March 30, 2005

State Forests Program

c/o Roger Welty, Planning Specialist

2600 State Street, Salem 97310

e-mailed to rwelty @ odf.state.or.us.

CC: Jim Young, Coos District Forester

To Whom it Concerns:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Elliott State Forest Annual Operating Plans (AOP) for 2006. Before making your final recommendations, please consider these comments from the three conservation organizations listed at the end of this document.
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1. Harvest Levels for 2006 are too high. 

The 2006 AOP Summary states the Elliott’s Annual Objective for clearcuts is 510 acres, while the 2006 AOP target is 525 acres. The Coos District states the extra 15 acres of clearcutting is to catch up to past years of not meeting the objective. This is the second year in a row the Coos District has exceeded their clear-cutting target. In FY 2005 it was exceeded by 142 acres.
 

ODF argues that it is meeting the average target acres and volume for the Elliott’s HCP and FMP. But that target was made assuming there was an incidental take permit (ITP) for Marbled Murrelets past 2001
. Since this didn’t happen, it is understandable that there were “4 years where the acres of clearcut fell below the annual target due to murrelets.”
. ODF is not allowed to make that up now, since there is still no ITP for Marbled Murrelets. The target volume must be lowered for years 2001 through 2006 to reflect the fact that since 2001 there has been no MM ITP. 

The assumptions USF&W used when determining target volume included an ITP for years 2002, 2003, and 2004.
 Since this assumption was wrong, the Coos District should have lowered the target volume, especially when it was evident that MMs were causing the decline in the volume sold. 

“Surveys for murrelets resumed in 1998 in preparation for timber sales to be sold when the ITP expired in 2001and afterwards. As it turns out, the Elliott is a murrelet-rich environment and murrelets are found even on about 25 percent of timber sales proposed in “poor” murrelet habitat.  When murrelets are found, the proposed sale is scrapped or modified and a significant acreage of timber in the vicinity is set aside as a Marbled Murrelet Management Area (MMMA), thereby reducing the amount of timber available to sell.”
 

It is not legal for the ODF to play catch-up for those years now, trying to attain a target volume made under the assumption a MM ITP would be extended after 2001.

2. Young plantations on the Elliott must be thinned, not clearcut. 

The Forest Management Plan (FMP) and Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for the Elliott State Forest does not allow young plantations to be clearcut like the rotation cycle practiced on private lands. Greater protections are required on the Elliott by thinning plantations until the culmination of mean annual increment.

The Elliott FMP and HCP have an annual objective of 500 acres of “Conifer Partial Cut”. The 2006 AOP plan is for 0 acres of “Conifer Partial Cut” 
. Missing the HCP’s annual objective completely is not allowed without reconsulting. It is also not allowed under administrative rules. “Administrative rules prevent districts from adopting recommendations inconsistent with the forest management plans and implementation plans”
. If the FMP objective is to thin 500 acres, thinning 0 acres is not consistent with the FMP.

Also, clearcutting instead of thinning young plantations is not allowed in the HCP or FMP. “Units are selected for regeneration harvesting as they reach a designated rotation age.”
 Instead, the 2006 AOP clearcuts 30 and 40 year old forests in the 80 and 160 year rotation age basins. 

•
Kentucky Plantation clearcuts 88 acres of a 39 year old plantation in an 80 year rotation basin. 

•
Double Barrell sale clearcuts 91 acres of a 40 year old plantation in a 160 year rotation basin. 

•
Mill Creek Bridge #2 clearcuts 112 acres of a 42 year old plantation in an 80 year rotation basin.

•
Locked Marlow sale clearcuts 50 acres of a 71 year old plantation in an 80 year rotation basin.

The Elliott’s FMP and HCP are also clear in at least four other places that ODF cannot clearcut these young plantations. Only thinning is allowed:

i.
Table V-6 in the FMP,
 “Timeline for 75 Year Rotation”, says that units suitable for thinning can be proposed for sale as young as 25 years old. Stands 27-35 years old are “thinned with snag creation, group selection, and underplanting”. Stands 38 to 45 years old “are monitored for suitability for a second thinning.” Stands 40-50 years “are re-thinned with snag creation, group selection and underplanting.” Only at 75 years is “regeneration harvest” allowed in the short rotation watersheds.

ii. The FMP says that “harvest volume is maximized if harvest ages are set at the “culmination of mean annual increment,” or CMAI… CMAI for stands on the Elliott State Forest ranges from approximately age 100 to age 150…”
. The 2006 AOP summary is saying the opposite, that thinning young plantations before CMAI “would cause a significant economic loss due to the increased logging costs both at the time of thinning and clearcutting (due to lower volumes per acre).”
 The ODF should have explained this direct contradiction with the Forest Management Plan.

iii. The FMP says: “Commercial thinning is generally carried out in stands from 30 to 60 years of age, though older stands will require additional thinning if carried to an old rotation age.”

iv. The FMP says, “a no-thinning strategy is undesirable and would be avoided if possible.” If stands are geographically too difficult to thin, they should be precommercially thinned. “Regeneration harvest would be done on the same rotation timelines that would be used for stands commercially thinned with conventional methods.”
 

The HCP 5-year review also weighs in on thinning vs clearcutting young forests. It recommends using “thinning to reduce stand density and maintain hardwoods, particularly in young stands, prior to occupancy by owls, in order to develop and maintain the structural features of older forest, and ultimately develop additional forage, roost, and nest sites for spotted owls”.

Nowhere does the HCP or FMP allow regeneration harvest of a stand that should be scheduled for thinning instead. The ODF stated the reason for no thinning in 2006 is because the “Coos District will have a new Forest Management Plan… It is conceivable the new plan could require some of these stands to be clearcut in the next decade.”
. It is not legal to begin to implement your new FMP before it is approved or to begin implementation of a new HCP before an Environmental Impact Statement Record of Decision from the USFW, or before public input is complete on these plans. The current Forest Management Plan is what must guide the FY 2006 AOPs. “This plan will be in effect until it is replaced by a new plan.”
 The current plan calls for young plantations to be thinned. Proposals that clearcut young plantations must be dropped, or their prescription changed to thinning. 

If the ODF continues to implement the new FMP this year, the ODF should explain why they are only implementing the reduced protections for forests, without implementing the increased protections for streams. The new FMP requires retaining more trees in buffers near streams. The ODF must not pick the parts of the new FMP to implement that yields greater harvests while not implementing the parts that yield greater protections. 

Shortening rotations has huge implications for forest integrity by increasing disturbance and simplifying forest structure and composition. Shortened rotations moves the forest further from its historic range of variability.
 It precludes forest development from achieving a full range of seral conditions. Shortening rotations doubles soil disturbance from felling and yarding, increases road usage across streams, increases watershed disturbance from forest openings, and doubles pesticide use in watersheds.
Short-rotation forestry is not appropriate in Common School Fund Land. The constitutional requirement for the Elliott State Forest is to maximize revenue, not net present value (NPV). The land management strategy employed must maximize cash flow to the Common School Fund. It is within the investment strategy of the Common School Fund itself that the goal of optimal return is then satisfied. Optimal return (NPV) is not a burden of the Common School Fund lands. Therefore, no reason exists to shorten rotations from current lengths. Maximum cash to the Common School Fund occurs from rotations length near or beyond culmination of mean annual increment. 

Robert Curtis
 demonstrated that maximum tree growth for saw timber outputs is 80 to 120 years for high site Coast Range forest lands. 

Patterns of development of mean annual increment in relation to age predicted by the widely used DFSIM, SPS, TASS, and ORGANON simulators were examined. Although predictions differ considerably among simulators for portions of the range of sites, ages, and treatments, comparisons indicated that (1) culmination is relatively late, (2) the curve is relatively flat in the vicinity of culmination, and (3) systematic thinning tends to delay culmination. Harvest ages of 40 to 50 years reduce volume production relative to potential by amounts ranging from moderate to large according to site, treatment regime, and simulator. Within unknown upper limits, moderate extension of rotations to minimize conflicts among timber production and environmental, aesthetic, and wildlife values would not materially reduce long-term volume production and might increase value production.

Short-rotation forestry does not maximize revenue, as required for Common School Fund Lands. 

The 2005 AOPs also proposed clearcutting young plantations. This is the second year in a row that the ODF has violated the requirements of the Elliott FMP and HCP. In 2005, an additional 260 acres of young forest was proposed for clearcutting.

3. The best Owl habitat on the Elliott must be deferred from clearcutting.

The 2006 AOPs have proposed some of the best owl habitat on the Elliott for clearcutting. The Habitat Conservation Plan requires that ODF defer clearcutting these acres until there is nothing else left to cut.

Fish Cougar Divide will clearcut 306 acres of forests up to 136 years old. Bowl Bound Beaver will clearcut 70 acres of 124 year old forests, and Trout Head will clearcut 60 acres of forests 122 years old. Clearcutting these three sales now is not in accordance with the Elliott’s HCP
 for timber sale planning:

“Harvest scheduling will defer stands that meet the following criteria as long as suitable substitute areas are available.

* Stands with spotted owl occupancy.

* Stands in the 100 year age class or older that meet medium to high quality habitat standards for marbled murrelet nesting habitat.

* Stands closest to high quality marbled murrelet potential nesting habitat, northern spotted owl activity centers, and HCAs.”

All three sales listed above meet the standard of “stands in the 100 year age class or older…” Bowl Bound Beaver additionally meets the standard of “closest to high quality marbled murrelet potential nesting habitat, northern spotted owl activity centers, and HCA. It adjoins both a Marbled Murrelet Management Area (MMMA) and a Habitat Conservation Area (HCA). Trout Head meets the standard of “Stands with spotted owl occupancy.” Area III appears to be within the home range of the Johnson Creek Owl
 (See reason 7 below for more on Bowl Bound Beaver and Trout Head.)

The Elliott’s HCP requires that the ODF defer harvest on these three sales. Adhering to the HCP requirements for owl habitat is more important than ever. The 1995 HCP allowed an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) of 43 owls over 60 years and expected 26 owls to be supported “over 60 years”. Then the results of a 1998 survey (with the results released in a 2000 study
) showed the number of owl territories on the Elliott decreased by 48% (from 26 in 1993 to 12 in 1998) and the number of pair sites decreased by 54% (from 13 in 1993 to 7 in 1998). Only half the owls that should have been supported over 60 years remained after 5 years. In a 2003 study, zero northern spotted owls successfully nested, and for the first time, barred owls were documented on the forest. Barred owls were found at eight spotted owl sites. Half of those sites no longer have spotted owls.

The ODF should consider in the AOPs new information from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife service status review of the Northern Spotted Owl.
 Spotted owl numbers have fallen by nearly a quarter in sections of Oregon’s coast near the Elliott State Forest. To save the remaining owls on the Elliott State Forest, the best habitat for the spotted owls, outside of Habitat Conservation Areas, must be deferred from harvest.

Habitat Conservation Areas (HCAs) on the Elliott are not sufficient to protect the owls that the HCP assumed would be protected. In the HCP 5-year review, it was disclosed that the HCAs were not placed in the most optimal place for protecting known spotted owl sites. “Five of the HCAs… contain the activity center or known nest trees for spotted owl pair sites… Six spotted owl pair activity centers and two resident single activity center are not included in an HCA or other reserve. Of note, Roberts Creek and Salander Creek owl sites do not receive any protection from reserves in the HCP.”
 This is why it has been possible for the Coos District to systematically destroy the Salander Creek owl site with clearcutting in its home range and use areas in the 2005 Salander Top sale and the 2004 Lone Surprise timber sale.

When clearcutting mature forests on the Elliott, the Coos District cannot claim that HCAs will protect the owl population. ODFs own 5-year review of the HCP illustrates that “delineation of HCAs is not entirely consistent with known spotted owl core areas. Of the 15 core areas, only 6 are wholly or partially within HCAs… only a few of the HCAs include areas known to receive high use by active spotted owl pairs. In particular, the lack of HCAs including the core use areas of Roberts Creek and Salander Creek may result in lack of adequate protection to maintain these highly productive sites…”
 The review continues: “…the HCP does not take a site-specific approach to conservation of spotted owls, with the exception of the 70 acre core areas, which were retired after five years, and seasonal restrictions on owl nest sites. Under the HCP, there is no specific protection for Roberts Creek or Salander Creek owl sites.”

Since HCAs do not protect owls on the Elliott, the other recommendations of the HCP and FMP, listed above, must be used instead. The HCP 5-year review says: 

“The five HCAs that contain active spotted owl nest sites or activity centers are not configured to contain the core use areas for the sites where this area has been identified. Six spotted owl pair activity centers and two resident single activity centers are not included in an HCA or other reserve. In particular, the two sites noted as being important to the Elliott population because of their demonstrated ability to contribute new individuals into the spotted owl populations, Roberts Creek and Salander Creek, are not included in any HCAs.”
 

Therefore, it is even more important that older forests outside of HCAs meet the harvest scheduling recommendations of the Elliott’s HCP

4. Aquatic Habitat must have greater protections.

Aquatic habitats in the Elliott’s 2006 AOPs are not sufficiently protected from the effects of cumulative clearcut harvest openings. For instance, some timber sales were proposed directly across a stream from recent clearcuts. Trout Head, Area II, was directly on the other side of Trout Creek from Dry Moby, currently being yarded. Bowl Bound Beaver was immediately across Beaver Creek from the Lower Beaver sale, clearcut in 2004. These fish bearing streams have as little as 75 feet buffer each side, for a total of 150 feet wide strip of forest between the clearcuts, except for yarding corridors.

National Marine Fisheries Service says cumulative impacts cause problems: 

“Watershed processes resilient enough to withstand disturbance from a single, site-specific action may be overwhelmed by the cumulative effect of multiple, widespread actions over time. Cumulative effects may impact ecological processes over large scales—resulting in a loss of habitat quality throughout a watershed. Effects assessments that identify potential risks solely for individual actions do not consider the complex interactions between upland, riparian, and aquatic processes which determine and sustain watershed health. They have therefore contributed to many of the current problems with water quality, habitat degradation and species status.

Jones and Grant (1996) document that excessive clearcut harvesting and roading together can result in altered hydrology of forested watersheds. Their analysis indicates peak flow increases due to roading and clearcut harvesting are as much as 50% in small basins and 100% in large basins, over control basins. 

The Elliott State Forest 2003 Watershed Analysis appears to disagree with NMFS and accepted research. It says that research “indicates that increases in peak flows due to clearcut harvest and road building are minor”
. Therefore, there are “no recommended actions or monitoring suggestions on the issue of peak flow increases from timber harvest and road construction…”
 However, until this research can be peer reviewed, the ODF should include a watershed scale effect summary of cumulative effects in pre-operation reports that at least documents the percent of the watershed under 15 years old.

5. Unstable slopes should not be clearcut.

The Elliott 2006 AOPs documented problems with clearcut harvesting on unstable slopes.  The Elliott State Forest contains some of the most unstable slopes in Oregon, the “Tyee Core Area”. Most the proposed sales are also in “high landslide hazard locations”. At least four of the sales have unstable slope problems so serious they could affect fish habitat. The quotes are from the sale pre-operation reports:

•
Trout Head will clearcut next to Trout Creek, a fish-bearing stream. “A debris flow initiating in Area II appears likely to deposit in the fish bearing portion of Trout Creek.”
 

•
Mill Creek Bridge #2 logs in the Mill Creek watershed, a large fish bearing tributary to the Umpqua River. “A debris flow originating on the north aspect slopes is likely to deposit in Mill Creek… The road may capture some of the potential debris flow material; however a larger debris flow is likely to flow across the road and deposit in Mill Creek.”

•
The Fish Cougar Divide sale is a 306 acre clearcut. All units are adjacent to fish bearing streams. “Area 1: Steep slopes above Fish Creek appear capable of delivering an open-slope debris flow to the stream. It is likely that deposition would occur in the creek. Slopes on the SW flowing basin are likely to deliver a debris flow to the junction with Fish Creek.” For Area 2, “Steep slopes… directly above Fish Creek tributary is likely to deliver and deposit in Fish Creek.” Area 3, 4, and 5 also have a “potential debris flow track”, and Area 6 has steep slopes that “appear likely to deliver an open-slope debris flow” to Cougar Creek.

•
Bowl Bound Beaver has three drainages that “are likely to deliver material to Type F Beaver Creek, and deposit at their confluences with the mainstem.”

To address the landslide problem, ODF proposes to retain at least 10 trees per acre within 100 feet of non-fish bearing streams that could deliver land slides to fish-bearing streams. However, this mitigation fails to address the excess sediment delivery to streams that harms fish and destroys spawning habitat. Also, there is no lower diameter limit on the retained trees, allowing trees to be left that are of limited or no use as in-stream habitat. 

Instead, no harvest should be conducted on slopes that could accelerate landslide activity. ODF has determined that clearcut harvesting can double landslide activity on unroaded slopes, and accelerate it substantially more on roaded unstable slopes. 

6. Herbicides use should be reduced.

The ODF has proposed aerial spraying Aresenal, Garlon or Accord (glyphosate) herbicides on 90% of the clearcuts, or on about 450 acres. The Elliott has never monitored the effects of this herbicide spraying on non-target species, such as fish and birds. All herbicide spraying should be stopped until the ODF can assure its safety. The adjoining BLM lands are not treated with herbicides, and they have successful reforestation of regeneration harvests. 

Simply following the label is not enough to ensure herbicide safety for wildlife. Recent research has demonstrated that herbicides can have more insidious effects then previously thought. For instance, studies of farmers and other people exposed to glyphosate herbicides have shown that this exposure is linked with increased risks of the cancer non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma, miscarriages, and attention deficit disorder. Glyphosate herbicides caused genetic damage and damage to the immune system in fish. In frogs, glyphosate herbicides caused genetic damage and abnormal development.

If the ODF does not discontinue or reduce the use of pesticides, the ODF should be especially careful when forcing people, such as prisoners, to work with herbicides, or work in units that have had an herbicide application.

The 2006 AOP summary states “Coos District practices integrated pest management and uses means other than herbicides when appropriate such as mechanical release (i.e. chainsaws).”
 Yet every pre-operations report, for all 8 sale proposals, uses herbicides. Not one “uses means other than herbicides”. Since the district claims IPM is being used, the district should explain how IPM is used. 

Integrated Pest Management (IPM) is more than just using various treatments for unwanted vegetation. It is also a philosophy of how to avoid unwanted vegetation to begin with. For instance, thinning instead of clearcutting provides shade that inhibits some species of unwanted brush, so thinning could be a component of the district’s IPM program. Another example of IPM would be the requirement for logging equipment to be washed before entering the Elliott Forest, to cleanse off invasive weed seeds and pathogens. Since the BLM requires this, there are washing stations easily available in the area and the operators are used to it. If the Coos District implemented the same policy, less herbicide would be necessary on landings and roadsides.

7. Individual Sale issues

The Bowl Bound Beaver sale will clearcut 70 acres of 124 year old forests that are a connection between the Trout Mouth Marbled Murrelet Management Area (MMMA) on its west boundary, and the Beaver Creek Habitat Conservation Area (HCA) on its east boundary. These two areas of protected older forests are connected by the Bowl Bound Beaver timber sale. Clearcutting here will increase habitat fragmentation. 

The Pre-Operations Report says, “The sale areas are isolated residual stands or are located on the edge of a contiguous block of mature timber and does not increase fragmentation of interior habitat”.
 This is incorrect. There is a clearcut adjoining Bowl Bound Beaver on it’s south side, but the north side is the stream buffer, the west side is the Trout Mouth MMMA, and the west side is the Beaver Creek HCA. Bowl Bound Beaver is neither isolated nor on the edge of mature timber. 

In fact, it appears that the Beaver Creek HCA contains some old clearcuts, and that the Bowl Bound Beaver sale area has better owl habitat. HCAs and MMMAs are supposed to contain the best older habitat in the area. The pre-operations report for BBB should have described how this sale proposal does not violate this requirement. It should also have described how it will degrade, or not, the adjoining MMMAs and HCAs. In other words, the pre-operation reports should recognize there are cumulative effects and edge effects to the timber sale proposals on endangered species.

ODF’s own HCP 5-year review is clear in that Bowl Bound Beaver should be deferred from harvest: 

“Research recommendations for management of spotted owl sites (short-term)…

• avoid tree harvest in …high use areas or areas of older forest within owl ranges;

• maintain areas of mature and old forest that are used by spotted owls…

• Maintain riparian and hardwood areas in spotted owl home ranges and between adjacent spotted owl territories, particularly in areas with little mature or old forest”

The HCP
 also requires this stand to be deferred. See reason 3 above.

Trout Head timber sale proposal, Area III is within in the home range of the Johnson Creek Owl
 The Pre-Operations Report failed to mention this. It is important information since the HCP requires stands with spotted owl occupancy to be deferred.
 Even though this stand is in an 80-year rotation watershed, there are other requirements of the HCP to be considered. In the 2003 owl study on the Elliott, the Johnson Creek female was found in the southern part of the core area
, the location of the Trout Head sale. This unit must be dropped.

Mill Creek Bridge #2 sale clearcuts in a scenic region next to the Loon Lake recreation areas. It also clearcuts right over a dispersed campground. The Pre-operations report found that clearcutting over the dispersed campground is not a conflict with dispersed recreation. This is an unreasonable conclusion. The dispersed campground is private, pretty, enclosed by trees, with a place to park a car and a fire-ring. Clearcutting the trees in the camp is definitely a conflict to continued camping here. In the spirit of multiple use, the ODF should leave a healthy buffer of trees around the campsite – or at least only thin the trees in the vicinity. The Pre-Operation report also claims that by clearcutting, hunting will be enhanced, thus enhancing recreation. The pre-operations report failed to consider that this unit is adjacent to a paved road with all the Loon Lake recreation traffic. Increased deer populations could increase collisions with vehicles. 

Fish Cougar Divide has one unit that is 108 acres, Area 2, just 12 acres short of the Oregon Forest Practices limit of 120 acres. If there is a recent clearcut near the border of Area 2, it will likely exceed the legal size for clearcut openings.

Fish Cougar Divide also has some unique habitat that should be protected from clearcut harvest and herbicides. North of road 7640 that goes through Area 2, near the western boundary of the unit, there is a vertical rock wall that is over 50 feet tall. The vegetation living in the crevices and on the surface of this impressive rock wall could also be unique. The trees in front of the rock face are large, almost hiding the wall, and sheltering it from the elements. There are several rock faces with unique habitats scattered around the Elliott Forest, but not so many that some shouldn't be protected. Please consider sparing this unique and special place from clearcutting and herbicide spray with a buffer to shade and protect it, both above and below the rock wall, extending to road 7640.

8. Retaining old growth and defining second growth.

At the Oregon Board of Forestry meeting last year in Coos Bay the ODF said they would no longer be cutting any old-growth on the Elliott. This was soon after the old growth groves were cut in the Lone Surprise timber sale. Better late than never. We appreciate the effort to protect these rare trees in the Elliott.

However, I did not see this safeguard for remnant old-growth trees or groves in either the pre-operations report, nor in the 2006 AOP summary. There could be an occasional old-growth tree in some of the units. For instance, Map 9.4 in the watershed analysis
 indicates there is old-growth in the Salander Top timber sale in section 13. This 2005 sale was auctioned after the announcement you would no longer cut old-growth, yet the AOP for Salander Top did not promise to reserve old-growth. 

In Mill Creek Bridge, near it’s eastern boundary we saw an old growth tree that could have been included in the sale area, or it could have been across the line on BLM land. Since this sale is in a plantation created by logging old-growth (not by the fire), there could be residual old-growth trees scattered within the unit. The same could be true for Locked Marlow, clearcut in 1930, or other plantations in the 2006 AOPs.

To promote ODFs intentions, there should be a clause in all Pre-Operation reports that any residual old-growth trees in units will be retained. The AOPs should specify that remnant old-growth trees will be reserved from harvest and efforts will be made to protect them from operational damage, like use as rub trees or tail-hold trees. 

“Old Growth” should be defined as 156 years old and up, because that is how the Elliott’s HCP defines old growth, “Late successional forest — A mature and/or old growth forest stand. Typical characteristics are moderate to high canopy closure; a multi-layered, multispecies canopy dominated by large overstory trees; numerous large snags; and abundant large woody debris (such as fallen trees) on the ground. In this document, [old growth] refers to stands 156 years or older (160 year age class and up)”

What is second growth? All the Pre-Operation Reports state that every “timber sale is second-growth Douglas-fir….”. The term second-growth is applied to 150 year old native forests regenerated after the 1868 fire, as well as to plantations created by clearcutting old-growth that escaped the fire. We believe the latter is the appropriate definition. The term “second-growth” should not be applied to native, unmanaged forests that regenerated from the 1868 fire. The Elliott’s HCP uses the term “second growth” three times, always applied to a “managed forest”. The Coos District should align their definition of second growth to that of your HCP.

If “second-growth” is applied to all forests regenerated from fire, then there is no such thing as first-growth. All old-growth forests in the Pacific Northwest originated from fire – some from a fire 500 years ago, some 300 years ago and some 140 years ago. Calling native, mature, never-before-logged forests “second-growth”, the same name used for human-created plantations, lessens their historic value. Devaluing the ecological importance of native forests on the Elliott might be good for justifying their conversion to plantations, but it is not in keeping with the general use of the term “second-growth”.

Native forests are far more valuable to wildlife and ecosystems than plantations created from nursery stock. Calling native forests “second growth” brings them down to the level of an even aged plantation. Mature, native forests should be called a native forest, or an original forest, or a virgin forest or old-growth if it is over 156 years old. Calling them “second growth” to justify their use by the timber industry, is not a frank and candid description.

9. Recreation

The 2006 AOP summary states that the Coos District is participating with a group of cooperating agencies and landowners named the Coos Regional Trails Partnership to develop a plan for building trails. How long has this partnership been in effect? We have always encouraged you to designate hiking trails on the Elliott. Is it getting closer to happening?

Unauthorized ATV trails on the Elliott State Forest have caused problems in aquatic resources in the past.
 In spite of this, the 2006 AOP summary states: “All of the roads that fall under this operations plan that are not surfaced will be closed to traffic, with the exception of ATV'S…”
 Neither the Elliott’s Forest Management Plan nor the Habitat Conservation Plan authorize unregulated ATV use on the forest. 

Encouraging ATV to use on closed logging roads has an unknown environmental effect on natural resources. The Coos District does not even regulate ATVs in Habitat Conservation Areas, even during the Owl’s nesting season. Until ATV use is authorized in a HCP or FMP, the ODF cannot encourage their use now by allowing them to ride on closed logging roads.

This concludes our comments for the Elliott’s 2006 Annual Operating Plans. Please reduce your acres of clearcutting and increase your acres of thinning to match target volumes outlined in the Elliott’s Forest Management Plan and Habitat Conservation Plan, adjusted for the lack of a Marbled Murrelet ITP since 2001. Do not implement your new Forest Management Plan until the public has had a chance to review and comment on the final edition and it has been accepted by the State of Oregon.

Sincerely

Francis Eatherington

Umpqua Watersheds, Inc.

P.O. Box 101

Roseburg, OR  97470

541-672-7065    francis@umpqua-watersheds.org

Ivan Maluski

Oregon Chapter Sierra Club

2950 SE Stark, #110

Portland, OR 97214

503-243-6656 x304    ivan.maluski@sierraclub.org

Josh Laughlin

Cascadia Wildlands Project

P.O. Box 10455

Eugene, OR  97440

541 434-1463  jlaughlin@cascwild.org
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