Forest Plan Collaboration Meeting

Group 3

January 20, 2007

The group started with introductions in order to welcome the new Ferry County Commissioner, Joe Bond, who joined the group for the first time today.  Present were:  Tim Coleman, Tom Uniack, Therese Wittman, new members Joe Bond and Russ Larson, facilitator Susan Virnig and note-taker Mimi ____________.
Management Areas
The group reviewed the management areas agreed upon last time, including Responsible Management Areas – for timber production and all sorts of motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunities; Restoration Areas – to be managed so as to bring back old growth as rapidly as can be done, using various kinds of timber harvest and including various kinds of recreation; and IRAs.

The group discussed a fourth management area, Proposed Wilderness, and discussed two different options for these areas:

· 4a managed as status quo (with existing uses) but recommend for wilderness—still protecting its wilderness characteristics

· 4b managed as wilderness to protect its wilderness characteristics  

The fifth management area would be actual Wilderness.  

The group was concerned with the interim management of proposed wilderness and that it be done in such a way as to not degrade any wilderness characteristics.  They also realized that it may well be important to continue existing uses, for instance, when a trail swap is proposed.  The existing use of the trail would continue until the new trail to be swapped is ready for use.  The group supports the swapping out of motorized trails in recommended wilderness areas and does not intend that the motorized use would be eliminated at the moment the plan is signed.

The group agreed on recommendations for management areas during the last meeting.  They didn’t want to revisit those at this meeting.  (See corrected minutes from November 11, 2006.)  Several individuals from the group did not attend today’s meeting because they felt they had completed the discussion and process. 

Russ Larson joined the group about 11:30.  He was part of the Forest Summit in early April, but missed the rest of the meetings until today.  The group introduced themselves to welcome him.  (Note:  after lunch Joe Bond moved to group 1 to get perspective on another group’s discussion.)  

The group discussed whether there was anything they wanted to recommend between management area 3, which is an IRA, and management area 4, which is wilderness or proposed wilderness. This might be a National Recreation Area or some other specially designated area that is more restrictive than an IRA but is not a “capital W” wilderness.  All but a couple of IRAs were recommended for wilderness by the group during the discussion last time.  Susan asked them to consider if all those recommended areas do NOT become “capital W” wilderness, did they want to have some management area available that offered more protection than simply being an IRA?  The group chose not to answer that question at this time.  They prefer to stick to their previous recommendations for IRAs to become wilderness.  If at some future time, those recommendations don’t work out, that would be the time to consider alternatives.
Completing the spreadsheet
The group changed the title from proposed wilderness to recommended wilderness in Mgmt Area 6.

The group did not agree with the pre-placed “no’s” in Mgmt Area 6 in reference to motorized use (winter and summer).  Existing motorized use could exist in a recommended wilderness area.  The intention is to continue the existing use until motorized uses could be swapped out and relocated to other areas. There would be no new motorized uses – only existing trails would be allowed, until the swap was finalized. 

A copy of the spreadsheet will be attached to these minutes.

Some thoughts on the process
The group was asked to reflect on the collaborative forest planning process and discuss what went well and suggestions they have for improving the process.  

Work group became cohesive through the process.
There are still some major divisions within the entire group

First weekend experience was a great start—good foundation.  

The private poll on wilderness priorities this morning was a surprise.
Some activities worked well—others didn’t.
The ROS process created more positioning than collaboration.
Professional facilitation was a big benefit.
It’s been a respectful atmosphere that has been maintained throughout the process.
New relationships that developed were a good thing

The NE WA Forestry Coalition laid some important groundwork.
Good attendance was maintained throughout the process.  The amount of time people spent participating in the process is notable.
There were a few times when there was good communication going on and then the FS would step in and interrupt the process to explain something. (Sometimes it was not overly intrusive—more helpful than negative – but other times it was disruptive.)
Process drug out too long—better if there were more meetings over a shorter period of time vs over a long period of time (not sure that would have been doable though.)  Sometimes it took a lot of time to get everyone back “up to speed.”
Unofficial collaboration and relationship building took place during down time during the Forest Summit weekend.  Keeping people “captive” for 2 days that first meeting was a very good thing.

The group acknowledged it was good to work with each other during this process.

Respectfully submitted,

Susan Virnig

