Complete Notes for Public Meeting Held in the Methow Valley, WA, 11-05-03

A series of 12 public meetings was held in the fall of 2003 across the eastern portion of Washington State.  In addition, one public meeting was held in North Bend, WA located west of the Cascade Mountains.  This series of public meetings was the first round of face to face meetings sponsored by the Forest Service with two main objectives:  

· 1) inform the public about Forest Plan Revision and 

· 2) listen to what the public thinks needs to change in the Forest Plans.

Please note that it is not necessary to attend a public meeting in order to participate in Forest Plan Revision.  You may participate by contacting us via U.S. Mail, e-mail, or by phone.  Please see our home page for contact information.  

At each public meeting, the public was asked to answer two questions:  “What needs to change with the current Forest Plans?” and “What needs to change with current Forest Service Management of the National Forest?”
The following are complete public comments captured on flip charts by the Forest Service at the public meeting.  In addition, meeting notes taken by the Forest Service are included.  

Flip Chart Notes

Forest Plan Revision, Methow Valley 

Public Meeting, November 5, 2003

Flip Chart Notes

1. Outfitter Guide Use- Lottery system to manage use and prevent over-use of an area, especially under unusual circumstances

2. IRA, leave alone.  Manage for primitive motorized, non-motorized, harvest, fire, other management of IRA.  Let USFS manage and not include in Wilderness system.

3. Regarding Recreation, produce a flexible management plan that responds to changing conditions, accurately reflects existing conditions.

4. Management area designations--Are you using the RD for input?  MA can give specific direction.

5. Trail use/management is planned.  Use/numbers on trial seem too high at times.

6. What will be done about “user-created” trails?  Trails should be planned and managed.

7. Livestock, outfitter guides, party size:  Party size is grossly unfair.  18-12 party size.  Question whether such a large group can go in and not effect the area.  Human only party size vs. human/livestock party size is not manageable and seems inequitable. Impacts from party size need to be considered, also human vs. animal party size.

8. What’s the point of having a LMP if you don’t enforce the bare ground standard?

9. Maintain trail system that we have, do maintenance on all of them.  Keep them and don’t remove trails from forest inventory of trails.

10. Is timber production still the driver in forest management that it was in past?

11. Trend toward contracting services in USFS particularly related to “outsourcing” of District personnel who know the land/resource well, and are answerable to the local community.  This is a trend that should not happen.

12. Does the LMP reflect existing plans developed by state agencies?

13. Burn permits: called USFS about burning and no-one seemed to know who was in charge of USFS burning.  Adhere to the authorities in LMP that govern air quality.

14. Suggest that notification of public meetings appear again one week ahead of planned meeting date.

15. Look at livestock as a separate category as a means of conveyance in addition to hikers, motorized, etc.  Perhaps also different kinds of livestock.

16. Look at mountain bike use

17. Limit motorized livestock and mechanical use

18. Want to work with local ranger district employees when dealing with any changes in management areas

19. Current 18+12 livestock use is not compatible with existing plans (camp sizes)

20. Do not limit livestock use.  Majority of trials are kept open by backcountry horsemen

21. Historic horse and mule use ahs occurred before Wilderness designation.  Keep this horse and mule use.  Don’t have restrictions in order to keep good dispersion and distribution of use.

22. FS should manage with objective of protecting resources in long-term as greater pressures come to bear.

23. Recognize air impacts within forest plan

Meeting Notes

Forest Plan Revision Public Meeting Notes, 

11/05/03, Liberty Bell High School, Methow Valley

Rick Acosta:  Introduction, Presentation of Agenda

John Newcom:  Why revision?  There have been changes since last plan.  Asking public what they would like to see in rewrite.

Power Point Presentation

Comment:  Twisp and Winthrop Libraries do not have copies of the Forest Plans.

Comments on notice of public meetings---heard by a phone call---not enough notice?  Other members of the public present at the meeting said they heard it on the radio and read it in two newspapers.  

Question on change from Regional Forester as decision maker to Forest Supervisor in the proposed planning rule.  Person is interested in the chain of command.  Where will appeals be heard?  Forest Plan revision decision appeals would be heard by the Regional Forester.  

What needs to change?  With Forest Plan?  With forest management?

Changes in back country use/wilderness, enormous impact of horses:  would like to see livestock in wilderness addressed.  ie: non-motorized= horse use, mountain bikes, as well as human foot use.

Interest in protecting quality of non-motorized, non-livestock use.

Address unusual circumstances.  ie:  all outfitters sent to Twisp River and over used trails----possibly through lottery.  

Don’t convert IRA to wilderness.

Let Forest manage roadless areas for motorized primitive and other uses and not drive it into wilderness where uses are constrained. 

Build flexibility into plan; reflect current conditions and changing conditions.  

Will management areas be reassigned?  Wants to be involved.

Trail use/management planned = ie:  mountain bike traffic level.  

Ignore user built trails?  What will be done with user built trails?  Secret private trails?

Party size for outfitter guides is not fair.  Limited to 12 hikers but riders can have 12 riders and 18 head of stock.  If 18 and 12 is acceptable then why not 18 to 20 hikers?

Trails getting dusty and pounded.

Look at impacts of different types of animals.

Is it possible to be consistent with the forest plan with 18 head of stock and 12 riders?  Already not consistent.

Allowable camp size in Forest Plan is not enforced = 400 sq. ft. of bare ground.

John Newcom = fewer management area types.  Simplify broader management areas.  

Changes to management areas to get made by collaboration with public and employees.

Do not reduce trail system.  Do maintenance/keep open.

Do not limit livestock numbers, trail maintenance depends on stock assistance.  Does not want to see restrictions.  

Horse and mule use is historic.

Has ASQ timber gone?

John:  lots of opportunity may exist to reduce fuels.

Denny:  will be looking at what’s to be left not what to take.

Rick Acosta:  NW Forest Plan was meant to achieve balance between timber dependent communities and ecological needs of old growth dependent species.  Forest Service is required to annually monitor effects of NW Forest Plan.

Contracting Services:  How will Forest Plan address maintaining staff that is vested in the local community, knows the ground, and has continuity?  Keep qualified local Forest Service people answerable to the public.

Manage to protect resources over time.  More important than concern over restricting people.  

WA DOE:  smoke effects and Chelan County Emergency Plan………..Will this be incorporated into the new Forest Plan?

What happens next?  All these comments feed into the Report for the need to change.  Some comments can be addressed by Forest Plan Revision.  Others will not be addressed by Forest Plan Revision and must be addressed by site specific projects at the local ranger districts.  Public will be able to track the gist of all comments made at public meetings and through e-mails, U.S. Mail, etc.  these will be posted on web site and in hard copy to those who do not use computers.
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