
January 3, 2017 

MacKenzie Marketing G roup, LLC 
No rth west Forest Pl an Science Synthes is 
107 SE Was hington. S uite 253 
Portl and, OR 97214 

Re: Comments on the N orthwest Fo rest P lan Science Synthesis 

The Assoc iation of O&C Counti es (AOCC) represents 17 Counties that lie within the area 
managed under the Northwest Forest Plan (NWFP). In some of the Counties the majority of the 
lands are uncl er Federal management. The Counties are affected in many ways by federal 
management po li cies, inc luding the effects of those policies on timber harvesting on the 
"controverted" Forest Se rv ice lands and BLM managed O&C lands, the receipts from both of 
whi ch are shared with AOCC's members pursuant to 43 US.C ] 181f. The County revenue share 
from those lands is 50 pe rcent. In addition, almost all of AOCC's members contain large areas of 
Nation 2ti Fo res ts. th e limber rece ipts from whi ch are shared with Counties for funding schools 
and road s under the Acts of 1908 and 19] 1. ' T he County share of receipts from those National 
Forest lands is 25 percent. 

AOCC has a direc t stake in how sc ience synthes is characterizes the Forest Service and the BLM 
l ~lI1ds. Management of' these lands ge nerates revenue the Counties utili ze to fund essential public 
serv ices and co ntribute to the economic we ll-being of these rural communiti es. Our comments 
wi ll address the sc ienti f ic content of the synthesis and significant omissions. 

The socioeconomi c sec tion states the key question facing the Forest Service as it revises its 
pl ans. "How to meet Ihe N WFP goa! o(producing a predictable and sustainable supply o/timber 
in thefitture to contribule 10 community socioeconomic ·well-being. " In addition to the payments 
to Counties from the sale of timber from BLM O&C lands, Forest Service controverted lands and 
ord inary Nat iona l Fo res t lands, the Federal timber supp ly supports the wood products 
infra structure that creates j obs cri tica l for the soc ioeconomic well-being in rural communities. 
The Forest Service and the BLM have yet to demonstrate that under the NWFP they will deli ver 
on President C li nton 's prom ise of a predictab le and sustainable supply of timber. The NWFP 
has direct ly and dramaticall y adve rse ly impacted rural O&C counties. 
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T he soc ioeco nomi c section states: 

J) "Under the N WFP record oldecision, trees older than 80 years cannot be harvested, and 
the supply o.l younger trees for harvest through commercial thinning will decline over 
time. Thus it will not be possible to produce a sustainable supply of timber over the long 
termfi-omfederal lands, or to meet the probable sale quantity (PSQ) stipulated by the 
record ol decision, under current practice and management direction. " 

2) "Under the NWFP, federal timber harvest isfocused on plantations within late­
successional reserves and matrix lands. Timber harvest prescriptions rely on commercial 
thinning olstems younger than 80 years. " 

3) "Landscape model projections for western Oregon that accountfor tilnber harvest and 
forest succession and the current distribution of stand age classes on old plantations on 
Forest Service lands both indicate that the availability of harvest able timber under the 
NWFP will decline in the coming decades. " 

Nowhere in the 1994 N WFP Record ofDecision_CROD) does it state that trees older than 80 
yea rs cannot be harvested. The N WFP ROD estimated the arumal probable sale quantity of 1.1 
billion bomd fee t ['o r th e NWFP, 'vvhi ch was based on a sustainable strategy of thinning and 
regeneration hmvest entire ly from the Matrix land use allocation. Most of the volume in those 
estimates was from mature forest o lder than 80 years. 

Under the options cons idered for the NWFP the most conservative was Option 1, which did not 
permit harves t ot' stands that were curren tl y (in 1994) over 80 years. Option 1 had a sustainable 
hmvest leve l of on ly l 00 million board feet. The ROD stated this option was not selected 
because it would not provide an adequate timber supply when compared to the preferred 
a lternative COption 9). The statement in the synthesis that trees 80 years and older cannot be 
harvested was outside the ran ge of a lternatives even considered for the NWFP because under 
Option 1 the 80 year o ld trees of today were only 60 years old at the time of the NWFP. 
Statement number 2 above correctly states how the Federal agencies have conducted harvest, but 
thi s is not w hat the NWFP called for. Statement number 2 should include clarifying statements 
that thi s is a departlll'e from NWFP Matrix management. 

State ment Ilumber 3 above co rrect ly states that Cllrrent practices are not sustainable but fails to 
exp lain why the f edera l agenc ies have abandoned the principles of sustained yield management. 
Both the Tntrod ucti on and Soc ioeco nomi c sections state that "Federal timber harvest in the 
NWFP area was only 54 percent ojjJlan goals. " T his omits the fact that the agencies have been 
co unting thinning harves t from rese rves as meeting the plan goals. The harvest levels for the 
N WFP were based on the Matrix allocation alone (16% of the NWFP area) and were never 
intended to include thinning vol ume from reserves. 

The h8rvest vo lume from thinning is not comparable to the timber production envisioned under 
the NWFP. Tllinn ing of small di amete r trees involves higher logging costs and the material is of 
Jesser val ue than mature, larger diameter trees. As stated this thinning-only approach is not 
sustainable, thus it is not cons istent w ith the N WFP goal for a sustainable harvest. The 20-year 
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monitoring goes further with mi sleading spin in stating - "Volume ofJeredfrom NFS and ELM 
Lands hasfluctuated, hUI has been on a general upward trend since 2000, " The NWFP 
monito rin g qLles ti on to gauge if harvest goals are being met only asks if "predictable levels of 
timber and non-limber resources available and being produced", This omits the question of 
sustainability, treats a ll volume as the same in value, and does not show how much volume wa~ 
harvested from the Matri x. The way this synthesis and monitoring reports the "achievement" of 
the NWFP harvest goa ls are incomplete and misleading, at best. 

The Socioeconomic sec tion states: "AI/hough the Secure Rural Schools Act was initially set to 
expire in 2006, it has been reauthorized and extended several times, most recently on April J 6, 
20 15(or tvvo I11 OI'e years," Thi s mi sleadi ngJy desc ribes the status of program, We suggest the 
followin g, more correct statement: "Although the Secure Rural Schools Act was initially set to 
ex pire in 2006, it has been reauthori zed and extended several times, most recently on April 16, 
2015. That 2015 reauthorization provided SRS payments for FFY 2014 and FFY 2015, SRS has 
now ex pired with no SRS payment authorized for FFY 20 16 or after." 

Proced ura ll y, the Fede ra l agencies have adopted the NWFP differently. Both the BLM and 
Forest Service Region 5 rev ised their management pJans directly after the NWFP EIS to use 
forest-specific information. Revised harvest levels for Region 5 and BLM were publically 
dec lared through N [ PA and lowered from the NWFP est imates. Region 6 only amended their 
plans and did not rev ise the N WFP harvest estimates. 

The BLM has conducted three plan eva luations since adopting the NWFP to publically disclose 
if the plans expectations were be ing met, and if there was new information that affected the 
ex pected ou tcomes . Thi s is the first step in the BLM regulations to determine ifpJans need to be 
rev ised or amended and to focu s 011 the issues to be addressed. It is a step taken by the BLM to 
ident ify problems that has not been taken by the Forest Service and is not adequately handled by 
the NWF P moni to rin g program. 

T he introdLlction section states: "Nearly all existing old-growth forest onfederalland was 
protected from limber harvest (although J 00 percent protection was not part of the original 
p lan). " So what are the reasons there is currently more protection than called for under the plan? 

The Survey and Manage (S&M) prov isions of the plan have been the subject of three NWFP 
level EISs, all of 'vv hi ch identifi ed S&M s ingle species management as being more impactful to 
timber harvest than the NWFP ass umed. The USF&WS has issued a Recovery Plan that calls for 
manageme nt of indi vi dual owl s ites. This again takes a single species management approach 
that is not cons iste nt w ith the N WFP ecosystem management approach. Spotted owl critical 
habitat bas been des ignated, which further limits lands assumed to be available for sustainable 
harvest under the N WFP . 

Chapter 3 of the synthesis states: "The congressional reserves and late successional reserves 
represented 28. Jpercent (15. 8 million ac) of all public and privateforest lands in the NWFP 
area, which prohahly made it one of Largest reserve systems for any temperate forested 
ecoregion in the world" As it is reported in the synthes is, the NWFP Matrix appears to be 
managed li ke the Rese rves despite the NWFP starting off with one of the largest reserve systems 
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in the wo rl d, The BLM has recentl y revised their plans and has changed the configuration and 
management 0 f the i I' part of the NWFP Matri x, yet this is not mentioned in the report. BLM 
under the ir new plan s has deve loped an a lternative sustained yield management approach for 
the ir land , which a llhough far below what is possible or legally required by the O&C Act, has at 
least made a commitment to sustained yield management. The Forest Service is not conducting a 
pl an evaluation to repo rt why the N WFP Matri x goals have not been achieved and this is a 
s ignificant omi ss ion, Such an eva luation and problem identification step would help focu s issues 
to be addressed in the synthes is repo rt. It is a lso a necessary public disclosure that would 
di stingui sh c learl y what the NWFP promised versus how it has been implemented. 

The process diagram i nd i cates th i s sc ience synthesis is part of a pre-assessment step prior to the 
Forest Se t'vice co nducting pl an rev isions, which take another 3-4 years. This linear approach is 
not integrating the planning process with the assessment of what new information is actually 
re levant for rev is ing the Forest Service plans. This stove-pipe linear approach spanning such a 
long time fram e does not faci I itate effici ent engagement with the public. The participation by 
very few members of the publi c at the synthesis forum is a refl ection thi s process is not inviting 
ac ti ve public parti cipat ion. 

The Social and Economic Goals in Federal Forest Management Law and Policy section does not 
adequately desc ri be the laws re lated to sustained yield management. It is vague and misleading 
to onl y say "the BUv/ 's Federal Land Policy and M,anagement Act, ... strengthened 
environmental goals ond p lanning requirements," with no mention of section 701 b in which 
FLPMA spec ifi call y defers to the O&C Act for the management of timber resources . The O&C 
Act is the foundati on for managing the O&C lands under the principles of sLlstained yield. This 
section of the synthes is a lso does not reference the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act, which 
defin es susta ined yie ld requirements fo r the Forest Service. 

The Contributions olFederal Forest Management to Socioeconomic Well-Being in Rural 
Comm unities sec ti on does not adequate ly desc ribe the relationship of Federal forest management 
and how co unty se rvices are funded and provided to rura l communities. The Secure Rural 
Schoo ls (SRS) program is descri bed in the report as having an uncertain future. SRS payments 
have been declining for years, the program has expired and there are no bills before Congress 
that would renew it. Absent the SRS payments Co unti es are once again, as they did historically, 
s lated to rece ive payments based on timber sa le receipts. 

Under the new BLM p lan , if it is ever fu lly implemented, payments would be only 19% of 
hi sto ric payments. Recent BLM implementati on (thinning only) would return only 8% of 
hi storic payments. In the rura l O&C Co unti es commissioners are faced with closure of libraries, 
j a il s, and e liminat ion o f sheri IT patrol s, none of which is mentioned in the synthesis. The 
soc ioeconomic sectio n never descri bes the level the Federal contribution to jobs and 
infrastructure if the NWFP impl emented the sustainable harvest strategy for the Matrix as a 
base line for the Federa l contribution to community well being. The BLM's recent EIS 
estab li shes th is base line (No Action Alte rnat ive / NWFP) as well as recent implementation 
(lhinning on ly) in lerm s of jobs and revenues that show the impacts Federal forest management 
makes to communiti es. The recent BLM EIS fo r revising their plans contains a discussion of 
"Distressed Areas" which the State of Oregon business department has developed and that makes 
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the con nect ion between Federal land management and current community well being. None of 
this very current and relevant published BLM work is cited in the synthesis report even though 
parallels can be drawn from it for the Forest Service. 

The statement "Na/ ionalforest managers cannot ensure community economic stability through 
their management actions alone, particularly ifsuch stability is assumed to arise ji-om a 
consistent/low of timber" descri bes a circumstance that was never expected. In multiple places 
expectations of the Federal Government was to "contribute" to community stability not to 
"ensure" it. " Wilhfederaltimber harvests declining in recent decades, forest managers and 
policymakers may want to consider whether timber once suppliedFomfederal forests can 
continue to be subst ituted by private forestlands. " As reported, the private lands have partially 
filled the void of harvest reductions from the NWFP. The Forest Service has not fulfilled either 
the volume promi sed under the NWFP nor its commitment to providing a sustainable supply. 
The State of Oregon statewide planning goal 4 for forest lands states "Comprehensive plans and 
zoning provide certainty to assure that forest lands will be available now and in the future for the 
growing and harves ting of trees." Federal manage rs need to consider how to do their proper 
share given the capability of the land and the laws so all forest lands within the state are 
contributing. 

The soc ioeco nomi c sy nthes is describes how economic activity is generated tIu'ough recreational 
activities , restorat ion work, co mmerci al and noncommercial forest products, and ecosystem 
services. All of these other sources of economic activity from Federal land can be achieved in a 
complimentary fashion with sllstained yield management. These are complimentary and should 
not be characterized as replacements for the Federal govenU11ent's obligations to manage for 
sustained yield timber production. No ne of these economic activities generate revenue the 
Co unti es can Ll se to provide essential serv ices for the well being of rural communities. 

The synthes is repo rt in Chapter 3 add ress late-successional reserve management and Chapter 7 
describes management under the Aquatic Conservation System. Just as the Regional Ecosystem 
Otlice never had a Mat ri x management working group, this synthesis report lacks a section on 
application of susta ined yield management as part of achieving the NWFP goals. It is the most 
s ignificant shortfall in the NWFP, yet receives little scientific synthesis as to why the Forest 
Service has not implemented sustai ned yield management. Sustained yield management can take 
many forms , sllch as lIneven aged management in the drier forest to maintain resiliency, 
s il viculture trea tment s to develop and maintain complex forest conditions, very long rotation 
ages and a range 0 f post-harvest retention strategies that return stands to habitat conditions 
rapidl y afte r harvest. 

Chapter 3 states " (he hroad goals of./orest biodiversity conservation 'would not be scientifically 
viable !ftheyfocused onLy on one stage ofa dynamic system all developmental phases and 
ecological processes must be considered". Sustained yield management can produce and 
maintain all forest successional stages including complex early seral conditions. There are a 
wide range of sil v icutura l stra tegies to achieve sustained yield objectives and achieve ecological 
goa ls simultaneo usly. This synthesis report is lacking in addressing the most significant shortfall 
of the NWFP, susta inab le harvest, and providing the managers grounding in how sustained yield 
management can meet the goa ls for botll a sustainable and predictable supply of timber. 
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Dr. Duke stated the goa ls of the Eco logica l Society of America (ESA) in conducting this review 
are to : strive fo r expe rti se, ba lance, independence, and avoid any conflicts of interest. Susan 
Jane B rown, a lawye r a nd one the ESA reviewers, lacks independence and obj ectivity and has a 
d irect confli ct of interest with her current representati on of parties in litigati on on the BLM 
lands. The ESA li stin g of rev iewers c ites her as affi liated w ith Lewis and Clark College when in 
fac t her primary affi li ati on is as an attorney fo r the Western Environmental Law Center. Paul 
Henson cannot be v iewed as independent in hi s ro le with the U. S. F ish and Wildlife Service, 
whi ch has imposed po li c ies on to p of and in confli ct with the ecosystem approach of the NWFP. 
T hese po lic ies have im posed a second layer of a reserve ' system, and have required single 
spec ies manage ment prov isions that a re some of the primary reasons why the NWFP Matrix 
s trategy has neve r been implemented. AOCC also has concerns with the involvement of Drs. 
No rm Johnso n and Je rry Franklin . Tn recent years they have become policy advocates in 
promoting an app roach to fo res t management that treats economic obj ectives as mere 
byproducts. Thi s is direct confli ct w ith the goals of the N WFP. While they have extensive 
sc ientific experi ence, g iven the ir recent policy advocacy roles others with "fresh eyes" should be 
cons idered . 

T he direc ti on fo r the peer rev iew states that tlle process "enables public input" to the review 
team. AOCC requested a w ritten reco rd of the criteria used for peer rev iewer selection, an 
c.'\ plal1dtiull o f' I1m\ t~lc h peer reviewer mee ts those criteria, the credenti a ls of each peer reviewer, 
alld which synthesis sec tions they vvill be rev iewing. The names of the peer rev iewers have since 
been prov ided w ith very lirn ited bull e t po ints on the selection criter ia. The credentials and which 
sections each reviewer is ass igned were not prov ided. 

T he in trod uct ion section in describing the N WFP a llocations states - Matrix (for ecologically 
sensit ive timber production). The "ecologicall y sensitive" statem ent needs a citation, if that 
te rminology can be foun d in the NWFP. 

These co mments we re prepared by AOCC staff, including Chris Cadwell, retired BLM employee 
after 33 years. M I'. Cadwell has s igni ficant expe rti se and involvement w ith harvest estimates for 
the N WFP incl ud ing; FEMA T team and N W FP ElS, wrote timber effects sections for two of the 
Survey and Ma nage E fSs, and lead ana lyst fo r the BLM in three land use planning efforts 
des igning sustainab le s tra tegies fo r the BLM portion of the N WFP. 

I Reserve defined as precluding sllstai ned yield management:. 


