. If the local groups know when and where this is happening, they 
can highlight it in the local papers. 



 

 

v. Cory and Sandy are working to provide the project implementation 
information in a timely manner to the monitoring project leads so as to 
inform the monitoring projects.  

1. Implementation schedules are very important in terms of 
analyzing monitoring results. 

vi. Monitoring projects may need more than 10% of CFLR funds in the next 
two years to get the monitoring up and running but also may need less 
than 10% in further out years because it may not cost as much to 
maintain these projects. 

vii. Forest Plan monitoring is definitely not intended to be funded in any part 
with CFLR funds, but there is still not a clear consensus about whether or 
not CFLR funds should be used to fund both implementation and 
effectiveness monitoring.  

1. The SWCC has said that we would focus on effectiveness 
monitoring with the 10% allocation to monitoring in our CFLR 
proposal. 

2. CFLR allows those funds to cover implementation if there aren’t 
other funds available to cover that. 

3. There may be an opportunity for the local collaboratives to help 
with the implementation monitoring. 

4. We should look for ways in which implementation and 
effectiveness monitoring may be complementary. 

5. The Monitoring Committee will discuss this further. 
viii. VOTE: To convey to the FS our support for the FY2012 Monitoring Project 

Proposal Package as presented. 
1. Thumbs up: 14 
2. Thumbs sideways: 0 
3. Thumbs down: 0 
4. Recusals: 

a. Keith and Jon recused themselves because they are both 
PIs on some of the projects.  

5. Amber had to leave the meeting before the vote. 
c. Feedback on the FY 2012 proposal process 

i. Suggestions for explaining what we’re monitoring to a broader audience 
include:  

1. Presentations to local collaboratives, SWCC, and other audiences 
as identified. 

2. A press release associated with the finalization of this program of 
work.  

a. Action Item: Cory will send a draft press release to Megan 
to send to the Executive Committee for review. 

3. Ask project leads to provide a short, non-technical paragraph 
about their work. 



 

 

4. Make information about these projects available on the SWCC 
website. 

ii. Appreciate the amount of prioritization that happened at the Monitoring 
Committee level instead of forcing the full SWCC to vote on each 
individual project. 

d. MFRC hosted a Monitoring Workshop in late March that was well attended. 
Based on this workshop, it appears that the restoration committees are focused 
more on implementation monitoring and building trust by reviewing projects 
right after they are implemented. This complements well with the effectiveness 
monitoring we’re doing. 

e. The next Monitoring Committee meeting is next Thursday in Seeley Lake and will 
focus mostly on adaptive management. 

 
V. Next meetings: May 8, June 12 – in Condon, July 10, August 14 

 
VI. Adjourn 

 
 


