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Dear Interested Travel Management Participants: 
 
First, I thank you for your interest and the many hours you have put in working with us on this project and 
letting us know your concerns about access and use of the Forest. Even though the 2012 Decision was rescinded, 
I want to assure you that all of your work and comments will be incorporated as we move forward.  Your 
comments and concerns for the communities, traditions, access, landscapes, and resources matter to us. 

As stated in our March 2013 Newsletter, we are completing the content analysis performed on all the appeal and 
comment letters we received on the Travel Management Plan from March 16, 2012 to June 14, 2012. March 
16th was the beginning of the appeal period and we chose June 14th as a cut-off date to allow the contractors to 
begin working on the content analysis. Content analysis is a systematic process designed to extract topics of 
concern from each letter, evaluate them, and group similar topics under a public concern statement that captures 
the intent of the commenter.  This analysis was completed using a new automated system called CARA (Content 
Analysis and Response Application), which has been a work in progress.   

The Content Analysis Report is attached to this letter. In addition, an Abstract is provided on the web site as a 
summary of the issues that were identified in the analysis. The developers worked closely with us to ensure the 
attached reports are an accurate portrayal of your concerns and comments. I intend to use this report, along with 
any communication received after June 14, 2012, to help us develop our public engagement process for moving 
forward.  We heard two things loud and clear in your comments and concerns:  you want to be engaged actively 
in any travel management process and we need to start with an accurate map of existing conditions.  

To address the second point, and as I stated in our March Newsletter, we are currently working on updating the 
maps, which will more accurately describe the existing condition of the road system within the project area. We 
are incorporating as much of the survey information and comments you and the counties provided as possible as 
some of the comments had inaccurate trail names and information that was difficult to decipher.  In addition, we 
are coordinating with District employees to add their knowledge of the conditions on-the-ground.  We should be 
wrapping this up in the next month or two. Once we have maps that we have determined represent the input we 
received, we will hold public meetings to verify them with those of you who use the forest. We will also make 
the maps available to the public on our web site and are working on a way for you to comment so you can help 
fill in gaps in our information that may still exist.  

This summer and fall we will be analyzing the baseline road system needs for administration of the forest, as 
explained in the newsletter.That is referred to as Subpart A of the Travel Management Rule.  As I mentioned in 
the newsletter, and have told people at public meetings, the report of this analysis, due in 2015, describes what 
the Forest Service needs to manage the forest. It is not a decision and does not change the status of any road.  

I welcome your comments and feedback on the Executive Summary.  Please feel free to contact us at 
wwnf_travel_mgt_plan@fs.fed.us. 

Sincerely, 

  

 

  
JOHN LAURENCE   
Forest Supervisor   
 

mailto:wwnf_travel_mgt_plan@fs.fed.us
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In a Nutshell: What We Heard 
• People who appealed the decision, or who wrote to comment on the decision 

offered strong opposition to, or strong support for the plan. 

• The Forest Service failed to communicate regularly, or with enough clarity, with 
the public. Many people felt there was little consideration of their input. 

• Access is important: the ability of people to pursue activities in the forest ranging 
from casual users visiting for a day to those who depend on the forest for 
subsistence and livelihood was stressed over and over. 

• There is concern by both those who supported the plan and those who did not 
over user conflicts and public safety. 

• There is substantial concern over uses that would require a permit and access to 
private lands. 

• Those who wrote, regardless of their preference for the plan, supported protection 
of natural resources. 

• Commenters were concerned that the plan would affect custom, culture, and use 
of the forest. 

• People questioned whether the plan was based on the best available or most 
appropriate high quality science. 

• Commenters were concerned about the accuracy of the maps issued with the 
travel management plan decision and the Forest Service’s ability to implement the 
plan. 

 

Introduction and Overview 
     The Wallowa-Whitman National Forest (WWNF) Travel Management Plan Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision (Decision) were signed 
on February 21, 2012 and released on March 16, 2012, which then began the Appeal 
period. Subsequently, the Decision was withdrawn on April 17, 2012. The history of this 
project is provided at the end of this Content Analysis Report. 

The appeal and comment letters received from March 16, 2012 to June 14, 2012 are 
included in this analysis; however letters received before and after these dates, and in the 
future will be considered in the development of any future plan. March 16th was the 
beginning of the appeal period and we chose June 14th as a cut-off date to allow the 
contractors to begin working on the content analysis. The WWNF worked with a 
contractor who provided an unbiased analysis of the comments from the appeal and 
comment letters, and together ensured the analysis is as thorough and clear as possible.  
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The contractor was also responsible for developing concern statements, which summarize 
and combine similar comments. 

This document is a summary of the content from the public appeal and comment letters 
(hereafter called Responses in this document) received by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture Forest Service (Forest Service) regarding the Wallowa-Whitman National 
Forest Travel Management Plan decision. Although this was not a formal comment 
period, the public actively provided comments and/or appealed the project during the 
appeal period and even after the decision was withdrawn.  During the four month time 
period following the release of the FEIS and Decision, the Forest Service received the 
following number and type of responses (Table 1).   

Table 1. Number of travel management plan responses received from March 16 to June 
14, 2012. 

Type of Response Number Received 
Unique Appeal Letters 
Appeal Form Letters 
Total Appeal Letters  

303 
159 
462 

Non-Appeal Comment Letters 
Unique Letters (includes 
Form Masters) 

Non-Appeal Form Letters  
Form Letter 1 
Form Letter 2 
Form Letter 3 
Form Letter 4 
Form Letter 4+ 
Form Letter 5 
 

 
281 

 
 

1,257 
12 

1,296 
19 
4 
9 
 

Total Responses 3,340 
 

A response is a single, whole submission that may take the form of a letter, email, fax, 
appeal, postcard, etc. Each response may contain anywhere from one to several hundred 
comments.  Approximately 17 percent of the responses were original responses (appeals 
and comments), which include both those submitted by individuals and those from 
agencies and organizations. The remaining 83 percent of the responses were form letters 
and appeal letters, which contained identical text but were submitted by different people.   

Each original letter, all of the appeals, and an example of the non-appeal form letter were 
analyzed to ensure that the concerns of all respondents were considered. In addition, if a 
respondent added information to a form letter, and the additional information was not 
redundant to the comment already in the form itself, this content was also analyzed.   
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Form letters, also referred to as organized campaign responses in this document, are 
defined as two or more responses from different individuals that contain identical text, or 
identical text plus brief additional comments similar in content (known as form plus 
responses). Eighty-three percent of the total responses received (appeal and comment 
letters) were form letters (2,597 form comment letters and 159 form appeal letters). See 
also Organized Campaign Response in Appendix E for more information about how 
Form appeals and letters are identified, coded, and counted. 

This Summary of Public Comment is a narrative analysis of concerns raised in the 
responses received.  The analysis attempts to provide fair representation of the wide 
range of views submitted but makes no attempt to treat input as if it were a vote or a 
statistical sample. In addition, many of the respondents’ reasons for voicing these 
viewpoints vary from being general to very detailed. In an effort to provide a succinct 
summary of all of the concerns raised in this document, the subtleties and specific details 
can be found in the public comments in Appendix D. 

The Appendices to this document provide more detailed descriptions of the following and 
can be found as separate documents posted on our web site:  

 Appendix A – List of Commenters with associated Public Concern #’s 
 Appendix B – Coding Structure 
 Appendix C – All of the Public Concerns 
 Appendix D – All Public Concerns and All Comments Associated with Each 

Concern 
 Appendix E – Organized Response Report (Form Letters) 

Content Analysis Process 
The goals of the content analysis process are to: 

 Ensure that every response is considered, 
 Identify the concerns raised by all respondents, 
 Represent the breadth and depth of the public’s viewpoints and concerns as fairly 

as possible, and 
 Present those concerns in a way that effectively facilitates the Agencie’s ability to 

consider the comments. 
The method used in this analysis was developed by a specialized Forest Service unit, the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Services Group (NSG), to analyze public 
comment.  This method employs both qualitative and quantitative approaches.  It is a 
systematic process designed to provide a mailing list of respondents, extract topics from 
each letter, evaluate similar topics from different responses, and identify specific topics of 
concern.  The process also provides a relational database capable of reporting various 
types of information while linking comments to the original letters. 
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Throughout the content analysis process, the team strives to identify all relevant 
concerns, not just those represented by a majority of respondents.  Breadth and depth of 
comments are important.  In addition to capturing relevant factual input, the methodology 
used identifies the relative emotion and strength of public sentiment behind particular 
viewpoints such as the importance of the forest to the custom and culture of local 
communities and residents.  The team worked closely with the project interdisciplinary 
team specialists to ensure that the correct intent of the comments was captured in the 
concern statements. 

 

Some respondents re-submitted their comments from the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) published in 2009.  These comments were analyzed and responded to 
in Appendix I of the 2012 FEIS for this project.  These re-submitted comments were 
reviewed by project specialists who determined they were primarily related to the draft 
document and a process that had not been completed yet. With the completion of the 
planning process, the responses to these comments provided in the final EIS adequately 
responded to these concerns.  The decision was made to focus this content analysis on the 
comments related specifically to the decision made in the travel management plan and the 
analysis completed in the FEIS.   

The Summary of Public Comment attempts to capture all significant concerns related to a 
project; however, it is only a summary.  Content analysis summaries and reports are not 
intended to replace original letters and appeals.  As noted above, the database reports are 
linked directly to individual letters. From the analysis of all comments, statements of 
Public Concern are formulated. The statements are themes that summarize concerns 
raised in comments.  Appendix D contains all of the comments from the responses that 
were analyzed and incorporated into the public concern statements.  

How to Find Your Comments and Concerns 
Appendix A to this report contains a list of all the commenters, the number assigned to 
their appeal or comment letter, and the public concern number(s) their comments and 
concerns were assigned to.  In order to find the public concerns associated with the 
comments from your letter, go to the table in Appendix A, find your name or organization 
and note the Public Concern numbers in the “Public Concern” column.  You can go to 
Appendix D to find the Public Concerns and the list of public comments assigned to each 
concern statement; however, this is a very large document and it may be easiest to check 
the table of contents for Appendix D first to help you find the concern statement within 
the document.  Appendix C contains a list of all the Public Concerns; and Appendix D 
contains a list of all the Public Concerns accompanied by all of the comments that were 
coded from the letters and that are associated with each specific Public Concern.   

The public comments provide commenter’s specific perspectives and rationale and are 
captured in one or several of the Public Concerns. The primary purpose of the Public 
Concerns is to provide a synthesis of comments in a format that aids in careful 
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consideration of all the comments by the Agency. Although Public Concerns have been 
developed, the Forest Service did read and consider every comment letter.  

Summary of Public Comments 
The following is a summary of the appeal and comment letters received after the 
Decision was released and reflects public sentiment on a variety of issues regarding 
changes to travel management on the WWNF described in the Decision. These issues 
range in nature from strictly procedural (how the planning process was conducted) to 
technically specific (questions relating to the science used in the analysis). Public 
comment on these issues demonstrates the interest, feelings, and concerns the public has 
regarding the management of National Forest System (NFS) lands. These comments 
reflect the convictions many respondents have about national forests, the role of 
recreation on those forests, and how the Forest Service should best manage these 
resources. 

This section begins with a general analysis and proceeds with identification and 
discussion of respondents’ main areas of concern. It is divided into the following parts: 

 General Non-Support/Support of Decision and Options to Consider 
 Recreation Management 
 Permitted/Administrative Uses, such as Firewood, and Mining 
 Natural Resource Protection 
 Transportation Management and Planning 
 Planning Process and Public Involvement 
 Socio-Economic Concerns 

Sub-concerns under these main areas surfaced during the analysis, which received 
multiple comments from multiple respondents.  These have been included below under 
each main area heading.  Whenever possible, actual quotes from the response letters and 
appeals are included to help illustrate the point being made by the respondents. 

As shown above, public involvement continues to be an issue with this project.  One 
commenter pointed out that “over 6000 people signed a petition when this process was 
announced and the petition was accepted as one comment, not 6000 plus.”  Given the 
sensitivity surrounding this issue, it is important that the analysis within this summary 
reflect the breadth of the comments/responses received and analyzed during this content 
analysis effort.  With this in mind, the analysis of the issues and concerns described 
below will reflect all of the responses received related to the Decision, including the form 
letters received as a result of organized campaigns.   

1.  General Non-Support/Support and Options 

Many comments were received that expressed a general lack of support, or support for 
the decision, without specific objections, praise, or suggested modifications for the plan. 
Some respondents did include options to consider in going forward with the travel 
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management plan.  Examples of these options to consider are described below along with 
the sub-concerns found within these letters. 
 

General Non-Support 
Many of the non-supportive comments expressed disappointment that roads will be 
closed on the WWNF and pointed out that the land belongs to all, not just “horses, 
hikers, bikers, special interest groups, illegals, rich people, and outfitters.”  They 
indicated that the Forest should be doing more to bring people to the forest rather than 
making it more difficult to get there.  A respondent pointed out that in their trips into 
the woods, they “usually never saw another vehicle, and on rare occasions saw one or 
two other vehicles, so why is the FS trying to shut down the roads?"  There were also 
very strong, emotion charged declarations that because these are public lands “they 
should be left alone and that access is a right for every person.” 

Some respondents expressed concern that people might “fight back against the 
closing of 6,000 of the 9,000 miles of roads on the forest by tearing out gates and 
starting fires.”  They also fear that road closures will enhance illegal actions like 
growing marijuana and operating meth labs on national forest lands. 

A few respondents pointed out that the travel plan breaches agreements made when 
national forests were established because the Forest Service has eliminated multiple-
use on so many acres.  They feel that the lands left can “support timber, traditional 
recreation, wildlife and the communities associated with these lands” and that 
“handouts from Congress and more lockouts are not the answer” for how to manage 
National Forest System lands. 

Some letters received suggested that the travel plan was “crafted by a few people who 
are not regular users of the targeted areas,” and that it was “based on perceived ideals 
while ignoring the realities of the situation.” 

General Support 
The majority of the respondents supporting the travel plan decision were disappointed 
that the decision was to be delayed while admonishing the Forest Service to “stand 
firm and do what is right for the land.”  They commended the agency for developing 
an extremely “balanced and forward thinking plan” and wanted the Forest to know 
that the “silent majority” was supportive of the decision and they would welcome the 
change.  These people also expressed concerns that “withdrawing the plan and giving 
in to those who are shouting from the sidelines is counter-productive to the public 
process.” 

Supportive respondents pointed out that “while local counties, motorsports 
organizations and firewood cutters were threatening to appeal or litigate the new 
rules, which they have a right to do,” they felt it was “important to not cave in to the 
local area as the national forests are "national" and their users/owners are not just 
from the local area.  The vast majority of the public does not want to see our national 
forests as motorized playgrounds.” 

Comments were received from some local residents who said they were “very tired of 
the ATV’s and more destructive types of recreation that more than dominate the local 
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area.”  Others said they “strongly favor closing roads in the forest even though that 
will limit their access into beautiful places because the health and viability of wildlife 
is far more important than their ability to go anywhere and everywhere they might 
wish.” 

Those respondents expressing support for the decision indicated that the travel plan 
decision would appropriately close roads no longer needed for management because 
they feel the current road system is “beyond its useable life and is doing more 
environmental damage than good so they should be returned to a natural condition.”  
They pointed out that forest resources are finite and fragile and previous generations 
put regulations in place to place to protect resources from overuse and abuse.  The 
travel plan addressed this goal and should not be “subverted by user groups 
concerned about a perceived right to do whatever they please” on the forest. 

Options to Consider 
Respondents offered a wide range of options and opportunities for managing 
motorized access (scale back the plan, seasonal closures during hunting season, 
establish a mudding area, allow seniors to use roads on week days, extend green dot 
closure periods, leave currently open roads open, etc.); improvements for wildlife 
and their habitat (control predators, use gate closures during calving and fawning 
times, close some hunting units for a few years or make 4 point or better limits, create 
additional seasonal closure areas); protecting natural resources (remove stream 
bottom roads and replant, enforce restrictions on cross-country use, use a permit 
system in concern areas); implementation (maintain signs and decommission illegal 
user constructed trails, use public education, have all roads on maps and maintain 
signs); travel planning process (should vote on preferred alternative, do road 
specific NEPA documents, get things back on track as soon as possible but in the 
meantime at least close cross-country travel); law enforcement (place officers in 
trouble areas, publish a bail schedule for offenses, engage backcountry users to help 
with enforcement, create a call in system to report violations); and firewood (open 
roads during dry season for firewood).  

 
2.  Recreation Management 

Some respondents supported the road closures because they would create areas which 
would provide “excellent opportunities for hunters” while many others were adamant 
that the travel plan decision would take away opportunities for hunting, berry picking, 
mushrooming, firewood cutting, fishing, camping, rock hounding, visiting historic 
mines, photography, bird watching, gold panning, sightseeing, wildlife viewing, 
sledding, Christmas tree hunting, and limit camping opportunities such as being able 
to “pull a trailer to secluded camping sites close enough to the river to enjoy an 
evening of fishing.”  Off-road 4WD jeep users were very disappointed that “their 
favorite kind of recreation activity would no longer be legal under the new travel 
plan.”  A commenter felt very strongly that “resource reasons for closures aren’t as 
important as the value of the area to recreational users.” 

A respondent pointed out that “the closure of ML1 roads and user created trails and 
roads which are taken care of by their users will kill not only the economic lookout, 
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social stability, cultural and historic travel-recreation and rites of passage by citizens 
but it will also kill trust of the citizens for the USFS.” 

Another commenter suggested that the seasonal (snowmobile) limitations are a limit 
in project scope which should have been evaluated in relation to the year round uses 
allowed on other forest roads. 

Disabled/Elderly Access and Veterans 
Many respondents expressed concern that the Travel Management Plan would 
inappropriately reduce access for senior citizens, the disabled, and veterans.  Many 
cited lack of compliance with the American’s with Disabilities Act (ADA) in their 
concerns and suggested that “some exceptions need to be in place for the truly 
disabled” such as “permits for cross-country travel with ATVs during hunting 
seasons.”   

These users feel the closures would deny them access to “virtually every desirable 
area and experience in the Forest without the ability to operate a motor vehicle.”  
Closures would make “areas totally inaccessible to all but a few individuals” and 
“would limit/eliminate elderly people’s ability to share in activities with their families 
in the woods.”  Many were concerned the decision would “make hunting impossible 
in many areas for the elderly” along with the certainty that “the disabled and elderly 
can’t retrieve their elk and deer because of the 300 foot restrictions and the rest of the 
roads closed by this plan.” 

An individual asked in frustration “just how in the world do you expect a physically 
disabled citizen to go beyond a LOCKED GATE, or drive down a ROAD that you 
have destroyed?!”   

Big Game Retrieval 
Some respondents pointed out that the travel plan fails to provide for big game 
retrieval because “animals can travel great distances after being shot some times” and 
by closing more roads people’s ability to retrieve game before “a predator gets it or it 
spoils” will be difficult. 

Non-Motorized Opportunities 
Several of the comments not in support of the decision put forward the concern that a 
large portion of the WWNF is already either wilderness or other areas (estimates 
ranged from 50 – 75 percent of the WWNF) where motor vehicle travel is severely 
restricted and this decision will deny access to the few remaining places available.  
They feel this is “not a balanced approach and renders even more of the forest as 
useless to a majority of the public.”  It is also “a travesty and puts too much pressure 
on an even more limited area.”   

With so much of the WWNF already having restricted motor vehicle access these 
respondents felt strongly that there is already an adequate supply of “untouched” 
scenery and non-motorized recreation opportunities for those seeking those types of 
recreation experiences.  Non-motorized users are considered to be “in the minority of 
forest users” by the motorized user group expressing this lack of support for the travel 
plan decision. 
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User Conflicts 
Many of the concerns over user conflicts were related to dispersed camping because 
the commenters felt the plan “fails to provide for dispersed camping due to the 
requirement to be located within 300 feet of major roadways.”  They emphasized that 
people who participate in dispersed camping “do so in order to avoid their neighbors” 
and requiring one of the largest groups of users to use one of the smallest areas of 
access “does not meet the requirement for balanced use.”  They are also concerned 
that focusing dispersed camping into condensed areas will lead to devastation of 
resources and roads; however, if they were “given room to spread out, impacts would 
be less visible” as well as eliminate the “overcrowding and inundation by dust.” 

Several users pointed out that because some roads are designated for ATV use and 
some for vehicles with certain wheel spans, those families who “recreate together 
with several different types of vehicles will no longer be able to travel together 
restricting people to a smaller area crammed with more people if they want to use the 
forest together.” 

Both motorized and non-motorized users expressed anger and frustration over seeing 
areas abused, littered, and mistreated.  Both user groups said they do their part to 
clean up and maintain the forest for the others who use the mountains for recreation. 

Non-motorized users felt strongly that the travel plan decision would reduce user 
conflicts with motorized users by reducing the noise, trash, smell, and impacts to 
wildlife.  They feel there are very few places where a person can go to find a low 
impact or more leisurely type of access to the woods because of “all the intruding 
road and off-road recreation.”   They expressed their frustration over the “abundance 
of OHV use of roads” and the times they “hiked for many hours in pursuit of game 
animals, only to step onto a road with OHV’s traveling up and down it, especially 
when those roads were supposed to be closed to motor vehicles.” 

Safety Concerns 
A number of respondents are concerned that the travel management plan will impact 
public safety for a number of reasons, among them are: the safety concerns with 
putting “ATV users on roads with trucks, cars, and pickups”; crowding hunters into 
limited areas and the “potential for accidental firearm injuries and death”; and 
“compacting a bunch of incapable people into a much smaller area that is bound to 
cause altercations and accidents.”  People were also worried about the increase this 
would create in law enforcement issues and the logistic problems road closures will 
create for rescuers. 

Others assert that the plan will result in greater risk from predators, especially wolves, 
bears, and mountain lions along with “attack by other people” because they will 
“have to be farther from their vehicles and unable to seek the safety of their vehicles” 
under this plan.  They also note that “leaving vehicles unattended in the forest for 
great lengths of time also increases the chance they will be vandalized and personal 
property stolen and destroyed.”  Some also note that the plan proposes to close routes 
that serve as emergency egress, in particular in the Stices Gulch area.  
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3.  Permitted/Administrative Uses and Mining 

The following responses are all related to forest management or uses and programs 
managed under a type of permit or contract.  They are considered administrative in nature 
or relate to activities covered by law such as mining. 
 
Administrative Access - Timber Harvest, Firefighting, Grazing, Water Rights, Ditches, 
Search and Rescue, Law Enforcement 

Most of these comments focused on road closures with the respondents expressing 
concern that “tearing out roads” will negatively impact the ability to perform search 
and rescue operations, fire suppression activities, law enforcement activities, escape 
in the event of a fire, repair environmental damage done by criminal enterprises, 
emergency access, future timber cutting, access to private land, mining claims, 
grazing lands, historic camping sites, good firewood areas, and water right access for 
both private and municipal watersheds.  A respondent also pointed out that “if you 
tear out roads they will need to be rebuilt for any logging.” 

A number of respondents express concern about access to water sources and water 
facilities. Several local City Officials asked that their access to their municipal water 
facilities be maintained to allow for operations and maintenance activities.  
Individuals are also concerned about maintaining access to their water sources. Some 
ask if the “holders of water rights within the communities have been notified” as 
required by law about the potential effect on their access to maintain ditches and head 
gates, and to check on water sources. 

Several respondents asked how grazing permittees will get access and requested that 
if some kind of permitting process is needed to allow vehicle use by grazing 
permittees, the process be clearly and fully disclosed so it can be reviewed allowing 
for appropriate comments to be submitted on the process. 

A respondent adamantly believes that “permits are not acceptable, period.  All citizens 
of the USA, whether they hold claims, property, cabins, grazing rights or are 
recreating, should not have to ask for a permit to travel on or to destinations on land 
that is public land.” 

The local snowmobile club brought forward the information that snowmobile trails 
which are groomed in the winter need to be logged out in the summers so the snowcat 
can get down the trails in the winter.  Trees need to be removed when they are not 
under snow and frozen in; therefore, some accommodations for this need would be 
necessary. 

Mining Access 
Several respondents asked that the plan preserve access to existing mining claims to 
be consistent with multiple use and the mining law.  Some requested that the 
economic effects of the plan on mineral exploration be fully analyzed because they 
believe the plan will result in increased costs.  Some suggested that “roads in 
mineralized area should remain open as long as they are not causing resource 
damage.”  Others asserted that the plan “should avoid restricting access to areas 
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where historical and traditional mining activities have taken place to preserve the 
tradition for future generations.” 

A respondent said he was told by Forest Service that people prospecting or mining 
could still drive on any road as long as the trip was mining related and after seeing the 
report posted online for travel relating to mining, the person felt they “were blatantly 
lied to.”  Another person asserted that the Forest Service “failed to take a hard look at 
the effects road closures will have on elderly miners.” 

Firewood 
The impacts on people’s ability to gather firewood on National Forest System lands 
was a very significant concern to not only personal use firewood cutters but also 
commercial firewood operations.  Many commented that because “most/all of the 
firewood is already gone within 300 feet of main roads” limiting where people can go 
will make it even more difficult to find.  A lot of these commenters also pointed out 
that because “wood heat is the only source of heat for a lot of homes” a sustained 
level of firewood is essential because “if people on a fixed income have to add 
another heat source it will have negative impacts they can’t afford” and “drive up the 
price of firewood.” 

Some respondents stated that “limiting access was outside the scope of travel 
management planning and thus exceeded the Forest Services’ authority” for firewood 
cutting.  Others expressed concerns that “limiting firewood cutting would encourage 
catastrophic forest fires” due to the buildup snags and logs.  While others asked for 
“more security be provided for designated old-growth areas” and that “the firewood 
program be managed to retain at least minimum numbers of quality snags for 
wildlife.” 

Several respondents encouraged the WWNF to “develop a process to allow traditional 
firewood gathering to continue in a controlled format that protects forest resources 
such as firewood areas” they also suggested that it might be time to start looking at 
“cutting green wood for firewood allowing wood cutters to thin out stagnant stands 
while getting their wood in.”   

Private Land Access 
Many of the comments about private land access were from landowners (inholdings 
or those who live adjacent to National Forest System lands) who felt they were not 
given adequate or appropriate notice of the proposals to close roads which access 
their property.  Some indicated that the wrong road had been designated to access 
their property while others said they supported “not designating the roads into their 
property as long as they could access it by request.”   

While some landowners were concerned they would be closed off or seasonally 
closed off from accessing their property, other landowners were concerned that 
designating roads into their property for public use would increase trespassing on 
adjacent private lands or their “property would become overrun with people” asking 
to recreate there. 
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4.  Natural Resource Protection 

Commenters expressing support for the decision indicated the travel plan decision 
would restore forest health, protect wildlife, old growth forests, riparian areas, critical 
elk habitat areas, fisheries, traditional recreation, roadless areas, wilderness values, 
and will reduce peoples’ carbon footprint.  Some respondents pointed out their alarm 
over the “amount of illegal and inappropriate off road use by ATVs that is taking 
place” as they find “ATV tracks everywhere, even in the wilderness.” 

They also feel that “putting to bed roads no longer needed in the same way they were 
needed 25 years ago will contribute tremendously to wildlife viability, hydrology, and 
other basic natural resources.  Big game herds need to grow and this cannot happen 
with ATV’s and woodcutters driving year-around in the areas where game resides.”  
While they “recognize that ATV use is an appropriate use” in the forest they also 
advocate the “need for it to be controlled and limited.”   

Several avid motor vehicle users pointed out that they are “equally frustrated with 
illegal riding that does damage to areas in the forest.”  A lot of motor vehicle users are 
very concerned that “road closures may cause the loss or destruction of significant 
scientific, cultural or historical resources” now available to the general public. 

Local Native American tribes commented that “first foods are all negatively impacted 
by excessive road development and unregulated public use.”  The tribes support a 
balance between protection of these resources and access. They applauded the steps 
being taken to close roads and felt the travel plan decision was “a very positive step 
toward forest and wildlife health.”  

A few respondents indicated that roads “act as vectors for noxious weed spread, lead 
to trash heaps on public lands, interrupt critical breeding periods, and impair water 
quality when they are failing.”  A respondent reported that they had “watched elk 
numbers in the Horse Pasture/Chesnimnus area tumble over the years and would 
support anything that will help restore herd numbers in this area.” 

A respondent felt the FEIS did not have adequate site specific information on stream 
crossings pointing out that “motorized stream crossings are a violation of riparian 
management objectives under PACFISH/INFISH direction.” 

 
5.  Transportation Management and Planning 

Road Inventories 
Respondents pointed out that the “OHV Route Designation Guide” requires that 
existing roads, trails, and areas be inventoried and evaluated for resource and social 
issues but feel that “clearly an accurate inventory was not completed because the plan 
shows some open that are closed, and does not even show all the roads that are there.”   

They request that “an accurate accounting of the true extent of the existing travel 
system is a critical step in setting the appropriate baseline for analysis including use 
of roads which are currently closed”; therefore, they believe the forest service should 
be “required to present specific evidence to the public showing that motorized travel 
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has been detrimental to an area prior to recommending any road closures.”  The 
public would like to “review these inventories and existing conditions to have more 
open discussions” about them. 

Others expressed the opinion that the current condition should be “the condition on 
the forest if all the existing NEPA decisions were currently implemented.” 

Road Maintenance 
Many of the comments received from the respondents about road maintenance held 
that the cost of road maintenance should not be a reason for closing roads because 
“the public does most of the road maintenance, not the forest service” and “what little 
is actually done by the forest service is contracted out, even the trail maintenance.”  
They also disagree with putting money into road closure instead of fixing roads.  
Some suggested that only main thoroughfares should be maintained to save on 
money. 

Other respondents were supportive of the plan because “in these times of tight 
budgets and fiscal prudence, closing roads that are expensive and burdensome to 
maintain is the smart financial choice for federal taxpayers.”  They also voiced 
concerns that “once roads begin to deteriorate, maintenance becomes more and more 
costly, not only in dollars but also damage to the environment.” 

Implementation Process 
The respondents expressed a lot of questions and concerns about the implementation 
processes that would be used to implement the travel management decision.  They 
pointed out that even “Forest Service employees don’t know how the roads will be 
closed.”  They wanted to know when the decision would be implemented and they 
disagreed with using a motorized vehicle use map (MVUM) as the method of 
implementation of the closures.   

Their issue with using the MVUM as the sole method were because “if roads are not 
gated the closures will not be honored by people,” “not signing the roads is an unfair 
burden on those who truly try to make sure a road they may have been traveling on 
their entire lives is now ok to travel,” and “on some districts no road signs exist 
anymore and closure violators may tear down the signs because they know a closure 
has to be posted to be enforced.”   

They feel this decision will make criminals of people accessing roads that are not 
clearly designated as closed.  They also disagree with “arbitrarily fining people $5000 
who inadvertently use an unmarked, ungated, road.  Jails will fill up because low-
income citizens cannot afford to pay” and “there are too few Law Enforcement 
Officers for the area they cover.” They feel the law enforcement officers are 
overburdened right now and “allowing fuelwood removal and camping within 300 
feet on either side of designated motor roads will make law enforcement almost 
impossible.” 

 

 

 



Summary of Public Comments and Appeals  
Wallowa-Whitman National Forest ROD -Travel Management Plan 

 
 

Page 15 of 27 
 
 

6.  Planning Process and Public Involvement 

The concerns raised about the planning and public involvement processes followed for 
the travel plan focused on four areas:  public participation; how, where, and when the 
Forest Service communicated with the public; disagreements with the findings and 
science used in the analysis in the FEIS; information requests; and the rules associated 
with the planning process.  Each of these areas is described below.  
 
Public Participation Process & Communication 

Supportive 
Those in support of the travel plan decision stated that “after 6 years of gathering 
public input the recent comments from politicians complaining of a lack of public 
process seem misplaced.”   They were concerned that politics affected the situation 
and believe “putting a controversial decision out during an election year will always 
lead to political and emotional maneuvering.” 

They commended the USFS for doing an “outstanding job by weighing all the 
opinions and differing views of the community and taking into account the 
consequences of the final decisions.”  The process used by the Forest Service was 
considered by these groups as “fair and open,” stating that “the agency clearly 
considered all comments that were submitted along the way.” 

They also suggested that “the extended time period between the close of the comment 
period on the DEIS and issuance of the FEIS created the appearance of a lack of 
public process” and indicated the Forest Service “needs to show the public how the 
public comments were incorporated” into the project.  They also recommended that 
when the new decision comes out the Forest Service should present it “in the most 
positive light, emphasizing that there are plenty of access roads and other ways to 
access areas (foot, horseback) which would support local outfitter guide services.” 

Non-Supportive 
The responses not in support of the travel plan decision felt their “viewpoint against 
the plan over the years hasn’t changed but it has been ignored” by the Forest Service.  
They said that “letters with legitimate comments and concerns were ignored and set 
aside with little regard” and most of them believed the idea to “re-look at the plan is 
just a ruse to allow the local anger to blow over.”  They were disappointed that the 
plan “displayed a total disregard for all the efforts that local residents made to help 
develop it” and felt “no regard was paid to their efforts,” it was as if the “meetings for 
input were a formality to make people feel good about being able to have input but 
that decisions had already been made.”  They also emphasized that the “Forest 
Service claims to have communicated and coordinated this plan with the public but 
this has not happened.” 

Quite a few of these respondents indicated that “decisions on what roads should be 
open or closed should be based on public opinion, not environmentalists and special 
interest groups.”  They also said “local opinions should count for more than those 
from western Oregon” and “the land should be managed for all of us, not just for 
HCPC, Nez Perce, ODFW” who have “carried all the clout in the WWNF decision-
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making with little to no respect for others who live, work, or recreate here.”  Their 
recommendation is that the Forest Service “should spend more time listening to the 
majority of the people instead of special interest groups” and “it is time for our 
government representatives to listen and respect the wishes of the people who live 
and die here.” 

Some respondents asked that more public meetings be scheduled for the people of 
Eastern Oregon. A few others asked for workshops to be scheduled in Portland or 
Salem to allow citizens from those cities to participate in the process.  

A concern was also raised in these letters that “there was no public input or 
permission to install gates and water bars on many of the roads that now have them” 
and they felt those “needed to be removed now not later.” 

Disagreement with Findings/Science 
Respondents across the board were divided on the impact of roads on wildlife, with 
some asserting that wildlife is not disturbed by humans and others claiming that “all 
wildlife species benefit from lack of motorized vehicle[s].”  

Most of the comments refuting the findings and science used in the FEIS were 
focused on the impacts to big game.  A study completed in the Starkey Experimental 
Forest and Range was labeled in the comments as “skewed science which was used to 
base decisions on wildlife management and those harassment theories are unfounded.  
Conditions in the Starkey Experimental Forest where these studies were completed 
are un-natural for any wild, free roaming large game animal and can’t be used on free 
animals outside of the fenced area being used.”   

Some respondents also refuted the finding in the FEIS using the study indicating that 
“vehicles do not disturb the animals as much as a single hiker, as shown by the multi-
million dollar Starkey experimental station study.”  They urged the Forest Service to 
“avoid placing weight on these types of publications (Starkey studies)” and asked 
instead that the Forest Service “rely instead on tested theories and publications that 
contain data from a designed study” because “symposium information may be useful 
as a synthesis of literature, but requires field-work to verify if results from one study 
are valid in different areas at different times.” 

A lot of people pointed out that “elk are opportunistic and prefer the easy food in the 
valleys versus the limited food in the high country” and that “animals gathering in 
town and the valleys happen because of winter weather and predators - not vehicles.”  
What they have observed over the years living in this area is that “elk will move 
downhill in the winter and uphill in the summer regardless of road closures.” 

A respondent noted that “the descriptions for elk security were not based on Forest 
Service data or known facts about elk security and management on the WWNF.  This 
part of the plan should be revised and presented in a way that avoids sounding like an 
excuse to close a road rather than a real concern.  The ODFW Elk Management 
Program does not refer to elk security but is focused on forage and habitat” saying 
that forage was not given as much consideration in the analysis as it should have 
been. 
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Several respondents said “changes in bear and cougar hunting rules are impacting elk 
herds more than open roads” and that “road closures will help wolf populations more 
than elk.”  Many believe the “most recent plan is more to protect the establishment of 
a non-native wolf population which will have an even greater negative effect on the 
elk and deer population than even the cougar population explosion has done.”  In one 
case the commenter observed that “areas without human traffic have fewer elk due to 
predation” rather than disturbance from motor vehicles. 

Some respondents pointed out that other forest management activities such as 
“deliberately lighting fires, grazing cattle, the lack of logging and too much logging,” 
along with “noxious weed introduction from unplanted clear cuts, the wind, animals, 
and hikers” has done more to harm the forests than any impact motor vehicles have 
had. 

Information Requests 
The majority of the respondents in this category were requesting FEIS documents or 
specific information about the project such as when it would be implemented, how 
many miles will remain open in a specific County, are roads going to be physically 
closed, why are the roads being closed, and how many miles are being closed.  A few 
respondents indicated that the Forest had failed to change the maps, supply extra 
copies of the FEIS, and provide copies of the FEIS to people who had requested it. 

Other responses received in this category pointed out that people were having 
difficulties finding the location of the project information on the Forest webpage as 
well as some confusion over some of the documents that were listed there, such as the 
site specific comments data table which had a separate document describing the data 
table and what the information in it was about.  People didn’t realize the two 
documents were related and should have been merged into one document.  Comments 
were also received indicating the maps on the web page were too large for some older 
computers to handle.  People also asked for information on how to make color copies 
of the maps from the web page on their personal printers. 

A lot of the information requests in this category were focused on the maps used to 
display the decision.  The respondents said the legends were difficult to understand; 
had questions about the seasonal closure periods and how one could tell which roads 
were designated on the maps; and confusion over the snowmobile closures which 
were difficult to see and left roads which were seemingly open year round but 
accessed by roads that were closed seasonally.    

Several respondents pointed out that road numbers were not on all the roads (numbers 
were only on designated routes) and it was difficult to identify what the full road 
numbers were with only 3 digits given.  The lack of sufficient road number 
information made it difficult for the public to provide road specific information and 
for the Forest to know exactly which roads they were discussing.   

Many respondents were concerned the Forest “didn’t have a good handle on which 
roads really exist, where they actually are located, and what condition they are in” 
indicating that the “inventory of forest roads is flawed.”  Some also indicated the 
public should be provided with “easy to interpret maps showing what roads had 
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already been closed by prior Forest Service actions, what roads are now being closed 
to protect anadromous fish habitat, and what roads are being closed to create elk 
security areas.” 

Planning Process 
The majority of the comments received in this category were related to either issues 
with the general planning process followed by the Forest Service for this project or 
the rules and regulations of National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. 
However, the appeals listed groups of rules the Forest Service didn’t follow along 
with specific comments related to the non-significant amendment in the decision, the 
appeals process, RS2477 roads, and endangered species consultation.  Each of these 
is discussed individually below. 

General Planning Issues- Some respondents expressed confusion over “why some 
areas were left out of the project area.”  They also said leaving the non-motorized 
portions of the forest out of the analysis skewed the negative impacts being displayed 
on the roaded portions of the forest chosen to be analyzed in this project.  Others 
indicated that the Forest Service “failed to cooperate with State and local agencies 
under 40 USC sec 1506.2, which calls for cooperation to the fullest extent possible to 
reduce duplication between NEPA and state and local requirements.” 

A number of respondents focused on a lack of site-specific data being available for 
this project stating the “EIS seems to identify few specific areas where resources are 
actually being adversely impacted by vehicle use or where recreational vehicle use 
problems have been documented.  It is not clear what actual problems or resource 
damage exist, where they are located, and whether they are significant or not.”  To 
this, others added that the EIS “did not seem to consider whether restrictions and 
closures (if shown to be truly needed) could be applied only in site specific locations 
instead of being imposed everywhere forest-wide.”  They suggested “where 
justifiably needed, site specific environmental assessments for travel restrictions 
could be prepared to address and resolve specific problems.”  

The length of time this process has been going on was discussed often by the 
respondents who said “the longer the process takes, the more established the 
inappropriate vehicle use becomes and that these lengthy processes are part of the 
problem.  When unmanaged use becomes established use, changing that is considered 
taking peoples rights away.”  They said they have been participating with other 
forests on travel management planning and “would not like it if the WWNF situation, 
where pressure by a vocal minority coupled with inappropriate political influence 
undid 6 hard years of work by the FS, were to serve as precedent” in their 
communities. 

Comments received from one tribe with ceded lands within the project area indicated 
they supported the project and felt that it met federal trust responsibilities while 
continuing to provide reasonable motorized access to the WWNF. 

Rules FS Didn’t Follow - Many respondents, particularly those that filed appeals, 
asked the Forest Service ensure that the plan, the EIS, and the process, comply with 
the law. Respondents cited specific rule numbers, Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR), and United States Code (USC) sections.  Among the laws that respondents 
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were concerned about are the Clean Water Act, the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (FLPMA), the endangered species act (ESA), and NEPA. Some 
respondents asked also that the plan be consistent with Oregon’s State Wildlife Action 
Plan.  Several Respondents commented that the FEIS/Decision didn’t tier to or 
comply with requirements in the WWNF Forest Plan. 

NEPA – As with many of the topics addressed by the respondents and analyzed in 
this effort, a large number of comments and opinions were received on both sides of 
the issue related to whether the Forest Service was consistent or not with its statutory 
obligations for compliance with NEPA, the Travel Management Rule (TMR), and the 
ESA.   

Numerous questions were received related to different aspects or steps of the NEPA 
process.  A lot of people had submitted comments and letters during the initial 
scoping process for this project in 2007 or had submitted input to County efforts 
during alternative development in 2008 and later wondered why their comment letters 
didn’t show up in the FEIS.  Some submitted letters after the close of the 3 month 
comment period for the DEIS and wondered why their letters were not in the FEIS as 
well.   

A number of people requested “personal notification when any decisions and/or 
actions occur in regards to the Travel Management Plan on the WWNF, especially if 
changes or actions involve any road closures or openings,” indicating an interest in 
being involved in project planning on the entire WWNF. 

An organization held that this project was not site specific but rather a broad forest-
wide NEPA document that cannot change earlier site-specific NEPA decisions without 
further analysis because there were commitments to the public, regulatory agencies, 
and the land and natural resources made in those decisions which can not be changed 
by this project.  They recommended that a “site specific analysis be done for every 
road, trail, and road crossing and stream crossing to determine if these sites are 
currently meeting forest plan standards and guidelines.” They also said the 
“incorporation of some user-created routes that have never been approved via site-
specific NEPA was inappropriate and that the WWNF must conduct site specific 
inventory of the environmental and cultural effects of motorized use on these sites.” 

Respondents asked that roadless areas be protected and the best available science be 
used and disclosed in the analyses. Many list specific roadless areas they would like 
to see protected, including: Elkhorn Crest National Recreation Trail within the Twin 
Mountain Roadless Area, the Joseph Canyon Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA), 
Reservoir IRA, Squaw IRA, Mount Emily IRA, Boulder Park IRA, and Castle Ridge 
IRA.  Respondents asked that the effects of the plan on roadless areas be fully 
analyzed and disclosed to comply with NEPA requirements.  Further, they asserted 
that “roads that exist in roadless areas are user-created routes and are thus already 
illegally damaging the character of the roadless area.” They asked that no permanent 
designations of roads occur in inventoried roadless areas. 

Concern was voiced over compliance with the minimization criteria and minimum 
roads system requirements from the Travel Management Rule.  Beside their 
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contention that the ORV Executive orders were not addressed, they indicated that the 
FEIS/Decision “failed to allow the public to determine how the Forest Service 
actually applied the minimization criteria to all trails and areas designated for 
motorized uses,” and the “minimum road system analysis was not completed before 
this decision was made” and therefore it was in violation of the regulations. 

Numerous respondents (in particular those who filed appeals) said the Forest Service 
was “arbitrary and capricious in their decision by not inviting comments.”  Many said 
the Forest Service “has been closing off roads for years without any input from local 
citizens.”  They also indicated the Forest Service “failed to invite comments, both 
from the general public and the Oregon Department of Fish and Game” for the 
decisions made in this project. 

Several respondents stated in their appeals that the forest service failed to take the 
“required hard look at the significance of the direct effects the actions in the decision 
would have on one of the fastest growing recreational forms in the nation, ATV 
riding.” 

Concerns were raised over road densities (forest plan and fisheries biological opinion 
densities) used and discussed in the FEIS.  Some said these should be strictly adhered 
to and met by the decision while others said they were “desirable” but not inflexible 
standards. 

Non-significant Amendment – These respondents strongly expressed the opinion 
that the Travel Management Plan was “not a non-significant amendment to the 1990 
Forest Plan and should be done in a Revision to the Forest Plan.”   A respondent said 
“the amendment to the 1990 Forest Plan in two recreation sections makes these 
sections inconsistent with the rest of the plan” while another respondent 
recommended rewording the Recreation Standard 15 amendment language to “return 
the words public desires and public input” to the amended direction.  Another 
respondent pointed out that the 1990 Forest Plan states that the Forest Travel Plan will 
be “revised annually and revised as necessary, considering management needs and 
public desires”; therefore, they said “until the 1990 Forest Plan is revised the Forest 
should follow the 1990 Forest Plan direction and update the Forest travel 
management plan.” 

Appeal Process – The comments and questions about the appeal process ranged from 
people inquiring about how to appeal a decision and how or if they had standing in an 
appeal for this project to those who believed the appeal period was another comment 
period for the project as a number of comments were received during the appeal 
period asking when the deadline for comments was. 

RS2477 - A number of respondents commented on the status of RS2477 routes. They 
asserted that access to these roads should be preserved, that it is “unlawful” to close 
or restrict access to these roads, and that the Forest Service has no authority to do so. 
Some respondents formally requested the Forest Service to recognize these RS2477 
roads.  Additionally, Baker County asked that the Travel Management Plan 
“recognize all County roads as open roads.” 
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T&E Consultation – The balance of the comments about consultation for threatened 
and endangered species focused on the Regional Office direction to only consult on 
the net change in the road network which they said “did not capture the cumulative 
effects or consider the effects of the entire road system that remains on the ground.”  
They pointed out that “unless the balance of the Travel Plan has already been the 
subject of a completed consultation, National Marine Fisheries Service recommended 
in the Biological Opinion that the WWNF evaluate the entire Travel Plan and not just 
the changes.”  Therefore, they were concerned that consultation was inadequate and 
inappropriate for these species. 

 
7.  Social-Economic 

The majority of the appeals and non-supportive unique letters pointed out that it was 
inappropriate to combine social issues with economic issues because the social issue 
related to the custom and culture of the people who live near the WWNF was not 
adequately or correctly captured or analyzed.  Their comments specific to Custom and 
Culture and Economics are described below under each subject. 
 
Custom and Culture 

A significant portion of the comments from the original letters and appeals focused on 
the culture of the region and communities surrounding the National Forest. They 
noted that the travel plan will change access, which will have the potential to change 
intergenerational recreation and the sharing of a culture of “living off the land” and 
“getting the kids away from TV and playing computer games as much as possible.”   

Many people said they live in this area “for the sole purpose of being able to drive a 
short distance from home to be in the outdoors, enjoy the activities they love and they 
want their children and grandchildren to enjoy the same opportunities that they have 
enjoyed.”  A respondent expressed dismay over the possibility “that troubled inner-
city youths will not be able to have the same experience in the outdoors I had which 
helped me become the person I am today” because of the decisions in the travel 
management plan. 

Many pointed out that local residents and tourists from around the world use these 
roads for family recreation, including “fishing, hunting, scouting, backcountry travel 
on trails, firewood gathering to heat homes, gathering forest products for personal and 
commercial use, lumber, fence stays, mushrooming, berry picking, antler hunting, 
mining, outfitter guide services, and cattle grazing.”   

All of these uses are valued by the residents of surrounding communities and are an 
integral part of their custom and culture.  Removing their motor vehicle access to 
these activities would severely impact their culture and they said this was not 
adequately analyzed or recognized in the FEIS and Decision. 

A large majority of these respondents said the Forest Service failed to address or take 
into account the Wallowa-Whitman’s rich “Traditional Cultural Properties” (TCP) 
located within the scope of the travel management planning area on the WWNF 
including the miles and miles of early roads and ditches.  A TCP can be defined 
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generally as one that is eligible for inclusion in the National Register because of its 
association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that a) are rooted 
in that community’s history, and b) are important to the continuing cultural identity of 
the community.  The travel management plan negatively impacts these TCPs.” 

Several letters indicated that “the forest officers responsible for this policy should be 
replaced because they are out of touch with the local people and economy” and that 
“decisions are being made on this project by people who don’t know the area.”  They 
went on to express their belief that the “decision maker in this project does not 
understand the people of this area and why they love their community so much.” 

Some respondents provided site specific information about roads and areas their 
families like to use and visit on the forest.  Other respondents indicated they used the 
site specific comments table from the FEIS (which listed every road commented on 
during the DEIS comment period and if it was designated under the decision in the 
Decision) and chose from it lists of roads which were not designated. They stated 
how these roads were important to their families, health, wellbeing, and livelihoods.  
There was no indication provided by the commenters whether these roads are 
currently physically open or closed on the ground.  Comments were also received on 
roads outside of the project area. 

Economic Impacts 
Many respondents concerned with this issue asked the Forest Service to consider the 
economic effects of the travel management plan on local communities, local 
businesses, local home prices, and tourism in the local counties. A commenter 
expressed concern about the potential loss in value of their home due to its proximity 
to the WWNF.   

Many were concerned about the impact of the plan on the local business communities 
that would be affected by a drop in tourism. Some are also concerned about the 
resulting loss in tax revenue to local governments.  Many specifically noted that 
recreation-related businesses, such as “ATV manufacturing and sales, sporting goods, 
and Mom & Pop stores” will be negatively affected and assert that the Forest Service 
“failed to sufficiently consider these impacts.” 

Several respondents asked the Forest Service to analyze the effects of the travel 
management plan on people living on fixed or limited incomes.  They noted that the 
forest is a “source of fuel, food, and low cost recreation for these people and they 
depend on personal use of the forests.”  Many pointed out that “in a time of tight 
economy, when the people of Eastern Oregon are barely hanging on to survive, they 
are hit another blow they may not get through” by this project.   

A number of respondents expressed concern over how road closures will negatively 
impact “the logging industry and families who are involved in it” and that the travel 
plan would eliminate “small log sales which would be an economic burden to small 
communities and at least 7 mills.”  A respondent asserted that “people will eventually 
vote to sell off the Forests to pay for the debt because they can’t use the forests 
anymore because of road closures.” 
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Project Background 
This section summarizes the project background information supplied in the FEIS and the 
Decision. Some passages are quoted directly from those publications. 

The Travel Management Rule (2005) revised regulations at 36 CFR parts 212, 251, 261, 
and 295 to require designation of roads, trails, and areas for public motor vehicle use on 
all national forests. The WWNF completed an analysis to comply with the Travel 
Management Rule and regulate unmanaged public motor vehicle use. This project covers 
1.3 million acres of the 2.4 million acres administered by the WWNF. The remainder of 
the WWNF acres (i.e., Hells Canyon National Recreation Area) are regulated by plans 
that meet the intent and direction of the travel management rule and are not part of the 
proposals considered in the FEIS. 

The purpose and need of this project was to adhere to national travel management 
direction, amend the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plan to close the National Forest to motor vehicle use unless designated open; reduce 
adverse impacts to resources from motor vehicle use; specify allowed uses on roads, 
trails, and within areas; and align public travel and recreational opportunities with the 
Forest Service’s management capability. 

The notice of intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS was published in the Federal Register on 
May 3, 2007 (FR, Vol. 72, No. 85). Public comments on the proposed action resulted in 
five significant issues (recreation experiences, resource protection, access, social and 
economic concerns, and implementation and administration). 

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and five counties (Baker, Grant, Umatilla, 
Union, and Wallowa counties) entered into a cooperating agency agreement with the 
WWNF and participated in meetings and briefings; reviewed public comments, issues, 
and alternatives; and provided document reviews to the project team leader, forest 
supervisor, and project interdisciplinary team (IDT). 

Public feedback and the significant issues were used to develop a range of six alternatives 
in the WWNF Travel Management Plan DEIS, including the no action alternative. The 
notice of availability (NOA) for the DEIS was published in the Federal Register on June 
9, 2009. The comment period ended on September 17, 2009. Several public workshops 
and public drop-in sessions were held to provide the public with an opportunity to 
provide comments, ask questions, and gather information. 

The FEIS, published in February 2012, documented the analysis of six alternatives to 
designate roads, trails, and areas for motor vehicle use within the identified project area 
on the WWNF: 

 Alternative 1 is the no action alternative, which continues with current 
management direction, which allows motor vehicle use on 6,691 miles of roads 
and trails and permits cross-country travel in areas without current motor vehicle 
restrictions (seasonal or year round area closures). 
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 Alternative 2 designates 2,832 miles of roads and trails for motor vehicle use and 
prohibits cross-country travel. The emphasis of this alternative is to create a 
sustainable system of roads and trails that will provide a moderate level of access 
and a moderate amount of motor vehicle recreation opportunities across the 
National Forest while protecting natural resources. 

 Alternative 3 was developed by each of the Counties and designates 5,146 miles 
of roads and trails for motor vehicle use and prohibits cross-country travel in 
Wallowa, Baker, and Grant counties while allowing for cross-country travel in 
four designated areas in Union and Umatilla counties. This is an access-oriented 
alternative that provides a high amount of motor vehicle recreation opportunities 
while addressing some resource concerns. 

 Alternative 4 designates 6,747 miles of roads and trails for motor vehicle use and 
prohibits cross-country travel across the entire project area. The emphasis of this 
alternative is to respond to public comments that requested motor vehicle access 
at the current level and expressed a willingness to forego cross-country travel to 
retain it. 

 Alternative 5 Modified is the preferred alternative and designates 3,209 miles of 
roads and trails for motor vehicle use and prohibits cross-country travel. The 
emphasis of this alternative is to provide a balance between motor vehicle use 
opportunities in areas of high interest to the recreating public and reducing effects 
to resources in areas of concern. 

 Alternative 6, developed by a coalition of environmental groups, designates 2,573 
miles of roads and trails for motor vehicle use and prohibits cross-country travel. 
The emphasis of this alternative is to provide greater protection of national forest 
resources and increase opportunities for non-motorized recreation activities. 

Public comments were used extensively in creating the six alternatives presented in the 
FEIS. The alternatives represent a broad range of public sentiment regarding road and 
trail management, and frame the significant issues relating to the decision. The FEIS was 
accompanied by a Decision that described the alternative selected by the Forest 
Supervisor for the WWNF and the rationale for the decision. 

The IDT modified Alternative 5 based on comments received during the DEIS comment 
period and resource protection thresholds for threatened and endangered species. 
Alternative 5 was dropped from the range of alternatives in the FEIS and replaced by 
Alternative 5 Modified. The description and numbers that are carried throughout the rest 
of the FEIS reflected Alternative 5 Modified. The Decision described the Forest 
Supervisor’s final selected alternative and provides the rationale for that decision. 

Subsequent to the publication of the Decision, the Forest Service received a number of 
appeals of the decision and comment letters to the Forest Service to either remand the 
decision or stand by the decision.  As a result of the public response to the Decision, and 
the process used for public engagement, the Forest Service withdrew the decision on the 
Travel Management Plan on April 17, 2012 and is reassessing that decision, including 
how and when to move forward.   
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Because an appeal is a written document filed with an Appeal Deciding Officer by 
someone seeking review of a decision, once that decision is withdrawn the appeal 
becomes moot because there is no longer a decision to review.  However, the Forest 
Service felt strongly that the information contained in the appeal and comment letters 
would be an essential starting point in the development of any future project. Therefore, 
the Forest Service commissioned this analysis of all appeal and comment letters received 
in response to the Decision. The summary of that public comment is presented here. 

 

Note: Refer to the separate Appendices (A through E) on the website to access the 
list of commenters and the public concern numbers their comments are associated 
with, the coding structure used to code the comments, and more in depth 
information about the public concern statements, associated comments, and the 
types of form letters received. 
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