COMMENTS ON BLM’s DRAFT WOPR
From Carol Bickford

PO Box 408

Neskowin, OR, 97149
1.  Exclude Public Domain Lands from the revised management plans.  Public Domain (PD) lands are managed under the principles of multiple –use and sustained yield as provided by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA.)  The act does not require that every parcel of land be managed for every use.  
2.  Retain the large blocks of Late-Successional Reserves, especially on the Salem District in Clackamas and Lane Counties (areas totally eliminated in Alternative 2.)  The majority of funds created by logging these areas will go to the most timber-dependent counties.  Why destroy the best in one District to primarily benefit Douglas and Jackson Counties?  Ecologically, it makes no sense.
3.  Retain the large block of Late-Successional Reserve Management Area on the Medford District in the Klamath Mountains overlapping Curry, Josephine and Douglas Counties (labeled LSMA 24-27 on Map 34, DEIS Volume II, Chapter 4.)
4.  Follow the recommendations of the new (2008?) USDI – FWS Spotted Owl Recovery Plan that will come out under the guidance of the new team leader.  Many of the Spotted Owl specialists on the Recovery Plan team state that they were not consulted or listened to during the draft recovery plan process completed in 2007.  Scientifically accepted Federal Recovery Plans should dictate BLM timber management, not vice versa.  If Alternative II of the WOPR, USDA-Forest Service will be responsible for all the management of ESA species, especially spotted owls and marbled murrelets. 
5.  Because spotted owl habitat characteristics differ between Southern Oregon and Northern Oregon, use/select:

a) either a version of Alternative II for the Klamath Falls Medford and Roseburg Districts and the *No Action Alternative or Alternative I for the Salem, Eugene and Coos Bay Districts;

b) or, more ecologically defined, a version of Alternative II for the Tanoak and Douglas-fir/True fir forest vegetation series and the *No Action Alternative or Alternative I  for the for the Western Hemlock vegetation series (Map 14, DEIS, Volume I, Chapter 2.) 
c) or, Alternative II in the southern areas which have a high frequency of smaller, low intensity fires and  *No Action or Alternative I in areas which have low frequency, high intensity, stand-replacing fires.  I assume this correlates closely with the forest vegetation series described above in b).

*
As I understand it, current targets are not being met, so electing the No Action Alternative would still allow an increase in harvest over the current condition. 
6.  Thinning is more sustainable than clearcutting.  If  BLM wants to benefit Counties for the long-term, thinning should be the predominant harvest method.  Old growth forests are not replaceable in the short-term and should not be cut.  The older trees can process more carbon dioxide, produce more oxygen, contribute greater amounts to the water cycle, cycle nutrients over a greater amount of time (standing and as snags and logs.)

7.   As Dan Tobler, member of the Josephine County Board of Commissioners, pointed out, the timber-dependent counties throughout Oregon need to make the transition to more self-reliant and fiscally stable county governments instead of  returning to the bust and boom cycle begun in the 1960’s, ‘70s and ‘80s.  Increasing harvest levels will not help the Counties in the long-term.  It’s only a short-term fix for a long-term problem and could harm local areas by negatively impacting water quality and stream flow. 
Thanks for your consideration,

Carol E. Bickford

