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January 10, 2008

BLM has developed a very narrow range of alternatives – only one of which is designed to provide a reasonable chance of maintaining viable populations of all native wildlife species. This is the “No Action” alternative, otherwise known as the Northwest Forest Plan implemented in 1995.  The DEIS is biased against the Northwest Forest Plan and casts it as a throw-away alternative because of its relatively small amount of timber harvest in comparison to volumes realized in previous decades. I suggest that BLM develop an alternative that identifies what would happen if the forest were left essentially to nature, i.e., a real “No Action” alternative wherein BLM actions are limited to custodial roles. This would provide a different (contrasting) basis for comparison of the real alternatives.  
The DEIS is biased against the Pacific Northwest Plan because it fails to identify the extreme shortage of old growth within the area wherein BLM lands are mingled primarily with private lands. The DEIS should include tables showing % of this land base in various seral stages for BLM and other ownerships. The incorporation of national forests within the BLM planning area serves to mask this shortage. 
The DEIS says BLM was unable to meet the 1995 thinning target levels. So why was the target not met, what was the problem and how can it be corrected? Whatever the problem(s), the final EIS should make the commitment to adjust timber sale programs to insure increased thinning harvest in young stands in a manner designed to speed development of later seral stage structure – as envisioned by the 1995 plans. The subsequent increase in later seral stage stands over time in juxtaposition favorable for dependent wildlife species would subsequently allow increased harvest of other late seral stage stands with minimal threat to water quality and viable wildlife populations – again as envisioned by the 1995 plans. 
The draft plan identifies the fact that a recent legal decision determined that the 1995 Northwest Plan conflicts with the 1937 O&C Act. However, no specific timber harvest level has been identified (to my knowledge) as a threshold for determining compliance. BLM should therefore (1) choose the 1995 Northwest Forest Plan (with renewed determination to meet target thinning and other harvest levels) as its preferred alternative, and (2) take the position that planned increases in timber harvest over time complies with the O&C Act. After all, it was 1937 when the Act was implemented. Environmental conditions in the Pacific Northwest have changed markedly since then – such that I doubt that Congress would pass such an act now. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
Sincerely,

Charles L. Thomas

Forester/Wildlife biologist

BLM (retired)

