Jan. 09, ‘08

BLM Comments on the WOPR

Allan

Dear BLM,

I have read DEISs before and actually enjoy or at least can get something out of reading them.  I was looking forward to making some general, insightful forestry comments and some more specific ideas and recommendations about areas around near where I live In Benton County.  

I have spent a good bit of time working in the woods, both in the Forest Service, Oregon Dept. of Forestry, and in some private/contracting capacities.  I could have added something to the debate.  

I’ve also studied forestry and silviculture overseas both in China, with its huge emphasis on reforestation and afforestation and all sorts of massive projects to protect different major ecosystems such as their coastal region (to protect it from storms, tsunamis, high winds, etc.), northern nomadic villages threatened by shifting dunes, the highly-eroded upper reaches of the Yellow and Yangtze Rivers, and in cities, along highways and railroad routes, where greenification campaigns have dramatically increased foliar cover and shelterbelts in those areas.  
Also in West Germany, with its relatively advanced forest practices, where acid precipitation was a major issue, uneven-aged management was fairly common, and soil types used to match tree species to cultivate on different plots within a forest or even a locale.  Foresters, at least when I worked and studied there in 1986, often spent their lifetimes on one district.
There are some paradoxical things happening in these countries, such as the mass pollution being produced in China along with all these massive environmental protection campaigns and a good bit of  ‘illegal logging’,  too, mixed in with the high degree of corruption in their government at different levels.  Similar tugs and conflicts as we have here.  

In Germany, there is a very high level of scientific understanding of forest science, forest operations, wood technology and science, and forest management.  But there are also industrial interests that also squelchs some of these concerns when push comes to shove.  And virtually all of the forest floor litter is pulled out of the forest (at least in the areas I was ushered into), depriving the soil of much-needed nutrition.  

When I contemplate commenting on the Western Oregon Plan Revisions, I want to participate and have some say in the process.  But the more I think about it, the more disturbing it gets, since I believe forest policy should be based on commonly understood and derived public objectives, that at the very least attempt to provide the most good to the most people in Oregon.  
Yet the basis for changing management strategies, or reinterpretations, or plans to construct a new or updated forest plan for how to manage BLM lands in Western Oregon (from my understanding) was a political (or non-public) deal by our executive branch to benefit its friends in one particular industry, without requisite or equal consideration for other groups.  

Publicly-managed federal lands should be managed for the benefit of all with equal consideration for all the constituents who work in, depend on, use, receive byproducts from, and are affected by our public forestland, possibly based on rough consideration of how much we depend on or are influenced by them.  I realize it may not have been administered that way historically, but I guess we should always strive to improve the decision-making and policy formulation process.   If we aren’t, then something is wrong.  
Industrial interests should not have inordinate influence over policy and decision affecting the management of public lands.  Any process that begins with a political deal, must less a deal of private, or immoral nature to give a payoff to one’s allies or campaign contributors, and we’re already off to a very bad start, if not a disastrous one.  

Has it ever been any different?  Public process and public interest is at the heart of what our government and gov. agencies should be about.  Yes, land managers, forest scientists, and foresters should be intimately involved in the process, without favoritism ideally.  

But if you ask or expect people to weigh in on a policy which they will have little or no influence over, and which at its inception represents everything that is wrong with our political-economic system, and I would say, it’s dead in the water from the outset, and should be considered as a bad example of how to approach and/or change policy, and not worthy of people’s time other than as a charade or a digression from or echo of what might be happening if we had public-driven policy framework, co-operatively set  guidelines, and some roughed out criteria of what we want from our federal lands.  
Why should we sweat and stress, when we would be better off spending our time changing the leadership or the system itself so that things like this don’t happen in the future.  

I could make some helpful comments, but such as recommending protecting all the Old-Growth stands and patches in the Coast Range with rare exceptions, and thinning aggressively over the landscape as Norm Johnson and Jerry Franklin suggest, with special attention to not disturbing ACEC, old-growth areas, special recreaton areas such as that around Alsea Falls and surrounding drainages, such as Coleman and Fall Creek.  The Old-Growht in those areas has many outstanding and invaluable characteristics that are helpful, beneficial, even essential for maintaining our health, welfare, and quality of life here in this area of the Coast Range and throughout Western Oregon. 

Protecting all the old-growth forests (with rare exceptions) would help defend against a raft of adverse economic and ecological trends over time.  Conversely, if it is exploited for temporary gain of short duration, the forest resource as a whole will be degraded and weakened as a complex of stands, ecological characteristics, actual and potential economic uses and ramifications, its buffering capacity on climate change (a preeminent concern in the 21st Century) will be reduced.  

which will dwarf any gains coming from the WOPR within the foreseeable future (without a doubt).

The WOPR does not adequately assess the costs of loss of water quality, reduced capacity of the forest to reduce temperatures across the landscape, the vital importance of maintaining forest hydrology at protective levels to support healthy water retention, flow, and cycling into the atmosphere, which helps contribute to and stabilize weather systems to a significant degree.    

In addition to the specific remarks 
I have provided, my comments also further incorporate by reference the comments on the WOPR Draft EIS submitted by 
the Coast Range Association and twenty-three other groups."
 
