
Sustainable Roads Workshop #3 – Select DRAFT Notes 
Issaquah Main Fire Station 

July 23, 2013, 5:30PM-8:00PM 
 
 

1. Opening Statement: Jennifer Eberlien, Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie Supervisor 
Supervisor Eberlien opened the meeting, introducing Martie Schramm the new Snoqualmie District 
Ranger and thanking the meeting sponsors: Pacific Crest Trail Association and the Mountaineers. She 
outlined key principles for the meeting and the purpose of the Sustainable Roads outreach process. She 
emphasized the concepts of balancing use and resource protection, while also considering safety and 
access needs. She also emphasized that the forest will use the best data they have availabile to make 
decisions, and that they will add to that data every year. Finally, she recognized that everyone is here to 
participate out of love of the landscape and how they use it, and that these workshops are a way to get 
to know one another while getting to know the roads and how they are used.  
 

2. Background Presentation: Mike Schlafmann, MBS Public Services Officer 
Mike provided an introduction to the sustainable roads project and the development of a strategy for 
the road system that is ecologically sustainable, socially acceptable, and economically feasible. He 
acknowledged the challenge in exploring the trade-offs between the three domains and the important 
role the public plays in helping to define this complex context.  
 
Mike provided an overview of why the MBS is developing this strategy. The main reason is the 2005 
Travel Management Rule that directed the agency to do two things: Subpart B, develop a Motor Vehicle 
Use Map; and Subpart A, create a sustainable roads strategy (what they’re doing right now). Mike 
clarified that Supbart A is not a decision – it is a report (and a strategy) that informs future decisions, 
and it will change over time. The other reason why the MBS is doing this is the condition of the road 
system: many of the roads on the system were built in the last 60 years for timber harvest, and not 
meant for long-term operation. The MBS currently has resources to maintain 25 percent of its road 
system; in 2013 they were able to maintain 628 miles. Funding trends are also significant: funding 
sources and appropriated dollars are declining – last year the forest roads budget was $688K; this year, 
it is $250K. Mike also talked about the location of roads – some of them are built in very challenging 
locations. Larger, more frequent storms are anticipated in the future. If roads are not maintained, 
environmental degradation will occur; these consequences pose challenges for the Forest Service.  
 
Mike provided a more detailed overview of funding trends, showing the declining trend that poses a 
significant challenge to meeting maintenance needs and public demands.  Mike acknowledged that it is 
very important to invite the public into the discussion to help inform the strategy early on to build trust 
and come up with opportunities and unique ways to address the challenge of limited funds and 
maintaining a sustainable roads system. Mike then provided an overview of the public engagement 
process and timeline for the development and implementation of Subpart A: 

 May-October 2013: Public engagement, ongoing analysis 

 November 2013-December 2014: Compare and integrate results, develop strategy 

 2015 and beyond: Make strategic investments, NEPA, projects on the ground 
 
A few audience members asked clarifying questions dealing with road maintenance costs and the 
planning process. Mike clarified that the MBS can do a better job at quantifying how much timber use or 
recreational use contributes to revenue. Mike also clarified that this process won’t close roads; that a 



separate NEPA process is required for the actual closure or modification of roads. Mike also clarified 
that this is a national effort, but that the MBS is approaching it differently.  
 

3.  Human Ecology Mapping: Lee Cerveny, Pacific Northwest Research Station  
Lee provided an overview of human ecology mapping to familiarize the audience with the research 
approach. She talked about how maps and geospatial data can be used to show how people value the 
national forest landscape. By mapping important roads, trails, facilities, special management areas, and 
a number of other things, we can get a visual representation of what people care about.  
 
Lee shared a recent example of a community mapping project on the Olympic Peninsula called the 
Latino Forest Harvester project where the Olympic National Forest and Department of Natural 
Resources gathered Latino harvesters to talk about important areas across the forest as well as safety 
issues. The result was a series of useful maps showing use and important resources.  
 
Lee reviewed the goals of the day: (1) create social spatial data layer that captures public values, uses, 
and priorities; (2) analyze data, produce maps, showing public values for forest roads; (3) use data in 
sustainable road planning. Lee then provided a more detailed overview of the destination mapping 
exercise and various worksheets the audience needs to complete.  
 
One audience member provided a map correction: Mt Baker Resort is Swift Creek Campground. 
 

4. Guided Group Discussion 
 
Each workgroup/table reported out at the close of the workshop, presenting their mapping 
observation, top 3 consequences of a reduced road system, top 3 criteria to consider, and top 3 
strategies and opportunities: 
 
Table A 

 Mapping Observation: Participants use many places in the Forest; there was no obvious 
concentrated area of use.  

 Consequences: (1) can’t get there (loss of access); (2) loss of public support if there is no access.  

 Criteria: had no top three criteria, just consider usage. If it has high use, keep it open, if it has 
low use, close it. Consider using trailhead logs to determine use.   

 Strategies and Opportunities: (1) lower the standards on how nice a road needs to be. 
 
Table C 

 Mapping Observation: same as above, the mapping covered a wide area.  

 Consequences: (1) higher (more concentrated) use; (2) reduced number of visitors.   

 Criteria: (1) volume and use of roads; (2) destination; (3) consider those that have a looped 
access as higher priority.  

 Strategies and Opportunities : (1) for roads remaining, allow them to be adopted by volunteer 
groups; (2) retain a greater amount of roads at a lower maintenance level (maintain roads to a 
lesser standard); (3) consider conversion opportunities before getting rid of them.  

 
Table D 

 Mapping Observation: same as above 



 Consequences: (1) decrease in access; (2) more concentrated use; (3) better maintenance for 
roads that remained open.  

 Criteria: (1) use plus access; (2) cost per user; (3) roads that serve a network of other roads.  

 Strategies and Opportunities: (1) increase the percentage of high clearance roads; (2) allow 
access to unmaintained roads (but allow at users’ own risk).  

 
Table F 

 Mapping Observation: there are some heavily logged roads that are not in the inventory 

 Consequences: (1) loss of access; (2) better? fiscal management, which has both pros and 
cons—with a smaller system, there is an increase in fiscal (management/responsibility?), but 
also an increase in quality of non-motorized experiences.  

 Criteria: (1) public recreational use; (2) cost effectiveness (biggest bang for the buck); (3) effect 
on quality of recreational experience.  

 Opportunities: (1) volunteers can get involved; (2) opportunity to create new trails, both system 
and non-system—with greater opportunities, should see an increase in recreation-based 
revenues. 

 
Table G 

 Mapping Observation: there was a focus on certain areas, with many similarities 

 Consequences: (1) cannot reach recreational destinations; (2) inequity in user types; (3) negative 
economic impact on small towns.  

 Criteria: (1) cost of maintenance; (2) level of use; (3) availability of civic organizations to 
maintain roads.  

 Strategies and Opportunities: (1) road adoptions by civic groups; (2) more access passes for 
various locations/activities; (3) focus on roads based on the type of use 


