To whom it may concern,

I have taken a pretty good look at the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Western Oregon Plan Revision and I have the following comments to add to the discussion.

I am aware of the management direction that the O and C act legally sets in place and I am supportive of the BLM managing in a way that meets the objectives of the act.  The BLM should be producing the maximum sustained yield while meeting other laws such as ESA.  Federal agencies must follow the law.  Just as the ESA should be followed, so should the O and C act unless it is changed by congress!  

I feel that alternative 2 best meets the management direction given by the O and C act and I support it.  I have two issues with the alternative that I feel are outside of the management direction and would like to see them addressed in the FEIS:
1.  The O and C act directs the BLM to manage on a sustained yield basis in the context of volume, not revenue or short term volume production.  It seems that the rotation age associated with alternative two is shorter than the culmination of mean annual increment given that stands will be managed with multiple entries.  If true maximum sustained yield is to be achieved then the stands need to be managed on the culmination of mean annual increment.  This will not only produce more wood volume in the long run, but will increase the amount of older forest within the planning area overtime. 

2.  Alternative two does not require the retention of green trees with regeneration harvest.  I do not believe that large woody debri contributes to long term site productivity, but it is well proven that large snags and down wood contribute significantly to wildlife habitat and the production of structurally diverse forests.  I feel that it is a mistake not to require green tree retention with regeneration harvest on timber base acres.  It seems as though the benefit of not requiring retention is outweighed by the cost.
I also want to comment that I really like the salvage guidelines.  It is a shame when burned forests can not be salvaged.  I think it is very positive that the BLM has had the foresight to allow the option of salvage on timber and reserve acres.

I also have some doubts on the data presented on historic conditions.  Where did these numbers come from?  There was way too much high severity fire to allow for the amounts of mature and older forests that the DEIS states there was.  It shows about 75 percent mature and old forest in the cascades and Klamath province.  Take a look at the Lieberg report from 1900 and the Osborne photos from the 1930’s, they show a lot of bare land that is dominated by brush.  Lieberg reported that most townships had at least 25% of townships burned with high severity fire between 1860 and 1900. 

Thank you,

Judd Lehman

4th Generation Oregonian

Fernhopper of 2007

