National Forest Advisory Board (NFAB) Meeting 
January 2, 2013
Mystic Ranger District
DRAFT

Members Present:   
Chairman Jim Scherrer, Tom Blair, Jim Heinert, Ev Hoyt, Suzanne Iudicello-Martley, Bill Kohlbrand, Colin Paterson, Craig Tieszen, Lon Carrier, Dan Hutt, Mike Verchio, Bob Burns, Hugh Thompson, Sam Brannan, Nels Smith, Terry Mayes, Dave Brenneisen 
Members Absent: 
Becci Flanders-Paterson, Donovin Sprague, Jeff Vonk
Forest Service Representatives:  

Craig Bobzien, Dennis Jaeger, Scott Jacobson, Ruth Esperance, Ralph Adam, Rick Hudson, Dave Plummer, and Twila Morris
Others:  
Approximately 10 members of the public were in attendance.  Two Congressional representatives were also in attendance; Brad Otten (Noem – R, 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.  I hope everyone had a good holiday.  
Approve the Minutes:

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

Scherrer:  Next item of business is to approve the agenda.  Do I have a motion to approve the Agenda?  Motion made by Hugh Thompson second by Nels Smith.  Is there any discussion?  All in favor of approving the agenda as it reads say aye; opposed same sign.  The Agenda is approved.

Housekeeping:

DFO Bobzien:   In case of an emergency, the main exit is to the front where you came in; there is another exit down the hall in the back and out to the back parking lot; restrooms to the front and back as well and refreshments on the table in the back.     
Comments to the Chair:
Bobzien:  Before the holidays I sent out a note of thanks to the Board, I hope you had a great Christmas and New Year.  I’m pleased with today’s agenda; we’ll have our ethics training today as well as several other updates.  Looking back on last year, I want to again thank the Board for all of the work that’s been done – sometimes you come to the end of the year and wonder what’s been accomplished.  Well, there’s been a lot.  One thing that was accomplished was the Pine Beetle Response Project; only you all know what it took to get the Boards recommendations in.  And most recently the White Nose Syndrome proposal; this was a complex issue and the Board put together a good recommendation.  This is just a couple of examples of things that the Board took on and moved forward with.  I really appreciate the Boards work on these and all the tasks of the year.  Today, we’ll be talking about the motorized trail system that the Board has been involved with for many years.  Thank you all for your work in all of these areas. 
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.  I value your time here today.   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.
Bobzien:  [Presented awards to members that were not in attendance at the November NFAB meeting].

Scherrer:  I would like to have alternates that are in attendance sit at the table with the Board if there is room at the table.  The alternates only have a voice at the meeting if the Primary member is not in attendance.  We either want to have all of the Alternates at the table, or none for consistency sake.
Hot Topics
Legislative Updates - Federal
Scherrer:   Routinely we have the three Congressional delegation folks from SD at our meetings and we invite the Wyoming delegation.  We ask each representative to give us an update on issues related to the Forest Service.  Keep in mind that we ask that you keep it to three minutes; thank you.   
Mark Haugen:   We’ve seen how this went the last six months and it wasn’t pretty.  They did get some things done; in a nut shell they preserved 98% of the Bush tax cuts.  The inheritance tax now has a five million dollar increase.  The Farm Bill did not go as we wanted; we got an extension thru September.  The big loss for us in the Senate version that was passed back in June was the loss of the Forestry initiative.  Number one on the Senator’s agenda right now with the Farm Bill is the pine beetle.  The Senator will be in the State for the next two weeks doing town hall meetings to try to explain the mess in Congress right now.
Scherrer:  Thank you Mark, are there any questions for Mark?
Brannan:  Have the assignments with the Senator’s or Representatives changed?
Haugen:  Senator Thune’s assignments have not changed.
Scherrer:  Thank you Mark; Brad you’re next.
Brad Otten: Happy New Year.  There were some changes for Representative Noem.  Kristi will be moving to the Armed Services Committee and off of the Ag Committee.  Kristi extends her congratulations on the PBR Project.  The topic of the day, the fiscal cliff; the revenue side is done; the debt ceiling is facing us today.  The sequestration has been off set for two months and the continuing resolution expires in March.

Scherrer:  Any questions?  How did Congresswoman Noem and Senator Thune vote last night?  
Otten:   Kristi voted yes.
Haugen:  John voted yes.
Legislative Updates – State
Scherrer:  Let’s have an update from the State Representatives.
Senator Tieszen:  The South Dakota Legislature convenes next Tuesday, we’ll be sworn in, have our “addresses”, and be off and running – we’ll finish on March 8th and be back two weeks later to consider vetoes.  I have the same assignments as last year; we have 38 new Legislatures this year.  Budget wise, we were very conservative in our estimates, the State economy has gone along pretty well, and we have more money than we had planned for.  Financially, the Governor left some money on the bottom line.  There is still a great deal of uncertainty with the budget, considering the unanswered questions in Washington; we’ll work thru that.  As Mike (Verchio) and I decided, we’ll have our share of excitement, but we won’t know what it is till we get there.  One of the biggest policy issues is a whole new initiative on our criminal justice system.  We’ve had a task force working all summer trying to decide if we’ll build more jails or do something different.  Basically we are going to try to do something different and hopefully keep people out of prison.  This is a 30 page bill, and there will be things that people don’t like.  This is a big policy issue.
Representative Verchio: Craig covered it pretty well.  The House goes to work on Monday – The only other big issue is there are at least four other proposals for school safety, and they all deal with arming employees.
Hugh Thompson:  When I saw my name on the agenda, I contacted our State Representatives; Ogden Driskill and Mark Semlek, and they each sent me some notes.  Wyoming legislative session starts next Tuesday and will go for 40 days; this is not a budget session.  
Each year, they choose one of their major departments and go thru what is almost a zero based budget exercise to make sure all of the expenditures are justified; this year they’ll look at the Department of Health.  
Message from Ogden Driskill:
· Due to declining natural gas prices and the president’s war on coal, Wyoming continues to see a tightening of its budget leading to costs last year and continuing cutting this year.

· Medicaid expansion, Obamacare and Department of Health will be big budget debate areas, as well as new taxes for Obamacare and controlling increased spending in the Department of Health will be debated.

· Education spending k-12, community colleges, and UW will be debated hotly.  UW wants raises again.

· New Taxes:  Bill for raising the gas tax by 10 cents a gallon and license fee increases for the Game and Fish.

· Wyoming will have spent a large chunk of its $2 million by the end of the spring run.  The USFS and Industry have come together on a key area which is around Cement Ridge.  I am deeply disappointed that they continue to not allow cut and chunk on the Sand Creek Roadless area.  The refusal to treat will lead to elevated expenses and possible failure of the program in the Cement Ridge area.

· The declining budget and loss of Abandoned Mine Land (AML) monies will make funding difficult.

Scherrer:  Hugh, we only have a minute till the Ethics training starts, can you finish in that amount of time?

Thompson:  Why don’t I just stop here and pick up again after the ethics training.
Ethics Training

Federal Advisory Committee and the Ethics Rules Overview:

· Topics Covered:

· What is an Advisory Committee

· Purpose

· Composition

· Ethics Guidance

· Conflicts of Interest

· Government Resources

· Lobbying

· Presenters:

· Lorraine “Rainee” Luciano

· Jack Fischer, Acting Branch Chief, Office of Ethics Forestry Ethics Branch

· Lina Woo, Ethics Specialist, Forestry Ethics Branch

· Questions:

· FSEthics@dm.usda.gov
· Lina Woo:  Lina.woo@dm.usda.goc; 202.720.1005

· Jack Fisher:  Jack.fisher@dm.usda.gov; 202.720.1000

Scherrer:  Special thanks to Lorraine for the clear and concise presentation.  We’ll go back and have Hugh finish up his information.
Thompson:
Message from Mark Semlek:

· The aerial photography is a valuable tool in the identification of beetle infested trees.  With the comparison of the data for the last two years it would appear that the infestation rate for new “hits” is about 200% from the 2011 aerial information.  Wyoming needs to target a cut and chunk program for about 47,000 newly infested trees in the next few months in the Black Hills.

· The Roadless areas are posing a potential be problem with little or no direct access to diseased trees.  Steve Kozel, Bearlodge District Ranger, says it would cost $150,000 -$200,000 to do the NEPA and the time required could be two to three years without a lawsuit.  
· Mechanical processing of trees could increase the effectiveness on the program by fivefold.  

· Karen-Budd Falen presented to our Subcommittee on December 11, a rather alarming but subtle effort by the Obama Administration to move our federal land management to a single use from multiple use.  

Hoyt:  I would like to ask a question of the South Dakota Representatives.  The Governor included additional money for the MPB efforts in his budget address, is there a good deal of support for it?
Verchio:  I don’t foresee any issues.  

Tieszen:   We’ve had solid support from the get go from the East River folks.  Those folks vacation here in the Black Hills, and it only takes one trip out to see what is happening.
Scherrer:  Hugh, the information you gave us came from Wyoming State Representatives correct?  
Thompson:  Yes, State Representative Mark Semlek and State Senator Ogden Driskill.
Brannan:   Hugh, before the ethics presentation, you said that Wyoming was looking at replacement funding for the AML funding – have the AML funding gone away?
Thompson:  I asked Ogden that, and didn’t get a good answer; the funds haven’t been released back to the State.  Nels can you explain this?
Smith:  This is my semi informed speculation.  AML reclamation gets 25 cents a ton for all the coal produced, and we get huge tonnage and half of that is to go to the State of origin.  Because of Wyoming being the lead coal producing State in the nation, we have a tremendous dollar amount and have been able to use it on abandoned mines on other than coal.  Because of that and other States seeing that high amount of money, they are either withholding the money or reshaping the distribution.  The other thing that has entered in is the declining price and production due to the economic slowdown and the anti-coal attitude in Washington.  The production is down by a third.
Thompson:  One other comment, because you think Wyoming is flush with funds, but they are suffering some of the same fiscal ills that South Dakota is.  The price of gas, with the new technology of “fracking”, States that haven’t produced natural gas for a long time are back in the business thru fracking, and the supply is exceeding the demand so the cost is dropping and that has cost Wyoming significantly. 

Blair:  It’s interesting that the money that Black Hills Power and Light are asking for in their rate increase is going to produce an electric plant in Cheyenne Wyoming to be powered by natural gas.  They’ll lose a major coal account and fire it with natural gas.

Thompson:  One more note, based on the Ethics Training I just received, I want to assure you that I am representing the thoughts of the State Representative and State Senator on the Sand Creek issue.

Scherrer:  Let’s take a break and commence in 10 minutes.  Thank you.

Scherrer:  Everyone is back at the table, so to finish out the hot topics; I’m going to ask Supervisor Bobzien to make a couple of comments.

Bobzien:  The Black Hills National Forest (BHNF) is rich in its cave resources.  You’ve heard in the last few months the talk about caves and White Nose Syndrome (WNS).  We take caves for granted and everything is fine until it’s not.  The WNS came from the East coast that prompted a closure of caves with some exceptions.  Our Regional Forester has taken the approach that we’ll be looking at an environmental review Region wide to address how we manage the caves.  This past fall it got moving very quickly, so we had to rely on the ability and leadership of the Board to go thru the complex issues to provide timely input, and that took some doing.  With Chairman Scherrer’s follow up on that and with a mechanism in place for the Board to vote on the input that was given to Dennis and I, we met the deadline.  That is a testament to the Board, so I want to thank the Board, and specifically Lon for his leadership.   
White Nose Syndrome Comments ~ Lon Carrier
Carrier:   I want to thank the parties that were involved; we had good insight and good guidance from Brad & Kerry from the Forest Service and from the Game Fish & Parks representative, as well as the members of the Subcommittee.  I read about 3,100 pages of documents, I don’t see any really basic flat answer, and the fortunate thing we had to work with is that WNS is not here yet.  It has decimated millions of bats and close to whole species of bats.  It was a complex issue and we want to thank everyone who helped put the recommendation together.
Scherrer:  Lon and Tom, I appreciate the Subcommittee and the input from Suzanne and Becci, and the GF&P representative.  The neat thing was it was a proactive approach, instead of a reactive approach, which is how we usually operate.  I appreciate the technology that was used on this and the ability to communicate in a timely manner.   And I appreciate those of you who responded to the vote to get this thing done.  Let’s use this as precedence; if this Board can provide the Forest some support, we want to do that because this crew can get things done.

Travel Management Plan Goals and Implementation
Scherrer:  Our next topic is Travel Management.  Rick Hudson is here, the old warrior.  This topic is on today’s agenda as requested, so that the Board will have the information needed for discussion and to ask questions.  Craig please lay out the frame work of your expectations for the next hour.
Bobzien:  The interest in motorized travel has remained keen.  The interest here today is to understand the system, many are very familiar with it, and others are not.  The overall ability to build, operate, maintain, and enforce our trail system is what we want to understand.  Your role is if we make any adjustments in fees, that will come from you as the RRAC.  I want you to be ahead of this, we’ll go over the time line, we’re looking at not weeks but months so that you’ll understand the topics and take that into consideration before any recommendations.
Scherrer:  What is the timeline?

Bobzien:  Rick will go over that in his presentation.
Scherrer:  You understand my sensitivity – last year when we came in we were behind the 8 ball, and I don’t want to be in that position again.  Let’s have Rick go ahead and get started.
Rick Hudson:  I’ll give you an update of the latest info we have for 2012 sales.   
· Annual permits sold:  7190; 1704 online; 24% annuals sold online.  

· 7190 @$25.00 each = $179,750.

· 7-Day permits sold:  1775; 713 online; 40% of 7-Days sold online.

· 1775 @$20.00 each = $35,500.

· Commercial permits sold:  27, three rental companies in 2012.

· 27 @$125.00 = $3,375.00

· Total 

·  8992 permits, $218,625 total revenue.

· 15% increase in permit sales/revenues in 2012 compared to 2011.

Motorized Trail Fee Revenue Projection (Example of outcome if permit fees were raised):
· CY 2014 (With increase to upper limit of recommendation)

· 7-Day Permits:  $30.00 each and 2,000 sold = $60,000

· Annual Permits:  $45.00 each and 8,000 sold = $360,000

· Commercial Permits:  $5,000

· Total Annual Revenue:  $425,000 ($400,000+ Sustainable Program)

Steps in considering a fee increase:
· Provide Public Notice and Request for Comments – March/April 2013.
· Present findings and results of public notice and comments to the Forest’s RRAC - May/June 2013.

· Submit to R2 Fee Board and Regional Forester for approval; include comments and recommendations from the Forest’s RRAC – July 2013.

· Prepare/Implement for 2014 fee cycle – September 

Scherrer:  Do you have data on the rate of purchases by month?

Hudson:  We have the raw data, not in a spreadsheet format.

Scherrer:  I was just told that the permits will not be available till the middle of February, which is totally unacceptable from my stand point.  It seems to me that January and February would be the slowest months for permit sales, and if that were the case it would help my disappointment with the new permits not being ready.  I’m really very disappointed in this; I just don’t see any reason why the permits and maps shouldn’t have been ready by January 1st. 
Hudson:  I can tell you that sales pick up in April and May.  As far as the new permits, and effectiveness, my recommendation is that the new permit rolls over in March from year to year.
Tieszen:  My concern is on compliance.  Make a comparison to the Mickelson Trail where the trail heads have signs, markings, pay stations, etc.  What is available on our trail system and what is the availability of permits?  What is the compliance rate?  If I were standing out on the trail on a nice sunny weekend, what percentage of the users would be licensed?
Hudson:  We do news releases, we’ve put in trail heads with information boards and kiosks and I believe that is part of why the sales have increased over the last year.  A lot of people say this is the first they’ve heard of the trail system much less the permit system.  A lot more can be done.  Again we have the website, offices, and news releases.  90% of folks have the ability to be informed and educate themselves about the motorized trail permit requirement.  As far as compliance we have a ways to go on that, it could be better, but I would say we have around 90% compliance or so.

Blair:  Have you arrested anyone or fined them in the last two years?
Hudson:  I don’t think it is an arrestable offense, but fines and warning notices have been issued.  
Paterson:  I would like to see some data on the enforcement issue; how many citations have been written, how much money in fines has been collected, etc.  

Scherrer:  We’ll be getting a list of wants here, Twila can you capture those for us?
Iudicello-Martley:  At our last meeting we had a presentation and video of a great restoration project of a hillside that was overused, and that project was paid for out of that District’s budget.  Your allocation shown in the fee pie chart, there wasn’t anything specially designated as restoration?
Hudson:  That’s all part of the construction and rehabilitation chunk.  I didn’t break it out specifically.  We have a lot of other programs that we use dollars from for restoration.

Smith:  Thanks Mr. Chairman.  The question finally came up and it to me it makes a lot more sense that you can get a lot more for education than by using a “Wyatt Earp” mentally.  If we could get the enforcement people to issue these permits on the trail with a late fee/non-compliance fee surcharge attached, get that money into the system and avoid the court system, I think there would be more good will and more revenue.  

Thompson:  I don’t have any specific data to offer you but I would proffer that your compliance rate is closer to 25%.  We graze cattle on the Sand Creek and Cement Ridge areas, and we have special dispensation with our permit to go up in there.  We use mostly horseback, and we are in the far minority of the ATV use that is being done it the Sand Creek areas.  We made the mistake of leaving a Bobcat in the area over night, and when we came back in the morning, it was gone.  You could see the ATV tracks and the Bobcat tracks leaving the area.  That is an area that ATV travel is prohibited and yet it is relatively prolific.  We did find our Bobcat several miles away. 

Hudson:  As far as the motorized trail fee, this is for just trails on the South Dakota side, and we are talking about compliance related to how many people that ride their ATV on a trail actually purchase a permit.  On the Wyoming side the State has the permit system.  I can’t argue with your opinion though. 

Thompson:   Part of compliance is that they should be permitted, but they should also be out of the areas that are closed to motorized travel.
Brannan:  First thank you for your presentation.  How much of the trail system do we have in place? And are we on target to have most of the trails done by 2014 as originally though?  The Subcommittee that was in place when I first got here, I appreciate your efforts; three years ago, we thought the number of permits sold would be 10,000.  Maybe that was a guess.  If it’s true that there are fewer users, then it’s true that we wouldn’t have to pay as much for maintenance.  Your chart shows that 45 cents on every dollar is used in the field, so shouldn’t that go back to the Subcommittee to see if there was a way to do something different.  Did the Subcommittee look at a way to do a one time permit for the piece of equipment?  I will tell you, we have ATVs and I would much rather buy a permit one time and be done with it.
Blair:  A lot of things are different today than they were when we started this.  One of the things is we licensed ATVs to run down highways, and if they chose to do that they don’t have to buy a permit at all.  We fought this in the legislation, and we only lost by 7 votes – but there were only 7 votes to be had.  Until we change that dynamic, it doesn’t take long, those people are no dummies, and when they come out here and find out that as long as I have a license plate, I don’t have to buy anything, that will be all they’ll do.  That needs to change.  At this time, we would be mistaken to raise the fees when we haven’t gotten to a level that we are comfortable with.  Maybe we should draw back to a point where we use the trails we have and hold for now.  Maybe it’s a PR thing; maybe it’s an issue of where we sell our licenses.  We don’t’ sell any licenses in the Northern Hills, except at the Forest Service office.  We need to start marketing how we sell the licenses; we need to run this thing like if we don’t make any money we are out of business.
Hudson:  The amount of money that actually goes out in the field, I would argue that it’s not just 45 cents out of every dollar.  We have tried to avoid having the indirect costs go any higher.  The more sales outlets you have the more overhead costs there are associated with that.

Scherrer:  A lifelong permit; I cannot recall that discussion ever being held; Tom do you recall?

Blair:  Because we were trying to model it after the snowmobile system, we looked at a two year pass, but I don’t recall a conversation about a lifelong pass.
Brannan:  The ethics side of me makes me feel the need to disclose that my brother bought an ATV business here in Rapid City; and I can tell you that compliance with the permit system is a lot less than 90%.  I think you’ll get more money if it’s an easier fix.  Make it easier for people to buy the permit; make it available when you buy an ATV.  

Scherrer:  Let’s keep the dialog going these are good questions and suggestions.

Kohlbrand:  My comment on the permit system is, if there were more shared use roads where they could run on the roads as well as the trails - that would lend a lot more use to the sticker.  A lot more people would buy them.

Scherrer:  Would you like to respond as to what the State law requires?  
Bobzien:  We recognize State law, and we need to look at what is allowable on a State road; there are limitations.  
Blair:  We really wanted to take ATVs off the highway – and we got nailed to the wall over it.  Until society makes that an issue, we’ll just have to live with it, because you’ll never take the ATV off the highway until society makes that happen  Then you’re locked into how to incorporate the road and trail into a permitted thing for an ATV.  Until you change how they license an ATV, which are licensed as motorcycles, until they have a separate category, we are stuck.

Patterson:  One of the things I would like to see not what is budgeted, but what are the expenses and costs incurred in managing this travel management system?  Before we can consider a change we have to look at the costs and see if it is fiscally sustainability.  The Business Plan says that the Board recommendation would include a review of the costs and income annually, so that we can make decisions about the system.  It also says that we should maintain the trail system in ways that are sustainable.  So we need to pay attention to this, and I think we need a formal document that lays out the various costs association with this system as well as the cost for 2013.

What are the costs for trying to remediate the damages that have been done in the past?  Is that cost covered in this system or elsewhere in the forest service.

Bobzien:  Great questions and discussions.  The question to the Board and the RRAC is; does the Recreation Resource Advisory Committee recommend any changes to the fee structure for the 2014 season and if so, how.  Now what we need to look at is the time line for the Board to act on that.  So we will work with you as a Board or a Subcommittee.
Hudson:  Does the Board have enough information to make this decision today?
Scherrer:  There is no possible way that anyone in this room can make a recommendation today.  I have a lot of respect for these people and how they work, so we ain’t going there.  You know where we are going, we’ll have a Subcommittee.  We need to know the time line and a draft for a recommendation.  March would be the soonest that these folks could provide a recommendation.

Hudson:  That would be great, but I would encourage the Board and the RRAC to work on that but then as far as our time line, May/June; June would be in conjunction with us providing comments back to you from our public meetings etc.  June would be when we would want to hear something from the Board.  

Jaeger:  We would have to move forward with the public meetings in March/April.  If you‘re suggesting to look at increasing the fee, we would have to have a public meeting.

Scherrer:  Does the process allow for the Board to make a recommendation in March and then come back and make a change in the recommendation?  What is the time for a second change?

Bobzien:  June.

Scherrer:  If the Board has a recommendation by March on a change to the fee, would that give you enough time to throw that out to the public?  

Iudicello-Martley:  One of the things that we need to consider is that by May, we’ll lose a tremendous amount of institutional memory from Board members whose term will be expiring.  Never the less we heard a lot of great ideas, some of which were fundamental changes.  It seems to me that the new Board that comes on in June will have a lot of change going on; they’ll have to get up to speed really fast to see what is going on.  When you convene a Subcommittee, take to heart what Colin said, we have a business plan, follow it.  And consider if there is a two-step process because first we don’t have enough data on the permits, and then there might be a really different recommendation in June that comes from a different group of people.  We tried really hard to get out in front of this, but I’m still feeling pushed to come up with a decision.

Tieszen:  This doesn’t seem like a complicated issue.  We have some information that we need to make a recommendation on, and it would seem to me that if in a couple of months we could get the numbers we ask for we could chew it over, and make a decision on it.  I thought the discussion today was productive with another ½ hour we could make a recommendation.

Brannan:  One of the things I would recommend, I agree with Senator Tieszen, we would get more info from users or the people that have the 7 day passes.  I don’t want to go over should we have a system, should we have permits, but I would like to get more information on what it is…in all due respect to Rick, I went thru the list there is 45% going to the ground  and we are doing building, and at some point that ends and maintenance begins.  Right now the effort of education is all we have to work with.  I think what would change my mind is input from the users.

Smith:  Following up on what Sam said.  We’ve had specific requests for hard budget breakdowns, which is a reasonable request.  The field issuance of the permits has some merit; there would be some problems with tracking that.  The GF& P has used this system, and it’s doable.  It’s worth looking at.  I would be amazed if your priority wasn’t taking care of the current damage.  Life time permits and filed issuance has tremendous potential.
Scherrer:  Comments?
Paterson:  While you are thinking of your next step… Three times now I’ve requested the info which we need to make a decision.  We need the expenses, what is the cost of doing business here, and it includes enforcement what percent of LEOs, cost of restoration and remediation, all of these things we need to know, and the Forest Service has that information, and they need to provide it to us.  What are the expenses, what is the income and what do we need to set the fee at?

Scherrer:  The challenge we have is that if we choose not to drill down our requests to the Forest Service and have someone working closely with them to insure that the data and information that we are seeking here today comes to us in a manner that is able to be interpreted by the Board so that we can accomplish our task in March, I fear that if we don’t make some effort to drill down our request we may be disappointed in February.  So I believe that there needs to be a sub-group of people, I think the purpose might be a little different than what we’ve had in the past, but I still believe that we need a couple people from the Board as soon as the bullet points are out, to sit down with Rick and perhaps others and get this information choreographed and make sure that is readily available prior to the February meeting.  With that being said I don’t think a Subcommittee is necessary to address the gross picture of everything we talked about today, because that is less critical in terms of what the public will give feedback on.  The money is what they are interested in.  What I would ask is if we could have three folks to work in concert with your people so that we could have something and have it available prior to the meeting in February.  I throw that out and I would appreciate guidance.

Hoyt:  I think the monkey is on the wrong back here.  We have recreation people available and they should be presenting a recommendation to us.  That should be given to the Board, and the Board should consider that.
Scherrer:  So your opinion is that the Forest Service should bring a recommendation to the Board.
Hoyt:  The Forest Service ought to present its recommendations.  I will not be prepared to vote for continuing deficit.  Either increase the fee or reduce the number of trails and perhaps there should be another presentation.  The Forest Service as the owner of the trail system should present its recommendation.
Smith:  This has been going thru my mind so I better go ahead and say it.  The element that is missing is possible internal efficiencies.  What are we doing, what’s it costing and are we doing it as efficiently as we can.  And as to Ev, with your business experience, you would demand that.

Bobzien:  There is a lot of interest in the ways and means of this.  What Ev brings up is always something we think about.  Most of the time the Forest Service comes with a proposal, and when we come with a proposal, as some have said, concerned you are just rubber stamping someone else’s work.  If the Board wants a recommendation, we will come with a recommendation. Our challenge is that 16 different members have 16 different values.  We have the questions that you provided so far, and I would ask that from your stand point which way would you like to proceed – we can operate in both environments.  I would like to hear from the Board about what way you would like to go.
Heinert:  We only need to be concerned about this time line if we are going to make a recommendation on the fee structure, correct?  If we are recommending changes to the operations, we wouldn’t need to worry about the timeline.  
Bobzien:  That is correct.
Heinert:  I’m trying to focus on what we need to do by March and if you are talking about marketing and all of the other issues, we don’t have to focus on that by March.  What we really need to focus on is the fee increase, and the only thing we need is your recommendation, or if we are going to give the recommendation, than we need the additional information.   One critical piece of information is compliance, that seems to be a critical issue that needs to be taken into consideration, and I don’t know how you arrive at that right now, because the users are not out there right now.  That’s something that would come later if the Forest Service made an effort to make compliance checks.

Paterson:  I would disagree with what Ev said, I don’t think we need a recommendation from the Forest Service, I think we need the information from the Forest Service so that we can make the recommendation. 
Verchio:  I would like to comment on the idea of marketing the permits.  Sam was right – we are not marketing the permits right – and I’m talking about having them available throughout the State.  The very least we should do is let them know they need them; place them at all convenience stores, ATV stores, etc.  It’s easy for Johnny to take the fee on the Mickelson Trail because there’s only one entrance; on the forest it’s not that easy.  I would bet that if we market them that way we would have the $400,000 dollars we need.

Scherrer:  It sounds like the consensus is for us to request additional financial information from the Forest Service.  Profit and loss statements form the Forest Service, and that’s the primary thing.  We need this by the February meeting so that we can discuss and make the recommendation.

Rather than a Subcommittee would it please the Board to have a couple of volunteers to be the reps for the balance of the Board, for riding herd on the Forest Service to make sure the questions that have been asked get followed thru so as to not disappoint the next time.  I would volunteer to be one of those people to make sure the info comes back here in February.  I would ask for one other volunteer to coordinate and communicate with Bobzien and his people to make sure the info comes back to the Board.  Colin you’ll volunteer.  If you want to call it a Subcommittee that’s ok, but we’ll just make sure that we’ll get the information that is being requested.

Heinert:  I think what you are suggesting meets with my approval and it falls within your scope as chairperson to serve in that capacity and you’ll need to have Colin help you with that.  To work with the Forest Service to help assemble the data we need to make a decision. 

Scherrer:  I don’t want anyone to think I’m running herd, if we need a motion we’ll do that if not, Colin and I will act as a small Subcommittee.
Heinert:  Call it a Liaison between the Board and the Forest Service.  
Bobzien:  Jim (Scherrer), the way that Jim (Heinert) describes this, you can be the Liaisons, but if you want to have a Subcommittee, that would require approval from the Board.
Scherrer:  We will not have a Subcommittee, Colin and I will act as Liaisons between the Board and the Forest Service.
Brannan:  Is the Forest Service going to give us a recommendation in addition to the data?

Scherrer:  The biggest issue that we have right now is inadequate financial information so that we can talk about changing the fee, so that is all I plan to work with them to receive.
Brannan:  I would like to make a motion to emulate what Ev said – these guys are the experts not us.  I would like to make a motion to see what the Forest Service recommendation would be for fees, supported by data.  
Scherrer:  Is there a second to the motion that the Forest Service come to the meeting in February with a recommendation on the fees?
Hoyt:  I will second the motion.

Scherrer:  Is there any discussion?
Hoyt:  My intent would be to have a recommendation from our professionals but do our homework too, so that we’ll have two business plans so that we’ll be better informed.

Smith:  As usual we’re very close in concept and all over the board on detail.  I would hope that if this motion passes that we have good objective data on not only the finances but also the operations, such as…if we do this, then what; if we do that, then what?   The Forest Service recommendation is one that we may or may not take.  Assuming that on Sam’s motion that we have the detail on finances and details it would be workable.  

Brannan:  Maybe I should withdraw my recommendation if Rick can explain if he has already given us a recommendation.
Hudson:  That is not official, that is just a suggestion.
Brannan:  If I had presented this information to my Board, I would have been fired.  If this is your recommendation – then stand up for it, and show the data that proves it.  The data should be presented to us.  Here’s our data here is our recommendation.  We are an Advisory Committee, period – you present the recommendation, we provide advice. 
Hudson:  My data that I have given for a year is that we are not selling enough permits to reach the amount that we need to sustain the program.  We could bore down into this; we may not be able to get all the detail that you are asking for.   

Brannan:  In business we would talk about $400,000 to build the system, and then the restoration.  This is not a one year program; do you have any projections for this in any terms?
Hudson:  I’m not knowledgeable enough in the private sector of business to present this in the way that you are asking for, I’m sorry.
Brannan:  I don’t know how we can give an advice on a system that only looks at one year.  There will be upfront costs that won’t be there in five years.  I don’t know how you can say that it’s a one year project and then just restoration?
Hudson:  The values are not just land values; they are public service, etc. values.  I don’t know if I can get you the information you need based on a private business option.  Ours is to provide a land base that can be used for multiple uses.
Scherrer:  Sam you had a motion for the Forest Service to bring financial information and recommendation. 

Brannan:  My motion is for the Forest Service to recommend the fee structure.
Heinert:  I have a question for Rick.  The motion we are considering, is that you would come back to this Board in February with your official recommendation for the Board’s recommendation.  Can you do that by February on behalf of the Forest Service?
Hudson:  Yes

Tieszen:  There are two ways to get to the same place and one is that they come with a recommendation, and we debate, and the other is for them to come to us and say we are looking at fees for 2014, what do you think?  I like the second.  I would just as soon have the discussion before the Forest Service has made their official proposal.  If the motion goes to a vote, I will not be able to support it.
Hoyt:  Would you (Tieszen) support it if it says informational recommendation?
Scherrer:  Is it imperative that the Forest Service provide, with their recommendation, the data that they have to support the recommendation?
Brannan:  Yes, we need the supporting data.
Smith:  The data to support the position, or the data to make the recommendation?
Scherrer:  Your semantics are more clear and comprehensive than may statement. I want the minutes to be reflective.  We have several members that are interested in the financial information.  
Scherrer:  I’m ready to have a vote of the motion.  (See what the Forest Service recommendation would be for fees, supported by data).  

All in favor signify by raising your right hand:

· Ev Hoyt, Sam Brannan, Bill Kohlbrand, Jim Heinert, Jim Scherrer (5) 
All opposed signify by raising your right hand:

· Colin Paterson, Suzanne Iudicello-Martley, Craig Tieszen, Nels Smith (4)
Scherrer:  Motion passes.
To close this off, I will proceed to communicate with the Forest Service and ask them to communicate with me and Colin so that we can have input back and forth so the questions that have been raised here are satisfied in February. 
Summary of discussion follows on page 17.

Question to the Board:  Does the Recreation Resource Advisory Committee recommend any changes to the fee structure for the 2014 season and if so, how?
NFAB and FS Liaisons to Prepare for the February Meeting:  Jim Scherrer and Colin Paterson.
Summary of Requests by the Board to the Forest Service for the February Meeting:

· Clear understanding of the timeline.

· Compliance Rate:  

· Compliance percentage,

· Number of citations written,

· Amount of money collected.

· Actual amount of money from the pie chart in Rick’s presentation is allocated for restoration.

· How much of the trail system in place?

· Formal document that lays out the expenses and costs incurred in managing this travel management system.

· Expected costs for 2013.

· Annual review of costs and income as written in Business Plan.

· Costs to repair past damage (Included in the TM Plan or elsewhere in the Forest Service?).
Summary of Suggestions by the Board for the Travel Management System:

· Make permits effective from March 1 to February 29 year to year.

· Trailhead signage.

· Make permit purchases available at the trailhead.

· Enforcement Officers can issue permits on the trail with a fee for non-compliance added on.

· Enforce compliance with ATV users in “closed” areas.

· Fewer users should equal less maintenance.

· Permit for the machine – one time purchase.

· Draw back to using just the trails we have for now.

· Issues of Public Relations, where we sell licenses.

· Marketing the permits:

· Permit available where you buy your ATV.

· More shared roads, ATV use on trails as well as roads.

· Consider the effect of the new members in June.

· Costs determine fiscal sustainability.

· There is a Business Plan, follow it.
· Get input from Users.
Sheridan Lake Valve Situation
Scherrer:   Please take your seats.  We’ll move on to the Sheridan Lake Valve situation 

Bobzien:  It is my pleasure to welcome Ruth Esperance, Mystic District Ranger.  This topic is on the Sheridan Lake valve update – it’s been of interest for many years as a partnership with GF&P.  Accompanying Ruth is Dave Plummer, our North Zone Engineer Representative.

Esperance:  Before I start I would like to say that I will aspire for a succinct presentation.  When I came in I noticed that Ev wasn’t sitting in his normal place and that scared me; I was ready for his tough questions, and it threw me off.

Last week I found a leather brief case with several documents in it from the late 30s about the construction of the Dam.  This was a very interesting find, and there is some pretty neat history of the dam.  Sheridan Lake, in the 30s, was known as “Lake of the Pines”.  The project started in 1938 and was finished in 1940, and the work was done by the CCC camps, it was the largest lake at the time.  Its main use was for recreation.  One of the things that Craig asked to share was studies that have been done on the Lake.  In the brief case I found a report from 1936 and it was done in the Regional Office in Denver complied as the first report of the water supply.  In 1973, a comprehensive water management plan for the Black Hills was done.  In 2002, we had the Sheridan Lake study done by the School of Mines.  In 2009, the book that Ev has from the USGS is a report on Hydro-Characterization on Spring Creek.  I did notice in 2011 the Sheridan Valve Dam Flow Report.  

We are committed to get several things accomplished this summer.  It’s been attempted for a couple of years, so it’s time to move ahead.  We need to get in there and get the valves operational.

We have four goals in our plan to move forward: 

1. Dave Plummer and I will work together to get up to speed on the work that has been done.  We’ll be working with Bob Thompson as well; he has agreed to continue his work with us on this project.  

2. Learning what has happened in the past, and monitoring what questions we need to answer and what the cost is related to those questions.  

3. The end point is to develop a revised Sheridan lake Water Management Plan.  

4. And for me personally to work closely with Dave.  Sheridan Lake is considered a high hazard dam, so I would like to work with Dave throughout this process and get the job done.

Mayes:  Ev, when this valve thing happened, prior to that was there not a significant amount of research done on the need for the valve and the value of the valve?  And have we gotten anywhere near the intended result of the valve?

Hoyt:  The inquiry in Sheridan Lake right now is how we could extend the recreational purpose of the lake by providing out flows into Spring Creek to support a trout fishery; recognizing that in times of drought we could not release water.  There are other concerns that come from individuals seeing the drawdowns in Pactola Lake, and they are afraid that it would happen to Sheridan Lake as well.  There is a process of releasing water into Spring Creek without jeopardizing the recreational use of the lake.

Discussions were started about 15 years ago on a concept basis.  One of the concerns expressed by the Sheridan Lake water users was the accuracy of the inflows into the lake.  Therefore a $100,000 modeling effort was completed, which was determined to be similar enough that the data could be used.  So with that explanation Terry, would you like to rephrase your question?

Mayes:  The valve was put in for a reason; someone put it in for a reason; is that reason being fulfilled?

Hoyt:  The valve was put in to accommodate a flushing flow annually; so that the water could be moved through the Spring Creek sinks; sufficient for animal watering purposes.  A lot of the lower Spring Creek users have drilled wells so the need for the flushing has been abandoned.  So the plan has been revised to recognize the abandonment of the water rights.  The question is how might Sheridan Lake be managed to maintain a fishery and the recreational purpose of the lake?

Mayes:  What did the Fisherman groups, etc. spend money on?

Hoyt:  It was on the valve, because the original valve was not functioning.  It’s deep down so if there was a malfunction it would be a serious drawdown of the lake, so the valve was replaced.

Plummer:  One of the things we’ve done is to get mired down into the details and we lose sight of the big picture.  We looked at fixing the valve but we didn’t look at what we want to accomplish.  The concept study was done after the valve was replaced, but should have been done before the valve was replaced.  The concept study was about what proportion of time we have and if there is enough water stored in Sheridan Lake to be able to augment the stream without affecting the Lake.  Another thing – is what are we trying to augment?  What are we trying to accomplish?  One of the first things I want to do this year is decide what we want to accomplishment.  We can augment the flows most affectively between September and February, but the fisherman would like water flow in the summer.  We need to structure our study, so right now we are looking at all of the things and we will decide what we’ll be studying.  We got the cart before the horse, and put in a valve, so we’re in a situation of figuring out what we need to do to move forward.  When we look at the overall concept, let’s step back and see what we want to accomplish.  What can we do with the water, and how we’ll deliver it down stream?  

Hoyt:  I applaud your planning process and am surprised that it hasn’t been done as you describe to this point.

Scherrer:  The next item on the agenda is the Mountain Pine Beetle (MPB) Response Project. 

Bobzien:  On December 10th, I signed the MPB Response Decision.  First and foremost I want to thank the Board, particularly the Subcommittee.  I know it took some serious doing to pull the information that came back to the Board as part of the public comment process.  The Board’s input is important; the response exceeded my expectations.  

The Decision reflected the collaboration that has gone on for years in and around the Black Hills and we got to the point of people working together with a common interest, it was clear that with all the work that was being done, we had to have a new project approach.  This decision allows us that flexibility.

There are four points I would like to share:

1. Thru the public process in review and response of our team and environmental facts, I selected Alternative C with some modifications.   

2. Alternative C was the use of thinning as shown by science, is clear that reducing the density of the forest will put the forest in a condition that is less susceptible.

3. Roads:  As we looked under Alternative C, that condition where we could have strategic locations of thinning for MPB and the continuity of the fuels.  We knew that we would have to construct new road.  We took a hard look at that and said that we can do that with somewhat less road. 

4. Alternative C to include an additional 6,000 acres in Spearfish Canyon – and we looked at the treatments in terms of scenery, water, and terrain.  In the decision we looked at focused treatments in gentle terrain and wildland urban interface.

5. Important of the MPB:  The design criteria are under adaptive management, the monitoring and evaluation of the Project.  Rather than saying exactly where we have to be, this will give us the flexibility to work more closely with nature, and then position these on the landscape where we can be most effective.  


It’s a level of collaboration, the All Lands Strategy that is being worked on.  And then on the monitoring and evaluation process, what are we learning from this, are we being as efficient as we can possibly be?  The Board asked for a semi-annual update.  I’m excited about this – its great business.  It’s a Pine Beetle Response Project, but we’ll apply this to other projects we have across the Forest.  Dollars are tough to come by and we want to make sure they are put to good use.  Thanks everyone.

Scherrer:  Questions?

Kohlbrand:  There was a time this fall when there was talk the PBR was going to be singed any day now, and then it was a couple of months till it was signed, what was the reason for the delay?

Bobzien:  Two things; we had a really good response from the draft to the final to go thru all the rigor of going thru all the comments to make a good quality job.  The second thing was that part of this was the Programmatic Agreement with the Wyoming and South Dakota State Historic Preservation Office, and we received that just 12 days before I signed the decision.  Their business practice is that it goes all the way up to the Attorney General’s office and us being compliant with the Agreement.

Brannan:  I would like to thank you for supporting the Board and the Subcommittee.  What we were united on was that we knew it had to be done fast.  Did you get the same sense that from the public comments?

Bobzien:  By enlarge – yes, there was an interest in doing that.  The public expected us to do a quality evaluation, and so we did that and we did not meet the October 1st deadline that was requested by the Board.

Hoyt:  How would you see implementation, and are you already implementing parts of the project?

Bobzien:  Yes, we are currently preparing projects.  This decision allows adaptability and flexibility.  We are investing in the pine beetle response and the other landscape decisions that all of the Rangers had made decisions on.  We use the term “Why Here, Why Now”, so we are competing the areas and acres, so the PBR areas are competing with all of the other areas.

Hoyt:  Is industry fully loaded at this point for an effective year to fight the pine beetle?

Bobzien:  Industry is continually fully loaded especially if you look at the economics of the last five years.  They have really responded on some difficult projects, and I would say they are bringing all their resources to bear that they can.  We have to make choices because there is more work than can be done.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Scherrer:  That ends the agenda, and as I look around for public comments I see there are a couple of folks still with us.  I would allow you the opportunity to make comments to the Board if you would like.

Patty Brown:  I’m Patty Brown with the Off Road Riders.  I’m glad that I hung out long enough to hear the discussion about the trail system.  As a user, I can tell you that when you bring this to the public, you’ll hear what I’m going to say all over again.  And that is that this is a brand new system, and we are already talking about raising fees.  I’m still working on getting people informed about the system, I don’t want to knock them out right away.  Please keep that in mind.

The slide that they showed that compared our system to others; there are other examples such as in Colorado that have a $20.00 fee.  We skimmed all over that, and we can’t count on grants to cover costs, but we do get grants, no mention was made of those.  We’ve been engaged and trying to pursue a trail ranger program, and we still haven’t heard much about that.  That would be a volunteer program – our group would like to help with that program.  If Rick is not working on that, certainly I would like to see him go to work on getting the program established.  We would like to see our permits available outside the Forest Service offices.  The dealerships would be easy access – the campgrounds would be good, visitor centers, gas stations, etc.  Visitors don’t come here assuming they could get their permit on the internet.  We would like to see it done the same as hunting and fishing licenses.  Thank you for letting me give you my two cents, I will be here for another two cents.  I reviewed the Travel Management Plan and the Business Plan and I know that we have to review the fees, and I hate to see the fees increase already. 

Scherrer:  Thank you Patty.  I know that you’ve been around since the beginning.  Speaking for both the Board and the Forest Service, thank you, you’ve been a trooper.  I would encourage the Forest Service to listen to the input of the users, as you have and I know you will continue to do. If the advice is to increase the fees, there would be public meetings, and that would be a place for you to really talk.  If we don’t plan to raise fees in 2014, then I know that we’ll encourage the Forest Service to get the input from the users to make a better product.  Please stay engaged Patty; I appreciate your comments, you are a good representative for the ATV community, you are a good speaker, and you’re not standing up there spewing venom.  

Paterson:  What is the timeline for the old members to go off the Board?

Scherrer:  As it exists right now; the member’s whose terms are expiring will be done after the May meeting, so the new Board will take over in June.  That is the current set up and there are 23 of the 34 members including both Primary and Alternate whose terms are expiring.

Paterson:  When do the new members of the Board get notified of their success?

Bobzien:  Sooner than later is our goal.  The Secretary is screening the applications so the process is moving along.

Smith:  The application period is open till when? 

Bobzien:  There is not an actual cutoff date for the applications, we’ll always take them.

Jacobson:  We’ve submitted what we have, but it’s an ongoing process.

Scherrer:  If you have someone you know that would like to apply, be sure to have them get their information in as soon as possible.

Smith:  Just a comment, we spent over an hour talking about the administration of a program that early on based on the recommendation of this Board was adopted by the Forest Service in the Black Hills.  Our travel system was open unless marked closed; we had several of examples of how that worked well.  Then we lost that because of pressure from Washington where Travel Management was really being clamped down.  The time we spent on this issue, and the complexity of it, I’m not sure we are ahead in the situation.  We have to make the best of it going ahead.

Brenneisen:  Going back to Hugh Thompsons information from the Wyoming Legislators, has there been any official discussion of the Forest Service putting on cutting & chunking crews or using mechanical ways to treat trees?

Bobzien:  There is no authorization to do that, but there are discussions.   

Scherrer:  I would like a motion to adjourn the meeting, motion made by Colin Paterson, second by Suzanne Iudicello-Martley, meeting adjourned.
Next Meeting is scheduled for February 20, 2013.
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