WOPR comments

No Action is the only good alternative.

Dear BLM,

I am very concerned the three alternatives you have presented in this WOPR all under-emphasize the most important growth areas in Oregon economy: recreation and tourism. As a born and raised Oregonian I know that preserving our natural legacy should be out first priority. 

I strongly urge you to choose the No Action Alternative. A responsible management plan for Oregon needs to take into account the future of our communities not just the past.

As Chair of the Ashland School Board of Directors I understand the difficult issues facing rural communities. Loss of O and C dollars has been a severe blow. 
But damaging the pillars of our new economy by returning to the unsustainable timber yields of the past is not a real solution. 
Preserving our forests and streams is key to maintaining our reputation as a world class destination for eco-tourism. According to the state of Oregon’s website, “The clean, pristine natural environment is Oregon's greatest draw.”
Our school districts in Southern Oregon want long term economic bases for our communities.

Old-growth logging is the kind of short term thinking that hurts our long term ability to build a sustainable economy.

The reduction of stream setbacks in the Alternatives is especially troubling because of how important fishing and boating are to the people and economy of the Rogue Valley. Our region is becoming a destination for casual and sport fishermen. This kind of tourism is a clean industry that brings money into our region in a sustainable manner.

The erosion and water pollution that is the inherent result of logging near streams would damage our rivers and limit the interest of tourists in coming here to enjoy our pristine waters. Aquatic Conservation Strategies must continue to be the top priority near streams.
No more old growth should be harvested at all. Too few of our oldest trees remain. We can see from the Redwoods of Northern California that preserving old trees can be a cornerstone of an economy, drawing tourism into an area.

Businesses cite quality of life for employees as the number factor in relocation decisions. Numerous high tech firms are drawn here to Oregon because their employees want to enjoy our natural heritage. This sort of clean well paid industry is what we need to be encouraging and the irresponsible management plan underlined by the alternatives would undermine it. 

Other areas of concern I have included but are not limited to: 
No protection for threatened species such as owls. 
We need to retain some green trees on each acre: Full clear cuts make replanting less likely to succeed. 

Risk of introduction of invasive species. The incredible ecosystem wide impact of invasise species. Must rule out Alt. 2 and 3 on this criteria alone.
Catastrophic fire risk increased. We know from studies out of OSU that the best way to recover from a fire is to let nature take its course.
Management should be centered around recreational, tourism and preservation uses.
The preferred alternative is so deeply flawed that it would certainly result in significant litigation.

Please preserve our local economy and ecology by choosing the no action alternative.

Thank you,

Mat Marr

