National Forest Advisory Board (NFAB) Meeting 
June 20, 2012
Mystic Ranger District
Members Present:   
Chairman Jim Scherrer, Hugh Thompson, Sam Brannan Tom Blair, Ev Hoyt, Jim Heinert, Carson Engelskirger Nels Smith, Bill Kohlbrand, Mike Verchio, Donovan Sprague, Suzanne Iudicello-Martley, Lon Carrier, Doug Hofer, 
Members Absent: 
Craig Tieszen, Becci Flanders-Paterson, Jeff Vonk

Forest Service Representatives:  

Craig Bobzien, Dennis Jaeger, Steve Kozel, Katie Van-Alstyne, Rick Hudson, Deanna Reyher, Dave Mertz, Marie Curtin, Steve Keegan, Ralph Adam, Dave Slepnikoff, Mike Hilton and Twila Morris
Others:  
Approximately 10 members of the public were in attendance.  Two Congressional representatives were also in attendance; Chris Blair (Johnson – D, South Dakota) and Mark Haugen (Thune – R, South Dakota).
Welcome:  
Scherrer:  We have a quorum; call the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m.   
Bobzien:  Thank you Mr. Chair.  Welcome all the Board members and members of the public.  Our agenda is really full today; our first topic is the report regarding the recommendations on the Mountain Pine Beetle Response Project (MPBRP).  This is something that members have spent a lot of time on, so we want the Board to have plenty of time to hear the report.  I’m very impressed with the Subcommittees report. 
Approve the Minutes:

Scherrer:  Our first item of business is to approve the minutes from the May meeting.  The minutes were distributed, comments received and incorporated.  Do I have a motion to approve the May minutes?  Motion made by Tom Blair, second by Carson Engelskirger.  Is there any discussion?  All in favor of approving the minutes as they read say aye; opposed same sign.  The May minutes are approved.
Approve the Agenda:

Scherrer:  Next item of business is to approve the agenda.  Amendment to the agenda was forwarded out on June 13th, does everyone have an up to date copy of the agenda?     Do I have a motion to approve the agenda?  Motion made by Hugh Thompson, second by Sam Brannan.  Is there any discussion?  All in favor of approving the agenda as it reads say aye, opposed same sign, agenda is approved.  
Housekeeping:

DFO Craig Bobzien:  In case of an emergency, the main exit is to the front, to the parking lot; or you may exit to the back of the building into the parking lot there.  Treats today have been provided by the Boxelder Job Corps. 
Scherrer:  If we have room at the table, we welcome our alternates to sit with us, Steve (Sisk) you’re welcome to sit at the table unless you would rather be near the coffee.

Meeting Protocols:
Scherrer:   Once again, I would ask that cell phones be put on silent.  For those in the audience, we have 15 minutes scheduled for public comments at the end of the meeting.  Public comments will only be taken if there is time.   Folks in the audience are welcome to forward your comments to the Board member that represents you prior to a meeting so that your concerns may be addressed.
Hot Topics
Legislative Updates
Scherrer:    Chris & Mark, thank you for coming today.  To those who don’t know, we routinely have the Congressional Representatives from both South Dakota, and Wyoming (if possible) present updates related to forest activities and issues related to the Forest Service.  We’ll start with you Chris.
Chris Blair:   I would like to introduce you to our summer intern Matt Hasvold.  Matt is a second year law school student from Creighton, so we are getting a lot of good work out of him.  The Farm Bill is being debated on the floor of the Senate; there are 73 amendments to the Bill.  The Udall Amendment passed with good a bi-partisan effort.  That amendment provides the additional $200 million needed for Forest health.  The delegation was happy to hear the announcement by the Forest Service (FS) of the additional $100 million dollars being allocated for the MPB issue.  Senator Johnson is happy with the dedication of the Great Plains Dispatch Center.  Congratulations on the ribbon cutting ceremony.  A few years ago it was determined that the Dispatch center had to be moved off the runway of the Rapid City Regional Airport.  This is a good example of everyone coming together; all the Agencies came to the table to get something accomplished.  Congratulations to Mr. Tom Troxel; the US Agriculture Secretary has named Tom as a member of an Advisory Committee that will advise on Forest health interests. The president signed a bill that would allow the FS to gain seven more air tankers.  We are happy to see that additional fleet come in to fight fires.   
Scherrer:  Does the Board have any questions?
Mark Haugen:   I would be remiss if I did not mention that the Amendment to the Farm Bill was the Thune-Udall bill.  I mentioned before that legislation is a process and not an event.  Only about 3% of all bills that are introduced are actually passed.  From that bill a lot was included in the Farm Bill; not all of it but we got in the designation of the pine beetle forests and the authorization for them that we mentioned at last month’s meeting.  Kristy had a Black Hills Cemetery Act that was in the house; Thune and Johnson introduced a companion piece that would return some of the small cemeteries to the committees that manage them.  Sportsman Act of 2012 introduced by Thune and Senator Tester of Montana.  This one did not make the cut, but it’s still out there, so if they were to pass a companion piece we would be poised to address it.  There’s also the Theodore Roosevelt Partnership Bill; there is vigorous support of this bill.  
Brad wanted me to let you know that he is tied up with constituents, but will get here as soon as he can.  At last month’s meeting Tom Blair mentioned the lawsuits that are often brought against the FS and such, and the fact that there is no accounting for what is spent on defending those lawsuits.  There is a bill in the House and Senate pending, the Equal Access To Justice Act that is designed to address this issue.

Scherrer:  Are there any questions for Mark?

Hoyt:  Did you say there was $200 million total?

Haugen:  Yes, per year, and it’s a five year bill.

Scherrer:  Thank you all for your updates today and for coming to our meetings every month.
Voting Protocols
Scherrer:  At 10 minutes after 5:00 at the last NFAB meeting, we had a motion on the table, and as it came around for the Chairman to vote, it was pointed out that the Chairman shouldn’t vote.  As it turns out that was erroneous; having said that though, I would like to turn lemons into lemonade. This is a prefect opportunity for us to clarify the rules of the Board and determine who has authority for what.  I asked Marie to research the rule of the Chairman voting, and she provided a document about the Roberts Rules of Order (RRO) protocols. 
From a personal standpoint, I feel it is very important for the Chairperson to vote, and if the chairperson is unable to vote the constituents would not be represented.  The other issue is Roberts Rules of Order; we just aren’t positioned to have a parliamentarian at every meeting.  There are a variety of ways to run a meeting.  When you look at the Operating Procedures, the authority resides with the Deciding Officer.  We all serve at the pleasure of the Deciding Officer.   So going forward we’ll run meetings the way Craig wants them.  I’m tickled to have had things happen the way they did, so we can learn from it and move forward. 
Bobzien:  Each of you should have a copy of the Charter in your binder.  The Board could select and choose to have additional bylaws; the bylaws would have to be adopted.  Everything has to be legal.  It is clearly within the purview of the Chairman to determine that the Chairman does get a vote.  If you would like to take on the previous bylaws you could do that, or you could just state how you would like to operate.  As a Board, you would look at if you want more structure and governance.  We’re guided by the charter and any laws that apply.
Smith:  You can’t play a game without playing rules.  When a call has had to be made the rule book was RRO that is an effective way to run meetings.  RRO also allows latitude of the chair.  I would Move that in the general conduct of the meeting and in cases of dispute resolution we go by RRO. 
Thompson:  I’ll second the motion.  I’m the one that caused the problem.  Having read the rules of order, they’re all over the place.  I think Craig’s advice is good, say what it is and go that way.  Sometimes the chairman votes in a secret ballot – this was an open vote.  RRO isn’t the last word, you say what it is and that’s how it is.
Blair:  It bothered me last meeting when we were talking about if you should vote as chairman, I always voted.  In the Charter, there were two things that came to mind, there are two types of Government; aldermanic, and commission.  The chairman in the aldermanic does not vote unless in the case of a tie.  Under the commission type, the chairman is simply a member of the body and would vote; but does not have tie breaking or veto votes.

The other thing that is important is when we elect the Chairman and Vice Chairman, the person is allowed to vote if they are allowed to hold the seat, and that eliminates the alternates from voting because they can’t hold the seat of the Chair and Vice Chair.  We have not had a big problem in how we administer the meetings.  The chairman gives the protocols; the DFO taps you on the shoulder and tells you when you are out of line.

Bobzien:  Whatever way forward you want, and the focus is whether the chair votes. If we go forward with the RRO, I would be encumbered to have a parliamentarian at the meetings.  We may have some pause, I have to follow a lot of process, and if this is one that you want to do, I’m not an expert, and if we went to a parliamentarian process it would change the tempo of the meeting.  I would have to have some time on some of the issues, so I want you to take some time to decide on how you want to address the issue.
Heinert:  I was not at last month’s meeting, I do appreciate the problem.  I do agree with the Chair; anyone who sits at the Chairs seat, does not relinquish his/her right to vote on any issue, and that is critically important.  I still believe we go back to what our purpose is; I don’t view us as a policy making body, a decision making body, or a governing body – we offer advice.  I don’t believe we have to follow RRO strictly, I think we can accept RRO to govern our business; we don’t have to rise to a level of formality, that dampens the spirit of what we are have going here.
Smith:  I agree completely with Jim, and I regret that my presentation seems to have been taken otherwise.  Whether or not the chair votes is not the issue; if something comes up again, to what do we turn to answer the question?  We just have to have a basis to which we can turn to make a decision.  The Chairman is right, if you can’t vote, who would take the job?  All I’m suggesting is that in the event of dispute resolution we would turn to RRO.  I doubt that anything will come up again as long as I’m here, but if it does we have something to turn to.

Brannan:  We don’t ignore the bylaws, but if there isn’t direction for a particular issue then we go with RRO.  The DFO can choose to accept the direction or not – he doesn’t have to accept any of it. 
Scherrer:  The DFO can say what his wish is for making a decision.  He can tell us what the decision is.
Smith:  I don’t want him to have to be the decision maker, or to get in the middle of it before the decision goes up.  In the event of a question about conduct of our business, we turn to RRO.
Scherrer:  I have to apologize to the Board, because at last month’s meeting if I would have said that we are unsure of the position of the chairs vote and consequently there will be no vote today, things would have turned out different.  That is a classic example of how a decision could be delayed for a month; but that is what I hear that you are saying you would like to move forward with.  If I had it to do over again, I would have said that I didn’t know the answer, and we would have had the delay in the decision.  I want everyone to understand that if we go with RRO, we may have those delays.
Iudicello-Martley:   I think that the way you opened this discussion is exemplary of how we do business; we made a mistake, but were not going to go back, we recognize it and move on.  What we’ve heard, is general consensus that the chair should vote, there doesn’t seem to be consensus on the questions about governing the Board.  The success of this Board is the informality of it; I don’t think we’ve gotten even close to the edge of chaos.  We have a Charter, and if we do something illegal we’ll be stopped.  The main thing we are doing is giving advices, so if we make a mistake, so what.  The outcome of last week’s choice, gave Craig a really good picture of all of our views and how different our views are, it’s just advice.
Scherrer:  Any other questions, comments?
Hofer:  Craig, if we approve this motion do you feel that you would have to bring in a parliamentarian to the meetings?
Bobzien:  I think we would have to recognize that we may have to take a pause to do our duty and do it correctly in some cases. 

Scherrer:  In all fairness this has never happened before and we’ve done some pretty big deals, so I don’t want this to run us over.
Brannan:  Nels is not saying that we change anything, but what would we do otherwise (if we don’t use RRO)?
Blair:  But the pause is that it might be a month before the decision is made – I can’t imagine that we might want to delay something by a month.  And for that reason, I vote against it.
Smith:  I truly regret the amount of time this has taken, but the reason I made the motion is because I understand you to say that it will be entirely a discretionary call by the chairman or the Forest Supervisor, and that is simply not a good way to do things.  You have to lay out the rules of the game before you play the game.  You have to have a standard for doing business.  We’ve had serious issues and you have to have an order.
Heinert:  If the way we have been conduction meetings, falls within your concept of general conduct governed by RRO, then I would accept the motion.  Persevering the level of authority is critically important.
Hoyt:  some groups appoint a parliamentarian to offer advice to the chair and the body regarding RRO, would that be acceptable to you Craig and Chairman if we were to have someone here act as a parliamentarian?  

Scherrer:  I prefer that we continue to follow the meeting protocols that we have established, and if something is needed, we could go to the book (RRO) rather than a parliamentarian – It would be more consistent if we just went to the book.  
Blair:  An option that is already available is if we’re into a disputed issue, someone can raise their hand and table the issue.  

Scherrer:  That is a good point Tom, than you.  I believe we are ready to take a vote on this issue.  All in favor of the motion as stated by Nels please raise your right hand (10 members voted for the motion).  All opposed please do the same (3 members voted against the motion).  The Motion is carried.  Thank you for your input, we’ll go on to the next topic now, and that is the MPBRP Subcommittee report.
Regular Agenda

Pine Beetle Response Project; Subcommittee Report to the Full Board ~ Sam Brannan
Scherrer:  The MPBRP Subcommittee has done their work in a timely manner, and provided their work back to me and Craig.  I’ll turn this over to Sam.   
Blair:  Chairman, just as a point of order, will we be covering the Board Member Changes topic on the agenda.

Scherrer:  Thank you Tom, we’ll pick that up – I missed that, thank you.
Brannan:   Well, like I said before, I would have rather tried to solve the Middle East conflict, than try to resolve the MPB issue!  I do want to say to Mark, Brad, and Chris - thank you for pushing that farm bill along, that will do a lot for the citizens of South Dakota.  
What the Subcommittee was charged with was a review of the MPBRP.  I’m going to do something different, I won’t read this to you – I’ll present very briefly, and ask Mr. Hoyt to come up and present, then Suzanne, and lastly, Carson.  I represent minerals, Ev represents the National Outdoorsman, Suzanne represents National Environmental groups and Carson represents the timber organization.  We had a wonderful Shepard in this process; Katie Van-Alstyne and Jim who helped us through.  This group was honest, straight t forward, and we all had the sense of urgency, to come up with something we agreed to.
The time line – we really have just till Monday, June 25th.   Copies of the DEIS came out on May 7th.  It was published in the Federal Register on May 11th, which started the 45 day comment period.  On May 16th, the Subcommittee presented an interim report to the NFAB. The FS held their first public meeting on May 17th, and a final report was due by June 8th.   I would like to ask Ev Hoyt to come up and present the next portion, on the elements addressed.
Elements Addressed ~ Ev Hoyt
Situation in the Black Hills
· This is our Katrina, it’s our Missouri river flooding, is the gulf oil spill; we have this right here in the Black Hills.  We find that the FS is unable to keep up with the beetles, and we find ourselves in a catch up position. We hope that the MPBRP positions the FS to catch up with the beetle.

· We have about 4000,000 acres that have been affected, that is a lot of the 1 million acres of the Black Hills.  We have a timber industry that is doing a terrific job, but they are over extended.  We are very fortune to have the industry to respond to the problem.  The public is alarmed; you look at what is happening in Fort Collins; that could happen to us.  The frustration of the public is the multitasking that the FS is doing, managing trails, etc. and trying to keep with the beetle.  The FS has partnered with the other agencies and groups and has welcomed the cooperation with the other Agencies that are saying let us help some way.  It is very encouraging that we’ve reached this point, Doug you brought some concerns, but the Stat is now on board too.  Everybody wants to do something.  
· Acres under MPB attack, peak during drought years.  Starting in 2004, there was a decline.  Now in 2012 we’re seeing an upswing.  The FS is looking at a response that is forest wide.

· What changed:  The epidemic is increasing faster than we can keep up; so the FS needs time to remove infested trees while work is being done on other projects.

· Traditional NEPA EIS, currently done on 202,000 acres.  The Healthy Forest Restoration Act of 2003 streamlined some of the FEIS process; correlation with public, streamlined objection and appeals process.

· Focus of MPBRP:  Focus on BHNF Forest Plan goals 7 & 10.  HFRA scoping and comments.  Adaptive Management approach; remove beetle infested trees, prevent or mitigate future MPB outbreaks.

· Where does MPBRP fit; another tool in the kit.

· Where will the MPBRP be applied:  Alternative C would be applied all over the BHNF high risk areas.  Alternative C would allow the FS to use the adaptive management approach.

· Alternative A is the no action alternative; Alternative B is the proposed alternative, and Alternative C is the Collaborative alternative. 
· In the no action alternative, you can see that we are dealing with 248,000 which are the same in Alternative C.
· Treatments by Alternative C:  Commercial and Non-Commercial timber harvest over five to seven years.

· Elements of decision by Forest Supervisor:  
· Whether or not the proposed alternative address the issues.
· Whether or not the info in the analysis is sufficient.
· Which actions if any to approve the Plan.
· Whether there is a need for site specific amendment to the Forest Plan.

I would like to bring Suzanne up at this time to talk about the findings of the MPBRP.  It has been a delight working with Suzanne.  I will always remember Suzanne’s phrase “Learn how to disagree elegantly”; thank you Suzanne. 
Findings Regarding the MPBRP DEIS ~ Suzanne Iudicello-Martley

Findings regarding MPBRP DEIS
· We started out looking for elements we could endorse and elements to improve; members vigorously debated suggestions, not all were accepted.  Following represents consensus and compromise.   This project is both adaptive and a pilot that we’ve been given some extra leeway from the CEQ.  The key thing in terms of adaptive management is that it responds to change.  Anyone from the Air force knows about the “OODA Loop” (for observe, orient, decide, and act) – that’s the military version; adaptive management is the natural resource way to give the FS the flexibility to not identify today where they will go next.  The idea of adaptive management is acting on what Mother Nature hands out.
· Findings, the Subcommittee…
· Agree the DEIS responds to Forest Plan Goal 7 through cooperative, collaborative efforts.  Goal 10 requiring the establishment and maintenance of a mosaic of vegetation conditions to reduce occurrences of insects.

· Supports the use of HFRA. 

· Supports the use of proven management tools.
· Supports using an adaptive approach.
· Urges BHNF to use research, monitoring and adaptation to evaluate new tools.  Collaboration is key; the Black Hills Regional MPB Strategy provides framework for collaboration.

· Requests NFAB direction to the Forest Supervisor to continue participation in collaborative efforts.

· The subcommittee agrees that the information in the analysis is sufficient to implement proposed activities. 

· Agrees that the management focus, the purpose and need for actin as stated in the DEIS are on target to develop a vegetation condition in the project area that both reduces the threat to ecosystem components, including forest resources, from the existing MPB epidemic and to help protect local communities and resources from large scale wildfire and reduce hazardous fuels.
I would like to ask Carson to come up and present the next section please.

Recommendation to BHNF on areas of agreement ~ Carson Engelskirger:
· Time is of the essence; we challenge the Black Hills National Forest to sign the Record of Decision no later than October 1, 2012.
· The analysis is sufficient for this large scale projects.
· Recognize the addition of Alternative C reflects the stakeholder concerns and accurately address the urgency and need expressed in those comments.

· Important to highlight the collaborative efforts across the forest:  Silver City, Custer fuel break, Lawrence County to name a few.  Also include the BH Regional MPB Strategy progress that has been made. 
· Larger analysis creates more opportunity and flexibility to implement the purpose and need of this project; trust the Forest service.  The Forest Service has proven that they can be trusted, trust them and let them move forward.
· The MPB has to rise to the top as the priority on the Forest.
· Design criteria are good, allowing sanitation and other treatments in sensitive areas.
· Suggestions for improvements:

· Potential still exists for improvements; need to highlight the cause of no action.  Recommend more data be included in the DEIS under Alternative A reflecting the potential downside associated with no action.
· Alternative A does not address purpose and need.
· Adaptive management project decision making process on roads will be made during project implementation as project based on observations and conditions in the field.

· Maximize the utilization of existing roads and minimize the construction of temporary and new roads to the extent feasible, without compromising the objective project.

· Further explanation on monitoring and feedback and evaluation of treatments and effectiveness.

· The subcommittee agrees to a Forest Plan amendment required in the current DEIS for Spearfish Canyon.  

It is moved that the BHNF Advisory Board recommend to the BHNF Forest Supervisor (the Deciding Officer) make the following determination:
1. The proposed activities and alternative address the issues, respond to national policy, guidance and law and Forest Plan direction, and meet the purpose of and need of action in the MPBR Project DEIS.

2. The information in the analysis is sufficient to implement proposed activities.

3. Alternative C of the MPBRP be adopted as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Project.

4. There is a need for a one-time, site specific amendment to existing Forest Plan direction to address the public’s concerns about Spearfish Canyon. 
Scherrer:  I’m hearing the Subcommittee offering a motion.  May I have a member of the Subcommittee make the motion?
Hoyt:  So moved.
Scherrer:  Is there a second to the motion?  Second by Tom Blair.  Is there any discussion?
Brannan:  I would just like to say that four very people from representing four different interests on the Board worked extremely hard to bring this report together; and it was no water slide by any means.  I really respect the three people I worked with.  All of us really do agree on this report and recommendation – even though everyone didn’t get everything they wanted.  I really hope - and twist arms - that we can give 100% unanimous support of this so that the FS can use this Strategy across this Country.

Scherrer:  Discussion points have been made by the Subcommittee, the floor is open to the Board for comments and questions.  
Hofer:  The Subcommittee did great work, and I will support the motion.  Good work.  I have a couple of questions for Carson.  We just went through an effort in Custer State Park and took on a project using Alternative C.  We used every method available to man to remove 100,000 trees.   We hired just about every logger that is in that business and we used private and public cutters to get the job done.  Our goal was to remove all the trees that have been hit with MPB.  In non-operable areas, we cut and chunk by the end of March. In operable areas, the goal was to take the wood to the mill by the end of June. Any time you do a project like this, you’ll miss some trees – our goal now is to bait the beetles when the fly and we’ll start over next year.  In the whole effort, the two biggest challenges once we got the funding, was to find enough loggers to cut the trees (We had 10 different contractors, and just barely made the deadline).   The second thing is the capacity of the mills to take the trees, there just wasn’t the ability in terms of the mills to take the trees.  That was on 36,000 acres, now we are talking about 248,000 plus private lands.  What can industry to do help provide the loggers and provide the capacity, because that will be a Challenge? 
Engelskirger:  Thanks Doug; this problem is bigger than the industry.  A couple of years ago there might have been a chance, but now it is taking everyone, not just industry.  That being said we are trying to adapt to treat more bug trees.  Looking back to last year, there were some really good things that happened, but they didn’t happen till after January 1st.  We’ve made a lot of progress since then.  We‘re in the spring training season so to speak; getting ready for the new season of MPB flights coming in October.  We are looking at a lot of things that are working and what is not working.  We don’t have all the tools, but we are looking at how it all fits.  We are looking at ways to increase the capacity without having to handle the wood through the mills.  The Silver City project is one example; cut to length machines are another.  The machines cut trees into logs, virtually stripping the bark off the log when they cut de-limb it, and leaving the log in the forest.  These are trees that are being treated, but that we don’t handle through the mill.   The FS has a project on the Northern Hills where they sanitize some of the stands before we get there to buy more time.  Anything we can do with equipment is a heck of a lot cheaper than doing things by hand; treating a tree with equipment costs about $3.00 to $4.00 per tree.    

Blair:  When you strip the trees and leave them in the Forest, are they stacked for future use?
Engelskirger:  They are just left lying on the floor of the Forest.  This is a trial idea, we had the machine, and we had funding, so we thought we would try it.  It is leaving logs in the woods, but you can either let the trees fall naturally or cut them down and treat them at the same time.  They are getting to 300-400 trees per day with this machine – it’s thinking outside the box, and we need to do a lot more of that.  
Blair:  Is there a way to go one step further, once they are stripped that you could haul them out later?

Engelskirger:  That is something that could be looked at, but if you are strictly addressing the bug issue, that’s how you have to do it.

Scherrer:  Any further questions or comments?  There is a motion in front of the Board.  All in favor of the motion please raise your right hand, opposed; unanimous decision to approve the motion made by the MPBP Subcommittee. 
Scherrer:  Thanks to Sam for being the pilot on this ship; to Suzanne, Carson, Ev and Katie for spending a lot of time bearing their hearts and the love of the Black Hills.  It’s been a privilege for me to watch them work, and now we hope we can obtain some of the additional resources needed to implement this project.
Sprague:  Just one comment on your distribution list of Native American Tribes; I would ask that you add the Northern Ute tribe out of Fort Duchene Utah.  They have an historic tie here, but in 1906 they returned here to the Black Hills, intermarried, and have a lot of descendants here.

Scherrer:  Thank you Donovin; that will be noted in the minutes.  It’s 2:35; let’s take a 10 minute break.

Scherrer:  It’s 2:45, let’s get back to work.  We’ll go back on the agenda to Board Member changes that I missed earlier. 

Board Member Changes

Bobzien:  I would like to welcome Lon Carrier to the Board as a primary member.  Nancy Kile did step down after 6 ½ years of service.  Lon has been here as an alternate for quite some time, attending meetings and sitting in the audience.  Thank you Lon for your willingness to step into the primary role, we appreciate it.
Carrier:  I appreciate it and look forward to the opportunity.

Bobzien:  Two things related to the last subject.  The Board had given the approval to the BHNF to informally collaborate with several entitles on the Regional MPB Strategy; Carson did refer to that in his report.  The Strategy was finalized on May 21st, and it was signed by me on May 22nd.  Since then, several groups have signed on to support the Strategy.  Before the meeting today, the media asked if there were new tools that we were going to use and I described the Strategy, but told them that the biggest strength is the collaboration between all of the entities.  The collaboration and strategic approach will only get stronger in the implementation of the strategy. 

Lastly Mr. Chair, as I sat and listened to the Subcommittee, with the thoughtful and impressive report, I look back on the foundation of the Board, I would like to read from the charter:  “Create an advisory board to carry out the requirements of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act; the National Forest Management Act of 1976, and the Federal Public Lands Recreation Enhancement Act”.  This example of taking a subject like this and going to the depth of what you’ve done embodies the purpose of this Board.  Our heartfelt thanks go to the Subcommittee for their efforts.

Follow-Up Report on Sand Creek ~ Steve Kozel
Scherrer:   There was a motion made and passed that requested the FS to provide us a follow up report on Sand creek on the costs associated with doing a project.  Steve and his folks have done that report, and Steve is here today to present it.
Kozel:    Thank you Mr. Chairman.  I’ve passed out the Report that you had requested; it’s a one and ½ page report that summarizes the budget and timeline of a MPB cut and chunk project in the Sand Creek Inventoried Roadless Area.   I asked our Planning Staff employee who has 10-12 years of experience in this type of thing to put this paper together based on her best estimates and knowledge.  
There is some additional information included regarding the Sand Creek Inventoried Roadless Area, the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule, and the MPB infestation.
A summary of the budget for a project such as this is:  $207,925 for personnel costs and $25,500 for materials, contracts, etc., for a total of $233,425; with an additional $60,000 as a contingency, for a total of $293,425.

A summary of the time line for a project such as this is:  555 days for tasks including heritage survey and administration, Section 106 documentation, proposal development, RO/WO/Department review, public scoping, alternative development, effects analysis, DEIS and review, comment period and analysis, FEIS and objection period, and objection resolution and ROD.

Thompson:  You’ve got $27,000 for Archeologist types at the top, then another $23,000 for heritage inventory, what’s the difference?
Kozel:  The heritage inventory is related to the contract, the 75 days of heritage time, is related to oversight of the contract.  This is for a cutting and chunking project.
Thompson:  I really question that.

Hoyt:  One of the measures that industry uses is overhead.  For each dollar of every dollar for cutting and chunking what is the amount for overhead?  From Archeologists to any of these you mention, for each dollar that you’ll spend on someone doing the chore, how much are the carrying costs? 
Kozel:  In terms of direct cost on the ground, we estimated there would be 6,000 trees to be treated, and we estimated $30-$35 dollars per tree, so that is $180,000 to do the direct project – the total cost would be $230,000 to do the $180,000 project.  The administrative burden is a one time shot.  So if you go back and say there’s another 6,000 trees, it’s another $180,000. 
Hofer:  $30-$35 per tree is on the high end.  We contacted at $14-$18 per tree.  That’s not to say a year and ½ from now it won’t be $30.00 a tree, but it might be less.
Kohlbrand:  Your 6,000 trees is that what you think the current number is, what about what it will be in three flights?

Kozel:  Yes there would be more trees, you are right.  The 6,000 actually came from an estimate done by Bill Coburn.  
Kohlbrand:  Was that the estimate of the current green or the red?

Kozel:  I believe that was the current green infested, but I would have to check with Bill to be sure.
Engelskirger:  Is this for a supplemental EIS in addition to the Rattlesnake or is this a clean slate new project?
Kozel:  It could be a supplemental or a new one. As a supplemental you would save some on the data collection. I don’t put parameters on it if it is supplemental or a new one.  We didn’t collect much data on the heritage resources in the Roadless on Rattlesnake.
Thompson:  My opinion of this is that this is inflated.  You’ll be paying these people whether they are doing this or something else.  All of the “ologists” on this paper are already employed by the FS.  I feel that this is an irresponsible decision to not go into this area, but I can’t hold Craig responsible for this because I think you are both taking direction from further up the line.  I’ve walked a mile or two in your moccasins so I know what it is like to have to do that; but I still feel that this is over-inflated because you aren’t going to pay all of these people twice.  But I’ll give you credit, you are holding your position; you’ve told the Congressional delegation that you aren’t going to do it.  But I still believe that you are taking direction from others.
Bobzien:  I own the decision.

Kozel:  I own the decision too.
Smith:  For those not really familiar with it, it’s a fuel bomb that is being loaded, and it is very close to a National Historic Place (Ranch A) and there are over two dozen residents nearby as well.  The story we’ve heard is that those really bad fires are driven by south winds and that will carry any fire in Sand Creek, and it would carry it right down to Ranch A and right in to two dozen residences.  In terms of public consensus, I notice that Spearfish Canyon was something to take a look at and I would suggest that the same thing is true for the Sand Creek area.  Don’t under estimate the seriousness and the potential of that area.
Iudicello-Martley:  We’ve now had this on the agenda for four meetings, we voted on it, we aren’t going back to redo, but it’s time for the proponents of the issue to take any other avenues that they may want to take; but clearly the Advisory Board is not going to change, and the FS is not going to change, so I’m ready to accept that and move on.
Blair:  We had decided that we would accept, as a Board, the decision that the FS makes.  If someone wishes to write a dissenting opinion, it could be included with that decision.

Scherrer:  It’s time to move on.  This exemplifies the challenge we all chase with regard to the disaster that is developing in front of us.  The time is now for us to move beyond the report and go to the next item.
Rare Element Resources Presentation ~ Jaye Pickarts

Scherrer:    We would like to welcome Jaye Pickarts, who has traveled here from Denver Colorado.  The last session of the board, George Byers came and gave a report.  There is a deposit of rare earth elements in the Bearlodge Mountains.  It is a high interest area, so it is to our advantage to have Jaye here today to provide information on this topic. 

Pickarts:  Thank you.  I am the Chief Operating Officer at Rare Element Resources. George Byers was here last year and gave an introduction to the project in Wyoming.  I am going to show a video of what we have done since George was here.  Rare elements are minerals found in our back yard and used every day in our lives. These are neodymium magnets. They have changed the world.  They are why we have small cell phones, TVs like that, the Prius.  There is more energy in those neodymium magnets than there used to be in the room-size magnets of the 1950s.  They are used for magnetic drives, wind turbines, the Prius.  You can’t have those magnets without rare earth elements.

This is a video of what we have done since George was here last time. We have completed our preliminary feasibility study. This is the first stage of engineering that really tells us what the project will probably look like.  We have completed about 25% of the engineering to-date, and an economic analysis to show it is a viable project.  In the meantime, we have been doing our environmental baseline data collection. We started in the fall of 2010 with stream gauging, spring and seep sampling, tiered on into surveys of biology and wildlife, and we have air monitoring stations up. We will be collecting data now until we start up, and through the life of the operation.

This is the Bull Hill Mine on Bull Hill in Wyoming.  We now have enough drill data to classify our project as a mine.  The statistical density of the drilling shows that there is enough data to indicate the minerals can be mined economically.  There is a deposit right here. This whole area is actually part of an old volcano, a sub-volcanic intrusive ore body, with the bottom of it right over the Bull Hill area.  It is surrounded by sedimentary rocks that contain a halo of gold.  We are focused on the rare earths right in the middle.  The 15-minute video shows the evolution of the project. It is a 19 year mine life. 

This is the first six years of operation.  We have an open pit mine over here where we will mine approximately 6.3 million tons over 19 years.  This is the waste dump in the first few years with a low-grade stockpile.  This is our upgrading plant. The process is a physical plant similar to a sand and gravel operation.  Rare earth minerals are fine-grained, and they are concentrated by using crushing and screening to concentrate the rare elements into a fine sugar-sand.  This plant is designed to do that.  

We are designing diversion drains to move the surface water around the area.   There will be approximately 3,000 acres of disturbance – the permit area that is proposed.  The waste dump will hold approximately 70,000,000 tons of waste rock.  We mine at a ratio of 6 or 7 to one, so for every ton of ore that we mine, we have 6-7 tons of waste material and low-grade material as well.   Ponds at one end, and diversion or collection trenches along the base of the waste dump.

This shows the 13th year of the operation.  We will have mined 350,000 tons of ore a year, or 1,000 tons of ore a day.   6.3 million tons of ore in 19 years.  Our cut-off grade is about 1% of total rare earth oxide. Things between .5 and 1 are stockpiled here to be processed later on.

You can now see that the pit has gotten substantially bigger.  Pit will grow to 500 feet deep, 3,000 long, 2,000 feet wide, relatively small compared to some mines in the area.  The big feature is the high wall looking towards the east, towards Bull Hill. This area here is actually the State school section.  

This is the full build out, at the life of the mine, 19 years.  We are now at the full 500 foot depth.  We are only mining in oxide ore, which is highly weathered material, very friable, no sulfide, no acid generating rock.   The mine will be operated 5 days a week, 20 hours a day.  The processing plant will be operated 24/7.  Here is the full build-out of the waste dump - approximately 70 million tons will be stored there.  

We’ll zoom into the processing plant. This will evolve over time as we continue to advance the engineering and environmental data collection. We will want to make modifications. Working with Steve Kozel and his group in Sundance we have some suggestions already on modifications to our waste dump.

The ore is mined and stockpiled in these three stockpiles. There is high grade material and there is an oxide carbonate that has a bit more carbonate rock in it.  The mine brings it up here, and stockpiles it in these three stockpiles.  

This area is approximately 40 acres.  The mine, the pug plant and low-grade stockpile are all on federal lands.  

Now we’ll zoom into the plant.  These are the shop areas for the mine truck shop and wash bay. There will be a 100-foot tall drying tower, our tallest structure.  Ore is brought in from the mine, stockpiled here, and then we feed it through a crushing plant to reduce the size to about 2 inches in size. It is mined at about 8-9 inches.  With a series of trumbles and screenings we are able to wash out the fines where the rare earth elements are contained, and we are able to reject the course material so we can concentrate the rare earths and reject a lot of the mass weight.  This is the reject material that goes back up on the waste dump.  The fine sand, kind of a sugar sand or playground sand, is thickened in the thickener, using gravity.  In this building are a set of filters.  This is the large drying tower. We have to dry the material before we can ship it down to our Hydromex plant.  No chemical processing occurs at this site.  Just water, screening and crushing.  There is a little bit of flocculation in the thickener, to help settle the finds. Again, no chemicals.  

We’ll make one more pass of the plant. These covered domes are the fines that have to be crushed, first time around.  The covers prevent spoor or wind-blown dust to migrate from the plant.  They also control the weather a little bit - keep the weather off the pile.  

The mine will employ approximately 105-106 people in Crook County and Sundance, mostly at the mine site.  Trucks arrive from the mine and the ore is off-loaded into the primary crusher.  

We mine about 1,000 tons a day, and through crushing and screening, ship only about 200 pounds a day to the processing plant.  The Hydromex plant leaches out the rare earths.  

Back toward Upton is the Hydromex Facility.  This area is high in uranium.  We are not concentrating any radium nucleates.    Mining at 3.6 %.  Upgrading at three or four times.  Ship in five or six trucks a day, in covered-top, bottom-dumping trucks.  The area is weathered bentonite over shale.  Our process uses lots of acid, which is safer to bring in by rail to Upton.  During the first 6 years, we will maintain a facility on private land west and south of the industrial park.  We will remove iron, uranium, thorium and manganese, creating a material the consistency of tooth paste that will remain for the life of the mine.  In the year 2013, we will have a 200-acre pond of paste.  We maintain it in paste form to prevent wind dispersal.  

Trucks will arrive on Highway 16.  The buildings prevent elements from being windblown.  We will monitor air quality to assure no release of radon.  We are complying with NRC guidelines even though we are not required to do so.  The plant is a leach plant, and will not use cyanides.  Hydrochloric acid will dissolve everything in the pre-concentrate and put it into the solution.  There will be zero discharge.  All discharge is controlled and entered back into the process.  10,000 tons per year of rare earth oxide is our goal.  This is how much the industry can absorb without affecting prices.  There will be a couple of days storing capacity.  Then it is moved to vacuum pressured - acid used is salt and sulfuric acid, and fumes are released.  Sodium sulfite will be used to help scrub off the fumes.  We will ship off one container of rare earth elements leachate a day.  Eventually we will process are own earth elements.  We have monitoring wells.  We are drilling on Section 15, which is Forest Service managed.  

Sisk:  Could the waste product be used in the future for roads?  

Pickarts:  Stock work could possibly be used. 

Blair:  What is in it for us beside the materials?

Pickarts:  Jobs and taxes.  

Blair:  Is there a lease?

Pickarts:  There is not a royalty that the Forest Service has on minerals.  We just get a land-use permit.

Pickarts:  At end of the presentation, we go through the evolution of mine closure.  The tailings require an eight foot soil cap to prevent radon emissions, and must be monitored for 30 years. The area must be contoured at a three to one ration, and re-vegetated.  The area will be returned to better land than it was before we started, and will produce crops that will provide forage for cattle.  At the mine site, we will reclaim the area and waste dump, add top soil, and we will plant vegetation and trees.    The pug plant will also be reclaimed and re-vegetated.  The pit will be filled 1/3 with water, bringing the water level to ground level.  25% of engineering provides the picture I am providing today and shows the public what it could potentially look like.  The total area of disturbance is 3,000 acres.  We know there are other potential resources in the area.

Brannan:  You mentioned year 6 and year 13.  Is the reclamation concurrent?

Pickarts:  Concurrent.  We will reclaim the waste dump as we retreat.  The tailings pond cannot be reclaimed until the project is done.  

Brannan:  At Upton?

Pickarts: Yes 200 acres on land we own.  120,000 tons per year.  We will provide 8%.

Sisk: Does your company have holdings in Alaska?

Pickarts: No. The magnets use Dysprosium which can supply very high temperatures. It is very important for manufacturing.  The deposit has high levels of Europium and Dysprosium.  It is probably the highest Europium deposit known in the world. 

Scherrer:  Where is the company now and what is the timeline?

Pickarts: The Plan of Operations is starting now - we are submitting to the Forest Service.  The final version will be submitted in late summer or early fall.  That kicks off the NEPA process, scoping, etc.  We would like to be in operation in 2015.  We will submit our Wyoming application about a year from now; that takes about a year to process. We appreciate any input you folks can provide.

Scherrer:   Seeing this presentation, visually I am impressed by the appearance.

Pickarts:  The two big issues are water and social issues.  We know we will have an ongoing program in hydrology.  We are trying to work with residences, recreation uses, finding alternative recreation sites and replacement grazing areas. We will spend $61,000,000 on employment, utilities, etc.  For every miner there are 4 support people.  600 people will be impacted by the mine.  There is only one mine like this in the United States, in California.

Blair:  You will spend a little more than 1 billion?

Pickarts:  Capitol costs – 1 million.

Blair:  Profit margin?

Pickarts:  $ 1.2 billion over 20 years.  There are 14 elements at the base of the molecular chart.  We have 11 of them at this location.  We need to be a low cost producer to survive the storms.  Prices go up and down.  By 2020, China will be an importer of rare earths.   The United States had the corner on the market for magnets until the 1970s.  We used to export magnets overseas, but we lost the patents.  Now all magnets are produced off shore.

Scherrer:  Thank you for your presentation.  

Motorized Trail Permit Update ~ Rick Hudson

Scherrer:   I am going to ask Craig what it is we are going to hear and why.

Bobzien:  The Board requested we provide this information.  Earlier this spring we had a briefing describing the motor vehicle program.  Tom gave information on grants, Rick gave information on permits statistics and how we would invest those funds.  The Chair asked that we consolidate that information and put it all together in a consolidated update.  You, as the NFAB Board, you are the Recreation Advisory Committee for the purposes of the motorized trail permits.  We will be making updated reports to you in that capacity.  Any fee change, we will be coming to you if anything like that is warranted in our monitoring.  We will not be back together until September, so it will be at the September meeting that we propose changes for FY 2013.  We will plan a briefing on that, on investments for review.  Lastly, we have some information regarding the response to an email we shared from Bill Hearn, one of our trail volunteer partners – regarding some trail features, download technology.  Rick will speak to that.

Scherrer:  No action taken today?  Later in September?

Bobzien:  Correct.  Tom Willems has announced his retirement in July.  We are planning his retirement gathering - a luncheon - in Custer on July 17th.  We will send out additional information.

Hudson:  Thank you.  A few rules of the road related to budgeting.  FY 2012 – our program year is October 1 to September 30.  We budget in July and August.  Components related to motorized trial program – $ 60,000 slated for program this year.  From last summer we have $ 150,000 from permits. Grant value – $ 164,000 for this year.  Wyoming OHV grant of $ 30,000.  Volunteer work value is $ 31,000.  We are spending $ 435,000 this year.  (Showed pie charts)  Appropriated funds provide 14%, Motorized Trail Permit Fees provide 34%, the South Dakota RTP Grant provides 38%, volunteer work value is 7%, and the Wyoming OHV Grant provides 7%.

How are we spending MTP fees in 2012?  $150,000 from permits – business plan prepared three years ago, we were forecasting $ 300,000 so we are at 50% of expected.

Supplies equipment – $ 25,000 (50% to RTP match) 

Trail maintenance – 230 miles per year on grid maintenance rotation - $ 20,000 this year.

Law Enforcement and Education – patrols, frontliners, - $ 35,000

Program Management – support to vendors, frontliners,   $ 12,000

Trail improvements - $ 57,000 which also helps with RTP matching

Leveraging Motorized Trail Fees in 2012?  Used $ 70,000 as matching funds for the South Dakota RTP grant.  Volunteers - $31,000 in volunteer value realized in 2012, but spent about $10,000 to take advantage.

Materials, supplies and equipment – 17%

Trial maintenance - 14%

Law Enforcement and Education - 23%

Program management - 8%

Trail additions - 38%

Life cycle of an RTP grant – can be used for materials, not labor or salaries.

Forest Service successfully competed for SD RTP grant in 2010.

Planning began in 2010.  NEPA, planning, etc.   The grant does not pay for that.

$ 358,000 is total maximum we can get reimbursed.  

In 2011 we were able to start ordering materials and supplies. During summer 2012 we were able to use supplies bought last year.

Moneys spent this year from appropriated funds will be added to match for next year’s applications for grants.

2010-2012 RTP Grant -  buy cattle guards, stream crossing structures, gravel.

2011-2013 RTP Grant – The Forest Service successfully completed for $ 25,000.  Purchased trail counters, cattle guards, stream crossing structures and steel gates.

2012-2014 RTP Grant – The Forest Service will apply.  

For cattle guards purchased with the RTP grant, installation was paid for by grant as well.

Business plan anticipated 


Seven-day permits – hoped to sell 500, sold 1,550


Annual permits - hoped to sell 10,000, only sold 6,220


Commercial - hoped to sell 480, sold only 21. 

Hoping for $ 320,000 in revenues, realized $ 189,000 (60%).

Next year, we have different expectations.  $ 400,000 income was initially expected, now hoping for ½ of that.

Scherrer:  50% of expected income from permits.  Is that because less folks are coming here to ride, or is it because folks are travelling illegally?

Hudson:  I think for compliance we are at a 95% rate.  

Scherrer:  What is the explanation for the low sales of permits? Our initial assessments were inaccurate?

Hudson:  Yes.  I looked at the Wyoming statewide program – they sell about three times as many permits as we do.  I took about a 1/3 of that.  I blew it, based on the results of our first year’s sales.

Blair:  Can you put back on that?  Some of that was a guess, that first year.  If we think we are capturing 95% of potential, why have we not reduced our expectations for 2013 and 14?  There are people out there who are coming with license plates and are riding on the roads. They do not have to buy permits if they stay on the roads, and they know that.  That is part of the actuality.  We need to lower our expectations for permit sales.

Hudson:  The reason I left it up there, as far as a sustainable program, is that we put what we would need - about $400,000 a year - to manage the program and provide services.

Blair:  Then the only opportunity - if revenue projections are going down - the only way to match expectations is to raise permit fees.

Hofer:  Looking back at earlier slides, you are reaching that $400,000 budget from a combination of revenues from RTP grants, revenues, etc.  The Forest Service will get another RTP grant; it was approved a week ago.  Plus you get appropriated funds.  So you did have $400,000 expenditure, correct?

Hudson: Correct.

Scherrer: That is soft money.  Do we have a contingency plan, in the event soft money goes away or is it less than the needed money in 2014 and 2015?  I would hate to see us mimic the United States government and spend money we do not have.  Do you have a plan to adjust the trail system to accommodate the funds available?

Hudson:  We can scale back if grants go away and fees remain constant at $ 200,000 per year. Related to our business plan, if we do receive the revenues we would like to have to manage the program, the way we would spend would be:


5 cents to region

10-15 cents to trail program support (grants, reporting, planning, fiscal, visitor services, etc.)

25 cents to Law Enforcement and Education efforts

25 cents for trail system improvements and maintenance

20 cents for material, supplies and equipment

10-15 cents held in reserve to level out program over the years.

Trail System: 
2011 - 467 miles in 2011 (65% of total trials available in parent decision).  We added 80 miles to system in 2011.

2012 - 547 miles in 2012 (75% of total). This summer, working with permits, etc. we added 61 miles to be opened in 2013. We also worked on trail heads.  

2013 - 608 miles in 2013 (85% of total). Our summer field work goal is to add another 32 miles.

2014/201515 - 640 mile target (90% of decision).

Will never have 100% of miles due to timber sales, MPB activities, etc.  Some miles will be required to be left closed.

Scherrer:  The trials being added during the summer? We hear a lot from recreationists about access, getting to and from, improving loops and trailheads.  I know that Hill City is having some issues.  Are those the miles you are adding?

Hudson: No.  A lot of the miles that recreationists are concerned about are not Forest Service jurisdiction.  We need other players to come into the game.

Bobzien:  I made decisions to make connections if local communities wanted to support these connections.  Forest Service trails are poised to be accessible to local communities. On private, we have some interest, but we have not received any formal proposals for review.

Hofer:  Just to add, the RTP Grant Program is also available to local entities to accomplish access to the Forest Service trail system,  but we have not receive any proposals during the last three grant cycles.  It is not a lack of funding, it is a problem of getting locals to organize and get a grant application submitted. There is a mechanism to get 80% funding through RTP.

Verchio:  First, how many trails are there in Wyoming?

Hudson:  70 miles in WY.

Verchio:  Only 70. Then that is not the reason they are not buying permits.  With all the angst in Hill City, we found only 20% of people were disappointed that they did not have access.  One thing that is really a disappointment, unless you are a local, is the lack of color codes for all the information we provide, and then matching color codes on the trail markers.  People are afraid they will be on the wrong trail – do not know where they are.

Hudson: I agree.  That was one issue we talked about related to consistency across the Nation.  For trails, maps, etc. we were not able to implement that aspect on the ground.  Some male users are color blind, so you have to design for all users.

Verchio:  The need to save money? Was money the issue?

Hudson: No, money was not the issue. It was consistency across the Nation, with symbology rather than color to designate trails, permissions, etc.  We are trying to address that issue.  We know what color is.  What are we doing with areas of restoration, if no funding is available?  We have gotten some legacy dollars for closing roads and for water restoration work, using appropriated dollars.  This year we used about $50,000 in high concentration areas, mostly in the northern hills.  We have also used appropriated funds to support the Youth and Natural Resource Program - $10,000 – for their restoration and road work.  They are multi-funded, but we contribute.  Also, a QR Code was established by our very smart staff who do understand it.

Jaeger: Rick, what is a QR Code?

Hudson: A quick response code. It represents alpha-numeric codes.  You use the QR code by using a smart phone device – download an app and you can access our website.  

Brannan:  I just want to know if you go back – separation of church and state…

(laughter)

Hudson:  We have the QR Codes printed and they will be available at our front desks and at trailheads.  Users can get the MVUM maps from our website.   We also have instructions for downloading GPS maps.  Sara Erickson is the brains behind that project, but is off on a fire and couldn’t be here to talk about it.  We have also partnered with our interpretative organization to produce some color, water-proof maps, for $10.00, which will be available when you buy your permit.  Our website has 8 ½ by 11 sheets that you can print. 

Scherrer:  Thank you for that.

Blair:  First, the QR code – they’ve been out for a little more than a year now.  State tourism brought them. We adopted ours right away.  It has increased our hits on our website by about 30% in one year.  Also, who are your vendors?

Hudson:  The Visitor Center on I-90, our online vendor, Hill City, etc.

Blair:  Reservations in Deadwood took over for cabins in the State.  You might want to contact them. They are open 15 hours a day.   They may be able to sell some licenses for you. They do a wonderful job.

Hudson:  The administrative burden working with vendors is substantial, we are working with Chambers of Commerce, the I-90 Visitor Center.

Blair:  Our Chamber works with BH folks almost exclusively.

Hudson:  Good to know.

Scherrer:  We will hear more later in the season.  Thank you.

Field Trip Planning ~ Craig Bobzien

Scherrer:   What is the date of the field trip?

Bobzien:  August 15th.   There is a chance to go to the Black Hills Experimental Forest.  To date, we have had conversations about possible areas.  Currently, we have had interest in going to the Silver City Project, which we reviewed, in the Pactola Area.  Secondly, we have had interest in some adaptive grazing management, and working with grazing permittees.  The Experimental Forest is coming into its 50th year – forest and goshawk management.  Logistically, with Research Natural Areas – Black Fox – maybe we could have a focused stop.  But to go into the Pactola Drainage area, highway 44 back to Rapid – there would not be too much windshield time, a fair amount in the field.  Several things have come up, but I open it back to you, to meet the Board’s interest.

Scherrer:  First it makes logistic sense to minimize windshield time.  The Silver City Project area is a good place, and puts us in the central part of the Hills.  I ask the Board to think about this.  If there is an area or an interest in the Silver City area that you would like us to observe, send an email to myself or to Twila.  I do not want the Board to feel that the Forest Service put this field trip together.  If folks have something they want us to look at, they need to get it on the agenda.  Ev, I know you have been involved in the Silver City Project.  That is what I would challenge.  Do not hesitate to bring up some suggestions.  Otherwise, we will move forward with the Forest Service ideas.

Bobzien:  Another aspect to consider is that it is not about what the Forest Service wants to see.  It is about what the Board wants to see.  There will be Forest Service people there.  Permittees, users, Mr. Tobin would visit with the group, etc.  There would be Forest Service presence, but also stakeholders, permittees, etc.

Scherrer:  I just want to make sure we address whatever anyone wants us to address.  Anything to share now, or email later?

Brannan:  I ask that you postpone visiting goshawk areas, because I won’t be able to join you in August, and I would like to see goshawk areas.

Bobzien:  Probably leave at 8 a.m., and return at 3 p.m., approximately.  

Hoyt:  Silver City is great project, but small. L I defer to Carson, if there is a larger project, larger scale than Silver City.

Engelskirger:  I will think about ideas.

Agenda Topic Suggestions for the Fall ~ Craig Bobzien

Scherrer:  Agenda topics for the fall?

Bobzien:  We are looking for input from the Board.  Also we will propose areas where we will be requesting advice.  We know we will have a follow up on the Pine Beetle Response Project.  Per the Charter, we will have mandatory Ethics training.  Also, we have had a request to connect with Chad Hanson, the person who is involved in the proposal to list the Black-backed woodpecker.  Those are some subjects.   Before we break for September, I wanted to canvas the Board for topics of interest.

Scherrer:  As it relates to the black-backed woodpecker, I think that when Suzanne asked me about that, there was an article in the paper.  Chad Hanson is involved with the John Muir Project.  If Chad speaks, we should have others speaking as well, so we don’t have just that one perspective. Kerry Burns or others that might be involved, they should come to the meeting as well, so we have a dialogue.  

Verchio:  I would like to see watershed and silting information.  What are we going to do about Spring Creek drainage?  Silt collectors are getting filled.  Are we going to re-introduce beaver up stream?  We killed the beaver and now we have silt.

Scherrer:  WE have watershed challenges due to the mountain pine beetle.

Hoyt:  We talk about the mountain pine beetle and when we get another million dollars.  I don’t have a good idea of your budget for the mountain pine beetle response.  It would help me to have an understanding of costs and deliverables, form the Forest Service perspective.

Scherrer:  Any other ideas?  

Carson:  We mentioned the need to analyze the RNAs, botanical areas, late-succession areas.  Maybe we could have a presentation on these, sensitive plants, or sensitive wildlife species, and what the intent is in preserving these areas.

Hofer: The Forest Service is on a learning curve, as is everyone working with mountain pine beetle.  I am confident the Forest Service is out there measuring, and will be measuring, the success of different techniques.  Some techniques have been tried at other places.  When the next round of information is available to the Forest Service - what is successful, what is not, to what degree they are successful - that information would be helpful information for this Board.  Learning more about the techniques, and their level of success would be helpful.
Scherrer:  The motion we approved regarding the Mountain Pine Beetle Response Project DEIS requires the Forest Service come back with monitoring data on cut and chunk, and the baiting issue which I am particularly interested in.

Smith:  What we are seeing in the comments, this MPB outbreak is similar to the one that occurred 130 years ago.  But we have gained some knowledge.  Climatic issues come to mind.  We have not had a week of 40 degrees below weather for a long time.  We may not figure out how to stop climate change, but should consider the factors that might weight in.  The history buff in me wants to know more about this.

Scherrer:  Any other comments?

Bobzien:   Thanks for day-lighting some of your interest here.  It is very helpful to us.  As is your support with the MPB project.  This is right in line with what you are asking, and what we are learning.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Scherrer:  Thank you to the Board.  Is there anyone here from the public who would like to speak?  No.  Thank you to the Board for your attentiveness.  Can I have a motion to adjourn?

Brannan:  Moved.

Everyone:  Seconded.

Scherrer: All in favor? 

Vote:  Passed unanimously.

Next Meeting is scheduled for August 15, 2012. 
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