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Greetings:

come from as far as Seattle to study our unique ecosystems.

It is almost unbelievable that in this day in age anyone could think that causing rare plants and
wildlife to become extinct or extirpated from their historical ranges could be considered as a
forest management strategy—yet this is what the WOPR proposes.

to be resilient.

All proposed action alternatives propose eliminating Late Successional Reserves, but it is not
apparent that the effects that such changes will have on rare organisms have been thoroughly
analyzed. Many of our rare organisms are dependent on old-growth forests and wil] likely



Noxious weeds are already widespread on BLM land and all three proposed alternatives would
only make their dispersion worse, according to the DEIS. Noxious weeds compete with rare
plants, so their distribution through the execution of the WOPR would be another naj] in the
coffin of many of our rare species. Proposed clearcuts would turn our lands into weed-ridden
desert.

Besides the fact that the WOPR advocates extinction and extirpation of our rare plants and
wildlife, it is unworkable for a number of other reasons, Contradictions and inaccuracies are
found throughout the DEIS; I will give a few examples below:

According to the DEIS, “All four alternatives would maintain similar levels of availability and
quantity of special forest products” (DEIS ch.4, environmental consequences, “Special Forest

The BLM claims to favor multiple uses for our public lands, but there's no question that the
WOPR would favor timber harvest at the expense of most other land uses. Many tourists come

dodges this issue by saying that, under the alternatives, “naturalness of BLM areas would also be
little changed overall. The alternatives would maintain a mix of naturalness settings that provide
a variety of opportunities and experience for visitors.”

By “mix of naturalness settings,” one can only assume that the BLM is referring to clearcuts
interspersed with a handful of standing trees here and there, as that would become the
increasingly dominant landscape under the WOPR. Surely the public can not be expected to
believe that clearcuts will have no effect on “naturalness.” Anyone who has walked through the
dense, thorny brush that quickly springs up in clearcuts can tell you about the “variety of
opportunities and experience for visitors” that such landscapes provide.

The BLM's fundamental assumption that our forests are renewable resource is scientifically
flawed. Although forests of some sort will often grow back from clearcuts, albeit very slowly,
they will not necessarily resemble the old growth forests that were lost. Certainly many plants
and animals from ancient forests will not reestablish themselves after decades of having no
habitat. Thus the BLM’s assertion that the WOPR would increase the amount of habitat for rare
wildlife over the long run cannot be correct.



its figures.

As an explanation for why more conservation-oriented alternative plans were not analyzed in
depth, the BLM repeatedly sites the “O&C Act’s requirement to manage the O&C lands that are
classified as timberlands for permanent forest production following the principles of sustained
yield.” (DEIS ch. 2, Alternatives, “Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detajled Study”
section) This law is used to Justify clearcuts in the DEIS, but a realistic, contemporary
interpretation of this mandate would mean practicing truly sustainable harvesting, such as
selective thinning, which over the long run can produce more timber with far less damage than
clearcutting. The WOPR violates the mandate of the O&C act to provide a permanent timber
supply, and it places an unreasonable burden on our children who would have to deal with its
ecological consequences.

The only case the BLM has made for advancing this destructive plan is for the economic benefit
of rural Oregon counties. But in the long run, this plan will be seriously detrimental to local
economies. It is clear that the economic analysis provided in the Environmental Impact
Statement neither looks to the long term, nor considers the economic damages the WOPR would
bring—thus offsetting the theoretical benefits.

According to the DEIS, Alternative 2 would net around 7000 Jobs as compared to the no action
alternative, but there is no mention of how long the jobs will last or what the workers are to do
once all the trees are cut. A boom and bust scenario can hardly be considered a benefit to the

The BLM's preferred alternative, number 2, is projected to generate a net value of $962 million
(if everything works out perfectly) over 50 years. In relation to overall federal spending that
total, less than $20 million per year, is not large, and pales in comparison to the damage the plan
would cause.

I call on the BLM to consider alternatives to the alternatives. Instead of basing our economy on



and other fish live.
The list of consequences just keeps on going

The WOPR is a poorly-planned document that seems to be politically motivated. Any scientist
can see that it is not grounded in modern forestry science.

Many great civilizations have destroyed themselves through exhaustion of natural resources—
have we learned anything from history, or must we repeat it?

Sincerely, %%

Sse Miller

CC: Oregon Congressional delegation

Senator Ron Wyden

Senator Gordon Smith

Rep. Peter DeFazio

Rep. Greg Walden (R-2nd)
Rep. Earl Blumenhauer (D-3rd)
Rep. Darlene Hooley (D-5th)
Rep. David Wu (D-1st)



