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Current Resource Management Setting

Counterfeit County’s heritage is directly tied to its natural resources.  The County’s earliest settlers located to the area primarily because of the sources of timber on the highlands, productive agriculture, and abundant mineral resources.  Today, these resources are just as important to the County, but many residents are concerned because they feel like opportunities related to them might be threatened by the current management situation.

Private ownership of land in the County is limited to roughly 5%.  The relative lack of private land in the County naturally creates a social and economic dependence on the public lands.
Federal land managers include the County in their planning, but often this is done according to the minimum levels established by NEPA.  The County only employs a part-time planning staff member, and the elected commissioners’ time is limited.  Moreover, there are five different agencies who occasionally conduct their decision-making processes simultaneously.  This constrains the County’s ability to actively participate in planning processes and effectively formulate comments on proposed actions.  All of these constraints combine for a challenging current resource management setting.
Issues of Resource Management Conflict and Concern
1. Partnerships:  The County recognizes the efforts that some management agencies have made to inform the County of planning processes underway or decisions that have been made, but we don’t sense there is a true cooperative partnership.

2. Planning Timelines:  The County’s input seems to be gathered after the significant planning work has been conducted.  

3. Local Economic Impact:  The impact decisions have on the local economy is not considered to the extent the county would prefer.  Resource users have complained about the predictability and amount of time required to process permits.
4. Relative Impacts:  The County recognizes that public lands belong to the public as a whole.  However, the County is more directly affected by local management decisions.  
5. Consistency:  The County enjoys a generally positive relationship with agency X, but has more difficulty working with agency Y.  The County is asked to participate with multiple planning efforts simultaneously.  This creates a great strain on our limited administrative resources.  The result is that the County is not able to effectively meet our responsibilities and expectations as a planning partner.  This may lead to current strained relationships.
Need for Change in Management Direction 
1. Partnerships:  The County would appreciate a more formal agreement that outlines our roles, responsibilities, and opportunities.

2. Planning Timelines:  County policy on any particular issue may differ from the land management agency's.  The County would like the opportunity to provide this input in the scoping phase of proposed planning and management efforts (instead of commenting towards the end of the process).  

3. Local Economic Impact:  The County would like to see a more streamlined process for agency decision-making.  Social and economic impacts should be fully addressed and mitigated through the planning process.  The management decision should reflect mitigation measures.
4. Relative Impacts:  The County believes that agencies need to develop a process to prioritize local input into planning and management decisions.  The users’ perspective should be given greater consideration than those of non-users.

5. Consistency:  Meaningful County involvement requires cooperation between agencies and a consideration of the County’s limited administrative resources.  

