
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

March 15, 2019 

 

Cheryl Adcock, Siuslaw Field Manager 

Bureau of Land Management 

Siuslaw Field Office 

3106 Pierce Parkway, Suite E 

Springfield, OR 97477-7910 

 

 

In Reply to:  South Siuslaw EA  

 

Dear Ms. Adcock: 

 

American Forest Resource Council (AFRC) is a regional trade association whose 

purpose is to advocate for sustained yield timber harvests on public timberlands 

throughout the West to enhance forest health and resistance to fire, insects, and disease.  

We do this by promoting active management to attain productive public forests, protect 

adjoining private forests, and assure community stability.  We work to improve federal 

and state laws, regulations, policies and decisions regarding access to and management of 

public forest lands and protection of all forest lands.  AFRC represents over 50 forest 

product businesses and forest landowners throughout the West.  Many of our members 

have their operations in communities adjacent to the Siuslaw Resource Area, and the 

management on these lands ultimately dictates not only the viability of their businesses, 

but also the economic health of the communities themselves.  The state of Oregon’s 

forest sector employs approximately 61,000 Oregonians, with AFRC’s membership 

directly and indirectly constituting a large percentage of those jobs.  Rural communities, 

such as the ones affected by this project, are particularly sensitive to the forest product 

sector in that more than 50% of all manufacturing jobs are in wood manufacturing.   

 

We are glad to see the Northwest Oregon District proposing treatments in the Late 

Successional Reserve (LSR) and Riparian Reserve (RR) land allocation that will likely 

provide useful timber products to our membership.  Our members depend on a 

predictable and economical supply of timber products off BLM land to run their 

businesses and to provide useful wood products to the American public.  In the near-term, 



the timber products generated off lands designated as LSR are just as important to our 

membership as the timber generated off the Harvestable Land Base (HLB).  On the 

Siuslaw Resource Area, the importance of this LSR timber supply is even more important 

following the release of the BLM’s new resource management plans where the RA’s LSR 

system grew in acreage and the HLB shrunk in acreage.  Ensuring that timber sales 

designed and sold off this project are done so in an economically viable manner is critical 

to their implementation which will ensure the delivery of timber products to the local 

infrastructure and ensure the attainment of the LSR objectives described in the scoping 

notice.  In our scoping comments we recommended reviewing the purpose & need off a 

recently completed LSR thinning EA on the Salem BLM (Testament Creek EA) which 

included “contributing a supply of timber to support the stability of local communities 

and industries (developed to meet the O&C Lands Act of 1937) by implementing complex 

forest treatments through multiple timber sales” in the project’s purpose & need 

statement.  We are disappointed that the Siuslaw FO deferred incorporating this critical 

need into the South Siuslaw EA.  Regardless, we assume that the FO is aware of the 

importance of the timber products being provided by this project and the importance of 

their economic delivery to local manufacturing facilities and urge you to work to develop 

timber sales that are viable in the current market. 

 

 It is important to AFRC that the BLM analyze and implement vegetation 

management treatments that are consistent with management direction outlined in the 

relevant management plan.  For the South Siuslaw project, this plan is the 2016 NCO 

RMPs and the direction is that of the Late Successional Reserve outlined on pages 64-67 

of that plan.  Here, the RMP identifies four Management Objectives, three of which seem 

relevant to this project: 

 

• Maintain nesting-roosting habitat for the northern spotted owl  

• Promote the development of nesting-roosting habitat for the northern spotted owl in 

stands that do not currently support northern spotted owl nesting and roosting 

• Promote the development and maintenance of foraging habitat for the northern 

spotted owl, including creating and maintaining habitat to increase diversity and 

abundance of prey for the northern spotted owl 

Subsequent Direction directs the BLM to use silvicultural treatments to accelerate the 

development of NRF habitat where it does not exist.  We believe that it is this direction 

that the BLM is exercising in the South Siuslaw project, which we support as it will 

likely contribute timber byproducts to our membership.  However, we are confused 

regarding the development of the three action alternatives and how their design meets 

both the Management Objectives and the plan Direction. 

 



The management objectives guide the BLM to promote the development of NSO 

NRF and foraging habitat where it does not exist; there are not spatial limitations to this 

objective—meaning that the BLM should be promoting these two habitat types with 

active management wherever they do not exist in the LSR.  So, we are confused as to 

why the FO identified Issue 1 in the EA, which focuses on the availability of NRF habitat 

relevant to spotted owl “sites.”  The only reason we can conceive for the consideration of 

this issue and the Alternatives that it generated is the requirement for the BLM to avoid 

incidental take of spotted owls as required by the 2016 RMPs; but that is not clarified in 

the EA.  Besides, direction in the RMPs on assessing incidental take clearly directs the 

BLM to only consider sites where owls are “actually present” (NCO RMP pg. 105); 

whereas both alternatives 3 and 4 from the South Siuslaw EA modify treatments based on 

potential owl sites.  Appendix A provides some direction on causing the loss of NRF 

habitat, but again, this project is managing primarily in dispersal habitat.  Based solely on 

the direction of your RMP we believe you should be implementing silvicultural 

treatments across the LSR that best accelerate the development of NRF habitat as 

long as such treatments do not result in incidental take.  Modifying treatments to 

“thin lightly” based on historic owl occupancy or in “potential” owl sites seems to be in 

conflict with the objectives and direction laid out in your RMP; particularly since these 

“light thinnings” appear to come at the cost of meeting your RMP objectives of 

accelerating the development of NSO NRF habitat.  Could you please clarify exactly 

why each action alternative includes some level of thinning that is modified to a 

lighter-touch based on location relevant to both active and potential owl sites; and 

which particular Management Objective you will be addressing by incorporating 

such modified treatments that retard the development of NRF and/or foraging 

habitat for the NSO? 

 

AFRC is glad to see that the BLM is considering proactive management in 

riparian reserves.  Based on our field visits during scoping, it was clear that the 

overstocked and uniform stand characteristics that exist in the uplands also exist in the 

riparian areas.   

 

AFRC is also glad to see that the BLM is moving forward with active 

management in stands regardless of their age.  AFRC believes that the BLM should be 

basing its management decisions solely on stand conditions and characteristics.  As a 

forester who has worked in the northwest for over ten years, I’ve learned that age is often 

a poor indicator of stand characteristics.  I have seen stands that are 85 years old and are 

in need of density management treatments, and I have seen stands that are 75 years old 

are not in need of density management treatments.  Selecting a certain age and basing 

decisions solely on it is a flawed approach to sound forest management, and we thank the 

Siuslaw FO for taking a more professional approach on this project. 



 

The timber products provided by the BLM are crucial to the health of our 

membership.  Without the raw material sold by the BLM these mills would be unable to 

produce the amount of wood products that the citizens of this country demand.  Without 

this material our members would also be unable to run their mills at capacities that keep 

their employees working, which is crucial to the health of the communities that they 

operate in.  These benefits can only be realized if the BLM sells their timber products 

through sales that are economically viable.  This viability is tied to both the volume and 

type of timber products sold and the manner in which these products are permitted to be 

delivered from the forest to the mills.  There are many ways to design a timber sale that 

allows a purchaser the ability to deliver logs to their mill in an efficient manner while 

also adhering to the necessary practices that are designed to protect the environmental 

resources present on BLM forestland. 

 

The primary issues affecting the ability of our members to feasibly deliver logs to 

their mills are firm operating restrictions.  As stated above, we understand that the BLM 

must take necessary precautions to protect their resources; however, we believe that in 

many cases there are conditions that exist on the ground that are not in step with many of 

the restrictions described in BLM EA’s and contracts (i.e. dry conditions during wet 

season, wet conditions during dry season).  We would like the BLM to shift their 

methods for protecting resources from that of firm prescriptive restrictions to one that 

focuses on descriptive end-results; in other words, describe what you would like the end 

result to be rather than prescribing how to get there.  There are a variety of operators that 

work in the Northwest Oregon BLM market area with a variety of skills and equipment.  

Developing a contract that firmly describes how any given unit shall be logged may 

inherently limit the abilities of certain operators.  For example, restricting certain types of 

ground-based equipment rather than describing what condition the soils should be at the 

end of the contract period unnecessarily limits the ability of certain operators to complete 

a sale in an appropriate manner with the proper and cautious use of their equipment.  To 

address this issue we would like to see flexibility in the contract to allow a variety of 

equipment to the sale areas.  We feel that there are several ways to properly harvest any 

piece of ground, and certain restrictive language can limit some potential operators.  

Though some of the proposal area is planned for cable harvest, there are opportunities to 

use certain ground equipment such as fellerbunchers and processors in the units to make 

cable yarding more efficient.  Allowing the use of processors and fellerbunchers 

throughout these units can greatly increase its economic viability, and in some cases 

decrease disturbance by decreasing the amount of cable corridors, reduce damage to the 

residual stand and provide a more even distribution of woody debris following harvest.   

 



Constructing forest roads is essential if active management is desired, and we are 

glad that the BLM is proposing the roads that are needed to access and treat as much as 

the project area as possible in an economically feasible way.  Proper road design and 

layout should pose little to no negative impacts on water quality or slope stability.  

Consistent and steady operation time throughout the year is important for our members 

not only to supply a steady source of timber for their mills, but also to keep their 

employees working.  These two values are intangible and hard to quantify as dollar 

figures in a graph or table, but they are important factors to consider.  The ability to yard 

and haul timber in the winter months will often make the difference between a sale 

selling and not, and we are glad the BLM is working to accommodate this.   

 

AFRC is happy to be involved in the planning, environmental assessment (EA), 

and decision-making process for the South Siuslaw EA.  Should you have any questions 

regarding the above comments, please contact me at 541-525-6113 or 

ageissler@amforest.org. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Andy Geissler 

Federal Timber Program Director 

American Forest Resource Council 
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