
 

 

Southwestern Crown Collaborative 
Meeting Notes 

May 8, 2012 
 
Present: Keith Stockmann*, Chip Weber*, Scott Brennan*, Travis Belote*, Megan 
Birzell*, Gary Burnett*, Jeanne Plummer, Jim Innes, Tim Love*, Anne Carlson*, Gary 
Tabor, Heather Gott, Sandy Mack*, Amber Kamps*, Anne Dahl*, Kate Walker, Ken 
Barber*, Rich Kehr*, Marnie Criley*, Kevin Riordan*, Jon Haufler*, Sarah Canepa* 
*Indicates voting member 
 
Action Items: 

 At the next SWCC meeting, we will run through all the projects planned for 
implementation this field season as well as all the monitoring projects planned 
for implementation this field season.  

 Cory, Sandy, Megan will take the needs identified today and develop a few 
straw-man structures for how to address these needs. 

 
I. Welcome/Introductions 

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

 
II. Preliminary plans for a long-term Integrated Resource Service Contract/IDIQ  

a. The Northern Region of the FS has been working for the last couple of 
years to develop a long-term stewardship contract that would provide 
market confidence for local contractors and an efficient mechanism for 
accomplishing restoration work.  

b. They are currently working on developing a pilot of this approach for the 
SW Crown. They envision a three-year Integrated Resource Service 
Contract (IRSC; value of goods < value of services) with Indefinite 
Delivery/Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) task orders to target restoration work 
not covered by Integrated Resource Timber Contracts (IRTC; value of 
goods > value of services), partnerships, and agreements.  

c. Benefits of this type of contract include: 1) allowing the agency to bundle 
many activities together; 2) using best-value criteria to award work; 3) 
enabling the FS to obligate funds more quickly; 4) reinvesting timber 
value into restoration work; 5) streamlining the contracting process (e.g., 
contractors submit one technical proposal for the parent contract, which 
reduces upfront costs and paperwork, and task orders can be issued in 60 
days or less, as opposed to 180 days of prep time for IRSCs); and 6) yearly 
awards for the contractor pool. 

d. The RO plans to do outreach on this idea to the SW Crown forest 
supervisors and district NEPA teams over the summer. They hope to have 
task orders written by April 2013. 



 

 

i. A suggested consideration is to structure the IRSC so that it does 
not take work away from the existing IDIQs for road work. 

ii. There were concerns raised that, because IDIQs tend to lump 
several types of work together, it may lead to local contractors 
having to partner up in order to have all the qualifications needed 
to get on the IDIQ list.  

e. If implemented, this contract would be evaluated after three years and 
potentially revised or terminated.  

i. The RO hasn’t yet identified metrics by which to evaluate the 
success of this contract. One suggestion for a metric is whether 
this contract provides more opportunities for more contractors 
than standard contracts. 

f. The SWCC affirmed their interest in seeing that money is awarded in a 
timely manner and that local contractors are provided opportunities for 
work. 

i. The group agreed that a future discussion about how we define 
“local” may be appropriate.  

 
III. Future needs of the SWCC and new structure ideas  

a. As we move into our third year of implementation, the SWCC is 
transitioning out of a “startup” phase and into an “implementation” 
phase in which we are more focused on the implementation of CFLR 
projects. This shift is accompanied by some changing needs of the SWCC, 
and our current structure may not be the most efficient way to use our 
limited capacity to meet those needs.  

b. There has been talk in some of the subcommittees (Prioritization, 
Monitoring) about potential structural changes to the SWCC (i.e. some 
subcommittees go away, others are formed, etc.), but before we discuss 
what a new structure for the SWCC may look like, it’s important to clearly 
articulate our current and foreseeable needs. 

c. The group identified several current and future needs of the SWCC: 
i. Better integration, particularly between subcommittees, the 

SWCC, and the local collaboratives. 
ii. More integration and connection between the silos of 

management and monitoring. Monitoring is not a point in time. It 
happens concurrently with the implementation cycle. Within 
implementation, we need to monitor and adapt all the way 
through the cycle. 

iii. Fewer meetings due to capacity. 
iv. More line officer presence at the Monitoring Committee 

meetings. 
v. Assess and identify in what areas we can be adaptive immediately 

(based on monitoring) and in what areas we’ll need to wait 
several years for data to inform management actions. 



 

 

vi. Keep people interested and engaged. Some people are 
generalists, others are specialists. We need to build agendas that 
facilitate sharing and learning. 

vii. More detailed information about what projects are planned for 
the coming year, spatially described. 

viii. A better understanding of what is being implemented and 
monitored on a yearly basis. 

ix. Up-to-date understanding of how we’re tracking in terms of 
meeting our 10-year goals. 

x. A mechanism to adapt our 10-year goal if necessary. 
xi. Better understanding of how local collaboratives want to engage 

with us and with projects. 
xii. Develop a new system for dividing CFLR funds among the three 

districts that is more robust than simply splitting the money three 
ways (note: funds were allocated based on projects in 2012 – not 
split three ways).  

xiii. Reporting mechanism for monitoring project leads to share what 
they’ve learned through their projects with the SWCC and the 
broader public.  

xiv. A forum for sharing information.  
d. The following structural ideas were proposed to meet these needs: 

i. Longer, quarterly meetings of the SWCC to tackle big issues. 
ii. Bring the discussion about projects planned for implementation in 

current and out-years to the full SWCC. Don’t relegate those 
discussions to the Prioritization Committee 

e. ACTION ITEMS: 
i. At the next SWCC meeting, we will run through all the projects 

planned for implementation this field season as well as all the 
monitoring projects planned for implementation this field season.  

ii. Cory, Sandy, Megan will take the needs identified today and 
develop a few straw-man structures for how to address these 
needs. 

 
IV. Executive Committee Report  

a. The SWCC co-chairs and coordinators are meeting with the co-chairs of 
the local collaboratives (Swan Forest Stewardship Committee, Lolo 
Restoration Committee, and Lincoln Restoration Committee) tomorrow 
to develop a common understanding of how the groups will integrate and 
coordinate with each other. 

b. The Executive Committee discussed concerns over continued delays in 
the Blackfoot Travel Plan process on the Helena NF and its implications 
for both the SWCC’s ability to reach our 10-year goal regarding aquatic 
restoration and the momentum of the local collaborative groups. (Paul 
Roos, founding member and co-chair of the Lincoln RC, resigned from the 



 

 

committee as a result of these continued delays.) The outcome of this 
discussion is to hold a meeting between the seven SW Crown line officers 
and the SWCC Executive Committee in June to clarify each other’s 
expectations and develop a robust communication process going 
forward.  

 
V. Prioritization Committee Report  

a. This Committee is waiting for the meeting between the SWCC and the 
local collaboratives in order to determine the next steps for the 
prioritization framework.  

b. The Committee has met the purpose for which it was created, per the 
Prioritization Committee Charter, and is considering dissolving itself. 

 
VI. Monitoring Committee Report 

a. The partnership agreements for the FY 2012 monitoring projects are in 
progress, and all will require a progress report. 

b. Cory has spoken to a UM communications person about developing a 
press release related to our 2012 monitoring projects. Travis suggested 
waiting until field work has begun to distribute the release. 

c. The Committee is currently soliciting a review of the monitoring process. 
They want to make sure they’re practicing adaptive management within 
their Committee and are asking the SWCC and other subcommittees to 
provide a review of monitoring process and Monitoring Committee in 
general. 

d. Cory, Travis, and Jim are developing Cory’s work plan for the coming year. 
They want to solicit collaborative input for this. Travis will report out 
more on this in the future. 

e. A small group will meet to discuss plans for the December 2012 
workshop that will address our monitoring findings and needs. 

f. The Committee is seeking feedback on the long-term monitoring plan by 
the end of May. 

g. Keith produced a first draft for the fire managers’ survey and is currently 
work to condense it. Roger Marshall will administer the survey through 
SEC. The purpose is to learn about local fire managers and have someone 
who can capture that information and inject it into our conversations in 
the future. 

 
VII. Partnership Committee Report  

a. Gary Burnett was elected as chair of the Partnership Committee at their 
first meeting yesterday.  

b. Two goals were added to the draft charter: 
i. Actively explore funding opportunities for non-government 

partners to maintain or increase their capacity to participate in 



 

 

the SWCC. (FS employees will not engage in any fundraising 
activities.) 

ii. Actively explore new mechanisms to enhance the FS’ capacity for 
restoration planning, implementation and monitoring within the 
SW Crown.  

c. Opportunities for partnership fall into two major categories: 
i. Participation/Time – broadening who is engaged. 

ii. Funding – looking for new funding. 
d. The Committee discussed collaborative fundraising and agreed that, 

while it can be messy, there is interest in figuring out how to do this 
effectively. 

i. The Practitioners’ Network for Large Landscape Conservation 
could help with fundraising. 

 
VIII. Brief introduction to Roundtable on the Crown of the Continent by Gary Tabor 

(Director, Center for Large Landscape Conservation)  
a. There are a lot of people connected to the landscape but not necessarily 

to each other. The Crown Roundtable wants to bring these people 
together to truly talk about ecosystem level conservation in forest 
management. 

b. Lots of initiatives around the Crown have emerged over time, including 
the Crown Managers’ Partnership, Ecosystem Education Consortium, and 
the UM/U Calgary Transboundary Program. The Crown Roundtable 
developed to bring these efforts together. 

c. The large landscape idea is catching on across North America. We see this 
with the LCCs, CFLRs, etc. The ultimate challenge is connecting the 
ecological scale with social scale. 

i. How do we scale up participatory involvement in conservation to 
the landscape scale? 

ii. Could be formal (structures) or informal (networks) or anywhere 
in between. 

d. The Crown Roundtable is a network of networks. Public agencies, 
landowners, conservationists, educators, researchers, resource 
industries, small business, community leaders, tribal and first nations are 
all at the table. 

e. The Roundtable brings people together to communicate, share best 
practices, and create an identity for the landscape. They have held two 
annual conferences to discuss strategic priorities. 

f. The Roundtable has a loose charter that explains their mission to 
maintain the ecological integrity of the Crown, inclusive of social and 
economic integrity. They have two co-chairs, a leadership team, and a 
staff of four people.  

g. One of the Crown Roundtable’s initiatives is the Adaptive Management 
Fund. They were approached by the Kresge Foundation, who wanted to 



 

 

fund large scale, collaborative adaptive management (including both 
ecological and social adaptive management). Through this fund, Kresge 
and the Roundtable are trying to help groups connect to each other, 
learn from each other, and share best practices. The goal is to have a 
long-term climate adaptive management fund that can sustain 
management and monitoring efforts over time. 

h. The Tribes have chosen the Crown Roundtable as their vehicle for 
engagement with other interests in this landscape. 

i. The Roundtable is supportive of SWCC, and many of the groups who 
participate in the SWCC are also involved with the Roundtable.  
 

IX. Next meetings: June 12 (in Condon), July 10, August 14 
 

X. Adjourn 
 
 


