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For over 40 years, members of the Native Plant Society of Oregon have been visiting the wild places of Oregon to enjoy, conserve, and study its natural vegetation. Founded in Portland in 1961, NPSO has grown to a statewide network of 13 chapters and over 1000 members. 

As an organization dedicated to the conservation and science-based management of Oregon's native vegetation, we are deeply concerned with the USDI-Bureau of Land Managements proposed changes to forest management under the Western Oregon Plan Revision (WOPR Preferred Alterative #2). General the Native Plant Society of Oregon feels this proposed management direction is: not based on the best available science regarding forest ecosystems of Western Oregon, does not incorporate alternative silvicultural systems such as green tree retention into management plans, does not seriously address fuel reduction and the management of historically fire prone forests, completely neglects conservation and protection of endangered species and water quality  that are congressionally mandated under the Endangered Species Act and Clean Water Act, and degrades numerous areas the BLM has previously acknowledged should be administratively withdrawn for the timber matrix (such as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern and Natural Research Areas). To be frank, the lapses and omissions of sound science-based management are glaring and numerous in the WOPR Alternative #2, however The Native Plant Society will limit its specific comments to the following.

1.
(WOPR Alternative #2) Reduced timber base allocation to late successional reserves and old growth (LSOG). WOPR documentation claims improved data regarding R&E species allows for reduced allocation to LSOG. 

(NPSO Response) Models of R&E habitat requirements do not incorporate large stand-replacing wildfires and other stand-replacing disturbance events. As such, habitat models overestimate the area of future potential LSOG habitat. This overestimation of future LSOG area, combined with reductions of LSOG in WOPR alternative #2, will not provide adequate habitat for R&E species requiring LSOG conditions, a violation of the Endangered Species Act. In addition the external scientific review found the US FWS Northern Spotted Owl Draft Recovery Plan deeply flawed. This suggests reduced LSOG allocation in the WOPR Alternative #2 based on the draft recovery plan is without scientific merit. 

2.
(WOPR Alternative #2) Primary silvicultural system will be “regeneration harvest”, with no green tree retention.


(NPSO Response) The term “regeneration harvest” should be limited to silvicultural systems such as the shelterwood system, whose final intent is to promote natural regeneration. Using regeneration harvest as a euphemism for clearcut is deceptive, and the WOPR is clearly not considering the vast body of regional silvicultural and ecological research that has demonstrated the value of green-tree retention and variable retention harvesting methods in promoting biological diversity and ecosystem function. One of the results of the Northwest Forest Plan and over 50 years of active forest management are large areas of 40-80 year old high density stands in western Oregon. The active thinning of these stands would meet both timber extraction and ecological goals with a minimum of political and scientific dispute compared to the WOPR Alternative #2, so we are disappointed that the BLM has chosen a primary silvicultural system that is least likely to have benefits with regard to biological diversity and ecosystem function. The dominance of clearcut silvicultural systems over retention harvests and thinning also is contrary to the stated goals regarding fire and fuels management (see below)

3.
(WOPR Alternative #2) Fire and fuels management objectives are to actively control and suppress all wildfires in all areas contained in the WOPR, and reduce the likelihood of stand replacing wildfires, especially in the wildland urban interface (WUI) via fuels management. 

(NPSO Response) The proposed management actions of Alternative #2 do not appear to meet the overall objectives of reducing stand-replacing wildfire, reducing wildland fire risk in the WUI, and do not make stands less susceptible to high-intensity wildfire. The WUI interface map the BLM is using to determine stands in need to fuel reductions shows a much larger WUI area than the Oregon Department of Forestry WUI map. The BLM WUI definition is exceeding vague, making it unclear how the BLM came to its WUI area. Given the limited resources for fuels reductions, we feel the BLM should focus fuels management activities only on WUI areas as defined by the ODF WUI map.

Of equally large concern is the dominance of “regeneration harvests” for timber extraction. Regeneration after “regeneration harvests” will result in high-density, single-cohort stands, which have much greater risk of high intensity wildfires than more complex multi-cohort stands that would result from thinning and variable retention harvests. Research in western Oregon has clearly demonstrated that single-cohort stands in plantation and clearcut silvicultural systems burn with much higher intensity than more complex natural and managed forests, so the WOPR Alternative #2 management plans are not consistent with the stated fuels and fire goals or scientific evidence. Also at issue is the stated management proposal to control and suppress all wildland fires. The overwhelming body of research in the western untied states shows that the many decades of fire suppression have increased the area and severity of forest fires. By not incorporating valid fuel reduction and prescribed fire as a major management priority, the WOPR Alternative #2 will result in greater intensity and area of wildfire, counter to state management objectives.

3.
(WOPR Alternative #2) would result in a 57% reduction in riparian buffers.


(NPSO Response) The primary argument for this action is the increased timber extraction that will come from the roughly 200,000 acres that will be moved into harvest designation from the riparian reserve system. No scientific evidence exists suggesting the reduction of riparian reserves will improve water quality and endangered fish habitat, while strong evidence exists that these reductions in will impair water quality and degrade critical fish habitat. Despite the BLM’s contention that the O&C act has complete primacy with regard to timber extraction priority, we feel the reduction in riparian reserves is in clear violation of both the Clean Water Act and Endangered Species Act.
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