INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION
REGULAR MEETING

DATE: November 6-7, 1986 PLACE: Washington Room, Governor House Motor Inn
Thursday=Friday 521 South Capitol Way, Olympia, Washington

TIME: 9:00 a.m. each day

INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION MEMBERS/DESIGNEES PRESENT:

Anne Cox, Spokane, Chair Jack Wayland, Director, Department of Game

Jeanie Lorenz, Vancouver Jan Tveten, Director, Parks & Recreation Commission

Joe C. Jones, Seattle Raymond Ryan, Designee for William Wilkerson, Director,
Or. Eliot Scull, Wenatchee Department of Fisheries

Cleve Pinnix, Designee for Honorable Brian Boyle, Commissioner
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MEETING CALLED TO ORDER - INTRODUCTIONS: The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m.

by Anne Cox, Chair, with & quorum present. (Seven: COX, LORENZ, SCULL, WAYLAND, TVETEN,

RYAN, PINNIX - MR. JONES ARRIVED SHORTLY AFTER THE MEETING BEGAN MAKING A TOTAL OF EIGHT

MEMBERS PRESENT.)

Attendees were welcomed by the chair and asked to introduce themselves.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF JULY 25, 1986: IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RYAN, SECONDED BY MR. PINNIX,
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE JULY-25, 1986 [AC MEETING BE APPROVED. MOTION WAS CARRIED.

ADDITIONS/DELETIONS TO THE AGENDA, NOVEMBER 6-7, 1986: There were no additions or deletions
to the November 0-7, 1986 IAC Meeting Agenda.

IT WAS MOVED BY MS. LORENZ, SECONDED BY DR. SCULL, THAT THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED BY THE
DIRECTOR BE APPROVED. MOTION WAS CARRIED.

DIRECTOR'S REPORT: Mr. Wilder called upon Greg Lovelady, NOVA Coordinator, to present to
the Committee a Certificate of Appreciation received from the Forest Service. Mr. Lovelady
read the plaque to the Committee which expressed the Forest Service's appreciation for
project assistance since 1978 in the off-road vehicle recreational field.

Initiative 80: Mr. Wilder stated though Initiative 90, the Wildlife Tomorrow Initiative,
had not passed, it was of particular importance to the IAC and those involved in parks,
recreation, and conservation because it had acknowledged the concern of many, many people
in this most important subject. The fact that the Interagency Committee for QOutdoor Recre-
ation was a part of the wildlife initiative package was a compliment to the ongoing
programs of the agency. He particularly noted that 211,000 people had signed the initia-
tive which indicated there were many persons who care about wildlife and recreational
areas.

President’s Commission on Americans Outdoors (PCAO): Two meetings attended by the Director
in behalf of the Interagency Committee of the President’s Commission on Americans Qutdoors Wwas

Appendices '"'¢'' and "D'' are inciudéd in this set of the minutes.
* I f you desire other appendices, please write to the [AC Office.
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mentioned by Mr. Wilder. One had taken place in Orlando, Florida; the other in

Anaheim, California. Both had been of importance to the IAC and the State of Washington
in its parks, recreation, and conservation programs. The PCAQ has received excellent
support over the past eighteen months. Though many items may not come into fruition,
others will, and these will focus on key recommendations of the Commission in a report
due to the President in December, 1986.

Land and Water Conservation Fund: Mr. Wilder reported that the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund was retained in the budget for the National Park Service. However,

only about $600,000 to $620,000 will be apportioned to the State of Washington.

Half of this amount will be for use by state agencies; the other half, by local agencies.
In passing the legislation, Congress also expressed interest in the forthcoming recom-
mendations of the President's Commission on Americans Qutdoors (PCAO). Mr., Wilder

noted there could possibly be a Trust Fund suggested for parks, recreation, and conserva-
tion purposes.

Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation: Mr. Wilder menticned the opportunity
presented at the National Congress for Parks and Recreation in Anaheim, California,
to present the IAC's "story''. The Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation's
program has been pointed out as a model by the President's Commission on Americans
Outdoors (PCAQ) which might be applicable to.the networking and coordination needs
at the national level.

Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicles Activities Advisory Committee (NOVA): A report was
also given by lir. Wilder on the newly formed Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicles Activities
Advisory Committee -- to be calied NOVA. This Committee was formed through the’ passage
of Substitute House Bill #1382 - now Chapter 206, Laws of 1986. The new committee
completed its review of projects and Washington Administrative Codes, which are to be
adopted at this current |AC meeting.

1. B. - STATUS REPORTS - Management Services: Mr. Gary Ogden, Chief, Management Ser-
vices, was introduced to the Committee. Mr. Ogden called upon Mr. Ray Baker, Agency
Accounts Officer, to present the fiscal status reports of the Management Services
Division, noting that Mr. Baker had just recently passed the CPA examination.

Mr. Baker referred to the Grant-in-Aid Fund Summary dated October 20, 1986, which
indicated the most up-to-date information available on cumulative available,
‘pending, and approved monies in LWCF, Referemdum 28, Initiative 215, and HJR 52
bonds. Mr. Baker explained the negative balances. Mr. Tveten brought out the fact
that the allotment for LWCF would be approximately $620,000, which would mean that
$310,000 would be for local agencies and $310,000 for state agencies. The figures
in the Fund Summary are based on appropriation authority in the present allotment,
and he asked the difference between the two. Mr. Baker replied about $1 million.

Mr. Baker referred to the 0ff-Road Vehicle Status Report, dated October 10, 1986,
(status as of June 29, 1986), and stated this would be the last ORV report submitted
for Committee review in this fashion. A new report has been started for the Nonhighway
and Off-Road Vehicle Activities Program. Total commitment to date for the ORV Program
was shown as $13,177,645.20. $1,776,138.70 of this represents the balance transferred
to the new NOVA Program Fund Summary. Mr. Baker briefiy reviewed the Nonhighway and
0ff-Road Vehicles Activities Report dated October 20, 1986, (status as of September 30,
1986. The transfer of $1,776,138.70 was added to receipts since June 30, 1986, for

a total revenue of $2,355,149.21 in the Nonhighway and 0ff-Road Vehicle Activities
Program. Mr. Baker pointed out the footnotes on the report as to percentages of total

receipts for the various program commitments. Program commitments must now indicate
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Education/Enforcement Projects, Acquisition, Development, Management/Maintenance,
Planning in the off-road vehicle program, and acquisition, development, and planning
in the nonhighway and off-road vehicle program, plus administrative costs.

In response to a question from Dr. Scull, Mr. Baker stated dealer permit fees over the
past eight or nine years have only amounted to $1,400. There foliowed discussion on

a cut-off time for the program in order to work out the percentages and ensure that
monies were being allocated according to the law. Mr. Pinnix felt the footnotes on
the report were very useful to the Committee to refer to each time the report is
presented. It will be possible through this system to establish grants for nonhighway
and off-road vehicle projects accurately.

Il. B. STATUS REPORT. Projects Services: Mr. Jim Webster, Chief, Projects Services,
referred to memorandum of staff dated November 6, 1986, ""Project Services Division
Report!', reporting as follows:

(1) Ninety local agencies applications had been received; thirty-eight were
withdrawn; leaving fifty-two to review for funding consideration.

(2) The Technical Advisory Committee had met September 4-5 in Mount Yernon and
September 11 in Pullman to review the projects. IJAC staff and local project sponsors
appreciate the time and effort of the TAC. Their suggestions are constructive and
most helpful.

(3) Evaluation Team: The Evaluation Team met October 20-24 in Ellensburg to
evaluate each project. Appreciation was expressed for the assistance of the team
as follows:

Roger DeSpain, Whatcom Co., representing Assoc. of Counties;
Glenn Clifton, City of Kelso, representing Assoc. of Cities;
Jodi Wroblewski, City of Yakima, representing Washington Recreation
and Park Association;
Darryl Piercy, Port of Bremerton, representing Washington Public Ports
Association;
Jon Aarstad, Skagit County, representing the local agencies - Technical
Advisory Committee;
George Volker, Department of Game, representing the state agencies -
Technical Advisory Committee.
Mr. Craig Carlson, Director of the Ellensburg Recreation Department, was given special
thanks for making arrangements for the Evaluation Meeting at the Holmes Community
Center.

(4) Approved Project Administration: Sixty-one active ongoing local agencies
projects are being maintained and assisted by the staff. In addition, there are 93
active state agencies projects which are in various stages of completion,

(5) STATE AGENCIES MASTER LIST APPROVALS:

Game Newman Lake 86-604D $99,000 State Funds

Redevelop an existing launch area. on Newman Lake, Spokane County.
- Game Langlois Lake 86-603D $56,000 State Funds

Redevelop a boating access on Langlois Lake, King County.

(6) Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account Program {DNR): Twenty-four project applica-
.ions were received from local agencies for grants from the Department of Natural
Resources, Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account program. Each has been evaluated and
scored. The Commissioner of Pubilic Lands will select the projects for funding. The
IAC staff will then process contracts and administer the projects through the implementa-

tion period.
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I} b. STATUS REPORTS - Planning Services: Mr. Gerald W. Pelton, Chief, Planning
Services, referred to memorandum of staff dated November 6, 1986, ''Local Agencies,
Technical Assistance'', and noted the following:

(1) A total of 104 eligible agencies includes: 63 cities, 14 counties,
15 port districts, 6 special districts {park and recreation and public utility
districts), 4 school districts, and 2 Indian Tribes.

(2) Eight local agencies were granted interim planning eligibility to parti-
cipate in the 1986 Grant-in-Aid Program.

{3) AC staff is currently working with an additional 93 local agencies
in the process of preparing or updating their comprehensive plans. Approximately
23 of these agencies have finalized their draft plans and are awaiting adoption
of them. or need to finalize the CIP or Inventory in order to establish eligibility.

(4) Twenty-two local agencies completed the updating of comprehensive plans
this year.

Mr. Pelton noted the attachment to the Local Agencies Technical Assistance memo-
randum:
‘"How the Comprehensive Plan is Used to Score Question D-1"

This question concerned: 'To what extent does the project meet outdoor recreation

needs as identified in local and state comprehensive plans?' ... A. The sponsoring
agency's Comprehensive Park and Recreation Plan scoring; and B. Public Involvement

scoring. Mr. Pelton explained this is given to local agencies to indicate how the

comprehensive plan is used in the scoring process and evolved from a need to-
outline the point system for clarification.

Nonhighway Road and Off-Road Vehicle Activities (NOVA) Report: Mr. Pelton :
referred to memorandum of staff dated November &, 1986, ''Monhighway Road and 0ff=Road
Vehicle Activities (NOVA) Report'', reporting as follows:

(1) Through July of 1986, the Committee has approved 185 NOVA (ORV) projects.
‘59 are active, 29 are scheduled for completion by the end of the year. Since 1978
126 projects have been completed.

(2) The Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicle Activities Advisory Committee (NOVA)
has met twice to discuss nonhighway road funding guidelines, evaluate the projects
proposals, and to confer with staff regarding the final project recommendations.

(3) Statewide NOVA Plan: Research is drawing to a close {Project #85-01P).
Attachments concerning the Plan were explained; "Planning District Differences on

- Outdoor Activities and ORV Use'' and "'"Table 8', which indicated these differences.

PNRRC: Mr. Pelton referred to memorandum of staff dated November 6, 1986,
"Status Report-Pacific Northwest Regional Recreation Committee (PNRRC)'', noting the

following:
(1) The Demand Survey update for Washington, Oregon, and idaho is continuing
on schedule. On November 20 the Committee will determine the details of federal

participation in the analysis phase of the survey.

(2) The Western Washington University under contract with the IAC is adminis-
tering Washington State's segment of the program. .

(3) Telephone survey for the current reporting period was completed in mid-
October; and mail survey questionnaires have been sent to over 600 respondents through-
out the state. The full year's survey will include 2,400 survey participants.

(4) -Results of the survey will be used by federal, state, and local agencies
throughout the northwest in addressing recreational impacts in their respective
programs. |AC will use the data in an update of the Statewide Comprehensive Qutdoor
Recreation Plan (SCORP).

- .
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IAC REPORT '""Partners in Progress'': Mr. Pelton referred to memorandum of staff
dated November &, 1986, reporting on the newly formatted newsletter of the IAC. The
next edition will be distributed in early January. Since the publication of the first
edition, the agency has received many compliments and excellent comments. Lorinda
Anderson of the Planning Services Division serves as editor and will continue to
coordinate development of each publication. :

internship: Mr. Pelton referred to memorandum of staff dated November 6, 1986,
"Internship'' and ‘commented on the services of Peter Hatlestad who began his internship
with the IAC on September 2. Mr. Hatlestad was not present due to a death in his family
but will complete his internship upon his return to the state next week. Mr. Pelton
noted Peter Hatlestad is the sixth interm from the Augustana Colliege in Rock lIstand,
i1linois, to work with the IAC staff. He is developing a facility standards handbook
for locatl park and recreation facilities in Washington, and has been in contact with
local agencies' park and recreation offices throughout the state.

Upon the completion of the Planning Services Division status reports, Mr. Wilder men-
tioned the initiative of two staff members in completing examinations for their individual
development: Ray Baker, the CPA examinations, and Ms. Lorraine Fiemm, the Certified
Landscape Architect examinations.

{11, OLD BUSINESS. Legislation: Mr., Wilder referred to memorandum of staff dated
November 6, 1986, ''Agency Request Legislation {Repeal of RCW 43.99.115)", stating

there had been no further contacts from OFM or the Governor's Office on the agency's
legislative package sent to OFM on September 19, 1986. The Governor will be reviewing
the proposal and the IAC will be notified if it is to be modified or rejected. Ms.

Cox as Chair urged all Committee members to actively support the repeal of RCW 43.99.115
and to work towards retaining the interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation as a
viable state agency. She pointed out the legislation would affect all local agencies
sponsors as well and urged their support.

I1}. B. Initiative 90 - Wildlife Tomorrow: (No further comments were made regarding
Initiative 90.)

Following a short recess, the Committee reconvened at 10:00 a.m.

IV. NEW BUSINESS. A. LOCAL AGENCIES' PROJECTS CONSIDERATION: Ms. Cox reminded those
attending the meeting to complete a Participant Participation fard if they wished to
speéak to their project or any other agenda item.

Mr. James Webster, Chief, Projects Services Section, referred to memorandum of staff,
'"Local Agencies Project Funding', dated November 6, 1986. Letters in regard to various
projects were sent to each |AC member prior to the meeting. An additional local agency
letter was distributed for information: City of Port Orchard, IAC Project #87-017D,
Repair floating Dock, signed by Leslie J. Weatherill, Mayor. (Local agencies' letters -
APPENDIX "A!.)

HMr. Webster cited the following:
(1) Fifty-two project resumes would be reviewed by staff as noted in Table |.
Table | represented the ranking of each project application as determined by the

Evaluation Team during its session held October 20-24, 1986.

(2) Inltiative 215 funds (unreclaimed marine fuel tax) can only be used for
transient recreational boating related projects.
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(3) For non-boating related projects funding levels of 50 percent IAC
and 50 percent local participation with $150,000 ceiling or-a maximum amount of
matched funds was applied.

(4) For boating related projects, 75 percent IAC and 25 percent local
participation with no maximum ceiling on the amount of matching funds applied.

(6) Local projects sponsors are to be congratulated for presenting only
their highest needs.

Each project was then presented to the Committee utilizing slides and verbal sum-
maries.

Those projects receiving comments or questions from Committee members while being
reviewed were as follows:

Port of Bellingham, Boat Launch Rehab. and Exp., IAC #87-085D: In reply to Mr.
Pinnix and Dr. Scull, Mr. Fairleigh stated the ramp would be usable at any tide
level.

City of Tacoma, Titlow Park Waterfront Acquisition, !AC #87-034D: Several Committee
members asked questions concerning the railroad crossing safety features and the
water quality in that area. Mr. Taylor stated: Access to the waterfront over .
the rallroad right-of-way is via a lighted/controlled arm safety crossing; the
crossing has been in use for some time and there has not been any probiem with
safety; approximately thirty trains a day cross over the track traveling abaut
thirty-five miles an hour. Mr. Volker pointed out that the saféety features in
this project had been extensively discussed during the evaluation process.

In reply to questions on water quality broached by Mr. Ryan, Mr. Bart Alford,
City Planner, City of Tacoma, replied it was very good and a prime location for
scuba diving; there are no industries close by; and there is some geoduck har-
vesting in that area.

City of Moses Lake, Montlake Park Improvements, {AC #87-050D: In reply to Ms.
Cox, Mr. Clark stated the St. Helens ash continues to be a problem in the Moses
Lake area, which is one of the main factors for paving the access road to the boat
launch area. Dr. Scull asked if access would also be provided for the handicapped.
Both Mr. Clark and Mr. Webster responded that all grant-in-aid projects must
provide for the handicapped. Ms. Cox was informed there was only one parking lot
involved in the project; however, there is additional land nearby for future

phase development.

City of Bremerton, Kitsap Lake Park Development, |AC #87-013D: In response to
Dr. Scull's question, Mr. Taylor stated a decision on use of the existing house
on the project site had not yet been determined. It could be an interpretive
center possibly later on. Mr. Tveten asked about the Department of Game site
and its use for fishing. Could it not be also used for other purposes? Mr.
Volker replied in this particular site, it was not feasible.

Yakima County, Sarg Hubbard Park Phase || - Greenway, IAC #87-056D: Mr. Tveten
pointed out that this project was a unique example of community effort--- private
and publ:c agencies working together. In 1984-85 the Yakima Greenway Foundation

raised, in less than 12 months, one-half million and acquired several pieces of
land on the Greenway. He considered this an outstanding effort by the City,
County, and private people. The Department of Game and the Parks and Recreation

-8 -
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Commission, along with the Department of Natural Resources, are included in the
Yakima Greenway Project. The Sarg Hubbard Park Phase Il will complete the
development in the park and is a part of the Yakima River Greenway Park system
between Selah and Union Gap, Washington.

City of Everett, Everett Riverfront Park, IAC #87-068D: Mr. Scull expressed his
concern regarding the ORV activity in that area and asked if there would be a buffer
from the rest of the park for the noise element. Mr. Fairleigh replied the site
would not receive any more noise than at present through its being adjacent to

the freeway, and that the ORV use, though close to the area, would not impact

the project site. Ms. Cox questioned "informal camping'' for the project, stating
Spokane does have considerable difficulty with this type of camping. Mr. Scull
asked that his concern with the possibility of ORV noise impact be registered

and that the sponsor take this under advisement because he felt that specific

use would detract from the surrounding use of the park. The ORV element is

about one-half mile away from the site. Mr. Tveten asked if the project would be
tied in with the interpretation of the Everett Jetty as well as the mouth of the
river. Mr. Fairleigh stated the main objective of the project was to serve boaters
who wish to go up stream and into the delta that surrounds the island. This

would be for small boats - 16' and under fishing boats. He pointed out the area
has also been designated for crew activities and the boat house for the crew will
be funded from other sources than IAC and located at the boat ramp. The crew
shells will be kept there in a boat-haven situation. Ms. Cox expressed her

concern about the future of the project also. Mr. Tveten also noted his reasons
for raising gquestions about the project. There will be increased efforts made

to preserve wetlands and in order to recognize the value of the wetlands an ™
interpretive center will be needed. He encouraged the City to consider this aspect
in future planning.

City of Seattle, Golden Gardens Boat Ramp IAC #87-036D: Mr. Tveten asked if the
project would increase the capacity of the boat launch area, and was informed by
Mr. Fairleigh there would be two floats with four ramps, each ramp having access
to a float. Additionally, the project will improve parking in the area. In reply
to Mr. Jones' question, Mr. Fairleigh stated there would be replacement of the
breakwater presently at the site.

City of Lynnwood, Meadowdale Play Fields, I1AC #87-014D: Ms. Cox was assured there
would be fencing installed specifically for the balifield activities. Ms. Cox
~observed this project was indicative of joint cooperation -- the School District
and the ciities of Edmeonds, Lynnwood, Snohomishi County all involved in bringing

the project to development. She commended them for their efforts.

Snohomish County, Meadowdale County Park, IAC #87-018D: There was discussion con-
cerning access to the park. Mr. Fairleigh explained there would be two access

roads -- one lane will only be used by the handicapped, bicycles, emergency vehicles
and buses. The other primary parking area and access road is proposed for the east
end of the park since soils are stable and slopes gradual. A trail will connect this
area to the beach {paralleling the stream in the gulch). Mr. Scull asked if the
concrete tunnel under the railroad tracks would be retained and was assured it

would be. Mr. Jones asked concerning the resident ranger system -- to patrol the
site in order to prevent vandalism and run the interpretive programs. He asked

if there was a formula worked out as to how many rangers would be needed for each
project of this type. Mr. Fairleigh replied each project differs in its provisions
of this type; there is no set '"'formula'. Ms. Lorenz was informed the project did
receive IAC funds when acquired in 1972; no development occurred since that time.
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The project was closed by the County at one time, but the IAC informed the County
it was necessary to open the park since |AC funds had been used to acquire it,

or 1t would be necessary to ask for a conversion, substituting other park land
for that having been acquired. There followed discussion on access to the park
in relation to the parking situation.

City of Auburn, Game Farm Park, 1AC #87-024D: Ms. Cox asked that at the next
funding session the slides presented to the Committee be more readable. - She asked
for a run-down-on the: project from Mr. Taylor. Following this, she asked how the
fields would be used. Mr. Taylor replied all would be for organized sports
activities and that all are full-sized. At this point, Mr. Tveten noted the

1980 legislation which had directed the IAC and the State Parks Commission to

put high emphasis on parks and recreation facilities for urban areas. This par-
ticular project is an outgrowth of that legisiation. The Parks and Recreation Com-
mission purchased the site and entered into an agreement with the City of Auburn.
The City will develop this area; however, the Parks and Recreation Commission will
be developing a group camp site at a later date on property south of the river.

He felt this project was consistent with the direction received from the State
Legislature.

City of Leavenworth, Waterfront Trail System, IAC #87-038D: Dr. Scull noted the
increased cross-country skiing in this area and the fact that this park would be
used by those recreationists as well as others. |In reply to Mr. Ryan, Mr. Taylor
stated there would be restroom facilities in the main park area which has already
been developed. Michael Cecka, City Administrator, City of Leavenworth, responded
to several questions from the Committee in regard to ski-areas and river rafting.

City of North Bonneville, Community Center Park, IAC #87-055D: Mr. Clark explained
to Mr. Tveten, that there were no other park facilities in that community. When
the town was relocated the land for parks was provided but no funds for development.
The construction of the Community Center will provide many elements for the park.
The project involves only construction of softball field, soccer fields and tennis
courts. Ms. Cox asked if the soccer fields were on a north/south orientation, and
was informed that the staff did review this for tennis courts and baseball fields,
etc. Ms. Cox recommended to staff that in the future they ensure that soccer
fields are in a north/south orientation as well. Mr. Ryan asked why the difference
in cost as shown on.the resume sheet and on Tablie 1. Mr. Webster stated there had
~been some adjustments made in cost to some of the projects and these would be
pointed out -~ that the cost as noted on the resume was accurate.

City of Richland, Columbia Point Boating Access Development, IAC #87-053D: Dr.
Scull brought out the need to eradicate the milfoil weed in certain projects. It
affects use of other parks, and he asked if local communities have given any
thought as to how to handle this problem. |If not, he felt it should be addressed
in future plans. Mr. Ryan pointed out the project was needed since there are

very few access areas for boats in this particular location. Mr. Fairleigh stated
when completed the project site would be heavily used.

Port District of South Whidbey Island, Possession Beach Waterfront Park, {AC #87-054D:
Ms. Cox commended the Port of South Whidbey Island for their location map which
pinpointed the site of the project. She suggested this type of slide be used for
other projects to enable the Committee to understand the exact location of each

site. In response to Mr. Tveten, Mr. Fairleigh said there would not be any permanent
moorage, only a loading float with two launch ramps. There will be some guest

transient shelter. Mr. Tveten complimented the port on its recreational planning.

-10 -



Minutes - Page 11 - November 6~7, 1986

City of Kent, Kent Green River Corridor Park, IAC #87-015D: The Boeing plant
and KOA Campground area were pointed out on the slide in response to Committee
questions.

Town of Bridgeport, Swimming Pool, IAC #87-039D: Ms. Cox supported the need for
a swimming pool in this area of the state.

Port of Clarkston, Gateway Park/Boat Tie-Up, IAC #87-063D: In response to Mr.
Tveten's question, Mr. Fairleigh stated the moorage slips would be only for
day-use. Mr. Tveten then pointed out that the Chief Timothy State Park downstream
has a continuous problem with boaters looking for permanent moorage, which is not
provided in the park. Mr. Fairleigh pointed out that the Port of Clarkston is
working with a private group to build a private marina which would probably

ease this situation. Ms. lLorenz asked the soil conditions and was informed the
area is sandy with rocks. Mr. Volker pointed out that the land is not subject to
flooding, that there is a controlled water level.

Port of Kingston, Restroom and Guest Dock Renovation, 1AC #87-004D: Mr. Scull

stated his concerns with the design -- finger floats appeared to be too close to the
existing float indicated on the slide. Mr. Taylor stated this would be taken into
consideration and the problem alleviated during development.

Tacoma Bepartment of Public Utilities, Alder Lake Recreation Area, Ph 3, IAC #87-035D:
Mr. Scull questioned the draw-down on the lake. Jim Murphy, Tacoma City Light,
Supervisor of Parks and Wildlife, responded stating though the site would be

open year-round there would be times during drawdown when it would not be available
for launching purposes. Mr. Tveten noted the PUD's assistance under the FERC

program in providing recreational facilities for the public in various locations

such as Mayfield Lake, lke Kinswa, etc.

City of Oak Harbor, Marina Expansion, New Transient Moorage, IAC #87-076D: Mr.
Pat Nevins, City supervisor, City of Oak Harbor, replied to guestions concerning
this project: Guest moorage will constitute two or three days and the breakwater
will be constructed according to Corps of Engineer standards and will meet the
Department of Fisheries' requirements.

King County/Vashon Park District, Lisabeula Resort Acquisition, IAC #87-080A:

~Dr. Scull asked if consideration was given regarding the historical vatue of
existing buildings in projects. Mr. Taylor replied in the affirmative, and noted

that these particular buildings may possibly be used for an interpretive center fol-
lowing future development. Mr. Webster noted that projects having buildings or
residences in them are routinely reviewed by the Archaeology and Historic Preser-
vation Commission.

City of Kettle Falls, Swimming Pool Reccnstruction, IAC #87-040D: Mr. Pinnix
asked 1f in reconstructing swimming pools communities may also look into the
matter of enclosing or sheltering them. He was informed this is always possible
if the community wishes to incorporate that into their project.

City of Seattle, Duwamish Recreational Multi-Use Trail, IAC #87-010D: Ms. Cox
expressed concern about the width of the path (separated from the highway) .

Mr. Fairleigh stated it would be a twelve foot wide, concrete pathway landscaped
on both sides. Dr. Scull asked if it could be divided so that skate boarders,
bicyclists, etc., could be separated from the walkers. Mr. Fairleigh said this
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could be considered by the sponsors. Mr. Webster pointed out, however, that
there was really not enough space to do this.

Port of Friday Harbor, Shoal Removal, JAC #87-011D: Ms. lorenz asked why this
type of project was coming to the IAC for assistance. Mr. Fairleigh stated it
was eligible because it .provides the ability to use the outside of the breakwater
for moorage. Approximately 900' of space for moorage will be provided. Mr. Webster
stated the project funds would be used to make additional improvements to the
outside of the breakwater to enable boats to tie up; there will also be electrical
power outlets provided. Mr. Tveten assumed this project would be the '‘cheapest"
way to provide additional moorage in this location and that there was no other
place in this area where cost could be less and the same type of moorage accom-
plished. Mr. Fairleigh stated this was true. He also stated it was possible to
anchor boats in this area.

San Juan County, Mackaye Harbor Park/Launch Ramp, IAC #87-050D: Ms. Cox asked if
there were any plans for camping in this project. Mr. Fairleigh replied there was
a small camping area under the auspices of the local Fire District, but that

other camping areas are uncertain at this time. Ms. Cox asked if there was a
water problem on the island. Mr. Tveten stated there is a problem on Lopez Island.
If too much water is drawn, some salt water seeps into the system. Mr. Webster
felt this was not an issue in this project since it relates only to boat launch
facilities. |If recreational facilities were to be provided, then it would be
necessary to look into this matter.

City of Castle Rock, Swimming Pool, IAC #87-043D: |In reply to Mr. Tveten, Mr .
Clark stated the resume was incorrect in stating the owner was ‘the City and

the Castle Rock School District. The word ''donated'' had been inadvertently
omitted from the resume'. Mr. Tveten complimented the School District and

the community for cooperating in this type of project, and felt that the Committee
should encourage this type of donation. Honorable Michael D. Huson, Mayor of
Castle Rock, explained the funding sources to the Committee.

Clark County Parks, Lacamas Lake Development, Phase |, IAC #87-042D: Ms. Lorenz-
was familiar with this area and its popularity. She said there are no other facil-
ities there at present and this development is needed.

City of Sumner, Siebenthaler Park, 1AC #87-007D: 1in response to Mr. Jones' ques-
tion, Mr. Taylor explained an "'exercise cluster' ... an exercise course along
paths with signing advising the person using the course to perform certain exer-
cises at given locations. '

City of Port Orchard, Launch Ramp Improvements, [AC #87-017D: Mr. Taylor correct-
ed the resume to indicate 8' X 100’ w/d piles instead of the 8' X 250' indicated.

Centralia Parks Dept., Borst Park Boat Ramp, !AC #87-033D: Mr. Jones asked why
A& E was indicated on some projects and not on others. Mr. Clark stated A & E
is considered for all projects and was inadvertently left off when it was not
so indicated. Mr. Webster pointed out that in some cases the engineering is
done by staff and is not separately accounted for in certain projects. Also,
sometimes the sponsor programs administrative costs into each of the elements
which presents a different breakdown. Mr. Jones felt the Committee should be
able to see this cost on the resume. Mr, Webster then stated that as a general
rule the IAC allows only 10 percent of the total project cost to be devoted to
A & E costs, as per Participation Manual Guidelines. This applies to local
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agencies; state agencies have a different set of guidelines applicabie to
Department of General Administration's guidelines.

Anacortes Park & Recreation, Washington Park Boating Improvements, |AC #87-064D:
Dr. Scull was informed by Mr. Fairleigh that the boat Taunch will not be an
"all-tide launch'. Dr. Scull felt this was unfortunate considering the amount of
use the facilities receive.

King County, Petrovitsky Athletic Complex, |AC #87-058D: Ms. Cox raised questions
concerning the athletic facilities provided by schocl districts in the area. Mr.
Webster stated though there are several schools, these do not have any major
developed athletic fields, and there is a need for this project to alleviate that
situation.

Port of Bremerton, Chico Boat Launch Improvements, IAC #87-047D: Dr. Scull questioned
whether there were still conflicts from homeowners in the surrounding area. Mr.
Taylor replied that the homeowners had been contacted and did not have any problem
with the improvement of the ramp. The ramp has been in existance for several years
and well used. In evaluating the project, the Evaluation Team had taken this

into consideration,

The .project siide presentation cohcluded at 12:15 p.m. The Chair called for a
recess until 1:15 p.m.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: Mr. Webster referred to memorandum of staff dated November
5, 1986, "Local Agency Project Funding Recommendations'', which ‘was distributed

to each Committee member and the audience. The criteria used in the recommendation
for project funding was briefly reviewed by Mr. Webster:

(1) Amount of available funding for local projects;
(2) Source of funding and relative restrictions.
(3) Relative ranking of the 52 projects as determined through
the evaluation system.
(4) Suggested funding guidelines of a maximum of 50 percent |AC
participation, with $150,000 ceiling for non-boating projects.
(5) The attempt to fund as many worthy projects as possible,

The Available Funding of Local Projects indicated the following {(with $3,431,942
available):

SOURCE OF FUNDS

LWCF INIT. 215 STATE BOND TOTAL
Cash on Hand (Fund Summary) $ (13,985) $1,191,529 -0-  $1,177,544
Projected Receipts to:
Estimated Apportionment LWCF 310,000 -0- -0~ 310,000
Estimated Reapportion. LWCF 11,398 -0- -0- 11,398
* Estimated-Allot. Authority -0- -0- 993,000 993,000
Estimated Receipts D.0.L. =~ 940,000 -0~ 340,000

TOTAL ESTIMATED AVAILABLE: § 307,413 $2,131,529 $993,000 § 3,431,942

(*Corrected to "Remaining Authority', pg. 14, para. b4)
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Mr. Webster also pointed cut that the ranking scores were a result of the
Technical Advisory Committee review and the Evaluation Team process. He commended
both for their time and dedication to this effort. He emphasized that Initiative
215 funds may only be used for boating related projects. Reduction in project
costs and IAC recommended share for each have been worked out with the project
sponsor prior to the evaluation process. Mr. Webster further noted that the
recommendation for the Land and Water Conservation Fund is contingent upon final
apportionment amount of at least $310,000 being granted to the State of Washington
for local funding.

The projects as listed on Page 15 of these minutes were recommended for funding

by staff - projs. #1 & 3tc 17 - projects #20, #22, and #23 - $3,424 5420 IAC share.

Mr. Webster then read the listing of projects and the funding recommendations for
each one.

Mr. Tveten questioned the word ''estimated' before ""Allotment Authority'' concerning
the State Bond monies. Both Mr, Webster and Mr. Baker corrected this to indicate
"Remaining Authority'" which is a valid figure of $993,000. The other funding
sources were briefly discussed. Mr. Ryan asked when the Initiative 215 funds
would be received, and Mr. Baker replied the figure shown was estimated through
June 30, 1987.

Comments were made during the review of projects.
City of Vancouver, Burnt Bridge Creek Acquisition, IAC #87-079A: Mr. Webster

reported this project had been reduced from original proposed cost of $300,530
to $260,000 without jeopardizing the project.

Port of Bellingham, Boat Launch Rehab. & Expansion, IAC #87-085D: Ms. Cox asked
staff how the percentages of initiative 215 were decided by staff. Mr. Webster
stated that certain of the projects had boating elements in them as well as
non-boating elements. Those having boating elements could apply for up to 75%
funding, whereas the non-boating projects would be reviewed at 50-50. Ms. Cox
noted that the Port of Bellingham project was being recommended for funding at

74%, but further down the listing of projects the City of Everett's Riverfront Park
was being recommended at only 46%. Mr. Webster replied this represented the 75%
boating elements within that particular park project.

At the conclusion of Mr. Webster's reading of the funding recommendations, the
following points were made:

(1) City of Seattle, Seacrest Park, IAC #87-037D: This project was not being
recommended by staff because a considerabie amount of money was being recommended
for the City of Seattle's Golden Gardens Project, I|AC #87-036D, which was ready to
proceed, whereas the Seacrest Project, though very outstanding, was not ready and
could be brought back to the Committee for consideration in the funding session for
1987. Also, additional monies in Initiative 215 are provided for funding other
projects.

(2) Vashon Park & Recreation District/King County, Lisabeula Resort Acquisi-
tion, JAC #87-080A: Mr. Webster also pointed out that the additional 215 monies
would allow the next eligible project for these funds to receive monies - the Lisabeula
Resort Acquisition. There is a need to fund this project, and there is an additional
amount of saltwater property which could possibly be donated and added to the project
if it were funded. Therefore, staff had recommended funding of the Lisabeula Project
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with the remaining Initiative 215 funds.
Discussion on Staff Recommendations followed.

Town of Bridgeport,.Swimming Pool, |AC #87-039D: Ms. Cox asked why the Bridgeport
project was not being recommended, and was informed that funds were not available
that far down in the ranking of the projects, and other than the $38,532 given to
the Vashon Park and Recreation District project, theywould not have had sufficient
funds elsewhere to be able to complete their project. Mary Zacchanti, Counci)
Member, Town of Bridgeport, was recognized by the Chairman. She stated the Town

of Bridgeport was ready to proceed with the project at $178,000 local share and would have
taken any amount of funds that the IAC could have given to the project. Mr.

Webster stated it was his understanding in the last discussions with the Town of
Bridgeport that without the funding of $150,000 from the [AC, they would not be able
to proceed.

Dr. Scull stated he realized how difficult it was to rank and score projects, but

he felt that communities the size.of Bridgeport and lone, and some of the other
smaller communities, had very few recreational facilities and the !AC Committee

should be trying to meet those needs. The other larger communities do have facilities
and in many instances the means to provide funds. He shared Ms. Cox's concerns

that Bridgeport does have a great need for the swimming pool development project.

He asked if some funds couldn't be transferred into the Bridgeport project. from

some of the other projects being recommended for funding. o

Mr. Wilder stated the IAC staff had been very sensitive for some time concerning
funding of smaller communities' projects, and in fact, had revised and modified

the point system to allow for such funding. The Evaluation System may be modified
from time to time; it is continually being reviewed to make it a better system.

He noted it was not easy for staff to make final recommendations since none of
the projects are poor projects and all are equally important -- some, in fact,

score very close in points. Staff must also work within the dollars and the limited
funding available. He stated there had been ninety-two projects submitted and

out of that fifty-two were evaluated over a week's time period. Project sponsors
were advised of the limited funding and were aware of the situation.

Ms, Cox asked for an explanation on the scoring system which would assist smaller
communities. Mr. Webster cited from the Project Evaluation Procedures Manual #6
Section A - Question A-1, '"Considering the availability of existing facilities
within the service area, to what extent are additional or improved facilities
warranted?'' This is followed by points given for high need (15-25), medium need
(5-14), and low need (1-4). Other questions relate to how does the project help

to meet the needs, etc. In addition, two years ago, Mr. Webster pointed out, staff
and the Committee had approved the addition of Section D in the Evaluation System,
Pre-Scoring. Question D-3 - '"Project is located within a county for which no
project has been funded for a period of two, three, four, or five or more years'
was addressed, which would give bonus points to certain projects. Many efforts have
been made by staff and the Committee over the years to assist the smaller commun-
ities.

Mr. Webster also stated that:
(1) Staff looked at every project carefully to determine whether any of
the amounts being funded could be adjusted without compromising the project itself.
(2) Staff did not want to delete elements within projects after having been
been through the Evaluation Session since that could in all likelihood compromise
the projects. - 16 -
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(3) The present Evaluation System has evolved over time and is the best
system which has been developed to date.

Ms. Cox asked if economics was a factor within the system and was advised this

also is taken into account jn the Pre-Score question section of the Evaluation
System., Mr. Pinnix was advised the maximum score any one project could receive

was about 190 points. Mr. Pinnix then noted the projects #10 down to #20 were

very close in points - less than 2% leeway. He felt the scoring system was :

a subjective system and also acknowledged the limited dollars available for funding.

Ms. Lorenz questioned why project #23 (Vashon - Lisabeula Resort Acquisition)
funding was different on staff's recommendation than the amount indicated on the
project listing received by the Committee in the kit., Mr. Webster reviewed the
need for some projects to qualify for Initiative 215 - others bond funds and LWCF.
Staff must determine those projects which are eligible to receive Initiative 215
funds for boating-related elements. Also in discussions with local sponsors, they
indicate whether or not they can meet the percentage match. Mr. Volker asked

what the likelihood was of a successful project if the Vashon Park & Rec. District
Project was funded at 50% level. Mr., Webster replied the sponsor had indicated
it could accomplish this project with this percentage, and If it was not possible
for them to do so staff would not have recommended the project.

Mr. Tveten stated in staff's recommendation from the first project down to the

last being funded (Lisabeula Resort Acquisition) there apparently had been $38,532
left over in State Bond Funds which had been given to that particular

project. He offered to make a proposal concerning the Initiative 215 funds Which
he assumed indicated revenue up to June 30, 1986, Staff corrected this assumption
stating the Initiative 215 funds were indicated up to June 30, 1987. Mr. Tveten
then withdrew the proposal he was about to make.

Mr. Ryan asked if the funds to be received from DOL (initiative 215} in the amount
of approximately $40,000 which Mr. Baker had mentioned could be allocated to

the Town of Bridgeport's Project. Mr. Webster stated these were to be used only for
boating related projects and would not be availabte for that project. Dr. Scull
asked if a project was not funded at this session and was resubmitted for consider-
ation at a new funding session would it be re-evaluated as a new project? Mr.
Webster replied it would be considered along with all others submitted for that
funding session.

Mr. Pinnix stated if the $38,532 remaining bond monies was given to the Town of
Bridgeport project that would still leave about $87,000 available for the
Lisabeula Resort Acquisition project out of Initiative 215. This would apply only
to the boating element of their project. Mr. Webster felt if only $87,000 was
given to the Lisabeula project the sponsor might not be able to accomplish the
intended project.

At this point the chair recognized Richard Bain, Chairman, Vashon Park and Recreation

District. Mr. Bain said it was hard for him to say at this point whether they could
accomplish the project. The District is presently dealing with land acguisition
negotiations based on estimates. Appraisals have been made and the owner is anxious
to sell the land; some relocation will be required for people living on the site.

Mr. Tveten asked if any of the development projects were tied-up in the permit
procedures and was assured by each project manager they were not. All projects

are clear as to the permit process.
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Ms. Cox asked Ms, Zaccanti, Council Member, Town of Bridgeport, how much it would
cost to replace the pool and the mechanical system. Ms. Zaccanti replied around
$200,000 without the other elements in the project. She stressed this was the
only recreational facility in the Bridgeport area, and presently the system is
losing 1,600 gallons of water per day due to faulty equipment. She alsoc advised
Ms. Cox there were fees charged for the pool.

Ms. Lorenz questioned Mr. Richard Bain (Vashon Park and Recreation Dist. Chrmn.}
about the Lisabeula project acquisition,. Mr. Ryan suggested looking at Project
#17, City of Kent, Green River Corridor Development, as well as other projects
and perhaps reducing some of the projects to make up a balance of funding for
the Town of Bridgeport's project. Mr. Volker and Mr. Pinnix asked that other
funding also be reviewed as well as initiative 215; perhaps some funding could
be reallocated from LWCF funds.

At this point Mr. Wilder reiterated the staff's review of the project funding,
Evaluation System Team's review, as well as the Technical Advisory Committee.
The package before the Committee was, in staff's estimation, the most expedient
funding possible. The objective was to” fund as many worthy projects as possible
with the limited funding-available. He stated staff was willing to open the
project funding for discussion if this was necessary but the ramifications of
this would be felt on down the listing of projects.

Ms. Lorenz stated she was certain the Town of Bridgeport would take any amoupt of
money for the project and that [t was, in her estimation, necessary to recons ider
it. Also, she noted that staff had stated the Town could not accomplish the
project unless $150,000 was allocated; however, Ms. Zaccanti has stated this

was not true and the Town would be able to accept any amount. She asked for
reconsideration of the project.

Dr. Scull felt, in reviewing the projects, that many could be cut without harm
in order to assist a small community like Bridgeport.

The Chair recognized Barney Wilson, Director, Parks and Recreation, Kent
(City of Kent, Green River Corridor, IAC #87-015D): Mr. Wilson noted the fol-
lowing:

(1) The Kent project as number 17 is almost tied with #15 and #1& in
" points.

(2) Kent is in fast growing area; building two new schools - youth population
is high and need for parks great.

(3) The project calls for Green River Corridor development; would be used by
many of the 7,000 people in the area.

(4) s extremely important urban area.

(5) Kent is short of money, and if the Committee decides to start ''shaving"
projects, suggested additional Initiative 215 funds should be considered.

Jim Murphy, Supervisor, Parks and Wildlife, Tacoma City Light: Commented as
follows: (Alder Lake Development, Ph 3)

(1) Project is directed to recreational vehicle overnight camping - a critical
need in this area.

(2) Requested reconsideration for funding of this project.

(3} Approximately 1,660,000 visitors in the park per year.

- 18 -
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David Schilperoort, Director, Lewis County Parks & Recreation, Regional
Park Site, I1AC #87-016D:

(1) County has been working with the acquisition and development of
the regional park site since 1980.

(2) Are disappointed not to receive funding; past |AC funding has been
appreciated. ‘

(3) Stated there was a need for everyone at the meeting to lobby for
additional Land and Water Conservation Funds and bond monies to fund park and
recreation projects.

(4) This project Lewis County's #1 priority.

(5) Thanked the IAC and staff for its support and assistance.

Darryl Piercy, Harbor Master, Port of Bremerton - Smith Property Acquisition,
IAC #37-081A: '

(1) Served on the Evaluation Team as a representative of the Washington State
Ports Association, and realized that every project sponsor feels his/her project
is a good one and should be funded.

(2) Felt IAC evaluation process Is exceptional; the review system is very
cliear; fair. _

(3) Thanked the staff for their assistance and the Committee for their time
and efforts.

Michael Cecka, City Administrator, City of Leavenworth - Waterfront Trail, FAG
#038-D: : i

(1) Spoke on behalf of small communities. Deciding to submit an application
for consideration is a major commitment on the part of a small community. '

(2) Appreciated assistance from the IAC staff during project process. Echoed
Mr. Piercy's comments on the evaluation process.

(3) Felt small communities do need consideration in funding from the [AC since
their recreational facilities are used by tourists as well as the citizens of the
towns.

Mr. Richard Kirk, Port of Kingston - Restroom and Guest Dock Renovation, |AC #87-004D:
Thanked the staff and Committee for their efforts.

Mr. Len Chapman, Director, Parks and Recreation, City of Auburn - Auburn Game Farm
IAC 87-024D: ,

Thanked the staff and the Game Department for their cooperation. Project has
been through the procedure twice. Pleased with the funding recommendation and wiliing
to accept whatever proposal Committee recommends for the project listing.

Mr. Lawrence J. Curles, P. W. Engineer/Superintendent, Port Orchard - Floating Dock
improvement, IAC #87-017D:

(1) Felt IAC process is excellent and approved of its processing.

(2) Spoke to the need of assistance for smaller communities. $100,000 is
a great deal to a small community, but not so much to a larger, urban area.

(3) Recommended that the point system be reversed so that a small city of
5,000 or less has a change to pick up three or four points.

(4) Port Orchard did not receive funding, but hoped the Committee would iook
at the impact on smaller communities of the point system.
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Ms. Shirley Brent, Mayor, City of Port Townsend - Pope Marine Park/City Dock,
[AC_#87-009D: Did not present comments. Participation Card was filed.

Following sponsor comments, the Committee continued its discussion of the

staff's projéct funding recommendation and adjustments to it. Comments included

the possibility of moving $38,532 in bond funds from the Lisabeula project to the
Bridgeport Swimming Pool project. Mr. Webster pointed out that if this was done,
Lisabeaula would end up with only $87,718 in Initiative 215 funds for its $252,500
project. Ms. Lorenz felt there were many options which the Committee could consider

-- should the Lisabeaula project then be dropped completely and those funds allocated
to other projects? She noted that Oak Harbor's Marina Expansion project was ahead

of Lisabeaula and shouldn't it be considered for the remaining funding? Mr. Webster
noted that this project was being funded strictly from Initiative 215 funds ($249,435).
Mr. Volker asked if it would be possible to reduce some of the Initiative 215 in projects
20 and 22 (Port of Kingston and City of Oak Harbor) to make up what would be taken

from 23 in General Obligation bonds. At this point Mr. Pinnix stated there were

two ways the Committee could consider the funding:

(1) Recognize that in any scoring system there are certain restrictions. Consider
staff's evaluation and the Evaluation Team's scoring to meet objectives. The Com-
mittee could take the last remaining bond money and place it in a higher scoring
project and fund the project as best as it can at that level; and at the same time
deduct another $10,000 from the Lisabeala project and place it on the higher~ranking
project...or, ' - ; i

(2) Recognize that the Committee cannot fund every project recommended and at some
point decide where the breaking point is. Draw an arbitrary line at some point
and working with staff and the project sponsors arrive at funding levels.

Ms. Lorenz felt the Committee should consider projects below #17 (City of Kent,
Green River Corridor Development project). Mr. Pinnix questioned whether the
Committee was being fair to the scoring system in taking this approach. He felt

all projects being recommended by staff should be considered. Whereupon Ms. Lorenz-
stated this would be defeating the whole process; that only those projects below #17
should be reviewed by the Committee.

Mr. Webster pointed out the difference in project costs 1f monies were moved from

the Lisabeula Project to the Bridaeport Project, and the need to reallocate the

funding sources. Mr. Volker suggested to compensate the Lisabeula Project perhaps

a share of Initiative 215 in the Oak Harbor project and the Port of Kingston project.
Mr. Tveten suggested taking the $38,532 in state bond monies from the Lisabeula Project
and moving it up to the City of Bridgeport's project; then within the three remain-

ing projects having Initiative 215 monies in them take $37,000 from the City of Qak
Harbor Project and move it into the Lisabeaula Project. Each of the three projects
would then have about a 61% funding.

Ms. Cox asked what the impact would be for the City of 0ak Harbor. Mr. Pat Nevins,
City Supervisor, City of Oak Harbor, responded.

(1) Pointed out that the City of Oak Harbor is a small community also.

(2) The total cost of the project is $332,581; that is attributable to the
transient moorage that is going to be created in the project.

(3) The breakwater and expansion will cost $1.25 million. A considerable amount
of money will be needed for the various projects connected with the marina expansion.

(4) Taking funds away from the City is not a fair analysis when you consider
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the size of the community and the need to provide this type of recreationatl
facility for all the.people in the state who will use the facility.

Ms. Cox asked if staff had considered limiting the Initiative 215 funds to a 50-50
match, Mr. Webster indicated it had been limited in previous years to 50 percent,
but with additional funds available it was the feeling that it would be possible
this year to entertain projects at 75-25% once again. Mr. Ryan stated he did not
want to lose sight of the fact that there might be additional Initiative 215 funds
received from the Department of Licensing and some of these monies could be

placed in the City of Oak Harbor project.

Mr. Wilder then noted there was some uncertainty in the amount of Initiative 215

funds to come in, and he would be reluctant to make a commitment in view of the

statute which states there must be adequate resources available to fund a project.

He offered an alternate suggestion, that the IAC could offer $25- to $30,000 from

its operating funds to offset the bond money in the proposal and thus move funding

of the project. He stated he would rather take this option than start to move around the
funding of the various projects as recommended by staff.

Mr. Webster stated that if certain elements were deleted from projects due to less
funding, then the project as evaluated by the Evaluation Team would not be consistent.
The projects as recommended by staff have gone through the Evaluation Team intact.

Ms. Wendy Brand, Chief, Recreation Assistance Division, National Park Service: - Ms.
Brand advised the Committee that she had spent the entire week in Ellensburg evaluating
the projects and she was aware of the considerable effort put forth by sponsors, staff,
and the members of the Evaluation Team in the entire project processing. She felt

the Committee was ''playing with the point system'' and setting a bad precedent.

FT WAS MOVED BY JAN TVETEN, SECONDED BY MR. JONES, TO APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDAT!ONS
FOR THE LOCAL AGENCIES' PROJECTS.

DR. SCULL AMENDED THE MOTION: THAT THE {NTERAGENCY COMMITTEE FUND THE LOCAL AGENCIES
PROJECTS AS RECOMMENDED BY STAFF WITH THE FOLLOWING PROVISOS:

(1) $38,532 BOND MONEY ALLOCATED TO THE LISBEAULA PROJECT #23 BE MOVED TO PROJECT
#18, THE TOWN OF BRiDGEPORT SWIMMING. POOL. PROJECT; AND

(2) 638,532 IN (NITIATIVE 215 FUNDS BE ALLOCATED TO THE LISBEAULA PROJECT FROM
INTTIATIVE 215 SOURCES OF THE |AC MAKING THE TOTAL INITIATIVE 215 FUNDING
FOR THAT PROJECT $126,250.

MR. VOLKER SECONDED THE MOTION.

Discussion followed. Ms. Lorenz was opposed to the amendment to the motion. Mr.
Tveten commended Mr. Wilder as Director of the IAC in suggesting funds from Initiative
215 of the agency be allocated to the Lisbheaula project. He expressed his support for
the amendment to the motion. Ms. Cox had grave reservations about allocating this
money at this time. Mr. Baker requested that the motion itself not indicate that
operating money'' will be used since the funds will be simply Initiative 215 continuing
funds.
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Qgestion of clarification was called for on the amendment to the motion.  Mr.
Pinnix repeated it stressing the funding for Lisabeula would come from initiative
215 available. Mr. Baker advised it was not advisable to use the wording "if avail-
able'. The amendment to the motion on page (21} of these minutes reflects the
wording as approved by the Committee.

QUESTION WAS CALLED FOR ON THE AMENDMENT TO THE MOTION AND IT WAS PASSED.

QUESTION WAS THEN CALLED FOR BY THE CHAIR ON THE RECOMMENDED FUNDING FOR THE
REST OF THE PROJECTS RECOMMENDED BY STAFF.

WHEREAS, THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION APPROVES AND AFFIRMS
THAT THE PROJECTS AS RECOMMENDED BY STAFF (PAGE 23 OF THESE MINUTES) ARE FOUND
TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE WASHINGTON STATEWIDE COMPREHENSIVE OUTDOOR RECREAT!ON
PLAN AS ADOPTED BY THE COMMITTEE ON JULY 25, 1985, AND

WHEREAS, THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE IN ITS APPROVAL OF THESE PROJECTS FOR FUNDING
AUTHORIZES THE DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE'S PROJECT CONTRACT
INSTRUMENTS W!TH THE LISTED PROJECTS' SPONSORS AND TO DISBURSE FUNDS FROM THE
OUTDOOR RECREAT!ON ACCOUNT UPON EXECUTION OF THE PROJECT CONTRACTS BY THE SPON-
SORING AGENCY AND UPON PERFORMANCE BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY OF THE TERMS AND
CONDITIONS THEREIN;

WITH THE STIPULATION THAT LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUNDING SO APPROVED IN?
THESE PROJECTS 1S CONT!NGENT UPON RECEIPT OF THESE FUNDS FROM THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE T RESOLVED THAT THE LOCAL AGENCIES' PROJECTS AS LISTED ON
PAGE 23 OF THESE MINUTES ARE HEREBY APPROVED FOR FUNDING FROM THE OUTDOOR RECRE-
ATION ACCOUNT AS INDICATED IN THE FUNDING SCHEDULES.

MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED.

Ms. Cox thanked the sponsors and other attendees for their attendance and parti-
cipation, and asked their assistance in lobbying for funding sources for the
Interagency Committee in order that it might continue meeting the needs of
"eligible agencies for parks, recreation, and conservation.

Mr. Tom Roehl, Project Manager, Port of South Whidbey tstand - Possession Point
Deveiopment, IAC #87-054D:

(1) Pointed out as a small community sponsor, points are lost in the scoring
system, but also gains are made because of points given to 'lack of resources'
in the area. -

(2) Felt $150,000 ceiling should be reviewed and perhaps raised.

(3) Thanked IAC staff for their assistance; commended the process.

Ms. Zaccanti, Council Member, Town of Bridgeport, thanked the Committee for their
consideration of the Bridgeport Swimming Pool project and meeting some of the
urgent needs for the citizens of that town.

Mr. Richard Bain, Vashon Park and Recreation Chairman and Mr. David Schilperoort,
Director of Lewis County Parks and Recreation, thanked .the Committee for

their efforts and expressed appreciation for staff assistance. Mr. Schilperoort
felt the staff had processed the projects through to funding stage in an excellent
manner.
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At 2:55 p.m., Ms. Cox called for a brief meeting of the Interagency Committee

members and supervisory staff of the IAC. She felt the Committee needed to review
certain programs of the |AC at a work session: {1) Evaluation of Projects procedure;
(2) the Point System itself; (3) the New Nonhighway and 0ff-Road Vehicle Activities
Program. Dr. Scull suggested including a review of Intitiative 215 funding,

perhaps meeting somewhere in the San Juans and taking advantage of seeing some of

the projects funded by the IAC. Mr. Ryan endorsed reviewing thescoring system. He
felt staff had done a wonderful job in using the criteria, but he needed background into
the mechanics of the process. Mr. Volker pointed out there were four people

on the Committee who had not had the opportunity to review the point system.

There followed discussion on staff's responsibilities in meeting the legislative
mandate to fund projects in urban areas. Ms. Lorenz suggested there be points

given for an isolation factor. Mr. Tveten suggested Committee members attend

the Technical Advisory Committee meetings and Evaluation Sessions. At this point,

Mr. Webster offered to set up a mock evaluation session for the Committee members
where they would have the opportunity of following a project through both the

TAC system and the Evaluation system. Committee members approved of this sugges-
tion.

The present funding situation of the !AC was then discussed. Only twenty out of
fifty-two projects were funded due to lack of resources. Mr. Wilder suggested
Committee members talk to Senators and Representatives of their districts and
others they might know about the problem. Also written communications would

be encouraged. Ms. Lorenz suggested that Mr. Wilder send drafted letters or
tapes to Committee members outlining what they could say to the 1eg|slators,

The repeal of RCW 43.98.115 was included in the discussion.

Dr. Scull noted the length of appointment for Committee members. He felt longer
terms should be considered though this is set by legislation. Mr. Tveten noted
that Committee members are appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate

(citizen members}. |f the Senate fails to;aggfi::é;;pointments, the committee

members are considered automatically confirmed: Lot Tl v

Mr. Webster, in discussing the present Evaluation System, stated staff are con-
stantly revising the point system through contact with local agencies sponsors.
Memorandum is sent to local sponsors asking their assistance in reviewing the
point system and offering their suggestions. This is then taken under advisement
and perhaps changes could be made bettering the system.

MR. PINNIX SUGGESTED THE COMMITTEE MEET SOMEWHERE IN NORTHWEST WASHINGTON,

THE DIRECTOR TO SELECT THE LOCATION, FOR D!SCUSSION OF VARIQUS. ITEMS IN A WORK
SESSION OF THE COMMITTEE, AND THAT THE COMMITTEE ALSQO BE ABLE TO REVIEW CERTAIN
PROJECTS FUNDED BY THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE WHICH MIGHT BE CLOSE BY.

The following meeting dates were then APPROVED BY THE COMMITTEE:

MARCH 26-27 OLYMPIA
JULY 16-17 WORK SESSICN - NORTHWEST WASHINGTON
NOVEMBER 5-6 OLYMPIA

Mr. Wilder mentioned the packet of letters received from off-road vehicle users
and others, and suggested that the Committee review these prior to Friday's
IAC meeting. Mr. Tveten stated many people had based their comments on thejr
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own personal involvement during the legislative hearings. The law, however,
did not establish the program in the manner some are alleging. Therefore, he
said he would be looking for the Assistant Attorney General to advise the
Committee and the attendees of established facts.

The Committee recessed at 3:40 p.m.
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'NOVEMBER 7, 1986
9:00 a.m.

Ms. Cox, Chair, called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.w. with a quorum of eight:
COX, JONES, LORENZ, SCULL, PINNiX, WAYLAND, RYAN, AND TVETEN.

Attendees were welcomed by the chair and asked to introduce themselves.

Ms. Susan Jensen, Assistant Attorney General, called the WASHINGTON ADMINISTRATIVE
CODE HEARING to order by reading the Notice of intention to Adopt, Amend, or Repeal
Rules as filed by the Interagency Committee with the Code Reviser, September 29,
1986, WSR 86-20-052 (APPENDIX ''B'' TO THESE MINUTES) .

Ms. Cox indicated that copies of the amended proposed rules were available on the
information table in the room. Included for distribution to attendees were the
proposed amended WACs 286 and the existing WACs 286. (AMENDED WACS - APPENDIX ''C''}

Memorandum of staff, dated November 7, 1986, 'Washington Admiristrative Code (WAC
286) Hearing''gave information on necessity of amending the WACs in order to launch
the agency's new recreational nonhighway road grant-in-aid program. Certain changes
in wording were required and WAC Chapter 286-26 extensively modified.

Mr. Gary Ogden, Chief, Management Services, reported comments had been received
from only one source and had been included in the kit material to the Committee
and was available on the information table. The deadline for receipt of comments
was October 20, 1986. Mr. Ogden outlined the following procedure for the WAC
hearing:

(1) Discussion of rules will be on a section-by-section basis -
there being four chapters for review;

(2) Committee members will discuss each section;

(3) Attendees may offer comments following Committee input identify-
ing themselves clearly and agency or organization they represent.

Mr. Ogden then proceeded with presentation of the WAC amendments.

WAC‘286-04-010 - {tems (15) and (17) added the term '"monhighway road and off-road
vehicle program'' for clarification.

Discussi?n: Mr. Tveten and others questioned why the ''nonhighway road and off-
road vehicle program' was not considered a grant-in-aid program of the [AC. Mr.

Dovel, Mr. Wilder, and Mr. Lovelady all responded, acknowledging that NOVA
-25_
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is a grant-in-aid program, but in the WACs wording has been used to separate
the NOVA grant program from the traditional grant-in-aid program for state
and local agencies.

Ms. Louise Marshall, President, Washington Trails Association withdrew the comments
she had submitted to the {AC, but registered her feelings that the WACs in this
instance were inaccurate and ''sloppy''.

Mary Fries, Citizen, Tacoma, Washington: Stated she was concerned about the new
definition of Y‘nonhighway and off-road vehicles program''. She felt the new law
interpreted adding nonhighway road areas to the former criteria of off-road

as eligible projects under the ORV program. Her concern was with the guidelines
to be reviewed by the Committee later but she wanted to speak at this point in
the proceedings also.

Ms. Jensen noted when legisltation is passed by the Legislature and placed into
law, if it changes procedures of the agency, there must be amendments made to

the administrative codes of that agency so that it will be in conformance. The
Attorney General's office representative, therefore, must review with the agency
all amendments to the WACs. This had been done. |If citizens feel it is necessary
to ''correct' the law, then this must be done through the legislative procedure.

Commi ttee members discussed ways to clarify WAC 286-04-010 (15). Following consider-
able discussion as to possible changes which :could be made, the Assistant Attorney
General advised if substantial changes were made in the WACs they could not be
approved at this session, but would need to be brought back for further review.

The Committee did have the option to determine what would be ''substantial''.’

With the understanding that the change was merely '"housekeeping'', |IT WAS MOVED BY

MR. PINNIX, SECONDED BY MR. RYAN, THAT WAC 286-04-010 (15) AND (17) BE ADOPTED BY

THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE.

MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED.

WAC 286-16-010 Scope of Chapter: Ms. Marshall referred to her comments as received
by the Committee stating the WACs were inaccurate in many places, this being one

of them. She did feel they should be adopted by the Committee, but wanted to

point out the necessity of a rewrite of the WACs at some point in time. In this
particular WAC she noted the deletion of 'maintenance', which is in the law and, in
her opinion, should be in the WAC. Mr. Wilder complimented her on the time she had
taken to review the amendments. These had been included for Committee and public
review. Many of her comments, he felt, were good ones for future consideration.

IT WAS MOVED BY MS. LORENZ, SECONDED BY DR. SCULL, THAT WAC 286-16-010 AS AMENDED
BE ADOPTED. MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED.

WAC 2B6-2L4-010 Scope of Chapter: No comments were made on this WAC amendment
following the explanation.

IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RYAN, SECONDED BY MS. LORENZ, THAT WAC 286-24-010 AS AMENDED
BE ADOPTED. MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED,
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WAC 286-26 Amendments:

1. WAC 286-26-010 Scope of Chapter. Adding ''nonhighway road" in two places.

No comments

-

2. WAC 286-26-020 Definitions. Adding "nonhighway and off-road' where appli-
cable, deleting ''self-propelled', clarifying two, three or four-wheel off-
road vehicles, revising '"trail" definition, changing ORVAC to NOVA, and
in (8) defining a non-highway road.

Discussion: In response to Mr. Wayland's question, Mr. Lovelady cited

RCW 46.90.020, which had been changed by the State legislature in passage

of ESHB #1382, Chapter 206, Laws of 1986, by several deletions one being

the term ''self-propelled" with the change to "motorized'!. The WAC admendment
was, therefore, consistent with state law.

Mr, Phil Glass, Recreation Staff Member, Wenatchee National Forest, mentioned
the Cushman tracked vehicle which is also considered a motorized vehitﬁe.

e e e -

3. WAC 286-26-030 Eligibility. Addition of wording "monhighway road and off~-
road vehicle' and adding Indian tribes as eligible for funding under the program.

No comments.

P

L, WAC 286-26-040 Qualification. Deleted certain wording and added 'a nonhighway
road and off-road vehicle grant', added NOVA as advisory committee, substitued
"'requirements'' for the word 'process'’ {per Asst. Atty. General), and added
wording "application fof funds and'' along with the project review.

Ms. Marshall pointed out that in this section reference is made to '"participation
manuals' whereas in other section of the WACs these documents are referred to as
“'orocedural guidelines'. She felt the WACs should be consistent and use the

same reference for these documents.

5. WAC 286-26-055 Funded Projects. Changed ORVAC to NOVA and inserted new wording
"monhighway road!.

No comments.

- o R -

6. WAC 286-26-060 Disbursement of Funds. Added 'nonhighway road' where applicabtle.
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No comments.

7. WAC 286-26-070 Fund Accountability. Fund name changed from ORV to ''nonhighway
road and off-road vehicle funds''.

Discussion: Ms. Marshall referred to her comments forwarded to the committee.
She had referred to additional standards for performance needing to be set up
for enforcement and education monies granted to law enforcement agencies. She
questioned whether these funds are being accounted for competentiy. She said
she was not challenging the budgeting procedure, but knew that the off-road
vehicle people themselves have experienced a lack of confidence in the educa-
tion and enforcement program and she felt there needed to be some guidelines
or standards set to accomplish a better system of accounting.

Mr. Tveten read the categories of projects the IAC would be recommending for
funding in the NOVA program and asked if these categories were fully covered
in the WACs. He was assured by staff that they were.

Following review of Chapter 286-26 in its entirety, the Committee discussed whether
the guidelines for the nonhighway and off-road vehicle program were adequately
covered within the WACs. Ms. Jensen explained that the administrative code is written
by an agency to meet legislative law. Within the context of the law, the_.agency
may then develop guidelines from which to administer its various programs;

Not all facets of guidelines need be in the administrative code, but the agency

is bound by the law to follow closely the WACs which it adopts and ensure that

the guidelines do not overstep authority. Mr. Jones pointed out that in the guide-
lines the agency would be pointing out in a broader sense the directions to be
followed within the program. Ms. Jensen felt staff was aware of the limitations
and no doubt has in the past adhered to them. She stated there was some flexi-
bility within the confines of the WAC for written guidelines. She felt the staff
was administered through a high level committee and both would not jeopardize

the intent of the law in administering the guidelines. Mr, Tveten stated he wanted
to be sure that what was in the guidelines could be easily referenced in the WACs.
in Mr. Wilder's opinion and that of staff, it was agreed this could be done and

was at present workable. Mr. Wilder noted that Jeff Lane, Asst. Atty. General, and
liaison A.G. with the !nteragency Committee for Outdoor Recreation, had reviewed
the WACs amendments and had been satisfied they met the intent of the law and

the new legislation relating to the nonhighway and off-road vehicle program.

At this point the chair called a ten minute recess {10:00 a.m.),

The committee reconvened at 10:10 a.m. and continued its discussion whether
the WACs amendments to be adopted by the committee would be inclusive enough
for adoption of guidelines later. The chair recognized Mr. Arthur Sandboe, citizen
hiker, Tacoma:
(1) The WAC states that funds can be used for non-highway road activities,
and what those are will no doubt be determined by the guidelines.
(2) Felt hiker trails would be excluded if not given as an example.

Ms. Jensen stated that in her opinion the WAC as written would not preclude
guidelines regarding development of this type. She had read the guidelines
and found nothing which would not be allowed by the WACs as written. However,
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as guidelines are reviewed by staff, the committee, and attendees, determin-
ation can be made through a consensus. She noted this had been the policy

of the I|AC for some time and would continue. In other words, she felt the
WACs could be amended again, if so desired, as new programs, etc., are

given to the {AC. Though she had not had a chance to study the question
whether hiker trails would be included specifically, she did know about the
Assistant Attorney General's Informal Opinion which had been rendered recently
defining nonhighway road activities and she would abide by that decision.
Apparently the Assistant Attorney General had not found any problem with

the WACs at that time. |f there is a problem, this can always be brought back
to the Committee for deliberation.

IT WAS MOVED BY MR. TVETEN, SECONDED BY DR. SCULL, THAT WASHINGTON ADMINISTRATIVE
CODE CHAPTER 286-26 IN ITS ENTIRETY BE ADOPTED BY THE COMMITTEE, WITH THE UNDER-
STANDING THAT GUIDELINES AS PRESENTED BY STAFF MAY BE DEALT WITH LATER ON AND
COULD BE ADOPTED FOLLOWING DECISION OF THE COMMITTEE AT THAT TIME.

"APPENDIX C!'

MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED.

At 10:15 a.m., Mr. Ogden declared the Washington Administrative Code Hearing
officially closed.

C. NONH!GHWAY ROAD PROJECT ELIGIBILITY GUIDELINES: Mr. Wilder referred to memo-
randum of staff dated November 6, 1986, '‘Nonhighway Road Project Eligibility
Guidelines. He asked that the record indicate the quidelines were evolved in
normal procedure, that staff had worked with many groups, organizations, and

the Assistant Attorney General in arriving at the guidelines as well as the WACs.
The memo cited several meetings which had taken place:

4/16/86

General meeting, Lacey - representatives of Washington State Horse-
men, Backcountry Horsemen, ORV organizations, Department of Natural
Resources, Audubon, Alpine Lakes Protection Society, Mountaineers,
and Washington Trails Association.

6/19/86 - Assistant Attorney General, Jeff Lane - meeting with Bob Wilder,

and off-road vehicle staff,

7/25/86

IAC meeting - Wenatchee, Washington.

8/14/86

Communications with all NOVA Advisory Committee and interested
agencies (Mountaineers, ORV organizations, Auduon, Horsemen, Forest
Service, DNR, Parks, Game, lIssaquah Alps, Trails Association).
Soliciting comments on first draft.

10/9/86 NOVA Advisory Committee meeting; draft WACs and second draft of

guidelines presented/discussed.

Alternate #2 Eligibility Guidelines was then distributed to the Committee and

the attendees. These were specifically for Recreation Nonhighway Road Projects.
Dr. Scull presented the guidelines (Alternate #2). Ms. Cox asked what changes

had been made in Alternate #2 from Alternate #1. Mr. Wilder cited these and stated
the guidelines were to be considered a recommendation to the Committee from the
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staff as a statement of policy for the administration of the program. Back-
ground information was given to Mr. Jones who had asked concerning the conflicts
and the specific areas of same. .Mr. Tveten was informed that ltem #1 (projects
must support recreational motor vehicle use facilities accessed by a nonhighway
road) and the classifications shown must be met prior to meeting !tems #2 through

#5.

Michael Sacha, President, Northwest Motorcycle Association, stated the Committee
could save a lot of time if it would allow the '"two camps' which are at ''logger-
heads'' to meet and go over Alternate #2. The chair stated there would be time
allowed for audience input and referred to the Participation Card Registration
System, asking that those who had not filled out a card but who desired to speak
to the Committee complete a card and bring it to her station. Mr. Pinnix sug-
gested suspending the guidelines discussion and have the staff present the pro-
jects before the committee for funding returning to the guidelines discussion
later. Mr. Ryan agreed. Mr. Wayland felt those in the audience wanted to dis-
cuss the guidelines first prior to project presentations so that they would

have an understanding of the application of the guidelines and the reasons for
each one. Mr, Wilder assured the Committee of staff's willingness to relieve
conflicts, to fund trails but only under the categories indicated. He noted
that item #3 was left ''open' in regard to examples using the wording 'but are
not limited to'', so that the Committee would have leeway. He assured Ms. Lorenz
nothing had been deleted from Alternate #1; Alternate #2 had, instead, been
expanded to allow compromise.

v
e

Mr. Wayland referred to Item #4 which did not include ''maintenance''. Mr. Wilder
explained the item outlined how the 20% would be used -- that is, for nonhighway
road projects. Maintenance is being funded in the other off-road vehicle
category program percentage - not the nonhighway road's 20%. Mr. Wayland said
he was sensitive to the maintenance issue, knowing of the problems inherent in
building and maintaining trails and facilities. Ms. Lorenz agreed maintenance
was a problem but since those funds were being provided for elsewhere in the

ORY program, it was not necessary to use monies from this particular funding
program. Comments were made concerning the Forest Service and its maintenance
program for its trails.

Paul Wiseman, Trustee, The Mountaineers, questioned ltem #! "trailheads/trails'’.
Mr. Wilder explained the need to provide trailheads.

At this point Louise Marshall informed the chair there were people present who
needed to testify whose schedules would not allow them to remain through project
presentations if the Committee opted to review them first. The chair ruled
there would be audience input following a ten minute recess. (10:50 a.m.)

The Committee reconvened at 11:00 a.m. The Chair asked that each participant
limit his/her remarks to three minutes. Questions from the Committee might
prolong a discussion. With this understanding, she called upon Mr. Arthur
Sandboe.

Mr. Arthur Sandboe, Citizen, Hiker:

{1} Speaking as an individual, noted he had helped support HB #1382, be-
lieving it would allocate funds for use in developing and maintaining hiker
trails.,

(2} Hikers use four-wheel drive vehicles on nonhighway roads to get to

hiking areas.
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(3} Concerned that guidelines state before a trail can be considered there
has to be a conflict with other uses, mainly ORV. Suggested that guidelines be
revised to protect hiker trails.

HMichael Sacha, President, Northwest Motorcycle Association:

(1) Difficult for him to make a statement since Alternate #2 had been presented
and his remarks had been based on the first guideline written by the IAC.

(2) Felt IAC was attempting to force the groups to compromise.

(3) Unfortunate that this was not included in the legislation; commented on
efforts prior to passage of HB 1382.

(4) Felt Director Wilder's presence at the legislative meetings had assisted
everyone, and was in support of the funds for use to benefit the nonhighway
recreation user.

Mr. Pinnix asked if Mr. Sacha had any suggestions concerning Alternate #2. Mr,
Sacha replied hikers and other forest trail users are going to have to get together
on issues, and he felt this was a good thing. Noted he was a member of the NOVA
Advisory Committee as an alternate. Stated the groups could work together and he
would strive toward that end. In response to Ms. Lorenz' questions, Mr.Sacha
stated he felt the 1AC*'s guidelines were appropriate. Ms. Lorenz felt the guide-
lines were a beginning; that the IAC must start somewhere with this type of
program.

Louise Marshall, President, Washington Trails Association: Ms. Marshall dfstributed
pages from the current |AC Off-Road Participation Manual relating to "Eligibility
Guidelines': 02.04.000; 03.04.000; 04.02.000; 0L.03.171~ O4.0L.000; 05.02.010;
05.03.000; 05.04,000, 05.05.000 and 06.03,000.

(1} Reminded the Committee that HB 1382 was based on the Governor's Commis-
sion for Outdoor Recreation's recommendations and a statement in their report
stating that one percent of the state gas tax solely for off-road vehicle
programs should be broadened so that it could serve more general recreation.

(2) There was no way to promote a new tax for hiker trails; felt the new
guidelines should protect hiker trails,

(3) Eligibility guidelines (ORV) of the IAC: Trails guidelines should in
some way be comparable to the existing ORV guidelines - include trails and include
maintenance. These guidelines do not refer to ''conflict resolution''. This probably
should be added, and new guidelines created. Asked that the words "and facilitating
cooperation' be added.

(4) Had no difficulty with the categories of projects as in Alternate #2.

(5) ltem #5 of Alternate #2 - $150,000 limit is not in the present guide-
lines and should be added.

(6) Contention was that the guidelines ought to follow the original ORV
guidelines and the entire citizenry of the state be benefited as recommended by
the Governor's Recreation Resources Advisory Committee. )

Ms. Cox asked for clarification. Did Ms. Marshall suggest that the Committee change
the existing guidelines to conform to the new nonhighway off-road vehicle program

as well as the off-road vehicle program and not adopt Alternate #2? Ms. Marshall
agreed this was her suggestion. She felt Alternate #2 alluded to trails through
conflicts and this was not what the Governor's Committee had 'in mind. What is
needed is more funding for broader recreational use, and user conflict was not the
reason HB 1382 had been amended.
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Mr. Pinnix appreciated Ms. Marshall's comments, but felt the Committee was

now in a position where it was necessary to give the NOVA program specific
categories so that the project selection could be instigated. He felt the guide-
lines addressed that subject and were needed. He asked Ms. Marshall if she had
any specific comments as to Alternate #2. Ms. Marshall replied she would not
delete the "intent''; would add "conflict resolution'; ltem #) is too narrow
projects must support recreational motor vehicle use facilities, etc.' - there
are only four categories; 'userconflict'’ belongs in existing 02.04.000, but

it is too narrow to stateonly a trall with user conflict will be considered;
maintenance and operation are not in the guideline and NOVA will recommend

how the money should be allocated regardiess; and lastly, do not approve of
Alternate #2 as it is too narrow.

Mr. Jones asked for specific changes to !tem #1 Ms. Marshall would recommend.
She stated it should be comparable with the existing manual 02.04.000 which
states ''grants may be made for acquisition, planning, development, and mainten-
ance management...'" and should state ''but not limited to'' and include the
categories. Both Mr. Jones and Ms. Lorenz pointed out that item #3 of Alternate
#2 provided for this. Ms. Marshall said to be more specific "corrals' should

be added, ''rest areas'', ''vista points', etc.

Mary Fries, Citizen, Tacoma:
' (1) Glad that category ''trails' had been added in ltem #1. _
(2) Hiked various areas in the state for forty years. 3
(3) Concerned about second to last paragraph concerning conflict resolution.
(4) Noted large scale ORV projects in forest areas Committee will be con-
sidering for funding.
(5) Gave example of forest trail built for ORV's which had encroached upon
a wild flower area; certain fragile specie was in danger in that area; found only
in the Rockies and in Alaska.
(6) Felt wilderness areas were very important to citizens and hikers, those
who use the forests; there is a feeling that some of these areas should be wilder-
ness areas and not used by ORVs,

(7) Guidelines need to be rewritten to give less restriction .to money
used for foot trails.

Ms. Micki Wressell, Pacific NW Four-Wheel Drive Association, Membership Officer
and Sensitive Area Land Specialist:

(1) Recommended that Alternative #2 be accepted. .

(2) Wanted to see the guideline used on case-by-case basis and also
used to resolve conflicts. . '

(3) Recognizes there is conflict, but there are 30,000 miles in the state
designated for foot traffic, and only 2,000 miles for ORVs.

Mr. George Doucett, Citizen of Graham, Washington:

{1) Supported the Alternative #2 on case-by-case basis.

(2) Only to be used as guidelines - should be able to work out other
guidelines as program proceeds. Work out plans together.

Mr. Robert Urdal, Alpine Lakes Protection Society, Trustee:

(1) Felt 20% for this program should not be used for user conflict. Statute
indicates there should be nonhighway off-road vehicle recreational projects,
facilities for hikers.
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(2) Agreed with Mike Sacha that IAC is attempting to use the guidelines
as a means to reduce conflicts.

{3} Agreed with Mike Sacha that non-ORV people do drive nonhighway roads
to get to trail destinations and they deserve assistance from the gas tax
monies as well as ORV pecople. Is not fair to restrict those people from the
program.

(4) Would broaden ltem #1 to inciude such things as horse corrals,
horse camps, and some of the items as listed in ltem #3 of Alternate #2.

(5) Would remove paragraph #2 concerning user conflicts

(6) Agreed with Director Wayland that !tem #4 was not reasonable since it
did not include "maintenance'. Should be able to maintain those trails that are
built.

(7) Would change the guidelines to broaden the scope of use.

Ms. Marilyn Carter, Tennessee Walking Horse Trail Riders Representative:

(1) Felt guidelines were too restrictive.

{2) Equestrians use money to get to the trails and thus should have some-
thing more comparablie to the ORV guidelines.

Mr. Fritz Lorenzen, Vice President, Washington State Horsemen:
1) Felt Alternate #2 guidelines were too restrictive and needed broadening
as suggested by others.
{(2) Bob Ordal presented a fair estimation of the problems.

h.l

Mr. Paul Wiseman, Trustee, The Mountaineers:
Agreed with Bob Ordal and Louise Marshall's comments.

Mr. Phil Glass, Recreational Staff Member, Forest Service, Wenatchee National
Forest:

{1) Felt basically the Committee had the responsibility to issue the guide-
lines,

(2) Sponsors should be able to maintain trails throughout the year, not the
IAC, using this particular 20% of the program.

(3) Forest Service budgets for maintenance; keeps them up to acceptable
standards if at all possible.

(4) Comfortable with Alternative #2 as written. Appreciated the state-
ment ''but not limited to' which gave leeway for consideration of projects.

{5) Louise Marshall brought up matters which could be taken up at a later
time by the staff and the committee.

Mr. Norman Winn, The Mountaineers: Mr. Winn was not present but had asked that
Louise Marshall address the Committee for him.

Louise read a letter from Mr. Winn dated November 3, 1986, in which he
requested that the guidelines be broadened for trails. '

Mr. Ira Spring, Citizen, Edmonds, Washington:

(1) Noted he was speaking for himself. Felt the guidelines were too re-
strictive, although there are some good points.

(2) Understood the new program would include recreational outlets for
hikers, fishermen, horsemen - did not see that spelled out in the guidelines.

(3) Al users should be included. All benefit from the picnic areas,
campgrounds, etc.

(4) Second to last paragraph regarding ''conflict resolution' bothered

him.
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(5) Discussed cost-benefit ratio and if applied this to guidelines would
be variance concerning ORVs and hikers. '"'Cost-benefit ratio'' should be removed
from the guidelines.

Public testimony and remarks concluded at 11:50 a.m.

Ms. Lorenz thanked all those who had come many miles to testify. As an individual
member of the Committee she expressed her appreciation for the time and effort
they had spent in coming to the meeting and addressing the Committee.

Committee discussion followed. Mr. Tveten stated he did not want to appear in-
sensitive to the legislative process and that the Committee should look at the
guidelines with respect to the wording of the final bill. He read the following:

Sec. 8, 1 (d) (iii)...""Not more than twenty percent may be expended for
RCW 46.09.170 nonhighway road recreation facilities.

He emphasized the word '"'may''. Because this term is broad, it is up to the Inter-
agency Committee to decide how it can form guidelines to administer the program.
Secondly, he pointed out only 20% of the IAC's 54.5% of 1% share is being
discussed. Mr. Jones, Mr. Ryan, Mr. Tveten, and Mr. Wilder then discussed the
various programs included in RCW 46.09, noting that certain percentages of the
funds were to be given to education, information and law enforcement programs,
ORV recreational facilities, planning, etc. Mr. Tveten suggested striking from
Item #4, 'such as education or enforcement' because it is not possible within

the funding being discussed to go into those kinds of projects. :

Dr. Scull suggested deleting in ltem #5 the wording '"'under special circumstances''.
Ms. Lorenz agreed and added that the entire sentence following that should also

be deleted. She then suggested transferring ltem #3 into ltem #1 as part of the
intent. Ms, Carol Jensen, NOVA member, asked for clarification and was informed
Alternate #2 would become a guideline for staff to follow in reviewing projects.
Mr. Ryan corroborated her statement adding that the staff would not be locked

in to the categories there being the wording '"but are not limited to''. Ms. Jensen

said if it was policy for staff to follow it ought to state that in the heading
or title. Ms. Lorenz suggested dropping in the opening paragraph 'Intent' the

following words, ''in the most direct way feasible'' and substituting '"and encourage
cooperation among recreationists''.

Mr. Tveten suggested that Ms. Lorenz's suggestion to transfer Item #3 into ltem #1
was a good one and should be accepted, but that [tem #1 should be changed to
delete ''support recreational motor vehicle use facilities, accessed by a non-
highway road'...and delete 'which can be classified as'' adding '"'and can be
classified as'', then add '"foot trails and horse camps' to the major classifications.

Mr. Wayland asked that ''maintenance'' be added to ltem #4; Mr. Tveten agreed and
suggested deleting the major portion of the following sentence.

In response to Mr. Pinnix's questions, Ms. Jensen stated the intent of the law
from her perspective as an Assistant Attorney General. She read a portion of
the opinion rendered by Jeff Lane, Assistant Attorney General, July 24, 1986,

""Nonhighway Road'' means any road owned or managed by a public agency,
or any private road, for which the owner has granted a permanent
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easement for the public use of the road, other than a
highway, generally capable of travel by a conventional two-
wheel drive passenger automobile during most of the year
and in use by such vehicles and that is not built or main-
tained with appropriations from the motor vehicle fund."

She read portions from the summary opinion. This satisfied Mr. Pinnix

and Mr. Tveten who had been questioning the definition of a nonhighway road.
Mr. Wayland felt that those getting to the nonhighway road were also users;
once they arrive at the nonhighway site they are users of the special funds.

Ms. Ruth Ittner, citizen, then gave the Committee some trail statistics

which she thought might be helpful. She said that two-thirds of the roads

in the state were considered nonhighway roads. Mr. Ryan noted the general
consensus of the Committee to favor the suggestions of Mr. Tveten as a
modification to Item #2. He suggested this be rewritten by the staff during
lunch and the new version with all suggestions returned to the Committee when
it reconvened,

The Committee recessed at 12:30, and reconvened at 1:30 p.m.

Alternate #3 with all suggested revisions and a combined draft without the
revisions were distributed to the Committee members, staff, and all attendees.
Mr. Pinnix suggested the Committee review Alternate #3 paragraph-by- paragraph
Dr. Scull was asked to read each paragraph. =

Alternate #3 - Intent - No comments were received.

Project Eligibility - 1. - Mr. Pinnix suggested deleting 'or by a public
highway'. There followed discussion by Mr. Tveten, Mr. Pinnix, and
Dr. Scull concerning state parks and other facilities, whether access
to them could be considered a nonhighway road. Ms. Jensen re-read the
Assistant Attorney General Opinion. Mr. Tveten agreed that ''or by a
public highway' should be stricken. Mr. Pinnix explained to Mr. Wayland
why it was being deleted: The definition of the Attorney General states that
a nonhighway road facility must somehow be associated with a nonhighway
road. An earlier A.G. opinion directed that many of these projects need
to have as a common element that they are related to a nonhighway road.
Therefore, it is necessary to strike ''or by a public highway'.
Mr. Ryan asked that a consensus be reached at the end of each ltem discussion.

Mr. Pinnix asked that the category ''Foot trails'' be changed to simply "'trails"
Mr. Scull agreed, likewise Mr. Jones and Ms. Lorenz. Both Mr. Sacha

and Mr. Spring acknowledged this change. At this point, input from the
audience suggested both foot trails and horse trails be in the categorles
The consensus of the Committee was to delete ‘'or by a public highway', and
the word ''foot" before "'trails''.

Project Eligibility 2. - Ms. Jensen suggested that the words ''It is desirable
that" begin this sentence instead of '"Where possible'. !'Where possible'
would indicate that it will always be a major priority.and is more of a
mandate than a policy. User conflicts and use of this wording was then
discussed. Mr. Spring recommended that Item #2 be left out entirely.

He felt that it was the responsibility of the ORV fund as well as this
particular funding program to resolve conflicts and it was unfair to
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make this stipulation. At this point Mr. Wilder notedrthese were guidelines
which the Committee could adopt and have the power to change at any time it
saw fit.

Mr. David C. Veley, Yakima County, asked if a project did not show user conflict
would it still be considered as eligible? He was assured it would be.

Mr. Joseph Higgins, Forest Service, Portland: Desired to have 'where possible"
deleted also.

Mr. Ordal felt if the nonhighway road projects are singled out based on user con-
flicts, then the same ought to hold true for the off-road vehicle projects.

Both should have the same guidelines. He suggested deleting ltem #2 and establish-
ing another guideline more appropriate to cover both the 20% funding program

and the 60 percent projects funding.

Ms. Marshall suggested using the words ''conflict resolution is an acceptable
use of these monies' and not refer to it in the same sense as in |tem #2.

Mr. Tveten pointed out that the guidelines as proposed are not meant for the
Committee to resolve conflicts. They will be guidelines for staff to look:at various
projects to bring to the Committee. It is indicative of the fact that staff

and the Committee will work together through the guidelines to bring good projects
into being.

It was the consensus that the wording 'Where possible' be changed to 'lt is desir-
able that" and that the ''resolve user conflicts' be left in ltem #2.

Project Eligibility, Item #3: There was discussion on Item 3
involving wording stating education or enforcement projects are not eligible.
Mr. Jones opted to change the wording to "funding is provided for elsewhere'l.

Mr. Pinnix suggested the deletion of the word '""maintenance''. Following dis-
cussion it was the consensus to delete the word ''maintenance'' from ltem #3,
though Mr. Wayland did not feel comfortable with this decision.and explained
his reasons.

It was the consensus that "funding is provided for elsewhere' be inserted,
and that the word '"'maintenance'' be dropped.

Mr. Charles Leach, Eastern Washington Dirt Riders' Association, was assured
that education and enforcement projects are taken care of from another per-
centage of the Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicle Funding Program. He pointed
out that people have difficulty finding locations for riding and felt that
some of this money could be used for mapping and flyer information. Mr.
Dovel repiied there was a wealth of such information now available to
people seeking the type of recreation outlets used for dirt bike riding.

Mr. Len Gardner, Washington Native Plant Society and State Conservation Co-
Chairman, said he was hearing a ''double standard' with respect to ORV and
nonhighway facilities, and he felt maintenance should apply to both. Mr.
Pinnix reiterated that the funds being discussed were from a different
percentage of the overall funding program and that had to be kept in mind.
Mr. Lovelady stated though maintenance would be eligible the funds were so

- 36 -



- Minutes - Page 37 - November 6-7,'1986

Timited it was felt maintenance could be provided from other sources. The
Forest Service has indicated that it will provide necessary maintenance and
operation. However, maintenance is a low priority due to limited funds.

Mr. Dovel mentioned the various kinds of Forest Service projects not actually
maintenance, but which provided clearance of trails: hardening of trails
projects, log-out as emergency situations, etc. Mr. Wilder noted that the
Forest Service some time ago had stated it would not be asking for actual
maintenance of trails, that it would provide this service if the funding pro-
gram could take care of other elements in the trails program.

Louise Marshall stated the RCW does specifically state ''development, planning,
maintenance, etc.' and the |AC should not attempt to change the law in the guide-
lines. Again, Mr. Lovelady stated the IAC was not attempting to eliminate this
type of project, but was attempting to set up a program through the guidelines
which would cover the most needed trails and give the 1AC staff direction in
bringing projects to the Committee for its approval. Ms. Jensen suggested the
wording "Preferred projects will fall into one of these categories''. Mr. Pinnix
preferred the word 'must'' as presently in the guideline. Ms. Jensen felt the
guideline did talk about '"maintenance' and thought it should remain because it is
so stated in the law and in the ORV guidelines. Mr. Wayland agreed.

At this point Mr. Jim Webster suggested including the wording '"'or more', so that
the statement would then read 'projects must fall intoc one or more of the following
categories''. A gentiemen from the audience stated leaving out the word ''maintenance'
would be ignoring the tegal interpretation. Ms. Jensen then stated she was not
giving an official legal interpretation, that she considered the guidelines a

draft being reviewed by the Committee and she was recommending certain changes

to that draft for the Committee's consideration. Mr. Webster stressed the fact
that the RCWs are considered enabling legislation and that the director and

staff of an agency must then set up guidelines to follow the legislation, but

they do not necessarily have to accomplish everyting in the RCW. The guidelines
allow the agency to administer the programs which the enabling legislation in-
tended, as long as the agency follows the intent of the legislation.

Ms. Lorenz then read ltem #3: 'Projects must fall into one or more of the follow-
ing categories: site plans, development, renovation, and/or land acquisition.
Education or enforcement project funding is provided for elsewhere.'" It was

the consensus that this was correct and should stand approved.

Project Eligibility, Item #4: This would limit project grants to $150,000
annually., Mr, ira Spring stated he did not like to see this ''set in con-
crete''. Again, Mr. Lovetady noted these were merely guidelines for the

staff to follow and that $150,000 or less projects will be given special
priority points. The guideline does not specifically say that the staff
cannot consider a higher amount. Mr, Wilder noted that as a part of its
traditional funding program criteria the 1AC did accept $150,000 as a
recommended 1imit so that funding would be able to accomplish several projects.

{t was the consensus that ltem #4 stand approved.

Project Eligibitity, ltem #5: Dr. Scull read ltem #5. Ms. Cox asked why

this ltem had to be in the guidelines; could it not be deleted? Mr. Jones
felt it added to the entire perspective of the guidelines and : .
it alsc added to the Intent paragraph. |t was pointed out that user conflict
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was already taken care of in Item #2.and that ltem #5 was superfluous and could
be struck. Mr. Sacha noted that SHB 1382 specifically states that monies

will be provided for nonhighway road facilities and he felt this did not mean
trails. |If the paragraph were struck, this would mean that funds could be
spent on whatever staff felt it should be spent on for the hiking community.

He felt staff would be changing the intent of SHB 1382 -- that hiker trails

be recognized but that these be funded from its own source of funds rather than
the funding for ORV facilities. Dr. Scull asked that the paragraph be deleted;
It was the consensus the paragraph be deleted in its entirety.

The last paragraphof the proposed guidelines was accepted as revised in Alternate

#3.

Ms. Lorenz then read the proposed guidelines as revised by the Committee {Alternate

#h) .
IT WAS MOVED BY MS. LORENZ, SECONDED BY MR. RYAN, THAT

WHEREAS, THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION, UNDER CHAPTER 206
LAWS OF 1986. (RCW 46.09.170 (d) (iii), RECEIVES 54.5 PERCENT OF THE ONE PERCENT
MOTOR VEHICLE FUEL TAX REVENUES; AND

WHEREAS, IN THAT CHAPTER THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION 1S
DIRECTED TO ADMINISTER THE ALLOCATION OF NOT MORE THAN TWENTY PERCENT (20%)
OF THESE MONIES FOR NONHIGHWAY ROAD RECREATION FACILITIES; AND 4
WHEREAS, THE IAC IS ALSO DIRECTED TO ADOPT RULES GOVERNING APPLfCAT[ON FOR ‘FUNDS
IT ADMINISTERS UNDER THIS CHAPTER;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE THAT THE "RECREATIONAL
HIGHWAY ROAD PROJECT POLICY ELIGIBILITY GUIDELINES" (APPENDIX D TO THESE MINUTES)
ARE HEREBY ADOPTED.

Discussion followed. Mr. Pinnix supported the guidelines but felt it should not
be their purpose to only provide trails. There are other facilities which can

be provided not just back country trails. As an example he noted a nonhighway
road might have a campground developed which would be of recreational benefit to
many people using that road system not hikers only. Ms. Cox concurred with

this example and suggested that staff look into a broader context. Mr. Tveten
stated it was already taken care of in Item #1, and staff would have this leeway.

QUESTION WAS CALLED FOR ON THE MOTION AND |IT WAS UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED.

The Committee recessed at 2:55 and reconvened at 3:05 p.m.

IV. D. OFF-ROAD VEHICLES' PROJECTS CONSIDERATIONS: Mr. Gregory Lovelady,
NOVA Coordinator, referred to memorandum of staff dated November 6, 1986,
111986 0ff-Road Vehicle Project Considerations', reporting as follows:

(1) Forty-six (46) nonhighway and off-road vehicle project applications
were received for consideration. One was withdrawan; three were
withheld pending resolution of the Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicle
Project Eligibility Guidelines and would be presented at the March,
1987 IAC Meeting. Forty-two {L2) projects remained for Interagency
Committee consideration. (SEE PAGES 38-A, B, C, D, & E - Special
- 38 - Conditions re Game Dept. Assessment)



1AC STAFF

1985 ORY PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

Project / Sponsor Rase | Project Naee i Sponsar 1 Staft : IAC Statf
Nusber } ; Retuest [Recossendat, : Hotes
oW om e w i ! ! A eaxieus of $40,000 per FTE (Full-Time Equivalent),
EDUCATION/ENFORCEMENT PROJECTS ' : i and two FTEs per agenty are recoseended.
Bo-20e Chelan Co. Sheriff! ORV Ed/Ent & ! $ B3,B0A I § BO,000 1 2 FTEs min.
21e Douglas Co. Sherifi ORY Ed/Enf 8 4% U =001 too little ORV activity
22e Dept. of Bame ¢ ORY Ed/Enf 1 i 50,000 ¢ -.00: not a valid ORV project
23e Grant Co. Sherift | ORV Ed/Ent 4 i 97,299 ¢ BO,000 i ZFTEs min.
24g Kittitas Co Sherif! DRV Ed/Enf 9 | 134,041 ! BO,000 | Z FTEs min.
25e Mason Co. Sheriff | ORV Ed/Enf 2 ! 79,075 5 40,0060 1 [ FTE ain.
26e Pierce [o. Sheriff! GRY Ed/Enf 2 ! 125,919 1 40,000 1} FTE sin.
27e Pierce Uo. Sheriff! Co. Fair Display 1 43,B&5 ¢ 40,000
28¢ Tacosa ¥etro Parks) ORV SafetysEd 2 1 56,917 1 50,000 ! 1.25 FTE min.
29e Thurston Co. Farks) ORV Safety/Ed B 1 6,000 1 5,000
30e Thurstion Co. Sherf: ORV Ed/Ent | i 88,961 1 -.00) DNR & Thurs Co provige adequate E4E service
31e Richland, City of | DRV Ed/Enf 5 V79,416 1 38,593 ) 1 FTE ain.
I2e Shelton, City of | ORY Ed/Enf 1 P 45,843 ) -.00) too little ORV activity
33e Yakima Co. Sheriff! ORV Ed/Enf 9 {104,080 1 _BO,GO0 1 7 FYE ain,
' Subtotal = $1,022,096 | $334,593 | 3
PLANKINE PROJECTS ; ; i i
Bé- ip USFS MtBkr<Snog. ! Tinkhae Trials 1 § 7,557 | # 7,587 .
3o UBFS Wenat. §.0. § Trl Hardening Test; 24.906 § 24,906 |
b USFS KWenet. 5.0. ! Trail Supervisor 7 15,798 LE,79B
7p UBFS Wenat. Lvawthi Negro/Shaser Surv.! 24,386 1 -.00#+ appeal precess is incosplete
8p USFS Wenat. Entisti Shetipe,lest,Billyi  B,BBO :  B,BBO |
11g USFS Werat. Natchs) Manastash 4x4 Surv! 5,887 | 5,887 !
13p USFS Wenat. Watche: Kaner Campgd. Surv: 6,600 | 6,600 1 user fee strongly discouraged
14p USFS Wenat. Watchs! Quartz - Cliff 0. ) 3,0B6 1 3,086 !
{%p USFS Henat. 5.0. | Manastash Study | 64,400 | 64,400 |
17p USFS B.Finchot S0 ! Blue Lk Area Flan | 17,B9B ¢ 17,898
19p Gage Dept. | Game Asent Process! 44,286 1 44,286 | see attached page 3 for conditions
40p Yakima o, Parks | Ahtanue Area Surv ! b,644 | 6,644 |
4ip Malla MWalla, City ! DRV Feacibility | 21,680 i 21,680 1 any resultant proposal should not be costly to iaplesent
Akp Tacoma Metro Parks: Area Site Search | 12,000 1 _12,000
| g ; H
: Subtotal = $240,008 | $235,622 |

## Recosmendation differs from the NOVA Advisory Coamitlee's counsel.

1§/5/86
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TAC STAFF

1986 ORY PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

{Continued)
Project / Sponsor Name | Project Nise i Spomsor i Statf ' IAC Stafs
Nusber i ' Reguect ) Recossend. | Notes
] ] i ]
CAFITAL PROJECTS d i : '
I + ¥ I
Bb- 2d USFS Wenat. Clefls! Icewater Cepgd ! $107,023 | ¢ =.00{ fund in ‘B7 w/ NHR projects; 95i {8V, 5% MHR
Sd USFE Wenat. 5.0, | Goose Ck Cepgd Po2914698 1 -.0601 fund in "B7 w/ NHR projects; 60% ORV,40% NHR
9¢ USFS Wenat. Ent{at! Blue Ck Tel Redev : 53,907 : 53,907 |
10d USFS Menat. Entiat! Mad Riv Trl Redev | 63,612 | 43,4812 |
124 USFS Wenat. Nachez! Crow to Huartz i 6,723 0 6,72 |
184 USFS Calville, Coli L'il Pend Oreille | 44,229 ! 44,229 |
J4d Adass Co. PR Dist] ORV Use Area Dev. | 18,377 ¢ 5,000 | apply #5k to start-up costs; a joint proposal w/ Bé~45a
35d Richland, L1ty of 7 ORY Pk. Dev. Ph.& 1 99,902 § 48,850 &+ apply to top priorities
36d Therston Co, Farkes ORV Pk, Dev. PH.7 ;7 49,500 5 45,500 ## delete traiier to be provided by Vakiea Cao.
37d Spakane Co. Parks | Airwy Hts Dev Ph 11 353,000 ¢ 353,000 |
] Subtotal = $1,087,971 ! $620,821 !
HANAGEMENT PROJECTS & ! | !
[} 1 r 1 - X _:-’
B&- 4a USFS Wenat. 5.0. ! Forestwide log-cut! $ 4,045 [ § 4,645 | EA
38s Thurston Co. Parksi ORV Pk, M&B ‘B7-881 31B,570 ! 306,006 #& 2 yr grant; recon’'d ast is #4k sore than 2x 1986 grant
39e Adams Lo, PR Dist] ORV Use Area M&O 1 _28,19% | -.00} see Bb-34d; {$3,000); above
; Subtotal = $350,B06 | $304,045 |
: 2 | 2
LAND ACQUISTTION PROJECT ! i :
856-493 Adass Co. RER Ditsti ORV Use frea fcg i $_11,137 ¥ § 10,125 | recoseended ast equalc appraised value; thiec ic 2 *zeed®
; i H i grant recoesendation; for voting purpeses, combine w/
; Subtotal = ¢ 11,137 ¢ § 10,1258 | B-34d
T07AL ALL REQUESTS 42,732,018 $1,705,20!

## Recosaendation differs from the NOVR Advisory Comsittee’s counsel.

TOTAL ERE REQUESTS AND RECOMMEWDATIONS

$1,022,096 ¢ 534,593 {$562,000 estimated to be available)

TOTAL_ORY REBUESTS AND RECOMMENMDATIONS

$1,709,922 §1,174,612 {$1,560,000 estipated to be available)

Nonhighway Road requests will be considered after ®ACc and guidelines have been adopted. This will probably occur in 19€7.
An estimated $500,000 of 1985 nonhighway deposits will Be held in reserve for this purpose.

11/5/86
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NOVA ARDVISORY COMNITTEE

1986 ORY PROJEET RECOHMENDATIONS

Froject / Sponsar Nage | Project Nese i Sponsor 1 KOVA ! KOVA Advisory Cossittee
Number i | Reguest | Recosgend, | Hotee
i i i i 6 maxinus of $40,000 per FTE (Full-Time Equivalent),
EGUCATION/ENFORCEMENT PROJECTS | l i and two FTEs per agency are recosmended,
Bb-20e Chelan Co. Sheriffi ORV Ed/End B i $ BI,B06 1 ¢ 80,000 [ ZFTEs min,
21e Douglas Co. Sherif! ORY Ed/Enf B poo2n, 175 -.007 teo little ORV activity occure in thie county
22e Dept, of Base i ORY Ed/Enf 1 i 50,000 ¢ -.007 not & valid ORV project: esphasts ic on roads
23e Grant Co. Sheriff | ORY Ed/Enf 4 i 97,29% ¢ BO,000 1 2 FTEs min,
24e Kittitac Co Sherifi ORV Ed/Enf 9 i 134,081 | BO,OOG 7 2 FTEs mim.
25e Mzson Co. Sheriff | ORV Ed/Enf 2 PooOTR,078 1 40,000 0 L FTE ain,
26e Pierce Co. Sheriff! DRV Ed/Enf 2 Po125,919 | 40,000 L FTE gism.
27e Pierce Co. Sheriff! Lo, Fair Display | 43,865 1 40,000
2Be Tacosa Metro Parksi DRV Safety/Ed 2 | 56,917 | 50,000 & {.25 FTE ain.
2% Thurston Co. Farks: ORY Safety/Ed 8 i 6,000 | 6,000 4
30e Thurston Co. Sherf: ORY Ed/Enf | | BB,961 . -,001 currently ONR & Thrus, Co, provide adeguate ERE services
3le Richland, City of } ORV Ed/Enf 5 79,416 ¢+ 1B,593 1 ! FTE sin.
32e Sheiten, [City of 1 ORY Ed/Enf | i 45,843 =.00! cost-benefit is guestionable
33e Yakima Co. Sheriff} DRV Ed/Enf ? i 104,080 ¢ _BO,G0G 1 2 FTE #in.
'. Subtotal = $1,022,096 | $534,593 |
PLANRING PROJECTS ' | | :
86~ {p USFS MtBkr-Sncg. & Tinkhae Triale 1 & 7,857 ¢ & 7,557
Ip USFS Wenat., S.0. & Trl Hardening Teet! 24.906 1| 24,906
6p USFS Wepat. §.0. 1 Trail Supervisor .+ 11,798 % 11,788 |
7p USFS Wenat. Lvnethi Negro/Shaser Surv.: 24,386 1 24,38
Bp USFS Wenat, Entieti Shetipo,best,Billy; 8,830 §  &,BB0
11p USFE Werat. Natche! Manastash 4x4 Servy 5,887 §  5,BB7 |
13p UBFS kenat, Natche! Kaner Campgd. Survi 6,660 1 64666 1 future user fee strongly discouraged
14p USFS Wenat. Hatche! Buartz - Cliff D, | 3,086 ! 3,086
15p USFS Wenat, 5.0. | Manastash Study 1 64,400 | 64,400
{70 USFS G.Pinchot SO | Blue Lk Area Flan ! 17,898 1 17,898 |
19p Gaae Dept. ! Game hsant Frocess) 44,2B6 | 44,286 i see note, below, for tonditions
40p Yakisma Co. Parks 1 Ahtanum Area Surv B.644 1 6,644
Mp Wallz Waila, City ! ORV Feasibility | 21,6B0 0 21,680 1 any resultant proposal should not be costly to implement
46p Tacosz Metre Farke! Area Site Search | 12,000 3 12,400
1 1 [} :
i Subtotal = $260,008 | $260,008

Note: DRV E&-19p {¢ recomsended for approval

by the NOVA Adviscry Cossittee contingent on the establishsent of a steering

tomsittee by the project spansor. This sfeering coesitiee chould be coepesed of reprecentatives of organized recreational
groups and be charged with guiding the progress of this propesal.

13/3/86
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NOVA &DVISORY COMMITTEE
1986 PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

(Continued)

"NOVA Advisory Conaittee
Notes

KOVA
Recopmendat,

Froject / Sponsor #ame 5 Project Nane i Sponsor
Nugber i Reguest

CAPITAL PROJECTS ;

B4~ 2d USFS Menat. Clefls
5d USFS #emat. S.0.
9d USFS Wernat. Entiati Blue Ck Trl Redev
10d USFS Wenat. Entiati Hag Riv Tr] Redev
1Zd USFS wWenat. Naches! Lrow to Buartz
18d USFS Calville, Colv L7il Pend Oreilile
34d Adaee Co. PER Dist! DRV Use Area Dev, !

L -, 00
=.00

Icewater Cepgd
boose Ck Capod

$107,023
291,498
53,907 i 53,907
63,612 | 63,612
6,723 | 6,723
44,229 | 44725
18,377 | 5,000
3%d Richland, City of | ORV Pk. Dev. Ph,& & 9%,%02 | 50,000
360 Thurston Co. Parks? DRV Fk, Dev. Ph.7 & 49,500 | 49,500
37¢ Spokane Co. Farks | Airwy Hts Dev Ph 1} 353,000 | 353,000

1
)
T I
1
]
]

tund in "B7 w/ NHR projects; 954 ORV, 54 NHR
tund is 'B7 W/ NHR projects; UL ORY,4GY NHR

I

1
i |
! 1
£ |
¥ )
3 1
] 1
3 1
L 1
¥ 1
L) 1
¥ 1

ORY repe request 46.09.110 funcs be appiied here

epply $0k to start-up costs) see B46-43a, below
apply to top prigrities

HANAGENENT PROJECTS

382 Thurston Ca. Perkei ORV Pk, MkG 'B7-881 3J1B,570 1 295,000
J9¢ Adaes Co. PER Disti ORY Use fArez M&D §  2B,1%1 | =.00

2 yr grant; recossended ast 1= Z¢ 1984 grant
see Bb6-34d, ($3,000), above

Bh~ 4e USFS Wenat. 5.0. 1 Forestwide log-out! & 4,043 + & 4,045
)

Subtotal = $350,806 1 $300,043

LAND ACOUISITION PROJECT

B4-49a 4dess Co. RLR Disti ORY Use drea Acq § 10,125 recosnended aaf equale appraised value

i

i

Subtotal = $1,087,971 | $425,971 |}
! i

t !

¥

i

]

]

Subtotal

| eSS, R [ (S,

74§ 10,125 |

10TAL ALL REGUESTS  $2,732,018 $1.750,737

TOTAL EEE REGUESTS AND RECOMMERDATIGNS  $1,022,096 § 534,593 {$562,000 estimated to be evailahle!

TOTAL &V REQUESTS AND RECOKNENDATIONS  $1,709,927 $1,194,149 {$1,500,000 estizated to be available!

Nonhighway Road requests will be corsidered after ¥WACs and guidelines have been adopted. Thie will probably octur in 1967,
An ectisated $£500,000 of 1984 nonhighway deposits will be held in reserve for this purpose.

11/3/6b - 38-D -



Project Bé-19p, Game Assessment Process.

Staff recommends that the approval of Project B6~19p, the Bame

AResessment Process, be based on three conditions:

1} That no change to current acsessment activities will occcur until
the resultes of Bb&-19p have been eveluated. Current assessment
activities consist of -

a. A Department of Game review and recommendation on all NOVA
projects prior to IAC staff acceptance of those projects:

b. Utilization of the joint Bame Department—Forest Service
eight step "Process to Request Funding From IAC" (7/2&/85)

c. Execution of an agreement between the project sponsor, the
IAC and the Department of Bame regarding specific wildlife
assessment and impact reduction measures;

d. Reasénable funding for each assessment to allow specific
project proposale to be completely evaluated by the Department
of Game as part of the approved contracty

e. An interdisciplinary review {(soil scientiest, wildlife
biologist, etc.) of each project prior to submission to the IAC;
f. Adherence to the National Environmental Policy Act and/or
State Environmental Folicy Act;

g. Public hearings conducted as required by lawg

h, Use of the "Washington Intergovernmental Review Process
Weekly Log" to report statewide on each proposal:

1e Review and evalusation of each project by the NOVA
(Nonhighway and Off—-Koad Vehicle Activitiese! Advisory Committee;
Jj. Rezsonable efforts by project sponsors to inform interested

parties of the details of individual project proposals.

2., That B46-19p will not proceed until the IAC s director has
approvec a work program. The work program will be prepared, by the
Department of Bame, with sufficient detail to allow determination of how
the requested $44,286 will be spent. It will include & matrix timeline

with detailed ancd measurable objectives.

Z. That the Department of Game will form an advisory committee,
including representatives of key recreational groups, to assist in all

aspecte of thie project.
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(2) $2.5 million were available for allocation {%500,000 has been set
aside for future nonhighway road recreation projects).

{3) All projects were technically reviewed and evaluated by the IAC's
Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicle Activities Advisory Committee (NOVA}.

(4) Attachments included listing of projects by order of presentation by
staff -- and resumes for each project.
(5) Packet of letters in reference to ORV Projects - APPENDIX E.
Mr. Roger Dovel gave a short slide presentation of various ORV Tacilities in the
state. Slides were then shown of the various projects. Comments from the
Committee during the presentation referred to the following projects:

Kittitas County Sheriff Dept., Kittitas County ORV Education & Enforcement,
#86-24E; In response to Mr. Wayland, staff stated this was a continuing funding
program for the past 8 years and the department was asking for an increase of
one deputy (total of 3).

Pierce County Sheriff Dept., Education & Enforcement, 86-26E: At this point,

Mr. Lovelady explained that majority of the Sheriff Department projects were ongoing.
“"ORV Grants to Date''were indicated in that box on the resume' with total value of

the projects funded previously.

Pierce County Sheriff Department, Puyallup Fair ORV/ESE Display, B6-27E: Staff
explained this project involved a $43,865 request from the County to set up
and man a booth at the Fair and provide information to the public, users and
nonusers alike, about ORV recreation. Printing costs were included.

Ms. Cox suggested the Committee take action on the E&E projects immediately

if this was agreeable with the members. Because of snow on the pass, law officers
were anxious to return to their counties. It was the Interagency Committee's
consensus this be accommodated. |AC staff 1986 ORV Project Recommendations had been
.distributed to the Committee members and the attendees: Yellow sheets indicated
VAC staff recommendations; Green sheets, that of the NOVA Advisory Committee.

Mr. Lovelady referred to the E&E projects stating that staff and the NOVA Advisory
Committee were in agreement on the funding for these projects, totaling $534,593.
He further explained the reasoning behind the funding of $40,000 per FTE.

Where there were two deputies, $80,000 had been recommended for funding. This
""eeiling'' had been approved previously by the Interagency Committee. Mr. Dovel
pointed out that $558,630 had been allocated last year; $534,593 was being recom-
mended for 1986 in the overall E&E program. A certain amount has been retained

to meet any emergencies in this program.

Ms. Lorenz asked how the staff monitored the E&E projects to ensure that the
Sheriff Departments were meeting their obligations. Mr. Dovel stated there

were requirements for reports and that staff also visited the sponsors from time-
to-time throughout the year. Monthly logs are turned in to the !AC for monitoring.
Ms. Lorenz asked if the deputies were easily identified as ORV deputies and was
assured that each sheriff department had a means of identification of those
officers used for ORV E&E purposes, In response to Mr. Pinnix, Mr. Dovel stated
the present recommended funding program was an increase of $100,000 from six

years ago.

Ms. Cox asked about the Puyallup Fair project (86-27E}, Pierce County, and was
informed the fair would run approximately 21 days, averaging 9 to 11 hours in
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the booth, which requires that the booth be staffed at all times. Pierce
County is requesting the assistance of other deputies in other counties.
The activities in the booth were explained, and the fact brought out that
printing costs were the main cost in the project...$36,000. Ms. Cox asked
for a rundown on the $40,000 being recommended in the project. She was
informed that there would be about $1,078 would be for a "tent'', $280 for
chairs/tables, cost for fair space, plus $36,000 for printing of materials
which would be handed out to the public. Mr. Tveten cautioned that the IAC
should not get into the business of developing/reviewing flyers/material for the
booth and that the Director of the IAC should be given some direction in how
to handle this matter. Mr. Wilder replied the NOVA Advisory Committee could
assist, that the IAC staff would not be involved in writing pamphlets, etc.

Mr. Wayland asked to speak to the representatives of the Kittitas County
Sheriff's Department Project, ESE 86-24FE. Undersheriff Carl Christensen,
responded to his questions of concern. The County had submitted a request for
$134,040 funding and was being recommended for only $80,000.(2 FTEs).  Mr.
Christensen stated an additional deputy was required to assist with the con-
tinuing conflicts between ORV users and communities in Kittitas County.

There followed discussion concerning the Department of Game's project, EEE #86-22E,
which Mr. Waytand stated would provide overall law enforcement through the
Department's wildlife agents; felt it should be a valid ORV project but was

not being recommended by staff. Mr. Lovelady stated it was not valid because
the program would concentrate on roadways - road recreation only and efforté

to work with private landowners. Road recreation is not ORV recreation.and

is not in the statute. NOVA Advisory Committee concurred with staff. Mr.
Tveten noted that the Parks and Recreation Commission had applied for assistance
under the ORYV program for |ts Beacon Rock park, and had closed this out when the
QRV users did not support it.

Ms. Cox referred to the Participant Registration Cards, calling for input from
the attendees.

Pete Peterson, Sergeant, Chelan County Sheriff's Office, Chelan County E&E
Project 86-20E:
Did not have any further comments.

Larry Hively, Undersheriff, Grant County, ESE Project, Grant County, #86-23E:

(1) Had asked for $97,299; with amount being funded it will not be possible
to purchase another vehicle. One vehicle now has 144,000 miles on it.
Attempting to repair this vehicle.

(2) Asked that consideration be given to an additional $12,000 for the
purchase of a vehicle. '

Mr. Carl Christensen, Undersheriff, Kittitas County Sheriff Dept., E6E #86-24€:

(1) Unprepared at this meeting because was not aware that the project would
be cut from $134,040 to $80,000 (2 FTEs).

(2} Do need three deputies in this particular area; heavy concentration of
ORV use.

(3) Noted there will be additional trails added to the area if the Committee
approves ORV projects today and this will increase workload of the
deputies.
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Honorable Roy Lumaco, County Commissioner, Kittitas Couhty, EEE #86-24E:

(1) Heard the Committee's comments on user conflicts. The most effective
way to resolve these is through education and enforcement programs.
Urged the Committee to reconsider funding of this project.

(2) No other sources for handling this matter; need is critical to
add another deputy.

Mr. Chris Anderson, Deputy Sheriff, Thurston County Sheriff's Office, ESE #29E/30E:

(1) Second time around for ESE program ($88,961); with nothing being funded.

(2) Staff feels that DNR and Thurston County Parks and Recreation are able
to provide education and enforcement. Does not agree.

{3) Simpson Logging Company has closed off roads because of indiscriminate
use by ORVs,

{4) Recreational lands in Thurston County are open year-round and there is
little service provided concerning ORVs.

(5) Though requested $88,000 plus, could live with $40,000 if allocated.

Ms. Lorenz asked why staff was not recommending funding for Thurston County's E&E
program. Mr. Lovelady explained that in relation to the other counties in the
state, Thurston County does not have that much ORV use. Other counties are heavily
into the program and need assistance. Though there is a need in Thurston County
there is more need for funding projects in the counties having heavy ORV use.

Mr. Wayland asked Mr. Peterson (Chelan County) how the reduction of $3,8007n

the project would affect the County. Mr. Peterson said he beljeved it would

still be possible to replace the vehicle mentioned and that the County could

accept the $80,000 and meet its program needs. He stated he was a member of

the NOVA Advisory Committee and was aware of the deliberations made on the projects,
thus supported the decision.

In reply to Mr. Ryan, Mr. Dovel explained the process of reviewing, evaluating,
and eventually funding of NOVA Projects. He mentioned the NOVA Statewide Plan
and how preojects must relate to that ptlan.

IT WAS MOVED BY MR. WAYLAND THAT THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ACCEPT THE NOVA E&E
PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS OF STAFF WiTH THE FOLLOWING EXCEPTIONS:

AMEND CHELAN COUNTY'S E&E PROJECT #86-20E TO ADD $3,000;

AMEND GRANT COUNTY'S £8E PROJECT #86-23E TO ADD $15,000;
AND, FURTHER, THAT STAFF LOOK AT THE HIGHER DEMANDS OF YAKIMA AND KITTITAS COUNTIES.

THERE WAS NO SECOND TO TH1S MOTION AT THIS TIME.

Mr. Lovelady stated there were other agencies further on in the listing of pro-
jects to be presented which also had requested equipment and the Committee, before
considering a motion, might want to look at those projects also.

Mr. Rod Weast, ORV Deputy, Pierce County Sheriff's Department, E & E #86-26E;

Noted that Pierce County is one of the newer ORV programs available.
Have been cooperating with King County in several efforts.

Mr. Tveten suggested concerning Pierce County's other project (Puyallup Fair,
ESE 27E) that IAC staff, state agencies involved, and other counties, as well
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those participating in NOVA attempt to use existing publications as much as
possible; then use the printing costs available funds to assist other project
applications. Mr. Wilder said he would hesitate to commit staff to this project
because of the workloads within the variocus divisions. Mr., Tveten felt if other
counties could participate in the publications, it might be possible to free

up some money to fund Thurston County's project. Perhaps the ORV people them-
selves could get invelived in helping to manage the fair booth. Mr. Sacha agreed
this would be a way to proceed since there is a need to spread the money further.
Mr. Wayland asked that the record indicate he was not against recreation, but

he felt the booth if funded at all would need to be run properlty and administered
through Pierce County.

At this point MR. WAYLAND RESTATED HIS MOTION. Ms., Lorenz said she was in favor
of adding the $3,000 to Chelan County and the $15,000 to Grant County, but was not
in favor of using the remaining funds as suggested in the motion. . Mr. Ryan stated
he supported the motion and also the concerns expressed by Mr. Tveten.

There followed discussion on transferring of the funds from the Puyallup Fair Dis-
play {$40,000) to the Thurston County Sheriff's Office ($30,000) (E6E 86-30E)
leaving $10,000 with the Director and staff of the IAC to use for a Puyallup

Fair program which could be allayed through the services of various agencies.

The remaining $9,000 would be transferred equally $4,500 ea.) to assist Kittitas
County (ESE 24E) and Yakima County (E&E 86-33E). Mr. Dovel clarified present
funding for Kittitas and Yakima counties' programs. Dr., Scull stated he could

see the need for deputies in all of the counties being reviewed, and was dis-
turned at the $36- or $35,000 being expended for publication purposes for the
Puyallup Fair Display project. Mr. Chuck Leach (EWDR Association) felt the empha-
sis in the program has been mostly on enforcement, and it was the feeling of the
NOVA Advisory Committee that it was time to begin to do something with education
in a more positive way.

Stephen Sutliff, ORV Deputy, Yakima County:

(1) ASSOC|att0n of Deputies now has a working program regarding education.
Although printed matter is important, the one-on-one approach is
best.

(2) VUsers in the field have specific questions they ask which need to be
in some sort of information flyer.

(3) Approved of Mr, Tveten's suggestion to use IAC staff's input as well
as other sources. Need the information out on individual basis - one-
to-one.

Mr. Tveten asked questions concerning other county fairs and participation of
sheriff's departments.

Mr. Pinnix was asked to restate the entire motion. Ms. Cox and Mr. Wilder stated that
giving $10,000 to the staff of the IAC to assist with the Pierce County Puyallup

Fair project was not a good suggestion. The staff of the IAC is already maintaining

a heavy workload and might not be able to absorb this added responsibility.

IT WAS MOVED BY MR. PINNIX, SECONDED BY MR. WAYLAND, THAT THE INTERAGENCY COM-
MITTEE APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE ORV EDUCATION AND ENFORCEMENT
PROJECTS, WiTH THE FOLLOWING FUNDING CHANGES:

1. #86-20E - CHELAN COUNTY ESE - $83,000 TOTAL FUNDING.
2. #86-23~E - GRANT COUNTY ESE - $95,000 TOTAL FUNDING.
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3. #86-24E - KITTITAS COUNTY $ 84,500 TOTAL FUNDING
#86- - 1AC (PIERCE COUNTY PROJECT)} - THE SUM OF $10,000 ALLOCATED
TO THE IAC FOR THE DISPLAY PROJECT
AT THE PUYALLUP FAIR
5. #B86-30E - THURSTON COUNTY - $ 30,000 TOTAL FUNDING
#86-33E - YAKIMA COUNTY - 84,500 TOTAL FUNDING

AND THAT THE DIRECTOR BE AUTHOR!ZED TO EXECUTE THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE'S PROJECT
CONTRACT INSTRUMENTS WITH THE LISTED PROJECTS' SPONSORS AND DISBURSE FUNDS FROM
THE OUTDOOR RECREATION ACCOUNT UPON EXECUTION OF THE PROJECT CONTRACTS BY THE
SPONSORING AGENCY AND UPON PERFORMANCE BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY OF THE TERMS

AND CONDITIONS THEREIN. (SEE PAGE 50 OF THESE MINUTES.)

MS. LORENZ AND JOE JONES VOTED IN THE NEGATIVE. THE MOTION WAS CARRIED BY MAJORITY
VOTE.

There followed discussion on the additional funds necessary to fund the ESE
projects. Mr. Baker reported there were sufficient funds and that there would be
additional monies coming in soon from the Department of Natural Resources to augment
the balance.

PLANNING PROJECTS: Following review of the Planning Projects, IT WAS MOVED"BY MR.
WAYLAND, SECONDED BY MS. LORENZ, THAT STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUNDING OF THE
ORV PLANNING PROJECTS BE APPROVED BY THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE (SEE PAGE 50 OF
THESE MIKUTES), AND

THAT THE DIRECTOR BE AUTHORIZED TO EXECUTE THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE'S PROJECT
CONTRACT INSTRUMENTS WITH THE LISTED PROJECTS' SPONSORS AND DISBURSE FUNDS FROM
THE OUTDOOR RECREATION ACCOUNT UPON EXECUTION OF THE PROJECT CONTRACTS BY THE
SPONSORING AGENCY AND UPON PERFORMANCE BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY OF THE TERMS
AND CONDITIONS THEREIN.

Dr. Scull asked why the Negro-Shaser Survey appeal process was incomplete., A
Forest Service spokesman said the Supervisor had not yet made a decision, but
this could come in late November. He may remand the appeal back to the District
Ranger for additional work on the environmental easement, or he could suspend

it until another later date, etc.

#86-17P - Department of Game Assessment Process: Ms. Lorenz asked for an explan-
ation of the attachment to the funding summary regarding the Game Assessment
process. Mr., lLovelady stated the IAC was suggesting that the Department of Game
agree to the conditions or restraints in their project. A work program must be
approved by the IAC and an advisory committee formed to assist the project.

Mr. Wilder pointed out that the Game Department had worked with the IAC on

the provisions in the Assessment Process and had agreed to them. Mr. George Volker
explained the process to the Committee, how it had evolved and why.

Ira Spring commented on user conflicts and felt that planning of ORV projects
could enter into compromise also. Mr. Tveten suggested that if the Forest Service
Projects in planning are approved, that they assure they address user conflicts.
The Forest Service representative said this is a part of their usual program.
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Len Gardner, Washington Native Plant Society, State Conservation Co-Chair,
(1) Endorsed staff's recommendations and reminded everyone that this
is a broad field.

Mr. Thomas Savage, Gifford Pinchot Natl. Forest Landscape Architect:

(Had left the meeting.)

Mr. Leach gave a short history of the recreational resources available In
the State of Washington to all persons. He noted there were about 500,000 acres
of non-highway roads available for ORV use.

(2) After completion of the Forest Plan, would expect that to be reduced to
some 250 acres of nonhighway roads available for ORV use.

(3) There are 9,000 miles of trails - but 1,700 of that is open to ORV use.

(4) Of the 1,000 roadless area lakes, twelve are open to ORV use; and of
those. six are open for direct access, which includes hiking to the lakes.

(5} Felt ORVS had lost some 8 lakes in the one million acres of forest land
and 103 miles of trails.

(6) Planning is therefore essential and he supported the planning projects.

Mr. Sacha asked if it would be possible to halt the funding of certain projects
at the Committee meetings just.because an appeal had been filed. Ms. Cox informed him
the Committee would consider and fund projects following deliberations as it has
previousiy.
Robert Ordal was gratified to see the staff's recommendation for the Negro-Shaser
project and supported it. ' o

(2) Supported Ira Spring's desire to delete planning funds for Negro-Sﬁaser
and the Blue Lake area. ‘

(3) Felt these were very sensitive areas and required careful planning.

(4) Suggested there is growing support that ORVs may not belong in the
National Forests and cited recent publicity.

Phil Glass, Wenatchee National Forest Service, replying to Mr. Ordal stated the
Forest Service did not make decisions without public hearings. Further, that the
Forest Service is not 100% IAC funded.

Robert Freimark, The Wilderness Society, Regional Associate:

1) The Wilderness Society supported staff's recommendation concerning the
Negro Shaser area and the Blue Lake area.

(2) Not appropriate to fund these two projects until the Forest Service Pian
has been made public and published.

Jim Tyler, Naches Ranger District, Wentachee National Forest:

Spoke to project 86-13P, Manastash - stated his original request had been
$15,500 rather than the $6,600 noted in the recommendation sheets. .

Mr. Lovelady said the request had been in the amount of $6,600; if a clerical
error had been made, however, the 1AC could allow staff to allocate up to $5,500
to this project, at the direction of the Director.

DR. SHULL AMENDED MR. WAYLAND'S MOTION TO FUND THE PLANNING PROJECTS AS FOLLOWS:

THAT STAFF FUND THE USFS WENATCHEE NACHES, . KANERCAMPGROUND, 86-13P PROJECT AT
$15,500 1F THAT HAD BEEN THE ORIGINAL REQUEST, MAKING UP THE DIFFERENCE FROM
THE PROPOSED ORIGINAL $6,600 THROUGH ADDITIONAL AVAILABLE FUNDS.

MS. LORENZ SECONDED THE AMENDMENT TO THE MOTION. THE AMENDMENT TO THE MOTION

WAS CARRIED.
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Ms. Cox asked for an explanation concerning #86-§P, USFS Wenatchee $.0., Trail
Hardening Test. Why did 300 of trail work require $2¥,906? _Mr. Glass, S
USFS, replied that this is a research project; inteqt is to ftnd a durable an

inexpensive tread hardening material. The NOVA Advisory Committee approved of

the project.

QUESTION WAS CALLED FOR ON THE ORIGINAL MOTION TO FUND THE PLANNING PROJECTS

AS RECOMMENDED BY STAFF WITH THE ADD!TIONAL MONIES TO THE USFS WENATCHEE NACHES,
86-13P iF IN FACT THAT PROJECT HAD BEEN REQUESTED AT THE HIGHER FIGURE OF
$15,500, WITH THE PROVISO THAT [F STAFF IN RESEARCHING THIS PROJECT DETERMINED
THIS AMOUNT HAD NOT BEEN REQUESTED, THEN THE $6,600 WOULD STAND.

MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED.

CAPITAL PROJECTS: Following review of the projects, the staff pointed out to the
Tommittee that Adams County had two other projects - one in Management and one

in Land Acquisition which it had submitted to the 1AC. It was suggested that

the Committee review the Management Projects and Land Acquisition Project also

at this time,

MANAGEMENT PROJECTS: Mr. Jones asked If the Thurston County Parks M& 0 Project #86-38A
was for two years at their request. Mr. Dovel replied they have been under a

year funding program for some time and it is their prerogative to ask for this fund-
ing. Questions were asked by Mr. Scull concerning the Adams County, Othello Youth

ORY Mini=Park Project, #B86-39M. Mr. Dovel noted that the City of Othello had

come forward with the project following a two-year study. The study had indicated

a need to develop, maintain, and operate a mini-park for the younger people

to have this type of facility. This would be seed-money to begin the project

under Adams County's project #86-4S5A with #86-34D as start-up costs. Ms. Cox asked

if Adams County had permission of the railroad to use their land. Mr. Tveten

referred to the Adams County Acquisition project, #86-49A in the amount of $10,125
as recommended by staff,

MR. TVETEN MOVED, SECONDED BY MR. RYAN THAT THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE FUND THE
LAND ACQUISITION PROJECT #86-L9A, ADAMS COUNTY, ORV USE AREA ACQUISITION, IN THE
AMUUNT OF $10,125 AS RECOMMENDED BY STAFF.

AND THAT THE DIRECTOR BE AUTHORIZED TO EXECUTE THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE'S PROJECT
CONTRACT INSTRUMENTS WITH THE SPONSOR AND DISBURSE FUNDS FROM THE OUTDOOR RECREA-
TiON ACCOUNT UPON EXECUTION OF THE PROJECT CONTRACT BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY AND UPON
PERFORMANCE BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS THEREIN.

(SEE PAGE 50 OF THESE MINUTES.)

MOTION WAS UNANTMOUSLY CARRIED,.

CAPITAL PROJECTS DISCUSSION:

#86-36D, Thurston County, ORV Pk. Dev., Ph. 7, $44,500. Mr. Tveten was given
an explanation as to the decrease in funding for this project from original request
of $49,500. NOVA had recommended the full $49,500. .Mr. Dovel explained that
the sponsors had requested a trailer which could be transferred from a Yakima
project and would suit their needs and thus lower the cost of the project.

#86-35D, Richland, ORV Pk. Development, Ph. 6, $48,850. $99,902 was requested
by the sponsor; 550,000 recommended by NOVA; and $48,850 recommended by staff.
Expianation was given in regard to this project. The staff recommendation was
based on the sponsor's input regarding how the $50,000 recommended by the NOVA
Advisory Committee would be used. 46 -
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#86-2D and #86-5D - USFS Wenatchee, lcewater and Goose Creek campgrounds, no
funding recommended. Dr. Scull asked why funds were not being recommended.
Mr. Lovelady stated these projects would be considered at the March funding session.
The concept was that nonhighway reoad funding could be used in these projects in part
as well as the regular off-road vehicle funds. Since combining fund sources is
recommended, and one of these sources (nonhighway road) is on hold at this time,
postponement is the only alternative. NOVA had concurred in this action. Both
projects were proposed to use nonhighway road funds as well as the regular ORV
funds. Ms, Cox was advised there was a trail being added to the lcewater Creek
project; it was not already in existence.

#86-10D USFS Wenatchee, Entiat, Mad River Trail Redeveliopment, .$63,612
requested and recommended by {AC staff and NOVA: In response to Mr. Tveten's
questions, Mr. Lovelady stated: ,
(1) ORV individuals siting on NOVA are the only members who can provide
funding advice on monies derived from the ORV permit fees. Those members recommend-

ed that these funds be placed with #86-10D.

(2) The project did relate to the Mad River project which had been
tabled and later funded by the IAC (85-19D - March 28, 1986). It is in the same
area.

Mr. Tveten noted there had been conflict by users in that area.

The Chair recognized Ira Spring who presented a slide program on. 'the Mad River

area. On a map of the area he indicated existing trails for hikers, those for

ORV recreationists, noting those where there was conflict and where there was,

in his estimation, no conflict. He particularly pointed out the Mad River project
area contemplated for development by the USFS in project #86~10D.and Blue Creek #86-9D.

COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE:

Mike Welter, Assistant Director, Thurston County Parks and Recreation -
#86-36D, ORV Pk. Dev.,, Ph. 7: (No Participation Card filed)
{1} If the transfer of the trailer from Yakima County does not work out,
wanted to ensure at least $49,500 funding.
(2) Felt might be ending up with a trailer that would do only half the job
and not be usable in this particular project.

Robert Freimark, Wilderness Society - #86-10D, Mad River Project: Agreed and
accepted Mr. Ira Spring's proposal not to fund this project nor the #86-9D - Blue
Creek Project.

Phil Glass, USFS, Wenatchee National Forest - speaking to #86-10D, Mad River
and #86-9D - Blue Creek projects.

(1) The Forest Service is cautious in recommending projects and does
consult with users. Its plans are known through public hearings; and the public
does have input. Forest Service sponsors do recognize conflicts and seek to
correct them,

Mr. Tveten asked if the Forest Service would have any problems if these projects
were delayed until the March funding session in 1987. Mr. Glass replied actually
this wouldn't solve the hikers' contentions and the Forest Service did need the funds
in order to proceed with the redevelopment. All planning has been accomplished. Mr,
Glass felt there was very little conflict in this particular area. The projects,
however, could be delayd. - 47 -
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Les Julian, USFS, Wenatchee: Noted that the Forest Service had been
involved in the process of planning for ORVs since 1976. Public meetings give
input. Another anaylsis was made in 1982 for the Mad River, Chiwawa environmental
aspects. :

(2) Described some of the trails in the project and surrounding it.

(3) There is a seasonal closure on the trails and at certain times of the
year horses and bikers are allowed to use them. (Did not file Participation Card)

Ms. Cox pointed out that user conflict in 1976 would realily not have been an
issue in 1976 since the program had just started. Now, in 1986 there is consider-
able conflict.

Chuck Leach, ESDRA: Spoke to the point made by Ms. Cox.

{1) There has been an increase in ORV use, but very little increase in
ORV facilities. |In fact, there has been a severe reduction in DRV resources.

(2) Certain areas are now closed to ORVs and have been dedicated to hikers
and horsemen only.

(3) Finding there are less areas for ORV recreation. Therefore, need to
ensure that the Forest Service has the funds to repair trails and keep them open,

(4) Are interested in having other places developed as lra Spring suggested,
but not in the areas he had pointed out. Some do not follow the Forest Service
Plan. Logging operations in those areas would prevent their ORV use.

{6) Mr. Spring was allowed to present his program and most of the alternatives
he suggested are areas in logging~connected places. g

(6) Mad River is one of 11 areas used by ORVs.in the Wenatchee Natl.:Forest, and
if colsed, would cut back the areas to ten. ’

(7) ORV recreationists do appreciate view point as pointed out by Mr. Spring,
but this will not necessarily satisfy the 150,000 ORV people in Washington State.

(8) If Committee does not fund these projects, the trails will continue to
deteriorate. . (Did not file Participation Card.)

L,

Ms. Ruth lttner, citizen, stated there had been no new public hearings under the
new act - that these were new projects which did not apply at that time. The
Forest Service representative replied there had been a hearing on the Mad River
project recently. Mr. Dovel replied this had not been under the new requirements.
Ms. lttner suggested that the projects not be funded until such time as there

has been a negotiating process or 'meeting of the minds'. (Did not file Partici~
pation Card.)

Mr. Tveten agreed that there should be negotations taking place between the

two groups prior to the projects coming to the Committee for approval.

Mike Sacha, President, NMA - speaking to the conflict problems.

(1) Felt the non-ORV users had been allowed to indicate their feelings at
the meeting and they had made the conflict situation larger than it is.

(2) In relation to the total! miles available in the state for trail use,
the effect on the hikers and others using the forest is minimal.

(3) Spoke of his meetings with people in the forests - both hikers and
bikers - wanting to cooperate in the use of the trails. Felt the conflicts
in the Mad River area were not that high.

Mr. Freimark stated it would be better to delay the projects until March, giving
the public a chance to testify at a hearing. Mr. Leach suggested that since the
trails advocates had had their chance to testify before the Committee, the
bikers should be given equal treatment. The Chair asked that he not comment

in this manner. - 48 -
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IT WAS MOVED BY MR. TVETEN, SECONDED BY MR. VOLKER, THAT THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE
APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE CAPITAL PROJECTS WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE
FOLLOWING PROJECTS:

DELETE: #86-9D, USFS Wenatchee Entiat Mad River Trail Redev. §$ 63,612
#86-~10D, USFS Wenatchee Entiat Blue Creek Trail Redev. 53,907

AND THAT THE DIRECTOR BE AUTHORIZED TO EXECUTE .THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE'S PROJECT
CONTRACT INSTRU MNTS WITH THE SPONSOR AND DISBURSE FUNDS FROM THE OUTDOOR RECREA-

TION ACCOUNT UPON EXECUTION OF THE PROJECT CONTRACT BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY AND UPON
PERFORMANCE BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS THEREIN.

(SEE PAGE 5o OF THESE MINUTES.)

Mr. Welter then asked the Committee if it was going to reconsider the additional
funds for Thurston County at another meeting?

MR. PINNIX AMENDED THE MOTION TO INCLUDE A TOTAL OF $49,500 FOR #86-36D, THURSTON
COUNTY, ORV PARK DEVELOPMENT, PHASE 7.

QUESTION WAS CALLED FOR ON THE AMENDMENT TO THE MOTION, AND IT WAS CARRIED.

QUESTION WAS CALLED FOR ON THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE CAPITAL PROJECTS AS ON PAGE 50
OF THESE MINUTES. MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED.

MANAGEMENT :PROJECTS: 1T WAS MOVED BY MR. TVETEN, SECONDED BY DR, -SCULL, THAf THE
INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE MANAGEMENT PROJECTS

AS PRESENTED BY STAFF, AND

THAT THE DIRECTOR BE AUTHORIZED TO EXECUTE THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE'S PROJECT
CONTRACT INSTRUMENTS WITH THE SPONSOR AND DISBURSE FUNDS FROM THE OUTDOOR RECREA-
TION ACCOUNT UPON EXECUTION OF THE PROJECT CONTRACT BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY AND
UPON PERFORMANCE BY THE SPONSCRING AGENCY OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS THEREIN,
(SEE PAGE 50 OF THESE MINUTES.)

Mr. Welter stated that the County had appiied for $318,570, but staff had recom-
mended $300,000.
{2) Attendance at the park has increased fifty percent (50%)} from previous years.
{3) Did not feel staff was out of line, but the project represents the
highest use facility in the state; need the $318,570 level to maintain it.
(4) Mentioned the management '"bad debt' issue and the need to offset it.

Mr. Tveten felt the County ocught to pay off the debt for mismanagement. Mr.

Welter stated this would be done and mentioned the staffing problems involved in
the project. In response to questions, he referred to a graph of Thurston County's

maintenance and operation over the past several years, stating the staff is attempt-
ing to keep the costs down to a certain level.

DR. SCULL CALLED FOR THE QUESTION ON THE MOTION AND |T WAS UNANIMQUSLY APPROVED.

Dr. Scull then asked the Forest Service the results of a delay in the funding
of projects #86-9D and #86-10D. Response was that the Forest Service could

wait unti] March 1987 for further consideration.
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OFF-ROAD VEHICLES' PROJECTS FUNDED
NOVEMBER 7, 1986

EDUCATION/ENFORCEMENT PROJECTS

86-20E Cheian Co. Sheriff QORY Education/Enforcement s 83,000
86-23E Grant Co. Sheriff ORV Education/Enforcement 95,000
86~2L4E Kittitas Co. Sheriff ORV Education/Enforcement 84,500
86-25E Mason County Sheriff QRV Education/Enforcement 40,000
B86-26E Pierce Co. Sheriff ORV Education/Enforcement 40,000
86-000 [.A.C. Co. Fair Display 10,000
86-28E Tacoma Metro. Pks. ORV Safety/Education 50,000
86-29E Thurston Co. Pks. ORV Safety/Education 6,000
86-30E Thurston Co. Sheriff ORV Education/Enforcement 30,00C
86-31E Richtland, City-of ORV Education/Enforcement 38,593
86-33E VYakima County Sheriff ORV Education/Enforcement 84,500
§ 561,593
PLANNING PROJECTS
86-1P  USFS Mt. Baker-Snog. Tinkham Trials $ T
86-3P  USFS Wenatchee $.0. Trail Hardening Test 24,906
B86-6P  USFS Wenatchee S.0. Trail Supervisor 11,798
86-8P  USFS Wenatchee Ent. Shetipo, Lost,Billy Trail 8,880
86-11P USFS Wenatchee Naches Manastash Y X b4 Surv. 5,887 3
86~13P USFS Wenatchee Naches Kaner Campgd. Surv. 6,600
86-14P USFS Wenatchee Naches Quartz - Cliff D. 3,086
86=15P USFS Wenatchee 5.0. Manastash Study 64,400
86-17P USFS G. Pinchot $.0. Blue Lake Area Plan 17,898
86-19P Game Department Assessment Process Ly 286
86-40P Yakima Co. Parks Ahtanum Area Sur. 6,644
86=41P Walla Walla, City ORY Feasibility 21,680
86-L6P Tacoma Metro Parks Area Site Search 12,000
¢ 235,622
CAPITAL PRODJECTS
86-12D USFS Wenatchee Naches Crow to Quartz $ 6,723
86~180 USFS Colville, Cal. L'i1 Pend Oreille by 229
86-34D Adams Co. P&R Dist.  ORV Use Area Dev. 5,000
86-35D Richland, City of ORV Pk. Dev. Ph. 6 48,850
86-36D Thurston Co. Pks. ORV Pk. Dev. Ph. 7 49,500
85-37D Spokane Co. Pks. Airway Heights Dev. Ph 1 353,000
* 507,302
MANAGEMENT PROJECTS
86-4A USFS Wenatchee $.0. Forestwide Log-out 5 L. 045
86-38A Thurston County Pks.  ORYV Pk. MsO 87-88 300,000
$ 304,045
LAND ACQUISITION PROJECT
86-494 Adams Co. R&R Dist. ORV Use Area Acquisition $ 10,125 § 10,125
TOTAL OF ALL PROJECTS . 5 1,618,687
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DR. SCULL MOVED, SECONDED BY MR. VOLKER, THAT CONSIDERING THE CONCERNS EXPRESSED
ABOUT THESE TWO PROJECTS, THAT #86-9D and #86-10D BE DELAYED UNTIL THE MARCH
FUNDING SESSION FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION.

He asked that it be on the record that it is the Committee's wish that conflict
between user groups be resolved through these groups getting together, and that
a report of their meeting be made a part of the March 1987 agenda.

Ms. Cox asked if it was Dr. Scull's intention that the Forest Service be the

ieader in this effort. Dr. Scull agreed. Mr. Phil Glass, USFS, stated that

the Forest Service would not have a plan finalized by March. He was then asked

to have an analysis available for review by the Committee of the comments on the Forest
Service Plan, since these would be available by that time. Mr. Volker agreed this
would be helpful to have as a summary.

Mr. Pinnix, though he appreciated Mr. Spring's comments, stated he as a Committee
member had to look at the fact that the Mad River area is currently an active

ORV trail area. It is presently open to public use and needs to be maintained.

He felt delays in funding of projects recommended by staff and NOVA did not get

the Committee anywhere. The Committee has to take the responsibilty to fund
projects after consideration. Mr. Volker also commented stating he did not like

to rely on 1976 and 1982 reports for forest information, and he would appreciate

an analysis of comments on the Forest Plan as suggested by other Committee members.
Mr. Tveten concurred with Mr. Pinnix and Mr. Volker, stating that the Committee
should not allow itself to get into debate situations. g :

Ms. lttner: (1) Commented on her work with a mediation group which had helped
in other instances of conflict concerning wilderness recreation.

(2) Hoped that in some way the services of this Mediation Institute could
be used to help resolve the conflicts discussed at the meeting today.

Mr. Glass approved of Ruth's suggestion, and likewise Mr. Spring, who suggested
that Ruth coordinate the meeting between the groups to resolve the conflict issues.

QUESTION WAS CALLED FOR ON THE MOTION ON THE FLOOR, AND 1T WAS CARRIED.

. RESQOLUTIONS: Mr. Wilder presented to the Committee prepared resolutions for the
following persons who had served on the 0ff-Road Vehicle Advisory Committee (ORVAC):
JIM CARTER, TOM JESMER, PAT MILLIKEN, AND BARRY PETERS,.

IT WAS MOVED BY MR. VOLKER, SECONDED BY MR. RYAN, THAT

WHEREAS JIM CARTER, TOM JESMER, PAT MILLIKEN, AND BARRY PETERS HAVE SERVED

THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION AS MEMBERS OF THE FORMER OFF-ROAD
VEHICLE ADVISORY COMMITTEE (ORVAC) FOR SEVERAL YEARS AND HAVE ASSISTED THE COMMITTEE
AND THE CITIZENS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON {N THE OVERALL OFF-ROAD VEHICLE PRO-
GRAM AND THE ACQUISITION, DEVELOPMENT, RENOVATION OF ORV RECREATION SITES AND
FACILITIES; AND

WHEREAS, THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE MEMBERS WISH TO RECOGNIZE THEIR DEDICATED

AND OUTSTANDING SERVICES RENDERED DURING THAT TIME, AND WISH THEM WELL IN FUTURE
YEARS:
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE T RESOLVED THAT IN RECOGNITION OF THEIR ASSISTANCE

TO THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE IN PERFORMING THEIR RESPONSIBILITIES AND DUTIES
AS MEMBERS OF ORVAC, THE COMMITTEE DCGES HEREWITH EXTEND JTS THANKS AND APPRE~
CIATION TO JIM CARTER, TOM JESMER, PAT MILLIKEN, AND BARRY PETERS FOR THEIR
SERVICES;

AND, RESOLVED FURTHER, THAT A COPY OF THIS RESOLUTION BE SENT TO THESE FORMER
ORVAC MEMBERS WITH A LETTER OF APPRECIATION FROM THE DIRECTOR ON BEHALF OF THE
INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE MEMBERS.

RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED.

Mr. Wilder noted that Certificates of Appreciation would also be sent to these
volunteers.

IV E. IAC MEETING DATES: Ms. Cox advised that the dates of the Committee
meetings for 1987 were:

MARCH 26-27  ~ JULY 16-17 - AND NOV. 5-6

She thanked the attendees for their participation and remaining through a long
meeting. She urged that there be a cooperative effort made concerning conflict
resolutions.

e i
R

The meeting adjourned at 7:15 p.m.

RATIFIED BY THE COMMITTEE
I R& ~/9582

Q. B .G

ANNE COX, CHAIR




