Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED 19§g
Wiestern Oregon Plan Revisichs

P.O. Box 2965 JAN 11 2008
Portland, OR 97208

8 Jan., 2008
Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

In the previous rouncd ("scoping®) of nublic comment on the
Western Craegon Flan Revisions, I belizsve I uncderstood that ¢ lurge
majority of tie comments expressed a desire t.¢t the Bureau of Land
Management ceemohcsize regeneration harvests (essenticlly clecr cuts,
trough you don't call it thot cnymore) anc concentrcte motre on
trhrinning, recrecti on <nd tourism, cond other lsss harsh ahd less
extroctive practices. Since my own thoughts aobhd comments were
similar, I was pleased to lecorn this., Yet, in your cdraft Environmental
Impa ct tatement, oll the altervctivers, ecpecially the preferred
olternative (;'2), (excent of course "no cction "}, drestically
increase timber procduction and regenercation hcorvests. For you to
ignore public opinion in this weoy is not agcinst the rules, but it
~hows an darrogonce unbecoming in public servonts.

The C&C Act roguire: you to mancge the G&C lancs for sustoined
yiekd. I o sure that I have uhderstood BLM employ:-es to say thet
this mecans such o level of horvest thot you can expect to harvest
as much or more each yecr, indefinitely. Or, tu put it conother way,
tt at you take only toe "interest" thcot t e forest orod ces, and do
not diy into t.e "ncoturcl copitel®”, I om serfectly willing that
you menage the forests at this rate. Thinning « forest can readily
be ocdjusted to do this, But regenerasti-n harvests toke virtuolly
<1l of the n. turdl capitcel in ¢ smell - rea. Lkven come clear cuts
can be toleraoted, provided thot you leava othar portions of the
forest unto ched., 1 do nct belicve that alternctiv:s 1, 2, onc 3
do thiz to o sufficient degree. Furthermors, in ths 19280's, the
BLM harvested Cregon ferests at « very high rate. You were cutting
deenly into the notursl conitel, and in the 1990's you wers compelled
to riduc: hurvests. Alternative J2, ono serhaoss clternstives 1
anc /3, returns horvests to cpproximately (or perhops more tian;
1980's lavels. Yuch rcotes could not be sustained ten; toey
cennot b: sustained now. (Table 26, p. 71, ne Table 22, ». E2.

“lso Fig. 4, ». LV, though the grash anc t ¢ tobles do not seem to
cgree.) To comply with the O&C Act, yoauw c-nnot c oose ~lturnctive

RAREN

Fo, onc orobhably not #1 or #3, either. Your only l=zgcl option within
the r.ovision wnrocess os it stands is to chocse the no action
glternctive.

This means that ¢ll your work on t.¢ consequinces of clteenctives
#1-2 wus o waste of your time ond effort. Nor i: the no ccti on
clternative reclly satisfactory either, fror canyone's ovoint of view.
A bettor chioice woulcd be to start fresh. Scras ths raevisions
nrocess and its nroduct to date. Come un with some real alternatives
which are consistent with the O8C Act and the EPA, I know for sure
that some hove been suggested., Pay attention to public opinion
this tim: around. ©olicit advice from tiic Forest ‘ervice, which
I bolieve iz doing a gooa job menaging its forests. This will surely
celay ths oreocess, but if you do thiz, you will hove t 2 public
supporting you instead of agsinst you. -

ngcer?l' yours,

Lenncrt’ Pugh
P.O. Box 25
Wolf Creek, CR %7497



