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Additional management area discussion

The group began discussing the possibility of creating additional management areas to address conflicts over how IRA’s should be managed.  Larry said that he could not accept areas of the Kettle Crest being designated wilderness, but he could possibly accept a different type of management area that took fire hazard into consideration.  He sees the need to thin many areas to reduce the risk of catastrophic wildfire and to improve the health of the Forest.  Hal informed the group that entering an area for thinning can change that area to the point that it is no longer eligible to become wilderness.  The question was asked whether or not signs of activity, such as stumps, could be overlooked if there is strong public support for an area to become wilderness.  Shirley agreed with Larry that if thinning could be done, she would be more willing to support wilderness in the future.  Cynthia mentioned that NEWFC acknowledges that some areas need restoration activities that would not degrade but enhance wilderness qualities before being proposed as wilderness.  Hal believes that resources should be used to thin in WUI’s.  Priority should be given to communities, given that there is not enough money to accomplish thinning throughout the forest.  

Cleve reiterated the NEWFC agreement that the Forest be split evenly into the three management areas: RMA’s, restoration, and proposed wilderness.  He also reminded the group that the Wilderness Act allows for roads to be built in wilderness areas for the purpose of fighting fires. 

Steve would like to explore a variety of management activities in the Forest.  Hal is frustrated that the group can’t come to some agreement on wilderness on some part of the Kettle Crest.  The conservation community has been advocating for wilderness in this area for decades.  The Crest is the primary focus of the wilderness designation effort.  Frank thinks the Crest should be considered for one of the other management options, other than wilderness designation.  The group agreed that they would like to see the Crest’s wilderness qualities preserved, but some members of the group do not want to see some of the restrictions placed on recreation in the Crest that would come with wilderness designation.  

It was suggested that the group list the management activities that they would like to see in a new management area.  Cleve is concerned that the NEWFC agreement will be in jeopardy if recommendations of this group stray much from that agreement with regard to proposed wilderness.  Although Maurice supports the NEWFC agreement, he reminded the group that motorized recreation takes place in the Crest, and that most of the IRA’s being focused on are in Ferry County.  There needs to be some balance.  Motorized users need some place to go on the Crest, and people in Ferry County need to be able to make a living.  Many residents there think that wilderness designation would get in the way of that.  

Debbie came in and explained the rationale behind the new management area options.  She told the group that the options in between IRA and proposed wilderness allow the areas that are controversial to be protected for their wilderness qualities while still meeting the needs of the people who do not want wilderness designation.  In that way, the areas are still preserved and the option of wilderness is there for the future.  The IRA designation would be the base level of protection, but the new options would be a bit more protective, in a way sliding towards wilderness designation.  

The group decided to start listing criteria for a new category of management.  They came up with the following criteria:

· local collaborative effort in designing the management of the MA

· preserve wilderness characteristics

· option kept for wilderness in the future (not completely supported)

· existing motorized use preserved (not completely supported)

· economic base maintained

· balance of access for recreational opportunities

Larry reminded the group again that he would like to see thinning done, but thinning through mechanical means could prevent the areas from being designated as wilderness in the future.  Maurice brought up the fact that even if stumps or old roads are present, the communities could bring forth a wilderness proposal in the event that the FS does not recommend it.

There was a discussion about the economy of Ferry County.  The County needs over 1 million dollars more in yearly revenue than it currently takes in.  It is very difficult to support wilderness in Ferry County, given these circumstances.  Larry does not want to lose the option of economic activity in the IRA’s.  There is the argument that with the last court decision, there is no economic potential from timber production associated with the IRA’s.  However, no one knows if that decision will stand, and timber production could be opened back up in the future.  Frank would like to see balanced access in the Crest.  He wants to see motorized users have access to those IRA’s or at least have some balance of recreational opportunities.  Alan reminded the group that balanced recreation means that all of the IRA’s couldn’t be proposed for wilderness, because that would leave out all motorized users.  

Maurice tried to learn which of the Crest IRA’s the group would find the most acceptable for wilderness proposal, but there was no agreement on a specific area.

The group then filled out the suitability matrix and discussed which of the MA’s each IRA should be placed in.  They created three types of IRA MA’s:

MA 4 – existing motorized use would be preserved, but there would be no expansion – this would apply to Harvey Creek

MA 5 – no motorized use, existing nonmotorized use would be preserved – this would apply to Profanity, Bald-Snow, Thirteenmile, Cougar, Hoodoo, and Deer Creek

MA 6 – existing motorized use would be preserved, and additional motorized use could be created – this would apply to Lost Creek

No agreement was reached on the following IRA’s:

South Huckleberry, Twin Sisters, Jackknife, Owl Mountain, Quartzite

At the Nov. 11 meeting, the group had agreed that the following IRA’s should be proposed for wilderness:  Abercrombie-Hooknose, Salmo-Priest Adjacent, Grassy Top, Hall Mountain, and South Fork

Round-Up

Steve Gibson and Cleve Ives said that they would represent the group at the Round-Up, assuming they have no conflicts with the date.  Hal Rowe is an alternate for Cleve.

