Summary of Comments Received at Colville, WA Public Meeting, 10/30/03

A series of 12 public meetings was held in the fall of 2003 across the eastern portion of Washington State.  In addition, one public meeting was held in North Bend, WA located west of the Cascade Mountains.  This series of public meetings was the first round of face to face meetings sponsored by the Forest Service with two main objectives:  

· 1) inform the public about Forest Plan Revision and 

· 2) listen to what the public thinks needs to change in the Forest Plans.

Please note that it is not necessary to attend a public meeting in order to participate in Forest Plan Revision.  You may participate by contacting us via U.S. Mail, e-mail, or by phone.  Please see our home page for contact information.  

At each public meeting, the public was asked to answer two questions:  “What needs to change with the current Forest Plans?” and “What needs to change with current Forest Service Management of the National Forest?” 

The following is a summary of public comments expressed by the public during the meeting in answer to the above two questions.  The public comments are arranged in bold-faced categories.
Old Growth:  Define old growth and map its location.  There is no standard for old growth.  Different vegetation types are more suited to being old growth.  Old growth is dependent upon age, size, and location.  Old growth is dependent upon other forest components.  Old growth is an ecosystem condition.  Resolve this.  Does the definition apply to just trees or whole ecosystems? 

Wildlife:  Management consideration should be given to wildlife.  Plan and specify critical habitat.  Wildlife (lynx) is more adaptable than we know.  

Fire Risk:  Address wild land urban interface in the plan.  Define urban interface in the plan?  Develop a new management area that addresses conditions and management projects in the wild land urban interface.  Why is it only the government’s responsibility to protect private land/homes and clean up after people who want to live in the woods.  Maintain forest health in every management area in the Colville N.F.  Maintain forest health in Wilderness areas.  

Timber Salvage, Timber Harvest, and Fire Risk:  Allow salvage in some scenic areas.  I see more resource base for salvage logging to reduce catastrophic fires—after a fire, process of salvage takes too long and wood become s checked.  Mill cannot use.  Court injunctions to stop harvest of forests that are at risk to fire are a problem.  We must find common ground to allow selective logging treatment of these stands.  Harvest rates (1988) current plan were not activated on the ground. 

Economics:  need to be a major part of the plan revision.  Management areas need to address economics.  Economics used in extractive resources such as timber, mining, and grazing must be addressed.    
Recreation, Access, and Infrastructure:  Need to develop ORV trails.  Designate different trails for different uses. Individual trails should be for single designated use. Stop making defacto wilderness by designating areas as non-motorized.  Concentrated recreation use is caused by restrictions on areas.  Address access, ie: parking areas, near trails, roads.  

Ski Areas need management areas expanded.  Winter recreation would like their own space and have management areas removed.

Roadless:  There is a problem with what we define as roadless areas.  Some roadless areas have roads in them.  Roads provide access for elderly and handicapped.  In the revision process, I believe there is an opportunity to consider adding to inventoried roadless areas missed during RAREII process.

Collaboration:  How is everyone going to work together, collaborate, deal with directions, laws, and regulations (ie:  Forest Service, county, state, private)? 

Wildlife--Endangered species:  Is there a time that we should give up in restoring species, if 10 years goes by we should give up.  Examples:   caribou and grizzly bear.  20 plus years is too long to try to reintroduce or restore.  
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