Although the comment purpose seems to be focused on correcting technical problems in the alternatives being proposed, I am hoping there is room for opinion and preference by the citizens of this state.  It is clear, looking at the graphs showing comparisons of the alternatives, that the changes to the current plan are designed to increase the size of the timber management areas.  If this could be done without damaging existing forests, and especially old growth and late successional forests, I would find this acceptable.  However, it is clear from the plans that this will not be the case.  Increased fragmentation of old growth and structurally complex forests is counter to the goals of protecting the biological diversity of our forests, and is clearly detrimental to ongoing efforts to protect our more fragile species.  It is unclear in the report why it is believed that these changes are felt to be acceptable in the face of a clear statewide mandate to protect this diversity.
It is also unclear why the BLM is concerned with generating further economic dependency on a resource that is clearly not sustainable.  If the amount of forest being harvested must be increased in order to maintain the current amount of income, then it’s important to produce an accurate measure of how much land is required to do so indefinitely.  These plans do not seem to address this issue – merely stating that “more is needed” to meet the “budgets” of the counties involved.  It seems ridiculous that we can consider a plan worthwhile if we aren’t basing it on accurate and complete information.  While it is understood that there is a lot of science and study that still must be done on the various ecological impacts that decisions can have, this just makes it even more important that we are complete in what we do know.
In keeping with requests for comments relating to technical issues, I’d like to discuss the “Comparing the Alternatives” graphs.  When you use graphs to compare different plans, it’s important to have the graphs actually show comparable data.  It seems ingenious to present graphs that show information that is either not contained in the other graphs, or that have entirely different definitions.  For example, how is someone supposed to understand how much old growth and late successional forests are to be protected under each alternative?  Alternative 3 doesn’t specify this category in any way.  It is understood that Alternative 3 doesn’t provide that data directly, but when asked for a comparison, an estimate based on the plan would be more appropriate.  I would suggest that you update the graphs to make sure they each measure the same set of data, in order to allow viewers to make accurate comparisons.
It is incredible to me that the environmental impact statements for each alternative clearly shows that the second and third alternatives are the most dangerous, and yet Alternative 2 seems to be most favored.  The mandate of your service is to provide sustainable, ecologically sound management of our forest resources.  That means that you should be providing timber harvesting opportunities – this is obviously important – but it should not be the primary or overriding goal of these plans.  To choose the alternative that merely maximizes the timber harvesting potential of our state’s forests, while ignoring the remainder of your mandate is irresponsible.

I urge you to choose the “No Action Alternative,” as it is clearly shown, throughout your reports, to be the best plan for fulfilling your mandate.

