Colville National Forest
Meeting with Selkirk Trailblazers
March 8, 2016

Attending

Leanna Powers, members of the Selkirk Trailblazers, and other community members
Pend Oreille County Commissioners Steve Kiss, Karen Skoog, and Mike Manus
Malcolm Friedman of Cathy McMorris-Rodgers office

Forest Service:
Amy Dillon, Forest Plan Revision Team Lead, Rodney Smoldon, Forest Supervisor, Franklin
Pemberton, Public Affairs Officer, Gayne Sears, District Ranger, Will Markwardt, Law
Enforcement Officer, and Marcy Rumelhart (notes).

The meeting was held at the lone Community Center in lone, WA at 6:00 pm. This meeting was
specifically requested by Leanna Powers and the Selkirk Trailblazers club.

Leanna Powers made some introductions and laid down some meeting ground rules.

Steve Kiss spoke to the group before the presentation. He stated that even though everyone may not

agree with the Forest Service draft plan it was important to be respectful and for everyone to hear the
discussion. He encouraged the group to comment on the project but to not submit form letters which
are essentially one comment.

Amy gave an overview of plan revision history; involvement of public, agencies and tribes; current
project status; next steps and planned public involvement in a power point presentation. She reviewed
the NEPA process phases and collaboration work that has taken place to get to this point. She reviewed
how the alternatives based on proposals from collaboration efforts were developed, the differences
between alternatives related to recommended wilderness, timber output, and road management. She
covered that the plan does not make site-specific decisions such as specific OHV routes or opening or
closing trails. She showed the group what the documents look like and where to get more information.
There are webinars being planned and listening sessions toward the end of the comment period.

Question topics included:
e You listed what you can’t change, so what can you change?

0 Management area designations, desired conditions, standards & guidelines and
objectives. Wilderness designation and inventoried roadless areas can’t be changed, but
everything else is open for change.

e Lonnie Johnson — some things you can’t change but the Forest Service could recommend that it
be changed.

0 Rodney gave an example of a private landowner wanting to do fuel treatment along the
boundary of an inventoried roadless area. There is paperwork involved and higher level
approval required but some change in how Inventoried Roadless areas are managed can
be recommended. The actual Inventoried Roadless area boundaries can be
recommended for change, but those recommendations go through Department of
Agriculture, and are not decided at forest plan level.

e Does plan address management to prevent forest fires?
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The plan does not make site-specific decisions but does allow the forest to respond to
fires and to do any needed rehabilitation or salvage work. Amy explained the difference
between active management and reserve management. Alternative R, which includes
reserve management, is heavy to that passive kind of management, letting nature take
its course.

e What is the Forest Service doing to increase off road access on the Sullivan Lake district, looks
like all of it is on the west side of the forest.

(0}

Amy explained the dark blue areas on the map are backcountry motorized management
areas with some sort of motorized trail present. It does not mean that OHV trails are
limited to only those areas. There are no site-specific trail decisions included in the draft
plan.

e How do you get equipment in wilderness to put out fires?

(0}

Gayne stated during last fire season we got special permission to bring in equipment,
build a trail, and then rehabilitate the area.

e  Who gets the timber money from a timber sale?

(0}

Rodney stated there are different types of contracts. Funds from a timber sale contract
would go back to the federal treasury, with some funds returned to counties through
the Secure Rural Schools Act under Title Il. Under a stewardship contract we trade the
value of the timber for the work and if there are any funds leftover we can keep that in
a trust fund for local contracting/expenditure.

e  Why is there checkerboard ownership?

(0]

Much of the private ownership adjacent to federal land dates back to the 1800s when
the government gave alternating sections of land to the railroad. Much of the private
land in the Pend Oreille valley is owned by Stimson Lumber Company and the WA State
Department of Natural Resources. We have a cost share agreement with them for some
roads, and we try to coordinate management with other ownerships as much as
possible. However, the forest plan would not affect management of other ownerships.

e Question about letters and comments to the Forest Service coming from locals. The majority of
people (here) say don’t be restrictive, but how can we get to people who can make a difference?
It doesn’t seem like the people (here) who don’t like this are being heard.

(0]

Amy — all comments will be read and considered regardless of who they come from. We
are receiving comments from folks in all three counties (Ferry, Stevens and Pend
Oreille). There will be comments from folks in the three counties that want more
wilderness, local folks that have that viewpoint. We need to hear from you in a focused
way what you like and what you don’t like. If people don’t comment we don’t hear it.
On the forest plan website is a link to a reading room where the public can view all
comments submitted.

Rodney — regarding managing the forest, remember it is part of a National Forest system
not just a Pend Oreille County system. He urged the group to comment on the draft
plan, but also to provide specifics about what needs to change.

e Leanna Powers — stated climate change discussion is in the draft plan, but consider that every
time the Forest Service puts smoke in the air it contributes to climate change. Also motor
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vehicle use in Pend Oreille County has changed a lot since the introduction of the side-by-side.
She will recommend keeping the current plan in place (No Action). She believes it would be
better to amend the current plan because there is more wiggle room for motor vehicle uses.

Where can we go to understand the terms in the plans?

O Amy stated there is a glossary in the documents that explains all of the terms. The
legend for the maps also has a good explanation of terms and management areas.

This whole area is wilderness and there are deer right in town, but if you want access to
wilderness you have to walk.

0 Amy stated the areas shown on the maps as recommended wilderness are overlapping
areas that are currently unroaded. They are inventoried roadless areas.

Why is the Forest Service changing these areas to recommended wilderness?

0 Gayne —there is a lot of interest from people who believe that these areas contain
wilderness characteristics.

Does the No Action alternative include all the amendments? Yes.
The Salmo Priest is designated wilderness?

O Yes. Gayne stated anything that is proposed as recommended wilderness would be
managed to maintain the wilderness characteristics.

Regarding the groups who came up with the alternatives (B & O) —who were they? Also, if the
County Commissioners have met with you in the past, what did they request and how did you
honor that?

0 Amy —the groups involved in the public workshops that provided input for developing
the alternatives included Conservation Northwest, The Lands Council, Kettle Range
Conservation Group, federal and state congressional representatives, county
commissioners, timber industry representatives, motorized and non-motorized group
representatives, 49 Degrees North Ski Area representatives, and cattlemen groups to
name a few. There were also roundtable discussions led by McMorris-Rodger’s and
Cantwell’s offices. We heard at those meetings the group could not come to consensus
for certain types of management. Those differences are reflected in the different
alternatives. Alternative R, which proposes large area of the forest for passive
management, versus Alternative P, which proposes about 70% of the land base being
managed. Folks from all three local counties were represented, and probably some from
Spokane county.

0 Rodney —for the record, Alternatives B & O are not preferred by the Forest Service, and
alternatives were developed by the Forest Service, not by the public. Regarding the
guestion about meeting with the county commissioners, we met with the
commissioners from all three counties over three days last fall and went through all of
the documents. The wanted us to dig deeper into how we look at water yield/water
guantity, and we made changes. They wanted adjustments to a grazing guideline. They
expressed dislike for the recommended wilderness we proposed so we removed about
half of what was originally in Alternative P. The commissioners also expressed concern
over the road density standards and we agreed that needs more work. That is
something we will look at between draft and final. After making adjustments we took
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Alternative P to our regional forester as our preferred alternative and he agreed it was
ready for public comment. Next, we briefed our Washington DC office on the draft plan
and they gave us approval to go to the public. Based on public comments received
during the comment period, there could be a new alternative or a modified alternative
which could include parts of other alternatives.

e What group makes the decision on which alternative will become the new plan?

O Rodney stated that he will make a recommendation to the regional forester who will
then make a decision.

e Pend Oreille County Commissioner Skoog addressed the group. She stated that while
Commissioner Kiss has read all of the documents and has been working with Rodney, the county
has been involved in the planning process from the beginning. Throughout the process the
county came to realize the county policies are weak and need improvement. They are working
with the Forest Service to harmonize our two plans and to improve county policy. They are
looking at doing a bigger county plan.

e Lonnie Johnson stated the Forest Service is not a great partner in economics and should be
more involved in economic development.

Plan revision business cards were handed out for anyone that wanted the website information. Several
individuals took paper copies of the documents and CDs.

The meeting ended just before 8:00 pm.
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