Working Group 2 – May 13, 2006

Forest Plan Collaborative Process – Facilitator:  Susan & Note-taker:  Faith

Present:  Dave, Mike, Mitch, Dean, Deb, Russ & Jim Nash

Adding another New Member

Jim Nash, from Republic, joined the group; he is particularly concerned about a sledding hill that provides a good experience for younger people, but is being closed.
The group decided that when they were starting a new topic – as they were today – they would welcome a new member as a full participant.  When they are in the midst of a topic, they would ask a new member to observe.

Questions that came up during the day
What latitude do we have in choosing or changing the characteristics of the ROS (Recreational Opportunity Spectrum)?

Debbie Wilkins and Craig Newman both spoke to the working group about this saying that they were 90% certain that if we use the ROS labels, we can use different criteria than before.  We can tailor the criteria to the Colville.

Will Rick Brazell come back to the collaborative group if he runs into some problem with getting the Forest Plan approved in DC?


Rick told the whole group that he definitely would.

Does an area have to be labeled “primitive” under the ROS to be considered for wilderness?

Forest Service staff didn’t think so, but weren’t quite sure.  [This needs to be checked out and the answer reported back to this working group.]
Current Uses, Conflicts/Issues (that is, need for change) & Ideas for Resolution

The group’s assignment was to look at 4 situations one at a time and address the three things listed above.

Situation 1 – non-IRA & motorized trails

Current uses?

Everything.  Big rigs, ORVs, horses, campgrounds, huckleberry picking, etc. –  the “free for all” zone.

In certain places – a canyon or a hollow – there is still a strong sense of wilderness.

Any issues or conflicts?

Within every situation, at the zoom level, there are smaller chunks that have very different characteristics than the way the larger piece of land is described.  For instance, a road corridor might be 5% of the total area and if you go ½ mile in from the road, it feels very different.

Some places you have user conflicts and other places you don’t.

Suggestions to resolve those issues/conflicts?

This is a multi-use area and should be treated in a more liberal, less restrictive way, unless there’s some valid reason to change it.

Consider a long-distance bike trail like the Trail of the Coeur d’Alenes.  Use part of the existing road system and convert it for biking.

Have a more adaptable, flexible plan that can change in response to changing conditions in situation 1.

Situation 2 – non-IRA & non-motorized trails
Current uses?

Same list as the “free-for-all” zone minus the motors.

Any issues or conflicts?

Gated roads and tank traps have ORV trails leading right around them.

There’s confusion among Forest Service employees and the public about whether ORVs can continue to use gated and tank-trapped roads.  (Apparently they are not supposed to, but even FS employees don’t always know that.)

There’s confusion about signage – if there’s no sign, does that mean it’s open to ATVs or it’s closed to them?

The revised ATV trail map is currently on the website, but the print copy won’t be ready until Labor Day.

A really great sledding hill is closed December to April.

Locals get keys to gated roads and open them up.  Former Forest Service employees keep their keys and do the same thing.

There’s no funding to enforce closed areas.

ILLEGAL use of non-motorized trails.

Some motorized folks create and maintain their own trails.

Even the Forest Service drives into non-motorized areas, which can be annoying for those folks who have walked a long way to get into them.

Suggestions to resolve those issues/conflicts?

There’s hope that closing some trails will get more people to stay on the open ones.  Also:

1. designate some for motorized and some for non-motorized

2. better signage and understanding of signage rules

3. better enforcement

Situation 3 – IRA & motorized trails
Current uses?

4-wheelers want to “see what’s at the end of the road”

Motorized trails becoming so over-used with ATVs instead of just jeeps.

Any issues or conflicts?

Have ¼ of the forest be for non-motorized folks.

Quads going down ridges, etc. tear things up.

Suggestions to resolve those issues/conflicts?

Key point:  some motorized users would be willing to trade a trail in an IRA for an equivalent experience trail outside an IRA.  Once the new trail is “on the ground” and available, close the old one inside the IRA.

Move motorized trails and provide a “suitable replacement.”

You can’t move an IRA, but you can move the experience of that kind of trail.  You don’t need the 5000 acres of an IRA to get a semi-primitive motorized experience – it can be done outside the IRA.

Why not have a motorized trail north from the ski area and tie it into communities along the way?

Since trails are being over-run, there are not enough motorized opportunities – what is the capacity of the forest?  Perhaps someday it will need a permit system.

It’s important to maintain IRAs to maintain the roadless experience for motorized folks, too – this brings up the importance of the interface between logging and recreation.  Make sure that logging doesn’t destroy the semi-primitive experience, inside or outside an IRA.  Use buffer zones with vegetation to protect the recreation experience from the logging.

From PAVED to PRIMITIVE on a sliding scale is parallel to what this group said about from WUI to IRA.

In the non-IRA, there should be the least restriction on motors and in the IRA there should be the most restrictions – generally speaking, with room for some exceptions.  For instance, consider the issue of using 4-wheelers to hunt or to camp…

Use a collaborative approach when you get down to specific sites.

Situation 4 – IRA & non-motorized trails

Current uses?

Hiking, horse-back riding, snow shoeing, etc.

It’s almost a wilderness in those select IRAs like this.

Any issues or conflicts?

No conflicts unless laws are broken

Suggestions to resolve those issues/conflicts?

If we can come to an agreement, we all win.

For situations 2, 3 and 4 above, look at recreational opportunities





Primitive – no roads, no trails





Semi-primitive, non-motorized





Semi-primitive, motorized





Roaded, natural
and answer this key question – What conditions (physical or social) should a piece of ground have to recommend it for each recreation opportunity?

The group’s next assignment was the question directly above.  They chose to go in reverse order.

Situation 4 – IRA & non-motorized trails
The group thought only two ROS categories were relevant to consider:  primitive (P) and semi-primitive, non-motorized (SP-NM).

Some folks didn’t want to jump the gun by making a “slippery slope” to wilderness.

The group reached AGREEMENT that these criteria should be considered

proximity to roads

size

evidence of humans

characteristics of wilderness

visual sense of wilderness

noise

to determine whether to designate a particular IRA as P or SP-NM.

They also AGREED that the 3-mile (from a road) criteria for an area to be primitive is ridiculous.  

The group also AGREED to review existing IRAs as a group and to use the above criteria to collaboratively decide which IRAs to recommend as primitive.  People will bring suggestions to the next meeting.

Situation 3 – IRA & motorized trails
The group thought only two ROS categories were relevant to consider:  semi-primitive, motorized (SP-M) and semi-primitive, non-motorized (SP-NM).

By moving motorized trails out of an IRA, it could move from the SP-M to the SP-NM designation.  The group AGREED that to move motorized trails out of a particular IRA, consider the extent of:

motorized trails (if there’s only one or 2 to move, that recommends it)

no other obstacles to primitiveness

the magnitude of the conflict it resolves

whether it enhances wildlife

acceptable proximity of proposed “swap”

“equivalent experience” available

no net loss of roadless areas

common agreement 

Use these criteria to prioritize IRAs for swaps.

The group also AGREED that if an IRA did move to SP-NM status, then it should be considered under the criteria they developed in situation 4 above to see whether it should move even further into the P (primitive) status.

Situation 2 – non-IRA & non-motorized trails
The group thought there were three ROS categories relevant to consider:  roaded, natural (RN), semi-primitive, motorized (SP-M) and semi-primitive, non-motorized (SP-NM).

They quickly realized and AGREED that this situation is the most likely place for swaps with motorized trails from the IRAs in situation 3 above.  

They AGREED that this situation provides the opportunity to create NEW semi-primitive motorized areas in which replacement trails (from the IRAs in situation 3) could be located and where heavy motorized use from other areas could be dispersed.

They AGREED that by letting roads go “natural” and converting some roads to motorized trails – that is, by adding MORE motorized trails in these roaded areas – it could keep motorized users out of closed areas, protected areas and non-motorized trails.

