John Day Snake RAC

Meeting opened at: 12:38 p.m.
Introductions

Agency: Bill Dean (Prineville BLM), Todd Neville (Prineville BLM), Chuck Oliver (Umatilla National Forest),
lan Reed (Wallowa-Whitman NF), Don Gonzales (Vale BLM), Stacy Forson (Ochoco NF)

RAC Members Present: Art Waugh, Erica Maltz, Steve Lent, Brian Jennings, Ben Gordon, Randy Jones,
Jim Reiss, Tim Unterwegner, Glen Burleigh, Greg Jackle

Note: This meeting did not have a quorum so no decisions will be made; material presented for
information and discussion only

Review minutes: no edits to the minutes at this point

Question: Is the Boardman facility having problems? Yes — with moisture of chips. Doing some testing
right now, and will possibly take plant off-line this year. PGE intention is to continue with torrified
biomass at plant as much as they can through 2020 (get emissions data, electricity generation, etc.
data). So — question now is where will we get material going forward?

Any agenda adjustments?

e Question over hiring freeze at agencies? What’s the impact?

e Purpose statement: have we heard anything re: correspondence from secretary?

e OHV trail around Walton Lake — Stacy will update?

e Too much time allocated for Snake River —

e Malheur — what’s the reaction to court decision, what happened? Any changes on the ground or
ramifications? Will it change any federal procedures

e Update on solar development — Crook County.

e Eclipse update

lan Reed - Snake River Fee Proposal

The Wild and Scenic Snake River Proposal — proposed in June 2016 for special permit fee. The Wallowa
Whitman put the proposal in the Federal Register, and met with public and boater groups in Riggins,
Boise, Clarkston and Joseph and took public comments. The Forest received about 650 comments from
a 3 month period, with most comments not in favor of a fee (82%).

In response, a group of users formed a committee to get understanding of use and needs. While the
vast majority of people don’t want a fee change, what people wanted to see if there had to be a fee was
pretty diverse. The least popular idea was having more law enforcement, while more popular were
things like maintenance of facilities, removal of weeds, maintenance of dispersed sites, etc. The
Wallowa Whitman is meeting more with this group; and will be able to incorporate their needs into the
proposal. This will be a model to implement sustainable recreation —and the forest will be looking for
partners, alt funding etc. to help move forward.



Do you have a plan to use the money if you get it? Yes, the forest has identified categories where the
fees would be used. People have a lot of ideas about where the money can be used, but when we
actually put out the idea for a fee, people didn’t want it.

Is the forest also looking at doing this stuff without a fee? Yes — but we don’t have enough money to do
it all or do it quickly.

Did the wave of “no fee” come up after you started? Not really — people don’t like fees. But the surprise
was how organized and how strong the pushback was.

Do you know if the user group had a counter-proposal? Not sure — haven’t heard of any, but that’s the
point of the committee. They’ll need to talk about how else to do things and we’ll be meeting with them
soon (Glen could be added to the subcommittee and he can work with Randy).

The people you’re hearing from — are they local? Most of them from Oregon, ID, WA and around the
Snake River. The Wallowa Whitman will keep analyzing the data.

Without fees, are there alternatives for protecting the rich historic heritage? The existing permit system
has terms and conditions, and the Wallowa-Whitman will continue to monitor, but that is why the fees
are an important need.

Similar to BM forest resiliency project — could this group craft a letter of support for specific budgetary
support for the Snake River, particularly if we can’t get to it via a fee structure. The duty of the RAC falls
within this — as we see funding decreasing we need to provide options and think outside the box. Could
we get into the Subaru grant program for example? Do we recommend fees if they won’t do enough?
What steps are we going to take to tell the public where the money will go — the public feels better if
they know (and agree) where the money is going.

Didn’t want more LEO — that seems contrary to what we hear from John Day and Deschutes. Did they
say why?? Don’t have the specifics. Will have to share that via email or at the next meeting.

For Don — generally the RAC shies away from budgetary recommendations as it falls outside the RAC
purview. Is part of REC RAC, but for overall — would it be appropriate to send a letter just asking for
money.

Ochoco will be looking for a fee proposal update sometime in the future. And we’re toying with a
stewardship group to identify a need for the fee in the first place. We'll have to have our books open to
show the need for the fee, and that group of citizens can help with identifying where to invest receipts.
Helps tell the story, builds trust, etc. Should be able to have a RAC subcommittee that helps with this.

Question — with respect to fees — no one wants them —is it the norm that locals don’t want fees because
it prices them out etc., and non-locals support or accept fees? The Ochoco should also come out with
fee that does what you need it to, so you don’t have to come right back and ask for more. For the
Deschutes, we're seeing a fee interest that it a little different; for John Day, most commenters were
local, and they were tepid, but not anti or pro. Different group of users so maybe that is the difference.
And we’re seeing a shift in the conservation economy, and maybe eastern Oregon vs. other. Sometimes
locals have special interests — like you give them the “splash and giggle” section for free and the rest of
the objection goes away.



Anything about dam relicensing? Getting close to the end of the process. GOOD point — might be able to
look again at Hells Canyon, Idaho Power, 4 E’s, etc. because the EIS is so old. Seems like these
historic/recreation sites might be candidates for protection under the process. Look at Idaho Power as a
source of alternative funding.

The Wallowa Whitman had a meeting about the recreation program. Basically as a forest we need to
slow the bleeding — how can we reduce services, be more sustainable, get more partners, id deferred
maintenance, - both short and long term strategies? We may have to look at more fees to get less into
the red. Might be worth having this group help us come up with a sustainable recreation strategy.

Can we figure out where the money is coming from? If you have a lot of out of area, then maybe more
support for fees? The Wallowa Whitman has a group that does NVUM (national visitor use monitoring)
that tracks some of this, along with what people might be willing to pay for experiences.

COORDINATING Snake River Issues with other RACS — possible collaboration group: Seems like some
people thought it shouldn’t just be a group from OR making decisions when there are ID, WA issues too.

e |sthere a purpose to this besides exchange of information? Does it get more weight? Don will
check and see if Larry made some inroads into contacting other RACs. Seems worth at least
making the effort.

e Southeast Oregon RAC, for example, meets with Idaho RAC as a subcommittee — shares the
workload; this can work. It also seems like a benefit to the agency — could tap into users from
the Boise community.

e There is no opposition to coordinating with other RACs or populations - but if we’re the body
that makes the decision, we still need to be the one that makes the decision.

e Snake is about the last major river without a fee of some kind.

e RAC is sometimes a reactive body, so if we have better coordination then we can be involved
earlier and at a ground level — that would to be our benefit.

Recommend — since next meeting is in Baker City — would be an opportunity for other RACs to join us
(SW Idaho and Eastern Washington). May also get FERC, Idaho Power, etc. to show up. Energy
committee can take a look at this too. Can Randy reach out to the RACs? Yes.

Can we get a map of the RACs? Yes.
Add-on Agenda Item:

Hiring Freeze — this is normal; effective Jan. 22’ish, position without an effective date, are on hold.
We're hoping to move forward on fire hiring as public safety; also hoping to move forward on temp and
seasonal positions. Still waiting for clarity — and getting more information as it trickles in. We're trying to
send up messages about the need under public safety — this includes road maintenance, etc.

OHV Trail — Ochoco NF — Ochoco Summit: Stacy has issued a draft ROD, and final supplemental EIS. The
forest is working on this in between objections and issues with the Bailey Butte Fire. So in the last 2
years, we've been refining the proposal, responding to objections, minimizing impacts. There are still
objections; so the Ochoco held an “objection resolution” meeting. The meeting was held with
sideboards — Ochoco wasn’t ready to go to “no action” alternative — so while it didn’t get rid of all
objections, the forest did identify some mitigations, monitoring, etc. to go forward to protect resources



and respond to issues, and they can implement in pieces as information and data comes in. Still working
on it together. Helps to plan to phase in the project. They have a good team of specialists to look at
analysis, objections, conditions, etc. to identify what needs to happen to move forward.

Can you say anything about meetings with the county court? The county is focused more on CC Natural
Resource Plan.

Is there an opinion on how a trail around Walton Lake would harm this area? Art was more involved on
the Class Il routes in other areas but thinks it will be a challenge for compliance. The Ochoco will have to
work with legitimate users to give them space, and work with LEO and staff to get compliance from
other users. ODFW'’s concern is that we’re having a hard time keeping elk on public land — not just on
the Ochocos. When they’re harassed, they move. Even legal recreation drives them off and it hurts
archery season and leads to high road densities. ODFW will still need to look at impacts, the phase in
options, season of use, etc. The Forest is willing to go the extra mile to do telemetry to find out where
the elk are calving, etc. and having this information will help us be better managers across the board in
the future.

Do we need to follow up on this at the next meeting? Yes, at least an update. Stacy can decide if there’s
enough for a whole agenda item. Will share this also with the Recreation subcommittee.

Deschutes River Fee Subcommittee Update:

See handout. Swapped Chris Perry for Brian Sykes. Thanks for efforts of subcommittee, Carol, Todd, Jeff,
etc.

e Some guides interested in “all users” fee; parking stickers, day use fees. And all the extra
questions like “what about bringing my dog down to swim for 20 minutes.” Hard to get a feel for
everything.

e Still some questions about enforcement — but overall there’s a feeling that this can be
successful.

e Seems like this broke some ice by getting some funding from some different users. It may not
bring in a lot of money, but it shares the responsibility.

e S5 per person/day float fee — falls in line with BLM business plan and needs. Will help offset
management needs.

e S5 per person/night camping fee — revenue is not substantial; however, it is a good start and it
will help. Will absolutely need to show how we’re spending it. Applies to non-roaded, segments
inlandIV.

e Managers Group supported the $5/day and the camping fee. And group will come back in the
future.

e Made the window of one year, with mgmt. team support.

e Recreation.gov is also a challenge — includes a $6 fee which is over and above the fees they're
already paying.

e Collected one season of use from the mouth to Macks (counters on the trail) — need to get
more.

e Will you pay for camping on rec.gov? Not initially — have to build it into program, and then
people who camp or walk in need to learn about Rec.gov



Would encourage management team to really look at how to set the numbers, and be able to articulate
this. The levels were set based on analysis of other rivers at that time, and taking a look at the type of
use on the Deschutes. At that time, they used the process they had available, for getting numbers that
were manageable for resources and experience. We need to do more documenting going forward.

So for fee, of the $5 — S3 to BLM, S2 to State; for camping all $5 to BLM).

So how much money would we get from camping fee really. Would it be better to wait for all user fee in
3 years? We need to make sure we have a discussion about this. Are we getting our money’s worth to
annoy people and have the hassle of collection? Just for discussion sake...

We need to identify if the proposed fee will get us what we need! We may only get one bite of the apple
and we should make it work the first time.

Overall the full RAC would like to see the proposal but in a more concise motion, with a timeline, etc.

If we do a Fed. Register Notice and post the fee proposal at various areas, etc. we can get public input,
and then make a decision based on that? It seems like that process would work with managers group
too. We need to get out there — most people don’t know about the Federal Register. We should put out
what’s reasonable so that the public doesn’t go crazy.

For fees, we know it won’t cover everything. But it may help regulate numbers, etc.

We just want to make sure that we can come back after public process and we get more data and we
can adjust if needed before a final decision.

Would suggest that RAC would approve a recommendations as preliminary step, then the BLM would
proceed with public comment and then the RAC can make a final decision after public input. Suggest:

1. Preliminary vote on subcommittee recommendation
2. Trigger public review process
3. Come back and have a final vote after public input.

Managers group looked at two steps: $5/day doesn’t require as much outreach because it’s a change;
the camping fee requires FR because it’s new.

Put the Lower Deschutes Fee back on the agenda for May: present proposal as a motion, without
minutes, etc. Make it simple and clear. Put a footnote into briefing, about how each committee
member voted/felt and why. Kind of like they do with Supreme Court Decisions.

Email Voting:

Email what does it look like? The RAC should have already had a motion, and a second in a quorum, and
had discussion (this is the public involvement part). The purpose of the email is to just take the vote.
There’s an email voting form that shows motion, the second, a brief description of motion, a discussion
if needed. Form is sent prior to the vote so people can consider.

Can people contribute on the phone to make a quorum? Yes.

Reply “ALL” on votes so people see everything. Include the BLM facilitator as the “tabulator” of the
votes.



Some still not OK with email voting. Remember — the vote can’t occur without prior discussion. Want to
make sure we have all the discussion done — no questions, discussion, etc. by email — can’t exclude the
public from the process.

Remember, email voting “if necessary” — and remember to be transparent, and can pass the red-faced
test.

This is a way to respond to time-sensitive issues, NOT to avoid coming to the meeting. People can call in
to participate in meetings when meetings don’t align with deadlines and scheduling.

Do we want phone call to count as quorum and attendance? And be able to vote?

Public Comment Period: no comments in person or on the phone.

In addition: we should look at other options for interaction such as Facetime, Go to Meeting, Skype, etc.
(Brian will try to investigate).

Suggest for May meeting: send out draft of email form; work with Brian to come up with some tools
to meet.

As a RAC we need to identify how to come up with dates: we have them set in advance, work as a group.
Should we get 1 % year of dates so we can put them out when we recruit?

Don and Lisa will put out a new committee and member list; update BLM membership list on website.

VACANCY RECRUITMENT STRATEGY:

We have flexibility in what we look for in a recruit. Right now we don’t have ranching/grazing
represented for example...The Southeast Oregon RAC says they hope people who are leaving will recruit
replacements; should RAC members help recruit.

Are there limitations on who we can contact? Not really — we can contact groups, individuals, etc. You
can actively recruit in public meetings, collaborative groups, etc.

e We should include the cattleman’s voice in this body — reach out to OCA, etc.

e Wise to focus some formal effort on a Grant county person — can we strategically recruit
someone who can help us move through conflict.

e Invite people to come and participate — see how the process works.

e The DFO and agency folks should get together to identify needs based on what’s coming up —
then work with RAC chair to recruit.

Should we have “we always meet” days like the 3™ Thursday of the third month?

DFO/Randy — can send out who’s expiring, what gaps we have, what we need based on future plans,
and then everyone can recruit. Also send Randy the categories, checklists, etc.

Doodle poll for next meeting dates; and maybe we can hammer out fixed dates for the future.

Adjourn



January 27, 2017

Convene at: 8:04

Is there a status on the letter to Secretary? — Don says it’s still in process as far as he can see. Will try to
follow up with the SO/Director.

What is the role of education on the RAC — for the RAC? With respect to connections with universities, in
regards to votes for outdoor school, etc. Is there a dent we can make in a positive way? For example
maybe we have a student position as a non-voting member sitting in on the RAC? Is that allowed? Are
there research topics a subcommittee wants to address but needs help — partnerships with students,
instructors or classes? This could include Congressional actions to divest public lands for example —
could we help facilitate options to get rid of some small parcels (e.g. ones already being used as a
shooting range, land-locked, etc.) and not the bigger possibilities of giving away public land?

Brian and Randy will take a first look at this idea. Will bring back ideas to May agenda.

Federal Updates:
Prineville BLM

See handout

Ochoco NF - Stacy
See handout.

Vale BLM

See handout

Are things on track with sage-grouse protection? We are implementing all our efforts on keeping the
grouse population from declining. We're getting back in after fire and planting 1 million sagebrush
seedlings, we're minimizing disturbance, and we’re getting partners and funding to help. Ranchers are
trying too. Have you translocated birds? It’s hard because they have site fidelity. The males are
imprinted on a spot so it’s hard to move them. Seems like we could try to put grouse on abandoned or
historic leks. WA population was supplemented with translocated birds.

Wallowa Whitman NF -

Forest Plan Revision (on-going) —We need to get preliminary ROD and final EIS out by end of June. New
personnel, Section 7 Consultation, are issues. We’re working with State wildlife staff — particularly over
elk — road densities, habitat, forage, - and interest on bighorn sheep, integrating Aquatic and Riparian
conservation strategy. And then taking all this and messaging with public, partners, agencies,
permittees. Question: deer/elk have been management indicators in the past, how do the plans use
wildlife indicators now? We’ve moved away from indicators as seen in HEIl but we’re using “focal”
species.

Lower Joseph Creek Project — first one completed by eastside restoration team. Close to final ROD (next
couple of weeks), 55k acres of prescribed fire/thinning treatment in Wallowa county.



East Face — joint NRCS and Forest Service project with work on state and private land too. Good
partnership — done a bunch of fuels work on this, some pre-commercial thinning, and now getting some
timber harvest this year.

Salvage on Rail Fire on-going. Sale is advertised but not awarded.

Rappel base — new base being constructed at the La Grande airport to consolidate two rappel crews.
Umatilla National Forest

See handout

Comment to all forests: Would like to see stump cleanup along highways —it’s important. Go back after
thinning in visible areas and flush cut the stumps in visible areas. We require this on fires — saw teams
have to do this — would like to see the same in non-fire projects

Deschutes National Forest
How is Crescent Lake cabin? In the rental system, looking good. Don’t have use numbers today.

We’'re also looking at other sites: Cabin Lake, Oddfellows Cabin, Deschutes Bridge Guard Station and
other historic sites are on the list to updgrade, and ask for recreation rental. Looking at alternate
funding sources too like Secure Rural Schools. Also evaluating the type of use: just interpretive, rental,
etc. Still trying to figure out Cabin Lake options — maybe even a lease option. We have a lot of historic
facilities that need help so we’re trying to prioritize.

Other areas have these kinds of buildings — like small cabins along Hells Canyon. Can we get more of
these on rental lists? They don’t have to be fixed up necessarily — primitive works too. People would be
interested if they knew how to get involved. Fall River has been in the rental program and we’ve
extended the season thru November — almost fully occupied all the time. It pays for itself. We can take
revenue that goes beyond operations costs, to bring other sites up to standards.

As you progress thru evaluating options for these structures — that could be an option for students to
evaluate. They can look at condition and future use. Great fodder for ideas.

We also look at ideas like caretakers, and our sustainable recreation use strategy — our backlog of
deferred maintenance means that some hard decisions will have to be made. We can’t afford the
minimum safety upgrades at this time. All the forests are open to volunteers and support from other
sources, and we'll keep trying.

Rager Ranger Station — lots of historic facilities, Ochoco looking at rental opportunities. There is
community interest — maybe the county can get involved. Central Oregon Patriots hosting a meeting
about it at the library. Needs safety upgrades, so it’s important to be open about costs and needs. We
also look at other groups taking on a special use permit and that group offers it as a rental. Rager is big
and remote — lots of ideas like a youth camp, etc. We hope to protect old CCC buildings. Question: if the
county gets involved in maintenance, etc. what requirements would be in place as to who can use it? We
still working out options like that — they’d have to meet safety, carry insurance, test water, etc. and
since it’s still FS property, public can still visit. But if a group wanted to run it as a camp, that’s a different
permit and different requirements. We are just listening right now —we’d have to get an actual proposal



to evaluate that. Divide Ranger Station — what’s the plan? Lots of sites and our next move is to prioritize
what the Ochoco can do.

Blue Mountain Forest Resiliency Project:

Still moving forward and still running into issues like personnel changes, and we’re pulling back and
forth between this and forest plans.

David Hatfield is now team lead and will start scheduling meetings to address public comments and
develop alternatives. We're hoping to get alternatives done by March and maybe a draft by the end of
the calendar year.

Fire piece — how to address fuels breaks along roads, prioritizing values at risk, and deciding how to deal
with them.

This is a lesson in transition. We have been using new tools, bigger scales, bigger planning, and now we
need to pull in other lessons from other projects and be responsive to what we’ve already learned. We
need to help get this across the finish line before we get some of the other big projects rolling. We hope
to see a success with Lower Joseph so we can take that and move forward. We are changing what we
were doing — we used to say do all the analysis up front, and now we’re saying “let’s do a little less.”

How do you weigh the comments that are positive? It seems like we only listen to the objections and we
put a lot of effort into “fixing” things for the possible objectors. How do we give supporters a voice? It is a
balancing act but we need to give credit for the good comments too. Remember — objectors may also be
supportive, they just want to fix “one thing.” We need to be able to show a judge that we’ve brought in
all voices — good and bad. And we don’t always resolve all the objections.

After going through scoping, you added a 3™ alternative — it was meant to address all the laws and
regulations we have to address without adjusting the forest plans. We have eastside screens, policies,
and regulations, so some of the fuel screens fell into cold, moist forest and we needed to bring that up
separately.

Pace and scale on over 610K acres. Is there an economic argument over the same acres put toward
biomass instead of Rx fire. Would there be a value to this material as an energy or chip product instead
of burning it? It's a tough option. We need to have a market for it, but it’s hard to predict now when
we’re doing the NEPA, if there’ll be a market at the time we need it. Needs to be cost effective. But is a
very good thought and option.

Umatilla NF — See handout

Deschutes NF — see handout



Fall meeting — where should we meet? Topics?

Ben —is John Day an option again?

Brian — would love to have a tour of the set-aside for elk; checker board tour

Randy — on the ground responses to Canyon Creek

Middle fork — for the tribe, there’s a lot going on in the Logan Valley, and more in the Beech creek.
Ochoco Lumber torrefaction plant? They have a lot of research going on there.

How can RAC members submit agenda items? Our voice and the topics we entertain can have weight.
We all have our own engagements in topics that are worthy. Our DFO has responsibility to develop
agendas; however, we do have a collaborative air that allows suggestions about issues, speakers, ideas,
etc.

Send ideas to Randy — and he’ll forward. He’ll make a form, but you can just send ideas too.
Keep range of ideas coming: field trips, learning topics?

Can we get briefing papers PRIOR to the meeting? Same for any RAC member updates.
Have some subcommittee work time at next meeting.

Send out draft agenda at the same time as the FR notice.

Agency officials should also be more proactive about what’s coming up and giving the group a little
direction.

BIN ITEMS AND ROUND ROBIN:

County Solar Development: seeing large scale solar developments coming in Prineville area. We have
data center links — power going to Apple, FB, and there are still tax credits. Private landowners being
solicited to lease land for $1200/acre/year. Expect to see growth in this area. Businesses are working
with county — but we need to be ahead of the game — what’s an acre of solar farm to an acre of wildlife
habitat. And energy projects are coming in just under the 320-acre limit, which minimizes regulatory
mechanisms. So far, folks are working well, and adding mitigations for conservation, etc. but who knows
where it will go. Looking to add avoidance areas, conservation easements, etc. to counter. Also get
ahead and focus developments in areas that have less impact because of existing powerlines, etc. Will
be limited in sage grouse habitat; but we need to keep an eye on loss of other habitat. The counties
have wildlife mitigation in the plans, but usually really old or no teeth. So ODFW brings
recommendations to the county, but if county planners don’t like mitigations then it’s a delicate
negotiation.

At Oct 7 meeting, Jen Masters said RAC can make recommendations to increase budgetary support for
certain projects? What do people think? Also would make sure the recommendation HAS to stay within
agency. Anything outside is lobbying. Don’t want to tie our options too - Comes down to trust — if we
trust fed officers to prioritize projects and focus on the important things, then we don’t want to be
second guessing



Maybe we can target a top project or 3 and express support for budgetary emphasis. If you look down
the road and can see a greater benefit (e.g. reduce fire danger) if we can push it forward, and funding
can help do that — then it might be a good option.

Art: What about a letter from the RAC to recommend vehicle undercarriage washes to help with
invasives — informational paragraph to include on travel management maps. We have a lot out there -
four Wheel Drive working with COHVOPS on Rim Butte system — 24 miles of Class Il 4wd trails — most
put in with volunteers. Also awaiting implementation of John Day Basin OHV component — with Little
Canyon Mtn open pit and two other smaller open areas. Along with Rudio Mountain seasonal open area.
Still a ways out on the Ochoco route.

Erica:

e Salmon Fishery in Malheur a possibility for the first time in years. They found a ton of live
chinook about 6 miles from where they were released — shows that # fish put in aren’t sufficient
to meet catch rates. In 32 miles, looked for redds/fish — found many more females than
supposed to be. Offspring of hatchery could be listed — working through issue of that offspring
wouldn’t have listing status in this area. Trying to make this the most efficient fishery. (take a
look at west side where hatchery fish are living — using reservoir as “ocean.”

e Notice for bull trout recovery plan in late October — position is based on 5 tribe policy analysis
that looked at implications for delisting. Concerned that without listing for bull trout, we
wouldn’t have tools to recover populations where numbers are low. To the RAC, we need help
making sure tribes are seen as sovereign nations, not the “public.”

e Hells Canyon - still working more collaboratively with the State of Oregon. State put out unified
position from the Governor’s office — now a national resource policy advisor. Optimistic that
we’ll be able to continue with ceremonial fisheries and reintroductions.

e Brook Trout removal — they get 14 days to remove with gill nets; they’ve taken out up to half
the population; and missed 2 years due to fire and it’s like they were never there. Looking at
basin wide level, - how do we deal with these? Spawning, recreation fishery, etc.

Steve: There’s a political change in Crook County - new judge, and two new commissioners —and new
judge in Wheeler; The High Desert Museum has a display on the military in the high desert. I'm speaking
at local charter school on the timber industry. Saturday — giving a presentation to Jefferson County
cattleman’s association;

Brian: welcome Glen to the RAC! He's earned his way here and we’re glad to have him!!! Thanks from
Backcounty Hunters and Anglers and his constituents. 25K members, and 18 chapters. Big issues —
concerned with privatization of public lands and will fight to keep lands public; Frank Moore set-aside
for wild steelhead sanctuary (dynamite hole). Hiked 100 miles in England, and was able to get a sense of
perspective of how special Oregon is.

Ben: Change in ONDA based on attacks on public lands; while still focus on Wilderness — and building
new emphasis on support for all public lands. Bringing a lot of groups under a bigger tent — finding
common ground. With Malheur occupation, inquiries from 1400 people to say “what can we do” and
they’ve been leading restoration trips and offering volunteer help. Still oversee John Day campaign, but
focusing much more on stewardship opportunities. He has about 35 options (planting, thinking, fence
pulling, trail work, etc.) — he’ll send out program list.



Randy: pass

Jim: for next meeting, hoping to bring preliminary decision on Deschutes boater fee. When is the
Fremont map supposed to be available? Hoping by June along with a new exhibit.

Tim: Grant Co. about 15 years ago passed an initiative petition to allow a Public Forest Commission. This
year the former county judge asked for a circuit ruling on validity of commission —ruled illegal. These
people wanted to have a stake in managing the forest. Now, they want to revalidate the commission to
make it legal. People are tying blue ribbons on houses in support of feds and state employees and leos.

Restoration on middle fork — fish salvage so they can restore 6,000 feet of old flood plain, adding
meander to increase stream function. Share video with RAC — Warm Springs and Wahoo films — Oxbow
project. Ben will share link. Outdoor dream foundation — hunts for terminally ill kid. They got a 12 year
old from Michigan — really rewarding. Tim helped with camp. Trip on his bucket list — boated 220 miles
of John Day on 14 days.

Glenn: thanks! Went Monday to meeting at Bend library meeting on biomass. Hope to go to more,
learned a lot. Helps him stay in touch with all sides.

Greg: ODFW still concerned with tough winter. After 1992, mule deer pops went down. Wonder if we'll
see the same this year. We have 500 collars out, so we’ll see what happens. Capturing and collaring
more in the next few weeks — but will stop if capture mortality rises above 3%. Getting data across an
enormous area. Cougars in La Pine — multiple cougars, female with young, coming into town because of
snow — ate chickens and livestock and pets. And staying around houses. This is a normal consequence of
a tough winter.

May 18-19 in Baker.

Interested in: sage grouse, lek causal factor, Sustainable Rec, Snake River fees, Field trip, Hells Canyon
relicensing, Boaterpass.com, Next positions, upcoming, outreach.
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