The Wilderness Society * Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center * Oregon Natural Resources Council * Sierra Club, Oregon Chapter


October 21, 2005

Via electronic mail (to orwopr@or.blm.gov) and U.S. mail
Bureau of Land Management

Attn:  Western Oregon Planning Revision (OR-930.1)

P.O. Box 2965

Portland, OR 97208

Re:
Scoping Comments – Protection of Lands with Wilderness Characteristics

To Whom It May Concern:

The undersigned organizations (Conservation Groups) are submitting these scoping comments (in addition to other comments to which these Conservation Groups are also signatory) on the planned revision of all six RMPs governing management of BLM lands in Western Oregon (Western Oregon BLM Lands).  We are submitting these comments to specifically address the obligations of the BLM to inventory for and consider a range of alternatives to protect lands with wilderness characteristics.
Section 201 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA, 43 U.S.C. § 1701, et seq.) mandates that BLM inventory the resources of the public lands, their resources and value.  43 U.S.C. § 1711.  In the land use planning process, including revision of RMPs, Section 202 of FLPMA requires that BLM take into account the inventory and determine which multiple uses are best suited to which portions of the planning area.  43 U.S.C. § 1712.  BLM’s mandate of multiple use and sustained yield, as well as other relevant law and BLM’s current guidance, provides for inventory and protection of wilderness values.  Protection of lands with wilderness characteristics is consistent with BLM’s obligations under the Northwest Forest Plan.  Further, the provisions of the Oregon and California Revested Railroad Lands Act of 1937 (O&C Act) neither relieve BLM of these obligations nor preclude BLM from taking appropriate action to protect wilderness quality lands in the revisions of these six RMPs.  
1. Wilderness character is a valuable resource and important multiple use of the Western Oregon BLM Lands.

BLM has identified “wilderness characteristics” to include naturalness or providing opportunities for solitude or primitive recreation.  See, Instruction Memoranda (IMs) 2003-274 and 2003-275.  These values should also be identified and protected through this planning process.  The Western Oregon BLM Lands contain lands with wilderness character.  This area encompasses more then 2.6 million acres, with numerous roadless areas inventoried by citizens, including the Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Project inventory of the Zane Grey Roadless Area, and the Oregon Natural Resources Council’s “Oregon Wild” Proposal encompassing generally forested federal roadless areas throughout Oregon, including the Western Oregon BLM Lands.  Other lands in the planning area may also have wilderness characteristics that can be protected or enhanced in the RMP.  BLM should recognize the wide range of values associated with lands with wilderness character:

a. Scenic values – FLPMA specifically identifies “scenic values” as a resource of BLM lands for purposes of inventory and management (43 U.S.C. § 1711(a)), and the unspoiled landscapes of lands with wilderness characteristics generally provide spectacular viewing experiences.  The Proposed North Umpqua Wilderness includes the stunning scenery of the Mount Bailey unit, a dramatic volcano, the beautiful lakes and meadows of the Bulldog Rock and Twin Lakes units, and the towering Lemolo Falls in the Dread and Terror Ridge Unit.  The scenic values of these lands will be severely compromised if destructive activities or other visual impairments are permitted.

b. Recreation – FLPMA also identifies “outdoor recreation” as a valuable resource to be inventoried and managed by BLM. 43 U.S.C. § 1711(a).  Lands with wilderness characteristics provide opportunities for primitive recreation, such as hiking, camping, hunting and wildlife viewing.  The Zane Grey Roadless Area, within the Proposed Siskiyou Crest Wilderness, is a highly valued and recreational area, enjoyed for fishing, hiking, and rafting on the river and the surrounding roadless area.  Most, if not all primitive recreation experiences will be foreclosed or severely impacted if the naturalness and quiet of these lands are not preserved.

c. Wildlife habitat and riparian areas – FLPMA acknowledges the value of wildlife habitat found in public lands and recognizes habitat as an important use. 43 U.S.C. § 1702(c).  Due to their unspoiled state, lands with wilderness characteristics provide valuable habitat for wildlife, thereby supporting additional resources and uses of the public lands.  As part of their habitat, many species are also dependent on riparian and other wetland habitats, especially during either seasonal migrations or seasons and years when surrounding habitats are dry and unproductive.  Wilderness quality lands support biodiversity, watershed protection and overall healthy ecosystems.  The Proposed Coast Range Wilderness exemplifies the value of wilderness to wildlife.  This area is home to 16 species of amphibians and reptiles, 235 species of birds, more than 200 species of fish and 69 species of mammals.  The low route density, absence of development activities and corresponding dearth of motorized vehicles, which are integral to wilderness character, also ensure the clean air, clean water and lack of disturbance necessary for productive wildlife habitat and riparian areas (which support both wildlife habitat and human uses of water).
Further, inventorying lands with wilderness characteristics will also provide important data on existing large blocks of habitat and how BLM can restore these blocks of habitat to better match the historic range of variability.  Swanson et al. (1994) contend that managing an ecosystem within its range of variability is appropriate to maintain diverse, resilient, productive, and healthy ecosystems for viable populations of native species. Using the historical range of variability, they believe, is the most scientifically defensible way to meet society’s objective of sustaining habitat.   Patrick Daigle and Rick Dawson, Extension Note 07; Management Concepts for Landscape Ecology (Part 1 of 7). October 1996. http://www.for.gov.bc.ca/hfd/pubs/docs/en/en07.pdf; citing Swanson, F. J.; Jones, J. A.; Wallin, D. O.; Cissel, J. H. 1994. Natural variability--implications for ecosystem management. In: Jensen, M. E.; Bourgeron, P. S., tech. eds. Eastside Forest Ecosystem Health Assessment--Volume II: Ecosystem management: principles and applications. Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-318. Portland, OR: U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Forest  Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station: pp 89-106.

A century of human influence punctuated by several decades of aggressive and irresponsible clearcutting and development have pushed forest ecosystems far outside the natural range of variability. The forest ecosystems of western Oregon are highly modified from their historic conditions resulting in widespread habitat fragmentation and declining wildlife populations. Numerous species in our forests and streams qualify for listing under the Endangered Species Act or have recognized concerns for persistence. Some key findings from the CLAMS project indicate that the current Coast Range landscape is: 

a. Outside historic range of variability; 

b. Less old growth exists than would be expected under the historical disturbance regime; 

c. No large old growth patches remain; 

d. The distance to nearest old growth patch has increased. 

Michael C. Wimberly, Assessing Present-Day Forest Landscapes in the Context of Historical Disturbance Regimes http://www.fsl.orst.edu/clams/download/presentations/j02s_wimberly_histvar.pdf

Sustainable management actions must be designed to move forest and stream ecosystems towards the middle of the range of variability, and must NOT push ecosystems further toward the extremes. Most old forest habitat historically occurred in large relatively unfragmented blocks greater than 1,000 acres. These areas should be roadless or have very low road density. This is the landscape pattern that most species evolved with. Logging and road building have and continue to severely fragment large habitat blocks. A growing number of scientific studies indicate the significant value of roadless areas smaller than 5,000 acres and larger than 1,000 acres.   

a. Strittholt, J.R., and D.A. DellaSala. 2001.  Importance of roadless areas in biodiversity conservation in forested ecosystems: a case study – Klamath-Siskiyou ecoregion, U.S.A. Conservation Biology 15(6):1742-1754. 

b. DeVelice, R.L., and J.R. Martin. 2001. Assessing the extent to which roadless areas complement the conservation of biological diversity.  Ecological Applications 11(4):1008-1018. 

c. C.Loucks, N. Brown, A. Loucks, and K. Cesareo. 2003.  USDA Forest Service roadless areas: potential biodiversity conservation reserves. Conservation Ecology 7 (2) http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol7/iss2/art5/index.html

d. Crist, M.R., B. Wilmer, and G.H. Aplet.  In Review.  Assessing the value of roadless areas in a conservation reserve strategy: An analysis of biodiversity and landscape connectivity in the Northern Rockies, USA.  Applied Ecology. 

e. M. Philip Nott, David F. Desante, Peter Pyle, And Nicole Michel. 2005 Managing Landbird Populations In Forests Of The Pacific Northwest: Formulating Population Management Guidelines From Landscape Scale Ecological Analyses Of Maps Data From Avian Communities On Seven National Forests In The Pacific Northwest. A Report To The Pacific Northwest Region, USDA Forest Service. January 31, 2005. http://www.birdpop.org/downloaddocuments/usfsr6/nwffullreport.pdf. 

For many species, the conservation of large tracts of coniferous forest in excess of 900 hectares [2224 acres] is essential. Not only is the total amount of forest important but many species are edge-sensitive such that are breed more successfully in tracts of forest large enough to allow them to avoid the increased.  Identifying, restoring and protecting substantial roadless areas in the Western Oregon BLM Lands can provide crucial benefits to wildlife.
d. Cultural resources – FLPMA also recognizes the importance of “historical values” as part of the resources of the public lands to be protected. 43 U.S.C. § 1702(c).  The Proposed North Umpqua Wilderness Area was used by prehistoric peoples for thousands of years and, consequently, is home to plentiful archaeological sites, many of which are considered the richest sites in the region.  The lack of intensive human access and activity on lands with wilderness characteristics helps to protect these resources.

e. Economic benefits – The recreation opportunities provided by wilderness quality lands also yield direct economic benefits to local communities.  According to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, in 2001 State residents and non-residents spent $2.1 billion on wildlife recreation in Oregon.  (USFWS 2001, National Survey of Hunting, Fishing and Wildlife-associated Recreation - http://www.census.gov/prod/2003pubs/01fhw/fhw01-or.pdf).  In addition, local communities that protect wildlands reap measurable benefits in terms of employment and personal income.  For instance, a recent report by the Sonoran Institute (Sonoran Institute 2004, Prosperity in the 21st Century West -The Role of Protected Public Lands) found that:

Protected lands have the greatest influence on economic growth in rural isolated counties that lack easy access to larger markets.  From 1970 to 2000, real per capita income in isolated rural counties with protected land grew more than 60 percent faster than isolated counties without any protected lands.

These findings confirm earlier research, showing that wilderness is in fact beneficial for local economies.  Residents of counties with wilderness cite wilderness as an important reason why they moved to the county, and long-term residents cite it as a reason they stay.  Recent survey results also indicate that many firms decide to locate or stay in the West because of scenic amenities and wildlife-based recreation, both of which are strongly supported by wilderness areas.  (Morton 2000, Wilderness: The Silent Engine of the West’s Economy).  Other “non-market” economic values arise from the ability of wildlands to contribute to recreation and recreation-related jobs, scientific research, scenic viewsheds, biodiversity conservation, and watershed protection.  (Morton 1999, The Economic Benefits of Wilderness: Theory and Practice; Loomis 2000, Economic Values of Wilderness Recreation and Passive Use: What We Think We Know at the Turn of the 21st Century).  All of these economic benefits are dependent upon adequate protection of the wilderness characteristics of the lands.

f. Quality of life – The wildlands located within the Western Oregon BLM Lands help to define the character of this area and are an important component of the quality of life for local residents and future generations.  Their protection enables the customs and culture of this community to continue.  In addition, economists believe that intact forest lands can boost the economy by providing quality access to scenic resources, recreational opportunities, and clean water.  These “services constitute, in effect, a second paycheck that complements the first paycheck they derive from their place of employment, pension program, and so forth.”  This report goes on to conclude that many businesses settle in the Pacific Northwest because “it has a good work force, and many workers, in turn, are here because they cherish the quality of life.  Healthy forests contribute far more to the quality of life than stumps do.” (Niemi 1999, The Sky Did Not Fall:  The Pacific Northwest’s Response to Logging Reductions).

g. Balanced use – The vast majority of BLM lands are open to motorized use and development.  FLPMA recognizes that “multiple use” of the public lands requires “a combination of balanced and diverse resource uses” that includes recreation, watershed, wildlife, fish, and natural scenic and historical values (43 U.S.C. § 1702(c)).   FLPMA also requires BLM to prepare land use plans that may limit certain uses in some areas (43 U.S.C. § 1712).  Many other multiple uses of public lands are compatible with protection of wilderness characteristics – in fact, many are enhanced if not dependent on protection of wilderness qualities (such as primitive recreation and wildlife habitat).  Protection of wilderness characteristics will benefit many of the other multiple uses of BLM lands, while other more exclusionary uses (such as off-road vehicle use and timber harvesting) will still have adequate opportunities on other BLM lands.

2. Protection of lands with wilderness characteristics is consistent with BLM’s obligations under the Northwest Forest Plan.

As noted by BLM in its September 7, 2005, scoping notice, the Northwest Forest Plan,

provided direction to achieve the following five goals: (1) Never forget human and economic dimensions of the issues; (2) Protect the long-term health of forests, wildlife, and waterways; (3) Focus on scientifically sound, ecologically credible, and legally responsible strategies and implementation; (4) Produce a predictable and sustainable level of timber sales and nontimber resources; and (5) Ensure that Federal agencies work together.

The myriad ways in which protection of lands with wilderness characteristics supports quality of human life, provides important economic benefits, sustains the long-term health of the lands, wildlife and waterways, and permits sustainable use of both timber and nontimber resources is evident from the more detailed discussion above.  Inventorying for and considering management alternatives to protect these lands will permit the BLM to better fulfill its responsibilities under the Northwest Forest Plan.
3. Protection of these lands is not precluded under the O&C Act.

At the outset, we note that not all of the Western Oregon BLM Lands are subject to the O&C Act.  For those lands that are subject to this Act, we maintain that protection of lands with wilderness characteristics is not in conflict with the O&C Act.

The O&C Act (43 U.S.C. § 1181a) provides that O&C Lands:

shall be managed . . . for permanent forest production, and the timber thereon shall be sold, cut and removed in conformity with the principal [sic] of sustained yield for the purpose of providing a permanent source of timber supply, protecting watersheds, regulating stream flow, and contributing to the economic stability of local communities and industries, and providing recreational facilities.

As discussed in detail above, protection of lands with wilderness characteristics assists in promoting economic stability of local communities and industries by providing a separate set of economic benefits that are not dependent upon timber production, protects wildlife habitat and watersheds, and enhances scenic values and other recreational opportunities.  
Moreover, not all lands within the planning area will be suitable for sustainable timber production and BLM must conduct a thorough assessment of the planning area in order to make a preliminary determination as to whether lands are suitable for timber production.  In making this determination, BLM must fully consider the many factors that contribute to whether lands is actually valuable for timber production.  These factors include, but are not limited to:
· Technical limitations -  such as slope, soil impacts, operability, and reforestation potential
· Environmental considerations– such as the benefits associated with lands withdrawn to protect water quality or protection of threatened or endangered species
· Social values – such as community interest in protecting lands for recreation
· Economic costs and benefits – such as the value of timber, the value of recreational uses to the community
We would urge BLM to consider the fact that the areas that have been identified for protection of their wilderness characteristics have remained roadless nearly seven decades after the passage of the O&C Act.  These lands have been eligible for timber production, but have not been developed, which shows that they are probably not commercially valuable.
Regardless of the results of this evaluation, BLM should still identify and consider protection of wilderness values in its range of management alternatives and in its preferred alternative.  Although the Conservation Groups are aware of the need to reconcile conflicts between FLPMA and the O&C Act
, we maintain that identification of wilderness values and consideration of alternatives for protecting land with wilderness characteristics is not inconsistent with the O&C Act and, indeed, required by FLPMA and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, 42 U.S.C. §4321, et seq.).  FLPMA requires that BLM complete an inventory of the values of these public lands, which includes wilderness characteristics.  The mere act of completing the inventory, evaluation and recommendation to Congress regarding new Wilderness Study Areas required under FLPMA Sections 201, 202 and 603, does not definitively preclude timber production.  
Further, in order to fulfill its obligations under NEPA, BLM is obligated to look at the environmental consequences of proposed actions, by assessing impacts and effects that include: “ecological (such as the effects on natural resources and on the components, structures, and functioning of affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative.”  42 U.S.C. § 4332; 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8.  BLM cannot complete this analysis without first identifying lands with wilderness characteristics and then considering the potential impacts of a range of alternatives that includes various types of protection.
4. BLM must consider alternatives for managing the Western Oregon BLM Lands to protect their wilderness characteristics.

The range of alternatives is “the heart of the environmental impact statement.” 40 C.F.R.  § 1502.14.  NEPA requires BLM to “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate” a range of alternatives to proposed federal actions. See 40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.14(a) and 1508.25(c). 
NEPA’s requirement that alternatives be studied, developed, and described both guides the substance of environmental decision-making and provides evidence that the mandated decision-making process has actually taken place. Informed and meaningful consideration of alternatives -- including the no action alternative -- is thus an integral part of the statutory scheme.

Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223, 1228 (9th Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 489

U.S. 1066 (1989) (citations and emphasis omitted).
“An agency must look at every reasonable alternative, with the range dictated by the nature and scope of the proposed action.” Northwest Envtl Defense Center v. Bonneville Power Admin., 117 F.3d 1520, 1538 (9th  Cir. 1997). An agency violates NEPA by failing to “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives” to the proposed action. City of Tenakee Springs v. Clough, 915 F.2d 1308, 1310 (9th  Cir. 1990) (quoting 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14).  This evaluation extends to considering more environmentally protective alternatives and mitigation measures.  See, e.g., Kootenai Tribe of Idaho v. Veneman, 313 F.3d 1094,1122-1123 (9th Cir. 2002) (and cases cited therein); see also Or. Envtl. Council v. Kunzman, 614 F.Supp. 657, 659-660 (D. Or. 1985) (stating that the alternatives that must be considered under NEPA are those that would “avoid or minimize” adverse environmental effects).  
NEPA requires that an actual “range” of alternatives is considered, such that the Act will “preclude agencies from defining the objectives of their actions in terms so unreasonably narrow that they can be accomplished be only one alternative (i.e. the applicant’s proposed project).” Colorado Environmental Coalition v. Dombeck, 185 F.3d 1162, 1174 (10th Cir. 1999),  citing Simmons v. United States Corps of Engineers, 120 F.3d 664, 669 (7th Cir. 1997).  This requirement prevents the EIS from becoming “a foreordained formality.”  City of New York v. Department of Transp., 715 F.2d 732, 743 (2nd Cir. 1983).  See also, Davis v. Mineta, 302 F.3d 1104 (10th Cir. 2002).

Given the broad purpose of the revision of the six RMPs governing the Western Oregon BLM Lands and the information compiled by the public regarding lands with wilderness characteristics, the range of alternatives for these lands should include alternatives to protect these lands.  This range of alternatives is also consistent with BLM’s FLPMA obligations to inventory  its lands and their resources, "including outdoor recreation and scenic values" (43 U.S.C. § 1711(a)), which by definition includes wilderness character. FLPMA also obligates BLM to take this inventory into account when preparing land use plans, using and observing the principles of multiple use and sustained yield.  43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(4); 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(1). Through management plans, BLM can and should protect wilderness character and the many uses that wilderness character provides on the public lands through various management decisions, including by excluding or limiting certain uses of the public lands. See, 43 U.S.C. § 1712(e). This is necessary and consistent with the definition of multiple use, which identifies the importance of various aspects of wilderness character (such as recreation, wildlife, natural scenic values) and requires BLM's consideration of the relative values of these resources but "not necessarily to the combination of uses that will give the greatest economic return." 43 U.S.C. § 1702(c).

a. BLM should consider designating new Wilderness Study Areas.
We are aware of the April 2003 settlement agreement (Utah Settlement) between Secretary of the Interior Norton and the State of Utah (in which BLM abdicated its authority to designate any additional Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs)), and we maintain that this agreement is invalid and will ultimately be overturned in pending litigation. 
Recently, a federal court in Utah revoked its approval of the Utah Settlement, stating that its approval of the initial settlement was never intended to be interpreted as a binding consent decree. [Salt Lake Tribune August 10, 2005:  “Wilderness Deal No Longer OK with Judge,” attached].  Recognizing that the court’s decision undermined the legal ground for the Utah Settlement, the State of Utah and the Department of Interior have now formally withdrawn the settlement as it was originally submitted.  See, Motion to Stay Briefing and for a Status Conference, September 9, 2005, attached.  This casts serious doubt upon BLM’s current policy not to consider designating new WSAs.  Because the State of Utah and the Department of Interior have withdrawn their settlement and do not intend to seek a new consent decree, there is currently no binding consent decree and the BLM has not even issued any updated guidance seeking to continue applying this misguided, and illegal, policy.  

Even if the Utah Settlement is reinstated, not as a consent decree, it is illegal.  The Utah Settlement is based on an interpretation of FLPMA §§ 201, 202, and 603 that is contrary to FLPMA’s plain language.  Section 603 did not supersede or limit BLM’s authority under § 201 to undertake wilderness inventories, but rather relies explicitly on BLM having exactly that authority under § 201.  Nor did § 603 in any way limit BLM’s discretion under § 202 to manage its lands as it sees fit, including managing areas as § 202 WSAs in accordance with the Interim Management Policy (IMP).  Every prior administration has created WSAs under § 202 and they plainly had authority to do so.  This administration has such authority as well, making this a reasonable alternative deserving of consideration in this NEPA process.

The Utah Settlement is also illegal because the court in Utah lacked jurisdiction to prohibit designation of new WSAs nationwide, including in Oregon.  In light of the recent ruling and subsequent action of the parties, the Conservation Groups emphasize that the BLM can and should continue to designate new WSAs in this planning process, including the areas identified with this submission.  Further, if BLM fails to fulfill these obligations, it risks violating both FLPMA and NEPA, and jeopardizing the validity of this entire planning process.
b. BLM should also consider other management alternatives for protecting lands with wilderness characteristics.
The Utah Settlement does not affect BLM's obligation to value wilderness character or, according to BLM directives, the agency’s ability to protect that character, including in the development of management alternatives. In fact, BLM has not only claimed that it can continue to protect wilderness values, but has also committed to doing so. On September 29, 2003, BLM issued IMs 2003-274 and 2003-275, formalizing its policies concerning wilderness study and consideration of wilderness characteristics in the wake of the Utah Settlement. In the IMs and subsequent public statements, BLM has claimed that its abandonment of previous policy on WSAs would not prevent protection of lands with wilderness characteristics. The IMs contemplate that BLM can continue to inventory for and protect land “with wilderness characteristics,” such as naturalness or providing opportunities for solitude or primitive recreation, through the planning process. The IMs further provide for management that emphasizes “the protection of some or all of the wilderness characteristics as a priority,” even if this means prioritizing wilderness over other multiple uses.  This guidance does not limit its application to lands suitable for designation of WSAs; for instance, the guidance does not include a requirement for the lands at issue to generally comprise 5000-acre parcels or a requirement that the lands have all of the potential wilderness characteristics in order to merit protection.
In a February 12, 2004, letter to William Meadows, President of The Wilderness Society (attached), Assistant Secretaries of the Interior Rebecca Watson and Lynn Scarlett stated: “Wilderness characteristics can be protected by imposing a variety of designations and management prescriptions that are available to BLM as part of its resource management planning process.”  BLM’s Arizona State Office has recently issued guidance that elaborates upon this guidance by providing for identification of lands with wilderness characteristics and development of management prescriptions to protect and enhance these values (See IM No. AZ-2005-007, attached).  Similarly, the recently-released Draft RMP/EIS for the Roan Plateau (prepared by BLM’s Glenwood Springs Field Office, excerpts attached) includes at least one alternative that manages certain areas “to protect and maintain wilderness characteristics (naturalness, roadlessness, and outstanding opportunities for solitude” as a priority over other uses (pp. 2-53 through 2-54). The Roan Draft RMP/EIS recognizes that such management is consistent with the Utah Settlement, specifically stating that while no new WSAs can be designated, BLM can pursue the “protection and management of wilderness characteristics” (p. 1-5).  Also, in its Draft Alternatives for the Little Snake Field Office RMP, the BLM has inventoried for and identified proposed protective designations (and management prescriptions) for both “Lands With Wilderness Character Outside Existing WSAs” and “Lands With Backcountry Characteristics Outside Existing WSAs” (pp. 71-76, available on-line at http://nwcos.org/Resources/BLM%20Documents/BLM%20Final%20Alternatives%209-30-05.pdf and attached).
To ensure that wilderness values receive proper and sufficient attention as a critical aspect of land management in the Western Oregon BLM Lands, BLM must address wilderness as a separate and unique issue in the planning process including in its Planning Criteria, in the Analysis of the Management Situation and in each section of the RMPs.  Protection of lands with wilderness character should be identified as a major issue in the scoping report. This will assist the public in understanding the values of wilderness-quality lands and the potential effects of other multiple uses on wilderness character, as well as in communicating comments or concerns regarding the management of these lands to BLM. Because comments on protection of wilderness values will be clearly identified, BLM will be in a better position to clarify any misconceptions and provide complete responses.

In preparing the revised RMP and accompanying EIS, BLM should clearly present management alternatives in the context of protecting wilderness character and analyze environmental consequences to that character. The protection of wilderness character should also be identified as one of the major scoping issues in the RMP. BLM has been aware of these proposed wilderness areas for some time, and the agency must attend to them. In the “Alternatives” section of the RMP, BLM must include various ways to protect these lands in each of the management alternatives. In addition to considering designation of new WSAs, BLM should propose protective management prescriptions or other protective status (including mineral withdrawals, non-motorized recreation prescriptions, ACEC designations, and prohibitions on new road construction and erection of structures such as cell towers) for these lands. The Alternatives section must also discuss the implications of each alternative for the wilderness-quality lands in the Western Oregon BLM Lands.  Finally, BLM must specify the “Environmental Consequences” of the resource management decisions on the wilderness-quality lands in the planning areas. This discussion should include, but not be limited to, an analysis of the cumulative impacts of other activities (including those undertaken by non-federal entities) within the planning areas on these unique lands. In short, in every major section of the RMP, BLM must address wilderness-quality lands and citizen-proposed wilderness areas.  BLM should then take appropriate actions to protect wilderness character in the preferred management alternative.

5. Citizens have compiled substantial and significant, new information about lands with wilderness characteristics that should be protected.

As noted above, citizens have inventoried lands within the Western Oregon BLM Lands and identified lands with wilderness characteristics.  Much of this information was not available during the preparation of the current RMPs and, as significant new information, justifies development of new management prescriptions to protect these areas.  In “Oregon Wild,” Wilderness areas containing multiple roadless units are proposed in the Cascades and Klamath Mountains Ecoregions within the Western Oregon BLM Lands.  A summary of the more than one hundred inventoried areas larger than 1000 acres and a map showing their general locations, as well as digital data for mapping specific locations, are attached.  In addition, detailed information on each area is discussed below and/or attached.  
Although many of the roadless units within these areas contain less than 5,000 acres, these areas are of sufficient size and geographically positioned to provide wilderness quality experiences and benefits to the public.  Such areas are eligible for designation as WSAs, since they meet the definition of Wilderness as defined in the Wilderness Act, which requires that a Wilderness are “has at least five thousand acres of land or is of sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation and use in an unimpaired condition.”  16 U.S.C.§ 1131(c).  The proposed Wilderness areas and inventoried roadless units contain the other key characteristics of Wilderness, including naturalness, opportunities for solitude or primitive, unconfined recreation, and other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or historical value.  Ibid; see also, IM No. 2003-275 (Consideration of Wilderness Characteristics in Land Use Plans).  Further, BLM’s current guidance and practices, as discussed in detail above, do not include any minimum size requirements for protection of land with wilderness characteristics through other administrative designations or management prescriptions.  See, IM No. 2003-275 (Consideration of Wilderness Characteristics in Land Use Plans); IM No. AZ-2005-007 (State Director Guidance for Arizona Land Use Planning Efforts).
The BLM should inventory these areas and consider protecting their wilderness characteristics through this planning process.  The Conservation Groups also plan to provide supplemental information on these individual areas as this planning process continues. 
a. Zane Grey Roadless Area – located within the Proposed Wild Rogue Wilderness Additions:
Located on the Medford District of the BLM, the Zane Grey Roadless Area is about 25 miles northwest of Grants Pass. The 46,646-acre Zane Grey borders the designated Wild and Scenic Rogue River for some 26 miles. It is contiguous with the Wild and Scenic Rogue Wilderness Area to the northwest. The Zane Grey received its title from the famous adventure author who kept a cabin in the heart of the area.

Steep, precipitous canyons with elevations ranging from 400-3800 feet meander through the Zane Grey and feed into the Rogue River. Dozens of waterfalls cascade down the steep canyon walls in the spring. One rare plant species of stonecrop (Sedum moranii), a flower that grows right out of rock on dryer sites, is known to occur almost exclusively in the Zane Grey. Northern spotted owl, northern bald eagle, osprey, cougar, bear and Roosevelt elk all are known to inhabit the roadless area. The Zane Grey also provides important habitat for migrating anadromous fish.

The Zane Grey is a heavily visited and prized recreational area. People travel long distances to fish, hike, and raft on the river and the surrounding roadless area. The Wild and Scenic Rogue River corridor is managed under a lottery system for the escalating number of rafters desire to float through the canyon and camp on the banks of the river. While use is very concentrated along the river, the viewshed is the surrounding roadless landscape of the Zane Grey.
Past Inventory
The BLM, taking into account the requirements of the O&C Act, inventoried the Zane Grey Roadless Area in 1980. The BLM then determined the Zane Grey unit (11-16) lacked sufficient wilderness characteristics and removed the area from further study. In the Kelsey Whisky Final Landscape Management Plan, Proposed Medford District Resource Management Plan Amendments and Final Environmental Impact Statement (March 2003) the BLM choose not to re-inventory the Zane Grey as a WSA.

BLM must re-evaluate the entire Zane Grey Roadless Area (46,646 acres) as a Wilderness Study Area in its RMP update. The area is the largest forested BLM roadless area in the nation. Inventory and study of the roadless characteristics does not preclude the BLM from meeting the requirements of the O&C Act. Simply studying wilderness is not an irretrievable commitment of resources, nor does it forgo management in the future. 

New Inventory

During the original inventory conducted under Section 603 of FLPMA, BLM inventoried this unit as 45,000 acres. The BLM then shrank it to 18,460 acres, eliminating O&C lands that were commercially valuable for timber. However, there are many steep slopes, talus areas, riparian zones, rocky outcrops and oak savannas in the area. BLM needs to update the TPCC for the Zane Grey to accurately reflect the commercial timberlands in the roadless area. 

In the original inventory, the BLM decided that the non-timber acreage did not contain wilderness characteristics and did not have outstanding opportunities for solitude or unconfined recreation, even though an original unit of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System flows through it. Many designated Wilderness Areas with similar historic artifacts are evidence that wilderness characteristics exist despite old abandon mineshafts, cabins, etc.

Many of the old mines, bridge footings, and other unnatural features the BLM used to disqualify the area from wilderness study are actually in the designated Wild and Scenic River corridor. The BLM should consider two separate areas for wilderness review, on either side of this corridor. This was done in the Wild and Scenic Rogue Wilderness designation, and would be fitting for the Zane Grey WSA inventory and review.

b. Dakubetebe Roadless Area – located within the Proposed Siskiyou Crest Wilderness:
Located on the Medford District of the BLM, the Dakubetede Roadless Area includes approximately 6,500 acres, mostly on the south slopes of Anderson Butte, ranging in elevation from 2000 – 5200 feet. This remarkable island of low/mid-elevation wildland encompasses a complex mosaic of habitat types ranging from grasslands, diverse shrublands, mixed conifer/hardwood forest, late-seral dry site Douglas fir forest, oak woodland and rich riparian zones along Birch Creek, Rush Creek, and the Little Applegate River. 

The Dakubetede area functions as an important corridor for wildlife, serving as a migration route connecting high country ridges to the river and valley below. It is recognized as a critical winter range for deer, and supports healthy populations of cougar and bear. The Dakubetede contains Oregon’s only occurrence of the Siskiyou Black Birch along Birch Creek in Muddy Gulch. The largest grove of Western Juniper in the eastern Siskiyous is on the upper slopes of Anderson Butte. The globally imperiled association of Oregon Oak/Wedge-leaf Ceanothus/Idaho Fescue has examples here, as does the federally endangered lily Fritillaria gentneri and Sedum oblanceolatum. The size, low elevation and quality of habitat of this proposed Wilderness Study Area is unique, and the entire area is virtually free of yellow star thistle, a rare condition considering the extensive grassland and shrubland habitats.

c. Wellington Mountain Roadless Area – located within the Proposed Siskiyou Crest Wilderness.

Located on the Medford District of the BLM, the Wellington Mountain Roadless Area is 10 miles southeast of Grants Pass.  This roadless area includes two unentered intact watersheds, specifically Balls Branch (of Humbug Creek) and Long Gulch. These two pristine watersheds comprise not only special public lands but provide some of the very last refugia for forest and roadless dependent plant and wildlife in the Middle Applegate River Basin.  

Both Balls Branch and Long Gulch have threatened and endangered species such as Northern spotted owl and Fritillaria gentnerii.  Special Status plant sightings include Mimulus douglasii and Sedum oblanceolatum.  Resident juvenile steelhead and trout have been documented in the year around pools of Balls Branch.

Long Gulch is a unique and intact area holding some of the last remaining low elevation old growth and has the largest unfragmented stand of low elevation old growth (1,800 to 3,000 feet), and late seral forest left in the Applegate Basin. The roadless area contains a rich wildlife resource and habitat essential for maintaining species diversity.  The canyon’s marginal ecological position on a low elevation and generally south aspect, make it excellent for monitoring ecological change within an intact natural system.  Long Gulch is also significant in it’s trellised stream pattern and straight north/south layout.  The Wellington Roadless Area significance extends beyond the wildlife it supports; it constitutes an important undisturbed natural system.  

This entire roadless area is of sufficient size to be considered as a Wilderness Study Area and was nominated for WSA designation on August 5, 2001.  Ideally, this WSA would prevail inside the existing 11,200-acre ACEC, allowing for further study in a protected area unaffected by the imprint of man.  The wildness, naturalness and intactness are readily apparent to anyone who is privileged to visit. 

d. Greater Enchanted Forest Roadless Area – located within the Proposed Siskiyou Crest Wilderness:
Located on the Medford District of the BLM, the Greater Enchanted Forest Roadless Area is about 15 miles southeast of Grants Pass. The Greater Enchanted Forest is 4,900 acres, large enough to provide a wilderness experience. The roadless area serves as an integral component of a wildlife migration corridor covering 7.6 square miles. Scattered perennial springs in an area that is often very dry offer wildlife the opportunity to move between large tracts of habitat. This area is significant due to its intact, natural wild state. It contains a rich wildlife resource and habitat essential for maintaining species diversity. 

The Enchanted Forest is an old growth forest ecosystem with both uplands and a unique riparian area dominated by Douglas fir and a large number of ancient big leaf Maples. The area hosts forests that function as a nesting habitat for Northern spotted owl. The riparian area provides locally rare thermal cover and moisture resources for wildlife. 

The roadless area has threatened and endangered species such as two known pairs of Northern spotted owls, Northern Goshawk and Fritillaria gentnerii. Three species of plants that have been found in this area are on the Special Status Species List (Mimulus douglasii, Smilax californica and Lithophragma campanulatum).

Gold mines, old mining cabins and miles of trails offer a recreational, cultural and historical wilderness experience and do not prevent a wilderness experience or detract from the wilderness character of the area.

e. Additional “Oregon Wild” Proposed Wilderness Areas (described in Oregon Wild: Endangered Forest Wilderness), for which detailed descriptions of the areas, their wilderness characteristics and supplemental values, and the individual roadless units they contain are attached.  Each of these Proposed Wilderness Areas possesses both wilderness characteristics (such as naturalness and opportunities for solitude or primitive recreation) and supplemental values (such as beautiful scenery, wildlife habitat, riparian areas, broad recreation opportunities, and cultural resources).  These areas and certain of the special qualities that are used to define them in Oregon Wild, are listed below:

1. Clackamas – characterized as “Very Large Trees, Pacific Salmon and Clean Drinking Water.
2. Coast Range – characterized as “Temperate Rainforest”
3. Elk River – characterized as “Most Productive Salmon Watershed Remaining in the Lower 48 States”
4. Kalmiopsis Additions - characterized as “Largest and Most Ecologically Diverse Wildland in Oregon”
5. McKenzie - characterized as “Waterfalls, Bull Trout, Big Trees and Clean Water”
6. Mount Hood - characterized as “Portland’s Backyard Play Land with Pacific Salmon, Mountain Meadows and Big Trees”
7. North Umpqua - characterized as “Parklands, River Canyons, Salmon, Old Trees and Wildflowers”
8. Rogue-Umpqua - characterized as “Old-Growth Forests, Salmon Streams, Mountain Meadows and Wonderful Rock Formations”
9. Santiam - characterized as “Very Big, Very Old Trees and Lots of Wildflowers”
10. Siskiyou Crest - characterized as “Ecological Land Bridge between the Klamath and Cascades Mountains”
11. South Cascades - characterized as “High-Elevation Parklands and Lower-Elevation Forests”
12. Upper Willamette – Lower Elevation and Very Scenic Old-Growth Forests”
13. Wild Rogue Additions - characterized as “The Wildest Stretch of the Wild Rogue River”
Thank you for considering these scoping comments.  We look forward to seeing inventory for and protection of wilderness qualities comprehensively addressed as the revision of these six RMPs governing the Western Oregon BLM Lands continues.
Very truly yours,




The Wilderness Society

Bob Freimark, Senior Policy Analyst

1424 Fourth Avenue, Suite 816  

Seattle, WA 98101

206/624-6430 x228  

Nada Culver, Senior Counsel, Public Lands Campaign

BLM Action Center 

1660 Wynkoop, Suit 850

Denver, CO 80202

303/650-5818 Ext. 117

And on behalf of:

Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center

Joseph Vaile, Campaign Coordinator
P.O. Box 102   

Ashland, OR 97520

541/621-7808  

Oregon Natural Resources Council
Thomas Heiken, Western Oregon Field Representative
P.O. Box 11648
Eugene, OR 97440-3848

541/344-0675      

Sierra Club, Oregon Chapter

Ivan Maluski, Conservation Coordinator

2950 SE Stark, #110

Portland, OR 97214

503/238-0442, x204

Attachments and References

Attachments (submitted with mailed copy):
1. Salt Lake Tribune August 10, 2005:  “Wilderness Deal No Longer OK with Judge.”

2. State of Utah v. Norton, Motion to Stay Briefing and for a Status Conference, September 9, 2005.

3. February 12, 2004, letter to William Meadows, President of The Wilderness Society, from Assistant Secretaries of the Interior Rebecca Watson and Lynn Scarlett.
4. IM No. AZ-2005-007, State Director Guidance for Arizona Land Use Planning Efforts.
5. Draft RMP/EIS for the Roan Plateau, Glenwood Springs Field Office, pp.1-5, 2-53 through 2-54, Appendix G.
6. Draft Alternatives for the Little Snake Field Office RMP, pp. 71-76.
7. Summary of inventoried lands with wilderness characteristics in areas larger than 1,000 acres within the Western Oregon BLM Lands.

8. Map and digital data showing BLM Roadless Areas Greater than 1,000 acres in size in the six Western Oregon RMPs Under Revision

9. Relevant excerpts from Oregon Wild: Endangered Forest Wilderness, by Andy Kerr (Timber Press, 2004), describing various roadless areas – in hard copy and on disc:

Oregon Wild-Clackamas Wilderness (119-122)

Oregon Wild-Coast Range Wilderness (87-90)

Oregon Wild-Elk River Wilderness (90-93)

Oregon Wild-Kalmiopsis Wilderness Additions (102-105)

Oregon Wild-McKenzie Wilderness (125-128)

Oregon Wild-Mount Hood Wilderness Additions (129-132)

Oregon Wild-North Umpqua Wilderness (132-135)

Oregon Wild-Rogue-Umpqua Wilderness (135-138)

Oregon Wild-Santiam Wilderness (138-141)

Oregon Wild-Siskiyou Crest Wilderness (105-108)

Oregon Wild-South Cascades Wilderness (141-144)

Oregon Wild-Upper Willamette Wilderness (151-153)

Oregon Wild-Wild Rogue Wilderness Additions (111-114)
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