Summary of Comments Received at Newport, WA Public Meeting, 10/28/03

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 is a summary of public comments expressed by the public during the meeting in answer to the above two questions.  The public comments are arranged in bold-faced categories.
Science and Wildlife:  Forest plan doesn’t address areas of research and results of studies.  There is no back-up info from the Forest Service on where data comes from.  Study proposals contrary to plan are thrown out by the Forest Service.  Environmental groups and other groups won’t accept study results if they don’t come out the way they want.  Accepted data should be backed up with scientific reasons for use.  Science is quoted in biological opinions but when you “pull the science”, only one side is presented.  Peer reviews should help with this process.  If you disagree with the interpretation of a study, how does one challenge or channel disagreement with findings?  Forest Service manages for one species, managing behavior of people, not the behavior of the grizzly bear and their predation on caribou for example.  Management of grizzly bear is in direct conflict with management of caribou.  

The existing Forest Plan is too general and allows the Forest Service too much flexibility to say “yes” or “no” to site specific issues.  In other words, the plan is so general that the Forest Service can be biased and be able to do what it wants using the generalness/flexibility in the plan to say yes or no to a proposal.   

How can the Forest Service manage the National Forest properly according to the land management plan in situations of “checkerboard” ownership?  How will coordination pertaining to conflicting uses and other issues related to “checkerboard” ownerships, be handled with other property owners and other agencies during revision? 

Recreation ATV Access and Impacts to Local Economies:  90% of ATV users are new users.  10% of all snowmobile riders are new users.  These vehicles need to be allowed some place to go.  The social and economic impact of ATV use is substantial to small communities. The Forest Plan must address ATV use and identify ATV areas and consider the growth of ATV use.  Forest Service ATV use data is outdated.  

Recreation Access and Infrastructure:  Facilities need to be planned to provide increased recreation opportunities for mountain biking, cross country skiing, snowmobiling, ATVs, etc.  All related infrastructure such as trails, trail heads, parking lots, road pull-outs need to be planned to provide enough capacity for current use as well as projected future use during times of high use.  

Regarding Special Uses such as a ski area--The Forest Service must understand that management areas impose limitations on the permit area.  As the rules change with more environmental restrictions, and as the effective area of use within the permit area is reduced, reconsideration of the permit may be needed since the business plan and planned ability to generate revenue has changed.  How will permits be upgraded to the new forest plan?   
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