December 12, 2007

In regards to: WOPR

Bureau of Land Management

Western Oregon Plan

Revisions Office

P.O. Box 2965

Portland, OR 97208

Dear Bureau of Land Management,
I am disappointed by your plan to strike away from the Northwest Forest Plan (NWFP) through the Western Oregon Plan Revisions (WOPR).  I am a long-time resident of western Oregon and have a graduate degree in Forest Resources from Oregon State University.  I understand forestry as good as anyone else in this area, having studied under some of the most seminal and influential characters in forestry in the Pacific Northwest.  I am a moderate when if comes to forest policy and logging.  I think the WOPR is a bad idea on many levels.  It’s hard to sum them up here, but I will try.

First, watersheds.  The BLM is proposing to largely reduce the riparian buffer zones currently protected under the NWFP.  This is the most egregious action I have ever seen by the BLM.  Riparian buffers are essential to a variety of wildlife.  They are seminal in conserving salmon populations in Western Oregon, both wild and hatchery.  Further, they are essential in maintaining high water quality standards for the people who use the rivers for drinking water and recreation of all kinds.  Putting our watersheds at risk is completely unacceptable and irresponsible.  If anything must change in your path forward in managing these forests, it is the riparian buffers.  I suggest leaving them how they exist in the NWFP.

Second, timber volume.  Why open up such large amounts of old growth?  You want to cut more of the second and third growth timber in western Oregon, that’s perfectly okay.  But why old growth?  Getting higher timber volumes off the BLM lands DOES NOT necessitate cutting old growth trees.  A 700% increase is not realistic and the concept is detestable. 

Third, reserves.  True the current reserve system is too restrictive and not as ground-truthed as it should be.  It is doing its job, though.  Habitat loss for endangered owls and murrelets is now not the primary cause of species decline.  (It has been replaced by the Barred Owl.)  The proposal in the WOPR goes too far, however.  The reduction in reserve lands is too extreme.  And it will undoubtedly lead to litigation.

Which brings me to my fourth part, litigation and trust.  After all these years of working with the public and living half their lives in the courtroom, does the BLM think that this is going to lead them anywhere else?  This seems incredibly unproductive and economically inefficient.  Instead of angering almost everyone in western Oregon with the changes proposed in the WOPR, why doesn’t the BLM take on a strategy of going with the easier, more trust-building land management activities like thinning projects in the wildland-urban interface?  The BLM has struggled to earn any credibility since the early 1990’s and the WOPR is destroying any progress that has been made.  It will, undoubtedly, end them in court.  ‘Taking’ an endangered species is illegal, and arguments that the actions proposed in the WOPR won’t ‘take’ these species are egregious.

Fifth, communities.  The BLM argues that the communities of western Oregon will be the main beneficiaries of the WOPR.  True, we need to find a source of income now that the Payments-to-Counties is ending, but I find it hard to believe that sacrificing our streams, our watersheds, and our old-growth forests is the way to do this.  Upping the cut will help communities, but this can be done in a sustainable way through thinning of second and third growth forest and developing technology and infrastructure that uses small-diameter wood.  They’re doing this on the east side of the Cascades, and we can do it here.  Also, I would like to add that last time Oregon was cutting the way how the WOPR proposes, a great deal of that timber was put on ships and set overseas for processing.  Local mills can’t handle large diameter timber anymore.  They have adapted to the current conditions. 

In summary, I think the WOPR is unproductive, economically inefficient, morally questionable and does not meet the needs of the people of western Oregon.  It will NOT boost our economy.  It will NOT build any trust in the land management agencies.  What it will do is harm our watersheds and our salmon.  It will harm our recreational assets.  It will open old wounds.  It will ‘take’ endangered species.

I urge the BLM to strike out in another direction.  Compromise.  These are the public’s lands.  Build consensus through popular projects.  The WOPR comes off extreme and thus reflects very poorly on the BLM and the current administration.  Keep the riparian reserves as they are.  Open additional logging on second and third growth forest.  Reduce the land reserves, but in a reasonable amount.  And leave the most sensitive places alone (i.e. Crabtree Valley, Wassen Creek, Alsea Falls, and the Rogue River).

Sincerely,
Isaac B. Daniel

46775 Winfrey Rd.

Westfir, OR 97492
