Complete Notes for Public Meeting Held in Tonasket, WA, 11-25-03


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

Tonasket Public Meeting, 

November 25th, 2003

Flip Chart Notes

1. Okanogan and Wenatchee NF’s are very different, it doesn’t make sense to combine plans, ie.  Okanogan has lots more grazing and different species of timber, wilderness areas, etc.  Multitude of differences—Cle Elum has lots more recreation.

2. Ensure forest plan captures diversity of forest.  

3. Recognize diversity of various management areas when developing management areas.  

4. We believe in multiple use grazing, timber harvest, different kinds of game present, recreation and other human uses.  Balance the uses. No one use dominates the other.  There shoulds be S & G’s for all these uses.

5.  What have you done in the last 20 years?  It doesn’t seem like the FS has done anything in the last 20 years.  Ex. No regard for small wildlife in fire areas.  Ex.  Fire get away and get big and not put out before they get big.

6. Get active on the land.  We don’t see any management on the land.  No changes occurring on land.  Make sure you talk to people when you make changes.

7. Talk to appropriate people affected by decisions.  Ex. Ski area operators, grazing permittees, timber purchasers, etc.

8. Interested in sustained yield of goods and services off of National Forest.  Recommend sustained yield numbers be kept separate for Okanogan NF and separate for Wenatchee.   Ranger Districts of forests should have ranger district numbers. 

9. Suggest pilot projects, creative ideas/ projects such as thinning near streatms to protect stream banks, to bring diverse opinions and people together to break down disagreements, etc.

10. Comply with original charter of the Forest Service (Mission statement of the FS)

11. It appears FS is trying to change its mission statement, we’d like you to adhere to it’s original mission statement

12. Economics is critical.  Display/evaluate what economic value is derived from various activities on forest such as grazing, recreation, nature walks, etc. 

13. Doesn’t seem like a small number of management areas will be workable or realistic and representative of diverse forests.

14. The suggestion is not to have 5 management areas for forests when you need 30.

15. Move forest boundary between Colville and Okanogan fore example to a geographic location that makes more sense to accommodate similar forest types, wildlife habitat, human use, etc. 

16. Use existing knowledge present in watershed analysis, etc. to develop management areas. 

17. Divide landscape into vegetation type, habitat type, allocation type, etc. then land use type, than after look at above, use above info to help divide the landscape into management areas.

18. Since Wenatchee and Okanogan got administratively combined, may be just look at boundary between Okanogan and Wenatchee to adjust management areas boundaries at the boundary between Okanogan and Wenatchee National Forests.

19. Management Area boundaries of Okanogan plan are vague on mpas and on the ground.  Example: 5 management areas exist in one grazing allotment, but no difference in management is apparent. 

20. Multi-modal recreation is very important to county (aging population needs, providing accessibility, wildlife viewing, short trails, infrastructure such as parking lots and restrooms are all important.)

21. Existing Okanogan plan has maximum modification Visual Q. Ouality Objectives.  More emphasis is needed on scenic quality especially in Tonasket area where there’s lots of population in close proximity to NF.

22. Don’t come up with an alternative the public can’t comment on.

23. Management areas:  current management areas not compatible with dry site strategy.  See attached sheet (stand density and live and dead fuel loadings)

24. Economic element should be included in Forest Plan.  Recreation, timber harvest, nature walks, grazing, should be shown to be economically sustainable.  Look at the primary, secondary and tertiary economic effects of USFS activities.

The following are written comments presented by Trygve H. Culp who attended the 11-25-03 Forest Plan Revision Meeting in Tonasket.

Note:  These comments are directed toward revision of the Okanogan National Forest Land Use and Management Plan, but – in all probability – could be considered for the Wenatchee and Colville National Forests also.

· Current Management Area allocations are not compatible with the Okanogan Wenatchee Dry Site Strategy.

· There are many thousands of acres currently classified as MA 14 (Wildlife Habitat) and 26 (Key Deer Winter Range) where snow intercept and winter thermal cover are maintained on low elevation, south and west aspects where it is not ecologically sustainable. Examples from the Okanogan Highlands include the Cayuse Mountain horse pasture; the South Fork Siwash Creek area and much of the area north of Cox Meadow in the vicinity of Lyman Lake and Bailey Creek.

· Stand density(s) – vis-à-vis acceptable growth and yield direction in the current plan – are dramatically higher than recent research has demonstrated existed historically.

· Live and dead fuel loadings exceed historic levels across the forest in all but the highest, most moist plant associations.

· The Forest wide standard adopted following the first Regional Forester’s amendment to the Okanogan National Forest LMP which prohibits the felling of any live tree equal to or greater than 21 inches diameter at breast height is completely without scientific merit. In fact, that “rule” has doomed the next two generations (at least) of trees on many sites to infection by - and subsequent mortality from - dwarf mistletoe. The impacts of this extremely shortsighted decision may be observed in timbered stands on the Okanogan for the next 300 to 500 years.

· All system trails maintained for pack and saddle stock use should be maintained to minimum clearing specifications annually. Minimum clearing specifications should be 8 feet wide (4 feet either side from center of tread) and 10 feet high (from “low” or ”outside” edge of the trail berm).

· “System trails” - that is - trails that have been historically maintained by the Forest Service should not be abandoned or the level of maintenance reduced without full public disclosure and discussion. Examples: Abandonment of the Coleman Ridge trail; abandonment of the Golden Stairway trailhead; removal of the Clackamus Mountain area trails from the FS “system”.

· When trails or trailheads are abandoned or otherwise “lost” due to road closures for wildlife security or other management activity, those facilities must be replaced or reconstructed outside of the proposed closure before the closure is implemented.

· Recreation facilities should not be abandoned or the level of maintenance reduced without full public disclosure and discussion. Examples: Closure of the Sweat Creek Campground; closure and removal of State Road Cabin Campground; and closure and removal of Wagon Camp Campground.

· No road management decisions that affect arterial, primary haul route, and “high use” recreation travel should be made without full public disclosure and discussion before implementation of the proposed action; e.g., removal of surfacing from the Toats Coulee Road (FS Road 39).
Meeting Notes

Forest Plan Revision Public Meeting Notes,

Tonasket Public Meeting 11/25/03 

Presenters:  

Margaret Hartzell 

Rick Acosta

Forest Plan Standards & Guidelines will deal with issues about how and what will be done.  Some of those areas include:

· Fire & Fuels Management: what and how things will be done

· Roads (i.e.: how many miles of roads the forests can have)  

· Deer: winter range

· Trails

· Reforestation & Thinning

The Forest Service hopes to be done with the revisions in 2006

Margaret showed a PowerPoint presentation.

The following are questions/concerns from the public:

· Credibility of oral comments vs. written comments

· Concern about combining Wenatchee & Okanogan because of different geographic type areas – not enough site specific plans (Okanogan has more grazing, different species of timber, wilderness, Cle Elum has more demand for recreation, etc.)

· Changing/reducing management areas - how will the management areas be chosen? 

· Make sure to identify the diversity on the forests and don’t narrow it down so much that it’s all lumped into the same management areas 

· Concerned about the amount of Tribal input  

· Asked about a “road map” for the ‘average’ person to understand the process of the plan revision: step by step of how the document (Forest Plan) is put together/decided

· Don’t come up with an alternative that the public can’t comment on

· Keep multiple-use in mind: guidelines for all the uses

· Management area allocations not compatible with the dry-site strategy

· Concerns with stand density, as well as live & dead fuel loadings

· What has changed in the last 20 yrs?  Doesn’t seem like the FS is doing much (ex.: no logging, letting the forest burn,  no regard for wildlife in fire areas)  

· Be more active on the land – talk to land users before changes are made (the appropriate people affected by the changes/decisions)

· Sustained yield for goods and services off national forest; recommend that the yield numbers not be combined – keep them separate by districts

· The is a lot of controversy between different groups/users of same forest resources; could you (FS) try pilot projects & creative thinking to bring diverse opinions/people together (ie:  a thinning project that would also protect stream banks) 

· Comply with the original charter of the FS

· Mission Statement (appears that FS is trying to change the mission statement through changes/revisions to the Forest Plan)

· Economic element should be included in the Forest Plan:  (recreation, timber harvest, nature walks, grazing.)  The Forest Service should be showing economic sustainability; how are some of these items paying for themselves?   Can they pay for themselves?  Display/evaluate what economic value is derived from various activities on the forest such as grazing.

· Do you feel that you (FS) are following the mission statement by following the laws that you have to abide by?

· Doesn’t seem like a good idea to make ‘one size fits all’ (ie: reducing management areas, not representative of diverse forests)

· Suggested not to have 5 management areas for forests when you need 30

· May need sub-management areas within a management area

· It makes more sense to the change forest boundary so that it follows a geographic ‘line’ or similar forest types, wildlife, habitat, human use, etc.

· Use existing knowledge present in watershed analysis when deciding management areas

· Divide forest into landscape/habitat/vegetation/land use/allocation types then define management areas 

· Since Okanogan & Wenatchee forests combined administratively; look at the boundaries and between the forests and adjust the management areas to be more consistent from one side of the boundary to the other

· More definition between management areas within the same forest, not just between forest boundary lines – management area boundaries are vague on maps and on the ground (5 different mgmt areas with in one grazing allotment – no difference in management is apparent)

· Multi-modal recreation is very important to county (aging population, providing accessibility, wildlife viewing, short trails, infrastructure such as parking lots & restrooms are important), keep these factors in mind.
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