Summary of Comments Received at Tonasket, WA Public Meeting, 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 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.
Forest Service Accountability:  It doesn’t appear that the Forest Service has done much in the last 20 years.  Fires get away and get big.  There’s no regard for small wildlife in fire areas.  No changes are occurring on the land.  We don’t see any management on the land.  

Forest Service Collaboration with Public:  Make sure the Forest Service talks to people when it makes changes.  Talk to appropriate people affected by decisions such as ski area operators, grazing permittees, timber purchasers, etc.  Don’t come up with a final alternative that the public isn’t given the opportunity to comment upon.  
Two Separate Forest Plans:  are needed for the Okanogan N.F. and the Wenatchee N.F.  It doesn’t make sense to combine the Plans since the Okanogan N.F. has lots more grazing and different species of timber, different wilderness areas, etc.  There’s a multitude of differences between the two Forests.  Cle Elum has lots more recreation for example.  Having two Forest Plans would ensure that the diversity of each Forest would be captured.  

Management Areas:  Recognize the diversity of the Forest when developing management areas.  A small number of management areas don’t appear to be workable, realistic, or representative of the two diverse Forests.  To divide the landscape into management areas, first divide the landscape into vegetation types, habitat types, allocation types, then land use types.  Then after evaluating all this, use the obtained information to divide the landscape into management areas.  Perhaps just adjust management areas at the boundary between the Okanogan and Wenatchee National Forests.  Management areas boundaries of the Okanogan existing Forest Plan are too vague and difference in management is not readily apparent.  Management areas of the existing Forest Plan are not compatible with the Dry Site Strategy.   (regarding stand density and live and dead fuel loadings)  Accommodate forest types, wildlife habitat, human uses, etc. by moving the boundary between the Colville and the Okanogan National Forests to a geographic location that makes more sense.  Use existing knowledge present in watershed analyses to develop management areas.  

How to bring diverse viewpoints together?  Forest Service should use creative ideas and pilot projects such as thinning near stream banks to protect streams, etc. to build common ground between people with differing opinions.  

Forest Service Charter and Mission Statement:  It appears that the Forest Service is changing its mission statement.  Adhere to the Forest Service’s original mission statement while making changes to the Forest Plan.

Economics is Critical:  The Forest Service should be showing economic sustainability.  Display and evaluate the economic value derived from various activities on the Forest such as grazing, timber harvest, recreation, nature walks, etc.  Display how these activities are paying for themselves. Look at the primary, secondary, and tertiary economic effects of USFS activities.     

Multi-Modal Recreation is very important:  The aging population has needs such as good accessibility, wildlife viewing, short trails, and needed infrastructure such as adequate parking lots and rest rooms.  Keep these factors in mind when revising the Forest Plan.  

Trails:  All system trails maintained for pack and saddle stock use should be maintained to minimum clearing specifications annually.

Recreation facilities:  should not be abandoned or the level of maintenance reduced without full public disclosure and discussion.
Roads:  management decision that affect arterial, primary haul route, and “high use” recreation travel should not be made without full public disclosure.

Scenic Quality:  More emphasis is needed on scenic quality especially in the Tonasket area where there’s a relatively large population in close proximity to the National Forest.   

Multiple Use:  Grazing, timber harvest, presence of different kinds of game, recreation, and other human use are important uses of the National Forest.  Balance all the uses with no dominance of one use over the others.  There should be standards and guidelines for all these uses.  

Road Map:  is needed for the average person to understand Forest Plan Revision step by step process, and to understand how Forest Plan is put together and decisions made.  

First Regional Forester’s Amendment to the Okanogan N.F. Land Management Plan:  caused a forest wide standard to be adopted which prohibits felling of any tree equal to or greater than 21 inches diameter at breast height.  This is completely without scientific merit.  In fact, this rule has doomed at least the next two generations of trees on many sites to infection and mortality by dwarf mistletoe.  
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