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National Forest Advisory Board Meeting  
January 7, 2015 

Mystic Ranger District 

 

Members Present:  

Chairman Dick Brown, Vice Chairman Bill Kohlbrand, Mike Verchio, David Hague, Lauris 

Tysdal, Linda Tokarczyk, Lon Carrier,  John Gomez, David Brenneisen, Craig Tieszen, Tony 

Leif, Danielle Wiebers, Keith Haiar, Nancy Trautman, Alice Allen, Bob Burns, Wayne Bunge 

 

Members Absent:  

Jeanne Whalen, Jessica Crowder, Susan Johnson, Mary Zimmerman, Jennifer Hinkhouse 

 

Forest Service Representatives:   
Craig Bobzien, Jerry Krueger, Scott Jacobson, Beth Doten, Mike Hilton, Dave Mertz, Ralph 

Adam, Twila Morris 

 

Others:   
Approximately 10 members of the public were in attendance.  Two Congressional 

Representatives were also in attendance; Kyle Holt (Noem – R, South Dakota), and Mark 

Haugen (Thune – R, South Dakota). 

  

 

Introduction & Welcome:   

 

Brown:  Call the meeting to order, 1:00 p.m.   Welcome everyone to the National Forest 

Advisory Board (NFAB) meeting, January 7, 2015.   I’m Dick Brown, and my purpose is to 

serve as the Chairman of the Board.  I hope you all had a joyful holiday season.  Members of the 

public, we are delighted that you are here.  We have a full agenda today as usual.  

 

 

Approve the Agenda: 

 

Brown:  One change on the agenda; under regular agenda items, the FY 16 MPB Restoration 

Priority Area discussion will be moved to the front of the agenda.  If there is no discussion on 

this, can I have a motion to approve the agenda?  Motion made by Lon Carrier second by Craig 

Tieszen.  All in favor of the agenda as it is presented, say aye, opposed say no; the agenda is 

approved. 

 

 

Approve the November Meeting Notes: 

 

Brown:  The draft meeting notes were sent out and corrections were made; mostly just 

grammatical changes.   Can I have a motion to approve the November meeting notes?  Motion 

made by Linda Tokarczyk second by Lauris Tysdal.  All in favor of the notes as presented, say 

aye, opposed say no; the November meeting notes are approved.    

 

 

 

Housekeeping: 
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Bobzien:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  It’s great to see everyone back after the holidays; members 

of the public, members of the congressional delegation, good to see you here.  For those of you 

who are not familiar with this office, there are restrooms out both side doors of this conference 

room.  If we need to evacuate, if there is a fire alarm, go out the front if possible (there is an exit 

in the back as well) and meet in the parking lot so that we can account for everyone.    

 

 

Meeting Protocols: 

 

Brown:  Welcome to our visitors today, members of the public, staff and other guests.  Please 

put your cell phone on vibrate or shut it off.  If we have time for public input, it will be the last 

15 minutes of the day. We are delighted that members of the public are here today.  Those at the 

table should be voting members or substitutes.  All alternates are welcome at the table.  Part of 

the protocols is that because we have 16 areas of interest, and we want to make sure everyone 

has time to speak, direct your question to the Chairman.  If there are follow-up questions, we’ll 

take those and then go to the next individual.   This is our time to come together and discuss 

current issues.  This is a great opportunity for all of us to be heard; so please make sure you take 

your comments to your representative if you don’t get a chance to speak. 

 

Bobzien:  Great meeting planned for today; we’ll have a piece of our annual training as part of 

this meeting; some reports out on the MPB and cultural resources and a number of important 

recreation topics.  Before we get into that, it is my pleasure to introduce our new Deputy Forest 

Supervisor, Jerry Krueger.   I honor Jerry’s back ground in the US Air Force, his work as a 

professor and as a leader.  I’ll turn it over to Jerry to give us a little background on himself. 

 

Krueger:  I’m really happy to be here with you today.  I do have a rather diverse background, 

and I am thrilled to be here on the leadership team of the Black Hills.  I grew up here in Rapid 

City, went to school at Rapid City Central.  I came here from the Bitterroot National Forest; I 

was a Planning Staff Officer.  Before that I was in South Florida, worked for National Park as an 

Ecological Restoration Scientist.  I then got my PHD in Silviculture.  I’m thrilled to be here, and 

I’m looking forward to working with everyone in the room, looking forward to working with this 

group in the future. 

 

Hot Topics 

 

 

Legislative Updates - Federal 

 

Brown:  Our next topic is Legislative Updates; we have a representative from Senator Thune’s 

office and Congresswoman Noem’s office; no one from Senator Johnson’s office.  We’ll start 

with Mark Haugen from Senator Thune’s office.   

 

Haugen:   We have some housekeeping to announce ourselves; we’ve moved our offices to 

Founders Park Drive.  This s off Omaha, turn right at Pancheros Restaurant, we are the second 

building.  We have phones and coffee machines, so we consider ourselves as fully functional.  

Senator Rounds’ staff will be moving into the old office; Jeff Marlette will be the West River 

Director.   

Committee assignments have been made and Senator Thune has been assigned to the Commerce, 
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Science & Transportation Committee, the Agriculture, Nutrition & Forestry Committee and the 

Finance Committee.  The Senate is now in session.  Majority Leader McConnell will be taking 

up the Keystone Pipeline issue.  One of the things that will be different is that they will get back 

to regular order; which will mean they will have amendments to bills.  Both parties are happy 

that this is coming; so Republicans and Democrats can get amendments to vote on.  We are 

happy to hear that EPA has pulled back on the power plant rules, at least delaying them.  

Keeping an eye on the federal register, expect movement on the Northern Long Eared Bat issue.  

Regarding the Hire More Heroes Act; which s along the lines of Obama Care; which says that if 

you hire 50 employees you have to offer health insurance, under this Act, you can hire veterans, 

and they will not count toward the 50 person Obama care total.    

  

Brown:  Thank you Mark.  Are there any questions for Mark?  If not, we’ll go to 

Congresswoman Noem’s Representative Kyle Holt next. 

 

Holt:  Regarding the budget agreement that was taken care of in December; a couple of items 

were included to prevent the Army Corps of Engineer from regulating farm ponds, cuts EPAs 

funding, and doesn’t allow Fish and Wildlife Service to list the Sage Grouse.  For 2015, Mark 

summarized what we have in front of us.  250 bills passed in the last couple of years that will be 

prioritized.  The Keystone Pipeline will be first up.  They will be in session for the next six 

weeks.  Kristie was named to the House Ways and Means Committee.  Kristie is the first South 

Dakotan to sit on this Committee.  Does anyone have any questions? 

 

Brown:  Thank you Kyle.  Are there any questions for Kyle?  We look forward to hearing from 

Senator Rounds’ office, and I think we’ll know who that will be shortly.    Jeannie is not here 

today, no other reps from Wyoming; Bill if you have any comments would you cover that?    

 

Kohlbrand:  The Wyoming Legislature will start pretty soon.  We have $1 million of State 

money available for forestry projects state wide.  We will find out if our counties got a piece of 

that, if they did we’ll finish what we started, if not we’ll be short of finishing.  

   

Brown:  Thank you for your update Bill, are there any questions for Bill?  If not we’ll ask 

Senator Tieszen and Senator Verchio to give an update. 

  

Tieszen:  The Legislature starts on Tuesday; there is a 39 day session scheduled for this year, we 

work mostly four day weeks.  If you’ve ever been to Pierre to participate, you know that the 

committee meetings are held in the morning, and then we meet in session every day at 2:00.  

South Dakota has a rather unique rule which guarantees that bills get at least a committee 

hearing.  The “Smoke Out” procedure affects bills that get killed.  If a third of the committee 

wishes to smoke it out, they have that opportunity to discuss it again.  Things get a hearing in 

South Dakota, and that’s not the case in other states.   The deadline for submitting bills is the end 

of January, 99% of the bills will be filed by the end of January.   I would like to remind you that 

the Legislature has a good website with all the bills listed, some are already listed.  At the 

beginning of the session, we’ll deal with bills that come from the summer study committees.  

Then also Agency bills, these will be handled fairly early in the session.  You are welcome to 

follow on the website; it gets pretty fast and furious.  Finally I would just say that we legislators 

are easy to get ahold of, the best way is by e-mail, or by cell phone if you happen to have our 

number; you’re all encouraged to keep track of your legislators.  Mike and I are ready to head off 

to Pierre. 

Brown:  Are there any questions for the Senator?   If not, Representative Verchio, do you have 
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anything to add?  [Verchio shakes his head no].  Thank you both for your public service.  You 

won’t be far away because we do have your cell phone numbers and e-mail addresses.   

 

 

Forest Service Hot Topics ~ Craig Bobzien 

 

Bobzien:  Thank you for your reports out. Senator Tieszen I have to pick up where you left off.  

We’re having a bit of a smoke out ourselves; we’ve lit over 200 brush piles, and we are 

experiencing an inversion, so we have plenty of smoke.  Our first goal is always to use those 

piles and those that we can’t use we burn.   

 

As you know Tom Blair is no longer on the Board or the Working Group for the Motorized Trail 

Permit.  I would ask Mr. Chairman that you consider a replacement for Mr. Blair on the Working 

Group.  The Working Group will be reviewing the permit fee structures to come with a 

recommendation to the Board in the spring. 

 

The Bark Beetle Blues Festival is coming up in Custer on January 17
th

.  This is a very interesting 

social event for Custer and the surrounding areas.  This year they asked me to give a speech, but 

instead we are going to do a video.  The video is almost complete thanks to Scott and Beth.  The 

theme is “Forest Renewal”.  This event will involve folks from 6 to 86 years old. 

 

Lakes Enhancement Project:  We are dredging three lakes to restore the fisheries.  This will be 

on the program in February.  This is very interesting topic and process on the recovery of those 

lakes. 

 

Internally, we are co-locating the Hell Canyon District office that is downtown in Custer to the 

Supervisor’s Office in Custer.  The old District building is in need of a lot of work, and upgrades 

and we have room for the employees at the Supervisor’s Office.  This will allow us to share 

resources, one stop for public service, and reduce our foot print.  This spring is potential time 

frame to make the co-location successful.    

 

Brown:  Thank you Craig, we look forward to the February meeting, with the interesting topics 

you have lined up.     

  

 

Regular Agenda 

 

 

Annual Ethics Training ~ Scott Jacobson 

  

Brown:  Moving on to our next topic I’ll turn it back to Craig for comments on the next topic. 

 

Bobzien:  Some of you have had this training before, so we apologize if this is a repeat for you; 

this is a required training for the Board.  Scott will present this efficiently today.  We thank you 

for your role in representing the public.  There are only two Forests in the Nation that have a 

Board of this nature; and with that come some responsibilities.  Scott will take the lead on that, if 

you have questions on this, it will be short, but if there are things you want to customize that 

would be fine. 
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Jacobson:  Two years ago we did the ethics training with the National Office; the requirement is 

for us to do this annually.  The video that was produced two years ago is the video we are 

required to use; we’ll show the video again today.  It’s about a 30 minute video; when we are 

done with this, we’ll meet the requirement for this training.  We’ll send around a signup sheet. 

 

Brown:  Do you want the members and alternates to sign this signup sheet? 

 

Jacobson:  Yes please. 

 

[Video Presentation]   

No Questions 

 

Brown:  1:58 – 10 minute break. 

 

Brown: Before we get back to our regular agenda, I would like to have Tony Lief give us a brief 

update on the South Dakota Elk Management Plan; Tony.  

 

Lief:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  I would like to give the members of the Board a heads up that 

the draft Elk Management Plan is available for public comment.  It went out in December, we 

received a request to extend the comment period, so we did that, and now it runs thru February 

15, 2015.  The Plan is a very comprehensive document; some of you had the opportunity to hear 

about the details of the plan, including the forage component and population level info.  A new 

way to try to adjust the population goal in years when habitat conditions detreat is described in 

the document.  Take a look at that Plan; it is available on the website.  I could get a copy to Scott 

Jacobson to forward to the Board if you would like.  Please help us share that link with anyone 

that might have an interest.  We want everyone to have an opportunity to have input. 

 

Brown:  Thank you Tony. We’ll turn now to the FY 16 MPB topic to, Craig would you like to 

introduce this? 

 

 

FY 16 MPB Restoration Priority Areas ~ Dave Mertz & Dave Thom 

 

Bobzien:  Thank you.  We’ve had some minor changes in the agenda since it was first published; 

mainly because we have to forecast our agenda six weeks out in order to get it submitted to the 

Federal Register and published.  Please be patient with us on that, we do our best to try to figure 

out what is ready for the agenda, but it sometimes does change.  Today we’ll go over the 

strategic investments on where we invest on the mountain pine beetle (MP B), but it’s broader 

than that.  We don’t have the results of the MPB aerial flight that was done.  The aerial flight is a 

partnership effort, and we are really close to having that available; but it is an important piece of 

intelligence we don’t currently have.  We will likely have it yet this week.  Part of the 

presentation with Dave Metz and Jim Scherrer, will be woven into this. 

 

The “ask” will officially come with a presentation and recommendation in February.  We know 

the types of forest conditions we have and we have a lot of choices on how to get there.  We get 

faced with investing millions of dollars in areas.  We have recommendations but there are some 

choices to be made.  Some of the Working Group members have been involved in this for years; 

some have not.  So we want to give you an overview.   
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Review of the Maps:  Much of the MPB activity started right in the central core of the Black 

Hills of South Dakota; the Black Elk Wilderness, and moving outward.  There is also beetle 

activity in Wyoming (Bill has put up quite a stand on the state line).  There is now beetle activity 

across the entire forest.   

 

The Board has some representative members along with the Conservation Leader Group MPB 

Working Group.  A few years ago there was a more formal strategy developed.  The area in the 

center, the recovery area, had a high mortality from beetles, but there was still some green.  The 

science showed that it was best to be in the areas further out from the recovery zone.   

 

Future projects are not in areas of past projects; where beetles have persisted.  We are at a 

strategic crossroad; should we invest some of our resources to go back into this recovery area, 

because what we are seeing is that left alone, the beetles continue to persist in this area.  We’ll be 

asking if we should invest part of our resources back in some of the areas to do restoration work.   

 

That strategic option will be imbedded in what we want to bring back with the Working Group; 

our intent is to take this back to the Working Group members, working with our staff, and try to 

translate some of these interests into proposals.  Dave (Mertz) and Jim (Scherrer) will go over 

the details of the Working Group.  We’ll get to the next steps, and have the aerial photography, 

and then people will roll up their sleeves before February 

 

Scherrer:  Happy New Year!  For those of you not involved when Bobzien appointed a Forest 

Heath Working Group from the Advisory Board a year ago, he asked John Gomez, Nancy 

Trautman, Bill Kohlbrand and I to be a Working Group.  The purpose of the Working Group is 

to work with the MPB Working Group and Conservation Leaders to look at the opportunities 

that were created by the MPB epidemic in terms of dealing with excess fuels on the ground, 

catastrophic fire, and all the other issues.  We are still in the first phase of all that.  On December 

19, 2014, we had a joint meeting between the MPB Working Group; which Dave Thom is the 

Chairman of.  The Forest Health Working Group; as well as members of the MPB Working 

Group from the Counties, State, Feds and Industry were there.   

 

The purpose of the meeting was to deal with the five year timber sale planning, and review the 

FY15 timber sale schedule; as well as look at the FY16 thru FY19 schedule.  The new wrinkle 

that was added was the dead zone, here in the center of the Forest.  Craig’s ask to that group was 

much like what he asked of this group today.  The recommendations would have been in front of 

you today, but we didn’t have it far enough in advance, so that would have been awkward.  This 

is an information topic, fact finding, my role is to lay out the foundation.  Dave will speak about 

the specifics of the five year timber sale plan; we’ll talk about the recommendations that came 

from that.  The big piece we are missing is the aerial photography.  We don’t think there will be 

any surprises.  It will be available before the January 28
th

 meeting of the MPB Working Group, 

and that group will be the first to see it.  The other piece of all this is that we need to control the 

message on this.  The message is that we are still in the middle of an epidemic, and we want to 

make sure that we have a unified message.  Since we didn’t have the info, it will come out to the 

MPB Working Group first.  Scott is charged with the task of keeping things under wraps till we 

have all the information.  This is all about us to stick with the facts and come up with 

recommendations to provide the Forest Service what they need to move forward. 
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Mertz:  This is an annual process that we go thru on our Five Year Timber Sale Plan which we 

currently have thru 2019.  The further out you go, the more possibility there is to make changes.  

We have come up with a few sales for this year on the Northern Hills.  2015 is pretty well locked 

down.  This time of year is when we gather our intelligence, gather info from all the players, so 

that we can make good decisions for out-year plans.      

 

Keep in mind, these 34,000 acres in 2013; this is the situation from two years ago.  When we 

take photos in august, you take phots of trees that were hit two years ago.  The only way to find 

out about the trees hit in 2014, you have to go out and physically find the trees.   

 

Every year Kurt Allen does a survey and writes a report.  Kurt came up with the areas that show 

the biggest concern and those are on the Northern Hills District to the state line, on the Hell 

Canyon District to the state line and south of Custer.  These are the high activity areas.  We’ll 

soon see the aerial photos and see what the number for 2014 is.  In 2012 it was 31,200; in 2013 it 

was 34,000 acres.  The appearance is that we are at the top of the bell curve. 

 

The Custer area, we’ve done a lot of work around there; we are probably getting to the point that 

we have done what we could do around the Custer areas.  Another map that shows the high risk 

areas, the eastern side, we still have not put in the timber sales or they just sold recently; stands 

on the northwest side, on the Bearlodge, and in the area south of Custer.   

 

Brenneisen:  You talked about going back into the dead zone with some sales.  That is really 

nothing new, those FY18 sales showed up in there a couple of years ago, and if that was the plan 

to go back in there, the sooner it was done the better.  Are you looking at different projects?  Are 

you looking at dead stuff?  What’s the news here? 

 

Mertz:  On our schedule on the out-year there are sales in there.  We’ve been looking at the 

Mystic District they are looking at their next steps.  A lot of the District has been treated or is 

dead.  We talked about doing the restoration work, but we haven’t gotten into that yet.  If we 

have a commercial product – there is some interest in dead trees, but it is not significant.  Beyond 

that we would be doing just service contracts.  If we do those it would take away from other 

work.  We have a lot of dead trees out there now, and we have to at least start looking at those 

areas.  You are right there are still areas that have commercial value and we need to go in there 

sooner than later, but we are looking for input on that.  What did I miss? 

 

Brenneisen:   The industry that I represent is not interested in dead material, at least no one that 

we know of.  You may be in conversations with others.  We are interested in any live or 

currently infested timber in that area; but I give the same message that we gave two years ago, if 

that is the plan, the sooner the better. Really, it should be happening now if that is what is going 

to happen. 

 

Mertz:  That is why we are looking for advice and counsel; as far as the dead material there is 

limited interested.  One of the things for the Working Group is to look at more use for the dead 

material. 

 

Brown:  What you are saying is that you might have a change in the Five Year Timber Sale Plan.  

If there were suggested changes in your plan, how responsive can you be and what kind of time 

table for that change, how long will it take? 
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Mertz:  There are several things that affect that, let’s say we have some planned areas in 2018, 

and someone suggests that we should be there in 2016; those adjustments we could make pretty 

quickly.  It depends on what work has already been done in those areas to get them ready to sell.  

We have to conduct surveys in there, some cases the NEPA has to be done.  It depends on the 

certain situation. 

 

Brown:  Under the best case scenario; are we talking 30 days, 90 days?   

 

Mertz:  If there is a project we want to change for 2016, it would depend on how many changes, 

but you could make some changes pretty quickly. 

 

Brown:  2016 defined by FY; October thru September correct? 

 

Mertz:  That’s correct.  Are there any other questions? 

 

Kohlbrand:  Do you have criteria for how you’ll determine where in the dead zone you’ll go?  

Will it be the shovel ready areas, or where NEPA is done? 

 

Mertz:  Those are the kinds of things we are looking at right now.  Our capacity is pretty limited 

so we need to pick the best areas.  There will be a number of considerations; infrastructure, 

private property, and certainly if we have the NEPA done. 

 

Kohlbrand:  Do you have a pretty good GIS layer of where the NEPA has been done? 

 

Mertz:  Each District does have that information, and we have the bigger over all layer 

information at the SO.  It depends on what the NEPA was and what it covered.   

 

Kohlbrand: Could you run thru the process of using the categorical exclusion, using 3,000 

acres. 

 

Mertz:  We have not done one of those yet; the Forest Service has only done those on a limited 

bases. 

 

Krueger:  There are three under way in Montana.  In terms of the Farm Bill, the categorical 

exclusion was an amendment to the Healthy Forest Restoration Act, which goes back to 2002.  It 

is the intent to treat larger landscape areas where the impact from the ground disturbance will be 

negligible, so the authority is up to 3,000 acres.  This is quite a shift from the previous authority 

that was for 250 acres.  The idea was the recognition to increase our NEPA activities, the extent 

of the NEPA is less, and to be able to increase the efficiencies, that is where this authority comes 

out of.  It is an outgrowth of the Healthy Forest Restoration Act.   

 

Mertz:  That is a good summary thank you Jerry.  It would be a new undertaking for the Black 

Hills. The time frame for doing an EIS or EA should be quite a bit shorter.  That new CE hasn’t 

been challenged in court yet, so there are others breaking that ground. 

 

Brown:  Would now be a good time for Jim to follow up to cover the recommendations that the 

Working Group has been contemplating? 
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Scherrer:  You received the recommendations, and the Kurt Allen Report in advance of this 

meeting today.  That summary is a classic example of something that if taken out of context 

could be difficult for us.  If you haven’t had a chance to read these recommendations, I suggest 

that you do so.  Most of the questions in the report came from Bill Kohlbrand; and yet he still has 

a lot of questions.  We as an Advisory Board are commissioned to look at things 16 different 

ways.  It is meant to be broad and have a lot of wiggle room.  Following is the Recommendation 

Summary from the Black Hills NF Advisory Board Working Group on Forest Health: 

 

 

Black Hills National Forest Advisory Board Working Group on Forest Health 

 

Recommendation #1 

That the coalition of participating stakeholders working together in the ongoing battle with the 

MPB epidemic consider reentering the restoration/recovery area zone as shown on the USFS 

Black Hills National Forest Mountain Pine Beetle Strategy (2/15/2012), and the Neiman Timber 

Company strategic zone R3(325,000 acres, 2012) (both attached). The strategic purpose of which 

is to consider the use of timber sales and other treatments in 2016, as deemed appropriate to 

mitigate the “persistent MPB problem” by treating insects and thinning remaining live stands to 

protect existing live trees while there is still stumpage value. The extent of the work to be 

accomplished and the resources brought to bear should consider the impact resulting from 

shifting resources (time and money) to this area at the expense of treatments in the “Holding” or 

“Leading Edge” areas of the forest where MPB suppression remains critical. Boundary 

adjustments may be needed, and treatments should be designed to ensure treating a high 

percentage of the agreed upon project area/s for both cost effectiveness and long term results for 

improved forest health.  

 

Recommendation #2 
That the coalition of participating stakeholders working together in the ongoing battle with the 

MPB epidemic consider strategic adjustments to the current BHNF 5-Year Timber 

Sale/Vegetation plan to include consideration of moving scheduled timber sales from current 

scheduled year to earlier year (Example: Bear Lodge Mountains- Swap some of the FY 2017 and 

FY 2018 sales) Considerations include: status of NEPA surveys in projected areas, use of small 

sales on specific hot spots to “hold” the balance of the area, and application of the 3000 acres 

categorical exclusion tool. Tactical teams from the Mountain Pine Beetle Working Group and the 

BHNF should meet in a timely manner (February/March 2015 for FY 2016 project scheduling. 

 

Scherrer:  This will be on the agenda in February, and we would like the Boards approval of the 

recommendations.  The only new item we will have is the aerial photos.   

 

Kohlbrand:  We did some hot spotting in the Bearlodge, there are timber sales planned for the 

Bearlodge, what we found were some significant increases, so we were hoping that we could 

negotiate and do some blended treatments, maybe CEs or PBR to get into some focused areas 

soon, and do some swapping on the out-year timber sales.  We haven’t even started talking about 

that yet.   

 

Scherrer:  That’s the reason for the recommendations, to allow the folks that have the skillsets 

the ability to work with the partners.   
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Brown:  Along with the presentation of the recommendations at the February meeting, will there 

be a report that gives some supporting information about why we are making the 

recommendations we are; just some short background to clarify the recommendations.  Is there a 

need for the public and the Board to understand the recommendation? 

 

Scherrer:  The recommendations are to the Board, and then if they approve, that is what John Q 

Public is going to read.  That’s why these conversations are important.  If the Board thinks there 

is value in some background, I don’t mind doing it. 

 

Brown:  Just for a general understanding, general rationale, that could be a follow on too, 

whatever gives support to the recommendations, and helps with understanding, would add value.  

 

Tysdal:  Are you telling us that we have a choice between the two recommendations, what are 

the alternatives?  Or is it both of the recommendations? 

 

Scherrer:  It was our intention to bring forth both recommendations because they are separate, 

and yet they are related because it involves moving resources to different areas for different 

reasons.  The approval of these recommendations would be foundational to the Forest Service 

approving the Five Year Timber Sale Plan.   It wouldn’t make sense to approve one without the 

other.  The board can do what they want.   

 

Tysdal:  So we are just asked to support these recommendations; I think they are good 

recommendations. 

 

Scherrer:  Yes the concept is; does the Board believe that these recommendations can be 

supported? 

 

Allen:  What is your rational for why you came up with your recommendations? 

 

Scherrer:  The rational was the meeting on December 19, 2014.  The objects of the meeting 

included review of the FY15 Timber Sale Plan, review of the FY16 thru FY19 Timber Sale Plan, 

and taking a look at the recovery zone.  Based on those discussions, the group was asking the 

NFAB Working Group to come up with recommendations to the full Board.   

 

Bobzien:  As I started out talking about the strategy, we looked at the strategies and research and 

science, and the thought was to move out from the center area.  What has been called into 

question now was the consequences in deferring action in the center piece, and if that could have 

greater consequences than holding off in the outer area. 

 

Allen:  What trades-offs did you consider? 

 

Bobzien:  Where is the other beetle activity, and are there areas that could be in the holding area, 

are there areas that we could select and defer; we would still go there, but we would hold off. 

 

Brown:  This is why I think for the February meeting a one or two page background rationale 

would be appropriate; where we’ve been, where we are going, that type of thing; that would 

answer a lot of questions.  We’re going in the right direction, but a background document would 

help for understanding. 
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Tysdal:  The people from Wyoming should vote against your recommendation, on the basis that 

otherwise you would be out on the lead, and saving Wyoming. 

 

Kohlbrand:  In a lot of ways you are right, but when we are talking about an overall landscape 

strategy, if there is low hanging fruit that is right in the middle of the Black Hills, that’s a better 

place to look at going first. The devil is in the details about how deep we go into that recovery 

zone, and what we would be able to do in some of the other areas.  We could get a good 

coordinated adaptive strategy for the Bearlodge, we would have to cover every acre in the 

Bearlodge in the next five years but it would require changes. 

 

Brenneisen:  Could you boil this down, it is already in the Five Year Timber Sale Plan to treat 

those areas; so what changes are you considering.   

 

Mertz:  Yes in 2019, they are on the plan, the calculation we have to make is that is several years 

away; what would be there when we get there? 

 

Brenneisen:  Do you leave them scheduled in FY18 & FY19, the way they have been, or do you 

take some 15 & 16 sales and swap them with those? 

 

Mertz:  The recommendation is to do this maybe in some kind of a measured way. 

 

Brenneisen:  I heard you say something about infrastructure and private lands; I would caution 

strongly against that.  It is past time to be doing buffers around private lands.  If we are going to 

go back, we need to go back in a big way and finish it. 

 

Mertz:  Keep in mind I wasn’t talking just about commercial timber sales.  We get our funding 

to do noncommercial work as well. 

 

Wiebers:  Have you considered the Forest Health Evaluation Report (Kurt Allen Report)?  There 

are a couple things that need to be followed up regarding what is in the report and what your 

numbers and recommendations suggest.  There are things in this report that are not supportive of 

your numbers, etc.  Have you had discussion about that, on numbers and data, because they are 

not super supportive? 

 

Scherrer:  There have been people that have raised extreme concerns about that Report; these 

people have a back ground in science, and have a level of certainty that that the conclusions that 

were made are not consistent.  It struck me as an over statement.  (I’m a lot more diplomatic in 

this room than I was in the other meeting).  I’m concerned that when you look at the numbers 

and the size of the study that some of the statements are way more than they should be, it is 

bothersome to me.  Can we get them to change that – probably not?  It is important that we are 

careful that what is stated is what the partners support; we need to be strongly committed to that 

as a group.  Scott Guffey is in the audience, do you have any comments?  Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to ask Scott for his input as he is a key player in this. 

 

Guffey:  They have done these reports every year; in my opinion they need to look at the results 

of the past reports - compare the reports to the aerial flight data to see how accurate those reports 

have been.   
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Scherrer:  That was asked at the December 19
th

 meeting; we’ll follow up on the 28
th

.  Scott, I 

won’t be at the meeting on the 28
th

, so hopefully you’ll get an answer on that. 

 

Brown:  Are there any other questions for Jim and Dave? 

 

Burns:  If you look at the first map up there, the gray areas are beetle free; mostly the large fire 

areas; are projects like a clear cut or hardwood enhancement project a tool that could be used?  

Or would projects like that have to be done on a larger scale?   

 

Mertz:  We have limited funding for those kinds of projects. They have value but I wouldn’t 

really look at that as too much of a significant part of our MPB problem. 

 

Gomez:  The first map, those acres, is that cumulative, or is that one year?   Is that 34,000 new 

acres?  The statistics always look at new trees, without ever looking at the total number of dead 

trees.  As we have less and less the curve will go to zero when there are no more trees left.  

Reconfigure the numbers so it takes in to account the number of trees we have now seems to be a 

more realistic statistic. 

 

Mertz:  Some people have some issues with the process that Kurt uses but he says it is the 

standard process, and keep in mind it is just a tool, just a way to show information.  We don’t 

intend his report to be the road map.  It’s a tool to help. 

 

Tysdal:  As I look at the map, the pink area is the best tree growing area in the Black Hills.  

Would there be a question whether you should target and clean up that area or worry about the 

outskirts of the area where it takes longer to grow a tree.  The cut and chunk product in the pink 

area will be gone faster than in the outlying areas. 

Mertz: Certainly timber production is one thing we need to consider, but it not the only thing. 

 

Brown:  This is one of our opportunities to address a multi-faceted problem.  At our next 

meeting, we will ask everyone to consider that this is one way for the stakeholders to agree on 

this recommendation.  This was an excellent report thank you Jim and Dave.   

 

Bobzien:  I would just like to mention that should the recommendations result in the use of the 

categorical exclusion the Board would be asked to engage in that; so there is quite a bit back to 

the why and where. 

 

Brown:  With that, let’s take a 10 minute break. 

 

Orientation Topic:  Cultural Resources/Antiquities Act ~ Mike Hilton 

 

Brown:   I’ll turn it over to Forest Supervisor Craig Bobzien to introduce the next topic. 

 

Bobzien: The next topic on the agenda is really foundational for the board members; Cultural 

and Historical resources on the Forest and consultation with various tribes. I’d like to introduce 

Dr. Mike Hilton to go over an overview that will cover the basics. 

 

Hilton: I appreciate the opportunity to address the board. I’ll keep this brief, but feel free to ask 

questions throughout the presentation.  I am the Heritage Resources Program Manager & Tribal 

Relations Liaison on the Forest. 
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PowerPoint: An Overview of Cultural Resources Management on the Black Hills National 

Forest ~ Mike Hilton, Heritage Resources Program Manager & Tribal Relations Liaison 

 

Objectives of the Heritage Resources and Tribal Relations Programs 

 Keep the Forest legal! 

 Protect significant resources 

 Build relations with tribes 

 

Objectives of This Presentation 

 Provide general overview 

 Address questions 

 

What are cultural resources? 

 Archaeological deposits 

 Historic structures & objects 

 Non-renewable resources 

 

Cultural Resources Management Executive Orders 

Executive Order 11593 - Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment 

Executive Order 13007 - Indian Sacred Sites 

Executive Order 13175 - Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments 

Executive Order 13287 - Preserve America 

 

Cultural Resources Management Statutes 

Antiquities Act of 1906 

National Historic Preservation Act (1966) 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act (1979) 

Native American Grave Protection and Repatriation Act (1990) 

 

Cultural Resources Management Laws 

Antiquities Act of 1906 

National Historic Preservation Act (1966) 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act (1979) 

Native American Grave Protection and Repatriation Act (1990) 

 
National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 

The head of any Federal agency having direct or indirect jurisdiction over a proposed Federal or federally 

assisted undertaking in any State and the head of any Federal department or independent agency having 

authority to license any undertaking shall, prior to the approval of the expenditure of any Federal funds on 

the undertaking or prior to the issuance of any license, as the case may be, take into account the effect of 

the undertaking on any district, site, building, structure, or object that is included in or eligible for 

inclusion in the National Register. The head of any such Federal agency shall afford the Advisory Council 

on Historic Preservation established under Title II of this Act a reasonable opportunity to comment with 

regard to such undertaking.  (16 U.S.C. 470f) 

 

Brief Overview of Section 106 Process 

Implementing regulations = 36 CFR §800 

 Heritage Resources Contacted for an Undertaking 

o Project initiation and planning 
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o Identification of resources 

o Evaluate significance of resources 

o Assess the effects on resources 

o Resolve adverse effects to resources 

 

 

Reporting Responsibilities 

 Heritage Resources Report 

 Site Record 

 Site Sketch 

 Multiple Maps 

 Photograph Records 

 Feature Records 

 Artifact Sketches 

 Other Required Forms 

 

Data Management 

 GIS corporate database entry (sites & surveys) 

 INFRA (I-Web) database entry 

 

Consultation Requirements 

 Request Smithsonian numbers 

 Submit site records & report 

 Request review & concurrence 

 Wait for response (30 days minimum) 

 

SHPO - State Historic Preservation Officer 

THPO - Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 

 

Recap of Primary Points 

 Keep the Forest legal 

 Process is time consuming 

 Consultation is mandatory 

 Protect only significant resources 

 
Carrier: Do you base different criteria for the A, B and C categories? 

 

Hilton: There are 4 criteria that make a cultural resource eligible for nomination to the National 

Register; 1. significant events, 2. significant people in the past, 3. distinctive characteristics in 

architecture, and 4. the potential to yield information important to history or prehistory. It only 

takes one of these four criteria to be considered significant. 

 

Brenneisen: On vegetative management, would you do a general consultation with the tribes or 

is that only for cultural resources?  

 

Hilton: We would only consult on cultural resources that we found in our assessment of effects, 

but the tribes would know about the project. 
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Tieszen: Would you elaborate on the consultation process? 

 

Hilton: By law we have to consult with the tribes, particularly on tribal artifacts. There are 11 

tribes that we consult with that have a tribal liaison officer. We send them the same report as the 

state historic preservation officer and they have 30 days to respond. 

 

Tieszen:  So do the tribes comment, make requests, object? 

 

Hilton: If they have info that we don’t know about, they will contact us. That doesn’t happen 

very often but on some of the larger, more controversial projects, we do hear from them and we 

will consider that in the process. We want to find a way to work through it with the tribes. They 

can withhold information legally if it is a sensitive issue. We also have meetings 1-2 times a year 

to meet with all of the tribes. 

 

Tieszen:  So what if you can’t reach an easy resolution? 

 

Hilton: The advisory council has the final say so and they are a group appointed by the President 

out of Washington D.C. We will do our best to work through the problems.  

 

Burns: This is just for federal dollars. Is there a process at the state level that they would have to 

go through before they did anything involved? 

 

Hilton: I’d have to ask the state about that. 

 

 

Recreation Facilities Working Group Update ~ Scott Haas, Dick Brown, Linda Tokarczyk, 

Lon Carrier, Alice Allen 

 

Brown:  The next agenda item is the Recreation Facilities Working Group update. There are 

110-150 sites that we are actively looking at. There are 6 forests involved that are looking at their 

rec sites as this relates to the new National Forest Recreation Site Analysis. We will get involved 

and get input from these other Forests and members that have been appointed. Our role has been 

to visit Forest sites and take a look at how they operate. We are going to also look at the existing 

facility conditions with a group out of the region. We will work with other groups, states and 

counties as well. There will be specific sites that may need recommendations. As we are 

provided information, we will go over the new updated data. The rec sites on the Black Hills 

National Forest are very significant and have a huge impact on economics, tourism and the 

general flow of the public. Some areas, such as the Bearlodge, have rec areas that are not 

available anymore because of nature. 

 

Adam: That is a good summary. There are 6 forests in the region going through the recreation 

site analysis and it won’t be until May when the enterprise team is available to start on the Black 

Hills. 

 

PowerPoint: Developed Recreation Sites Concessionaire Permit ~ Ralph Adam, Physical 

Resources Staff Officer 

 

Permit Holder:  Forest Recreation Management, Hill City, SD 

Permit Term: 5 years with potential for 5 year extension 
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Facilities by District 

Facility Acres District 

Cook Lake Recreation Complex 103 Bearlodge 

Bearlodge Campground 20 Bearlodge 

Reuter Campground and Trailhead 32 Bearlodge 

Sundance Horse Campground and Trailhead 13 Bearlodge 

 

 

 

Facility Acres District 

Bismarck Lake Recreation Complex 32 Hell Canyon 

Horsethief Lake Recreation Complex 44 Hell Canyon 

Beaver Creek Campground 9 Hell Canyon 

Comanche Park Campground 26 Hell Canyon 

Grizzly Bear Campground & Picnic Ground 20 Hell Canyon 

Iron Creek Horse Camp & Trailhead 16 Hell Canyon 

Oreville Campground 25 Hell Canyon 

Redbank Spring Campground* 7 Hell Canyon 

Willow Creek Horse Campground and Trail 

head 

23 Hell Canyon 

Lakota Lake Picnic Ground & Day Use Area 8 Hell Canyon 

* Added to concessionaire permit 
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Facility Acres District 

Pactola Recreation Complex 124 Mystic 

Sheridan Recreation Complex 261 Mystic 

Deerfield Recreation Complex 125 Mystic 

Black Fox Campground* 5 Mystic 

Castle Peak Campground* 5 Mystic 

Ditch Creek Campground 12 Mystic 

Spring Creek Picnic Ground 8 Mystic 

* Added to concessionaire permit 

 

Facility Acres District 

Dalton Lake Recreation Complex 20 Northern Hills 

Roubaix Lake Recreation Complex 66 Northern Hills 

Boxelder Forks Campground 15 Northern Hills 

Hanna Campground 14 Northern Hills 

Rod & Gun Campground 9 Northern Hills 

Steamboat Rock Campground & Picnic 

Ground 

13 Northern Hills 

Timon Campground 9 Northern Hills 
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Strawberry Hill Picnic Ground 10 Northern Hills 

 

FS Sites to Maintain 

 

Facility District 

Trailheads (TH) All 

Palmer Creek TH (toilet) Hell Canyon 

Bridal Veil Falls Overlook Northern Hills 

BHNF Visitor Center  

 

Facility District 

Breezy Point Picnic Ground** Hell Canyon 

Wrinkled Rock TH (Toilet)** Hell Canyon 

Iron Mountain Picnic Ground** Hell Canyon 

Norbeck Overlook** Hell Canyon 

Blue Star Overlook- Pactola Dam (toilet)** Mystic 

South Dam Overlook –Pactola** Mystic 

Pactola Basin Rapid Creek TH (toilet) & Tamarak TH** Mystic 

Jenny Gulch Picnic Ground** Mystic 

Fisherman Parking (Hwy 385 @ Sheridan Lake** Mystic 
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Deerfield North Shore TH (Trail 40L)** Mystic 

Newton Lake TH** Mystic 

** Sites reverted back to the Forest to maintain 

 

Bobzien: – The concessionaire is maintaining these sites but they are not doing complete 

maintenance. There are some sites that need some capital investment to maintain, but there may 

be some inadequacies to cover all the costs. The last chart shown is of areas that are totally on 

their own. 

 

Allen: Are the road signs/interpretive signs your responsibility? 

 

Adam: Yes, I didn’t have those added into the slideshow. 

 

Tysdal: On Hell Canyon there are new campgrounds. Do they have the right to charge for those 

facilities?  

 

Adam: Any fees under the concessionaires have fees.  

 

Tysdal: How do you collect them? 

 

Adam:  In person, on site or from the collection box. 

 

Brown: We will be keeping you advised and we will be looking at this closely.   

 

Winter Sports Travel Planning Strategy Update ~ Craig Bobzien 

 

Brown:  The next topic is on the Winter Sports Travel Planning Strategy Update. 

 

Bobzien: How many of you recall the travel rule from motorized travel? For 4 ½ years after the 

rule came out, there was very extensive involvement from the National Forest Advisory Board 

and the public to determine what is appropriate travel on the Forest. We worked to develop and 

shape a plan in 2010. The travel rule of 2005 had a subpart, A & B. Now there is another subpart, 

C. This subpart has to do with over snow use. What does this mean? It means they are coming up 

with regulations for over snow use. We talked about the fat tire proposals that came in and 

maybe we need to setup a group. I’m hoping this month we will have a regional meeting on how 

over snow use is used on the Forest. We thought this is important to begin the conversation and 

we would like to invite in members to next month’s meeting who use the Forest in the winter; the 

local cross-country ski groups, snowmobile groups, fat tire users and any groups that want to 

come. We will look at how we best manage over snow use, with mandates. That’s the 

background for the why; it’s a matter of developing some formal policy. In the meantime, trying 

to get an understanding from the groups about how to handle this and bring this to our February 

meeting. I’d like to open this up for getting input from the board and how that could be 

fashioned, if you need time to think, or have some questions. We want this to be meaningful. We 

are just trying to gain some basic understanding for a starting point. What might be subjects we 

cover with that panel? How do we help the panel prepare for the February meeting? 
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Brown:  So the concept is at our next February meeting, we have a panel that could be 

represented and give us a background on snow use. Some suggestions would help to determine 

the agenda and find out what are the next process steps for the Forest. Our involvement might be 

to put together a work group. 

 

Verchio: What abuses and misuses are we trying to address as a Forest? 

 

Bobzien: We set up regulations for resource protection. It is a matter of trying to manage under 

multiple use, public safety and ongoing safety concerns of mixed-use. There have been some 

areas where those mix uses work in low volume. 

 

Gomez: Does this use the existing travel system or does this mean new trails/roads? 

 

Bobzien: What I understand, most of the fat tire uses would want to operate on groomed routes. 

So those routes are either currently groomed by either cross-country skiers or snowmobilers. 

Cross-country skiers especially want a smooth route. It would be on existing transportation. 

There could be request for new routes to be groomed, so it’s trying to understand what the 

groups want. 

 

Burns: Is there a conflict between off road use? Would they use the same trails? 

 

Bobzien: Are you asking if there are restrictions for 4-wheel vehicles that are in place now? 

 

Burns:  Do snowmobiles use ATV trails that are covered by snow? 

 

Bobzien: Some of the system does use the same trails, but it is mostly roads instead of ATV 

trails. 

 

Carrier: Did the fat tire bikes get this going? 

 

Bobzien: Yes and no.  First, the new subpart C is coming out.  Second, is that we have new 

proposals from fat tire bikers. 

 

Carrier: So do ATVs tie into this too? 

 

Bobzien: With changes in technology, it’s hard to predict, but we are dealing with the 

information that we have today. 

 

Allen: I know that this a minor use of the Forest, but we like to take our horses and sleds out but 

that is difficult because most of the snow covered places are already used by snowmobiles and 

cross-country skiers. 

 

Bobzien: Yes we have to be considerate of all of those who use the Forest. We need to look at 

the uses and see what works. 

 

Hague: So if they are going to be using groomed trails, the snowmobilers currently pay a fee to 

use groomed trails. Are we looking at a fee structure? 
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Bobzien: Currently the state runs the fees and it’s a user fee system that helps accomplish that 

grooming. 

 

Tysdal: If you are going to put all of these rules and regulations in place, are you going to 

address the private landowner and trespassing at the same time? 

 

Bobzien: Trespassing is a major issue in any instance.  The state of SD/WY routes reflect willing 

landowners that allow the route through their property, realizing that there could be some off trail 

travel. I don’t want to preclude how that will be effective next time around. 

 

Tysdal: The “play areas” are the private property. They find a way to get in and play on private 

property. 

 

Bobzien: With snowmobiles, the private property that allows for grooming are the ones who are 

willing and that selects where the trail goes. I think this is currently being addressed and I would 

ask the State to help address that as well. 

 

Tysdal: I think we just inherited the snowmobiles. There is one place that is a right-away, except 

the groomers moved the trail into the draw not the right-away. 

 

Brown: There isn’t any doubt that multiple uses are related for over snow and there are a lot of 

issues that are coming up. This is why our Board should have a panel to give observations to 

help the Forest Service look at the overall picture.   

 

Verchio: Why are we regulating?  

 

Bobzien: We don’t have any National Forest groomed snowmobile trails. The state grooms the 

trails but the Forest permits the trails that are authorized to be groomed. 

 

Verchio: But the Forest doesn’t groom any of it? To me it seems like an overreach. If you are on 

five feet of snow, you aren’t destroying anything on the ground. Please be careful how much we 

try and restrict public property. 

 

Hague: Will we cover this next month? 

 

Bobzien: If the board members would like to have representatives, we will invite them. 

 

Tokarczyk: I know that you have received some specific plans and one that I have seen was at a 

Sundance chamber meeting. They were asking for use in the Black Buttes area. I think there are 

a lot of different ideas out there and if you do have some specific groups, get some representation 

so it’s not just on the existing trails. There are folks with other ideas out there. 

 

Burns: Right now snowmobiles go on groomed trails with permits, can they go in open areas 

without restrictions? 

 

Bobzien: There are no restrictions except in the Black Elk Wilderness. 
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Brown: We can look at this and see how we can make that topic informative in February. We 

would like to have you think about these things. There are some policy issues that need to be 

addressed.  

 

Public Comments 

 

Brown:  Are there any members, alternates that have an observation or comment before going to 

the public? 

 

Brown:  Comments from the public are now welcome. 

 

Ken Edel: I have a question. Is this a prelude to more fees for winter travel and winter 

recreation? Whether it is snowshoes or cross-country skiing, are we looking at more funds? 

 

Bobzien:  I don’t see any congressionally appropriated dollars to groom trails. It is the skiers or 

snowmobiles that have developed the cost of grooming. 

 

Edel: One of the biggest winter recreations is ice fishing. We don’t want to have snow on our 

roads and the access into various lakes needs some work. 

 

Sam Griner: I represent prospectors in the Black Hills. I have (mentioned a couple of 

documents) and I’m concerned with these. There are several areas where you keep taking these 

minerals away from us. You give response to the mountain bike association, but not us. If this 

does go through, is this permanent or is it just a test period? If there is a claim on here, are we 

allowed to sell this or is it just annihilated? We have a lot of rights that are being taken away 

from us. The research in one part of this says there is a comment period and another section says 

you can just go ahead and do it anyway. Does anyone know about this yet? 

 

Bobzien:  You’re describing the mineral withdrawal application. The purpose of a mineral 

withdrawal is to protect unique features and part of that process is the evaluation of the mineral 

component.  I would have to get back to you the specific public involvement but I can tell you by 

experience there is an examination. As you represent mining and prospecting, basically it is a 

very small fraction of an area that is unavailable for minerals. We have had some petitions in for 

withdrawal, like craven canyon, that is a petroglyph site in the Black Hills. As part of that 

process, there is an extensive mineral review and examination that goes in. This occurs so 

infrequently. 

 

Griner: We are talking about botanical areas. They run over these areas with their mountain 

bikes but we aren’t allowed to go into these areas and mine. 

Bobzien:  The public use with mountain bikes is not highly regulated. 

 

Griner: I have seen mountain bikes everywhere. I have had people tell me not to respond. 

 

Brown: Please communicate directly to the Supervisor. This may not be the appropriate venue to 

do this at this time. Any board members have any other thoughts? 
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ADJOURN 

 

Brown:  Are there any more comments?  If not, could I have a motion to adjourn; motion made 

by Senator Tieszen and seconded by Alice Allen.  The motion passed unanimously.   

 

The Meeting adjourned at 4:35 p.m. Next Meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, February 18, 

2015. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


