
Key Concerns Identified Through Public Involvement 
A total of 34 comment transmittals from 20 different commenters were received during the comment 
period. A transmittal was either a comment entry placed on the TPCM website, an email, a comment 
form, or a letter.  

Specific Roads 

In response to the Forest Service’s request for the public to identify specific roads and provide 
reasons/purposes why these roads should or should not be needed/retained for future use, a few roads 
were specifically identified:  

• The most mentioned road was Sullivan Creek Road #547, because of the identification of a recent 
landslide from the road area to Sullivan Creek. The key concern raised about this road was that its 
ML-1 status (i.e., rather than having been decommissioned) failed to leave the road in a 
hydrologically stable state, resulting in the road failing to drain properly, and contributing to the 
slide and subsequent sediment input into Sullivan Creek, which is critical habitat for Bull Trout.  

• Road decommissioning was requested for reconsideration in the wildlife corridor of Sunset 
Ridge. Commenters stated that not only does the area exceed road density standards for a grizzly 
bear management area, but it also lies within a Condition Class two watershed. Commenters 
requested the area be re-evaluated further for road decommissioning to protect wildlife values and 
connect [sic] with the Forest, Jobs and Recreation Act (FJRA) legislation on the Lolo National 
Forest.  

• Please re-open the loop going up Canyon Creek and down Big Creek – July 1 to November 30 
annually. If not, would you extend the gate from its current site to the third bridge (culvert) on 
Upper Canyon Creek road from July 1 to November 30? It’s the most scenic drive up the North 
fork. The commenter states that grizzly bears are not in the area at this time and that natural 
snowfall/snowmelt controls travel on this road. 

• If possible, please clear the road to Ashley Mountain to allow for better access to the end of the 
road.  It's currently barely a single wide road and there's no turn around.  It's overgrown with 
Alders or such and needs serious work. 

• Parker Hill Road off the Northfork Road is not identified on the map.  Both the north and south 
ends of this road are across FS land.  Is this an oversight? Or is it considered a county road or 
private, and not within the scope of this project? 

• This road [i.e., a point on the TPCM GIS map], along with others in the Rabe, Blankenship area 
is gated and has no access to the public. Are easements, accesses being abandoned by the forest 
service?  Forest service roads should have adequate easements and or accesses for public use by 
foot travel or other, even when closed. 
 

Other roads were identified more generally, with comments spanning the gamut of too many roads being 
decommissioned…  

• The areas for personal firewood cutting have become more restricted in the last 10 years. Please 
open up more gated roads so people can cut firewood from July till snow season (Nov-Dec). 

• Far too many of the back country roads have been decommissioned. The fires of 1910 
demonstrated the need of extensive roadwork to allow adequate firefighting. The arbitrary closing 
and decommissioning has done harm in the allowing for proper firefighting. 

• Concerned that forest management has drastically reduced traditional road access to National 
Forest lands.  Over 711 miles of decommissioned roads in the other half (i.e., in non-
roadless/wilderness areas) of the Flathead National Forest has significantly reduced traditional 
public use and access to public lands. The lack of road access has reduced the likelihood of 



proper timber management that can enhance big game habitat and made access for forest 
protection more difficult. 

• The continual loss of motorized recreational opportunities is our primary concern.  we feel 
strongly that there can be “no net loss” of motorized recreational opportunities with the Flathead 
National Forest Roads Analysis. 
 

…to not enough roads being decommissioned: 

• This is an example of how building roads on unstable slopes and then failing to adequately 
maintain them results in environmental damage and taxpayer loss. These types of high risk/low 
benefit old logging roads should be decommissioned instead of essentially abandoned to ML-1 
non-maintenance. 

• …decommission old logging roads to reduce negative impacts to wildlife. 
• …decommission old logging roads and not to demote to ML1 where sediment source problems 

still exist. 
• …decommission old logging roads rather than closing them to remove culverts/sediment source 

problems to protect water quality, fish and wildlife. 
• …that roads on unstable landtypes should be decommissioned. 

 
TAP Methodology and Analysis 

A number of concerns were raised about the purpose, methodology used and factors/criteria considered, 
and completeness of information used for the TAP and presented in the draft TAR. These commenters 
stated that the analysis was flawed for of a number of reasons. Some examples include: 

• The use of older (circa 1980s) rather than more recent (i.e., 2006) baseline information for the 
suitable timber base to determine what roads would be needed. 

• The analysis questions omitted a number of important factors, e.g., whether roads could affect 
critical habitat for T&E species, or were located in core grizzly habitat and should have different 
management allocations.  

• The use of the 0–5 scoring system as implemented as an all or nothing (0 or 5) scoring rather than 
as a range. 

• The analysis did not acknowledge that there is a relationship between road access and fires started 
by humans. 

• The Watershed Condition Class framework is too vague and why wasn’t monitoring and 
assessment data collected and/or used?  

Associated with concerns about the analysis methodology were concerns about the adequacy and 
completeness of the TAP’s financial analysis. Example concerns included: 

• The conclusions of the draft TAR conflicts with other Flathead analyses, which found it was 
cheaper or more cost efficient to either decommission or prepare a road for Intermittent Stored 
Service (ISS), by removing stream-bearing culverts and stabilizing road drainage, than investing 
in BMPs and/or making upgrades necessary to storm proof the road. 

• That the minimum road system defined by the draft TAR is not financially sustainable.  
• Annual road maintenance was under estimated. 
• That the analysis did not take into account the cost of ecological impacts or environmental values. 

 
Miscellaneous 

Other concerns were raised related to the lateness of public involvement in the process.  


