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Supports Opposes Summary/Excerpts

"A.E." x

"Although I can understand both sides to either instigate, or 
not, a ten dollar user fee in order to fund the Powder River 
Ranger District of the Bighorn National Forest in Wyoming, I 
want to suggest perhaps working up to that amount by, 
perchance, starting at just five dollars, or even $3.50."

Alliance For The Wild Rockies x

"We don't believe that the Forest Service has a right to ask 
the American public to pay more money on top of their taxes 
to access public lands when the Forest Service accounting 
is a complete disaster."

Artley [Retired NEPA instructor 
and compliance officer, Nez Perce 
National Forest]

x
[Submitted two comments.] "If you still feel that this proposal 
is required then you MUST legally prepare an EIS analyzing 
the effects of your proposal."

Beckett x "Please add my name to the list of those in opposition to the 
imposition of trailhead fees."

Benzar x "I assure you that if you impose this fee at this location you 
will be creating more problems than you solve."

Billingers x "What's next, toll gates on the Bighorn?"

Carr x

"If they don't get this parking fee, they will try some sort of 
reservation plan or user fees. I don't know if that would be a 
greater or lesser evil. I don't have any answers, but can see 
several sides to the problem."

Reiswig x

[Submitted two comments.] "It's even worse than I had 
imagined!" "I pay a parking fee every year - on April 15th, 
and I am not interested in paying any more fees on any 
National Forest land in Wyoming."

Dailey x "$10/day does seem a little steep for an extended stay."

Casey x "I personally think it is pretty reasonable to have a fee for the 
use of a bathroom."

Haverstick x "preposterous idea"

Hoefer [Retired FS] x "I know the Forest Service needs additional funding but a fee 
at a trailhead is not the way to do it."

Holt x

"Our public lands provide solitude and quiet, recreation, 
meditation, exercise, and learning experiences about the 
natural world. We should not be doing anything like asking 
for parking or entrance fees that would shut people out."

Kay x "To a single working mom $10 a day is a lot of money to get 
her kids into the woods."
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Kelson x
"Our public lands are spaces where everyone should have 
access and feel welcome, not just those who can afford to 
pay."

Larson x "Another fee to use the forest that we already pay taxes to 
support? No!"

Loloff x "When will you figure out we are being taxed to death?"

Martineau x "Your proposed 'parking fee' at the wilderness trailhead is 
ILLEGAL under FLREA - PERIOD!"

Newcomb x "Your change in wording, using 'to use site amenities' when 
you mean PARKING does not fool me." 

Nidess x "No! Don't levy a charge to park at the West Tensleep 
trailhead, our taxes have already paid those fees."

Ochenski x
"Visitors to federal recreational lands were able to enjoy 
them without these so-called 'amenities' for many many 
years and had a great time doing so."

Parker-Boulder x

"You know years ago before the Forest Service decided to 
super-size the parking lot and turn Road 27 into a freeway 
there wasn't that many users of Trail 63. Why couldn't we go 
back to less?"

Phillips [Retired FS Recreation 
Specialist] x

[Submitted four comments, organized public opposition.] 
"Ranger Booth has some legitimate resource management 
concerns with regard to dispersed camping pressures, 
traffic, and possible stream pollutants but an illegal Fee Site 
would only greatly exacerbate problems."

Richmond x

"The trailhead is there in the first place to provide access to 
the Cloud Peak Wilderness. It is a parking lot. No amount of 
"amenities" at the trailhead make the slightest difference. It 
remains a parking lot that legally does NOT allow it to be a 
fee site.

Salcido x

"I strongly believe that it will reduce the number of children 
allowed access. The long term result will be less adults that 
care about the forests and parks in the future. We cannot 
allow this to happen.

Scherer x

[Submitted two comments.] "You have recently stated that 
the trailhead has $20,000 in deferred maintenance. Please 
note that the Forest Service has received $650 million for 
capital improvement and maintenance in the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act. That $650 million comes to 
nearly $4.2 million per National Forest and is on top of your 
normal appropriation which also increased (again) in 2010."
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Shoshone Backcountry Horsemen x

"I am left with the impression you are trying to discourage 
use at this trailhead. I feel this is a poor way to deal with 
allocation issues. I believe any funds you do raise from this 
fee will be offset by decreases in trail funding from the 
Region, so any way you cut it the user gets the short end of 
the stick."

Steinbacher x
"Thank you for doing something about the overuse problem 
at West Tensleep trail. . . I will gladly pay $10 for a 
wilderness experience restored to its former glory."

Stewart x

"This will create more deterioration of the local area by 
vehicles parking further down the road and not using a 
designated parking area . . .People could boycott the whole 
area if they have to pay a fee. This would be a detriment to 
the local economy."

Suk x
"If the area is over-used, or otherwise adversely impacted, 
you should implement trailhead quotas and/or other limits to 
protect the wilderness character."

Wallace x "Our public lands should be available to all without having to 
pay fees."

Western Slope No-Fee Coalition x
[Organized public opposition.] "There are much better, more 
positive and collaborative ways to address your 
management concerns, which I'm sure are real."

Wiechers x [Submitted two comments.] "This is nothing but a 
parking/access fee."

Wild Wilderness x

In regards to the change in wording from a "parking fee" to 
an "amenity fee": "How many legs does a dog have if you 
call the tail a leg? Four. Calling a tail a leg does not make it 
a leg. - Abraham Lincoln"

Wilderness Watch Cloud Peak 
Chapter x "The use fee fights are a distraction from our core concerns 

and mission, which is the preservation of wilderness."

Wilderness Watch National Office x
"Encumbering users with a fee will present a hardship for 
some people and is antithetical to the idea of Wilderness 
and public lands."

Winkler, D x "I don't have a problem with paying," but there should be a 
discount for locals who use the trail frequently.

Winkler, J x
"I cannot support the idea of a $10 charge per vehicle at the 
West Ten Sleep Trail head unless there is an option to pay a 
yearly or seasonal fee for local recreationalists."

Worf [Retired FS Wilderness 
Specialist] x "It is insulting to the Wilderness visitors AND IT IS ILLEGAL! 
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Wyoming Backcountry Horsemen x

"This fee proposal caters to the financially well-heeled, by 
limiting competition for parking and thereby access into the 
backcountry. The average Joe and his family, just trying to 
make ends meet in Wyoming's economy, could have his 
family's recreational opportunities on OUR National Forest 
limited by fees."

Banis x

"As decade long member of federal agency advisory 
committees I am well aware of the legal requirements for 
charging a Standard Amenity Recreation Fee. The West 
Tensleep Trailhead plainly and simply does not meet the 
thresholds set forth by Federal Law (16 USC 6802(d)(1))."

Bloedel [Retired FS Wilderness 
Director] x

[Submitted two comments.] "I believe this nonsense of 
charging fees for parking at FS trailheads has got to stop. It 
is clear to me that it does not meet the requirements of the 
law authorizing recreation fees and causes much more PR 
damage to the FS image than the small amount of dollars it 
will bring in."

Great Old Broads For Wilderness x
"Accessing our public lands is one of the few recreational 
activities that many elder Americans can afford, and such 
fees will surely discourage use of our own wilderness areas, 

Howard x "This is nothing more than a backdoor attempt to keep the 
public off 'public lands.'"

Marlor x "It is both illegal and ethically incorrect to saddle the public 
with such charges."

Total Support/Oppose 7 38

The following comments were sent to the Forest before the deadline but were not included in their response 
to our FOIA request.

Prepared  by the Western Slope No-Fee Coalition
April 21, 2010


