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Mt. Baker – Snoqualmie Resource Advisory Committee

June 6, 2002

Resource Advisory Committee chair, Jeri Krampetz called the meeting to order at 9:25 a.m. at the Mt. Baker Ranger District Office Shuksan Conference Room, 810 State Route 20, Sedro Woolley, WA.

Present:

GROUP A
GROUP B
GROUP C
Tom Westergreen
Barbara Swanson
Dan McShane

Randy Bartelt
Al Craney
Eron Berg


Jeri Krampetz
Elaine McRory


Gordon Scott
Thomas Sheahan


William Reinard

Absent

Bill Vaux
Mark Langston
Ed Goodman

Charles Morton

Gerald Hunter

Charles Eggert



Duncan Howat

Also Present

Jon Vanderheyden, USDA Forest Service, District Ranger and Designated Federal Official

Dewey Desler, Whatcom County Executives Office

Welcome, Introductions and Logistics

Jeri Krampetz welcomed everyone and briefly reviewed the day’s agenda.  Jon Vanderheyden reviewed the logistics for the meeting facility regarding parking, restrooms, refreshments and who is housed at the facility.

Review of Minutes

Minutes from the prior Resource Advisory Committee (RAC) meeting on April 11, 2002 were handed out for review.  No corrections where made.  Dan McShane moved that we accept the minutes as provided and Barbara Swanson seconded.  The group unanimously approved.

Update on Title III 

Jeri Krampetz indicated that she had talked to Skagit County Commissioner Ted Anderson and that he indicated that he thought that Skagit County would probably have the same split between Title II and Title III in FY2003 as they did this past year, 2002.  This would mean there would be about $190,000 from Skagit County for Title II.

Dewey Desler indicated that he fully expected that Whatcom County would have funds in Title II in FY 2003, and probably a considerable amount.  He indicated that the Whatcom County executive would push for a high percentage (70-75%) for Title II, but at a minimum, a dollar amount equal to what Skagit County provided. 

Dan McShane indicated that the County Council had passed a resolution to have at least 50% of FY 2003 Whatcom County Secure Rural Schools funds go into Title II and that he expected it would probably be higher than that.  He also indicated that a key driver in having a higher split was the loss of Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) funds associated with assigning dollars to Title III.  He indicated that this was a concern for the County Council because the loss of PILT funds reduced the Counties general fund, an area that they are often short.

With the expected $190,000+ from Skagit County and 50% minimum for Title II from Whatcom County, the minimum expected Title II total would be around $400,000 for FY 2003.

Initial Review of FY 2003 Proposed Projects

Jon Vanderheyden provided copies of all the Title II project proposals received by June 1 by Jeri Krampetz or himself.  There where 14 proposals received.  There have been no proposals received late.

Jon led an overview of the projects received.

1. Skagit Bald Eagle Center – there was some discussion of why only $8,000; Also discussion about was this going to be an ongoing request every year, and should we encourage seeking a more permanent funding base.

2. Northwest Avalanche Center Data – Several members commented that this data is used by many people including Search and Rescue personnel, flood prediction, ski area, and other winter recreationist.  It was also noted that the Center was going to all the RAC’s down the Cascade Mountain chain for supplemental funds, since they served the entire area.

3. Road 38 Erosion – Question was raised about if this was also being submitted to the Salmon Recovery Funding Board.  The Next round of applications for that are do in August, and it may be submitted if not likely to be funded by this process.

4. SKY Education Program – Jeri Krampetz gave details about this proposal, which is similar to last year’s proposal which was funded.  This year’s proposal is expanded to include more kids.  A question was raised about how kids get into the program and Jeri discussed the system used by local schools to identify kids who would most benefit from the experience.

5. North Fork Nooksack Chinook Acclimation Sites – This project is a companion to the project funded last year.  Last years funds came too late to be used this spring and will be carried over to next year for the assistance to volunteers.  This year’s request is for funds to move one site, and decommission another.  A question was also raised about if the project would be able through NEPA compliance in time, and Jon Vanderheyden indicated that he thought it would.

6. Resource Stewards Program – This proposal involves training volunteers who then work on National Forest in a variety of programs.

7. Ashenfelter Community Pilot – Al Craney gave an overview of this proposal.  It involves the Watershed Masters Program and using a parcel of private land in the Skagit W&SR Corridor.  The land was logged over and then left in a degraded condition by a prior owner.  This project would use some aspects of the Watershed Masters volunteers to do some restoration.  There was a question about why the prior owner couldn’t be forced to pay for the work, but this could be costly to pursue legally.

8. Lookout Mountain lookout and trail – This project would do major maintenance on the trail and some work on the lookout.  Facility funds for lookouts are very limited to non-existent in the Forest Service, since the lookouts are no longer used for that purpose.

9. Offender Forestry Work Crew – Dewey Desler provided input on this proposal.  The proposal is being pursued using Title III funds currently.  This proposal would be to pay for the aspects on the effort that can’t be funded with Title III funds.  This would use Whatcom County offenders to do work on the Forest to work of community service time.  Program has been used in Whatcom County Parks.  

10. Skagit Ridge Runner – This proposal would pay for an additional seasonal hire with the Forest Service who would then be matched up with a SKY Program youth.  It is Forest Service policy for safety reasons to only have employees in the backcountry.  

11. Upper Baker Lake Highway Repair - This is companion project to the work that was funded last year.  A portion of the prior year’s proposal was dropped to fund other projects.  This proposal would pickup that work, which is still unfounded.  It also adds a number of road culverts that are need of replacement, on tributary roads in the same area.  This project could be broken into segments or phases.

12. Suiattle Road Repair – this is a slightly modified re-submittal of a project which was not funded last year.

13. Baker Lake Visitor Entrance station – This project would purchase rights to land for a visitor information station at the entrance to National Forest Lands in and around Baker Lake.  The proposal doesn’t mention it, but there is approximately $50,000 of matching funds from Federal Highways Program if permanent rights to a location can be obtained.  Opportunities on National Forest Land near the entrance are not available (land not suitable, without great expense plus old growth limitations).  A question was asked if the landowner wouldn’t just donate the small area.  Jon Vanderheyden indicated that the owner did not wish to do that. It is possible that an exchange of easements might be a way to obtain rights, but this has not materialized in the last year.

14. Lower Sandy Dispersed Site Rehabilitation – This proposal would limit access to the reservoir drawdown zone off the end of a popular dispersed recreation area and road.  It would also enhance the area with some minor amenities.  

Next Meeting Date and Process of proposal Review

The group discussed options for meeting dates.  At the last RAC meeting the group had agreed to meet the first Thursday of the month.  However, the July date would fall on July 4th.  The group agreed to move the date to July 18th.  The Meeting will be held in Whatcom County next time. Jeri Krampetz and Dewey Desler agreed to confirm a meeting location and get that information back to the RAC members via Jon Vanderheyden or some other means

The group discussed process to prioritize the new proposals briefly.  Agreement was reached to have proponent’s give a brief 5-minute presentation about their project with an additional 5 minutes allowed for questions.  Five minutes was felt to be adequate since we already have write-ups on the projects, and really just need opportunity to ask questions.

There was some concern raised about getting the word out to a wider audience of potential project proposer's, given that a large portion of the proposals seem to be coming from the Forest Service and the same proponents that submitted projects the first round.  There was agreement for this, but also acknowledgement that this first year of the program has multiple years happening in a short timeframe which has limited getting the word out.  

Public Comment

There were no public comments.

Adjourn

The Meeting was adjourned at 12:38 p.m.
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