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Eastern Washington Cascades and Yakima 

Provincial Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting

March 21, 2007

Attendees:  
1. Arnie Arneson (timber interests)
2. Carl Bjelland (timber interests)
3. Jim Boynton (Forest Supervisor, Okanogan and Wenatchee National Forests)
4. Howard Briggs (recreation & tourism interests)
5. Steve Buck (public at large)

6. Lee Carlson (Yakama Nation)
7. Dick Coppock (for Bill Ford, recreation & tourism interests)
8. June Helbig (recreation interests)
9. Nick Martinez (grazing interests)
10. Mike McFeeley (forest products industry)
11. Dale Neuman (recreation & tourism interests)
12. Chris Parsons (Washington State Dept. of Fish & Wildlife)
13. Dick Rieman (environmental interests)
14. Ron Simon (timber interests)
15. Liz Tanke (public at large)

16. Jen Watkins (environmental interests)
17. Dan Wood (Chelan County Commissioners)
18. Cynthia Wilkerson (environmental interests, for Susan Crampton)
Observers: John Meriwether (Stevens Pass Ski Area), Matt Rose (International Bicycling Assoc. IMBA), and Angela Wallace (WSU student).
Forest Service attendees:  Jim Boynton (Forest Supervisor), Margaret Hartzell (Forest Plan Revision Team Leader), Deb Kelly (Public Affairs Specialist, Forest Plan Revision Team), Paul Hart (Public Affairs Group Leader), Robin DeMario (note taker), Bob Sheehan (Chelan District Ranger), Tim Foss (Cle Elum Ranger District), Mike Rowan (Naches Ranger District), Shannon O’Brien (Tonasket Ranger District), Lisa Therrell (Wenatchee River Ranger District), Karin Whitehall (Entiat District Ranger), Tom Graham (Entiat Ranger District), Mallory Lenz (Chelan Ranger District), Randy McLandress (Entiat Ranger District)
Facilitators:  Kathy Bond, Susan Hayman  

Meeting Objectives (see Attachment 1 – Agenda):

1. Evaluate and rate eight Wenatchee National Forest inventoried roadless areas.

Handouts:
1. Agenda 
2. Revised Need Considerations Table (dated 1.26.2007)
3. Availability Considerations Tables (dated 11.17.2006 and 1.26.2007)
Welcome and Introductory Remarks: 
Paul Hart opened the meeting by welcoming all participants, and asking PAC members and others present to introduce themselves.

Jim Boynton, Forest Supervisor, provided the following opening remarks:
· The first offering in the Tripod salvage project did not sell; it will be one of the first units to be offered in the next round of sales. The Forest Service estimates that there will be 15-20 million board feet of timber from this salvage effort; they expect to begin salvage on some units this summer. 

· Jim recently met with representatives of environmental groups regarding inventoried roadless areas. Jim heard that members of this interest would like the Forest Service to be quite clear and specific in the revised plan about what will and will not occur in inventoried roadless areas (IRA).

· The value of the PAC group, for Jim, are those areas of common ground, and also the “why” behind any differences of opinions in the group. 
· Jim clarified his approach to IRA management:

· For IRAs that are ‘preliminarily administratively recommended’ (PAR) as a result of the forest plan revision process, current and existing uses will continue to take place until a subsequent environmental analysis occurs regarding their management. It may take years for Congress to decide if and when it will finalize recommendations for wilderness areas.

· For IRAs that are not PAR, the revised forest plan will provide guidelines for their management. This is a place where the PAC’s recommendations for management will be especially useful.
· Thanks to the PAC for their efforts, input, concerns and passion.
Susan Hayman provided an overview to the agenda. She referred to the “Things we have heard you say” and “Remember…” posters (see Attachment 2, Flip Chart Notes), and asked PAC members to keep these in mind in their small group deliberations.   
IRA Evaluations for Wilderness:

Prior to breaking into small groups for the evaluation task work, Margaret Hartzell addressed some of the questions from the previous meeting:

1. Parceling: IRA evaluation for wilderness is not an ‘all or nothing’ case. The Forest Service can recommend a portion or parcel of an IRA for wilderness consideration. Be aware, though, that the parcel needs to be of a size that is manageable as wilderness. For areas adjacent to existing wilderness, there isn’t a problem with the size of the parcel. For stand-alone IRAs, generally the Forest Service looks for areas to be in excess of 5,000 acres.
2. ‘Current User Pressure’: This refers to the “Need” evaluation criterion #3 – “What is the current user pressure on other wilderness areas?” This applies to the current pressure on other wildernesses in the area, not an evaluation of the current user pressure on the IRA, itself. For example, if surrounding wilderness areas are receiving a lot of visitor pressure, there may be a need to create additional wilderness opportunities.

3. ‘Opportunities for unconfined outdoor recreation’: This refers to the “Need” evaluation criterion #4 – “What other non-wilderness lands provide opportunities for unconfined outdoor recreation?” This is an evaluation of other areas nearby or adjacent to the IRA (national forest, national parks, BLM-administered lands, etc.) with opportunities for primitive, undeveloped recreation. For example, if an IRA is adjacent to large areas with opportunities for primitive, undeveloped recreation, perhaps there isn’t a need for that particular IRA to be protected as a wilderness area. In response to a question, Margaret stated that mountain biking could be considered a kind of unconfined recreation use. 
Dan Wood shared his belief that wilderness designation causes significant trail maintenance problems by greatly increasing the cost per mile to complete the work (hand-work exclusively). He said that there is a large backlog of trail maintenance on the Okanogan-Wenatchee Forests now (as reported to him by Vladimer Steblina, Recreation/Wilderness Staff Officer).
June Helbig reminded PAC members of her belief that wilderness is the greatest “confined recreation” of all, due to the cost of building and maintaining wilderness trails, the presence of areas that you can’t get to without a trail, and the permitting regulations/limitations that occur in many wilderness areas. 

Susan reviewed the small group task. PAC members were asked to divide into three groups as suggested by the facilitators based on geography; North, Central and South (see Attachment 2 – Flip Charts for the list of who was in each group). PAC members had the option to swap groups if they felt more compelled to evaluate other IRAs than those in their suggested group. As at the February meeting, each group had a facilitator and district resource advisors. Hard copy maps displaying recreation, vegetation and wildlife attributes were available to each group. In addition, a central laptop and projector were available to each group if they needed to consult additional GIS data layers.
Each group had three poster-sized templates to fill out and use as a basis for their small group reports:  Availability Evaluation Summary, Need Evaluation Summary, and Composite Evaluation Summary. At the conclusion of the small group session, a spokesperson from each group presented only the composite evaluation. Documentation from each group is contained in Attachment 4. Flip chart notes of the subsequent PAC discussion are contained in Attachment 2. 

The small group’s conclusions on Availability, Need and Overall Evaluation are listed for each IRA, followed by the PAC’s recommendation. PAC recommendations include an identified “option(s):”

Option 1:  We would support recommending this area for wilderness because…

Option 2:  We might support recommending this area for wilderness because…

Option 3:  We would not support recommending this area for wilderness because…

Option 4:  We would like to see this area’s roadless characteristics preserved through some other mechanism than wilderness designation because…

A table summarizing the PAC recommendations follows the conclusions noted for each IRA.
Central Group

Alpine Lakes Parcel #1 
· Availability—High to medium availability as wilderness, low priority for vegetation management, high connectivity, and wildlife value.  

· Need—Moderate due to the size and location (adjacent to Alpine Lakes Wilderness).  

· Overall Evaluation—Option 1, 2 and 4 (Split)
PAC Recommendation: Split. Some PAC members would recommend for wilderness based on wildlife connectivity values. Some would agree to wilderness recommendation if the boundary were adjusted to address their manageability concerns. Some PAC members would recommend Option 4 to maintain roadless characteristics, but not preclude future management options that may be needed to maintain wildlife habitat.
Alpine Lakes Parcel #5 (three regions: Tumwater, Chatter Creek, Icicle)
· Availability—High in Tumwater and Chatter Creek, and low along trails and in rock climbing areas in Icicle. Low availability in areas that are dry forest and/or non forming recreation uses. High availability in moist areas. 

· Need—Moderate to low. Other nearby wilderness and other opportunities for wilderness experience.

· Overall Evaluation—Option 2 for Tumwater and Chatter Creek for wilderness (bring the boundary off the ridge top; address fuel concerns in Chatter Creek). Option 4 in Icicle.
PAC Recommendation: Split. The PAC agreed that the Icicle region should be Option 4, due to non-conforming recreational use. Some PAC members felt that Option 2 applied to the Tumwater and Chatter Creek regions (boundary and fuels issues), but others felt that these two regions should be Option 4 due to the presence of a high-traffic road adjacent to Tumwater, and fuels concerns in Chatter Creek.
 North Group

Entiat-Chelan (Rock Creek):

· Availability—Moderate due to proximity to wilderness, ESA species, current recreation uses would be precluded (mountain bikes, large groups, outfitters).

· Need—Moderate to low due to other wilderness close by.

· Overall Evaluation—Option #4 because current uses would be precluded by wilderness designation.
PAC Recommendation: PAC members split this area into northeast and southwest segments. Option #2 was recommended for the northwest segment, with the stipulation that the road would be buffered so that road maintenance/trailhead access would be assured. Option #4 was recommended for the southeast segment to maintain access by large groups, mountain bikers and horse camp users.  

Entiat-Chelan (Entiat)
· Availability—Low due to current motorized/multiple use in this area, continue to be used in that way, so much multiple use.

· Need—Low; creates a good buffer zone to the wilderness.

· Overall Evaluation—Option #4 due to needed recreation use/multiple use.

PAC Recommendation: Option #4. The area provides opportunities for needed recreational/multiple uses, but would also like to see the roadless characteristics preserved. There are important wildlife needs (sensitive mule deer range) and LSR management needs (spotted owls) that would be best addressed by Option #4.
Entiat-Chelan (Myrtle-North Fork):

· Availability—Low for both Myrtle and North Fork areas. There is a motorized and non-motorized component to these areas.
· Need— Myrtle is a good buffer zone between roaded and unroaded areas. North Fork is similar in availability and need.
· Overall Evaluation—Option #4 to preserving roadless characteristics. 
PAC Recommendation: Option #4, due to the desire to preserve roadless characteristics.

Entiat-Chelan (Bearcat):

· Availability—High due to proximity to existing wilderness, remote area, low user pressure. 

· Need—High due to the uniqueness of this area not influenced by activities, and the opportunity to monitor species not influenced by activities.
· Overall Evaluation—Option #1 - Support this area being recommended as wilderness.
PAC Recommendation: Option #1, due to remoteness and adjacency to existing wilderness. 
 South Group

Teanaway:

· Availability—Moderate availability. Portions of the area are possibly available due to wildlife/fish habitat concerns. Other parts are considered low availability; due to the substantial and wide variety of existing recreational opportunities the area provides (low for recreation, high for wildlife).
· Need—Low, due to the pervasive human use in the area (large variety of motorized and non-motorized recreation uses). There are also a lot of resource protection/management needs in this area, including wildlife habitat and water quality.
· Overall Evaluation—Option #2 for the RNA area; outside of that, Option #4 (e.g. ‘backcountry’ theme would work well here). 
PAC Recommendation: Option #4, with possibility of separate motorized and non-motorized areas. Also look at opportunity to include RNA with adjacent wilderness.

Norse:
· Availability—With the exception of area #6, these parcels have moderate availability for wilderness. Most portions have good amount of recreational use, but the area is adjacent to existing wilderness.
· Need—Low. There is a lot of wilderness in the adjacent areas.

· Overall Evaluation—Option #2. The group might support recommending several of these parcels for wilderness, depending on what happens with other IRAs (trade-off options). Parcels #1 and #6 have some support for wilderness recommendation due to riparian and water quality protection needs.  
PAC Recommendation: Option #2 

Thorp:
NOTE: This IRA was evaluated as a group of eight parcels, starting south and moving north.

· Availability—High availability for wildlife, low availability due to motorized use.

· Need—High due to wildlife needs (due to connectivity) but it does create a wilderness island with associated management difficulties. Low need because it is an isolated island, and not particularly unique
· Overall Evaluation—Option #4, to preserve roadless characteristics.
· PAC Recommendation: Split. Some PAC members support Option 4, while others feel that this is an area that should be actively managed and developed in another way (including roads).

PAC Recommendations Summary
	Would Support
(Option 1)
	Might Support
(Option 2)
	Would Not Support
(Option 3)
	Other

(Option #4)
	Split Recommendation

	· Bearcat
	· Rock Creek NW

· Norse Peak
	
	· Alpine Lakes Parcel #5 - Icicle
· Rock Creek SE

· Entiat

· Myrtle

· North Fork

· Teanaway
	· Alpine Lakes #1 – split between Option 1, 3, 4

· Alpine Lakes Parcel #5 – Tumwater and Chatter Creek – Split between Options 2 and 4
· Thorp – Option 4 or developed


Observer Comments: None.
Wrap-up, Options
Some PAC members expressed concern that not all the high capability Wenatchee IRAs were evaluated due to time limitations (Heather Lake, Twin Lakes, Canyon Creek, portions of Alpine Lakes Adjacent). The group discussed options to move ahead to the Okanogan and leave the rest of the Wenatchee areas for the Forest Service to evaluate, knowing that the PAC would have an opportunity to comment on their evaluation. However, it was suggested that two small groups deal with the Okanogan IRAs at the April 23 meeting, and one small group finish up the Wenatchee IRAs. The group liked this suggestion, and asked to proceed this way. 

The next PAC meetings are scheduled for the following dates and purposes:
· Monday, April 23 (Complete wilderness evaluation of selected Okanogan IRAs and remaining Wenatchee IRAs)
· Friday, May 18 (Discuss how to manage IRAs not recommended for designation)
These three meetings will start at 9:00 a.m. and end at 4:00 p.m. and will be located in the large conference room at the Okanogan and Wenatchee National Forests headquarters office.

Additional comments by PAC members:

· There was considerable confusion about how water is addressed in the “availability” evaluation. PAC members feel they need clarification regarding water use and availability, as the Forest Service evaluation handouts combine discussions of water and fish together. The PAC asked to work this question out through an email discussion prior to the next meeting. Susan will follow up on this.

· It would be very useful to have a silviculturist and a biologist/entomologist available at the next two meetings.

· The evaluation process could be “short cut” by comparing unevaluated IRAs to similar IRAs evaluated today.
· Resource advisors are very helpful; keep resource advisors for future meetings!
· The maps were great!
Closing:
The meeting adjourned at 4:00 pm, following closing remarks by Jim Boynton and Paul Hart.

Respectfully submitted,

Kathy Bond and Susan Hayman, Facilitators

Note: Meeting notes captured on laptop by Robin DeMario during the course of discussion are included in their entirety in Attachment 3.
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