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Jan. 8, 2008

Western Oregon Plan Revisions Office

P.O. Box 2965

Portland, OR 97208

Subject: WOPR Comments

To whom it may concern:

I urge the BLM to select the “NO ACTION” alternative of the proposed Western Oregon Plan Revisions.

There is no ecological basis for any further harvest of old growth forests.  The economic justification of further harvesting old growth forests will benefit only a small proportion of Oregon’s citizens, and even that benefit is short-term.  The advantages of preserving the approximately 5% of remaining native forest benefit every citizen, presenting long-term economic benefits in the form of ecotourism, clean water, reduced fire risk, and reduced habitat restoration costs.  All of the proposed action alternatives will cause great harm to affected forests, streams, and biota, will increase the risk of wildfire, and will reduce Oregon’s economic and recreational potential, while providing no substantive long term economic benefit.

The decline of the northern spotted owl and many salmon runs in Oregon have been well established by decades of research.  Loss and degradation of habitat are not the only reasons for these declines, but they are very significant contributors.  How the BLM can conclude that increased harvest of critical old growth owl habitat and reductions in streamside buffers that keep rivers cold and oxygenated would not further harm to these endangered species is simply unfathomable.  In the face of threats from barred owls, spotted owls need all the support they can get, but instead the BLM proposes to further reduce their habitat.  One way to remove a species from the endangered list is to drive it to extinction; this appears to be the goal of the BLM.

It is also well established by an abundance of research that old growth forests are much less susceptible to wildfire than industrial forests.  In these days of increased fire risk and the abundance of homes built in the wildland-urban interface, it is counterproductive to convert fire-resistant old growth to more fire-susceptible structures.  Compounding this, Federal Agencies consistently lose money on timber sales, particularly due to road building credits.  It would be a far better use of Federal resources to invest in restoring stands with heavy fuel buildups to more fire-resistant conditions.  This would provide long term economic opportunities in communities struggling with unemployment, while actually improving forest health rather than destroying it.

Groups of many ideological persuasions oppose all but the NO ACTION alternative.  Fishermen (both sea and freshwater) oppose increased harvest because they know it will reduce salmon runs and damage their livelihood.  Hunters opposed increased harvest because they recognize the importance of habitat diversity to maintain a healthy balance of wildlife.  Recreationists oppose increased harvest because there is already too little old growth left, and it is important for clean streams and rivers.  Tourism operators oppose increased harvest because they know their entire industry will disappear before their eyes.  Ecologists opposed increased harvest because it runs counter to every bit of research on ecosystem function, biodiversity, and sustainability.  

The proposed alternative would benefit only Big Timber – even county revenues would be short term.  Due to increased mechanization, even the most aggressive alternative would provide relatively few jobs.  When the harvest is over, timber workers will be no better off but every citizen of Oregon will be poorer for the loss of an irreplaceable resource.  This plan is much like a payday loan: you may get a little money now, but the future costs far outweigh the benefit.  In this case, timber corporations will get the money and every citizen of Oregon will pay the interest.  That is both shortsighted and unfair.

I have no illusions about the motivations of this Administration and the timber lobbyists they appoint to top agency positions.  They are doing what they can to enrich their political contributors, irrespective of ecological or community costs; the basis for this proposal has nothing to do with forest management and everything to do with greed.  Although their own biologists oppose it and they may receive a million comments in opposition, I predict the BLM will attempt to implement their preferred alternative nonetheless, just as they did with the Roadless Rule.

The BLM knows full well this proposal has no ecological basis, and it knows every environmental group in Oregon will sue over its implementation.  Sadly, because the BLM has ignored the counsel of its own biologists and failed to propose any reasonable alternatives to the NWFP, it is a foregone conclusion that any alternative other than NO ACTION will be tied up in court until the next administration.  What a waste of taxpayer dollars.

Sincerely,

Matt Trappe

24245 Ervin Road

Philomath, OR 97370

trappem@gmail.com
