March 1, 2007

Forest Plan Collaboration Round Up

The meeting opened with welcoming remarks from Forest Supervisor Rick Brazell, Jon Reedy, Special Assistant to the USDA Under Secretary, and Cal Joyner, Deputy Regional Forester of the Pacific Northwest Region.  The collaborators, Forest Revision Planning Team, Forest Service personnel, and members of the public then introduced themselves.

Collaboration Coordinator Debbie Wilkins then gave a snapshot of the collaborative process from the beginning to the present.  She also explained to the members of the public how they could ask questions of the collaborators and the Forest Service.  A request was made that the collaborators have the opportunity to review the notes from this meeting before they are presented for public review.  Debbie agreed that the notes would be sent out to all of the collaborators prior to public review. 

Group Presentations
Group 1 presented their recommendations.  Representatives were Jasmine Minbashian and Lloyd McGee.

Lloyd:

In April, their group realized there was a controversy over the Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA) boundaries, and they felt time should be taken to make sure the boundaries were accurate.  During the summer, crews were on the ground in the IRA’s checking to see if any roads were present.  When collaboration resumed in the fall, the group came up with three management areas (MA’s):  Responsible Management Area (RMA), Restoration, and IRA.  These categories were first created by the Northeast Washington Forestry Coalition (NEWFC), a group that was originally established to bring representatives from the timber industry and the conservation community together to determine which locations in the Colville National Forest were the most suitable for timber production. The MA’s were derived by asking what the conservation community desired and what the timber industry desired.  As a result, the recommended RMA category, which is the category that would be open for timber production, encompassed about 400,000 acres throughout the Forest.  The Restoration areas are the areas outside of the RMA and the IRA areas.  

Jasmine: 

When the group discussed what the management practices should be in each land allocation category, they came up with the following basic principles that they all agreed on:  support local communities, sustain forest products, sustain roadless areas, see balance between these goals.  They also want to ensure that the unroaded areas outside of IRA’s are maintained.

In terms of recreation, the group recommended that unroaded lands be managed primarily for nonmotorized recreation and roaded lands be managed primarily for motorized recreation, although nonmotorized recreation opportunities still need to be present in roaded areas.  In areas of conflict between nonmotorized and motorized users, switching out trails to a different area would be a possibility, as long as the new trail is comparable to the old trail.

Lloyd and Brad Miller:

The group also came up with an additional management area, the military training area, which would be located in parts of the Tacoma and Ruby area and total approximately 15,000 acres.  SSgt. Brad Elliott came forward to describe the location of the area and to describe the purpose.  The Air Force would like to see this area become a management area, because that would put their use of it officially on the map to secure it for future use.  This would also allow the Air Force to move to a different section of the area and allow regeneration of the area that they have been using for several years.  Proposed boundaries include Ruby Creek Rd, Tacoma Creek Rd, and Powerline Rd.  Brad reiterated that recreationists would be more than welcome in this area.  The members of group 1 were in unanimous support of the military training area.

Lloyd:

The RMA category is evenly balanced between Ferry, Pend Oreille, and Stevens Counties.  The group views management activities in the Forest as a spectrum, with the RMA areas at one end and the IRA/wilderness areas at the other end.  More activities should be allowed to occur toward the RMA end and fewer activities should be allowed to occur toward the IRA/wilderness end.  Wilderness characteristics in the IRA’s need to be protected and maintained.

Jasmine:

The most activities should be allowed to occur in the RMA category, as reflected by the group’s suitability matrix.  While the group thought that motorized recreation should be the main emphasis in the RMA category in terms of recreation, Jasmine pointed out that they still want to preserve nonmotorized recreation opportunities in these areas.

The Restoration category is a little grayer.  Some of the goals of this category are to improve forest health and increase late successional forest characteristics across the forest.  In the more unroaded areas, wildland fire could be used on a case-by-case basis.  Motorized activities and road construction could also occur on a case-by-case basis. 

The group recognized the ecological and recreational values of the IRA’s and saw these as assets.  They agreed that new road construction should not occur and motorized recreation should not be expanded in these areas.  Wildland fire is appropriate in the IRA’s.  They would like to see more trails constructed in the IRA’s.

For the proposed wilderness areas, the group recommended the same management activities as they did for the IRA’s, with more limits on vegetation management projects and more definitive use of wildland fire.

Lloyd:

During the final hour, the group decided that they wanted to recommend the IRA’s adjacent to the Salmo Priest Wilderness for proposed wilderness.  They could not gain consensus on any other IRA’s for proposed wilderness.  They would like the IRA’s managed to protect the integrity as roadless areas.  They also felt that Lost Creek would be the least likely of all the IRA’s to be proposed for wilderness, and that it might be suitable for a national recreation area.  They also support the proposal that the Quartzite Cliff area be designated as a special recreation area.  

Jasmine:

Everyone in the group agreed that it was important to preserve the wilderness characteristics of the IRA’s.  They don’t want to lose the option of proposing these areas for wilderness in the future. 

Questions for Group 1: 

Q:  How tied are you to the name Responsible Management Area?  

Lloyd:  The word responsible came from a poll to see what terms the public responds positively to.  Another name would probably be fine, and NEWFC is not tied to the name.  

Q:  Please provide clarification regarding pest mgmt projects in proposed wilderness areas, especially in the case of noxious weed.

Jasmine:  The trigger for the group was pesticides.  They would prefer to see non-chemical means to control invasive species, but they might be ok with the use of pesticides if a large outbreak occurred that was difficult to control.  

Q:  How does the Restoration category relate to dry and mesic forest types?

Lloyd:  Dry forest makes more sense to treat than mesic.  There is more support for projects closer to the RMA areas and less support for projects closer to IRA’s.  

Jasmine:  The less roaded landscape most likely has more ecological integrity.  Within that landscape you’d consider restoration treatments based on forest type.  Overall, forest type did not really drive the Restoration category recommendation.

Q:  Please provide clarification on your recommendations for the Lost Creek/Granite IRA.  

Lloyd:  The group would support expansion of motorized activity in the Lost Creek IRA.  Motorized trails that currently exist in IRA’s could be swapped into this area in the future.  

One of the collaborators clarified that the Batey Bould and LPO motorized trail systems are part of the Lost Creek IRA, which is one of the reasons why the group set that area aside as different from the other IRA’s.  

Q:  What are you referring to when you talk about inventoried roadless areas?

Margaret:  The current inventory has been in place since the 70’s.  Recently, adjustments to those boundaries were proposed to reflect what is on the ground.  The adjusted inventory will become the official inventory in 2008.  

Lloyd:  The group used the adjusted inventory since it was the most accurate.  

Q:  Please provide clarification on wildland fire use in these management areas.

Jasmine:  the group did not spend much time on this topic.  People are open to seeing the tool used, but there is still some discomfort with using it near homes and communities.

Lloyd ended the presentation by saying that more agreements on proposed wilderness areas could be reached if some exceptions could be made, such as allowing chainsaws for a short period of time each year to clear trails.

Group 2 presented their recommendations.  Representatives were Dave Heflick and Dean Cummings.

Dave:

The group decided to adopt the RMA and Restoration boundaries recommended by NEWFC, with one exception. Much of the area west of Sullivan Lake should be included in RMA instead of Restoration category, due to the road density there.

Group 2 also took a bookend approach.  The more roaded the landscape, the more activities they feel should be permissible.  Conversely, the less roaded the landscape, the fewer activities they feel should be permissible.  You should see fewer and fewer impacts from human activities as you move closer to the primitive end.

Dave went through the uses listed in the suitability matrix and compared across management areas.

Wildland fire should not be allowed to burn unchecked in the RMA category.  They feel that likelihood of using wildland fire increases as you move closer to the primitive end of the spectrum.  It should be allowed in proposed wilderness areas.  In the suitability matrix, the group said maybe to the use of wildland fire in the Restoration MA, because restoration activities might need to occur before fires are allowed to burn to avoid uncharacteristically intense fire.

Fire suppression should definitely occur in the RMA category.  It might also occur in the other MA’s if the fires are uncharacteristically intense.

Motorized use can continue to occur in the IRA’s where it currently legally exists.  This is a point of difference with the rest of the groups, who either agreed that motorized trails need to be moved out of IRA’s or could not agree on the issue.  The group felt that swapping trails out of the IRA’s would be acceptable if suitable locations could be found.

Dean clarified the difference between trails and roads.  People felt very strongly about keeping jeep trails, which are very difficult to access using standard vehicles.  These are not roads.

Pest management projects should be decided on a case-by-case basis.  The group was uncomfortable with the use of toxins, so they could not give blanket approval for this use.  

Road construction is acceptable in the RMA’s, should be very limited in Restoration areas, and should not occur in IRA’s.

Timber production should only occur inside the RMA’s.

Timber harvest should occur in RMA’s, could occur in Restoration MA’s if the purpose is restoration.  There was no broad agreement on timber harvest in the IRA’s, because of the creation of stumps.  Stumps would preclude the area from being proposed for wilderness.  While everyone in the group is supportive of restoration treatments, some members of the group do not want treatments to prevent designation of wilderness in the future.

Trail Construction should be permissible in all MA’s, but only nonmotorized trail construction should occur in the IRA’s and wilderness areas.

Vegetation management projects should occur in the RMA’s.  Again there was the concern about toxins being used.  Only restoration projects should occur in Restoration MA’s, and projects should only be permitted in IRA’s and wilderness areas through a collaborative process.

The group only discussed three specific IRA’s in terms of wilderness designation, because they realized that they were going to run out of time.  They discussed the Quartzite IRA and agreed that it could be proposed for wilderness if some new trails could be constructed first for horseback riders and mountain bikers and if money is available for trail maintenance.  They discussed the Lost Creek IRA and agreed that it would not be suitable for wilderness and that it is valuable for motorized recreation.  They discussed the Abercrombie – Hooknose IRA and could not come to any agreement.  They discussed groups of IRA’s in the Kettle Crest and could not come to any agreement.

Dean:    

The Lost Creek area is a unique area, and the group discussed the possibility of horse logging being permitted.  There are many homesteads in the area.  This area could have many unique uses.  It should have some special consideration.  

Questions for Group Two

Q:  What was the road density criteria used to determine RMA and Restoration categories?

Dave:  Roads were buffered 0.25 miles, and RMA consists of the areas where buffers overlapped each other.  Also, all wildland urban interface (WUI), which was determined by a 1.5 mile buffer around structures, was incorporated into the RMA category.  

Q:  Did you use FS structures in the WUI buffer?

Dave:  The Wilderness Society method was used, which is based on Census Bureau data.  This was the only human structure density data available. 

Q:  Did all groups use the same criteria for the RMA category?

Dave:  yes – NEWFC developed the criteria.

Q:  How did the group feel about military training area?

Dean:  The group supported it.

Q:  What areas were extracted from the RMA area?

Dave:  INFISH buffers, caribou management units, grizzly bear management units, pine marten management units, and MA1 – old growth areas.  The lynx management units were not extracted.  Those are based on elevation.

Q:  Did the group discuss the Quartzite Cliff?

Dean:  No, but they did discuss establishing a motorized trail and possibly a nonmotorized trail connecting Chewelah, Colville and the Forest.

Q:  Are you speaking for Ferry County also?

Dean:  No, but there is interest all around in connecting the three counties through motorized trails and equestrian trails.

Q:  Please provide clarification on the terms allowed and preserved in reference to recreation in the RMA’s.  

Dave:  These discussions are currently happening in travel management collaboration meetings.  The Forest is looking at areas in mostly RMA’s where there could be opportunities for both motorized and nonmotorized recreational activities.  The Bead Lake area is an example.

Q:  What type of management activities would be allowed in the Quartzite Cliff area?  In other words, would the public rather that the appearance not change in this area?

Dean:  We would like to be able to build a trail to access it. The public would probably not want the appearance to change much.

Q:  Would restoration activities be acceptable in IRA’s if wilderness characteristics could be preserved, for example if stumps were camouflaged?  

Dave:  If they could be guaranteed that the results of the activities would not preclude wilderness designation, then that would open up discussion on restoration activities.

Group 3 presented their recommendations.  The representative was Bill Way.

Bill went through the suitability matrix for Group 3 and highlighted the areas where his group differed from the other groups or had unique recommendations. 

Prescribed fire should not occur in wet cold forest types.

Fire suppression should only occur for uncharacteristically intense fires. 

Motorized use of trails should continue to be allowed in IRA’s where the use currently exists until suitable swaps can be found.  This is in reference to the IRA’s with jeep trails.  Possibilities for areas to swap trails into include Refrigerator/Iron Mountain/Quartz, Swan Lake, and Empire Lake.

Motorized recreation should continue to be allowed in the Lost Creek IRA. 

The Kettle Crest north of the IRA’s should be buffered all the way to the border.

Pest management and vegetation management activities need to be worked out through collaborative processes.

For timber production, existing roads should be used as much as possible.  Try to use the existing roads without reconstruction to avoid widening existing roads and increasing erosion.  For both timber production and harvest, concentrate on WUI and try to focus on those areas where there really are safety issues, those areas that are closer to communities and homes.  

The group would like to move an area from the RMA category to the Restoration category.  The area comprises approximately 3000 acres and is bounded by the South Fork of Mill Creek, Middle Fork of Mill Creek and Bestrom Meadows.  This area is lightly roaded – only two roads.  They would like to see nonmotorized trails built in this area.  

Member of Group 3 would like new trails to be located close to communities, which would increase the economic impact of the trails.

The group supports the Quartzite Cliff proposal, and they would like to see trails built in an area east of Republic.  They don’t want to see intensive logging near trails that would be located in the RMA’s.  

The group supported the military training area.

The group recommended that all the IRA’s be proposed for wilderness, with the exception of the Lost Creek IRA.  

Questions for Group 3

Q:  Please provide clarification about the buffer area north of the Kettle Crest.

Bill:  All the land proposed for the RMA category in that area would be recommended for the Restoration category instead.

Q:  Aren’t there roads and homes in that area?

Bill:  There are some roads, but few if any homes.

Q:  How does the group feel about salvage logging?  Would it be considered timber production or timber harvest?

Bill:  It would probably be considered timber harvest and be permissible in the Restoration MA’s.  The group would likely say it should be managed on a case-by-case basis.  The group would probably not want salvage logging to occur in the IRA’s, but they never specifically discussed it.

Q:  Please provide clarification about your recommendations concerning road reconstruction and road improvement.  Should roads be improved in the Forest?

Bill:  The group is in favor of road improvement, but they don’t want to see roads that have grown over being bulldozed.  One of our concerns is that it will lead to more erosion.

Q:  Would logging roads that aren’t in use anymore be maintained for future use or converted to trails?

Bill:  Some roads could be converted to trails and some roads could be maintained for the option of future logging.  The group would like to see roads converted to trails close to communities.

Q:  Were any timber production criteria used in deciding where the lines would be drawn between the three MA’s?  

Bill:  not specifically

Q:  Did you have any data on condition classes for the IRA’s during your discussions?

Bill:  There was not discussion specific to condition classes.  There was a more general discussion concerning which of the IRA’s could withstand fire.

Group 4 presented their recommendations.  Representatives were Cleve Ives and Steve Gibson.

Cleve:

Much credit goes to Maurice Williamson for providing input and explanation regarding NEWFC’s agreements. 

Steve:  

Group 4 also used the bookend approach.  New roads should be constructed in WUI-nonIRA areas and could be made permanent.  New roads should not be constructed in non-WUI-IRA areas.  As you get closer to that end of the spectrum, new roads should not be made permanent.  The group’s suitability matrix should be changed from ‘no new roads’ to ‘no new permanent roads’ for the Restoration category.

The RMA’s should be areas of sustainable timber production.  The group could not reach broad agreement on timber production in the other MA’s.

Timber harvest should occur in the RMA’s. Some timber harvest can occur in the Restoration MA’s on a case-by-case basis.  There was no broad agreement on whether or not timber harvest should be allowed in the IRA’s.

The group supports designation of the Quartzite Cliffs as a special use area and construction of a trail in the area. The wilderness characteristics of the area should be maintained.  

The group supports the military training area.  It’s their understanding that the area would be managed much like the RMA’s.

Cleve:

The group accepted NEWFC boundaries for the RMA and Restoration MA’s.  All three counties would have similar amounts of RMA. 

Wildland fire is not a use that should occur in the RMA’s, but it could occur in the Restoration MA’s in conjunction with restoration goals.

Local collaboration groups should determine where motorized summer and winter activities should be allowed.

Local collaboration groups should determine when pesticides should be allowed for pest management projects.  Pesticides should not be used in wilderness areas.  In the IRA’s, it’s preferred that pesticides not be used.

Local collaboration groups should determine when chemicals should be used for vegetation management projects.   See the group’s suitability matrix for other nuances.

The principle of swapping trails became central to the group’s discussion about IRA’s.  The group is in favor of swapping motorized trails out of the IRA’s in the Kettle Crest and into the Lost Creek area.  An error in the suitability matrix needs to be fixed in the Proposed Wilderness Areas column.  Change an ‘m’ to an ‘n’, so that the motorized recreation cells say no.
Group 4 recommended the following IRA’s for proposed wilderness areas:  Salmo Priest Adjacent, Abercrombie-Hooknose, Grassy Top, Hall Mt., and South Fork. 

For the IRA’s not proposed for wilderness, Group 4 came up with the following guidelines – seek to preserve wilderness characteristics, management actions should not preclude wilderness designation in the future, local collaboration effort in designing the management of an area, maintain economic base (both traditional and non-traditional opportunities), seek balance of recreational access for both motorized and nonmotorized users.

The IRA’s were split into different MA’s to allow for differences in how motorized recreation is managed.  

In MA 4, which applies to Harvey Creek IRA, motorized activity should be allowed to continue.

In MA 5, which applies to Hoodoo, Cougar, Deer Creek, Thirteenmile, Profanity, and Bald-Snow IRA’s, no motorized recreation should be allowed.

In MA 6, which applies to Lost Creek IRA, motorized activity could be expanded.

In MA 8, which applies to Owl Mt., Jackknife, South Huckleberry, Twin Sisters, and Quartzite, the group could not reach broad agreement on motorized recreation.  However, this MA should be managed like MA 4, MA 5, and MA 6 for the other uses listed in the suitability matrix.

The issues that hung the group up on wilderness discussions were roads and fires.  Some people could support wilderness if treatments could be done prior to designation to avoid intense fires and if roads could be present to help combat fires.  Another stumbling block was lack of trust that the conservation community would not try to expand the current IRA’s once wilderness is designated.  Cleve ended by saying that by building up trust, the group was able to make progress and could continue to make progress in the future.

Questions for Group 4

Q:  How should the FS treat Quartzite Cliffs to protect the area from fire or pest outbreaks?

Steve:  The group believes the local managers need some degree of latitude in managing for those situations.

Q:  For IRA’s that are proposed for wilderness, can there be some fuel reduction to improve the condition class prior to designation?

Cleve:  The group did not reach consensus.  This issue came up repeatedly, because some people felt so strongly about being able to thin the areas to protect against intense fire. 

Feedback
Forest Supervisor Rick Brazell and Plan Revision Group Leader Margaret Hartzell then repeated what they heard as the key items presented by the collaborators.

The collaborators are recommending four main management areas:  Responsible Management Areas, Restoration Areas, Inventoried Roadless Areas, and Proposed Wilderness Areas.  No one is tied to the name Responsible Management Area, so that could be changed.

Responsible management areas have the most latitude to manage resources for timber, urban interface wildfire, and recreation.  These areas were determined by the proximity to roads and road density.

Restoration management areas have a priority of restoring the area to a more natural state, using timber management, fire management, and recreation management as tools for restoration.

Inventoried roadless areas have the least latitude for managing timber, recreation should remain status quo in most areas, and fire is used in a restorative manner.  If motorized use exists in a roadless area, it is the one suitability factor that would break IRA’s into two categories, Motorized and Non-Motorized IRA’s.

At this point, some of the collaborators clarified what they recommended for motorized recreation in the IRA’s that currently have motorized use.  Most groups would like to see motorized activity moved out of all of the IRA’s in the future, after equitable trades have been established.  Equitable trades would be decided upon by collaborative groups.  The Lost Creek IRA would be the one exception to this, since all the groups recommended motorized recreation continue in that area.

There is broad support for a Military Training Area.  Since the management activities for the military training area would mirror the management activities for the RMA’s, Rick would like to discuss whether or not an additional MA is needed or if the special use permit could be amended to satisfy the needs of the Air Force.  It was agreed that the Forest Service would meet one on one with the Air Force to discuss the military training area.

As far as wilderness proposals, the only IRA that appeared to receive broad support was the Salmo-Priest Adjacent, although one of the four groups did not recommend this area for wilderness.  The recommendations from the collaborative groups have a lot of power when it comes to deciding which, if any, of the IRA’s to recommend for wilderness.  However, each of the IRA’s still needs to go through the Forest Service wilderness evaluation process, so we will have to wait and see how the evaluations come out.

During the discussion on wilderness, it was brought up that the groups did not have enough time to discuss each individual IRA, so the absence of a recommendation does not necessarily mean that the groups decided against recommending each area for wilderness.  

One of the collaborators mentioned that the wilderness ranking exercise done at the January meeting yielded useful information regarding the group’s support for each IRA.  Debbie agreed that the information would be handed over to the planning team.

Wilderness qualities in all IRA’s should continue to be preserved.  This recommendation was put forward by all of the groups.  The Kettle Range seems to be especially important to people, so if those IRA’s are not proposed for wilderness, it might make sense to pursue an administratively designated management area that protects those IRA’s the way people would like to see them protected.

One of the collaborators pointed out that some of the roads that split the IRA’s have been proposed for conversion to nonmotorized routes.  There is a lot of objection to these proposals, because it would enlarge the IRA’s, and many people feel strongly about maintaining road access to these areas. 

Rick said that the specific trails that were recommended in the presentations would be addressed during travel management collaboration.  

Margaret asked for clarification about where the collaborators would like to see new trails constructed.  The collaborators agreed that they wanted new trails built both near communities and in more primitive areas.

One collaborator reiterated that economics was a major underpinning for the discussions.  He encouraged the FS to keep economics in the forefront throughout the rest of the planning process.  

Margaret assured the group that the 2005 planning rule also directs the planning team to strongly consider economic sustainability, as well as ecological and social sustainability.

Next Steps of Plan Revision
Margaret then went through the next steps of Forest Plan revision.

The planning team has all of the notes from the process, as well as the maps created by the groups.  The notes from today will be sent to the collaborators for review.  

Any areas that are recommended for wilderness will need to go through a specific process that will be lengthy.  The Forest will have to run those recommendations up the chain of command.  Recommendations would need to be approved by the Regional Forester in Portland and the Forest Service Chief in Washington D.C.  This will take some time.  

Evaluations for each IRA also need to be finished.  The three primary areas covered in an evaluation are capability, availability, and need.  The work done by the collaborative groups will contribute significantly to the need and availability sections of the evaluations.  Capability is based more on geography.  The evaluations will be made available to the public once they are finished.  Areas that the Forest decides to recommend for wilderness will be listed in the Forest plan as such.  Future meetings will be held to discuss the evaluations and the first draft of the Forest Plan.  

Rick added that the Forest would continue to work with the counties.  They have all requested cooperating agency status, which is encouraged under the 2005 planning rule.  
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