I have tried unsuccessfully to submit comments twice – one more try!
I am a plant ecologist at Oregon State who has worked most of my career to understand effects of forest management practices on forest ecosystems. I mention this to provide my credentials; I do not speak for OSU.

I am opposed to all three of the alternatives under the WOPR – I support the No Action Alternative.  

I am astonished that BLM is proposing these changes, given all of the research that argues against them.  In addition, the desired cut CAN be obtained easily from the vast acreages of 40 – 80 year old forests that BLM manages.  This could be derived from harvest on matrix lands, or by creatively thinning on other land designations.  Please see the following report on advantages that can be derived from thinning these stands, which are fuel hazards, overstocked from the timber production perspective, and virtual “biological deserts” from a biodiversity perspective:

Muir, P.S., R.L. Mattingly, J.C. Tappeiner, J.D. Bailey, W.E. Elliot, J.C. Hager, J.C. Miller, E.B. Peterson.  2002.  Managing for Biodiversity in Young Douglas – fir Forests of Western Oregon. USGS Biological Science Report BSR 2002-0006. 90 pages.  http://fresc.usgs.gov/products/papers/mang_bio.pdf
I will not elaborate concerns with particulars under each alternative, except to say that the failure to integrate good science into the proposals is sad and puzzling.  For example, two call for no green tree retention.  We know that retained trees provide habitat, reservoirs and sources of inoculum for epiphytes, many of whom provide the system with fertilizer in the form of fixed nitrogen.  
Most fundamentally, I oppose Alternatives 1 – 2 because:

(1) They aren’t necessary – the cut can be derived from young to medium-aged stands that cover the landscape.

(2) They ignore monitoring and research studies that support, as just two examples, green tree retention and generous riparian buffers

(3) They are short sighted.  The old timber that could be cut under the revisions will be gone in a FEW years of cutting and we’ll be back where we started EXCEPT that it will be gone – taking the legacy, taking the insights we can gain from these “living laboratories” on how productivity can be maintained for centuries – and all for a few years of economic gain (that could be derived from the 40 – 80 year stands instead!!).

Thank you,
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