
1 
Draft notes prepared by Kitty Craig, The Wilderness Society 

Sustainable Roads Workshop #4 – DRAFT Notes 
Location: Darrington Community Center 

August 21, 2013, 4:30-7:00PM 
 

The Darrington Workshop was well attended, facilitating 8 tables of ~8 participants.  
 

1. Opening Statement: Peter Forbes, Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie Supervisor; Mike Schlafmann, MBS Public Services 
Officer 

District Ranger Peter Forbes opened the meeting thanking for such robust attendance. Peter outlined the key 
principles of the meeting and approaching the sustainable roads conversation.  (1) it’s about the land – we need to find a 
balance between access needs and the conservation mission of the Forest Service; (2) it’s about stewardship – the 
Forest Service is looking to develop a road system they can commit to maintaining over time; (3) it’s about the long term 
– looking beyond the current administration and political context; (4) the Forest Service will continue to provide 
significant public access – we don’t know what this looks like, but the Forest Service is committed to doing it; (5) the 
Forest Service will use the best available data they have now to help inform decisions; (6) the Forest Service is 
committed to engaging the public in the process; (7) the Forest Service wants to be open and transparent in this process, 
reiterating that this is not a decision process, but will inform future systems; and (8) we want to have fun.  

Mike Schlafmann introduced Forest Service staff and other sustainable roads cadre members around the room. 
Mike provided an overview of the evening, emphasizing that we are gathered to hear about how people use roads, and 
Mike reiterated that this process is about dialogue and getting a better understanding of tradeoffs.  
 

2. Background Presentation: Mike Schlafmann, MBS Public Services Officer 
Mike started the presentation with an overview of the background of 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.  

He also provided an overview of the overall project timeline, from now until 2015 and beyond: 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. He emphasized that this process 
provides a unique opportunity to gather information from the public and incorporate it into the process. He provided an 
overview of the public engagement process (8 sessions across the forests) and the forest analysis process. He 
emphasized there is no decision at this point; this process informs the Forest Service’s strategy to maintaining its roads 
system over time.  

Mike introduced the challenge with the decision-making process, needing to balance what 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.  

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 emphasized the Forest 
Service wants to work with the public to make these decisions about roads.  
 
Mike solicited questions about timeline and process:  

 “In the 2013 budget, miles of decommissioned roads is a measure of success for restoration– what does that 
mean on the MBS?”  
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o Mike emphasized that the restoration targets are national targets and that many forests have far 
greater miles than the MBS does; the MBS is not set on decommissioning a certain number of miles; 
those decisions will ultimately be informed by this strategy.   

 “When you’re maintaining 25 percent of the roads, does that include roads we can drive on or ones that are 
decommissioned as well?”   

o Mike clarified that they are 25 percent of active roads.  

 “There is a pretty precipitous drop in the budget, is Congress cutting your funding?”  
o The simplest answer right now is sequestration – 5 percent cut right now; over time, the drop of the 

road maintenance was very precipitous in the 1990s; it is different now. Another audience member 
shared that much of the road maintenance in the 1990s was covered by private timber interests. Mike 
confirmed that today the Forest logs about 17 million board feet of timber annually.   

 “How can we make a proposal to consider in the travel management plan?” 
o  Mike reiterated that there are several ways to submit public input—at the workshops, online, in writing.  

 “The Forest Service can currently maintain 25 percent of the roads; 90 percent of the roads haven’t had 
maintenance since 2003; how do those roads figure into the 25 percent when the FS isn’t spending money on 
them? Why are these roads threatened if they’re not being maintained anyway? How do the roads that are 
being maintained figure into the budget when you’re saying they need to be reduced? How do they work into 
this process?” 

o  Mike clarified that the FS looks at roads that are being maintained by partners and can take that into 
account in future decision making. The maintenance question is complex because the FS isn’t 
maintaining the same 25 percent of roads all the time; that shifts depending on use and needs.  

 “Through this process, will the public be involved in the decision making of what’s done with the roads?” 
o  Mike emphasized that the public will be able to view all the results from this process and provide 

further input. Future decisions on road closures, etc. will involve a formal public process (NEPA).  

 “The concept of a roads decision that is economically, ecologically, and socially acceptable – the ecological side 
of this is pretty important, and seems like it’s been forgotten in this process. How do we put pressure on our 
lawmakers to make small timber cuts to help improved the flora and fauna?” 

o Mike emphasized that the Forest Service is available to provide any information you’d like; other 
organizations can inform how to put public pressure on lawmakers.    

 
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 mentioned a lot of information that has been already gathered – and that that information 
should be incorporated into this process. She mentioned specifically information gathered in the 1995 process, and 
blueberry harvesting information gathered by UW last summer. She also emphasized that there is a public process for 
decommissioning, but not closing; how do we know what is what? Mike acknowledged the very good point and 
questions; he recommended people be sure to pass this kind of information on to the Forest Service, and it will be 
incorporated into the process.  

The audience engaged in an mapping exercise for about one hour to map what roads they use, how they use them, 
and any other information they’d like to share.  
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4.  Guided Group Discussion 

Mike provided an overview of what tables would be cover during the guided group discussion exercise. Facilitators 
guided the audience through three major topics:  

 Consequences of Reduced Road System 
o What are the positive or negative effects or consequences of a reduced road system?  
o How might a reduction of the national forest road system affect you, your community or the natural 

environment? 
o What are your top three consequences? 

 Roads Criteria Discussion 
o What criteria should be considered when decision-makers analyze the roads system? 

 Strategies and Opportunities  
o What are ways the USFS, partner, community and other groups could work together?  
o What opportunities and resources already exist?  
o What are your top 3 strategies? 

 
Each workgroup/table reported out at the close of the workshop, presenting top 3 consequences, top 3 criteria, and top 
3 strategies: 

 Group 1: 
o Consequences: (1) loss of the historic use areas which impacts the culture of this area and a disruption 

of the lifestyle (2) reduced access for a number of users. Criteria: (1) economic impacts and its effects on 
the community; (2) weighted consideration of the community (volunteer hours, etc.).  Strategies and 
Opportunities: (1) get a community grader to maintain the FS roads! (2) needs to be pressure on shifting 
where the funding is – from decommissioning to maintenance; (3) don’t take the roads off of the 
system. 

 Group 2: 
o Consequences:  (1) more people in smaller areas means greater impact, which means not good (more 

rats in smaller space fight); (2) cultural use would be seriously diminished; (3) renegade roadbuilding-
that’s not a good thing; (4) less access for recreation/lifestyle; (5) less access for fire management; (6) 
less opportunity for kids in the woods.  Criteria: Not a cookie-cutter question—it’s different here, and 
the whole premise of Sustainable Roads and not having funding may be flawed and you should think 
about it. Consider the bigger picture—balance and dispersion of use across the districts; must consider 
timber and recreational use together (got to use timber money to keep the roads open). Strategies and 
Opportunities : (1) learn from the past so we don’t repeat our mistakes; (2) if we can build a system of 
trails that can go from one trail system to another that wouldn’t be a bad thing; (3) earmark more 
timber dollars for road maintenance.  

 Group 3: 
o Consequences: (1)increased congestion on remaining roads/facilities; (2) harms local economy, 

increases remoteness of public lands.  Criteria: (1) should have access for commercial enterprises; (2) 
provide more access for trails (that roads with trailheads have higher priority). Strategies and 
Opportunities: (1) volunteer user group maintenance—dedicating specific group to specific road; (2) 
commercial users need to contribute to maintain; (3) write to Congressional representative – the FS 
can’t do it, but citizens can; (4) educate our students about use of National Forests, in a variety of 
different ways.  

 Group 4: 
o Consequences: (1) loss of economy in local areas; (2) discriminatory access to otherwise accessible areas 

–by cutting out the roads, makes it difficult to get places; (3) places that remain open become overused. 
Criteria: (1) consider cost of shutting down vs. cost to maintain over time; (2) consider youth and family 
areas to remain open; (3) consider economic potential and current economic condition of the area prior 
to closing. Strategies & Opportunities: (1) give me a chance to vote to contribute; (2) bring decisions 
locally, don’t make me go to DC; (3) can we adopt a road? 
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 Group 5: 
o Consequences: (1) loss of access (commercial, social, recreation, kids especially); (2) access (fishing, 

hunting, berries, mushrooms, horseback riding); (3) concentration of impact on remaining areas; (4) 
financial losses in local community. Criteria: (1) considerations for road maintenance (change 
maintenance standard, etc.); (2) best access to most used areas; (3) maintain cheapest roads; (4) serve a 
variety of interests; (5) invest in preventative maintenance and high-quality construction to make roads 
last longer. Strategies: (1) retain receipts for maintenance; (2) use volunteer groups; (3) hire better 
lobbyists; (4) harvest timber to pay for roads; (5) change standards of maintenance. 

 Group 6: 
o Consequences: (1) day hikes turning into backpacks, trails languish over time; (2) decommissioning 

makes hiking/biking on roads difficult; (3) less access means decreased economic impact. Criteria: (1) 
does the road access recreational opportunities (lakes, berrypicking, etc.) (2) frequency of use; (3) does 
the road access the high-country? Strategies: (1) work with Congress to increase funding for roads (talk 
to our members of Congress); (2) help local road maintenance organizations use heavier equipment; (3) 
daylight roads to decrease maintenance needs (more light equals less wet, use timber along roads to 
pay for further maintenance); (4) do Forest Service campaign to educate users on how to help maintain 
roads, etc.  

 Group 7: 
o Consequences: (1) reduced access to timber products; (2) increased stress on road system 

(relationships, wildlife too) by limited access; (3) less people use means not giving the opportunity for 
future generations. Criteria: (1) weight and prioritize rural input (community has a vested interest); (2) 
access to resources and forest products (if the road provides more access, keep it around); (3) look at 
the road and see the number and destinations. Strategies: (1)public education about roads and access 
(active stewardship, value of road); (2) put pressure on our representatives to do the right thing 
(become more vocal and united); (3) use volunteer contractors (licensed and bonded) and other 
volunteers to work on the roads 

 Group 8: 
o Consequences: (1) loss of money for small communities; (2) get rid of roads, no thinning happens; (3) 

loss of access, concentration of use, farther to walk. Criteria: (1) forest health; (2) forest service is a 
multiple use agency, but use that has been concentrated on recreation, but there’s hunting, forest 
products, mining, water, etc to manage for too; (3) local community should have weighted input. 
Strategies: (1) we have more community meetings, more interaction with conservation groups and 
others; (2) daylighting the roads, getting people out; (3) timber buyer should do road maintenance. 

 
5. Closing 

Mike closed the meeting sharing that all the information recorded will be tabulated and available for everyone to see. 
He is surprised by the similar themes he has heard throughout the workshops so far. But today the youth and education 
theme came out louder in Darrington than other places. He also highlighted the upcoming workshops, online 
questionnaire, and blogsite. He encouraged people to come to other workshops (3 more – Monroe, Everett, 
Bellingham), share information with friends, and sponsor discussion groups to generate ideas. Mike also thanked the 
workshop sponsors: Around the Sound Jeep Club, and Friends for Public Use for the refreshments. Peter also provided 
an update on the Suiattle Road, said that contractors have mobilized and started work on the repair and restoration. He 
hopes the community can access that area next summer!  
 
The meeting closed at about 8:15PM.  
 


