
Southwest Montana 

Resource Advisory Committee Meeting 

9 a.m.-6 p.m. Friday, Feb. 14, 2020 

Forest Supervisors Office, 420 Barrett Street, Dillon, Montana 59725 

Welcome – 9:03 a.m. 

Meeting called to order by Resource Advisory Committee Coordinator Jeanne Dawson, who introduced 
herself, welcomed everyone, and addressed housekeeping notes. 

Roll Call/Introductions – 9:06 

Dawson introduced Forest Supervisor Cheri Ford, Designated Federal Official for the Southwest 
Montana Resource Advisory Committee. Ford then asked the committee to introduce themselves to 
those in attendance.  

Committee Members in attendance: 

Steve Armiger, Public-at-large representative 

Josh Bryson, Energy/Mineral Development representative 

Steve Carey, Federal Grazing or Other Land Use Permit representative 

Arica Crootof, School Official or Teacher representative  
 (attended by phone for a short time in the morning) 

Grete Gansauer, Public-at-large representative  

Ann Marshall, Dispersed Recreational Activity representative 

Charlie O’Leary, Nationally Recognized Environmental Organization representative 

Dan Olsen, Federal Grazing or Other Land Use Permit representative  

Carellen Smith-Smith-Nix, Nationally or Regionally Recognized Wild Horse and Burro Interest Group 
representative  

Mike McGinley, Beaverhead County Commissioner 

Other forest staff in attendance to support meeting: 

Cheri Ford, Forest Supervisor and Designated Federal Official for Southwest Montana RAC 

Committee Members on the phone: 

Luke Lenski, Developed Outdoor Recreation, Off-Highway Vehicle User representative 

Abby King, Regionally or Locally Recognized Environmental Organization representative 

Not Present: 



Brian Kukay, Commercial Timber Industry representative 

Linda Marsh, Beaverhead County Superintendent of Schools  

Cody Marxer, Archaeological/Historical Interests representative 

Accept Nominations for and Elect Chairperson – 9:18 a.m. 

Dawson opened up discussion for nominations and election of chairperson. 

Mike McGinley nominated Carellen Smith-Smith-Nix to be chairperson. She accepted. 

Steve Armiger nominated himself to serve as co-chair.  

Luke Lenski nominated Mike McGinley. He respectfully declined. 

Dawson revisited responsibilities of the chair/co-chair. 

Facilitating the process, Dawson reiterated proposal of Smith-Nix as chair and Armiger as co-chair. 

Motion passed with 9 votes.  

RAC Meeting Guidelines 

Dawson turned over meeting to Smith-Nix to establish RAC Meeting Guidelines. 

Smith-Nix reiterated Ford’s welcoming words for first guideline: be respectful of other’s opinions.  

Smith-Nix asked the committee to consider three things with each project: 

• Does the project fit within RAC guidelines? 
• Does the project meet the requirement for roads and watershed funding? 
• Are there enough matching funds if it’s funded by a third party? 

Charlie O’Leary asked if the last question was a requirement. Smith-Nix responded affirmatively. Dawson 
indicated that it depends on how the work is proposed to be conducted and mentioned that the 
Regional Lead Grants Management Specialist Sharon Sawyer would be in later to go over projects.   

Smith-Nix indicated the committee would need guidance from officials about whether or not projects 
require a match, particularly when the match is not clear. 

McGinley asked if the RAC has the right to leverage a match requirement for future proposals. Dawson 
said it depends on the guidelines the committee sets. Smith-Nix indicated that could be possible moving 
forward. 

McGinley raised the question about funding Jefferson County projects when that county has previously 
elected to contribute no Title II funds. Smith-Nix recommended setting aside Jefferson County projects 
because they contributed no funds and to do otherwise would be taking money away from counties that 
did contribute. Smith-Nix recommended that people upset with the call should write the county and 
added that she had spoken with Jefferson County commissioners, who had indicated they had Payment 
in Lieu of Taxes money that could potentially cover the cost of the Jefferson County Projects. Grete 
Gansauer raised concern over one multi-county project that included work in Jefferson County.  



O’Leary inquired if the issue was a matter of law and if the committee had the ability to make an 
exception. Dawson indicated law doesn’t mandate where money is directed. 

McGinley raised concerns over why counties would even elect to contribute Title II funds at all if money 
was going to be given to those counties that don’t contribute. He also indicated support for the multi-
county project Gansauer mentioned.   

Smith-Nix made a motion to hold back the Jefferson County projects to the end to see what money 
remains. Before a second could be made, Ford said she respects the motion but asks that, while those 
projects might be of lower priority, committee members at least consider what the projects will 
accomplish.  

Smith-Nix reiterated about her conversations with Jefferson County commissioners. McGinley indicated 
that he’d like to know before the day starts if Jefferson County projects will or won’t be funded.  

Abby King added that regardless of what county the project is in, end users will not necessarily only be 
from the counties that have contributed Title II funds.  

Steve Carey suggested that if the committee gives zero to Jefferson County projects, they should give 
the counties back what they contributed.  

Josh made a motion to keep Jefferson County eligible for funds in light of their lack of contribution to 
the Title II. Carey seconded. The motion passed with a vote of 7-5.  

McGinley asked if votes were being achieved through simple majority or through the same method that 
projects achieve quorum by category. Ford said that was something for the committee to determine for 
themselves. 

Gansauer suggested everyone put their category on their nametag, and the committee complied. She 
also suggested the group step back and review the equity and allocation to counties after the committee 
has heard from project proponents.  

McGinley raised concern about two more projects outside of forest and questioned their eligibility. In 
light of the previous motion passing, the matter was dropped.  

Break – 10:05 a.m. 

Developed Recreation Site Fee Change Proposals and SRS RAC – 10:15 a.m. 

Dawson asked phone attendees from the Regional Office to introduce themselves, Jeff Ward, Regional 
Recreation Business Program Manager, and Jeff Miller, Regional Outdoor Recreation Program, obliged.  

Ward then spoke with the committee about the history of the Region’s developed recreation options 
and the fees associated with them. Most site fees, he said, are 20-30 years old. The Region has been 
reluctant to raise fees because the process of changing fees is expensive, but the cost of doing business 
has changed drastically in that time. The regional recreation staff are in the process of preparing to go 
out for public comment.  

Ward explained that site fees are not forest receipts that roll to the treasury at the end of the year. The 
funds are accounted for completely differently, and there are restrictions on how those funds are spent. 
The fees are not meant to supplement appropriated funds used to maintain developed recreation sites. 



Smith-Nix clarified that the region is asking the RAC to consider whether or not they should raise fees. 
Ward answered affirmatively.   

Gansauer asked Ward when the last time fees were raised. Ward indicated a few site fees were changed 
back in 2008 and 2009, but most fees in place now date back to the mid-90s.  

 After Dawson clarified the boundaries of the counties included in the Southwest Montana RAC, Ward 
indicated that most of the sites on the forest that the region is looking to address fall within the 
jurisdiction of this RAC. He further explained that they will be pulling together proposals over the next 
couple of months and would like to bring the proposals to the RAC after the public comment period.  

Gansauer made a motion to accept this task and take request for raises to site fees into consideration in 
the future. Carey seconded. The motion passed unanimously. 

Review RAC Funds Available for Recommendation – 10:53 a.m. 

Dawson reviewed 2017/2018 funding.  Beaverhead County contributed $291,322.75, accounting for 63 
percent of available funds. Madison County contributed $134,347.16, accounting for 29 percent of 
available funds. Silver Bow contributed $34,887.10, or approximately 8 percent of available funds. 
Jefferson County, as noted before, contributed no funds.  

Dawson explained that she and Ford had done an exhaustive review of prior RAC projects and 
determined that there was carryover from fiscal years 2014 and 2015. Funds available for projects 
totaled $2,834. 12. Money allocated to the committees travel fund previously totaled $300. Total funds 
available for projects totaled $463,691.13. 

McGinley made a motion to set aside $2,000 for RAC members travel and per diem. Carey and O’Leary 
seconded. Motion passed unanimously.  

With the motion approved, funds available for projects reduced to $461,691.13, and money available 
for travel increased to $2,300.00. 

McGinley asked to clarify when the committee votes are decided by simple majority or by quorum, 
indicating that if they were voting by quorum, the last motion would’ve failed. Dawson explained that 
the only quorum requirements are for attendance and for recommending a proposal to be funded. 
Based on Dawson’s review of requirements, committee will hold simple majority votes for operational 
motions and abide by RAC quorum rules for attendance and project funding. 

McGinley then made a motion that if a project hardcopy wasn’t postmarked by the deadline, the 
committee doesn’t fund and suggest proponent reapply next year. Bryson seconded the motion to 
establish rules for future procedure.   

Ann Marshall stated if Dawson had the electronic copy in hand by the deadline, projects should be 
considered.  

Dawson explained that the hard copy requirement of non-Forest Service proponents was previously 
enacted to avoid failure of receipt.  



Ford asked for the floor to make sure they consider that fiscal year 19 funds will be coming. The group 
can propose more projects than there is money for at this time, and the Forest Service will apply funds 
to projects based on the committees priorities.  

Bryson made a substitute motion to base eligibility for RAC funds on meeting submittal requirements 
specified in the RAC guidelines for today’s proceedings and future proceedings. McGinley seconded. 
Motion passed with 10-2.  

McGinley asked if simple majority had been adopted. Smith-Nix clarified that the committee is set up to 
vote with simple majority on all operating procedures and by quorum on the two matters Jeanne had 
raised before: attendance and project funding.  

McGinley raised a concern about conflict of interest based on his role as a county commissioner who 
helped write one proposal. Dawson asked him to bring that matter up when the proposal came up for 
discussion. 

Working Lunch and Continue with Proposal Discussions – 11:30 a.m. 

Project 19-SW-01: Arminger introduced Montana Wilderness Association Trail Maintenance Project, 
from the submitted proposal. Matt Bowser, Stewardship Director of the Montana Wilderness 
Association, was on hand to answer questions. 

Discussion: Bowser spoke to question of monitoring plan by telling committee that all proposed actions 
are Categorical Exclusions, and final work approval is subject to Forest Service review. Gansauer spoke 
to the quality of the organization. McGinley pointed out 2-year project time frame and suggested that, 
perhaps, they should consider funding for one year instead. Smith-Nix commented on the backlog of 
trail work and supported funding for both years to allow time for organization to plan and coordinate 
work without worrying about whether or not the funds would be available next year. Smith-Nix also 
spoke to the quality of work the organization would do.   

Project 19-SW-02: Olsen introduced the Bernice Noxious Weed Treatment project from the submitted 
proposal. Proponent Lucas Phillips was not present to answer questions because he was ill. 

Discussion: Dan pointed out that the project could qualify as a roads or streams project and that work 
could be completed with no contracting effort. Smith-Nix pointed out that it is a Jefferson County 
project, and the county could pay for the project with Payment In Lieu of Tax (PILT) money. She also 
pointed out that the project had no matching funds contribution and questioned the need for aerial 
spraying. Carey explained that aerial spraying is necessary because no one can backpack treat weeds in 
that area.  Smith-Nix recommended that Phillips take the project to the Jefferson County Commissioners 
to request PILT funding.  

Project 19-SW-03: Bryson presented Fleecer Mountain/Divide Creek Noxious Weed Treatment from the 
submitted proposal. Proponent Lucas Phillips was not present to answer questions because he was ill. 

Discussion: Bryson recommended partial funding – $32,000 out of $45,000 ask – and categorized as not 
meeting the roads or streams project requirement. NEPA is completed, so project is shovel-ready. Olsen, 
like Bryson, did not believe this project met requirements for classification as roads or streams project. 
Bryson questioned how close the treated areas are to a riparian area, but no one could answer the 



question. King was not supportive of the proposal because she didn’t see justification for aerial spraying 
or a monitoring plan for measuring effectiveness of the project.  

Project 19-SW-04: Dawson introduced Beaverhead Noxious Weed Management Project from the 
submitted proposal for committee member Luke Lenski, whose phone connection had been lost. Amber 
Burch of the Beaverhead County Weed District was present to answer questions.  

Discussion: Smith-Nix asked Burch where matching funds were coming from, and Burch explained that 
multiple sources were providing funds for the project. RAC funds were proposed to go to fund aerial 
spraying. Burch indicated the proponent would take all the funding the RAC saw fit to award, and she 
would come back next year, if need be. O’Leary asked Burch to inform the committee about the 
Weedwacker Ball, and she obliged. She explained that the ball brought in $23,000-$24,000. Gansauer 
complimented Burch’s proposal and recommended full funding.  

Project 19-SW-05: Carey introduced Cliff Lake Day Use Area Improvements from the Proposal. 
Proponent Chris Hericks was on hand to answer questions.  

Discussion: Smith-Nix suggested that proponent seek volunteers to help the organization and 
recommended funding at $20,000 due to the fact that there were no matching funds. Bryson asked if 
the project would eliminate boat access. Hericks indicated that they were not eliminating boat access, 
just the lakeside road depicted on the accompanying map. Asked if partial funding would halt the 
project, Hericks said he would still move forward with the project but would like have to eliminate 
certain aspects of it. Carey recommended funding at $10,000. Bryson asked about the necessity of a 
new parking area. Hericks explained that the infrastructure at the site was built 50 years ago, and there 
is a need to update for modern vehicle access. Small NEPA is still needed for the parking lot and stairs, 
but it can usually be done in a day. O’Leary recommended full funding because project fits the roads 
requirement.  

Project 19-SW-06: King introduced the Baldwin Parks Trail Maintenance Project from the proposal. 
Proponent Chris Hericks was on hand to answer questions. 

Discussion: King recommended fully funding the project but asked Hericks to elaborate on monitoring. 
Hericks explained that district staff do routine maintenance on clearings and would address any issues 
as they come up. Smith-Nix expressed the need for Hericks to get volunteers involved in projects like 
this in the future. Marshall commented on how the area is very boggy and in desperate need of 
rehabilitation.  

Project 19-SW-07: Marshall presented Ruby Habitat Enhancement from the proposal. Proponent Jenna 
Rouse was on hand to answer questions. 

Discussion: Marshall recommended fully funding the project at $40,000. McGinley also recommended 
full funding. Rouse explained that this phase two of a five-phase project. Juniper is really the target of 
the project because of how much water it sucks up.   

Break – 12:35 p.m. 

Meeting reconvened at 12:45 p.m. 

Sawyer addressed the committee briefly to explain the effects of partial funding on projects. 



Project 19-SW-08: Smith-Nix introduced Doolittle Creek Fish Barrier Project from the proposal. Jim 
Olsen from Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks was on hand to answer questions. 

Discussion: Smith-Nix pointed out that the $10,000 request had $22,000 in matching funds from several 
partners and recommended fully funding the project. Bryson asked if other funds have been secured, 
and Olsen responded affirmatively. Bryson recommend fully funding, as well.  

Project 19-SW-09: O’Leary introduced the Brenner Road Bridge and Culvert Replacement from proposal. 
McGinley represented Beaverhead County, the proponent, and Matt Todd, Timber Management Asst. 
on the Beaverhead-Deerlodge, was also on hand to answer questions about the need for the project. 

Discussion: Dawson first addressed McGinley’s potential for conflict of interest. Ford asked that 
McGinley sit with the proponent and refrain from voting to avoid the appearance of a conflict. McGinley 
obliged. Todd explained to the committee that the load rating on the bridge doesn’t allow for hauling 
timber over it. Previous timber sales in the area have required redirection on longer access routes. Todd 
also explained that the bridge should be considered a watershed improvement project because the 
current bridge is too short to accommodate stream flows. He added there is a good change this bridge 
may be lost if not replaced soon. Carey recommended fully funding for safety’s sake. Smith-Nix did, as 
well, then asked for Ford’s thought about the project. Ford touted its values.  

Project 19-SW-11: Crootof introduced Lemhi Penstemon Weed Assessment and Control project from 
the proposal. Proponent Jessica Salix was on hand to answer questions. 

Discussion: Crootof recommended fully funding the projects. O’Leary inquired about chemicals used to 
kill weed around penstemon that wouldn’t also kill the plant. Salix answered by saying that they would 
be doing very targeted treatment beginning with pulling. McGinley asked if this was a mapping exercise 
or an actual treatment plan. Salix responded that it is a bit of both. Penstemon is a native plant specific 
to this region. Smith-Nix also recommended full funding. Carey suggested Salix return with a bigger 
project next year.   

Project 19-SW-10: Crootof introduced Little Sheep Creek Trail Heavy Maintenance Project from the 
proposal. In absence of Dillon recreation staff, Will Shoutis was on hand to answer questions.  

Discussion: Crootof pointed out that project is well-matched and recommended fully funding it. 
McGinley also recommended fully funding the project, particularly because it employs volunteers from 
the Montana Youth Challenge program.  

Project 19-SW-12: Gansauer introduced Maud S. Canyon Trail Maintenance and Weed Control Program 
from the proposal. Leo Heath of the East Ridge Foundation was on hand to answer questions. 

Discussion: Gansauer pointed out that the project uses volunteers to attack a high-use recreation area 
and recommended fully funding the project. Olsen and Smith-Nix recommended full funding, as well. 
King recommended full funding and thanked proponent for the details they included in the proposal. 
Gansauer asked if there were any plans for reseeding in addition to spraying. Heath explained they 
haven’t needed to because group has seen good results from just spraying – 80 to 100 percent 
repression of weeds.   

 



 

Project 19-SW-13: McGinley introduced Pollinator Seed Mix Project from its proposal. Proponent Jessie 
Salix was on hand to answer questions.  

Discussion: McGinley pointed out that the projects supporting pollinators are important given recent 
colony collapses and recommended fully funding the project. Smith-Nix added that the project also 
includes signage, which is needed. Salix explained the care and consideration that the nursery uses to 
insure that see is weed- and disease-free. Gansauer asked if the funding was designed to see the project 
through to completion or just through one field season. Salix explained that funding would see the 
project through to completion in four years – the amount of time it will take to grow plants that can 
produce see. Bryson ask how much seed the proponent expects to be returned. Salix said it’s hard to 
predict with forbs. Gansauer commented how she believes this and the penstemon project, also brought 
forth by Salix, really lend themselves to be volunteer-involved projects. Olsen suggested that Salix check 
out the native plant lab at Montana Tech as it might be a good resource for future projects like this one.  

Project 19-SW-14: Armiger introduced North Tobacco Roots Trail Maintenance project from proposal. 
Proponent Dave Scherbel was on hand to answer questions. 

Discussion: McGinley inquired about volunteers. Scherbel explained that they have great working 
relationships with several groups that are always looking for projects. Smith-Nix suggested he list 
specific groups in the future. McGinley asked what would happen if they only funded half of the project, 
and Scherbel replied that they could do half of the project with only half of the funding. McGinley 
recommended funding for one year and asked proponent to come back next year. Armiger and Smith-
Nix addressed advantage of funding in full now. Marshall and Armiger recommended fully funding the 
project. Marshall recommended fully funding, as did Carey. Smith-Nix asked Scherbel if there were any 
known conflicts on the trail. Scherbel indicated the trail is a single-track and low-conflict. 

Project 19-SW-15: Gansauer introduced Conrow Creek Fire Area Project from the proposal. Proponent 
Jill Allen of the Jefferson County Weeds Program was on hand to answer questions.  

Discussion: Gansauer didn’t recommend funding the project. Smith-Nix explained about the earlier 
discussion about funding Jefferson County projects. Allen pointed out that she hadn’t accounted for 
volunteer hours in matched funding, and the program has a number of players who would assist. Smith-
Nix offered to go with Allen to the next Jefferson County Commissioners Meeting and indicated that she 
would not be funding. Gansauer commented on the high priority of the area due to previous burning. 
Marshall asked if the program could come back next year if Payment in Lieu of Tax funding is not 
available. Allen, who was texting with commissioners all day, indicated that the commissioners are 
saying they have limited funds, so there is no guarantee of PILT funds. 

Project 19-SW-16: Olsen introduced the Youth Forest Monitoring Program Project. Proponent Liz Burke 
was not on hand due to committee running ahead of schedule.  

Discussion: Olsen said it was a great program and would qualify as a roads and watershed project. 
Smith-Nix pointed out that the program was in North Jefferson County and recommended that the 
committee fund it if there is money left over after reviewing all other projects. Bryson said he didn’t see 
the project being held up if the committee didn’t fund it.  



Break – 2 p.m. 

Meeting reconvened at 2:15 p.m. 

Smith-Nix recognized Burke, who arrived during the break, and allowed her to answer questions. Bryson 
asked if the program was applying for more funds, and Burke answered affirmatively. Burke stated that 
proponents proportioned out their requests for funds from the different areas the program supports. 
Burke handed out brochures for the program and explained the student application process. Smith-Nix 
said that, while the program is close to everyone’s hearts, Jefferson County has no Title II funds and 
suggested that proponents go to the county commissioners for funding. Burke also spoke to the 2-year 
monitoring results of the program.  

Project 19-SW-17: Bryson introduced Big Hole Divide Westslope Cutthroat Trout Enhancement from its 
proposal. Proponent Michael Gatlin was on hand to answer questions. 

Discussion: Bryson recommended 100 percent allocation. Smith-Nix questioned the commitment of in-
kind contributions. Bryson asked if the project could be completed without the in-kind contribution, and 
Gatlin replied that the in-kind contributions are crucial to the project. O’Leary clarified the start date of 
the project after noticing a typo. Gatlin explained the need for a splash pad and two barriers and said 
the two barriers are the priority. Smith-Nix recommended funding project at $75,000. Bryson pointed 
out $10,000 allocation to Trout Unlimited as overhead for contract administration. Bryson added that he 
would hope the proponent could do the contract administration.  

Project 19-SW-18: Dawson introduced the Spanish Creek Designated Camp for Lenski, who had lost 
phone connection. Proponent Geoffrey Godfrey of the Custer-Gallatin National Forest was on hand to 
answer questions.  

Discussion: Gansauer raised questions about existing facilities. Godfrey indicated there is a relatively 
new SST in the area, which is a high-use area where the majority of users access the Lee Metcalf 
Wilderness. Marshall spoke on behalf of the project as someone who recreates in that area. Smith-Nix 
supported the idea of outfitter and guides paying a site fee to use the area. McGinley questioned 
whether or not the Custer-Gallatin should be asking for the funding from another resource advisory 
committee. Dawson clarified that funding is by county. Bryson asked if the proponent had requested 
money from the Gallatin Resource Advisory Committee. Godfrey said he had not for this project because 
the project areas falls within Madison County, which falls within the boundaries of the Southwest 
Montana Resource Advisory Committee. McGinley said he thought it was odd that another forest was 
coming to this committee. Dawson pointed out the Forest Service has no control over how RACs are 
designated and the committee should keep in mind that county and forest boundaries don’t always line 
up. Sawyer commented that it’s appropriate for the forest to have partnerships on another forest. 
O’Leary commented that the money is collected on a county-line basis and should be distributed on that 
same basis. Marshall recommended fully funding. Smith-Nix asked if the project would still move 
forward without full funding. Godfrey indicates that a lot of the funding they are requesting is for 
specific materials. Cuts to the proposal will hinder what can be done.  

 

Project 19-SW-19: Carey introduced Beehive Basin Trail Improvement from the proposal. Godfrey stood 
in for proponent Justin Yeats of the Custer-Gallatin to answer questions about the proposal. 



Discussion: Carey, in introducing the project, said is undecided about his recommendation for funding. 
Marshall pointed out this proposal is for improvement to a foot trail. Gansauer indicated that she was 
confused about why a full-time position would be created with this proposal. Godfrey explained that the 
proposal would provide off-set funding that would allow them to hire more seasonal trail crew. Smith-
Nix asked about commitments from other partners and suggested that proponents should list other 
contributions so the committee doesn’t have to guess at what they are. King suggested the forest seek 
funding from the resort tax fund. Armiger questioned the monitoring plan. Godfrey explained that the 
goal of the project was to prevent the erosion the area is most prone to in June and July. McGinley 
expressed concern that the economic impact of the project area doesn’t touch our communities. 
Marshall indicated that Madison County residents use that area. Smith-Nix recommended funding at 
$8,000. Crootoff said this is a project that doesn’t provide as much bang for the buck.  

Project 19-SW-20: King introduced the Madison District – Tobacco Root Aerial Spray from its proposal. 
Proponent Ashely Dettmann was on hand to answer questions.  

Discussion: King mentioned that this project was categorized as a watershed project, but she’s not 
seeing the justification in the proposal. She also commented on the lack of matching funds. Smith-Nix 
suggested that the proponent list their partnerships and commitments on their application. Carey asked 
if this was where fire occurred, and Dettmann said no. Armiger commented that while the Forest Service 
may not be able to use partners for spraying, they can employ partners in monitoring. He said the point 
of RAC projects is to get the community involved in Forest Service work. O’Leary asked if the project 
area included grazing allotments, and Dettmann answered affirmatively.  

Project 19-SW-21: Marshall introduced the Butte-Wisdom Ranger District AmeriCorps Resource 
Enhancement Partnership Project from its proposal.   

Discussion: Marshall recommended fully funding. Bryson said this was the best example of partnerships 
at work in all of the projects. McGinley said Beaverhead County supports the project. Smith-Nix 
recommended fully funding the project. King also agreed with the full funding recommendation.  

Projects 19-SW-22 was not addressed because hard copy application from the non-Forest Service 
proponent did not meet the postmark deadline. Project 19-SW-23 was withdrawn from consideration by 
the proponent.  

Public Comment Period 

• Jocelyn Dodge spoke in favor of three recreation projects:  on the Butte-Wisdom Ranger District 
projects, East-ridge foundation project, Butte-Wisdom Ranger District Americorps projects and 
Tobacco Roots. 

• Amber from Beaverhead County thanks the committee for their time and dedication to the 
effort. As a previous recipient of RAC funding, she believes what they are doing is very important 
and appreciates that they are taking these matters so seriously. 

Deliberations and revision of allocations 

Committee members reviewed and revised their allocations and submitted any changes they made to 
Dawson and Ford, who entered information into a condition-based spreadsheet that averaged 



everyone’s recommendations. Meeting attendants and committee members were on break while the 
tallying took place.  

Meeting reconvened at 4 p.m.  

Dawson explained the results of the spreadsheet. All projects highlighted in the spreadsheet met 
quorum requirement. The group discussed several options for how they would deliberate the remaining 
projects.  

Bryson suggested that since the few highlighted projects met quorum with more than 50 percent of all 
available funds going to projects categorized as roads and watershed restoration projects, the group 
ought to review the remaining projects without regard for how committee members categorized them.  
Everyone agreed, and categories were removed from consideration. With categories removed as a 
consideration, the group met quorum for all projects except 19-SW-02, 19-SW-15, and 19-SW-16, all of 
which were projects falling within Jefferson County. 

O’Leary motioned to use unobligated money to bump Ruby Moose habitat project up to $30,000 and 
bump the Brenner Bridge project up to full funding. McGinley seconded. Vote passed with 5 ayes, 4 nays 
and 2 abstentions.  

Next the committee went through projects and rounded average numbers to make use of available 
funds. After discussing merits of projects, the group adjusted amounts based on the following motions:   

After discussing projects 19-SW-17, 19-SW-07 and 19-SW-09 and agreeing to adjusted allocations, 
Bryson motioned to approve changes made to funding recommendations so far. Gansauer seconded. 
Vote passed unanimously.  

Armiger made motion to fully fund project 19-SW-04. Bryson seconded.  Vote passed unanimously. 

Marshall motioned to bump award by $1,000 to the allocation for 19-SW-20. Gansauer seconded. Vote 
passed unanimously.  

Smith-Nix recommended saving the remaining $900 for allocation during the next cycle. Gansauer made 
a motion to that effect. Crootof seconded. The vote passed unanimously.  

Arminger motioned to submit recommendations as they had been adjusted on the spreadsheet in front 
of the group. Carey seconded. Vote passed unanimously.  

Dawson addressed changes to proposal applications for next cycle. The group discussed verbiage that 
will appear on future proposal applications. Ford cautioned committee members from making the 
applications too onerous for applicants.  

Carey motioned to make it known in advance of the next cycle that projects in counties not providing 
Title II funds will not be considered. Gansauer pointed out that one of the projects recommended did 
include some work in Jefferson County. Carey amended his motion to exclude from considerations 
projects based solely in counties not contributing Title II funds.  

Ford suggested instead that the committee consider to allocate funding proportionally to what the 
counties contribute. Crootof suggested averaging funds contributed by counties over the last five years, 



then motioned to add “funding will be considered proportionately” to the application. Gansauer 
seconded. Vote passed with 11 ayes and 1 nay.  

McGinley proposed speaking about proposal requirements when they gather next time for the fee 
changes. Ford suggested that chairs could work with the coordinators to draft changes to the 
application. The group agreed that chairs will draft applications and changes would be addressed at next 
meeting.  

Carey made motion to adjourn. Multiple committee members seconded. Committee voted unanimously 
to adjourn at 5:50 p.m.    

 

Notes recorded by Jessica Schick, edited by Jeanne Dawson 


