From: Jack Duggan

To: BLM_OR_RMPs_WesternOregon
Cc: lesley@kswild.org; alanjournet@gmail.com; Amy_Amrhein@merkley.senate.gov; aparsons@apbb.net;

bean@eyelandagallery.com; everson@jeffnet.org; mckarob@hughes.net; RCKingsnorth@aol.com;
xopher@dishmail.net; davisdmail@aol.com; david@applegatetrails.org; dee@ramahmaus.com;
zerocut@aol.com; edlevine@oigp.net; greeley@agreeley.me; threepines@jeffnet.org; jeanette448@earthlink.net;
jnmathern@gmail.com; jrpellis@charter.net; jkennethmo@gmail.com; joseph@kswild.org;
twinhiker@gmail.com; elliottcreek@yahoo.com; jumpoffjoe@roguelinkdsl.com; Michael.E.Duggan@gmail.com;
pha@jeffnet.org; info@peterbuckley.org; randy@responsibletrails.org; sassyoneOR@g.com;
senatorbates@mind.net; 4shayne@charter.net; rockycreekfarms@apbb.net

Subject: Scoping Comments
Date: Thursday, July 05, 2012 4:57:22 PM
Attachments: Scoping Comments JD.doc

Attached please find my Scoping Comments for BLM's current development of new
Resource Management Plans (RMPs).

Please confirm receipt. Thank you.

Jack Duggan
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TO:  Bureau of Land Management


FROM:  Jack Duggan


RE:  2012 RMP – Scoping Comments


Via email to: BLM_OR_RMPs_WesternOregon@blm.gov, July 5, 2012


Contact: 
John F. (Jack) Duggan, P.O. Box 524, Jacksonville, OR  97530-0524




shanachie@hughes.net



(541) 899-7310




Credentials, last page


Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the resource management plan (RMP) revisions for BLM Oregon.  My Scoping Comments are primarily focused on the Medford District, where I live on family trust land neighboring BLM, but may be applicable across all BLM districts covered by these revisions.


Lands & Land Use Allocations


While designations of BLM lands at a landscape scale provide guidelines for management decisions, these designations must be flexible enough to be responsive to the natural order and ecology of an area.  Matrix lands may, for example, be primarily second-growth forests across a landscape, but there may be, within those lands, pockets of anywhere from a few to a few hundred acres that exhibit late-successional characteristics.  Conversely, other landscape designations may contain areas suitable to different allocation treatments.  It is imprudent to manage natural processes by map and rule; BLM’s new RMP should reflect the flexibility to manage for site-specific conditions. 


Forest Health – Ecological Forestry


BLM continues to approach the timber management portion of their mission from a large area harvest perspective.  The history of overcut lands, fire suppression and unhealthy, overstocked immature trees requires a different approach.  Small sales to local loggers for more complete use of timber resources would provide a more stable economic benefit while increasing forest health.  While the recent pilot projects (Johnson/Franklin) show a movement in that direction, these projects still rely on a timber sale component that is of sufficient scale to interest industrial operations.  Numerous sites, particularly in the Medford District, present the opportunity to offer projects of 100 to 200 acres or less, suitable for small, independent operators to perform vital forest health functions while increasing employment and producing small volumes of both commercial timber and small diameter products.  The principles of Professors Johnson and Franklin would remain applicable, perhaps even more viable, with this small area approach.  The local economic benefits would be substantial.  Numerous small operators are currently accomplishing similar projects on private, non-industrial forestlands throughout the State.


BLM’s RMP revisions should contain a clear definition of, and planning for, true sustainability.  There is considerable disagreement in the forestry community as to the definition of “sustained yield.”  U.S. Congressman Jim Weaver successfully passed a bill defining sustained yield as “nondeclining even flow” of forest resources, meaning that the timber inventory would be maintained in the same conformation of age, class, species and size as historically documented with no more timber removed than would be replaced by natural processes.  A more current definition of sustained yield is “total fiber content,” meaning that the total wood volume of all lands would not be reduced by harvest, whether replaced by planting or natural regeneration.  The latter definition assumes success in replanting and gives no weight to the other requirements of the O&C Act for “…protecting watersheds, regulating streamflows and contributing to the economic stability of local communities…”  In fact, total fiber content includes those lands with overgrown understories that are contributing to the high fire danger in southern Oregon.  Total fiber content definitions of sustained yield lead to boom and bust cycles in timber production, which does not meet the definition of “economic stability.”  More than a short-term increase in revenues that may well presage a future decline, the Counties that benefit from the O&C trust lands would be better served by a more long-term, predictable flow of income from sustainable forestry management.


Human management of natural processes is arbitrarily conformed to land ownerships, yet it is undeniable that water, bears, birds, bugs, and wind are immune to such arbitrary boundaries.  BLM must make every effort to coordinate their forestry management plans with neighboring landowners.  The checkerboard nature of O&C lands makes it imperative to coordinate with neighboring landowners to accomplish landscape scale objectives.  Current practices by industrial timberland owners in southern Oregon reveal a pattern of clearcutting large acreage (200+) and replanting for even-age, monoculture stands; BLM should consider the impacts of industrial practices on neighboring BLM lands.


Forestry management for timber production is a primary purpose under the O&C Act, but it should not alter the landscape to such an extent that all other benefits are negated.  To that end ecological forestry must be integrated with the other goals of the O&C Act and take into account the unique biodiversity of the region, most particularly in the Medford District.  Set asides for monuments or other preservation purposes are insufficient to maintain the regional biodiversity.  Maintaining a truly viable landscape across southern Oregon can not be achieved by creating different types of forests, but by integrating natural biodiversity across the district.  


Water/Riparian


Riparian setbacks are an important requirement of the Oregon Forest Practices Act and are vital to preserving water resources and wildlife habitat.  It is my observation over 30 years in the Timber Mountain and Mount Isabelle drainages, that harvesting within more than 50 feet of a streambed creates an initial increase in streamflow during the wet seasons and significant reduction of streamflow during dry seasons.  I have observed this phenomena as a result of mining activities on Forest Creek and as a result of timber harvest along the Left Forks of Foots Creek and Forest Creek.  Timber harvest activities by neighboring landowners along Forest Creek have produced similar results.  Sufficient riparian setbacks must be maintained to preserve water resources.


Water is quickly becoming among the most scarce resources of our planet.  BLM must act with great caution in any activities conducted near both intermittent and year-round streams.  To that end BLM’s plans must consider any and all impacts to water resources from their activities.  While it is true that most BLM lands in the Medford District are in fifth-field watersheds, they are nonetheless often found in backcountry areas in or near stream headwaters.  Impacts to stream headwaters become cumulative downstream, so BLM must plan for greater protection of stream origin sites.


Given the increasing values of water resources, BLM should also plan to identify and protect independent springs on their lands.  Even small springs promise to become valuable sources of water in the future.


SocioEconomics


BLM continues to review and plan with economic data, showing little evidence that the interests of society have been considered.


A more long-term, predictable flow of income from sustainable forestry management would provide more reliable economic projection(s) for all Oregon Districts of the BLM.  BLM’s budget picture would improve over time as data flow evened out.  Detailing the impacts of  a “non-declining even flow” management plan should be included in economic data and all alternatives. 


BLM’s previous analyses, however, include little information on the economic impacts to a large federal agency and the federal budget.  Citizens want to know how much a government program will cost.  BLM must therefore develop and analyze data showing the cost of implementing programs contained in their RMP, including potential litigation costs.  BLM has, in the past, developed planning documents that agency personnel admit will be subject to litigation; such costs should be unacceptable to the agency and to all interested publics.  An example of such cost analysis would be to consider the costs of law enforcement necessary to adequately manage recreational activities.


The interests of society must be evaluated separately from purely economic issues.


The checkerboard pattern of BLM’s O&C lands has created a unique development of land.  BLM land, being primarily outside urban centers, is intermingled with a rural lifestyle based primarily on non-industrial forestland and small-scale farming.  BLM must plan for being a good neighbor to these people, and consider that they are partners in stewardship.  The most direct impact of BLM’s actions in the Medford District is to neighboring and surrounding landowners.  Public outreach and coordination with neighbors and neighboring communities is essential to BLM’s success in managing public lands.  Data such as Values and Lifestyles (VALS) surveys and other social indicators should be developed and evaluated in BLM’s planning process.


Wildlife


The area I am most familiar with, the Middle Applegate, has an extremely diverse but well-balanced wildlife population.  Water and timber management over the past thirty years, however, have caused a decrease in some species and the introduction or increase of others.  Over the past thirty years, porcupines have declined while raccoons have increased;  hawks have decreased, while ravens and turkeys have become common;  coyotes have decreased, foxes have increased.


The Middle Applegate is the last mid-elevation migratory corridor between the Applegate and Rogue Rivers before the rivers merge south of Grants Pass.  Wildlife changes are being influenced by increasing human population and changes in the landscape where they live. These impacts should be evaluated during your plan revision.


Recreation


Recreation on public lands should be addressed to determine public needs and wants with a balanced approach, while considering those uses most favorable to the primary goal of resource management.


BLM does not have a long history of recreation management.  BLM has been slow to assume responsibility for better management of recreational activities on public land.  A very thorough review of how BLM lands have been used for recreation over the past century and potential future demands should be included in any planning considerations.


As a 40-year resident neighbor to BLM, I have watched recreational uses of the area change from hiking, hunting, horseback riding, mushroom gathering, and backcountry meanders to one primary activity, off-road machine recreation.  


Moving across the landscape on a machine, often swiftly, is a different experience than doing so on foot.  It also has different impacts.


Off-road machine recreation areas across the checkerboard pattern of O&C lands directly impact the neighbors of public lands.  These impacts must be studied in any BLM planning effort.  


BLM’s approach to recreational activities should be well-documented and predicated on the primary agency mission: to manage public resources.  All forms of recreation should be considered and evaluated equally.


In the previous RMP revisions commonly known as the WOPR, BLM listed 13 areas within the Medford District for off-road machine recreation emphasis, more than twice as many areas as any other district.  Because these areas are located primarily in rural settings, the issue of environmental justice arises.  BLM’s ability to accommodate off-road machine recreation is severely constrained by the checkerboard pattern of land ownership, primarily the impacts on neighboring and nearby residential landowners.  This planning revision should acknowledge those constraints and similarly constrain the areas proposed for off-road machine recreation emphasis. 


Public Relations


How an organization relates to the public will influence both the organization’s operational success and its social and political standing in the community.  The interests of the public, however, are fragmented, with many special interest groups that create conflicts.  How BLM balances those conflicts and interests should be an integral part of any planning effort.  


Experience with the Medford District shows a complete lack of public outreach, the agency’s approach to public relations being primarily reactionary with no pro-active efforts to inform neighboring landowners and communities of their proposed actions.  The most egregious example of this process is the listing of the Timber Mountain/John’s Peak area for off-road machine recreation emphasis in the 1995 RMP.  That listing provided no descriptions, maps or other identifying features for the public to comment knowledgeably, yet both the Medford District and the State BLM offices facilitated promotion of the area without having a management plan.  Poor public information during the development of a DRAFT EIS for the TM/JP area has increased conflicts created by the 1995 RMP listing and the issue is now the subject of an Alternative Dispute Resolution process that has revealed, so far, how little accurate information was used in providing the 1995 listing and in the management of off-road machine recreation in the District.  The District held no public meetings (as defined by the Public Relations Society of America and the International Business Communicators Association) for public input on the TM/JP issue, instead relying on presentations and ad hoc station workshops as substitution for true public engagement.


BLM’s change from a resource management agency to a multiple-use agency has failed to accommodate societal changes in both information quantity and information delivery systems.  The Medford District, in fact, has failed to incorporate even the most basic elements of public outreach, public involvement and public engagement.  Citing cooperating agencies is insufficient to meet these criteria.  This RMP process presents the opportunity for BLM to institute programs that reflect its role as a public agency.


Integration


BLM’s process has often been criticized for failing to fully integrate the various disciplines necessary to managing large parcels of public land.  BLM’s review and analysis for planning purposes should show integrated relationships between the various disciplines (e.g., wildlife, botany, timber management, et al) applied in developing a comprehensive planning document.  Failure to show integrated relationships fails to provide the public with complete information necessary to commenting on any DRAFT plans.


Comprehensive Review


BLM relies upon historical data and previous planning and operational documents when developing new plans.  Similarly, members of the public rely on past commentary and BLM actions to determine comments for current processes.  BLM should therefore incorporate previous public comments on RMP processes, as applicable, to the current planning process.


Therefore, those RMP comments made by me dated October 20, 2005 and January 6, 2008 relative to the WOPR RMP, are incorporated herein by reference and should be reviewed for additional data related to these comments and analyzed as appropriate.


Substantive Comments


BLM has a policy of not considering testimony it determines is not “substantive.”  The definition of “substantive” appears arbitrary and capricious and often fails to consider valid considerations from a social rather than scientific viewpoint.  These Scoping Comments are considered by me to be substantive in their entirety and in each individual part and any determination by BLM to the contrary must be explained to me in writing. (40 CFR)


Conclusion


BLM, particularly in the Medford District, has an unfortunate history over the past few decades that reflects an inability to present planning and project proposals to the public in a complete, comprehensive and fully informative manner.  The result has been an increase in conflict(s) and a significant decrease in agency effectiveness.  The subsequent, and well-documented, losses to both local communities and the federal government require BLM to take a more open and comprehensive approach in the current RMP process.  Review of both the history of public lands and their uses, coupled with current conditions and statistically sound future projects, will be necessary to present future planning to the citizenry.  These comments are intended to assist BLM in that effort.


Jack Duggan


Veteran U.S. Army, Vietnam service 1969; Bronze Star


A.S., Forestry, Rogue Community College, 1976


B.S., Communications, Southern Oregon University, 1982


Forty years experience managing 372-acre forested family trust land in Jackson County, Oregon.


Thirty-five years career experience in public relations.


Forty years experience in leadership roles for community groups.


Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon BLM Needs Your Feedback – Comment Form 


What would a successful plan look like to you?


A successful plan would provide for a balanced, sustainable management of timber, the primary resource of BLM lands.  Sustainable should be defined as “non-declining even flow” and should maintain the biodiversity of the region and other valuable resources such as water, wildlife and ecological integrity.  A successful plan would be acceptable to the majority of the public and would reduce existing conflict(s) while preventing future conflict(s).  A successful plan would be economically feasible over the long term for both the agency and the communities in which they operate.


What kind of management should BLM do more/less of? 


BLM should do more management for protection of water resources.  BLM should do more management of recreation, particularly off-road machine recreation.  BLM should do more management for maintaining biodiversity, particularly in the Klamath-Siskiyou (southern Oregon) region.  BLM should do more management of public relations.


BLM should do less management of timber resources in response to political and economic considerations, emphasizing instead a more stable, scientifically based management for ecological maintenance.  BLM should do less management in the creation of new systems and more management of existing infrastructure.  BLM should do less management responsive to special interest groups.


What is the appropriate geographic scale and scope of the plan?


An RMP is a comprehensive document that should provide a guide for managing the entire BLM holdings, yet it should not contain designations for specific local areas (e.g., OHV areas in 1995 RMP) that cannot be fully analyzed within the scope of the planning document.  An RMP should be broad enough in scale to provide the flexibility to apply management techniques in specific areas that conform to the goals and missions of the agency without pre-determination.  An RMP should not constrain the agency to take, or fail to take, actions that would serve the greater purpose of overall resource management.  


What new or innovative ideas should BLM consider in this planning process?


Think smaller, particularly for projects to improve forest health.  One- or two-man crews with low-impact equipment (UTVs) would be able to accomplish more focused, less controversial fuel reduction projects while providing for less controversy and greater overall employment across BLM districts.  


Incorporate historical data but do not repeat history.  The current forest conditions on BLM land are the result of three primary factors:  past overcutting and poor silvicultural prescriptions; fire suppression; and lack of management from actual or fear of litigation.  There have been sufficient activities on BLM lands in Oregon to indicate prescriptions that make sense and those that do not.  BLM’s plans must be developed in such a way as to move toward correcting the imbalance of past actions and provide for future sustainability.


In regards to the resources BLM manages: 


• What is the appropriate mix of old, mid-aged, and young forests on BLM lands and how should 


these forests be managed?


This is the wrong question.  An RMP should provide a guide to managing BLM lands to provide the maximum sustainable resource utilization for all uses.  The RMP should provide for a mix based on agency mission criteria and the ability to maintain biodiversity across the landscape.


• How should BLM provide habitat for fish and wildlife and contribute to the recovery of 


Endangered Species Act listed species? 


This is where use of historical data and integration of disciplines should result in a planning guide that accomplishes this goal.


• How should BLM manage forests to protect property and ensure our forests are fire resilient?


BLM should develop partnerships with nearby and neighboring landowners.  Local residents provide not only a more permanent presence to monitor the forests, but have an inherent interest in reducing fire danger on nearby and neighboring lands.  Incorporate the small-scale methods mentioned above, which can be done in concert with neighboring landowners at cost savings to both the agency and the landowners. 


BLM should also consider more forest health projects that provide no revenue in the short-term but increase the value of the resource(s) for the long term.


• How should BLM-administered lands be managed to contribute to clean water and safe 


drinking water?


See comments above regarding water/riparian.  BLM must be extremely cautious when operating near any water sources.


• How should BLM manage for recreation in western Oregon? 


Recreation is a subordinate use on O&C lands and should therefore be managed for lowest cost and least impact.  Recreational uses should make primary consideration of the checkerboard nature of land ownership, recognizing that recreation across large landscapes is unfeasible when considering multiple ownerships.  BLM should also balance recreational uses so that one form of recreation does not exclude others, providing true multiple use.  (e.g., Hikers, birdwatchers, horseback riders and, often, hunters, will not use an area dominated by machine recreationists.)


• How can BLM lands contribute to local economies and support local communities?


True sustainability is the best solution for contributions to local economies and to the federal government.  Past practices have resulted in boom and bust cycles to the economy and have also resulted in unbalanced forest health.  BLM’s planning must correct these imbalances with the goal of reaching true sustainability.


Comments: 

How interested are you in working with others to develop a management alternative? 


 √-Very 


 Somewhat 


 Not at all 


How would you like to hear from us? (Check all that apply) 

 Website 


√-Email 


 Mail (newsletters, postcards, etc.) 


 Social media (Facebook, Twitter, etc.) 


 In-person 


 Other________________________ 


Name: ______________Jack Duggan__________________________________________________ 


Mailing Address: ______ P.O. Box 524, Jacksonville, OR 97530-0524_________________ 


Email Address: ________shanachie@hughes.net ______________________________________ 


Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment -- including your personal identifying information -- may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold your personal identifying information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. The minutes and list of attendees for each scoping meeting will be available to the public and open for 30 days after the meeting to any participant who wishes to clarify the views he or she expressed. 


Comments may be submitted via the following methods: 


website: www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon 


email: BLM_OR_RMPs_WesternOregon@blm.gov 


fax: 503-808-6333 


mail: P.O. Box 2965, Portland, Oregon 97208
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