After reviewing the alternatives listed in this draft, I would like to comment.

First off, I am a life-long citizen of a small rural logging town.  Our logging industry crashed, shutting down the mill and forcing many families to move, and so I am familiar with the need for timber revenue.  However, I also hold a B.Sc. in Biology and have directly studied logging in relation to forest ecology.  I believe in a balance of logging and forest conservation as the best help to a struggling town such as mine.

After reading through the draft, I wish to support the No Action Alternative.

Increasing the timber yield to include areas not currently under production will not serve to stabilize logging communities, nor will it benefit them in the long run.  Much of the logging collapse in towns like mine was due to the mismanagement of lands by specific logging companies, not because of the BLM.

As a biologist, I object to the 80-100 rotation of late-successional management areas listed in several of the alternatives.  The actual rotation would have to be much longer, in the range of 200-300 years, to manage such an area sustainably.  Old growth could be harvested under such a long rotational plan, but as this is unlikely to ever be drafted, I encourage the 80-100 year rotation to only be used on timber less than 100 yrs old, assumably land already under production.

As a federal agency, I believe it is the BLM's responsibility to manage public lands for the public, and as the public's interests are varied, the managed lands should be equally varied.  This should mean that mature, late-successional forests need to be weighed with as much importance as forests which yield timber revenue.  This maintains the public's best interest, which is the duty of the BLM.

Better management of existing timberlands is a more reasonable solution to the revenue problem.  The BLM should investigate smaller cuts, selective logging, and longer rotations.  My opinion is based much on my home town, which is currently surrounded by large tracks of forest too young to be harvested, the result of too much clear-cutting, too fast.  Until the trees have matured in 40-50 years, there will be no further logging jobs in this area.  Some of the alternatives listed in this draft would change that, but only temporarily, and then the situation would repeat itself.  This is not the solution I would like to see the BLM take.

Please reassess the need for a change in the current resource management plan.  Please retain the No Action Alternative.

Thank you.
