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Bureau of Land Management A

Western Oregon Plan Revisions JAN11 7008
333 SW First Avenue/ P.O. Box 2965

Portland, OR 97208

Dear BLM Staff;

While attempting to comply with your agency’s wish for ‘substantive’ commentary on the WOPR Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, | must first address a couple of issues that underlie the very
framework upon which your agency hangs this document,

achieved in large part due to the agency'’s structuring of timber sales to include areas that contain listed

‘plantation’ timberlands.  Another key factor in the failure of your projections is the usage of very
unrealistic baseline harvest amounts. Hopefully our society has moved beyond the 1980’s mindset that
allowed the unsupportable and by no means ‘sustainable’ harvest levels that occurred then. The social
and economic effects of these record harvests were a key element spurring the creation of the very
Northwest Forest Plan which You now propose to supersede; and which the BLM has used as baseline
volumes for their harvest projections, and uses in the WOPR. Across the board the science of
‘Sustainable Harvest Practices’, biological and botanical effects of various harvesting methods,
watershed hydrology and geology, and fire-danger on timberlands, has been distorted and politicized
by parties within and without your agency with an eye to creating a ‘scientific and administrative
rationale for ‘Purpose and Need’ and thence ‘the WOPR'. These factors could have been addressed
within the framework of the Northwest Forest Plan.

The following section briefly addresses just a few of the numerous specific flaws in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. | have taken the liberty of substituting English for jargon in portions
of these observations.



The enomous expansion of OHV emphasis areas in and around my home in the Medford District
seeks to fulfill elements of the O&C Act's direction to provide for recreational faciliies. It is unfortunate
that the agency chose the most invasive, noisy, erosion-causing, and hard to regulate form of
‘recreation’ to so aggressively promote. OHV recreation is innately deleterious to the very environment
in which you propose to encourage it, and is also one of the hardest forms to interface with other user
groups. These proposed OHV areas will harm the property values and quality of life of the citizens
unlucky enough to reside in visual or auditory range of these areas. Given the BLM's unimpressive
track record of regulation and monitoring of existing OHV sites, it is unlikely you will in any way be able
to effectively manage any increased OHV emphasis recreation. All of the above listed effects are
counter to the stated intentions of your agency. If the WOPR is to truly reflect the direction given in the

activities being in harmony with other activites and with the environment of the lands themselves.
While your ‘Preferred Option’ and it's expansion of these OHV areas will please the lobby which so
actively promoted it, it will cause great backtash from affected citizens and thus undermine the validity
of this component of your management plan.

The degradation of the visual aesthetic view-shed by elements of your ‘sustainable harvest regime
under your preferred altemative is very troubling for residents of local communities. The proposed
clear-cuts and resultant visual impacts will have a demonstrable negative effect on property values,
property marketability, quality of life, and local economic stability and viability due to decreased tourism
opportunities. These unnecessary ill-effects will persist for many years after the harvests have

plan, it should have been included as a sub-alternative for implementation in areas of the Medford
District.



following years to reforest (converting the harvested areas to tree plantations of commercially desired
species), control competing vegetation with herbicides which may poliute watersheds, and then
periodically perform ‘fuels-reduction’ projects on the areas. These areas were far more fire-resistant
before the harvest than they will ever be again under this altemnative. It seems very likely that WOPR
‘fuels-reduction’ projects will follow a trajectory similar to current projects that get proposed and
implemented not on the basis of true fire danger, but on the availability of marketable timber within the
project areas; ‘fuels-treatment’ merely being the marketing spin attached to the harvest, making it
palatable for a public conditioned to knee-jerk responses to the ‘horrors’ of fire. This will leave the
project areas which have minimal or no marketable timber (recently clear-cut areas) a low economic
priority for such projects; even though these areas will soon have among the highest fuels-oading
within the landscape. The net effect of increased clear-cut harvesting will be an environmentally,
economically, and scenically degraded landscape with higher susceptibility to catastrophic fire events.

public you claim to serve. | strongly urge you to rethink your management plans to reflect the reality
that narrowly-targeted, truly sustainable, limited, harvest options may actually result in more timber and
associated products reaching. local markets. Sustainability must include _all those elements you have

I will sincerely thank you for actions on your part that constructively address the areas of concem the
citizens of the Medford district, myself included, have written about.

Yours truly,
>ZyGreen

Cc: Senator Ron Wyden, Senator Gordon Smith, Representative Greg Walden, Representative Peter
DeFazio



