Panhandle Collaborative Meeting
May 10, 2010

Sandpoint – USFS Building
Attendees:
Jim Riley – Intermountain Forest Association

Ron Smith – Boundary County Commissioner

John Finney - Recreation

Cornel Rasor – Bonner County Commissioner

Terry Harris - KEA

Maggie Pittman - USFW

Phil Hough – Friends of Scotchman Peaks

Brad Smith - ICL

Joe Young – Bonner County Commissioner

Mick Schanilez– IDL

Bob Boeh – Idaho Forest Group

Mike Petersen – The Lands Council

Mark Hildesheim – Idaho Parks & Recs

Patty Perry – Kootenai Tribe of Idaho

Billy Barquin – Kootenai Tribe of Idaho

Linda McFadden - USFS

Dick Kramer - USFS

Rich Torquemada – US Fish & Wildlife

Mark Sprengel – Selkirk Conservation Alliance

Liz Johnson-Gebhardt – Priest Community Forest Connection

Jeff Connelly – City of Priest River

Sid Smith – Senator Risch
Karen Roetter – Senator Crapo
Carol Kunzeman – City of Ponderay

Liz Seckler – Selkirk Conservation Alliance

Tim Layser – Selkirk Conservation Alliance

Facilitated by: Jonnie Bradley
Jonnie – 
opened up with a brief summary of where we are currently - overview of some areas we have been able to agree upon -questions about how we operate – one county or two -concerns that past work and relationship building by Boundary and KVRI would be  overridden -confirmed that to date we have agreed to operate with a loose structure -possible structure of committees that would set up objectives and directions -conversations between groups between meetings probably have occurred,  could this because there is a reluctance of wanting to debate within the group -personally the formation of committees seems to make sense and then come back to the group to determine structure -this group needs more input and driven from within

Let’s start the discussion on structure and how we want to see the group function -most of the folks in this room know what we want to accomplish but we have not decided how to move forward - there is sentiment that it is time to roll up our sleeves and get to work -this could be done through committees

Introductions were made around the room
Dick Kramer – Welcomed us all to the new building – Distributed maps -Stated that there seems to be a difference in the forestry numbers and thinks that comes from the presentation given a few meetings ago – we think that comes from the General Forestry land and does not include the areas that include some challenges such as; species & old growth -Discussed the draft forestry planning map and tried to explain how they want hope to be able to move forward – Green; general forestry / Yellow; roadless / Purple; recommended wilderness / Blue; wild & scenic recommendations – this is probably the best map to work from -Discussion on some areas that participants were unaware of in the plans -Theses are two very different maps with different intents

Jonnie asked Patty to explain their project and the areas of focus

Patty – 
KVRI will be focusing on the entire county -the forest committee has gone through the various projects that are planned and what has been done on each of the projects; has NEPA been done, what stage is the project at -KVRI does not just work on forestry, they do look at a wide range issues -does not want to speak for Dan but since he is not here but, as stated previously, the concern is that KVRI has been working for 9 years and does not want to have to back up and start over on work that they have done - Ron asked Patty to explain the structure of KVRI -Patty discussed the various committees and the makeup of the group
Jeff – I understand their concern –they don’t want to have to stop and back up – it may make sense for Bonner County to separate since Bonner is not at the same stage of Boundary

Liz – I agree with that statement

Jonnie – it seems at the last meeting this was a possible direction – then we could share information as we move forward between the groups – it has also been discussed that they are ahead of us

Liz – I disagree with that –there are a lot of people around the group that have a lot of experience and we could both learn from each other

Jonnie –clarification –Boundary has been working together for some time unlike Bonner – the reason that I have suggested the committee structure is that this is where the work will be done – there are many people who participate in the various groups around the table that aren’t at the monthly meetings – if we were to separate what would this group be called?

Ron – Boundary Co is heavily involved with KVRI and Dan represents the county at those meetings – we trust him to handle this and make decisions on behalf of the county – this has been very successful for us in Boundary

Jonnie – we need to make some decisions on how to move forward – can this group make these decisions?
Jim – I have a couple of questions – I understand that KVRI had their forestry meeting this past month did anyone attend?  – Patty can you give us an update on where the forestry committee?
Patty – within the boundary of the county there are 416K acres of federal forest land – we have looked at the forest lands and talked about areas where we could start projects and then under CLFRP we voted that we would look at the entire area including all lands 800K plus acres and then narrow our focus from there  – we are looking at the WUI projects and moving forward – there are six of those –we had the USFS Ranger District present us all of their projects – we presented our proposal today to USFS – we showed how we went through this process and how we narrowed down the projects – this is just one of several projects that the forestry committee will be looking at  -we are still moving head on twenty mile with money from the RAC

Jim-when you looked at the whole landscape did you make some decisions on land allocations?
Patty – no but we have already looked at this from the Idaho Roadless rule and started from there – we asked where does it make sense to start work –restoration, TMDL or are we looking at biomass – we aren’t going to start in grizzly for biomass – where can we do work –the tribe has other dollars available – we have talked to Liz about stewardship and want to look at stewardships more
Mike P – are you looking just at the Bonners Ferry Ranger District?
Patty – we do know we have some lands that cross over into other districts but we are looking within the bounds of Boundary County and right now within the Bonners Ferry Ranger District

Linda M – The CLFRP proposal is within the Bonners Ferry Ranger district

Mike P –but KVRI works within the Bonners Ferry Ranger District only? – There is a different in the total lands in Boundary County
Patty – KVRI has primarily worked within the bounds of the district and the Tribes aboriginal territory

Mike P – the ranger district does include some of Priest Lake – Mike tried to show us the boundaries of the Bonners Ferry District, Dick came up to help and give us all a bit better idea of what that district looks like 

Brad –Patty can you explain the Tribes aboriginal territory? – Patty gave us a brief description

Bob B – I think the issue for me is that we are at a fork in the road- KVRI has chosen to go down the traditional path using USFS lay of the land – I think this group wanted to talk about a higher level of scrutiny –by focusing on the general forest zone we felt we would have more room to collaborate –if we limit this to Bonner we should focus on Scotchman’s and general forestry and try to figure out how to get that all on a faster track – we don’t want to wait another 10 years for the forest plan 

Mike P – I think just by the nature of things the more potential wilderness is in Boundary and the logging is in Bonner –if this gets separated this concerns me and even though I have heard some unwillingness to discuss wilderness but these counties are connected 

Jeff – my concern is how much success can we have – I hear reluctance from KVRI – we have been working on this – can we continue in moving forward?
Mike P –I hear that – for example TLC had a policy of no logging, others have a policy of no wilderness – I think we need to spend some time on this

Ron – that is why Dan is representing Boundary County with KVRI – I personally believe in no more wilderness in Boundary

Mike P – I would be interested in hearing why

Ron – We went through this year's ago we have enough
John F – from the recreation side, it is a very restrictive form – we can’t even get in to cut trail – we all can agree on certain uses but the merits of the use are an issue
Phil – no more wilderness implies there is some – there is none in Bonner or Boundary County – while the fact that it is restrictive is correct but it matters where those restrictions could or should apply

John F – I’ll attack the no more wilderness – these areas have their use – Scotchman’s Peak – I agree that there are some areas where there should be no recreation but there are some areas that could include mountain bikes
Terry H – stepping back – I hear we have a structural issue – KVRI is doing projects which includes prescriptions – we don’t have that same conversation going on in Bonner – KVRI has expressed the position of not getting into the landscape in the county – in Bonner there are some discussions such as Scotchman’s –it seems there are gaps that this collaborative could fill –there is need for projects in both counties and then some collaboration on landscape 
Linda M – I want to clarify that within KVRI they doing more than project by project and have been involved in the landscape level view – in additional the forestry sub-committee will be looking at the entire landscape including what types of activities should be allowed 

Patty – KVRI held meetings to discuss landscape and has gone through that process, both through Roadless and the forest plan revision – projects that are on the books have been brought forward without the help of USFS – they are within the WUI and cover watersheds – some of these projects were made a priority for that reason

Jim – so does KVRI support these land allocations that are within the roadless on this map?

Patty – yes, the county, the tribe and KVRI supports the roadless rule

Jim – If I heard you right – then KVRI supports the forest allocation within the forest plan map which includes the roadless?
Patty – KVRI has not brought this to a vote

Billy – there is a difference between a wilderness designation and managing as wilderness - managed as wilderness why do we need the designation?
Jim –I am just trying to get clarification

Patty – KVRI hosted all the meetings on the roadless and went through the full process and then presented the information to the Governor

Jim – so did you support this?

Jeff –but the tribe stated in Boundary that they do not support anymore wilderness

Billy – the tribe has said that we will not support legislation to make any land federally mandated wilderness – we also will not support a permanent logging mandate – it is the piracy of the mandate

Mike P – I think that things that have a lesser level of protection and is open to threats continually – If the tribe does not support wilderness - then you didn’t support the wilderness?

Billy – no we supported the rule but not a permanent designation

Jim – the difference is it is a rule – it takes an act of Congress to designate

Brad – every time the forest plan comes up we have to go back to fight to retain every bit of designated wilderness that we have – this would be one of the reasons that ICL tries to designate wilderness so that some of these lands can be protected for all  

Billy –at the same time – those landscapes could change- we don’t want Congress to come in and mandate that – what the land looks like today will be different 100 years from now

Phil –the ones that will change the most over the next 100 years are the lands where we allow active management –for those that see protection through legislation they have the highest commitment in place to protect that land 

Terry – the other acts that play here are ESA/NEPA – I prefer to get it off my wilderness back to settle it so we can have discussion to actively manage the land

Jeff – my question is how much of any of this is being actively managed?
Liz – it seems we continually run around in circles and don’t get any management done
Jonnie – KVRI seems that they are not addressing designating anything as wilderness –does this set us up for problems down the line?
Terry – backing up –we don’t want to recreate the KVRI wheel here –there is a gap though on the landscape level in Boundary County that needs to be filled – otherwise there is not enough interest for m to be here

Jonnie – this is the crux of the group –do we look at the landscape as a whole?
Patty –I wasn’t aware that there was anyone in Bonner County working on landscape in Bonner – we haven’t opened that door in Boundary because it usually leads to this door-Boundary has not found it productive we want to move forward and not get stalled

Jonnie – they have stated that they have looked at the landscape but that they want to move forward on what they can accomplish – Bonner County has not come to that conclusion – Does it make sense for Bonner County to do this same thing – KVRI hasn’t forgotten the landscape but are choosing to focus on what can be done – it seems that there could be short term goals and long term goals

Jim – here is where I am – there are two questions – 1) do we agree on what should happen across the landscape? – 2) if we have agreement how do we make that happen? – My thought it is easier to write federal law then to write a forest plan – I also understand better what the tribe is saying – the tribe may be willing to discuss long term management without permanent designation – can we agree on the landscape?
Liz – I can agree on the plan and am ready to work

Bob B – I think this depends on where the environmental community lands –we can do the work but can still be sued?
Brad –I am more than willing to discuss projects but where does that leave Boundary?
Liz – I am more than willing to do the work and I actually think that maybe this should be just Bonner County for now so we can begin to get things moving

Patty –KVRI is more than willing to have a wilderness discussion but we have chosen not to at this point

Maggie –from my perspective representing Ranotta – whenever we get a perspective from a group that has been working together –it does not matter if it is the big group or it is an individual county group – the richer piece is it comes from a base of mixed interests  

Break
Mike P– I think it was said a few times over the last hour and half – it seems that it makes sense to have separate county committees and then possibly a joint committee to look at the landscape – KVRI would run the one in Boundary, there be a group in Bonner and then a landscape committee between the two because, at the end of the day I am looking to end this battle both on landscape and project –total of 3 committees

Maggie – clarify ranger districts

Mike P –what I propose is that the landscape committee be composed of Priest Lake/Sandpoint/Boundary

Liz – I would completely go with that –we need to get things done

Jonnie – should it be called the Landscape Committee?
Patty – you can but there is no guarantee that the Tribe or Boundary will come together

Maggie – I would suggest that the groups make up their structure – we are making huge strides just getting this done –I think that it is a great thing that you have 3 areas of agreement

Jonnie – have we agreed that Bonner will operate separately as a group?
Terry –Here is what I hear –we don’t have agreement – my organization has no interest in making bad projects less bad- where we want to go is permanent protection for the purple areas – and at the end of the day if we can’t get to we need to be we would sue
Mike P – this is a package deal – everything should be on the table

Cornel – we can’t be held hostage by any group
Jim – I hope we can get over that because that doesn’t get us anywhere

Jeff – I don’t think that KVRI is saying no –it is just that Patty has to take this back to the board
Just as Liz would have to go back to PCFC for a joint decision by the group – going forward in this form is about the only way

Bob B – this is like a 3 legged stool –information flows from all 3 groups – if we go through the work of doing projects the environmental community will then come looking for permanence for the purple areas

Mike P – I appreciate that KVRI has spent a lot of time looking at the landscape – there is a bill in congress that would be completely at odds with what KVRI is doing

Jonnie – how do we move forward? 

Jeff – I don’t think we can –it sounds like KVRI needs to go forward and present this to their group

Patty – speaking for the Tribe – they may or may not want to participate – the Landscape committee would be a broader group – I am not sure how that looks – it would be easier if you all just wanted to participate with KVRI  
Jeff – I guess that we would engage our groups to determine a theory 
Patty – right what I mean is it won’t be just one person from KVRI – it would be the appropriate entities representing the groups

Cornel – I think this has to be separated between the counties – this cannot be top down

Mike P – I agree with you more than you think – I think having this group address forest management is a lot better than having someone from DC make that decision – the thing to keep in mind is that the USFS is marching ahead with the forest plan revision

Bob B - the forest plan has been marching since 1982

Cornel – could we just experiment with having someone go and sit with KVRI?
Bob B – Liz is your group going to get the Bonner County group going and should we just contact you?
Liz – how would I go about getting people to the group?

Shelley – discussed who has and hasn’t been attending – there has been issues with having the group be consistent and issues with not having all the right people at the table- I really feel that it is for the group to decide not the Congressman’s Office – I would actually put the groups attendee list back on the group
Jeff – that makes sense 

Shelley – in listening to the discussion we will convene the next meeting with Bonner County attendees and the Tribe – it is important that all of you come prepared to the next meeting to discuss structure and how the group will operate – The Congressman’s Office is here to assist you but, this is your group and needs to be run by all of you
Next meeting for Bonner will be – 6/4/10 – 12pm at the USFS Office in Sandpoint – same location
Maggie – most likely it will be Dick representing USFS at next meeting 

Shelley – will send out invite and include Tribe at the meeting

Jonnie – if we decide that we want to continue using her as a facilitator she will want direction on what we want from her

Mike P – Patty has the next forestry meeting been set will probably be sometime in June?
Patty – not yet – we are just completing the landscape proposal and have not set the next meeting date
Terry – by landscape proposal what do you mean?
Maggie –offered to talk about the KVRI CFLR – CBC, KVRI and Missoula Blackfoot group – have both been in existence for about 8 years and all put in proposals today through the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Act – Ranotta asked Patty about two weeks ago to put a proposal together even though the other two groups are further along in the process – we think that KVRI’s proposal will get on the table and we think that down the road it will be in a better position for the next round of funding

Brad and Mike both mentioned that having more advanced notice would be helpful for the next KVRI Forestry Committee meeting
Terry – can a copy of the proposal be sent out? – not at this time 
John F - asked for the 88 map and the 04 map at the next meeting –Dick will work on both of those
Meeting Adjourned
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