Eastern Washington Cascades and Yakima 
Provincial Advisory Committees (PAC)
Meeting Summary
October 24, 2006

Attendees:  Mike McFeeley, Jen Watkins, Albert Roberts, Saundie McPhee, Lynda Hofmann (WA Dept of Fish & Wildlife), Ron Simon, Howard Briggs, Lee Carlson, Dale Neuman, Bill Ford, June Helbig, Walt Smith, Jeff Krupka (US Fish & Wildlife Service),  Dan Wood, and Dick Rieman.
Visitors:  Bob Melson (Washington State Snowmobile Assoc.), John Grubbs (Washington State Snowmobile Assoc.) and Cynthia Wilkerson (Wilderness Society) cwilkerson@twsnw.org .
Forest Service attendees:  Forest Plan Revision Team members Margaret Hartzell, Linda Fee, and Debbie Kelly; Paul Hart and Robin DeMario. 
Facilitator:  Susan Hayman  
Meeting Objectives:

1. Review foundational information about Forest Service roadless areas, values, appropriate uses and methods of inventory
2. Review the updated roadless inventory maps

3. Discuss foundational information about the Forest Service wilderness evaluation process, including wilderness evaluation criteria and how it is applied

4. Discuss coordination between the PAC and the public in the wilderness evaluation process

====================================================================

Ground Rules

1. Listen openly and actively

2. Withhold judgment until the other person’s view is understood

3. Ask questions for understanding before responding

4. Give everyone equal opportunity to speak

5. Focus on concerns and interests rather than positions

6. Examine future improvements rather than dwelling on the past
7. Emphasize the situation rather than the people

8. Value disagreement and constructive argument

9. Look for ways to achieve mutual gain

10. Regard one another’s views as legitimate and deserving respect

11. Respect meeting timeframes

12. Silence all electronic devices

====================================================================
Agenda (as implemented):

  9:30am
Opening, welcome and introductory remarks, Workshop overview
10:00am
Round-robin on PAC member activities
10:30am 
Review of roadless foundational information

12:15pm
Lunch

  1:00pm
Updated 2006 Roadless Inventory
  1:45pm
Forest Service wilderness evaluation process
  3:15pm
Next Steps
  3:15pm
Meeting evaluation and Wrap-up

  3:30pm
Adjourn
WELCOME AND INTRODUCTORY REMARKS – Paul Hart
PAC members, visitors, and Forest Plan Revision Team members introduced themselves and explained which organizations/interests they represent.  Paul Hart reported that Jim Boynton and Karen Mollander were out of town, and extended their apologies that they were not able to attend the meeting.  
Margaret Hartzell recounted a recent experience in the Regional Office in Portland during a meeting with all the Directors over the Forest Service programs in Region 6 (Oregon and Washington).  As she updated the Directors on the progress of forest plan revision, she brought up the PACs’ idea of community forests.  The Directors exhibited a great deal of interest in this discussed this topic, and discussed it at length.  This demonstrates the value of the PACs’ input and recommendations into the revision process.
Following Margaret’s comments, Susan Hayman reviewed the meeting objectives, meeting agenda and ground rules.

PAC MEMBER SHARING TIME – Paul Hart
In round-robin format, Paul Hart asked each PAC member to share current events relevant to PAC activities.  These are recorded in first-person and paraphrased as stated:
Ron Simon (representing timber interests):  The Winton lumber mill will be closing by the end of the year.  There just isn’t enough wood to run the mill at full speed - we’ve only been able to run one shift at the mill for the last couple years.  We still hope that someone will buy the facility and operate it, but the people who are now interested in it are interested only in the machinery.  The processing facility doesn’t have the raw material base to make things work economically.  The mill opened in 1991.
Lynda Hofmann (Washington State Dept. of Fish & Wildlife):  This is a good opportunity for me to get to know how the Forest Service works.

Saundie McPhee (representing public at large):  The Little Naches ATV review and plan, that was put into effect this past spring was completed.

Albert Roberts (representing recreation and conservation forestry interests):  Still working on biomass and small wood utilization, trying to get material commitment from private individuals and from the Forest Service up in the Methow area.  We are trying to get funding for an experimental equipment utilization process.  

Jen Watkins (representing environmental interests):  I’ve spent a lot of time on the I-90 expansion issue in Cle Elum.  We are moving forward with discussions on the Tripod Fire salvage.

Mike McFeeley (representing wood products industry): It will be a real rough winter for the wood products industry and employees this winter.

Dan Wood (representing Chelan County Commissioners):  Pass.
Dick Rieman (representing environmental interests):    We are working with the Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery.  

Jeff Krupka (representing US Fish & Wildlife Service):  We have been working on the forest plan revision, Tripod fire salvage, trying to get our hands around the declining budgets, and coming to terms with all the work that needs to be done.

Walt Smith (representing public at large):  Fires are the big discussion item in Okanogan County, especially the smoke issues we had this summer.  It looks like animals are returning to the burned areas.  I get asked a lot about timber harvest and fire protection, these are two other big issues.
Bill Ford (representing recreation and tourism interests):    There are 35 Backcountry Horsemen directors in the state; I am one of them.  We are concerned with the Forest Service Washington DC proposed regarding new trail classifications.  Trail Classifications 1 and 2 discriminate against equestrians.  

Paul Hart:  This would be a good topic for a future meeting.

Linda Fee:  This needs to go through a public involvement process.

Dale Neuman (representing recreation interests):   I would like to have Jim Archchambeault explain the campground situation (recreation facility master planning).

Lee Carlson (representing Yakima Nation):  There is a Spring Chinook, salmon, steelhead, bull trout recover plan out for review; there will be a public meeting on this in Yakima on November 8 and in Wenatchee on November 9 primarily aimed at habitat.  Comments need to be in by November. The 4 “Hs” are habitat, hydro, harvest, and hatcheries.

Howard Briggs (representing recreation interests):   There are a lot of things going on with the winter recreation world.  We just completed our annual snowmobile expo at the Puyallup Fairgrounds, it was huge!!   It amazes me the amount of money that people are spending on winter recreation equipment.  Snowmobiling activity seems to be growing more and more each year.

June Helbig (representing recreation interests):  Access issues, if more Wilderness is created there will be fewer areas for hikers to access; an example is the permit system in the Enchantments.  There are quotas and restrictions for access to some areas.  
REVIEW OF ROADLESS FOUNDATIONAL INFORMATION – Linda Fee
Handout #1—Susan invited PAC members to write some bullets for each of the comments listed on the salmon colored  handout:  1) Wilderness areas create the following challenges…, and 2) Wilderness areas provide the following benefits...
Handout #2— Susan invited PAC members to write some bullets for each of the comments listed on the yellow colored handout:  1) Roadless areas create the following challenges…, and 2) Roadless areas provide the following benefits…

PAC members divided up into groups of three individuals per group to briefly discuss the key comments they listed on each handout.
Roadless/Wilderness Key Benefits and Challenges Exercise (flipchart list):
Challenges of roadless:

· Access

· Increased trail maintenance time due to the non motorized aspect

· Restrictions imposed due to management of vegetation

· Challenges to change the designation of roadless, not permanent
· Management of timber and insects 

· More expensive to do vegetation management for fire control and invasive species

· Possible closure of existing roads that are within some of these areas

· Reduced availability of economic support to communities through timber harvest

· Less ability to improve habitat

· The term needs to be changed, it is not roadless, call it what it really is
· Redefine what the purpose of roadless is for the 21st century
· Not much difference between roadless (policy) and wilderness (law); difficulties in management in each area
· Areas that have previously been roaded now being considered for roadless status, viewed as “taking”

Benefits of roadless:
· Provides a buffer zone between wilderness and roaded areas

· Core habitat for some species sensitive to roads

· Source of comparison to the managed/roaded areas

· Benefits to other ecosystem processes (water, etc.)

· Resource reserves

· Protects watershed better than roaded areas

· More research opportunities

· Benefits to foreign countries that can sell us more wood products

· Provides a near wilderness experience, easier to get to than wilderness

Challenges of Wilderness (flipchart list):
· Access

· Restrictions to the landscape

· Fuels management on neighboring private lands

· Political divisions

· Decreased access due to limited permit numbers in certain areas of the wilderness

· Inflexibility of law for emergencies or maintenance

· No access for motorized recreation and some non motorized recreation

· Not accessible for most people

· Lack of management, fire hazards

· More difficulty/costly for research/management
· Not much difference between roadless (policy) and wilderness (law); management difficulties in each area

Benefits of Wilderness (flipchart list):
· Wildlife habitat preservation

· Watershed protection

· A unique recreation opportunity

· A permanence of protection 

· Protection from minerals extraction

· Solitude

· Leaves nature in its natural state to study

· Clean air

· Increased backpack sales
· Areas away from human-caused noise

· Proves refugia benefits (places where wildlife can be safe)

Policy and regulatory review – Linda Fee
Handout #3—Wilderness Evaluation Process Paper Forest Plan revision Eastern Washington Forests

Handout #4—Forest Service Handbook FSH1902.12 –Land Management Planning Handbook Chapter 70 - Wilderness Evaluation
After hearing some of the small groups commenting after their exercise that they didn’t see much difference between roadless and wilderness, Linda wrote the following table on a flip chart and reviewed it with the group.  She stressed that there are exceptions to everything but, generally, these were some of the distinctions in management of the two different designations:

Examples of differences between Wilderness areas and Roadless areas
(Keep in mind that there are exceptions to everything):

	Activity/Use
	Wilderness
	Roadless

	Chainsaws
	No
	Yes

	Grazing
	Yes (limited)
	Yes

	Party size
	Yes
	No 

	Mineral extraction
	No (some exceptions)
	Yes

	Permits (to access areas)
	Yes
	No

	Wildland Fire Use/Prescribed Burning
	Yes
	Yes

	Veg Management (timber harvest)
	No
	Yes (limited 2001 Roadless Rule)

	Noxious weed management
	Yes
	Yes

	Road construction
	No
	Yes

	Motorized trails
	No
	Yes

	Legislated
	Yes
	No

	Forest Plan direction (Policy)
	Limited
	Yes


Linda then reviewed handout #3.  The Forest Service is required to do an inventory of undeveloped National Forest lands during forest plan revision.  Linda reviewed the RARE I and RARE II background listed on page 2.    
The 1970 RARE II Decision placed all the inventoried roadless areas into three categories:  1. Wilderness, 2. Non-wilderness, and 3. further planning.  The Washington State Wilderness Act sought to resolve the RARE II controversy by designating certain National Forest system lands in the State as Wilderness and by making other lands available for uses other than wilderness through the Washington State Wilderness Act.  As a result eight Wilderness Areas were designated in Eastern Washington.  The Forest Service could choose to recommend fewer acres than is actually evaluated as suitable.
VISITORS/OBSERVERS COMMENTS (post lunch):
Cynthia Wilkerson (Wilderness Society) showed PAC members copies of the Wilderness Act handbook published by the Wilderness Society in 2004.  She had two copies available to hand out today, and offered to send copies to anyone who asked today, or later emailed a request to her.
Bob Melson (Washington State Snowmobile Association) chose not to make any substantive comments at this time.
UPDATED 2006 ROADLESS INVENTORY – Linda Fee
Handout #5 Draft IRA’s May 2006 map (Colville, Okanogan and Wenatchee National Forests)
Handout #6 Draft Acreages for IRA’s (Changes in Inventoried Roadless Area Acreages from 2001 Roadless conservation Rule Acreages, to 2006 Final Inventory Acreages)

Handout #7 Evaluation of Potential Wilderness Areas1 
Handout #8 The Wilderness Act

Handout #9 Roadless/Wilderness Discussion Background Reading Materials
Linda provided an orientation to the updated inventory, including an on-screen review of the maps.  She mentioned that most of the Late Successional Reserves were identified as Inventoried Roadless Areas on the Wenatchee National Forest.  

In responding to a question proposed by a PAC member, Linda said that the Forest Service did not have the flexibility to do timber harvest or other management activities in wilderness areas in response to some economic need (e.g. skyrocketing prices for importing wood, etc.) or localized emergency or disaster, but that Congress could authorize such activity in the event of a national emergency.
She also clarified that the term “inventoried roadless area” is synonymous with “potential wilderness area.”  However, “potential wilderness areas” are not the same as “proposed wilderness areas.”  That is, an area within the roadless area is not automatically recommended for wilderness designation.  She assured PAC members that the public would have an opportunity to comment on any preliminary recommendation for wilderness designation.
Linda responded to questions regarding the criteria for roads – whether or not it is “classified” (is it on the Forest Service road system?), was the road built for timber harvest or not, if so, is it substantially unrecognizable as a road to the average person?
As the discussion began to include questions and challenges about the merit of specific areas within the inventory, Linda reminded everyone that the purpose of this session was not to go over the inventory in great detail, but to give an overview of how it compared with the 2001 Roadless Rule inventory.  She invited PAC members to notify her if they know of an area that is included on the map as potential wilderness/inventoried roadless area that doesn’t fit the criteria.  She asked them to be very specific, draw a map, and send photos of harvest units and stumps when submitting recommendations/changes to what is currently in the inventory.

FOREST SERVICE WILDERNESS EVALUATION PROCESS – Linda Fee   
Linda reviewed the requirements for Wilderness Evaluation Documentation (page 21 of 25 on handout #4)

1.  Overview

2.  Wilderness Capability:  Indicate each area’s capability for wilderness by describing the basic characteristics that make the area appropriate and valuable for wilderness, regardless of the area’s availability or need.  Address the following characteristics:

a. Natural integrity of the area

b. Natural appearance

c. Opportunities for experiences often unique to wilderness

d. Special features of the area

e. A description of size and shape to include the implications of the area’s size, shape, and juxtaposition to external influences on the wilderness attributes

3.  Availability for wilderness

a. Recreation

b. Information

c. Water availability and use

d. Livestock operations

e. Timer

f. Minerals

g. Cultural resources

h. Authorized and potential land uses

i. Management considerations including fire, insects and diseases
4. Need for Wilderness

5. Effects of Recommendations

PAC members identified the need for Planning Team members to be available during the evaluation process (especially Bill Gaines, Phil Jahns, and Linda Fee.  Linda said that she would check, but thought that Team members would be available as needed.
There was discussion about whether the PAC would have the latitude to recommend something less than complete wilderness for an area that would still have primitive characteristics (a kind of hybrid), and ask that the Forest Service ensure that it would not be reconsidered for wilderness in the future. Linda said that developing some sort of primitive management other than wilderness designation was certainly an option, though the Forest Service could not guarantee that any area suitable for wilderness would not be recommended for wilderness designation in the future.

There was also discussion about the option to parcel out portions of roadless areas for different kinds of management; for instance, that there might be a portion of a roadless area recommended for wilderness designation, with the remaining portions recommended for some other type of management.  Linda said that this was an option, and that it would be helpful for the PACs to recommend how areas not recommended for wilderness designation would be managed through the revised forest plan.
Involvement in Developing Preliminary Recommended Wilderness Areas – Susan Hayman
Susan wrote a “Spectrum of Evaluation” for PAC members to consider when determining their role in the wilderness evaluation process:
1. Review and comment on the worksheets.
2. Take the worksheets and add information about need 
3. Sort roadless areas based on PAC-developed considerations (by high, medium and low or divide them into just two groups, high potential and low potential, drop off the low potential and then sort the high again into very high and high).

4. Develop a recommendation for the Forest Service of what areas, if any, the PAC feels should be recommended for wilderness designation.   
5. For recommended areas, how would the areas be managed until they are designated?

6. For areas not recommended, how would you manage them?

Linda said that recommendations for wilderness designation were needed as soon as possible.  She also said that there are budgetary implications to the Forest Service with wilderness designation; there are certain things the Forest Service must supply in a wilderness area (wilderness rangers, wilderness monitoring, etc.).

PAC members agreed that items 1 and 2 could be completed by PAC members and brought to the December 6 meeting for discussion, provided that the Forest Service provided their completed evaluation forms to PAC members by November 20.  

PAC members also agreed that they would like an opportunity to sort roadless areas based on factors/considerations they would develop when applying the Forest Service established wilderness criteria (item 3).   They also agreed that they would like to see if they could reach agreement on any areas to recommend for wilderness designation (item 4), and provide recommendations on how to manage these areas in the interim prior to any actual designation by Congress (item 5), and how to suggest the Forest Service manage roadless areas not recommended for wilderness designation (item 6).

PAC members felt that those members unable to attend the November 17 or December 6 meetings should have the opportunity to send their comments to Paul Hart of Debbie Kelly for distribution to the PAC email list for consideration.  Susan also mentioned the importance of PAC members being careful to keep absent PAC members’ interests in mind in their deliberations.
The PAC members agreed to the following regarding their interface with the general public in the wilderness evaluation process:
1. Public does their evaluation independently from the PAC

2. Forest Service will continue meeting with special interest groups as needed
3. Forest Service convenes public meetings on overall forest plan proposal/revision

4. Suggestion—Forest Service needs to have a separate public meeting for roadless/wilderness

5. Ultimately, the Forest Service will integrate input from the public and PACs into their management proposal.
IMPORTANT PAC DATES

· Oct. 30 – Veg subgroup meeting at the Wenatchee NF headquarters office starting at 9:30 a.m.
· Nov. 8 – Cancelled.  Paul Hart or Debbie Kelly will distribute the veg subgroup salvage information to PAC members, along with the CD containing the updated roadless area inventory.
· Nov. 17 – PAC meeting.  Discuss salvage information provided by the veg subgroup, develop considerations for wilderness evaluation, and possibly discuss other priority PAC topics.
· Nov. 20 – Preliminary wilderness evaluations by the Forest Service for each roadless area will be provided to PAC members for review prior to the December 6 meeting.
· Dec. 6 – PAC meeting.  Sorting exercise, based on considerations developed November 17, to identify areas, if any, that should be recommended for potential wilderness.

· Dec. 12 – PAC meeting.  Discuss future management of roadless areas not likely to be recommended for potential wilderness.  
BIN ITEMS
· Uses in “recommended Wilderness areas” (will be discussed at the Dec. 12 meeting)
· Criteria for including improvements vs. the 1964 Wilderness Act (part of the discussion at the Nov. 17 meeting)
· Can resources in Wilderness areas be accessed in the case of a national emergency? (Yes)
ACTION ITEMS / FOLLOW UP ITEMS
· Linda Fee will send CDs to all PAC members (this request was brought up during the 10-16-2006 PAC meeting in which Margaret Hartzell offered to provide PAC members with a CD of the comparison of 2001 inventoried roadless areas with 2006 updated roadless inventory).  Linda will do this as soon as she can.
· Linda Fee will check with the ID Team for their availability to attend the Dec. 6 and 12 PAC meetings.
VISITORS/OBSERVERS COMMENTS (prior to conclusion of the meeting)
Cynthia Wilkerson (Wilderness Society):  The Tripod Collaborative Action Team (CAT) had a goal of getting info back to the PAC originally at the Nov. 8th meeting; this will now be presented at the Nov. 17 meeting.  At the recent field trip, Cynthia reported seeing green areas, charred areas, different slopes, and areas where the wood is already bluing.  The most likely area for salvage that would be most effectively/economically feasible was still being straw bale bombed when they were there, so the CAT would still like to see that area.  

Following up on Cynthia’s comments, Albert Roberts and Jeff Krupka, also on the CAT, shared that they had discussed timelines, EAs, EISs, the value of timber, what area of timber is accessible, education, experimental plots to get more information on, action on the ground, and the field trip.   The CAT will be flying over the Tripod and Cedar fires this week to get a good look at things.
CLOSING REMARKS
· Pizza for lunch next time, or at least a variety of foods available.
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