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October 30, 2007

Dear Mike and Marvin,
Thanks again for the opportunity to get together on October 16th to discuss specifics about the Bureau of Land Management’s proposed Western Oregon Plan Revisions (WOPR). This is a major issue for us, as it is for you both, and we want to be clear about our concerns and interests as this process moves forward. 

The landmark 1994 Northwest Forest Plan created a system of reserved lands, implemented a watershed-based aquatic conservation strategy, and provided standards and guidelines for the retention of patches of old forest and biological legacies in areas open to timber harvest (matrix). This multifaceted, multi-agency, ecosystem-based approach was designed to maintain viable populations of older forest dependant species, including the northern spotted owl, protect fish and clean water, and restore degraded streams and forests. Integral to the plan are late-successional reserve and watershed assessments that provide large-scale context for managers implementing projects and site-specific refinement of standards and guidelines. Interagency coordination of the plan is conducted locally among field units and at the policy level by the Regional Ecosystem Office and the Regional Interagency Executive Committee. 

The Northwest Forest Plan brought stability and predictability to federal land management which is important to communities, businesses, and people in the Pacific Northwest.  All three action alternatives proposed by the BLM specifically eliminate the Northwest Forest Plan on BLM lands in Western Oregon
 and undercut the regional, ecosystem approach that is a key component of the Northwest Forest Plan.

The BLM’s preferred WOPR Alternative 2 radically departs from the plan by opening up 442,000 acres of currently protected late-successional reserves and 200,000 acres of riparian reserves to logging. 
Alternative 2 proposes the following:

· A three-fold increase overall in logging with a seven fold increase in logging directed at old-growth forests >200 years.
· Clearcutting (also known as regeneration harvesting) of 110,000 acres of forest between 120 to greater than 400 years old (with no green tree retention) over the next 10 years, the equivalent of 224 square miles of impacted forests.
· Designation of only 19% of the BLM lands as Late Successional Management Areas, yet they will be clearcut after natural disturbance events like inevitable wildfire, windstorms and insect outbreaks.
· Logging over intermittent streams while significantly reducing stream buffers on important fish bearing streams.
· Elimination of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy. 
· Conversion of many Areas of Critical Environmental Concern to Timber Management Areas.

Due to the ecological importance and landscape position of Western Oregon’s BLM forests, elimination of Northwest Forest Plan on BLM lands will destabilize the delicate compromise established by the plan possibly resulting in a return to the gridlock of the early 1990s that halted commercial timber sales on BLM and US Forest Service lands. Elimination of the Northwest Forest Plan on BLM lands will likely invalidate numerous assumptions built into conservation plans tiered to the plan, including Clean Water Act Water Quality Restoration Plans and the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds. For example, the Oregon Coastal Salmon Restoration Initiative (OCSRI) emphasizes the importance of the Northwest Forest Plan’s Aquatic Conservation Strategy:

“The aquatic conservation strategy associated with the Northwest Forest Plan should dramatically improve fish habitat, watershed stability, and water quality over time. This is one of the major anchors of the OCSRI restoration strategy.”(OCSRI Executive Summary Page 10)

“The Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service are involved in funding and implementing the Northwest Forest Plan, which is a critical element of the OCSRI.” (OCSRI Executive Summary Page 12)

“The Northwest Forest Plan is expected to substantially improve watershed health and salmon production on federal land and in downstream areas. The aquatic conservation strategy and the commitment to monitoring provide a cornerstone to the OCSRI.” (OCSRI Volume 1 Page 7)

The state of Oregon salmon recovery plans also rely heavily on the Northwest Forest Plan and the Aquatic Conservation Strategy:

“Oregon believes that, for federal lands, the Northwest Forest Plan makes significant positive contribution toward meeting ESA and Clean Water Act needs.” Oregon Coastal Coho Assessment (Final)

“Federal agencies are making substantial investments in salmon and watershed restoration. The Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service are involved in funding and implementing the Northwest Forest Plan, which is a critical element of the Oregon Plan.” Oregon Plan Steelhead Supplement

Water Quality Restoration Plans (WQRPs) are written by the US Forest Service and BLM to comply with section 303d of the Clean Water Act. The WQRPs that we have reviewed without exception are based on the Northwest Forest Plan Aquatic Conservation Strategy. For example the Applegate River Sub Basin WQRP states:

“The recovery of water quality conditions on federal land in the Applegate Subbasin will be dependent upon implementation of the USFS Rogue River and Siskiyou National Forest Land and Resource Management Plans (LRMPs) and the BLM Medford District Resource Management Plan (RMP) as amended by the NWFP (USDA and USDI 1994a).”
“Paramount to recovery is adherence to the Standards and Guidelines of the NWFP (as amended, USDA and USDI 2004b) to meet the ACS.”
We can provide numerous other examples of WQRPs and other plans that rely on implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan if they would be of assistance to you.

To be certain, the WOPR is just one part of a larger systematic effort to dismantle the Northwest Forest Plan.  However, the science is indisputable regarding the many benefits that the Northwest Forest Plan has provided to Oregon’s forests and streams.  Agency monitoring and independent assessments have repeatedly demonstrated that the Plan’s ecological provisions have performed as expected and the situation would be far worse for the spotted owl and Oregon’s salmon without the plan in place.
 In addition, as summarized in an August 29th letter from the Environmental Protection Agency to the Fish & Wildlife Service, studies have shown a gradual improvement in watershed condition on federal lands because of the Plan’s riparian and late-successional reserve network. EPA further concluded that the WOPR would undermine this important progress.  

We are very skeptical about the legality of the WOPR, particularly in relation to its apparent departure from the provisions of the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act. As you know, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is currently mired in controversy over its draft northern spotted owl recovery plan. Notably, the recovery plan failed peer review conducted by six independent scientific societies and scientists, five of which were commissioned by the agency itself. This flawed recovery plan is tied to an equally flawed critical habitat revision for the owl that proposes additional reductions in old-growth forest protections with much of this aimed at southern Oregon. These two proposals are apparently designed to facilitate BLM’s departure from the Northwest Forest Plan and will leave the tri-state region with a pending train wreck over renewed old-growth logging. For these reasons, we ask that you request an extension of the comment period until well after the next iteration of the recovery plan is released. This will afford the public the opportunity to comment substantively on the WOPR and allow BLM to adjust its plan pending the need for a substantially revised owl recovery plan and critical habitat revision in response to peer review. 

We are also seriously concerned about 303(d) listed streams in Oregon. The state of Oregon has a legal duty to ensure these waterways are not further compromised, yet WOPR Alternative 2 proposes to seriously reduce riparian area protection around many of these streams. There is an inherent water quality conflict at issue here and we hope you are able to remedy this during the state’s consistency review.

During the scoping period for the WOPR, our organizations submitted a “Community Alternative” (see attached) that the BLM rejected from further analysis. It asked the BLM to consider an alternative focusing on thinning activities in young, managed plantations. Significant thinning volume is available; the WOPR DEIS states that BLM has approximately 1.9 billion board feet of ecologically appropriate thinning available. Sale of this material would be relatively free of controversy and properly designed sales in managed stands could help restore fish and wildlife habitat. A recent successful example is the Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest’s Coastal Healthy Forest Treatments Environmental Assessment that proposed thinning sales across over 47,000 acres of managed stands. Sales from this EA are proceeding without controversy. For the past five years, many Forest Service units in Oregon have moved in this direction. The result has been inspiring: a predictable supply of annual timber, employment opportunities in the woods and restoration of degraded habitat. The BLM has experience designing this type of sale and has lead extensive research into the methods, implications, and impacts of this type of work.


Governor Kulongoski has a unique opportunity to advocate for protecting Oregon’s public forests and to stand up for his commitments to ensure our generation and future generations can enjoy and benefit from old-growth forests, clean water, salmon, and roadless areas. We know the governor believes strongly in the special values and services these forests provide to the nation and to Oregon’s citizens, including the unique role that old-growth forests play in addressing the impacts resulting from global climate change.

We believe the Governor has an important and influential role in developing the WOPR especially through the Governor’s Consistency Review.  Please use our offices as a resource as the WOPR process proceeds, and don’t hesitate to contact us with any thoughts or questions.  We are committed to insuring that the lands belonging to the American people, and managed in trust by the BLM received the best stewardship possible.

Thank you again, for meeting with us and allowing us the opportunity to share our concerns and viewpoints.

Sincerely,

Richard S. Nauman, Conservation Scientist &

Dominick A. DellaSala, Ph.D., Executive Director 

National Center for Conservation Science & Policy 

84 4th Street 

Ashland, OR 97520 

Joseph Vaile

Campaign Director

Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands Center

PO Box 102

Ashland, OR 97520

Josh Laughlin

Cascadia Wildlands Project

Conservation Director

P.O. Box 10455

Eugene, OR 97440
Bob Freimark

Senior Policy Analyst

The Wilderness Society

720 Third Avenue, Suite 1800

Seattle, WA  98104

Find enclosed:

1. “Community Alternative” submitted to BLM

2. Register-Guard editorial on WOPR October 6, 2007
3. Register-Guard on EPA letter October 17, 2007

4. Mail-Tribune Comparing Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest Timber Program to Medford BLM Timber Program. October 22, 2007

5. Register-Guard editorial on WOPR October 22, 2007
� WOPR DEIS Page XLIII – repeated on page 3 “The BLM is proposing to revise existing plans to replace the Northwest Forest Plan land use allocations and management direction…” Page 23 “This plan revision does not seek to amend the Northwest Forest Plan, but to replace the Northwest Forest Plan land use allocation and management direction through plan revision.”
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