 






P. O. Box 567








Cottage Grove, OR 97424-0024








10 January, 2008

Western Oregon Plan Revisions

P. O. Box 2965

Portland, OR 97208

Dear Bureau of Land Management:

I am writing you to offer my comments about the Draft EIS for the Revision of the Western Oregon BLM Districts, commonly known as WOPR. 

BLM currently favors Alternative Two. I have concerns about the science behind the plan revisions, as well as the apparent inconsistency of the definitions of riparian buffers between Federal agencies. In particular, I find Alternative 2 to be the worst alternative. I cannot support the plan as it is currently written.

I live on acreage that fronts a perennial fish-bearing stream (Mosby Creek) and that has an un-named intermittent non-fish-bearing stream bisecting our property. 

1. About five years ago we applied for, and received, a grant from the Department of Agriculture to do riparian restoration on some of our land fronting Mosby Creek. We are funded by the Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP). All of our land up to 150 feet from Mosby Creek’s high water line is eligible for grant monies, and we are restoring native trees and shrubs within this zone.

Now I see in the WOPR plan that this stream would only have protection to 100 feet from the water’s edge, while we are paid by an agency of the Federal government to protect Mosby Creek to 150 feet. The argument we heard for the 150 feet buffer was that it would help keep water temperatures down, which in turn improved salmon and other fish habitat.  The WOPR plan lessens stream protection because of a narrower setback standard. Under our contract, we had to provide uniform protection for the entire setback.

I believe, as did the USDA representatives, that the 150 feet setback by which we are regulated is based on good science. What science can you offer that differs from the USDA standards? Why are protections lessened under WOPR? 

2. Many years ago a previous owner channelized the un-named intermittent non-fish-bearing stream across our property with a backhoe. We planned to widen this channel and restore it to a more natural contour, as well as plant appropriate trees and shrubs. We were required to get a Army Corps of Engineers permit to allow us to proceed, with detailed regulations about how much we could disturb the site and what erosion control methods we had to implement. We had to follow these requirements.

I see in the proposed regulations (pg. 80) that only 12 conifer trees per acre would be retained beside any similar stream. That amounts to one tree every 300 lineal feet of stream. If the density of trees on our property is any indication, this means that 10 to 20 trees could be removed for every tree left in place. The amount of stream-side damage done by removing 10 to 20 trees for each one left standing is considerable. Why aren’t you requiring streamside erosion control similar to what we were required to do by the ACOE guidelines? What science has changed that justifies such a relaxation of standards? 

3. At the WOPR workshop held in Cottage Grove, BLM personnel pointed out that 12 conifer trees per acre only applied to intermittent streams, as if this made a difference. We have watched as our intermittent stream turned dark brown in the winter because of erosion and silt caused by private logging operations further upstream.  Mosby Creek has dozens of small intermittent feeder streams and collectively they make the creek a dark brown muddy mess when rains come each winter. Intermittent streams should be given the same courtesies as perennial fish-bearing streams.

4. I noticed with great interest that the riparian management area requirements for lands adjacent to the Coquille Forest were different than proposed on page 80. It seems to me that the lands adjacent to the Coquille Forest have more stringent requirements for riparian management. Why is BLM proposing more stringent standards for the lands adjacent to the Coquille Forest? If the standards are science based, shouldn’t all the rest of the BLM land deserve the same standards? At the very least, I would add the following to the Intermittent Non-Fish-Bearing Streams requirements found on page 80:

· Maintain the integrity of the stream channel

· Retain all snags if safety allows

· Retain all dead and downed material that is present prior to the operation

In addition, I would delete “12 conifer trees per acre” from the chart nearest the bottom of page 80 and substitute the words “all conifer trees”.

5. Last but not least, I am asking BLM to extend the public comment period for at least another 60 days beyond the January 11, 2008, deadline. 

I am asking for the time extension because you have asked that comments regarding WOPR be based on science. I would very much like to have a chance to review the comments of all the other Federal and State agencies before I am forced to give up my right to comment based on your arbitrary closing date. My presumption is that they will have good science to guide their comments and I would like to review their comments while I still have a chance to learn and comment appropriately.

Sincerely yours,

Charles E. Missar

