






































Mark Brown
August 12, 2015
Page 14

impacts. BLM must prepare a supplemental Draft EIS. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(¢)(1)(ii). The
information provided by the Ranch presents significant new circumstances and significant new
information that require supplementation. The Ranch looks forward to receiving the
supplemental Draft EIS and the opportunity to comment on that supplemental draft so that the
Final RMP/EIS and Record of Decision are fully defensible and provide the public with a full
and clear explanation of the bases upon which the BLM makes its decisions.

Sincerely.

le:lg_-’_-': h‘%}?k{:‘:h(f I

Betty Knd¢e
Manager
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Jasmine Benjamin

From: m1lallen@blm.gov on behalf of RMPWO_Comments, BLM_OR
<blm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 21, 2015 12:13 PM

To: RMP-Comments@heg-inc.com

Subject: Fwd: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RMP

Attachments: 20150820131656467.pdf

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Monica Jelden <MJelden@senecasawmill.com>

Date: Thu, Aug 20, 2015 at 2:02 PM

Subject: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RMP

To: "blm or RMPWO comments@blm.gov" <blm or RMPWQO comments@blm.qgov>

Cc: Ted Reiss <TReiss@senecasawmill.com>, Todd Payne <tpayne@senecasawmill.com>, Dale Riddle
<DRiddle@senecasawmill.com>

Good afternoon,

Attached are the Seneca Family of Companies comments, which include Seneca Sawmill Company, Seneca
Jones Timber Company and Seneca Sustainable Energy, regarding the proposed draft RMP. We appreciate the
opportunity to comment and will also forward these comments via regular mail. Much of our timberland is
intermingled with BLM ownership and as your immediate neighbor we experience first-hand the impacts on
how proposed plans affect these lands. As a BLM timber purchaser and a reciprocal right-of-way permittee we
view and travel this resource, both from a timber and transportation system, every day. As a family forestland
owner, we know there is more opportunity in the management of this vast timber resource than the proposed
alternatives present.

The best possible management of O & C Lands is vital to the local communities, families and economy of
Western Oregon. As supported by law, let’s do the right thing for the timber dependent communities of
Oregon, they are counting on it.

Monica Jelden

Land Use Manager

Seneca Jones Timber Company
P.O. Box 10265

Eugene, OR 97440
(541)461-6216 Office
(541)852-0933 Mobile

Visit our webpage at
www.senecasawmill.com



http:www.senecasawmill.com
mailto:DRiddle@senecasawmill.com
mailto:tpayne@senecasawmill.com
mailto:TReiss@senecasawmill.com
mailto:blm_or_RMPWO_comments@blm.gov
mailto:blm_or_RMPWO_comments@blm.gov
mailto:MJelden@senecasawmill.com

From humble roots, producing just 18-million board feet of lumber in 1954, today, Seneca Sawmill currently
includes three sawmills in Eugene, Oregon and one in Noti, Oregon, with production levels exceeding 650-
million board feet. Supporting these operations is Seneca Jones Timber Company which sustainably manages
165,000 acres of timberlands that produces raw material for our sawmills. Our newest facility, Seneca
Sustainable Energy, utilizes by-products from our forest and sawmill operations to produce 19.8 MW’s of
renewable power (enough for 13,000 homes on an annual basis) which is utilized by our local community, plus
steam for our on-site dry kilns. Collectively, these companies form the Seneca Family of Companies which
support over 400 local family wage jobs.

-- NOTICE: It is okay to print this email. Paper is a plentiful, biodegradable, renewable, recyclable, sustainable
product made from trees that supports our economy by providing jobs and income for millions of Americans.
Thanks to improved forest management, we have more trees in America today than we had 100 years ago. --
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SENECA JONES “$% TIMBER COMPANY

August 20, 2015

Mr. Jerome Perez, State Director
Bureau of Land Management
1220 SW 3 Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

Dear Mr. Perez:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the BLM’s draft Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP). It makes for 1,500 pages of interesting reading
and is just a little longer in length than Leo Tolstoy’s great novel, War and Peace. After nearly
78 years following the passage of the O & C Act, there is a lot to be learned from the legacy in
managing these lands on what they have contributed and provided in the past and potential
opportunities that they can continue to contribute and provide for our future.

The O & C Act directs the primary mandate for 2,025,826 acres of O & C land and 74,598 acres
of Coos Bay Wagon Road lands for permanent forest production. The timber thereon shall
conform to sustained yield principles to promote timber supply, watershed protection and most
importantly contribute to the economic stability of local communities and industries, and provide
recreational facilities. Furthermore, the multiple use-management direction of FLPMA does not
apply to the O & C lands that are suitable for timber production.

Despite the full force and effect of this Act, the allowable sale quantity (ASQ) listed in the RMP
depicts alternatives providing an ASQ of 120 — 486 million board feet per year. In other words,
the RMP alternatives provide a timber production level ranging from 57 board feet to 231 board
feet per acre.

The RMP depicts a Total Harvest Land Base (Table 2-10) under the various alternatives,
ranging from a low of 298,121 acres to a high of 691,998 acres. This suggests that the BLM is
utilizing 67% to 86% of O & C lands for other purposes or deems this land is not suitable for
timber production. The RMP should be clear that sustained-yield timber production is the
primary or dominant use of the O & C lands in western Oregon.

It's extremely distressing that the BLM states “Moreover, the BLM does not accept that the

O & C Act requires that this RMP provide an annual productive capacity of “not less than one-
half billion feet board measure” of timber’ (Page 82). Thereafter the BLM states in the next
paragraph “Changes to existing laws or repeal of existing laws are not within the authority of the
BLM and would be beyond the scope of this action, . . . The purpose and need specifically
includes providing a sustained yield of timber as required by the O & C Act.” The O & C Act is
clear “Provided, That timber from said lands in an amount not less than one-half billion feet
board measure, OR not less than the annual sustained yield capacity when the same has been
determined and declared.”

In 1940, the O & C lands had inventory volumes of approximately 46 billion board feet on
2,165,900 acres or 21.23 MBF/acre. In 2006, the RMP shows that both inventory volumes and
acres increased to 73.3 billion board feet on 2,197,000 acres or 33.36 MBF/acre. This
represents an increase in inventory volume over the period of 59%, despite increased harvest
levels during the period from 1962 to 1990. Should timber inventories increase by 59% in a

POST OFFICE BOX 10265 « EUGENE, OREGON 97440 = 541/689-1231 FAX 541/461-6222
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scenario guided by sustained yield principles or is this a leading indicator that O & C lands can
support higher ASQ levels?

For the public and local communities of Oregon this increase in inventory should be excellent
economic news and correlate to increased timber production. However, the 1995 Declared
ASQ plummeted to 203 million board feet, a decrease of 59% over production levels set in the
O & C Act. The alternatives described in the RMP suggest varying ASQ levels ranging from a
low of 120 to a high of 486 million board feet. Regrettably, none of these ASQ levels meet

O & C Act requirements, despite the significant increase in inventory.

Based on the Total Harvest Land Base (ranging from 298,121 to 691,998 acres) and the varying
ASQ levels (ranging from 120-486 million board feet) each acre of O & C land will have a
harvest level ranging from 402-702 board feet per acre, while each acre based on inventory
contains 33,360 board feet per acre. Does this level adequately represent an annual sustained
yield productive capacity? The BLM admits that between 1990 and 2006 harvest levels were
below the maximum potential annual productive capacity (Page 256).

To further demonstrate timber production potential, in 2008 the BLM performed a reference
analysis maximizing timber production which indicated that BLM-administered lands in the
planning area are capable of producing approximately 1.2 billion board feet per year (Page
261). Despite this potential for timber production, existing and proposed ASQ levels on O & C
lands are measurably deficient. The draft RMP should include an Alternative that meets or
exceeds minimum O & C Act requirements.

More importantly what effects do these reduced harvest levels have to our communities,
transportation system and future access needs?

Admittedly, the way the BLM manages timber is by far the number one issue of concern among
community leaders. The primary concern is economic. Almost every community representative
spoke of community financial stresses. The inability of some O & C counties to provide public
safety services in the face of declining Federal payments is another major concern for both
County and State officials. Many community representatives spoke of the impact of the
reduction in timber payments to the counties, which have resulted in the counties reducing or
cutting off funds to the cities. The community representatives share a common view that the
BLM is party to a worldview that no longer allows for economic use of a timber resource that is
both abundant and renewable.

Let’s consider what these alternatives do to jobs at the local level and how job loss effects our
communities and the private taxpayer. Admittedly, there are large differences between
compensation for timber-related jobs compared to recreation related jobs in western Oregon.
The average forest products industry job-holder earns approximately $58,000 while the average
recreation or tourism based job earns roughly one-third of this amount. Jobs and earnings
associated with transportation of logs and lumber are not represented in Tables 3-175

and 3-176, but could be extrapolated based on known harvest and production levels, adding
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emphasis to the significance of timber related employment. The labor budget expenditures
shown in Table 3-206, suggest that average BLM labor costs surpass even these levels. The
proposed alternatives will have a detrimental effect especially on the economies of Roseburg
and Coos Bay, which are more dependent on BLM timber harvests and key BLM District
centers. In addition, BLM employment and jobs shift among the alternatives. With the
exception of Alternative C, it appears the BLM will also experience job loss (Table 3-207). This
analysis fails to consider the human condition on job loss and the potential impact on individual
families who may experience wage loss. This analysis also fails to consider the cost of
relocating these families or for families that cannot be relocated considering what job they may
find. Will these local areas be able to generate jobs equivalent to the family wage jobs that are
lost? This analysis should provide information on how any potential job loss affects the local
taxbase. It appears an injustice to adversely affect communities and families with unnecessary
timber related job loss, both from the private and government sector, from the implementation of
an RMP.

Secondly, the BLM has responsibilities in maintaining the reciprocal right-of-way program on O
& C lands, this analysis does not show the effects the proposed BLM job losses will have on this
program.

The draft RMP focuses significantly on what O & C payments would have been under existing
ASQ levels, but inadequately compares what O & C payments should be based on the annual
productive capacity of the O & C lands. Table 3-191 describes Total payments to O & C
counties by alternative in 2018 and 2028. This table demonstrates the No Action Alternative,
and Alternatives A-D, but fails to perform a comparative analysis based on maximizing timber
production. Under the O & C Act, this maximized analysis should be the base point on which all
other alternatives are measured against and compared, to reflect the true economic value of
what these alternatives are costing our local communities.

Table 3-191 shows stumpage prices decreasing in 2028 vs. 2018 levels, market conditions
suggest this is highly unlikely. The BLM should provide historical information to determine if
BLM stumpage prices correlate with market prices. If significant changes between BLM
stumpage prices and market prices are either increasing or decreasing over time, other factors
may be involved and should be a part of this analysis.

The RMP states that the timber industry has a long, national history of high volatility,
alternatives with harvest volumes that exceed current levels are likely to introduce greater
instability into local economies (Page 568). This analysis should focus on western Oregon
specifically rather than the national timber industry. We can agree that the timber industry in
Oregon is a cyclical business. However, the volatility the timber industry experienced is a
culmination of factors, including the listing of the northern spotted owl, as well as reduced timber
harvests on federal lands. The draft RMP inadequately examines the effect of reduced timber
harvest overtime and how these harvest reductions impacted the Oregon timber economy, both
in job loss and manufacturing capability. Rather, the RMP (Page 535) describes a shrinking of
the wood products manufacturing industry since 2001 without adequate explanation.
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The public's demand and consumption of wood products continues to increase and western
Oregon'’s ability to grow an abundant timber supply will help maintain Oregon as a national
leader for the production of timber and timber products. The RMP does not address the public’'s
consumptive need for wood products. Rather it suggests that an increase in public harvest will
be offset by a reduction in private harvest. The RMP readily admits that it did not take into
account the potential responses of other non-BLM timberland owners in analyzing market
conditions. Given the checker boarded ownership between public and private land, this analysis
should consider this input essential, similarly to the input provided by tribal and community
leaders. We do agree that markets are constantly changing and once a change is introduced,
timberland owners and producers will react to those changes. In this case, the results are more
likely to be beneficial for increased jobs and economic benefits, rather than negative as
suggested in this analysis.

The BLM harvest in 2012 yielded neither very large nor very small logs (Page 544).
Composition of log sizes is an important element. In conducting a socioeconomic analysis, the
BLM should consider the size and type of material in each alternative by District and the
manufacturing/processing capacity unique to each District. The BLM's preferred alternative B
appears to dramatically drop the ASQ harvest in Coos Bay, Medford and Roseburg, while
increasing Salem’s. How will these levels correlate to manufacturing/processing capacity in
these areas? Failure to perform this specific analysis seems an injustice and could further
adversely affect communities and local tax bases.

The RMP through the use of non-market valuation techniques, supports recreation value on
BLM-administered lands at $223 million in 2012, while the harvest value of timber for the same
time period is $23 million. There is incommensurate emphasis placed on recreation’s non-
market value and how that differs substantially from the intrinsic harvest value of timber, rather it
appears that recreation is the most important value component on O & C lands. Under the

O & C Sustained Yield Act permanent timber production is the most important component and
the draft RMP should provide clear direction, rather the RMP suggests that timber activities
degrade an areas’ naturalness, impedes recreation and creates undue soil disturbance.

“Legal public access is often not available where private lands surround BLM-administered
lands. In such cases reciprocal right-of-way agreements, easements, and unsecured access
rights across adjacent private lands all have a determining effect on public access, which in
turn, influence visitor use” (Page 466). The BLM has assigned either a secured or an
unsecured legal public access status to every Recreation Management Area. It is difficult to
determine in the recreation analysis acreage, which acreages represent which access category,
given that legal access is an important component and that 75% of O & C lands are impacted by
reciprocal right-of-way agreements (Map 3-6). If all areas are included, both secured and
unsecured access, then it is important to insure that recreational conflicts do not create
incompatibility with timber harvest activities. Several incompatible uses discussed in the RMP
include OHV use, providing recreational target shooting and the spread of non-invasive
vegetation.
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The BLM is a major provider of outdoor recreation opportunities throughout western Oregon.
Participation on BLM-administered lands in western Oregon numbered approximately 10.8
million participants in 2013 and the BLM projects overall participation levels to increase,
reaching 16.5 million participants by 2060. It would be helpful to have historical information
reflecting recreational use and how these numbers are derived, as it directly correlates to use of
our mutual transportation system.

The BLM owns and manages approximately 15,000 miles of roads (Page 635). It's
disappointing that this RMP depicts roads negatively, as a soil disturbance and unnatural, when
roads are a beneficial resource providing a plethora of uses for management, fire suppression
and recreationalists seeking access. The biggest concern regarding roads is their condition and
the size of the deferred road maintenance backlog. Currently the deferred road maintenance
backlog exceeds $300 million. The BLM is likely to continue to accrue new deferred
maintenance in the first decade under any of the alternatives. As a reciprocal right-of-way
holder, this is completely unacceptable and this RMP should discuss an alternative to alleviate
this situation, rather than defer to the implementation of the Travel Management Plan which
may not provide an opportunity to address or allocate resources. Additionally, the BLM
indicates that the collected account has declined dramatically, from $8 million annually 25 years
ago, down to only about $3 million annually currently (Page 647). This data fails to consider
that many reciprocal right-of-way permittees perform user maintenance at significant levels and
these dollars are not captured in this analysis, rather they are returned to the road to benefit the
transportation system. The good news is that 85% of bridges and 97% of major culverts are in
good condition.

As a reciprocal right-of-way agreement holder, both parties have mutually agreed to provide
access to each other's lands. We note that the draft RMP discusses both Right-of-Way
Exclusion and Right-of-Way Avoidance areas. These areas vary widely by each alternative.

Right-of-Way Exclusion areas include lands designated as:
e  Wilderness
e Lands managed for their wilderness characteristics
s Designated and suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers
e Class | Visual Resource Management areas

Right-of-Way Avoidance areas include areas of:
e Critical Environmental Concern
¢ Recreation Management Areas
e Wilderness Study Areas
¢ Designated and suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers classified as scenic and
recreation rivers
e Class Il Visual Resource Management areas

The Right-of-Way Avoidance category includes Recreation Management areas, which once
again places a higher priority on recreation over timber management. In addition to access
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restrictions, Visual Resource Management Class | and Class Il lands seriously limit the harvest
methods that can occur, in some cases to support a recreation management goal. The various
alternatives also discuss including additional rivers to varying degrees (Little North Fork Santiam
River, North Fork Siletz, Rogue River, Sandy River, Table Rock Fork Molalla, West Fork lllinois)
that meet suitability criteria to the Right-of-Way Avoidance and Exclusion areas.

We have concerns that several of these classifications fall under FLPMA and should not unduly
impede access to existing or future reciprocal right-of-way agreement permittees who have
provided forest management access to the BLM. For all allocations, the Forest Management
objective stipulates the BLM will “allow road construction and maintenance, placement of
yarding corridors and construction of skid trails and landings based on operational needs as well
as for those with valid and existing rights” (Page 916). This may adequately cover existing
rights but may negatively impact future permittees access to private timberland without an
existing agreement? The BLM will also consider whether to manage lands outside of
designated Wilderness Areas for wilderness characteristics on O & C lands where management
for wilderness characteristics would not conflict with the planning for sustained-yield timber
production for the purposes of the O & C Act. Managing for wilderness characteristics will likely
create additional reserve areas that will eventually be removed from the Harvestable Land
Base.

Under the O & C Act, the BLM has no specific wildlife conservation mandate (Page 21). In the
RMP there appears to be an inconsistency on which lands are included in the analysis. Some
species analysis includes only BLM-administered lands, while other species include non-BLM
administered lands and private lands. The scope of this analysis for all species, including plants
and/or wildlife, should be limited to BLM-administered lands only. In the case of Black Tailed
Deer and Roosevelt Elk for example, the BLM considers non-BLM administered lands as
providing early-successional forest stages, rather than developing an analysis on how to
increase early-successional, evenly distributed age classes on BLM-managed land to aid the
species.

On all land ownerships in the planning area, the BLM also simulated the northern spotted owl
(NSO) population response and hypothetical assumptions were derived for encounters and
interaction with the barred owl. The NSO population is under severe biological stress. The draft
RMP focuses on maintaining habitat conditions, while at the same time suggests that habitat
quality and spatial arrangement are weak predictors of population performance (Page 782), i.e.
NSO on BLM-administered lands are known to nest, and produce young, in habitat conditions
that are well below Recovery Action 10 thresholds. A key point identified by the Fish and
Wildlife Service is the east-west connectivity from the Oregon Coast Range to the Oregon
Western Cascades. This analysis should include information on NSO migratory habits. In
addition, little information is provided on how reduced harvest levels on BLM O & C lands over
the past 20 years have impacted the survival of the NSO. The analysis is unclear, by improving
habitat for the NSO, are we effectively and essentially improving habitat for the barred owl which
outbreed and outcompete the NSO. Also, how does this plan address the potential opportunity
for interbreeding between the two species?
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The BLM has a duty to find a way to concurrently implement all these laws, in a manner that
harmonizes any seeming conflict between them, unless Congress has provided that one law
would override another law, such as with the O & C Act and FLPMA. Certainly, the alternatives
depicted in this RMP EIS do not meet the needs of the O & C Act, nor is it clear that sustained-
yield timber production is the primary or dominant use of the O & C lands in Western Oregon.
These lands possess an extremely valuable resource and play a vital role in contributing
economic stability to local communities, industries and family wage jobs and there is a vast
opportunity to do even more as intended by law.

“Writing laws is easy, but governing is difficult” -Leo Tolstoy
Sincerely,
Land Use Manager
ec: T. Payne

T. Reiss
D. Riddle



Jasmine Benjamin

From: m1lallen@blm.gov on behalf of RMPWO_Comments, BLM_OR
<blm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 21, 2015 12:44 PM

To: RMP-Comments@heg-inc.com

Subject: Fwd: Public Comment: RMP DEIS

Attachments: S-BLM_RMP_comment_August_2015.docx

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Suzie Savoie <klamathsiskiyou@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Aug 20, 2015 at 11:54 PM

Subject: Public Comment: RMP DEIS

To: blm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov

Jerome E. Perez

ATTN: Mark Brown

Submitted via Email: bIm or rmpwo comments@blm.qgov

RE: Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Attached is a document containing my public comment concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Resource Management Plans (RMP) for BLM forests and watersheds in Western Oregon.

Please let me know if you have any problems opening or reading the attached public comment document.

Sincerely,

Suzie Savoie

Suzie Savoie
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mailto:blm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov
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Klamath-Siskiyou Native Seeds
www.klamathsiskiyouseeds.com
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Jerome E. Perez

State Director Washington/Oregon
Bureau of Land Management

P.0. Box 2965 Portland, Oregon 97208

ATTN: Mark Brown
Submitted via Email: blm or rmpwo comments@blm.gov

RE: Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear Director Perez:

Below are my comments concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Resource Management Plans (RMP) for BLM forests and watersheds
in Western Oregon.

My passion for healthy forests, clean water and a sustainable economy comes from
the many facets of my life: [ am a hiker, backpacker, amateur botanist, naturalist,
bird watcher, monarch butterfly enthusiast, native plant lover and native plant
propagater, and [ run my own native seed business called Klamath-Siskiyou Native
Seeds. The health and integrity of BLM lands directly impacts both my personal and
professional experience while using BLM public lands. As a long-time resident of
Southern Oregon and the Klamath-Siskiyou bioregion, my perspective is through the
lens of high botanical diversity, intact native ecosystems, and wild, clean rivers that
the Medford District BLM has to offer.

Western Oregon’s BLM land is renowned for their salmon, steelhead, botanical
diversity and wildlife. My personal use of BLM land in Oregon spans the state, but I
am most familiar with, tied to and attached to the lands that the Ashland and Grants
Pass field office manage. These areas have amazing watershed and recreational
values that are important to me, as well as the general public, including those that
may not have the time to write an in-depth comment on the Draft EIS for the RMP.

General Comment on the DEIS
e The way the alternatives have been put together for the DEIS makes it

difficult to access individual components of each alternative. It is clear that
the BLM does not plan to pick one of the alternatives, rather components
from each of the alternatives, and therefore, as a reader of the DEIS, I am
perplexed by how you assembled the alternatives in the first place, as they
essentially have no meaning or cohesion. You are simply throwing possible
ideas out there, but the alternatives themselves have no actual purpose in
and of themselves. I think you need to rethink the structure of the
alternatives and present viable alternatives that don’t have such discordant
paths. NEPA’s purpose is to help determine the different choices among
alternatives. [ believe the analysis must be redone to better highlight the
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relevant differences among alternative, so the public can make better
informed choices and comments in regard to each alternative as a whole,
rather than piecemeal.

After having attended numerous BLM meetings/presentations regarding the
RMP process, I found the analysis behind the BLM’s justification for
increased logging and clearcutting very flawed. The “modeling” of forests ina
computer does not, will not, and cannot accurately predict actual outcomes
in real life, in real forests, in wild nature. Modeling is inherently flawed and it
is acknowledged that what one sees in a computer model may not translate
correctly in a natural ecosystem full of diversity and unpredictable events
that modeling cannot account for. Computer modeling is not a substitute for
on-the-ground data and real life experience. I think the BLM needs to rely
less on computer modeling and more on on-the-ground data.

Water Quality

BLM forests and watersheds provide drinking water for hundreds of
thousands of Oregonians. From rural homesteads and rural businesses, to
urban homes and businesses in the wildland-urban interface, Oregonians
depend on intact, healthy forests to provide the clean water that we expect
from our public land.

Carbon Sequestration and Ecological Services

These forests sequester vast amounts of carbon that helps fight climate
change. The RMP should not be increasing logging in a time that humanity’s
existence depends on the carbon sequestration provided by healthy forests.
These forests provide ecological services that far outweigh any benefit from
logging, mining or other resource extraction.

It is estimated that 4 tons of carbon dioxide per acre, per year are emitted
from cutting down forests. If we continue to log or increase logging we will
exacerbate climate change, rising oceans and global insecurity.

If you cuta 100-200-year-old tree, you can’t get he carbon sequestered again
for another 100-200 years. This makes keeping older forests that much more
valuable.

The DEIS should include the associated cost of cutting down trees with the
increased contribution of carbon into the environment. The DEIS should
include a recommendation for a carbon tax on logging older forests on BLM
land in Oregon.

Applegate Adaptive Management Area

Maintain the Applegate Adaptive Management Area (AMA)! As a resident of
the Applegate River watershed, [ know how useful the AMA could — and
should — be to developing and testing innovative forestry and land
management techniques. If the BLM does not allow for innovation it will be
stuck in the past, using outdated and irrational land management methods
that may do way more harm to native ecosystems than could be imagined.



The BLM needs to be adaptive and flexible in order to truly do the land
justice. Residents of the Applegate Valley are in full and total support of the
AMA, so why do away with something that the BLM could use as a tool to
reach out to a community committed to innovative forestry techniques. As a
community that values land stewardship, ecological restoration, outdoor
recreation, sustainable, small-scale timber production, prescribed fire and
collaboration with the BLM, there is more to be gained from the AMA than
there is to be lost if the BLM were to end the designation. The AMA has never
been used to its full potential and should be enhanced, not ended. Many
projects in the Applegate have been collaborative in nature with the BLM and
community members, something that Applegate Valley residents appreciate
and value. The recent development of a Community Alternative for the
Nedsbar Timber Sale in the Little Applegate Valley is a case in point. If the
BLM is truly committed to community engagement and innovative
forestry/land management techniques, you will keep the AMA and develop
the idea further.

Survey and Manage

Maintain Survey and Manage. The DEIS does not provide a compelling
rationale for doing away with Survey and Manage. The BLM will adopt a very
narrow purpose and need if the proposed cut to Survey and Manage happens,
focused only on recovery of ESA-listed species. The exclusion of other, non-
listed species will go against the Northwest Forest Plan’s goal of keeping
wildlife off of the list. BLM cannot avoid their duty to protect wildlife and
rare plants and avoid analyzing the effects of failing to protect wildlife and
rare plants.

The Survey and Manage program contributes to a deeper understanding of
how forest ecosystems work, by looking at specific organisms within that
broader system. This detailed ecological knowledge would not be possible
without consistent surveys in the field. If the BLM drops the Survey and
Manage program it will drop its ability to contribute to science and long-term
data collection that can truly inform management decisions, much better
than any computer model can. Don’t drop this crucial program that ads to
human understanding and education about native ecosystems. You cannot
put an economic value on the knowledge gained from Survey and Manage. It
is priceless!

Protect Pacific fisher under Survey and Manage. The DEIS states that the
“BLM did not forecast population trends of fisher, because a quantified
relationship between the specific number of individuals and the availability
of habitat is unknown.” This is ridiculous. You don’t even have real data and
you are deciding to cut the one program that helps inform and educate about
this uncommon species? This is absurd. How can you help recover this
species if you don’t even know what’s out there on BLM lands? An analysis is
needed to identify lands with high habitat value for the fisher as proposed,
but analysis also needs to identify where specific conservation actions are



needed. Some specific protections would be to protect all snags, live trees
>32” dbh since these are used for denning. Fuels treatment projects are in
conflict with fisher preferred habitat and analysis is needed to ensure that
cumulative fuels treatment impacts do not harm fisher habitat. Fishers prefer
undisturbed riparian areas. The robust riparian reserves in the no action
alternative would best meet the needs of fishers and this conservation needs
to identify for fishers.

Protect the Siskiyou Mountain Salamander under Survey and Manage.
Implementation of the action alternatives in the DEIS would undermine
several key elements of the 2007 SMS Conservation Strategy that were
deemed necessary in order to “maintain well-distributed populations” of the
Siskiyou Salamander and “avoid a trend towards listing under the ESA.” The
Conservation Strategy indicates that it rests upon the reasonable assumption
that “clearcut logging is no longer carried out on Forest Service or BLM lands
within the range of this species.” The RMP DEIS renders this assumption
invalid, and therefore, the Survey and Manage should not be cut.

Late Successional Reserves

Expand Late Successional Reserves (LSR) to protect critical habitat and
habitat connectivity. LSRs provide critical refugia and dispersal for
organisms of all kind. Maintenance of current old growth forests within LSRs
is critical as humans face climate change. As the climate changes, species that
are rare today could become much more important tomorrow. Conserving
survey and manage species helps ensure that ecological processes will
continue under changing conditions. LSRs are crucial for plants, animals and
humans. Old growth forests are the cornerstone that forests depend on for
good genetic inheritance and resiliency.

Aquatic Conservation Strategy

Maintain Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS). There is no coherent reason
set forth in the DEIS as to why the BLM feels there is a need to do away with
the ACS. The ACS is critical in the recovery of salmon and steelhead, along
with the aquatic ecosystem as a whole. In an era of increased strain on water
resources and climate change, having the crucial restraints of the ACS are
imperative for aquatic conservation, indeed the ACS has proven to help
improve water quality. It would be asinine to do away with the ACS.

Do not reduce streamside buffers. These buffers are critical for the recovery
of our desperate anadromous fish, and coho salmon specifically, that need
way more protection than they are currently getting in order to recover their
numbers to a sustainable and healthy number. [ am concerned that the DEIS
emphasizes forestry classifications that are explained to be concerned with
spotted owl recovery — for example the difference between wet and dry
forest — while mostly ignoring the need for protection of riparian forests to
recover coho salmon. The BLM needs to give coho salmon as much protection
and emphasis in the DEIS as the spotted owl. BLM must not reverse the



policy decision to protect wide stream buffers absent a clear disclosure of a
competing rationale in the DEIS and disclosure of the adverse effects of
reduced protection for streamside forests.

Do not minimize green tree and down wood retention standards.

Key Watersheds

Likewise the BLM should not abandon protections for key watersheds for
these same reasons. Spotted owls, marbled murrelets, and Pacific fisher all
use key watersheds as well as coho salmon. All these imperiled species need
increased protections to survive and thrive. Additionally, I recommend that
the BLM eliminate grazing along occupied coho critical habitat.

Clearcut Logging/Regeneration Harvest/Sustained Yields

Clearcut logging does not belong in the modern lexicon. The fact that you are
even thinking about implementing clearcut logging again is unbelievable
considering the science that shows how clearcutting negatively impacts
hydrology, erosion, species diversity, fire safety, and wildlife.

The DEIS shows that regeneration harvest is not needed to restore early
seral-habitat. Early seral habitat is already over-abundant, full of fine fuels
that are a fire hazard, and are likely to increase in the future as a result of
climate change. Regeneration harvest is not needed for “community
stability,” as the DEIS admits, because the timber industry is unstable and
unpredictable and this instable market will actually reduce not increase
community stability. Regeneration harvest is not needed for fire hazard
reduction, because, as the DEIS shows, young forests resulting from such
logging have higher fuel loads and are more hazardous than older, mature
forests.

Sustained yield according to the 0&C Act: sustained yield is sought “for the
purpose of providing a permanent source of timber supply, protecting
watersheds, regulating stream flow, and contributing to the economic
stability of local communities and industries, and providing recreational
facilities.” The BLM should focus its analysis so that these specific purposes
are the primary focus, and sustained yield is secondary, not primary. Should
you choose to keep it primary you will degrade watersheds and increase the
likelihood of high-severity fire in the future.

Forests do not need human intervention to be healthy. Forests have evolved
for millennia to rely on natural disturbance such as fire and disease for
renewal and rejuvenation. I am not of the zero-cut philosophy, as I feel
humans can use some locally sourced wood products sustainably as
byproducts of true forest restoration work, but I do believe that the more
managed and industrialized forests become unhealthier and less resilient
they become. With further threats of climate change and other anthropogenic
threats on the horizon, it would behoove us, as humans, to err on the side of
caution and leave older forests for the future, and allow for natural
disturbance within those old-forest ecosystems.



Under the 0&C Act, 0&C lands “shall be managed . .. for permanent forest
production,” however, they are also subject to other constraints; permanent
forest production is not synonymous with commercial logging. Commercial
logging is just one use, whereas the 0&C Act also mandates for forests to
protect watersheds, stream flows, or recreation as well. Smartly, Congress
clearly did not support maximizing timber production for short-term
economic gain when defined the rules for managing 0&C lands, and neither
should the BLM. You need to take the needs of local communities into
consideration. Most logging towns are doing very poorly, whereas towns that
have recreation-based economies are doing much better economically.
Court rulings have held that the BLM must comply with many other laws, in
addition to the O&C Act, even if the effect would be one of reducing the
amount of timber that can be produced on 0&C lands. When Swanson
Superior sued the BLM, the court held that timber industry Plaintiffs do not
have standing to bring a claim against BLM for failing to offer 500 MMbf of
timber per year. Clearly the BLM has the legal standing to reduce timber
production where it is appropriate for local communities and for the health
of the land and water.

Road Construction

Do not increase road construction. There are already way more roads in the
BLM road system and you cannot maintain what you already have. BLM
already has a $317 million-dollar deferred road maintenance backlog of
which $127 million is within the Medford District. There isn’t enough money
to keep roads up to standard, and therefore the roads create problems with
erosion and negatively effect hydrological function. Roads impact wildlife
movement and migration and the more roads we have, the more dissected
and disconnected the remaining precious habitat left will become. All areas
designated Lands with Wilderness Characteristics in the RMP process should
be designated as Wilderness Study Areas. These areas need protections
beyond just being recognized for what they are: wild. The BLM needs to
manage these areas in a way that will retain their wilderness characteristics.
The BLM needs to protect the few wild and roadless areas left on Oregon
BLM land. These areas are crucial for the retention of intact native plant
communities; they are examples of what unmanaged landscapes can look and
function like; they are the best places for non-motorized recreation; they
provide solitude for the public unlike any other landscape; they protect
wildlife and rare plants; they help maintain good water quality; they are
refugia for wildlife; they are valuable for carbon sequestration; they provide
areference point for ecological research; they are great for birders and
botanists.

Recreation

The RMP itself recognizes that recreation is the most common way that
Oregonians experience BLM lands, and that recreation also provides the



greatest economic benefit to our local communities. It is important that the
recreational opportunities are not diminished in this new RMP, and that the
quality and quantity of recreational experience on BLM land is increased for
future generations.

As shown on Table 3-126 (page 448) of the DEIS, there are currently three
times as many participants interested in wildlife viewing and nature study on
BLM lands than in motorized off-highway vehicle travel. Similarly, driving on
existing BLM roads, camping and picnicking, non-motorized travel and
hunting all draw more than one million participants yearly and significantly
exceed the demand for motorized ORV travel. Inthe Medford District the
demand for non-motorized recreation compared to OHV use is even more
pronounced. Page 462 of the DEIS projects 85,000 hiking trail users at sites
within 30 minutes of Medford and only 18,589 ORYV visits in the same area.
Within an hour of Medford the BLM anticipates 137,371 hiking visits and
only 30,041 ORV participants. Please note that page 493 of the DEIS clearly
establishes that “the most common outdoor recreation activities, requiring
the least equipment or specialized skill, have the greatest participation
numbers, and...provide the greatest total net benefit.” Given that the public
prefers non-motorized recreation and that it provides the most social and
economic benefits, it is arbitrary and capricious for the BLM to continue to
emphasize OHV use on tens of thousands of acres of public lands to the
detriment of terrestrial and aquatic forest resources, neighboring
landowners and other forest users.

The RMP needs to do more to create a larger non-motorized trail system on
BLM lands. Trail maintenance funds need to be appropriately allocated.

OHV Management

You need analyze, document and monitor all OHV routes currently on BLM
land. All user-created OHV routes should be reviewed and subjected to NEPA,
just as hiking, non-motorized trails are. In my opinion no user-created OHV
routes should be approved for use. This only justifies and sanctions illegal
activity on BLM land, giving BLM'’s approval for OHV enthusiasts to “take
matters into their own hands,” and create illegal trails wherever, whenever,
and in whatever way they choose. Continuing to sanction user-created OHV
routes is a bad precedent that you need to end now and nip in the bud while
you still can. The inequity and disparity of treatment that the BLM has in
regards to OHV use is astounding: OHV users can make trails any time they
like, while non-motorized hiking trail advocates must pay for and go through
the lengthy and costly NEPA process.

Prohibit OHV use in 5th field coho watersheds. Designate them as “closed”
and prioritize law enforcement, physical barriers, signs, monitoring and
outreach in these watersheds.

The DEIS does not disclose or analyze the foreseeable impacts of illegal ORV
use, instead the DEIS claims that “the BLM does not have a basis for
predicting the location or effects of any wide spread or systemic illegal OHV



use.” The DEIS is not telling the truth here. In fact, if the BLM were to look at
and analyze past illegal OHV impacts, it is reasonable to assume that these
same sites that have been repeatedly trashed by OHV users will be trashed
out and shot up again. The DEIS ignores the desperate need to create an OHV
enforcement strategy rather than relying on a strategy of user compliance
that has been proven ineffective. BLM must consider alternatives that
consider closing more than a very small fraction of the planning area to OHV
use.

Please take note of the detailed work of Luke Ruediger, an Applegate Valley
resident who documented, monitored, and wrote a lengthy report about
illegal OHV use on the Medford District BLM. Luke’s project was funded
through crowd sourcing, showing the community support for increased OHV
monitoring and enforcement. Luke’s report can be found at the following
link:

htt s .dro _box.com s a io f @) 0
nitoring Re ort. df dl

Timber Economy or Recreation Economy?

2015 has shown that Oregon is not as dependent on timber for economic
security as we were before. Times they are ‘a changing, and the BLM should
keep up with modern trends. Timber’s share of Oregon’s GDP is declining
rapidly. In 1963 wood products were 12% of the GDP. In 1983, they were
6%. In 1999, 2%, and in 2007 wood products were a paltry 1% of Oregon’s
GDP. So why is the BLM so reluctant to acknowledge that Oregon doesn’t
need timber to have a robust economy. Counties that are unwilling to
increase taxes to make up for the loss of federal timber receipts are
responsible for themselves. Currently the timber industry’s ability to
leverage economic growth is small.

Timber jobs have shrunk for decades. 1950s: 60,000-90,000, 1980s: 50,000-
80,000, and 2014: approximately 30,000. Stats provided by Lerner J. 2012,
Oregon Office of Economic Analysis.

Timber dependent communities correlate with reduced social wellbeing.
According to the National Research Council, “In most cases timber
dependency seemed to hurt rather than help communities.” Higher
unemployment; lower income; more poverty; lower levels of education;
older, lower-value housing; lower birth rates; higher death rates.

Out of Oregon’s 1.7 million jobs, the outdoor recreation industry has 140,000
of those jobs, compared to a paltry 25-30,000 timber industry jobs.
Amenity-driven growth in Oregon has a net migration rate. People want to
come to Oregon for the quality of life that clean water, healthy forests and
recreation have to offer, not for clearcutting and unstable timber jobs.

High tech jobs in Oregon average $100,000 and contribute 120,000 jobs to
the economy, whereas lower wage timber jobs currently only contribute
around 25-30,000 jobs.


https://www.dropbox.com/s/w2uuawkizo9pf67/BLM%20OHV%20Monitoring%20Report.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/w2uuawkizo9pf67/BLM%20OHV%20Monitoring%20Report.pdf?dl=0

mpacts to Fuels and Fire Ris

Proposed BLM timber management in the D S will increase fire and fuel
ha ards in western Oregon forests. The proposal to increase even-aged,
regeneration harvesting on public lands is irresponsible and will
significantl increase fire/fuel ha ards throughout western Oregon. eav
canopy reductions in dry forests and the “skips and gaps” treatments
proposed in the RMP will also increase fire ha ards, fuels, and fire/fuel
management concerns in southern Oregon. The RMP admits that man of
the alternatives provided in the D S will increase fire and fuel ha ards b
increasing logging slash, encouraging oung age classes less resilient to
fire and even-aged forest management. The proposal is contrar to the
goals of communit safet and forest resilienc , especiall given the
nature of BLM lands in western Oregon and their proximit to
communities and rural homes. 1iven the cost of fighting fire in this
modern era and the threat that fire poses to rural and urban communities in
western Oregon, no alternative that increases fire/fuel ha ards should be
considered. This is, simpl put, the largest forest management issue of our
time.
The future of our forests, our local timber industr , and man important
wildlife species including endangered northern spotted owl and coho
salmon ma depend on our abilit to manage wildfire and fuel ha ards in
the era of climate change. Man communities will be impacted b
increased fuel ha ards and fire management concerns due to BLM logging
proposals. To nowingl increase fuel ha ards in western Oregon is
arbitrar and capricious. t is also unjustifiable economicall when the
cost of wildfire suppression and increased fire severit associated with
BLM logging practices are ta en into account. ncreasing fuel ha ards
through discretionar management actions and decisions could be seen for
what it is the abandonment of rural communities and commitment to
communit protection needs.
Plantations and even-aged forests, filled with “regeneration” and choked
with logging slash are the most flammable and dangerous forest fuels, et
the D S is proposing an increase in logging practices that promote these
conditions. The presence of plantation forests and relativel even-aged
forest regenerating from overstor removal, shelterwood harvesting,
clearcut/regeneration logging, ariable Retention Regeneration arvest
and heav commercial thinning can increase fire severit and overstor
mortalit in wildfire events. Overstor removal and heav canop
reduction can create shrub response, increasing understor fuels in the
ears following treatment. This is especiall true in the drier, more fire
adapted forests of southwestern Oregon. The result is an increase in fuel
ha ards, including an increase in the densit and continuit of live, wood
understor fuels. This creates excessive fuel ladders that threaten the
remaining forest canop or retention aggregates. Fine understor fuels will
also increase within treated stands following treatment. Logging slash,
especiall fine, flash downed wood material will also increase due to



proposed logging practices. Both shrub response and increases in fine
fuels can be attributed to heav canop reduction. The increased sunlight
and soil disturbance associated with logging create these results. The
subse uent increase sunlight and exposure to dr ing winds will dr
understor fuels, decrease fuel and soil moisture levels, fan the flames of
wildfire, and increase drought stress due to impacts to forest canopies and
micro-climate. The result will be increased fire severities and extended
fire seasons, as well as increased fire severit and decreased communit
fire safet .
Contrar to industr rhetoric, increased logging across western Oregon
will onl compound current wildfire concerns. Shortened regeneration
logging rotations will onl compound the problem even further b
encouraging a larger percentage of oung age classes and more even-aged,
uniform forests that are highl susceptible to fire. With these forest t pes
embedded within and adjacent to late seral forest fragments and LSR
reserves increased mortalit in late seral forest t pes would be expected.
This has negative implications that were not anal ed inthe D S.
ncreased mortalit in late seral forest associated with the logging
practices and their relationship to fire will negativel impact northern
spotted owl, coho salmon, water ualit , forest connectivit , wildlife
habitat, watershed health, and future wildfire resilienc .
A new emphasis is needed and should be proposed inthe F S as a viable
and reasonable alternative. This alternative should focus on fuel reduction,
not canop reduction, prescribed fire, communit protection, and
restorative fire management.

Salvage Logging

e The RMP should have no allowance for salvage logging after wildfire. The
cost of salvage logging far exceeds the benefit and makes us all worse off.

e Thereis anetlossin carbon sequestration due to salvage logging, whereas
studies have shown that even in the large Biscuit Fire of 2002, the carbon it
emitted into the air was still less than the carbon emitted from all logging in
Oregon that same year.

e Salvage logging damages the fragile post-fire ecosystem that is crucial for
many species in our fire-adapted forests in Southern Oregon.

Sincerely
Suzie Savoie

17607 Elliott Creek Rd.
Jacksonville, OR

97530
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Jasmine Benjamin

From: fpaulete@blm.gov on behalf of RMPWO_Comments, BLM_OR
<blm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov>

Sent: Saturday, August 22, 2015 11:48 AM

To: RMP-Comments@heg-inc.com

Subject: Fwd: RMP's for West Oregon

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Linea Gagliano <linea@traveloregon.com>

Date: Fri, Aug 21, 2015 at 4:44 PM

Subject: RMP's for West Oregon

To: "blm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov" <blm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov>

Dear BLM,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and share our thoughts on the proposed alternatives for resource
management in western Oregon.

We understand and appreciate the economic impact that timber can bring to Oregon’s economy. We also find
that many communities throughout Oregon are turning to outdoor recreation and tourism as a vital economic
multiplier. A diversified economy is crucial for the health of Oregon’s communities. With that in mind, we want
to make sure we maintain the state’s scenic areas and viewsheds where visitors and residents seek out
recreational opportunities.

Travel and tourism is an important economic driver and job creator for Oregon. The outdoor recreation
economy is a key pillar in the tourism economy. In a Longwoods Visitor Profile study from 2013, it shows that
23 percent of visitors to Oregon say the outdoors is the main purpose of their trip. Only 14 percent of visitors
seek the outdoors nationally, showing that Oregon has a distinct edge in attracting traveler dollars to the state
due to our natural scenic splendor. And, that 23 percent adds up to huge economic impact for the state. The
travel and tourism industry generates $10.3 billion for the state’s economy and directly employs more than
101,000 Oregonians. Bicycle tourism alone injects more than S1 million a day into the state’s economy,
bringing in at least $400 million every year.

In rural Oregon, travel and tourism is an essential industry to keep communities economically viable and
vibrant. Overall, the travel industry is one of the three largest export-oriented industries in rural Oregon
counties.

It’s important we take into account the need for lands that are set aside for recreational purposes and maintain
riparian zones to preserve the trails and infrastructure necessary for outdoor recreation. The role we play in the

1
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lands today will help preserve and maintain Oregon’s unique natural landscapes that support and grow travel
and tourism and contribute to the health and development of the many communities throughout the state that
depend on it.

Linea Gagliano | Manager, Industry & Public Affairs

Travel Oregon/Oregon Tourism Commission
317 SW Alder Street, Suite 200 | Portland, OR 97204
D: 971.717.6184 | O: 503.967.1560 | C: 503.729.6021

Email: Linea@TravelOregon.com

TravelOregon.com | Industry.Traveloregon.com

Ride # regahRicle.catn

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This e-mail may contain information that is privileged, confidential, or otherwise exempt from
disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the addressee or it appears from the context or otherwise
that you have received this e-mail in error, please advise me immediately by reply email, keep the
contents confidential, and immediately delete the message and any attachments from your system.



http:Industry.Traveloregon.com
http:TravelOregon.com
mailto:Linea@TravelOregon.com

From: eflc

To: blm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov
Subject: our forests
Date: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 11:21:55 AM

Dear Forest Managers,

As a resident of Coos County and owner operator of small sawmill |
would like to comment on the your proposed Forest Plan revision.

I find that once again you have failed to realize the importance of

small scale manufacturing to the economic and social well being or our
rural communities.

Your plan leaves out the small players and us who provide much needed
employment and infrastructure for our rural communities.

You need a strong small sale programs that sells a wide variety of

trees. This should include old growth salvage and hardwoods across your
entire landscape.

With cooperation between our rural citizens and the BLM's extremely
valuable wood resource you should be able to make our rural communities
economically viable and

forests sustainable. This plan does neither. | believe you need to
actively manage all your forest lands to insure that our children can
have forests and their resources to enjoy and

benefit from for generations to come.

The current Northwest Forest Plan have been a disaster for our forests
and our rural communities. | can't see how this plans helps.

I would like to see more small sales of uneven aged trees including
trees older than 80 years.

Sincerely,

Bob Sproul,

PO Box 275

Myrtle Point, Oregon, 97458


mailto:eflc@uci.net
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From: Ernie O"Byrne

To: blm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov
Subject: Comments on proposed Wolf Creek Environmental Education Site and Trail, p. 1280 E.I.S.
Date: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 9:51:12 AM
e are riting in enth siastic s ort of acre olf Cree n ironmental d cation iteand rail,
ro osedin Iternati e ofthe .. . . . Itho gh edonots ort Iternatie asa hole, eho e
this iece of Iternati e ill be incl ded in the final Reso rce anagement Plan. he olf Cree n ironmental
d cation ite and rail is located in ,c rrentl designated as ate ccessional Reser e. he site

incl des a small, bea tif |1 old gro th forest near Cro , eneta,and gene. tis ossibl the old gro th forest
closestto gene. thas
ear old trees
di erse ages of o nger trees
big o glas firs, estern red cedars, and estern hemloc s
di erse nderstor of shr bs, herbaceo s lants, mosses, and f ng s
habitat s itable for s otted o | and marbled m rrelet.
One art of the old gro th forest is a narro slice bet een olf Cree Road and a timber road to the north.
ome of the oldest trees and most intricate nderstor are here. his artis easil accessible hen al ing and
there is roadside ar ing on the logging road. stee er area north of the timber road goes do nhillto olf
Cree . heset o areas of the forest, no nasthe randmothers ro e, com rise acres and are nominated
asan C Cin Iternati es and es and C and es a of the
arther so thin ection |, there is another art of the forest, imber Ridge, accessible from a timber road
so th of olf Cree Road. his area has more le el gro nd and the trees there are not ite so old. tis home to
ghost orchids. he ridge lies bet eenthe olf Cree and i sla atersheds. tee slo esso th of the ridge
are older and incl de man sites s itable for s otted o | and marbled m rrelet.
Kate essert from ane Comm nit College and other teachers ha e been teaching their st dents abo t
Oregon forests and bringing them on field tri s to the olf Cree en ironmental ed cation site for o er a decade.
he st dents are a ed and delighted b the forest. he learn a great deal there and gain a dee a reciation
and res ect for Oregon forests. eighbors and other interested eo le isit the site as ell. t dents ret rn and
bring their families. o informal trails trimmed, slightl idened deer trails lead ast ancient trees, snags,
n rse logs, and eer Cree .
e belie e itisim ortant to ha e an en ironmental ed cation site in the Coast Range and estof gene.
ith gas rices ncertain and concerns abo t global arming, | s instr ctors concerns abo ttra el time and
distance, it o Id hel man ed cators and st dents to ha e an en ironmental ed cation site easil accessible to
ed cational instit tionsin and near Cro orane enetaand est gene. ealso thin itisim ortant for
st dents to ha e an en ironmental ed cation site that is near here the li e, nota lace that the tra el along
time to getto, once a earifthe arel ¢ . fara a forestthe isitma ha e m ch the same ecos stem as
forests near home, b tto st dents, it doesntfeel li e their o n neighboring forest, and the cant get there easil
or often eno gh for significant en ironmental ed cation to ta e lace.
n ironmental ed cation sitesarealsoa a that . . .cangi e tothelocalcomm nit. es iteO C
goals, and the iss e of re en e for r ral comm nities, hen forestsarec ton . . .land,itta esa a bea t,
ater alit , recreation, carbon se estration, and ildlife habitat from the en ironment and the eo le holi e
nearb . nen ironmental ed cation site gi es something real and lasting to the comm nit theo ort nit for
children and ad lIts to learn from the resence and com lexit of an old gro th forest near their homes.
e ho e that thislo el , easil accessible old gro th gro e, hich e ha e isited se eral times, o rsel es,
can remain gro ing asitisasan n ironmental d cation ite and rail, for the benefit of ne generations of
st dents and for isitors from the neighborhood and be ond.

incerel ,

rnie and arietta O rne

orth est arden rser
Central Rd

gene OR

.n _gn rser .com
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From: Brad Peterson

To: blm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov
Subject: Please add more mountain biking trails!
Date: Thursday, June 18, 2015 7:50:33 AM

Dear BLM — The public PLM lands are a wonderful resource paid for by my tax dollars. | am an avid
outdoorsman and enjoy camping, fishing, and mountain biking with my friends and family. The BLM
has done a lot of great things to encourage these activities and | encourage you to add and promote
more back-country mountain bike trails. This low-impact activity get people into the woods,
promotes spending tourism dollars in more remote areas, and benefits the health and well-being of
BLM stakeholders. Most trail building work and maintenance would be done by volunteers with
proper planning and authorization.

Thank you,

Brad Peterson, Owner

Superior Glass Works

High Performance Composites & Fabrication
503-829-9634 (shop) 503-830-3042 (cell)
brad@superiorglassworks.com

WWww.superiorglassworks.com

Find us on:
ﬁ facebook.

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
WWW.avast.com
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From: David Norris

To: blm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov
Subject: resource management plan

Date: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 11:00:36 AM
Hello,

| am writing to comment on the proposed resource management plan and its alternatives.
Specifically, these 2 quotes from the plan itself:

The annual harvest value of timber, compared to $23 million in 2012, would increase under all
alternatives; from $37 million under Alternative D to $135 million under Alternative C.

and:

All action alternatives would increase the acreage closed to off-highway vehicle use and decrease
the acreage open to off-highway vehicle use when compared to the No Action alternative.

| vehemently disagree that pumping out as much timber as possible should be the top priority. It's
time to stop selling out future generations to make a quick buck. It's quite pathetic when the most
conservative option almost doubles the timber sales. What is going to be left? There are millions of
acres of private land that can be sold for timber, and it's impossible to go anywhere on BLM land in
this state without seeing countless scars from clear-cut timber operations. It's truly disgusting.

Recreation on the other hand, should be much more important. It's one of the few activities that
doesn't have a significant downside, and in fact most people who camp/fish/OHV are very
responsible and leave the place better than they found it. Volunteer recreation enthusiasts are
responsible for most of the cleanup of the parks. We are doing your jobs for you, yet are completely
unimportant in your plans. This is wrong.

Stop selling out our timber, protect the precious resources that you have been put in charge of, and
invest more in recreation and particularly OHV trails.

Regards,

David Norris
Owner, Fourth Wave Consulting

http://www.fourthwc.com
503.734.6150
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From: James Bleuer

To: blm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov
Subject: Resource planning

Date: Monday, July 06, 2015 10:49:41 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Hello,

| just watched the video asking for input to the planning process, and am writing to request more
singletrack biking access in Western Oregon. There is a lot of land in this area that is best explored
by bike, and the bike community has proven they are respectful, clean, and willing to invest time and
effort into building trail systems such as Sandy Ridge, with BLM as a partner.

Further, where possible the separation of horse and bike trails is ideal, as horse traffic can have a
negative impact on the type of trail conditions that make riding possible.

Thanks,

James Bleuer
Rene able Reso rces
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www.bridgewellresources.com
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From: Ethan Furniss

To: blm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov
Subject: Wildcat Creek Trails
Date: Wednesday, July 01, 2015 12:23:37 AM

To whom it may concern,

The Wildcat Creek Trials are unique to the scope of mountain bike trails because they are 1. downhill
specific and 2. on the challenging end of the spectrum of difficulty. This is essential to the community
here. Without a little bit for everybody people lose sight of the other declines and how far people can

take cycling in terms of skill and endurance.
Please realize the need for a riding area designated for downhill oriented trails.
Thank you.

Ethan

Ethan Furniss

ethanfurniss.com

Oxford Products | Dumonde Tech Racing Oils | Spider Grips | Chatterbox USA |
Nutcase Helmets | Global Vision Sunglasses

916.799.8024

@etharfurning
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http://ethanfurniss.com/

From: Jim Karn

To: blm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov
Subject: Wildcat Mountain Bike Trails
Date: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 10:28:52 AM

The mountain bike trails at Wildcat are an extremely valuable resource. They are the best example
of technical, downbhill-oriented trails in the entire Northwest. They provide a unique recreational
opportunity for a constantly growing user group that desires steep, challenging terrain.

They are also historically significant as they were the first trails of that style in the area. Numerous
riders from throughout the world visit every year including some of the most famous professionals
in our sport.

I live in Bend, OR and | travel to Wildcat several times every year because there are no similar
recreational opportunities in Central Oregon. | urge you to preserve and protect these precious
trails.

Best Regards,

Jim Karn

Metolius Climbing

63189 Nels Anderson Rd.
Bend, OR 97701

tel: (541) 382-7585

fax: (541) 382-8531
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Aug 21, 2015

blm or rmpwo comments@blm.gov

RMPs for Western Oregon

Attn: Mr. Jerry Perez

State Director for Oregon and Washington
Bureau of Land Management

PO Box 2965

Portland, OR 97208

Re: Western Oregon BLM Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear Mr. Perez,

Thank you for providing this opportunity to provide input on the new Western Oregon BLM
Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“The DEIS”). Several
comments follow.

BLM forest lands, across Western Oregon should always contain approximately 10% Natural
Early Seral forest, assuming that early seral lasts until 30 years of age on the average. This
conservative estimate is based on Swanson (2012), who places the range of early seral between
5 and 20%. One of the main reasons why early seral on BLM lands is important, is that current
herbicide practices and reforestation densities on private lands have radically altered early seral
habitat there, in the last decade or two. Natural early seral plant species can be observed to be
in short supply in the watersheds of the BLM landbase despite the abundance of early seral
land in these watersheds.

For example, grasses are observed to be the predominant cover in the Coast Range early seral
on private land. The role of natural early seral on BLM landscapes plays a more important role
these days, in the overall ecology of Western Oregon forests. This role is not discussed in The
DEIS in the section starting on page 683, but it does relate to the forest hydrology, which is
related to the volume of clean water in watersheds. The low amount of natural early seral on
BLM lands is also due to the lack of regeneration harvest of timber in the last two decades,
which has impacted species which depend on early seral habitat. It is commonly observed by
foresters such as in the Coast Range, that bears are eating more and more bark of 15-30-year
old trees than they did historically. Biologists tell me this is a learned behavior. It is interesting
to speculate if the bears had blackberries, huckleberries, and other early seral species to eat,
would they still go after the tree bark?

836 W. Military Av -- Roseburg, OR 97471 -- rsohn@umpquacoquille.com
C 541 430-6912 - H 541 673-4222 — F 541 673-2180
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RE the Nonaka and Spies (2005) paper on seral stage information (see page 683 ff of The DEIS.)
This research paper is cited in The DEIS, but the discussion of early seral in the 2008 Western
Oregon Plan Revision DEIS, is included in The DEIS only by reference to the 2008 DEIS. The
context of the 2008 discussion is missing, misleading the reader into thinking that the Nonaka
and Spies paper is representative of Western Oregon, when in fact it is only representative of
the Coast Range Province. The Nonaka and Spies paper addresses the Coast Range province
only and pegs early seral at 5%. Swanson (2012) suggested the range for Western Oregon is
between 5 and 20%. It would be theoretically possible to repeat the methodology of Nonaka
and Spies (2005) for all of Western Oregon, or some specific area such as the dry forest
provinces. Absent such an analysis, extrapolation of the Nonaka and Spies data to the entirety
Western Oregon appears flawed.

“Regeneration harvest with variable retention areas” is a superior term to “variable retention
regeneration harvest” because it implies measurable components. Regeneration harvest
should refer to the measurable acreage of the landscape that is converted to early seral by
harvest, and Variable Retention areas should be the measurable areas of canopy cover within
the Harvest unit boundaries. These quantifiable terms would provide clarity to the harvest
practices on BLM lands. This change would support the purposes of providing a sustained yield
of timber, and the Conservation of Threatened and Endangered Species, by indicating the
acreages harvested and reserved, and contributing to these respective categories. Following
the ideas of the structure-based management work of Chad Oliver, which are well-known, the
regeneration harvest acres, within the areas of regeneration harvest with variable retention
areas, should have no more than 6-10 dispersed trees per acre. This low density will allow
intolerant species such as Douglas-fir to regenerate and reach maturity while at the same time
competing with the legacy trees.

There is a subtle inconsistency in the Purpose and Need. Page 7, describing large contiguous
blocks of late successional Forest, does not expressly call for fixed reserves, yet the alternatives
themselves have varying sizes of fixed reserves. Although it acknowledges that other
alternatives proposed in the past failed without fixed reserves, these past experiences are not
necessarily a good predictor of the future because modeling is more sophisticated, and forests
have grown and will continue to grow in the future. It is possible to create large contiguous
blocks of late successional forest, without drawing lines around them and calling them reserves.
The forest would be better suited to management that allowed entry of the late successional
forest for the purpose of improving the late-successional habitat. There is a growing body of
scientific information that indicates that fixed reserves are not necessary for owl populations
and other old-growth dependent species. The current Alternatives have not explored managing
the large blocks under the principles of sustained yield which can provide and maintain late-
successional forest at the landscape scale.

Wildlife Biologist Barry Noon (in Spies and Duncan, 2009) wrote, "Because of the dynamic
nature of forested ecosystems, the location of old-growth forests will change through time, and
new reserves may be required to replace those lost through natural attrition. As a
consequence, zoning of the landscape into a system of reserves and nonreserves may not be a
successful long-term conservation strategy. To plan for a target amount of old growth with



spatial distribution changing over time requires that the forest be viewed in its entirety as a
spatially dynamic system.”

Norm Johnson and Jerry Franklin (2013) recommend “shift(ing) portions of late successional
reserves to sustained yield management” in moist forests. In dry forests: “Don’t create large
reserves in which harvest is prohibited, since that will increase the probability that the forests
within them will not survive.”

Steven Courtney (2015) argues for maintaining well distributed habitat across the landscape,
rather than only in reserves. Concern is expressed about the effect of fire and the usefulness of
active management to preserve habitats. “Significant support” from the scientific community is
expressed for “long-rotation, ‘light touch’ and adaptive processes.”

The average O&C revenue for the last 50 years, in 2011 dollars, was $134 Million (according to
data from the O&C Counties). The 2028 projected revenue range of these alternatives, from
$18 million to $66.5 million (preferred alternative at $34 million, are less than 50% of the
historical average. These numbers are so low that they do not represent the full range of
alternatives required under NEPA for consideration. This is a violation of the mandate of the
O&C Act to manage these lands to generate revenues for the benefit of rural counties

The Maximum Sustained Yield is not calculated in The DEIS based on the 2014 data. This
historical benchmark was pegged 1.2 Billion Board Feet per year in 2006. Given the lack of
harvest since the last estimate, it could be reasonable to expect that for the 2014 inventory, the
Maximum sustained yield could be in the 1.4 billion board feet per year range. The Maximum
Sustained Yield serves as a benchmark to relate to timber harvest for context to evaluate the
current Alternatives which were determined with updated data. Knowing the maximum
sustained yield for the current inventory would support the Purpose and Need for providing a
sustained yield of timber. It could be argued that it is inconsistent for the timber inventory to
go up and the sustained yield to go down, such as is shown in the trend of the revenue Table 3-
191 (p 563).

One analysis shows that only 14-32% of the landbase is available for Sustained Yield
management (Cadwell, 2015). Consistent with the increased forest inventory (such as Fig 3-70,
p 257 and Table 3-57, p 256) and benchmark of maximum sustained yield, the range of
alternatives presented by the BLM should include at least one alternatives with gradually
increasing revenue and timber harvest volume over time, to a plateau after several decades.
This is consistent with the increasing standing inventory at the proposed low rates of harvest in
the alternatives, the need for early seral, and the need to manage for fire.

To clarify the history to the reader, and help to understand the purpose of providing a
sustained yield of timber, Figures 3-143 and 3-144, which only show 14 years of data for total
annual harvest value and average value per MBF should span the same 50-year time spans as
Figures 3-141 and Figure 3-142, which show Harvest Volume and Stumpage Price. Otherwise
important comparative information to understand the context and history of Gross Timber
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Receipts is not being shared with the public. This directly affects understanding the purpose of
providing a sustained yield of timber and revenues to Counties.

Table 3-173 page 526. This table is an economic analysis of goods and services. Economic
values are monetized. Two different methodologies for monetizing are used in the same table.
This table is misleading. All categories should be analyzed with the same methodology, or they
should not be analyzed at all. By same methodology is meant the same extent of “apples to
apples” comparison of indirect value of goods and services included.

Future growth modeling and projections by the BLM should be longer term, and be based on
some kind of long term vision for the BLM lands. This aids in accountability and transparency to
the public, and would keep planning from being so cumbersome each time, by building more
directly on what had been done previously. Modeling for as long as 350 years is recommended
because it reaches beyond the effects of legacy actions and reflects the life span of the forest.

Please make all of the public comments available on the internet as soon after the comment
period closes as possible, in a format that is searchable on key words and organization that
submitted the comment, because this is a logical part of transparency.

The noxious weed management program should be increased, because noxious weeds,
including scotch broom, Himalaya blackberry, gorse, Japanese knotweed, yellow star thistle, tall
fescue, velvetgrass, etc. are using up more and more valuable habitat that should be occupied
by naturally occurring species.  Eradication of noxious weeds in most cases, is prohibitive, due
to the cost.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this input.

Please let me know if there is anything | can do to be of further assistance. My contact
information follows.

Sincerely,

Rick Sohn
rsohn@umpquacoquille.com
(541) 430-6912
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---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Tina Brannon (Rough & Ready Lumber) <hr@rrlumber.com>
Date: Thu, Aug 20, 2015 at 11:22 AM

Subject: BLM Resource Management Plan

To: bIm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov

None of the current RMP Alternatives are acceptable!

The social & economic benefits of the local communities should be in the beginning of the
development of any RMP - not an analysis done at the end!

The O&C lands were designated to provide a secure source of funding for the local schools and
provide a sustainable supply of timber for the local communities. These lands are different than
those public lands identified as “public domain” or the majority of those managed by the USFS.
These lands were not set aside for wilderness designation nor were they directed by the O&C act
to only be partially managed. The directive from the act and its related amendments were to
provide secure funding for local schools and communities through the “sustainable” harvest of
timber from these lands.

The current lack of management and harvest directly impacts the local communities and schools.
The lack of a sustainable timber source has led to the loss of thousands of family wage jobs since
the implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan. This lack of income directly impacts local
communities as can be seen by the number of families on government assistance in these rural
communities.

An alternative that identifies and directs the harvest of 70%-80% of the annual growth off of
these lands would provide a secure source of funding and promote healthy local economies. This
level of harvest would promote healthy and productive forests. This level of harvest is
sustainable. This level of harvest should be included in the new RMP.

Tina Brannon

Human Resources Department
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Chiality Lumber Since 1922

Rough & Ready Lumber LLC

P.O. Box 519

30365 Redwood Highway

Cave Junction, OR 97523

541 592-3116 541 592-3221 facsimile

QUALITY LUMBER SINCE 1922



---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Logs Accounting <logs@rrlumber.com>
Date: Thu, Aug 20, 2015 at 12:34 PM

Subject: RMP comments

To: bIm_or_rmpwo_comments@blm.gov

To whom it may concern;

My concerns with the RMP are as follows:

1. Failure to maintain a healthy forest is a major concern.
None of the current Alternatives are acceptable.

The western Oregon BLM Districts over the last 20 years have failed to manage or even maintain
a healthy forest ecosystem, from the moist forest region in the north to the dry forest region of
southern Oregon. The lack of management has allowed an accumulation of forest biomass that is
not natural or healthy. The surplus biomass is not made up of healthy trees, but rather it’s made
up of unhealthy or dying dominant and co-dominant trees with a dense understory of brush and
shade tolerant species of trees that are robbing potential and existing mature trees of critical
nutrients and moisture. The result of this lack of management cannot be fixed with the current
RMP and any new RMP must address active management of our forests to maintain a healthy
forest environment and sustain a healthy economic environment for our communities.

Current harvest levels are less than 1% of annual estimated growth. Forests are not static, the
natural environment has been altered by human civilization during the past century and any RMP
must consider the impacts and consequences on both our communities and our forests. At this
point in time the idea or consideration of a “no action” alternative is both irresponsible and
impractical. Additionally, the consideration of any alternative that does not provide a secure and
reliable source of timber to the local economies is equally unacceptable. The O&C Act directed
the sustainable harvest of timber off of the O&C lands for the direct benefit of the local
communities and schools, none of the current alternatives meet that directive.

Please go back to the table and develop an alternative that provides for a secure, reliable source
of timber and brings back a healthy sustainable forest.

2. Carbon and Climate change


mailto:logs@rrlumber.com
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None of the RMP Alternatives are acceptable.

The agency must use science when developing its RMP and not develop a plan that addresses
climate change based on models that have been proven wrong and are outdated. Several things
related to the changing climate can and should be addressed. The unnatural levels of biomass
consume vast amounts of water that would otherwise be maintaining stream flows during the
critical summer months, resulting in lack of water and increased water temperatures from
reduced artesian influence. Completely shaded streams will still assume air temperature without
the introduction of cooler ground water.

As a result of the increased biomass on our landscape and the increased amount of dead and
dying organic material on the ground there is increased decay taking place. This increased decay
releases carbon, but it also creates methane which has a much more severe impact as a
“greenhouse gas” than carbon dioxide. If we are truly interested in Carbon Sequestration we
should be looking at full suppression of all wildfires and focus on commercial harvesting.

The agency must not only consider the amount of carbon released from the increasing number of
acres burned by wildfires, but also the continued release of the dead and dying trees after the
fires. Commercial removal of wood, both green and salvage locks up large percentages of stored
carbon in the form of lumber and panels used in buildings. Wood residues not made into building
materials go into products such as paper and other biodegradable products that if not recycled are
put into landfills and buried where the released carbon is trapped in the soil.

Please revisit the current RMP Alternatives and develop one that is based on true science.
Develop a plan that provides for healthy forests and healthy local economies. We will all benefit
from a well-managed and healthy forest.

3. Social & Economic Benefits
None of the current RMP Alternatives are acceptable.

The social & economic benefits of the local communities should be in the beginning of the
development of any RMP, not an analysis at the end. The O&C lands were designated to provide
a secure source of funding for the local schools and provide a sustainable supply of timber for
the local communities. These lands are different than those public lands identified as “public
domain” or the majority of those managed by the USFS. These lands were not set aside for
wilderness designation nor were they directed by the O&C act to only be partially managed. The
directive from the act and its related amendments were to provide secure funding for local
schools and communities through the “sustainable” harvest of timber from these lands.



The current lack of management and harvest directly impacts the local communities and schools.
The lack of a sustainable timber source has led to the loss of thousands of family wage jobs since
the implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan. This lack of income directly impacts local
communities as can be seen by the number of families on government assistance in these rural
communities.

An alternative that identifies and directs the harvest of 70%-80% of the annual growth off of
these lands would provide a secure source of funding and promote healthy local economies. This
level of harvest would promote healthy and productive forests. This level of harvest is
sustainable. This level of harvest should be included in the new RMP.

Thank you for your time,

Jackie Chidester

Log & Timber Accountant

Perpetua Lumber Company

Rough & Ready Lumber LLC
Perpetua Forests Company

P.O. Box 519

Cave Junction, OR

541 592-3116 541 592-3221 facsimile

QUALITY LUMBER SINCE 1922

Chiality Lumber Since 1922






INTERFOR | ——

August 20, 2015

RMPs for Western Oregon
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 2965

Portland, Oregon 97208

VIA EMAIL: blm or rmpwo comments@blm.gov

RE: BLM Western Oregon Draft Resource Management Plans
To Whom It May Concern:

Thank you for this opportunity to present comments on the draft Resource
Management Plans (RMPs) for Western Oregon. The approximately 2.5 million acres
covered by these plans play an important role in the social and economic well-being
of rural communities throughout Oregon.

Interfor has two mills in Oregon—both of which rely on timber from these lands.
The Molalla Division consists of a stud mill that currently produces kiln dried
Douglas-fir and Hem-fir studs. Molalla currently has 171 full time employees.
Interfor is constantly striving to operate at full capacity and improve its facility to
adapt to available log supply. Lack of log supply hinders Molalla’s ability to operate
at its full capacity. Increasing public supply would greatly improve our ability to
achieve our goal of full capacity operation, and further allow Interfor to be an even
larger provider of local employment for the area.

Interfor’s Gilchrist Division is the major economic driver for the Town of Gilchrist,
supporting 450 direct and indirect jobs. We've invested more than $15 million on
upgrades since we bought the mill in 2004. This includes $5 million in 2014 to turn
Gilchrist from a commodity mill to a specialty mill.

We are very disappointed with the inadequate range of alternatives. Perhaps even
more troubling is the agency’s preferred alternative B that provides a sustained
harvest level of just 20 percent of the forest’s annual growth while more than
doubling the acreage of land set-asides. Less than 30 percent of the land would be
open to timber management under the agency’s preferred alternative and would
result in an unequal distribution of timber and jobs throughout all districts.

We believe all the action alternatives are inconsistent with the O&C Act.

Interfor U.S. Inc. | Gilchrist Division tel: (541) 433-2222 | Interfor.com
P.O. Box 638 fax: (541) 433-9581
#1 Sawmill Road
Gilchrist, OR 97737
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The BLM’s own website states!:

“The O&C Lands Act placed management jurisdiction of the lands under the
United States Department of the Interior, and directed that timberlands be
managed:

“. . . for permanent forest production, and the timber thereon shall be
sold, cut, and removed in conformity with the principal of sustained yield
for the purpose of providing a permanent source of timber supply,
protecting watersheds, regulating stream flow, and contributing to the
economic stability of local communities and industries, and providing
recreational facilities . . .(43 U.S.C. §1181a)”

There is simply no rational argument that the alternatives presented would comply
with the above and particularly the requirement for “contributing to the economic
stability of local communities and industries”.

Alternatives that lock as much as 86 percent of BLM's forests from active
management will lead to further declines in forest health, and will provide our
communities no relief from severe and catastrophic wildfire.

For these reasons, the proposed alternatives should be discarded in favor of new
alternatives that honor the O&C Act, keep our forests healthy, and create more jobs
in our communities.

Thank you again for this opportunity to provide comments.

Sincerely,

Clocten e Beni
Charles H. Burley, CF
Public Affairs Manager

chuck.burley@interfor.com
(541) 876-7880

htt .blm.go or lans o roclands. h
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August 14, 2015

Mr. Jerry Perez
BLM State Director
1220 SW 3" Ave.
Portland, OR 97204

Dear Mr. Perez:

These comments are in response to your recently released EIS for the Resource Management Plan Update
for the management of the O&C Lands in Western Oregon.

Douglas Timber Operators is a regional trade association representing the Forest Products and Allied
Industries in Douglas, Lane and Coos Counties. We have approximately 140 members and represent the
majority of milling, logging and timberland owners in what is the heart of timber production in Western

Oregon.

Management of the O&C Lands is of critical importance to our members. The industrial timberland
owners have a unique relationship with the O&C Lands for they manage the majority of the privately held
lands in the checkerboard ownership. They share a common road system governed by long standing
reciprocal right-of-way agreements that were promulgated by the BLM in the early 1950's. In addition,
they share thousands of miles of common property lines with the O&C Lands and, as a result, a common
interest in keeping forest fires under control.

Our milling and logging members have had a long history of buying and operating timber sales that
provide a valuable raw material for the production of high value construction lumber, plywood and other
value-added products to support home construction in the United States. Our other members provide
basic services and supplies to our timber producers, providing a vital link to our local economies. Finally,
all of us in Western Oregon rely on the clean water flowing from the intermixed ownership, habitat for
wildlife and fish as well as a road system that provides year around recreational activities for all to enjoy.

We write to express our very profound disappointment in all of the alternatives the RMP has analyzed and
considered for adoption. Between 68% and 86% of the land based was removed from consideration for
management before the planning process was initiated. This is a plain and simple violation of NEPA, the
law that was designed to give the public a wide range of alternatives for management considerations and
the consequences and benefits they represent. Such a skewed initial planning step left considerations of
any real management options impossible to meet. In fact, the proposed action alternative is no better than
the management plan imposed by the Northwest Forest Plan in the mid 1990's which has been an abject
failure in providing economic benefits to our rural counties and is in clear violation of the O&C Act.

g Douglas Timber Operators, Inc. ® 3000 Stewart Parkway © Suite 104 ® Roseburg, Oregon 97471 J
Phone (541) 672-0757 * Fax (541) 672-3833
@ Recycled Paper



More specifically our concerns are:

The alternatives analyzed are not tiered to the Critical Habitat established for the Northern
Spotted Owl.

No scientific process was used to determine how to designate "Old Growth" stands resulting in
cutoff dates varying from 80 to 160 years.

There is no attempt to provide legal certainty to the alternatives, thereby ignoring the main
impediment to plan implementation, "analysis paralysis," widely acknowledged as making
federal timberlands impossible to manage.

Shifting the meager harvest levels to the northern Districts away from Medford and Roseburg will
have severe impacts on the remaining milling infrastructure in southwest Oregon, exacerbating
the current economic conditions our struggling rural communities are trying to cope with.

The preferred alternative is a clear violation of the principle of Sustained Yield
governing the management of all federal forests for decades, a principle the
public demands for governing the management of their forests.

The excessive designations of reserve areas to save the Northern Spotted Owl, which will do
nothing to prevent their extirpation by the Barred Owl.

Continued emphasis on growing additional older stands of timber reserves will have severe forest
fire consequences. Specific examples include the Douglas Complex and Timbered Rock Fire
where regeneration of the burned landscape will take decades to occur. The dead trees left
standing after these catastrophic events will not only endanger the new forests managed by
adjacent private landowners, but also neighboring rural communities.

We cannot overstate how profoundly disappointed we are with this planning effort and what little it will
do to improve the economic health of rural Oregon and the ecological health of our federal forests. A
total makeover is clearly what is needed for this plan to be anything other than a total failure for all who
live in western rural Oregon.

Sincerely,

Executive Director

Ces Douglas County Commissioners
Coos County Commissioners
Roseburg Area Chamber of Commerce
Bay Area Chamber of Commerce
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