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Chapter 1 – General Plan 
Revision Roundtables 

Introduction
The Forest Service held 19 listening sessions across 
the Northwest March – June to gather feedback 
from the public about forest plan revision. Plan 
revision has not yet begun on forests within the 
Northwest Forest Plan geographic area, with the 
exception of the Okanogan-Wenatchee National 
Forest. The listening sessions were designed to 
gather public feedback early in the process to 
enable to the Forest Service to incorporate feedback 
in its initial plan revision strategy. The listening 
sessions gathered feedback on the use of science, 
public engagement during plan revision, and the 
plan revision process or people’s speci� c interests in 
plan revision. 

The � rst three listening sessions were held in 
March and coordinated by Triangle consulting. The 
feedback from those listening sessions has been 

summarized in a companion report available at: 
http://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/r6/landmanagement/
?cid=stelprd3831710.
 
This compendium of reports summarizes the 
additional 16 listening sessions that were held 
between April 23rd and June 11th, 2015. Table 
1 displays listening session dates and locations 
summarized in this report. At each listening 
session, participants were invited to give feedback 
at roundtables focused on three separate topic 
areas. The topic areas included: 1) what participants 
would like public engagement to look like during 
forest plan revision, 2) the use of science in plan 
revision, and 3) what participants would like the 
Forest Service to consider during plan revision. We 
developed an executive summary of feedback from 
the listening sessions as well as summary reports 

Table 1. Forest plan revision listening sessions dates
             and locations

Listening Session Date Location(s)
April 23rd Mt. Vernon
April 27th Corvallis and Prineville
April 28th Issaquah, Olympia, Bend, and Roseburg
May 4th Pleasant Hill, Lakeview, and Medford
May 5th Klamath Falls and Wenatchee
May 6th Stayton and Gold Beach
May 11th Hood River
June 11th Okanogan
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for each of the three topic areas that synthesize 
feedback from all 16 listening sessions. Wherever 
possible, we worked to retain the � avor and tone of 
public comments.

General Plan 
Revision Summary
A range of issues and concerns were raised related 
to the plan revision process. Participants would 
like plan revision to balance local social values 
and economic considerations with environmental 
concerns and forest health. Comments also 
suggested managing for forest health and resilience 
(especially resilience to wild� re), and thinning 
and fuel reduction were suggested to support 
resilience and healthy forests. Many participants 
expressed the view that � re management and 
� re risk need to be more fully considered in forest 
plan revision. Public comments also commonly 
expressed an interest in more salvage logging. Some 
community members expressed concerns about 
Forest Service sta�  retention and employee and 
leadership turnover. Some comments requested 
additional employee presence in the woods and 
others recommended use of local volunteer groups 
and higher education systems to increase capacity 
for implementing projects and getting work done. 
Some people would like to see protection for all 
mature and old growth forests, age limits on harvest, 
or elimination of commercial logging. Others want 
to see compliance with NW Forest Plan timber 
outputs, more timber harvest of old trees, more 
pre-commercial thinning, or an increase in timber 
harvest to equal growth. Likewise, some participants 
wanted to NW Forest Plan protections retained or 
enhanced while others would like fewer restrictions. 
Comments related to multiple use recommended 
balance between uses and expressed concern about 
con� icts between di� erent uses (e.g. motorized and 
non-motorized recreation). One of the most popular 
plan revision topics was recreation. Participants 
would like more focus on recreation and would 

like the Forest Service to address high use areas 
and con� icting uses. Road access as well as the 
cost and ecological impacts of road were raised. 
Road maintenance and safety is key to local users 
who value many di� erent uses on the national 
forest. Some requested consistency in plan revision 
across forests and others stressed the importance 
of a local approach. Most public comments on 
water resources supported a continuing program 
to protect, improve, and support water quality 
and watershed health. The comment heard most 
often related to wildlife was to move away from 
single species management. Community members 
also talked about their desire to see biodiversity 
maintained or increased, including habitat and 
forest-� oor plant species.

Community and 
Economics
Comments expressed a desire for economic 
viability at the forefront of every project as well as 
a focus on sustainability in economics. Participants 
would like the Forest Service to consider the 
cost versus bene� ts of treatment as well as the 
social and economic impacts of active vegetation 
management on local communities and industry 
infrastructure. Comments noted that long-term 
industry investments are dependent on quality 
information and volume estimates and that federal 
management a� ects opportunities on non-federal 
lands as well (e.g. mills). Participants requested 
additional timber production and voiced frustration 
that allowable cut is never met, impacting local 
communities. In addition, participants requested 
more stewardship opportunities and consideration 
of stewardship versus traditional timber sales in 
light of the bene� ts of each to the local community. 
Comments also suggested local use of biomass. 

Also heard during the listening sessions was a desire 
to continue funding counties through timber sales 
or to fund counties through stewardship dollars. 
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Alternatively, compensation for counties was 
recommended through ecological services provided 
on the landscape including carbon credits, clean 
water credits, and fuels reduction. Others would like 
to see ecosystem services valued but not necessarily 
in support of county governance. 

Participants would like plan revision to balance 
local social values and economic considerations 
(including tourism, recreation, and timber) with 
environmental concerns and forest health. 
Comments noted the domination of ecological 
considerations in the NW Forest Plan and expressed 
a sense of urgency in addressing community 
stability (e.g. schools, roads, jobs). One comment 
highlighted the importance of growth coming 
from the timber industry as other industries have 
not been successful in bringing back jobs. Others 
suggested less focus on short-term local community 
interests and more focus on long-range goals. 
Participants highlighted the uniqueness of their 
local communities as well as the special values of 
local geological, botanical and ecological areas and 
the importance of these areas to local economies. 
Public safety related to gun� re was raised as a social 
concern in some areas. 

Finally, allowing more � exibility to local managers 
to work with local interests was recommended to 
rebuild respect for local managers.

Ecosystem and 
Forest Health
Managing for forest health and resilience (especially 
resilience to � re) were commonly suggested, and 
thinning and fuel reduction were suggested to 
support resilience and healthy forests. Support 
for accelerated restoration was expressed. While 
managing for forest health and ecosystem 
restoration, ensuring protections for threatened 
and endangered species was a concern for some. 
Participants commonly recommended the Forest 

Service manage for all ages and seral stages of 
forest, including early seral vegetation types. 
Comments suggested managing systemically 
rather than divided by resource and incorporating 
complexity. Others recommended restoring older 
forests to their historic range of variability, and 
some were concerned that plan revision would 
destroy old growth by fragmenting the NW Forest 
Plan regional approach. Likewise, some comments 
recommended the Forest Service maintain NW 
Forest Plan ecosystem health principles. Comments 
noted that forests live, grow and change over 
long periods of time and that forests are dynamic. 
Consideration of disturbances like � re, bugs, and 
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disease were recommended as was recognition 
of the di� erences between westside and eastside 
forests, or even adjacent areas with di� erent 
ecosystem characteristics. An emphasis on areas 
where berry gathering and cultural plant harvesting 
by tribal members could take place was also 
suggested.

Some comments expressed a desire for the FS to 
manage large tracts of land contiguously, to manage 
for intact ecosystems and entire landscapes. 
Comments suggested consideration of � re and 
and disturbance at the landscape scale as well as 
corridors and habitat connectivity, including of 
late-successional habitat. In addition, participants 
would like to see the Forest Service be a good 
neighbor with adjacent land owners in managing 
forest health. Similarly, some comments expressed 
concern about the e� ect o� -forest activities can 
have on national forest resources. 

Sustained yield harvest was a common theme - to 
harvest timber at the rate of forest growth while 
protecting ecosystem health. Some participants 
suggested more active forest practices to reduce 
forest health issues and recommended considering 
Canadian methods for this work. Likewise, 
comments expressed frustration that the NW Forest 
Plan has fallen short when it comes to healthy 
habitat. The ability to manage for healthy late-
successional reserves was speci� cally highlighted. 
Other comments recommended balancing the 
health of the forest with di� erent needs and uses. 

Comments received from the public re� ect the 
need to consider climate change and carbon 
sequestration during plan revision. Participants 
suggested de� ning the role of national forests in 
mitigating (old forest carbon sinks) and adapting 
(habitat connectivity, forest and watershed 
resilience) to climate change. Some suggested 
that sawmills are the best carbon sink and others 
suggested resilient forests are best for change. 

An ecological approach to management was 
suggested as was a holistic view that includes the 
cost and ecological impacts of roads. Likewise 
prioritizing ecological landscape restoration and 
de-emphasizing multiple use was requested. 
Participants would like to see forest management 
for the health for all species and resources, not just 
timber. Some people suggested that ecological 
objectives guide projects rather than extraction 
of commercial products. One comment noted a 
potential need for larger better connected reserves. 
Participants also recommended restoring ecological 
processes (such as � re events) and de� ning, 
measuring and monitoring ecological integrity. 

Some comments focused on speci� c restoration 
recommendations such as restoring: culturally 
important tribal food and plant gathering areas, 
whitebark pine across regions and outside 
wilderness areas, damage done by past clear-cuts, 
and habitat. Reforestation was a suggested priority 
as was focusing restoration on the wildland-urban 
interface. However, other comments suggested 
that accommodation of development should not 
be a priority, that subdivisions are built in areas of 
declining forest health, and that private landowners 
bear responsibility. Comments also suggested 
aggressive treatment of invasive species and the 
prioritization of unique or special habitat restoration, 
such as oak savannahs. The importance of upland 
“ridge to ridge” restoration was highlighted. More 
incentives for restoration and � nding ways to 
increase funding, including for aquatic restoration, 
was proposed. 

Fire and Fuels 
At several listening sessions, � re and fuels 
management was an important discussion 
topic. Many participants expressed the view that 
� re management and � re risk need to be more 
fully considered in forest plan revision. Some 
comments suggested a quicker response to 
forest � res, maintaining access for � re control, and 
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management to stop catastrophic � res. Others 
called for the use of wild� re as a management tool 
and the reintroduction of � re to the landscape. 
Some saw � re as the greatest threat to “everything 
we love about the forests”. A need for maintenance 
treatments was noted. Participants suggested more 
e�  cient wildland � re operations with less personnel 
standing around. 

Public comments commonly expressed an interest 
in more salvage logging and many called for a 
speedier process to salvage timber after a wildland 
� re event (to avoid the high economic impact of 
delay). A related suggestion was to pre-plan for � res 
to accelerate salvage and restoration. Participants 
o� ered the idea of salvage logging as a by-product 
of access for wildland � re suppression. Conversely, 
others believed that salvage logging should not 
be allowed beyond small actions like hazard tree 
removal. Suggestions to review � re rehabilitation 
work and to revegetate after wild� re were shared.  

Participants would like � re managers to use the 
best science to manage hazardous fuels reduction 
versus � re suppression as well as considering the 
costs associated with each, socially and ecologically. 
Participants recommended revising � re funding 
so it doesn’t rob from other programs and to 
fund � re� ghting like hurricanes and earthquakes 
(i.e. FEMA). Comments suggested a shift from 
� re� ghting to � re protection and restoration to 
prevent the need for � re� ghting. Participants 
recommend long-term � re management to address 
smoke impacts and noti� cation to communities of 
prescribed � re plans and smoke. The � re risk caused 
by slash and slash piles left from thinning was noted, 
as was the risk related to ATV use during high � re risk 
periods. Last, comments suggested working with 
FireWise groups to thin Forest Service areas adjacent 
to private land and ingress/egress to communities. 
Likewise, more e� ort to identify and mitigate 
wild� re safety issues in a� ected communities was 
recommended. 

Forest Plan
Many comments received at the listening sessions 
addressed the forest plan revision process, 
outcomes, and timeline. Comments received at the 
listening session included concerns about political 
in� uences on the process. Some people requested 
unbiased plan development and others would like 
to see more local control and in� uence during forest 
plan revision. Participants expressed frustration 
because plans don’t get implemented. People 
would like to see accountability for implementation 
of the plan’s objectives and assurance that the spirit 
of the forest plan will be implemented. Comments 
recommended a commitment to a reasonable 
forest plan that is achievable and funding for it. 
Participants want to see forest plan revision occur 
quickly. Grave concern was expressed about the 
current lengthy plan revision process, and a three-
year timeline was recommended. In addition, 
while some comments expressed a desire for 
more � exibility for ranger districts in the forest plan 
framework and implementation, others requested 
more consistency between districts in program 
implementation as well as funding. 

Land designations were discussed at many listening 
sessions. Comments re� ected a desire to reduce 
the size and redundancy of wilderness and other 
reserves, get rid of roaded “roadless areas”, add 
new wilderness areas, keep existing roadless areas, 
consider more research natural areas for alpine areas 
and rare or endemic botanical or fungal species, 
consider wild and scenic river additions, create a 
management zone around the Paci� c Crest Trail, 
and consider new management area designations 
that re� ect Community Wildlife Protection Plans. 
Participants would like to see unique aspects of 
forests, including geological features, recognized. 

Comments recommended revisiting the adaptive 
management approach for all lands. Likewise, 
incorporating adaptable objectives and building 
change into plans was recommended. Participants 
suggested trying di� erent management styles 
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across the landscape and building on what has 
been successful from the previous plans and the 
NW Forest Plan. People would like the challenges 
and success of the past to guide the revision 
process. The importance of monitoring to determine 
e� ectiveness was highlighted.

Comments suggested that revising plans together 
at the same time across the region could be more 
e� ective and e�  cient. While some people believe 
more of a di� erence could be made in spending 
revision dollars on projects, others believe that 
revision is integral to forest health and needed.

A number of issues unique to a particular national 
forest were raised, such as connectivity issues and 
proposed wilderness areas and special botanical 
areas on the Rogue River-Siskiyou, the Navy proposal 
on the Olympic, the timeline for the Okanogan-
Wenatchee plan revision, East Fork Lewis River 
riparian management on the Gi� ord Pinchot, and 
Ochoco Creek debris and dams management on the 
Ochoco. 

Forest Service 
Capacity
Some community members expressed concerns 
about sta�  retention and employee and leadership 
turnover. Comments suggested new employees 
don’t understand local recreation and other 
resources and that high turnover doesn’t allow 
employees to learn from the past. Participants 
believe continuity is important, including for 
consistency, and that incentives to stay should 
be created. Proper sta�  ng levels and greater skill 
depth within the Forest Service was recommended 
as was increased sta�  ng of districts. Others 
recommended having the right people – con� dent 
and knowledgeable – on the ground and able 
to make decisions. Some comments requested 
additional Forest Service presence in the woods 
and suggested this would create more ownership in 

Forest Service activities. Others suggested increased 
monitoring capacity. Comments recommended 
use of local volunteer groups and higher education 
systems to increase capacity for implementing 
projects and getting work done in the forest. 
Likewise, community members suggested looking 
for opportunities to partner with tribes and 
other groups to accomplish restoration activities, 
including aquatic restoration. Some were concerned 
about the impact of new planning processes on the 
agency’s ability to accomplish work.   

Community members would like revision to be 
realistic and funded appropriately, including an 
adequate budget for public engagement. Attendees 
commented on the politics of forest budgets and 
questioned whether we fund the work we really 
want to see. Some suggested we manage forests 
to meet funding levels by either increasing sta�  
or reducing management objectives. Comments 
recommended funding based on the amount of 
federal lands in counties, reinvesting in the forest, 
and increasing non-timber funding opportunities. 
In addition, community members would like to see 
a reduction in NEPA costs and � re� ghting costs. 
The � nancial impact of lawsuits and the reduction 
in funds available for work because of lawsuits was 
raised.  

Forestry
Many comments focused on harvest levels. Some 
community members want to see protection for all 
mature and old growth forests (some speci� ed 80 
years old), age limits on harvest, or elimination of 
commercial logging. Others want to see compliance 
with NW Forest Plan timber outputs, more timber 
harvest, more harvest of old trees, more pre-
commercial thinning, or an increase in timber 
harvest to equal growth. Participants also wanted 
to know whether the intentions for current harvest 
restrictions have been met and if the restrictions are 
still valid.
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Other recommendations include managing for long-
term growth and productivity and using silviculture 
to address forest health. Participants were interested 
in the future of the forest when all stands are over 80 
and noted there may be a related reduction in Forest 
Service employees. Other comments expressed a 
desire for a steady and reliable timber supply (which 

would help maintain a skilled workforce) and a 
practical target for timber harvest. The importance 
of keeping timber products in the local community 
or even regionally was highlighted. Participants 
suggested a need for post-thinning management 
for critical habitat restoration. Additional 
recommendations include making harvest a priority 
in areas where it is allowed, maintaining timber 
harvest as a management tool, managing the forest 
like a crop to produce revenue, and not logging in 
potential wilderness areas.  

Some participants recommended more stewardship 
contracts as opposed to traditional timber sales 
and others suggested a mix of stewardship and 
traditional sales. Some thought cutting of slash 
piles should be allowed, and others recommended 
more � exibility in contracting during harvesting. 
Commenters also expressed a desire to see more 
technologically advanced tools utilized for e�  ciency 
during the thinning and restoration process. 
However, the limited availability of equipment was 
noted and one suggestion was to build equipment 
into the logging contract.  

Laws and Policies 
Many comments referred to NW Forest Plan 
land designations. Some comments requested 
maintenance of the principles, objectives, or 
outcomes of the NW Forest Plan. Others pointed 
out the NW Forest Plan has not been followed (e.g. 
timber harvest levels in matrix). People suggested 
more late-successional reserve, less late-successional 
reserve, and more matrix (timber-focused) land. 
Participants recommended retaining survey and 
manage or strengthening and expanding survey 
and manage. Comments suggested retaining the 
aquatic conservation strategy, including riparian 
reserves. Participants also requested more balance. 
Diverse opinions were o� ered regarding LSR 
management. For example, participants shared 
comments such as the NW Forest Plan does not 
prevent regeneration harvest in LSRs, LSRs are not 

Comments expressed interest in 
harvest methods including:

• Better methods of harvesting trees to 
accomplish restoration goals,

• More thinning from below or more 
thinning in general,

• Variable density thinning, 

• Only thinning or underbrush treatment, 

• Overstory removal, 

• More harvest of dead trees while 
accounting for resource needs and 
healthy ecosystems,

• Use of better silviculture prescriptions and 
designation by prescription,

• Diversity of management prescriptions, 

• Utilization of historical forest management 
practices,

• Enhancing wildlife habitat on the westside 
with clear-cuts,

• A prohibition on clear-cutting, 

• Longer rotations between stand 
treatment,

• Managing for all seral stages of forests in 
the landscape,

• Maintaining space between trees to make 
openings for tree health and wildlife,

• Continuing strategic fuel break work to 
provide wood products, and

• Eradicating juniper.
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sacred, hands-o�  management of LSRs might not 
be e� ective, and the age limit on harvest in LSRs 
should be revisited. A suggestion to reconsider 
LSR and matrix designations based on topography 
was proposed. Participants want to know if the 
objectives of the NW Forest Plan have been met 
what the successes and failures have been. Some 
comments suggested strengthening the NW Forest 
Plan to address stressors.

Participants recommended removing eastside 
screens as well as retaining the eastside screens. 
Others suggested modi� cation of the eastside 
screens and noted that these guidelines were meant 
to be temporary but have been institutionalized. 
Many comments expressed an interest in a more 
streamlined approach to NEPA and additional 
� exibility in the process, including when addressing 
catastrophic disturbances. 

Participants suggested that laws, rules, and 
regulations need to be changed and that Congress 
needs to clarify the Forest Service’s mission. 
Community members want the Forest Service to 
consider the mission and political climate when 
considering management options and would like 
to see the use of common sense in developing a 
new forest plan. Finally, participants would like the 
Forest Service to recognize state law and suggested 
that land is best managed locally and should be 
delegated back to the states.  

Multiple Use
Many participants would like the Forest Service 
to balance all uses and consider social, economic, 
and ecological values during plan revision. Public 
commenters want to ensure that multiple use 
management continues and that � exibility to 
accommodate multiple uses is built into plans. Some 
people suggested managing for one use rather 
than multiple uses and others suggested managing 
forests for non-commercial uses rather than as a 
source of timber products. Concern was expressed 

that human use of the forest seems secondary 
to wildlife use. Designated recreational areas for 
certain uses were recommended. Comments 
suggested working with adjacent land owners when 
discussing multi-use areas, whether motorized 
or non-motorized. The idea of balancing various 
uses was commonly raised. Uses mentioned in this 
context include: timber harvest, county tax revenue, 
forest health, recreation, � sh, owl recovery, habitat, 
watershed health, local economic contributions, and 
community needs.

Other comments focused on con� icts between 
various uses. For instance, some participants would 
like to see the Forest Service address con� ict 
between timber and fuels reduction in stewardship 
projects. Likewise, comments suggested considering 
all uses (livestock grazing, recreation cabins, etc.) 
to make sure they are not in con� ict with each 
other. Participants would also like to see equal 
consideration given to recreation and range as 
compared to the NW Forest Plan (species/ ecological 
issues). 

Grazing issues were raised at several listening 
sessions. Participants recommended consideration 
of range issues within in each management 
area, and some suggested range management 
as an acceptable use in all areas. Comments 
suggested consideration of the impact of 
sage grouse management on family ranches. 
Conversely, comments recommended Forest 
Service acknowledgement of the detrimental 
impacts caused by public lands grazing. Mapping 
and maintenance of historical stock driveways 
was recommended though user responsibility for 
maintenance of stock driveways was also noted. 
Community members would like to see the use 
of science in prohibiting grazing and determining 
where it’s appropriate.  
Recommendations for additional uses and 
considerations include:

• Recognizing the evolutionary importance of 
untouched areas, 

• Considering the carrying capacity of the land 
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for both humans and wildlife and limiting use 
as needed,

• More opportunities for fi rewood collection, 
including in LSRs,

• Evaluation of the eff ects of fi rewood collection,

• Monitoring and adapting usage levels of non-
traditional forest products,

• Increasing big game forage, and

• Addressing fence damage from snags.

Private Lands
Participants were concerned about the impacts of 
o�  forest activities on national forest resources and 
were also concerned about unhealthy federal land 
threatening neighbors. Consideration of tribal lands 
and adjacent land owners during plan revision was 
recommended. In addition, comments expressed 
interest in evaluation of the landscape, and water 
quality, inclusive of non-federal lands. Landscape 
coordination between the Forest Service, private 
landowners, and other governments such as 
states was recommended. Community members 
shared their concerns about mixed use of national 
forest land adjacent to human development and 
residences and also suggested more treatments 
in the interface between private and federal 
lands to protect private lands. Some comments 
recommended boundary changes or ownership 
swaps to reduce fragmentation and protect 
threatened and endangered species, and others 
were opposed to land acquisitions. 

Recreation and 
Access
Recreation management received a great deal 
of focus and many recommendations from the 
public. Many participants noted that recreation is 
a key value and economic driver across the region. 
Community members suggested expansion of 

recreational opportunities and facilities as well as 
a management policy shift toward recreation and 
special uses. Participants suggested a focus on 
where we want recreation to go in the life of the 
plan rather than codifying past activities. 

Many comments expressed interest in a particular 
type of recreation or concern about some types 
of recreation, e.g. interest in more � exibility for 
dispersed recreation. Comments also commonly 
noted recreation use has changed, and activities 
like mountain biking, snowshoeing and o� -
highway vehicle use have increased. Participants 
suggested consideration of past and current use 
patterns (all seasons) and institution of a quota 
system. Conversely, other comments suggested the 
Forest Service should enable more access and not 
lock o�  lands to public use. Likewise, comments 
recommended keeping fees or admission prices 
down to keep the forest accessible to diverse 
incomes. Many noted competing recreation 
interests. Recommendations related to competing 
uses include:

• Provide opportunities for both motorized and 
non-motorized use;

• Designate quiet recreation areas, including 
around urban areas, where electric or 
motorized equipment is not allowed to ensure 
safety;

• Address confl icts, especially on high use trails 
with multiple users;

• Balance wilderness with other uses;

• Designate areas for diff erent kinds of 
recreational use to mitigate impacts;

Community members would like to see high impact 
recreation areas addressed. Comments noted 
that some recreation areas are overwhelmed, and 
suggestions were made to encourage lesser used 
areas and provide � eld rangers to educate and assist 
the public. Some comments noted problems with 
ATVs from a � re danger perspective, and others 
noted that damage is caused by all user groups.  
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Comments noted the importance of the recreation 
economy and recognized that each community 
has unique recreation values. Participants would 
like the economic value of recreation considered in 
forest plan revision including bene� ts from tourism, 
� shing, etc. Many participants would like to see 
more investment and planning for recreation. 

Roads, Access, and 
Travel Management

Many participants were interested in access issues 
and shared recommendations related to access and 
roads. Community members see roads as a critical 
way to ensure access and recreational opportunities 
on federal land. Many comments conveyed the 
feeling that the Forest Service has an obligation to 
keep roads open and maintained for a diversity of 
recreational uses as well as to maintain access for 
other purposes including timber harvest, access 
between local communities, and disabled access. 
Others expressed concerns about the cost and 
ecological impact of roads. Some participants would 
like to see road removal to improve � sh passage 
and habitat or road closures to protect old growth 
while others would prefer road reconstruction and 
realignment. Participants requested long-term 
thinking on the use of roads, a right-sized road 
system, and a road system based on public input 
and commensurate with access and other uses.  

People expressed concern about road maintenance 
and conditions of roads. Comments recommended 
Forest Service road crews due to the burden 
placed on industry and private interests because 
of the current lack of capacity. Others noted that 
conveying roads and the maintenance burden 
to counties is not a good solution. In addition, 
many comments recommended letting volunteers 
augment the Forest Service’s work on roads and 
trails. Participants noted high road fees and a lack 
of maintenance. Comments remarked on the lack 
of safety on roads and the need for general repair 

including brush clearing, ditch maintenance, and 
better management of water drainage. Participants 
mentioned closed roads which were not blocked or 
signed as such. Road maintenance and safety is key 
to local users who value many di� erent uses on the 
national forest. 

Participants o� ered di� ering opinions on motorized 
and non-motorized use of the forest. Many 
suggested separate designated areas for each 
type of use. A designation for quiet recreation was 
recommended as well. Requests for more motorized 
recreation or the same levels of motorized recreation 
were shared. Some would like to see fewer roads to 
create better hunting. Others would like the Forest 
Service to address the impact of motorized vehicles 
on the forest or recognize the di� erent level of 
impacts from snowmobiles and ATVs.

Comments suggested analysis of the e� ectiveness 
of the Travel Management Rule and decision. 
Participants noted that Motor Vehicle Use Maps 
(MVUMs) are wrong or inadequate or need to be 
updated (e.g. animal retrieval areas for disabled 
access). Some would like to see any roads open to 
motorized use also be open to WATVs (ATVs that 
have been modi� ed with safety equipment to be 
made “street-legal” on Washington state roads). A 
request was made to drop license requirements on 
Forest Service roads to allow kids to ride the roads 
(for example to trailheads).  

Some comments focused on seasonal access and 
suggested a more comprehensive winter recreation 
analysis than was incorporated in the last plan. 
Participants recommended posting signs on roads 
with a limited travel season, brushing to the ditch 
line to help snowmobiles, eliminating the 60” 
limit on over-snow travel, and retaining current 
snowmobiling opportunities. 
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Regional, 
Landscape and 
Local Scale
Many participants commented about consistency 
across forests. Comments expressed interest 
individual forest plan consistency within the NW 
Forest Plan area as well as consistent management 
of recreation resources across forests and regionally. 
Community members suggested building forest 
plan revisions o�  of the NW Forest Plan.  

Comments pointed out the importance of 
considering both regional and local issues in 
the revision process. In addition, participants 
recommended a landscape approach while not 
excluding smaller areas in need of management. 
Community members would like to see forests 
managed contiguously. An all-lands approach that 
looks at the large-scale over time was of interest 
to many, e.g. for river management for salmon 
habitat improvement. Some participants suggested 
developing a very local approach to management 
plans for each forest and were concerned about 
plans retaining local identify. Others suggested 
grouping plan revision across regions for multiple 
forests and were more concerned with consistency 
across forests. 

Water Resources
Most public comments on water resources support 
a continuing program to protect, improve, and 
support water quality and watershed health. 
Participants would like to see water management 
as a key component of plan revision, including 
timber stand management (e.g. juniper) in relation 
to water. Community members would like to see 
management that prevents degradation of water 
and supports healthy watersheds. Community 
members would like to see the Forest Service 
accomplish more creek and watershed restoration. 

Trails and Recreation 
Infrastructure
Participants also commented on national 
forest trails. People requested more trails as 
well as fewer trails. Some suggested removing 
parallel trails and consolidating when trails 
lead to the same place. Comments suggested 
more trail maintenance in general as well 
trail maintenance to reduce impacts to water 
quality. Community members recommended 
enlisting volunteers to maintain wilderness 
trails as well as motorized trails. An o� -road 
permit was recommended to help fund 
trail maintenance. Comments noted that 
wilderness trails are being lost and would 
like maintenance to maintain such trails. 
Other suggested eliminating wilderness 
trails and adding more elsewhere. Trail signs 
are appreciated. Explanation of the process 
for adding motorized trails was requested 
as was managing for the integrity of the 
trail experience for the Paci� c Crest Trail. 
Community members would like horse 
recreation considered and don’t want horses 
limited to roads. Participants also requested 
maintenance or improvement of campsites 
and wilderness cabins. Comments suggested 
a simpli� ed, multi-agency pass system as well 
as enforcement of illegal use. Hunting and 
� shing accessibility were recommended for 
consideration during plan revision.   

(See the Forest Plan section for comments on 
wilderness and other land designations.)
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Many speci� c recommendations were shared. 
For example, some people recommended forests 
consider water storage capacities at current levels or 
augment needs in the future plan revisions. Others 
suggested no-touch reserves around water features, 
riparian bu� ers at current or improved levels, or 
management of riparian habitat within the natural 
range of variability. A general desire for protection 
of salmon, recognition of impacts on habitat, and 
maintenance of protections for � sh and clean water 
was shared. Concern about habitat and river hazard 
management was expressed, and participants 
suggested balancing uses on rivers. Comments 
showed an interest in both maintenance of access 
and reduction in road density. Finally, participants 
suggested bringing in state partners, the National 
Marine Fisheries Service, and watershed-based 
municipalities to identify opportunities to address 
water resource issues and biological bottlenecks.    

(For comments on the Aquatic Conservation Strategy, 
see the Forest Plan section.)

Wildlife
The comment heard most often at the listening 
sessions related to wildlife was to move away from 
single species management. Participants would 
like to see the Forest Service manage for multiple 
species or all species and resources, not just ESA-
listed species or Management Indicator Species, and 
include common species deer and elk. Comments 
suggested alternate approaches to single species 
management should incorporate ecological 
processes, systems thinking, and focus on the whole 
ecological picture, or ecosystem management.   

Community members would like to see biodiversity 
maintained or increased, including habitats and 
forest-� oor plant species. Comments showed 
support for a long-term view of management 
for habitat and species. Participants would like 
to see the amount of habitat and the quality of 
habitat considered and requested protection 

and conservation of old growth forests. Some 
participants noted that certain species are occurring 
in places they did not occur in the past and that 
this should be taken into consideration with current 
science. Comments suggested a programmatic 
plan across the range for endangered species and 
maintenance of endangered species habitat. Refugia 
for climate-sensitive species were recommended as 
were forage opportunities for wildlife. Participants 
would like to see “new” species like wolves 
considered during plan revision. Others suggested 
letting nature take its course, e.g. competition 
between barred owl and spotted owl. Protection 
for the following species was requested: spotted 
owl, lynx, wolverine, marbled murrelet, and species 
associated with old growth forest habitat, sensitive 
to climate change, or dependent on road density. 
Beaver reintroduction was recommended as was 
aggressive reintroduction of species to promote 
forest health.

Community members suggested various means 
of monitoring species and their habitats. Analysis 
of species and habitats through key indicators was 
recommended, as were inventories to account 
for diversity and gauge the e� ectiveness of 
management. Some comments suggested requiring 
population data for focal species. Other feedback 
included the recommendation to update data on 
species (e.g. inactive spotted owl nest sites) which 
might allow managers more � exibility. Participants 
also recommended analyzing and monitoring 
common species.

A common theme during the listening sessions 
was that better habitat corridors for wildlife or 
connectivity of habitats should be considered. 
Connectivity of mature and old growth forests was 
recommended, and consideration of migration 
routes for big game was suggested. Likewise, 
participants requested management for animal 
movement unimpeded by other uses (e.g. roads and 
development). Comments also noted that corridors 
would be more important ever due to climate 
change. 



Forest Listening Sessions

17171717

Finally, participants recommended calling on 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife to access 
expertise in analysis as well as data and monitoring 
results. Participants noted that habitat conservation 
plans rely on the NW Forest Plan so any changes to 
the NW Forest Plan could have ripple e� ects on state 
and private lands.  

(For comments on survey and manage, see the Laws 
and Policies section.)

Plan Revision 
Miscellaneous
The issues below were raised at the plan revision 
roundtables and didn’t � t neatly into the categories 
above. 

• Lead and broken clay pigeons – need bio-
degradable in arid climate.

• Forest planning standards and guidelines 
need to be site speci� c (e.g. browse heights in 
grazing di� erent between di� erent sites and 
di� erent plant species).

• Reduce subsidies for livestock and mining, 
timber. 

• Retain receipts for management on the Forest.

• Real issue is corporate entities.

• Use technology, such as remote vehicles/
robotics to recover timber and clear out burned 
areas.

• Please consider products produced by the 
Federal Forest Carbon Coalition (report card, 
checklist and background papers).

• Animal damage control needs to be 
considered.

• Allotments are comprised of legacy fences; 
redesign all allotments and pastures to improve 
forage and grazing management.

• Contrast: small communities rely on timber 
revenue; Anti-government, anti-handout, yet 
need income from logging.

• Address permitted uses. 
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for the greatest good
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