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Morning Session

The group decided to review the criteria used for the NEWFC map to decide if the NEWFC layers should be adopted across the board.  Cleve gave an explanation about the purpose of NEWFC.  The idea was to split up the forest evenly into three management areas:  RMA, restoration, proposed wilderness.

Steve asked about FS designations that don’t require congressional designation, but still provide similar protections.  Maurice explained that the negotiations within NEWFC were partially based on one-third of the Forest being proposed for wilderness.  Without this wilderness proposal, NEWFC’s recommendations might not be stable.

Phil spoke about alternatives for management of IRAs – they could be managed for backcountry recreation, for vegetation management activities as long as no new roads are built, etc.  

Merrill mentioned that the county commissioners have asked the FS to remain in close contact about more specific decisions further down the road.  He desires the FS to keep the communities’ wishes in mind when making decisions.  

Merrill brought up some concerns from Ferry County.  Three roads go through IRAs that do not show up on the map.  Brad Miller came in to explain that the roads in question are closed roads.  He did not think that the areas around them should be considered IRA, because roads are present.  The group had a discussion with Rick and Margaret about whether or not they have a say in which areas could be IRAs.  Margaret explained that the inventory is based on the presence of forest system roads.  Non-system roads do not meet the definition of a road and can be located within an IRA.  Margaret went on to explain that there is a difference between 2001 IRAs and the recently proposed IRAs.  The proposed IRAs do not have the same restrictions as the 2001 IRAs.  Under the 2001 Roadless rule, road building and most timber harvesting are prohibited in IRAs.  The 2001 Roadless rule does not apply to the recently proposed IRAs, so the groups could have more input with these IRAs.     

There was some concern that the whole West side could become roadless if the FS decides to abandon roads in the area.  Hal told the group that the IRAs that are on the table are the only places the conservation community is interested in.  Maurice explained that the one-third of the Forest recommended by NEWFC for RMA will be used for timber production, so the road system will have to be maintained.  Hal asked what guarantee exists that timber production will continue to be allowed in the RMAs, once designated.  Cleve said that if timber representatives in NEWFC support wilderness proposals, conservation representatives in NEWFC must support the timber industry by asking Congress to fund the Forest at the level that is needed for vegetation management activities to happen in the RMAs.  A certain level of trust is needed to achieve both objectives.

Phil told the group that it is up to them to decide if the NEWFC recommendations will meet their needs.  He said that he favors management actions that leave options on the table.  

Shirley asked if NEWFC was planning on recommending all of the IRAs for wilderness.  Maurice responded that it is likely that all but two of the IRAs will be recommended.  Shirley brought up the fact that there would be much more wilderness proposed in Ferry County than in the other counties.  Maurice explained that Ferry County would have as much of the area in the RMA category as the other counties, so it would not be missing out on timber production.  

Phil reiterated that there might be other options for some IRAs other than wilderness.  The negative consequences of wilderness designation include:  reduction in ability to fight fires and reduction in ability to deal with infestations.  Are there other designations that offer most of the protections of wilderness, yet allow for forest health activities to take place?

Some members of the group could not agree with making all of the IRAs wilderness.  They fear that the economic sustainability of the three counties is at risk.  Also, there is fear that the Colville will become another Okanogan, because the FS will not be able to actively manage for fire and infestations if large areas of the Forest are designated as wilderness.  Merrill would like to see breaks between the wilderness areas in which a variety of management activities can take place.  

The Quartzite IRA was brought up because it was an area for further discussion.  It was set aside for discussion, because the group wanted to consider allowing for further development of 49 Degrees North in 200 acres of the IRA.  Since the last meeting, John Eminger has decided that he does not need to develop within those 200 acres and would support it for proposed wilderness.  Merrill told the group it would be irresponsible to designate that area for wilderness, because it would be difficult to fight fire that could destroy the ski area.  

Afternoon Session

Brad Elliott proposed that a military training area be designated in the Ruby and Tacoma area.  After considering the proposal, the group agreed to support it.

After the proposal, the group began discussing each of the IRAs and identifying the benefits and trade-offs of the IRAs becoming wilderness areas.

Maurice told the group that NEWFC wants an analysis done for each of the areas proposed for wilderness in terms of risks associated with that designation.  They would also like the RMAs analyzed for their potential number of board feet.  

Some members of the group are reluctant to make recommendations without more information.  Cleve reminded the group that the FS would be doing wilderness evaluations, in which they would look at each IRA based on different criteria.  Margaret gave an explanation of the wilderness designation process.  She explained that extensive study would be required for wilderness designation to go forward.  Maurice asked if there was flexibility within an EIS, so that areas that need restoration could be recommended for wilderness upon the successful restoration of that area.  Margaret explained that idea would not fit within an EIS framework. 

East Side

Salmo Priest A, AB, B, C, and adjacent areas:  

Benefits:  Adjacent to an already existing wilderness, provide habitat for rare and endangered species, provide nonmotorized recreation near Spokane, protect water quality. 

Trade-offs:  little trade-off as far as timber is concerned – not very good locations for growing and harvesting timber, mountain bikers would be displaced from trails, potential loss of water storage projects.

Recommendation:  the group agreed to recommend all of these IRAs for wilderness designation. 

Grassy Top:

Benefits:  close to Spokane, unique open ecosystem, intact, unique trail system, habitat for rare and endangered species

Trade-offs:  displacement of motorized winter recreation 

Recommendation:  The group did not agree on a recommendation for this IRA.

Harvey Creek B:  

The group agreed that this IRA does not have as many wilderness qualities as other IRAs.

Recommendation:  The group agreed that this IRA should not be recommended for wilderness designation.

South Fork Mountain:

Benefits:  many wilderness qualities, contiguous to IRAs in the Kaniksu NF

Recommendation:  The group agreed to recommend this IRA for wilderness designation.

Dry Canyon Breaks:  

The group agreed that this IRA does not have as many wilderness qualities as other IRAs.  There are also roads located within it.

Recommendation:  The group agreed that this IRA should not be recommended for wilderness designation

Abercrombie-Hooknose:

Benefits:  large, scenic views, high alpine area, hiking trails, one of the areas most considered suitable for wilderness

Trade-offs:  Part of the IRA is WUI

Recommendation:  The group agreed that this IRA should be recommended for wilderness designation, with the exception of the small area in sections 30 and 31 that lead to non-Forest Service property.

Lost Creek:

Trade-offs:  Lots of user-created trails, could be used for motorized recreation

Recommendation:  The group agreed that this IRA should not be recommended for wilderness designation and that motorized recreation should be allowed within it.

URA8:  

Benefits:  Many wilderness qualities, close to Spokane

Trade-offs:  High risk of catastrophic fire

Recommendation:  The group did not agree on a recommendation for this IRA.

West Side

Profanity:

Benefits:  nonmotorized winter recreation opportunities, lynx habitat, solitude, potential economic benefit if designated, Kettle Crest has been recognized by conservation community for 40 years as one of the areas in WA most suitable for wilderness, intersection of Cascades and Northern Rockies – unique geological area and habitat, clean water for humans and salmon, less than 1% of wilderness in WA exists in Eastern WA.  All of these benefits pertain to all of the Kettle Crest IRAs.
Trade-offs:  displacement of motorized winter recreation, will be difficult to restore areas to mitigate severe fire hazard.

Recommendation:  The group did not agree on a recommendation for this IRA.

Bald Snow:  

Benefits:  wilderness experience for people in Republic and Tonasket, wonderful winter recreation area

Trade-offs:  Could not use snowmobiles for search and rescue, cultural significance – could limit access of White Mt. for tribes on the Colville Reservation. 

Recommendation:  The group did not agree on a recommendation for this IRA.

Twin Sisters:

Trade-offs:  displacement of jeep trail users, displacement of motorized winter recreation

Recommendation:  The group did not agree on a recommendation for this IRA.

The group realized that they could not come to agreement yet on any IRAs on the West side.  

