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July 5, 2012


Mark Brown, Project Manager
RMPs for Western Oregon
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 2965
Portland, Oregon 97208
BLM_OR_RMPs_WesternOregon@blm.gov


Dear Mark, et al.,,


I appreciate the opportunity to comment on scoping for the BLM Western Oregon Forests Resource 
Management Plan or Plans.


This RMP process represents a historic opportunity for the BLM, for the Department of Interior, and for the 
connected communities of Oregon.


As you know, the stakes are high. Frustration with continuing conflict over public forest management is so 
high that our members of Congress have been publicly discussing proposed federal legislation that would 
remove 2.5 millions acres of prime forest land from BLM jurisdiction, drastically altering the role of the 
Bureau in the Pacific Northwest.


Furthermore, the current RMP effort comes on the heels of the Western Oregon Plan Revision (WOPR), a 
large Bureau effort that failed to gain broad support, was challenged in court, and was ultimately 
withdrawn.


At the same time as these indicators boldly present the case that business-as-usual approaches to forest 
planning have failed to be effective, there are new challenges and opportunities that open the door to 
different, more successful approaches and outcomes.


In particular, the scientific reality of anthropogenic climate change weighs heavily on our ecosystems and 
economics alike. As science documents that we are globally on the cusp of a disastrous change of state 
in Earth’s biosphere (Nature, 2012), management of the forests of western Oregon looms large. 


At this threshold in in history, whether millions of acres will continue to undergo cyclical deforestation and 
incremental degradation, or will instead be managed to maintain a true steady-state of ecological kind 
and quality, with the broad carbon sequestration and ecosystems services restoration that will accrue, has 
a quantitatively magnified impact given the breadth of other impacts already locked in around the world.


My hope is that the BLM is sincere in wanting to create broadly supported win-win economic and 
environmental outcomes around western Oregon forest management, and these comments are couched 
with that hope.


A Unified Plan


In the wake of the WOPR, and in the light of perceived associations between BLM management and the 
timber industry, successful planning will need to build trust along the way across all the diverse 
communities of interest in forest planning.
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It seems to be essential that BLM work toward one unified RMP, matched one-to-one with the 
corresponding EIS, rather than six smaller plans. Whatever the actual motivations might be, segmentation 
of the RMP will inevitably be perceived by members of the public as a divide-and-conquer strategy.


Furthermore, it is difficult to see how the important technical work of understanding and evaluating 
cumulative impacts of plan options would be anything but made more complicated by developing six 
separated RMPs.


In addition to avoiding segmentation, key trust-building approaches that should be maximized include 
profound openness and broad inclusiveness. Out-of-the-box thinking and innovative, accurate, 
appropriately-courageous techniques are demanded by the historic situation we face.


Process Comments


The work of collecting input and writing the plan should be organized to:


• Use a formal, collaborative, community-based process, not just focus groups, not just an agency internal 
project


• Use a deep consensus-building process involving a full spectrum of political, economic, environmental, 
social, and geographic interests


• Listen deeply and respectfully to plan critics and potential critics around the spectrum of interets and 
concerns


• Support constructive interaction and conflict resolution among plan critics and potential critics, rather 
than trying to carry all conflict resolution on the agency's own shoulders


• Seek real long-term win-win solutions, not just proximate political compromises


• Defining, document, and invite discussion and refinement of baseline facts and fundamental scientific 
principles as a discrete phase of the planning process, prior to developing plan details


Topics to be Addressed


Discussion, analysis, and documentation in the EIS and RMP should thoroughly address:


• The short term and long term carbon footprint of each alternative


• The short term and long term ecological impact of various level of thinning


• The ecological impact of decommissioning logging roads


• The maximum feasible options for salmon habitat and watershed restoration


• The maximum feasible options for overall ecological restoration


• How best practices in stewardship contracting can be applied in western oregon forests


• What is the medium term potential for sustainable economic benefits from recreation as opposed to 
timber harvesting


• The true spirit and details of the Council on Environmental quality draft guidance on climate change in 
NEPA processes - not the erroneous prevailing BLM mis-construction of that guidance - as a minimum 
standard for climate-related analysis and documentation


• The costs to recreation, including hunting, of keeping gates locked on BLM logging roads


• The cumulative distribution of costs, benefits, and displacements of logging road construction and 
maintenance in the public/private checkerboard
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• How timber harvesting and contracts can be restructured so as to better incentivize best outcomes for 
the broad public interest, both economically and ecologically


Economic Outcomes


Some specific economic elements that should be evaluated and included in the plan:


• Create actual economic benefits realizable by rural residents, not payments to county governments


• Engineer economic benefits specific to small entities, rather than for large timber companies


• Focus timber harvest activities in ways that increase the public value per board foot, not just the number 
of board feet


• Consideration of third-party environmental certification of environmental forest practices and chain of 
product custody to increase revenue per board foot while minimizing environmental impacts


• Develop revenue streams from intact forest for carbon sequestration and for other ecosystems services


• Support for research and development of profoundly low-impact timber harvesting systems and 
methods


• Win-win solutions, which will be those in which intact forest supports revenue, building synergy across 
strategies like non-motorized recreation, ecosystems services payments, and sustainable low-impact 
harvest of non-timber forest products.


Environmental Outcomes


Some specific environmental elements that should be evaluated and included in the plan:


• Plan for true long-term sustainability of the native forest, watersheds, and related ecosystems, including 
terrestrial and aquatic plants and animals


• End the culture of overlooking incremental and cumulative environmental damage


• Completely preserve critical habitat for threatened and endangered (T&E) species


• No logging of old trees anywhere, defined as trees more than 75 (?) years old


• No logging in previously unlogged native forest


• Limitation of biomass harvesting based on real carbon and ecosystem impacts


• Create strict and substantive protection of riparian corridors, pocket wetlands, and remaining native 
uplands


• Win-win solutions, which will be those in which intact forest supports appropriate revenue


Conclusion


These comments are presented with the perspectives I’ve gained over 12 years as Editor in Chief of 
ArchitectureWeek magazine, during 20 years managing an Oregon-grown building industry publishing 
company, and in the course of other land use planning, public involvement, design, and technology 
development and consulting efforts, including appointment to and service on the BLM Eugene District 
Resource Advisory Committee.
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For the purposes of standing, these comments are also submitted on behalf of Friends of Eugene, a local 
501(c)3 non-profit, and Southeast Neighbors, a city-recognized neighborhood association representing 
13,000 residents of Eugene, Oregon.


Each of these entities, and several of their various representatives (myself included) would welcome the 
opportunity to contribute time, interest, knowledge, and social capital to a profound collaborative planning 
process reaching toward best outcomes for Oregon forests and all their interconnected communities.


Respectfully,


Kevin Matthews
Editor in Chief
ArchitectureWeek


541-345-7421 vox
541-345-7438 fax


matthews@artifice.com
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