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January 10, 2008

Western Oregon Plan Revisions
P.O. Box 2965

Portland, OR 97208
orwopr(@or.blm.gov

RE: Response to Western Oregon Plan Revision Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ed Shephard, Dick Prather and WOPR Project Team,

Objections ,

I am submitting these comments on behalf of myself and the Deer Creek Valley Natural
Resources Conservation Association (DCV) as their advisor. We object to the 1600 page
Western Oregon Plan Revision (WOPR) Draft Environmental Impact Staternent (DEIS) tree
stand definitions, assumptions, information, and conclusions. We object to DEIS omissions of
essential information and the omission of realistic adverse effects that proposed
Alternatives would have on forest ecosystems and human communities.

Assumptions

When you have wrong assumptions you
debate wrong issues, and arrive at wrong
conclusions. The WOPR Team has wrong
assumptions, wrong debates, and wrong
solutions!

When you have wrong assumptions you
debate wrong issues, and arrive at wrong
‘conclusions.

Credentials

A fatal flaw in WOPR assumptions is that
forest managers don’t have the credentials
needed to sustainably manage a forest. No
one on the Team has sustainably managed a
forest ecosystem using any tree stand
management strategy proposed in WOPR’s
Alternatives. Contrary to DEIS claims, all
WOPR Alternatives would cause increasing
species extinctions, and worsen Oregon’s existing irrevocable forest and community
catastrophes. WOPR DEIS Alternatives demonstrate a lack of Team credentials for
developing a Western Oregon Forest Plan, and reason for abandonment.

Contrary to DEIS claims, all WOPR
Alternatives would cause increasing
species extinctions, and worsen
Oregon’s existing irrevocable forest and
community catastrophes.
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“Glossary” (Page 855)

Definitions

Background

The timber industry assumes special
agricultural growing status and privileges.
The timber industry is the only crop
processing industry that assumes forest land
has been set aside specifically for growing
trees to serve its own special interests. Forest
tree interests are incorrectly prioritized at the expense of virtually every other forest value. The
timber processing industry crafted forest terminology to serve tree crop objectives. The WOPR
Glossary incorrectly assumes timber processing industry crafted, self-serving, tree stand
terminology.

The timber processing industry crafted
forest terminology to serve its profit
driven objectives.

Incorrect assumptions

WOPR’s tree stand agendas and assumptions,
are camouflaged in the DEIS Vol Il Glossary [ Creating a tree stand Glossary, shifts
(Page 855). Glossary terms conceal tree perceptions from forest ecosystems to
stand agendas through omissions. Creating a tree stand perspectives.

tree stand Glossary, shifts perceptions from
forest ecosystems to tree stand perspectives.
DEIS subjects are loaded with tree stand terminology, assumptions and conclusions that
are erroneous, arbitrary and capricious.

WOPR’s focus on tree stand Alternatives,
incorrectly shifts public awareness away The WOPR is tricking people into
from ecosystem centered alternatives such as supporting non sustainable tree stand
the Natural Selection Alternative (NSA) that management alternatives instead of
would retain biologically and ecologically sustainable ecosystem centered
healthy forest ecosystems. WOPR’s tree alternatives.

based language tricks people into supporting
non sustainable tree stand management
alternatives instead of sustainable ecosystem centered alternatives. All WOPR Alternatives
would cause devastating consequences to Oregon’s forests and community health, but the
DEIS is incorrectly inferring forest and
community health would be improved.

i WOPR’s DEIS tree stand management
WOPR’s DEIS tree stand management conclusions might make a few timber

conclusions might make a few timber people people money rich, but it won’t prevent

' Ifnoney r‘gh’ but it won tpre"en;me‘:‘;able an irrevocable forest and community
orest and community catastrophes. orest catastrophes.

ecosystem environmental impact statement
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that omits analysis of human actions on species, their functions, and their environment is
not a credible EIS.

A credible EIS requires science based
assumptions and analysis, the WOPR DEIS .
has neIi)ther. The WO%R Team has the When the Team thlr)ks the,y know
responsibility of developing a credible DEIS. something they don't, that's not ok.

No one can know everything needed to make

it credible, and that’s ok. But when the Team thinks they know something they don’t, that’s not
ok. When the WOPR Team refuses to hear what others with far better credentials are
saying, that’s unacceptable, and that makes the WOPR unacceptable.

Fatal assumptions

The WOPR is written in ways that conceal
tree stand crop agendas through omissions of | WOPR’s Glossary is written in ways that
countless critically important forest conceal countless important forest
ecosystem data. Incorrect WOPR Glossary values.

term definitions create a foundation for
incorrect forest assumptions and data. For
example:

ghls foresf,lgn d” definition, “stocked by CStocked by forest trees” does not mean)
orest trees” incorrectly defines forest land

stocked with trees as stocked forests. When stocked by forests.

forests are clear-cut, simply planting trees

meets forest land tree “stocking” requirements. “Stocked by forest trees” does not mean stocked

by forests. WOPR’s Glossary incorrectly omits the definition of the forest BLM is supposed
to be managing.

trees, fraudulently implies that forest land ]Ic\g??:rgelgtg"fodsjsat;;gr trees is managing ]
planted and “stocked” with trees, is a forest. 9 )

Managing forests for trees is managing for

forest liquidation. Defining, and managing

“forest land” for tree stocking is incorrect, and misleading.

Defining ‘forest land’ as land stocked by C

No one can sustainably grow tree stands

without the rest of the forest. Defining Writing a plan for managing tree stands
‘forest land’ as land stocked by trees is an is not a sustainable plan, and managing
incorrect definition. Writing a plan for forests for tree stands liquidates forests.

managing tree stands is not a sustainable
plan, and managing forests for tree stands



liquidates forests. Excluding a scientific definition of the forest to be managed from the
Glossary, effectively excludes Oregon’s forests, which makes this WOPR an erroneous
forest plan.

Forests are ecosystems with thousands of _
species and millions of interconnected, A credible forest plan Glossary must

mutually dependent organisms functioning include scientifically supported forest
as a regulatory body to sustain environments ecosystem definitions.

required to sustain each of its parts and the
forest as a whole, including trees. Trees
require this regulatory system for survival. Anyone writing an acceptable forest land definition,
or accepting one, must be aware of the ecosystem that surround trees. Definitions are critical to
developing correct forest plan assumptions. A credible forest plan Glossary must include a
scientifically credible forest ecosystem definition. The failure of the WOPR DEIS to identify
and define the forest ecosystem that surrounds and sustains trees, makes all WOPR
Alternatives erroneous.

driven advertisement to sell the ideology that [ None of the WOPR DEIS Alternatives

public forests need to be cut down, converted would, or could, sustain forests.
into tree stands, and managed as tree stands.
All of this would be, unbeknownst to
taxpayers, at their expense. WOPR’s Glossary provides the framework for volumes of
erroneous tree stand assumptions and conclusions which also means all Alternatives are
erroneous.

The WOPR DEIS is clearly a politically )

Northwest Forest Plan

The NWFP is a tree stand plan with

ecosystem inferences. Because it is a tree The NWFP is a failed forest

stand plan, it failed to adequately respond to | management experiment and WOPR'’s
the need for both forest habitat and forest tree stand Alternatives would result in
products.” The NWFP failed to maintain even greater failures.

late-successional and old growth ecosystems,
it failed to “provide a predictable and
sustainable supply of timber” using any tree stand management option. The NWFP is a failed
forest management experiment and WOPR’s tree stand Alternatives would result in even greater
failures. The only way a Western Oregon Forest Plan Revision can be truly sustainable is



through science-based premises which neither NWFP nor WOPR have.

“The decision to sslect Alternative 9 wasan atfempt to balance the two purposes of forest
alocations— .

Forest habitat versus products

Balancing the “two purposes of forest habitat
and forest products,” regardless of what this
actually means, requires retention of
ecosystems that other species create. People
can’t create sustainable forest ecosystems, we
have to rely on other species, and that means
retaining essential ecosystem species, functions and environments. Retaining the natural
regulatory system across the forested landscape is required for achieving a sustained yield of
forest products. Forest ecosystems can’t be sustained through designated tree stand plantation
allocations. WOPR “Land allocations” are inconsistent with sustaining forest regulatory
systems that will “provide a predictable and sustainable supply of timber.”

Forest ecosystems can’t be sustained
through designated tree stand plantation
allocations.

Management assumptions

No one knows how to sustainably manage for
the functions that other species do. No one
has ever restored a forest, no one knows how
to, and there is no credible evidence to

No one has ever restored a forest, no
one knows how to, and there is no
credible evidence to indicate anyone

indicate anyone ever will. The WOPR ever will.
incorrectly assumes that humans can

sustainably manage natural forests as tree

stand plantations.

“I ntroduction” (Page 3)

The problem of managing for spotted owl habitat
Forest management is far the leading cause of
lost spotted owl habitat, and risk of their
extinction. There is a lack of data to support
the contention that existing RMPs are
consistent with sustaining ecosystems suitable
for the spotted owl. There also is no data to
support the contention that WOPR

The fatal flaw lies in the contention that
humans can develop a forest
management plan that will do better than
Nature.




Alternatives would be better than the NWFP, and a lot of data which indicates they would be
worse. The fatal flaw lies in the WOPR contention that humans can develop tree stand
management plans that will do better at sustaining forests than Nature.

We live in a culture that mistakenly believes
people need to manage forests for trees, and
occasionally some other essentials. Its
evident to me that no forest manager has

- improved on forest health or its productivity,
and I’ve yet to see data to support the
ideology that anyone can. We simply have no
evidence to support the belief that humans
can manage forests sustainably, and by continuing to do so we are increasing other species risks
of extinction, and ours.

We simply have no evidence to support
the belief that humans can manage
forests sustainably, and by continuing to
do so we are increasing other species
risks of extinction, and ours.

Spotted owl solution

The WOPR rejected NSA, is the only
Alternative currently demonstrating on the
ground at Camp Forest where these concepts
originated, its ability to restore, retain and
sustain habitats for many theatened species,
including the spotted owl. I haven’t managed
Camp Forest (where NSA concepts
orlglnated) for forty years and I challenge the WOPR Team and politicians to show me a better
way to improve on forest health, timber productivity, spotted owl habitat, or any other forest use.
I’ve yet to see anyone manage a forest for greater sustainable yields or more uses than the other
species that create and sustain forests. The WOPR Alternatives are not sustainable solutions
to loss of spotted owl habitat.

I've yet to see anyone manage a forest
for greater sustainable yields or more
uses than the other species that create
and sustain forests.

penlwetheNaﬂhw&st Foraf Plan !end

BLM'’s Preferred Alternative would not
and could not meet BLM's own purpose
and need, nor will it meet all applicable
laws.

The BLM’s proposed alternatives, are based
on the same forestry deforestation
management practices that caused our current




high fuel and fire hazards, biological, ecological, environmental, social and economical disasters,
and brought us to our current forest and community crisis. BLM’s Preferred Alternative would
not and could not meet BLM’s own purpose and need, nor will it meet all applicable laws. BLM
forest tree stand plantation management practices are not sustainable, never have been
sustainable, and cannot be made sustainable.

Range of alternative assumptions

The NWFP did not “maintain the late-successional and old-growth forest ecosystem” nor did it
“provide a predictable and sustainable supply of timber, recreational opportunities and other
resources at the highest level possible.” A much better alternative in the form of a tree-centered
version of the Natural Selection Alternative (NSA) submitted for WOPR consideration, was
previously submitted for the NWEFP, but it was rejected, this time without giving any reason.
Had the tree-based version of the NSA been adapted, it would have retained far healthier forests
than Option 9 did and it would have met legal requirements.

“Purpose and Need for the Plan Revisions” (Page 3)

If the WOPR plan would focus on an alternative that would sustain both forest ecosystem and
human needs, legal requirements would likely be met. The NSA may be the only alternative that
meets both legal and National Forest Management Act requirements.

Sustained yield assumptions

“Permanent forest production in conformity with the principles of sustained yield,” requires
retention of environments that will sustain all of the species that create and sustain them.

Dominant use




Anyone that “mandated timber production as the dominant use of these BLM-administered
lands” is out of touch with forest and community realities. Why would timber production be
mandated as a dominant use when it destroys forest ecosystems that sustain optimum sustainable
timber yields? Why would timber production be mandated as a dominant use when it costs
taxpayers money to implement. Why would timber production be mandated as a dominant use
when it adversely affects virtually every forest value and use, including timber production? If
this WOPR statement is not incorrect, the Ninth Circuit Court ruling must be.

What is an ecosystem?

The biosphere is the part of Earth within which life occurs. It includes the layer of gases that
surround Earth, water in all forms, and outermost crust. Gaia is based on the idea that planet
Earth can be seen as a living organism, where all things are connected. Cosmos expands the
Gaia idea to include the universe. An ecosystem, a contraction of “ecological” and “system,” is a
collection of components and processes that comprise a loosely connected biosphere subset
community. Ecosystems can be an ocean, continent, island, lake, forest, meadow, watershed, or
a dead tree. Each ecosystem subset has its own peculiar self governing regulatory system.

Forests are major biosphere ecosystem
subsets that have trees. Forests have
countless numbers of smaller ecosystem
subsets, each with peculiar climates, species,
communities, structures, and regulatory
functions. Forests host tens of thousands of species and countless ecosystem subsets, each with
their own peculiar survival strategies adapted to surviving in their own peculiar oecosystem
subsets. We are hugely dependent on forest species, their functions, and their regulatory system
to sustain forests and us. Thousands of species are involved in creating and sustaining forests,
none of them humans. This is not the forest ecosystem that WOPR Alternatives would be
managing for!

This is not the forest ecosystem that WOPR
Alternatives would be managing for!

The WOPR DEIS failed to assess forest ecosystems, their subsets, their functions, or their
importance for sustaining life. Why?

A credible WOPR DEIS would analyze the cumulative effects of forest management on
ecosystem subsets which cumulatively affect the biosphere, life on Earth, and our survival;
it didn’t. Why?

A credible WOPR DEIS would analyze the adverse impacts of forest management on forest
species, their environments, and how this adversely affects us; it didn’t. Why?

A credible WOPR DEIS would acknowledge and deal with ecosystem basics, it would
address the needs of forest ecosystem species so that human needs can be met; it didn’t.
Why?



A credible WOPR DEIS would analyze whether or not alternatives would retain basic
ecosystem essentials; it didn’t. Why?

A credible WOPR DEIS would analyze the kinds of human relationships needed to retain
healthy sustainable forest ecosystem subsets, not how to cut them down and manage them
as tree stands; it didn’t. Why?

Ecosystem Subsets
Forest species adapted their peculiar traits ( N
and survival strategies over thousands of All WOPR Alternatives would require
years to peculiar environmental subset increased management of forest
conditions. Each species relies on relatively ecosystem environments, insuring even
stable subset conditions for their continued more environmental incompatibility with
survival. Everything in the biosphere is the countless numbers of species that
connected. We are not separate from these \depend on them, including ourselves. Y,

biosphere ecosystems, and we depend on
them in countless ways to provide our needs.
All WOPR Alternatives would require increased management of forest ecosystem environments,
insuring even more environmental incompatibility with the countless numbers of species that
depend on them, including ourselves. A credible WOPR DEIS would evaluate the cumulative
effects of forest management in terms of sustaining each peculiar ecosystem subset, its
species, its environment, and humans; it didn’t. Why?

Sustainable forest relationshipss, necessitate retaining suitable environments for all of the species
that create and sustain forests, including trees. Humans don’’t know how to do this. Managing
forests as tree stand plantations has not sustained forests or tree productivity. The species that
create and sustain forests must be allowed to continue doing it. None of the WOPR
Alternatives would retain forests.

WOPR Alternatives

Tree stand management practices have not been sustainable, nor are they likely to become
sustainable. WOPR Alternatives use the same tree stand deforestation management practices that
brought us to our current forest crisis, and they will not bring sustainable solutions. WOPR
Alternatives are based on faulty assumptions.

Who’s Purpose and need

WOPR’s management Alternatives are based on the same incredulous thinking that caused forest
and community catastrophes. These are the same kinds of forest management practices that
caused our current high fuel and fire hazards, biological, ecological, environmental, social and
economical disasters. The WOPR Alternatives would result in BLM continuing the forest
conversions into tree stands, doing the bidding for the timber processing industry, paying
for restoration costs, and at taxpayer expense. WOPR Alternatives would not, and could
not, meet its Purpose and Need.



Trait-Environment Compatibility

Increasing human disregard for the species’ . .
that sustain us, is causing their extinction and [ Increasing human disregard for the

increasing our risks. Understanding how species that sustain us is causing their
other species create and sustain forests, and extinction and increasing our risks.
humans, helps us to achieve sustainable
relationships with them. A credible WOPR
DEIS would recognize that humans can’t manage to restore cut down forests; it didn’t.
Why? A credible DEIS would analyze the kinds of human relationships required to
achieve a sustainable forest plan; it didn’t. Why?

Ancient Forests
All WOPR Alternatives would contribute to . .
the destruction of our last remaining islands Cutting down the last remaining islands
of natural ancient forest ecosystems. Species of natural old forests would prevent cut
that depend on ancient forests for survival down forests from being restored.

would go extinct, and there would be no way
for these species to restore or sustain ancient
forests. Cutting down the last remaining islands of natural old forests would prevent cut down

forests from being restored. We object to WOPR DEIS omissions of information relative to
extinctions caused by past forest management practices.

“Alternatives’ (Page 27)

plans,

A “No Action Alternative” is supposed to be just that. This statement clearly “describes the No
Action Alternative and three action alternatives.” It also clearly states that “the No Action
Alternative would continue the management of the current resource management plans.” Most
people including myself rightly thought the No Action Alternative meant what this statement
said. Few people likely read a much later imbedded statement on page 65 that completely
contradicts this one.

10



“Desired outcomes” (implied by Glossary definitions but not specifically stated), are forests
managed for tree stands.

Note that this discussion refers to “three action alternatives.”

“Management Common to All Action Alternatives” (Page 29)

BLM says: “Activities that are not specifically mentioned in the management actions would be
permitted if they are consistent with management objectives.” In other words, whatever the
management objectives are, or might be (and who knows what that might be), they are consistent
with this plan. It seems to me that anything consistent with managing forests for trees meets the

11



objectives of this plan. Why do we need a 1600 page forest plan to meet this objective?

“The Alternatives”’ (Page 64)

What is not “unique between the individual alternatives” is tree stand management objectives.
How that is achieved doesn’t seem to have parameters, and that is scarey. WOPR tree stand
management objectives are not credible.

“Preferred Alternative” (Page64)

Wrong! Forest stocking assumptions, tree stand analysis, and tree stand conclusions make the
WOPR Preferred Alternative not a preferred forest ecosystem or community alternative. It
cannot fulfill its true “statutory mission and responsibilities” if for no other reason than the fact
that forests are not simply tree stands as this WOPR implies.

There is no data to support the contention that any tree stand alternative would “contribute to the
recovery of species listed under the Endangered Species Act. In fact quite the opposite would
occur. Data doesn’t support the contention that any alternative would “maintain or improve
water quality” wherever their implemented, much less “in most areas.” These are the same
management practices that are leading causes of our high forest fuel and fire hazard conditions.
Opening up canopies and converting old forests into young tree plantations causes increased fuel

12




and fire hazard risks. Natural forests have highest recreational values by far and these
alternatives would liquidate them, leaving thrashed forests to recreate in.

Economic returns are relative to forest net worth. Forest net worth is relative to green foliage and
natural forests have the most. None of the tree stand management practices proposed have
produced “highest economic return to local communities from a sustained yield of timber,” and
there is no data to support the contention they will, or can.

If the past is an indication, BLM will simply try to cover their legal obligations and try to force
some version of these incredibly incredulous experiments down our throats. The NSA would
have provided far the best alternative for “speeding the redevelopment of structurally complex
forests after regeneration harvesting,” but only if the thousands of species that create and sustain
them are still around, which they’re not likely to be. Once again, incredulous forest land
assumptions lead to incredulous forest management assumptions.

“No Action Alternative” (Page 65)
This is the disclaimer chapter from what was stated in earlier chapters. This chapter is an attempt

to close the door on any alternative that would retain current forest management practices or
change from tree stand management to ecosystem centered practices, such as the NSA uses.

BLM’s WOPR disclaimer from the earlier No Action Alternative” comes in the form of “two
plan amendments.” The title of this chapter should be “Amendments,” or “Disclaimers,”
not “No Action Alternative.”

13



A “No Action Alternative” is supposed to be just that, which is what page 29 says. Most people,
including myself, would be likely skip over this section if they weren’t planning on reading the
entire 1600 pages simply because they would assume a No Action Alternative would mean things
would stay the same. Wrong! Here is where BLM slipped in a huge disclaimer.

Up to this point the reader has mistakenly been led to believe that the so-called “No Action
Alternative” means just that, and that nothing would change from what existing laws require.
Now we’re told the “No Action Alternative” isn’t a No Action Alternative at all, but rather
an “Action Alternative” that BLM is calling a “No Action Alternative!” BLM is now
disclaiming the earlier “No Action Alternative” but not changing the name. Wow!

We’re also told that the “No Action Alternative” eliminates virtually all significant restrictions
on cutting down the last remaining forests. BLM, through the creation of four action
alternatives only, is trying to close the door on any possible alternative that could prevent
liquidation of Oregon’s last remaining forests.

14



How can the WOPR “No Action /- _ ™
Alternative,” that would increase timber Al WOPR alternatives would cause

yields, be a No Action Alternative? All more of the species that created and
WOPR proposed alternatives, including the sustained Oregon’s forest ecosystems to
so-called “No Action Alternative,” would go extinct; no longer would they be
increasingly destroy habitats and the species available to restore forests, and humans
that depend on them. All WOPR can't do it. )
Alternatives would cause more of the species \

that created and sustained Oregon’s forest

ecosystems to go extinct; no longer would they be available to restore forests, and humans can’t
do it. Converting the last remaining natural forests into tree stands would cause the worst
irrevocable forest ecosystem catastrophe in Oregon’s history.

Sustainable Relationships

When forest management practices cause

species to become less functional, forests If humans want to be around for another
become less productive, and we become less hundred years or so, we have to restore
able to meet our needs. Human survival relationships that retain biosphere
requires mutually beneficial human-forest species that sustains us.

relationships. If humans want to be around
for hundreds more years, we have to restore
relationships that retain the biosphere species that sustain us. A credible EIS would evaluate
the effects of species extinction on forest ecosystems and human health.

Humans can’t perform essential functions that Sustainable forest practices require
forest species do, and we can’t manage P 9

forests sustainably, we must let other species rela_tlonshlps that rgtaln forest SPec'eS'_
perform their own unique functions. We don’t thelr peculiar functions, and their peculiar
know how to sustainably manage the environments.

thousands of species that create and sustain
forests. Our survival, depends on whether or
not we retain the peculiar ecosystem subsets we live in so that they remain compatible with our
peculiar traits and functions. Sustainable forest practices require relationships that retain forest
species, their peculiar functions, and their peculiar environments. The Natural Selection
Alternative (NSA) provides a plan for achieving sustainable relationships; the WOPR
DEIS ignores it, and develops Alternatives that won’t.

Environment

The environment is the aggregate of external

circumstances, conditions, and things that Anyone not concerned about their
affect the existence and development of life. environment is neglecting their needs,
Species, including humans, have adapted their family’s well being, and human
their genes to peculiar environments, and survival.

they depend on it for their survival. Anyone
not concerned about their environment is -
neglecting their needs, their family’s well being, and human survival. A credible EIS would
evaluate the adverse impacts of proposed action alternatives on forest species, their
functions, their environments, our communities, and human survival.

15



WOPR Plan Credentials

Assessments

Humans must retain environments within the
range of variability that will sustain forest
species, and ourselves. The DEIS doesn’t
define forest ecosystem biological or
ecological health, and it fails to evaluate it.
We don’t find the DEIS to be a credible forest
ecosystem, environment, or community impact assessment. We assert that the WOPR
planners, who accept the tree stand definition of forest land as the definition of a forest, are
not qualified to write the Western Oregon Forest Ecosystem Plan, or DEIS.

I don'’t find the DEIS to be a credible
forest ecosystem, environment, or
community impact assessment.

Giant Political Advertisement

The great tree stand advertisement
The WOPR Team created one of the most

convoluted tree stand based EIS WOPR Newsletters, and the DEIS, are
advertisements we’ve seen for generating taxpayer paid advertisements designed
public consent to timber sales and paying for | 4o generate public consent for converting
managing public forests as tree stands. We Oregon’s last remaining old forests into

think few people will be knowledgeable
enough about forest ecosystems to keep from
being trapped into unknowingly accepting
WOPR’s tree stand framed management terminology and agendas. We object to paying for
timber sales, paying for cutting down Oregon’s last remaining islands of old forests, and paying
for converting forests into tree stands. The DEIS fails to evaluate tree stand management
impacts on forest ecosystems, and like most other advertisements deceptive information is
being used to generate public consent.

young tree stands.

I am familiar with the Medford District fire situation, having been on the local district volunteer
fire department for 15 years beginning in 1967, and being on many large forest fires in this area, I
am particularly concerned about the incredulous strategies being proposed for dealing with forest
fire issues.

itv. hazard. and resiliency.can aenerallv be equated to broad descriotions of
itions. Under moderate and extreme condiitions. the orimary source of

establishment and young forests that consist of even-
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These tree stand plantations have been a major threat to the most resilient forests. I've witnessed
time and time again where young tree plantations have burned up old growth forests that most
likely would not have burned if the natural forest was still standing.

“All four alternatives would reduce
because all four dternatives ~

If “Alternative 2 would result in the smallest decrease” it means the natural old highest resilient
forest likely isn’t being retained. If its not being retained, neither is productivity or sustained
yield. Why then is it a Preferred Alternative?

Sustainable forest management practices would not reduce the acreage of trees, or the forest that
surrounds these trees. This indicates a lot of clearcutting would be done under such names as
“selection” or “regenerative” cuts. The NSA would increase the amount of acreage with trees,
not reduce it. This indicates an incredulous WOPR assessment of forest and fire conditions.

“The No Adtion Alternative

vethe lesst decrease”
Most fire fighters know that quick response is the best way of preventing small fires from
becoming major catastrophes. The NSA has permanent resource trustees assigned to large blocks
of land with fire fighting equipment. The NSA has far the best approach for keeping small fires
from becoming catastrophic ones.

Three things are essential to forest fires: 1)fuel, 2)oxygen, and 3) heat. Young tree plantations
have highest fuel hazards, oxygen availability, and heat. There is also less moisture. Old natural
forests have lowest fuel, oxygen and heat conditions.

Oldest forests with closed canopies have the most fire-resilient forests. How can anyone “create
forests with structural legacies” that “would increase the acreage of fire-resilient forests from
current conditions” without eliminating the forest around the trees? It sounds like the forest will
be eliminated from around a few trees. If that is true, we know that these conditions soon cause
less resilient forests.

It seems the same kinds of forest management strategies that caused our high forest fuel and fire
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hazards would now be mistakenly relied on more than ever to get us out of this mess. No
credible EIS would create Alternatives that cause high fuel and fire hazards, but the
WOPR DEIS does. Why?

Consequences of Converting Forests to Tree Stands

Extinctions

Converting forest ecosystems into tree stands
changes the environment. Environments that Species extinction means forests cannot
species rely on for their survival, are be restored because the species that
created and sustained them are no
longer available to restore them.

destroyed. The species that do survive are
forced to relocate in other generally less
compatible environments, if there are any
left. Forest species risks of extinction increase and so do ours. Species extinction means forests
cannot be restored because the species that created and sustained them are no longer available to
restore them. The WOPR DEIS omits analysis of the adverse impacts of converting natural
forests into tree stands. Why?

Forests could not be restored because the
species that created and sustained them would
be extinct. Tree stands would fail because the
species that sustain them would be extinct.
The WOPR forest plan would likely cause the
worst forest ecosystem catastrophe in Oregon’s history. The DEIS omits analysis of the worst
adverse impacts of alternative options on Oregon’s forests and humans. Why?

The WOPR forest plan would cause the
worst forest ecosystem catastrophe in
Oregon’s history.

“The Natural Selection Alternative” (NSA)

DEIS “Introduction” (Page 3)
u:}-‘ e




BLM’s “harvest levels have not been achieving the timber harvest levels” the timber industry
wants, which far exceeds what Oregon’s forests have been capable of yielding under “sustained
yield” principles. WOPR Alternatives would increase timber production which would

further conflict with sustained yield.

The statement: “BLM now has more detailed
and accurate information than was available in
1995," is an argument serving timber
extraction interests, not sustained yield
interests which have not changed. When the
forests cut down have been restored to natural
old forest environments and species, which
will take at least as long as the trees were old,
then we might consider extraction in the last

/The truth is, no one has ever restored )
one of these cut down forests, and no

one knows how to, an obvious reason
why all WOPR proposed Alternatives
would cause irrevocable catastrophes for

\Oregon forests. Y,

remaining natural forested islands. But, forest restoration occurs only when everything goes
according to plan which it rarely if ever has. The truth is, no one has ever restored one of these
cut down forests, and no one knows how to, an obvious reason why all WOPR proposed
Alternatives would cause irrevocable catastrophes for Oregon forests.

All sustainable forest management plans must
demonstrate how they will retain all of the
species that create and sustain forests, but none
have. Proposing to cut the last remaining
islands of natural old forests before any cut
down forest has been restored to original
species conditions, demonstrates that WOPR
does not have a sustained yield management
plan.

fProposing to cut the last remaining )
islands of natural old forests before any
cut down forest has been restored to-
original species conditions,

demonstrates that WOPR does not have

\a sustained yield management plan. )

BLM says “there is an opportunity to coordinate the BLM management plans with new recovery
plans.” But, WOPR’s so-called “new recovery plans™ are the same as the old ones except more
aggressive. True recovery plans would restore natural old forests with all of the species that
created and sustained them, none of WOPR’s Alternatives would. The NSA is truly a “new
recovery plan.” The NSA recognizes and would retain all forest ecosystems, including for
example the most important wildlife habitat in our area, Critical Habitat OR-72 in the Deer Creek
watershed, that would be eliminated under the WOPR.

Forest tree stand perspectives, assumptions and
conclusions make neither WOPR Alternatives,
nor it’s DEIS, support BLM’s recovery claims.
Referencing other incredulous tree stand based
documents, omitting important relevant
information, constant misleading information,
and often outright lies, makes the WOPR
incredulous. Assuming that forests are tree

Assuming that forests are tree stands is
incredulous, but assuming that there is
any such thing as tree stand “sustained
yield management” is even more
incredulous.
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