Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 34 St. | S JAN 14 2004 |
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE g
, DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. ‘ ‘

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.,

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
*uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation condltlons that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e, Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and d1vers1ﬁed ecosystemn that

) prlormzes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

! ¢ -g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally deSIgnated reclamation
project area. The land ‘within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.
-7a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetatlon uncertainties of the

past.

-b. How do I know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. ' :

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. - '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; _
‘Current Range Vegetation Management".

Print name: C/\y; S Qme/o al
Address. City, Zip: (;%2'2 ( !_%&é’/@(.k Cfl‘ .
Signed: Cﬂ,\.\ Z{/\M Date: /Z '/O’-OB




Bureau of Land Management , RECEIVE D
ATT: Teal Purrington .
3050 NE 3% St. | - JAN 14 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘
BLM PRINEVILLE
, : ‘ DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. o

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

~ is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current 1and~use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M=. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. '

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used betmeQ

. - ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be Jus‘uﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name; — @ QQQ Moe . | ,
Address, City, b/m 297 oT. (QQHMWA pR_ 9775l
7/J Date: J2-(o 03

Slgned




Bureau of Land Management . ‘ RECE|VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE
- DISTRICT

"~ RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manégement Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
- Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range over ‘Historic Range’

for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s preSent method of vegetation management.

- a.
- b.

- C.
-d.

-€.

- L

_g.

It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and befme
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. |

Current range is the most compatible and consistent w1th other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It

works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a.

- b.
- C.

- d.
- e

[ do not support the B.L..M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. '

Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-

- emphasizes agricultural use.

Please

amend the preferred alternative to support;

‘Current Range Vegetation Management’. -

Print name: éﬂf/ / n_o,//w
Address, Clty Zip: [/{25 ﬂ/f K/f%‘r /41/6 /@Mf\a{ ﬂ/g ?’775{

Signed:

Date }3\ 9 ~05




* Bureau of Land Management , : » HECE ' VED
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3" St. | | JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

A ‘ DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. :

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range over “Historic Range
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. 4

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B.J&=-M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human-development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and'in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamtles of the
past.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before"

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: / ODN L\M)b QULIST
addsess Ciy, o Hp2 3 NE, BUTLR e Kanmowbd, (R ?775" Z

81@@\ oAl p) I “ Date:_/2-3- O3
L’




Bureau of Land Management . RECEl\/E D

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3% St. | | JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754

BLM PRINEVILLE
PISTRICT

‘RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process ‘

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Hlstorlc Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that ex1sted 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetatlon uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expenswe to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management®.

Print name: &L Q‘/\(A wh C lQ-ZM (¢ SE L )
Address, City, Zip:_ 26 0L N i (/u eocle Cues \{— J_an c.( v DAL OO
Signed: Evc/(«..é«(!‘a l/@ﬂub Date; 12-3- 0




Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington |
3050 NE 3" St. | JAN 1 4 2004 ’F’g{j&

Prineville, Oregon 97754 , ' ' BLM PRINEVILLE
A DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process :

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M."s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. : ‘

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
Is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most.compatible and consistent with other current land-use _
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- €. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

.- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the. vegetatlon uncertamues of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

© -c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
 be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are uncléar and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: :TCU n }287 /)]E (e k
Address, City, Zip: .64 | R1m1 Qick_Lns
Signed: Q@/)JZ: QM/A gy e Date: [2=P~—) 3




Bureau of Land Management

| - RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington | '
3050 NE 34 St. o ) - JAN 14 200 55/7-
Prineville, Oregon 97754 .. BLMPRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

RE: Upper- Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. :

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best 'approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. _
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
~ is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent w1th other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and dlversmed ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
¢ -g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
’ project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned., This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L. M s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- -b. How do I know if hlstonc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
~ be necessary. _

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

-'e. "Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
Current Range Vegetation Management”.

Print name: @cuub Satice dbd ,
Address. City, Zip: /0 . B x 169 & mea’d/ﬁ 6}775 S

~ Signed: ¥ iéc VY &ZQ;C co A Date: /2 /26 /0.3




Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington . i ' " JAN 1
3050 NE 3" St. . N4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘ ~ BLMPRINEVILE

‘ DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support “‘Current Range over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
 -a.[tis the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. '
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
*~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatxve condmons
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
_ prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concemns.
i _# - g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
. project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
‘ project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
redson | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
. -b. Howdo I know if hlStOI‘lC range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- . Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be Justlﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain,

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural-use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management”.

Print name: Yivn Lo ‘e
- Address. City, Zip:___ [28S¢t Sw W Wﬂ eSS loop
Signed: Z,U;,., %MJ/J Date. /L/.Zj /"3




i

RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

"ATT: Teal Purrington ‘ JAN 14 2004 g
3050 NE 3" St, ,
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BL%@Q,%Y‘!LLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. . :

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities liké agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversitied ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

# -g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within-a-federally designated reclamation -
project area. The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy, That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. [t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.
- a. Ido not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
- past.
. -b. Howdo [ know if hxstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. .
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that'are unclear and uncertain.
- ¢. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;

‘Current Range Vegetation Management”.
Print name: RSA(J \ C7 DQ F(ALVS ' |

Address. (iisngp a;.\g 0\) N 2\4{"\ N INGA
Date;_Dce )93/7)5

Signed:
, ) 1] Tj



'RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. | | JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ‘
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. ’

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- £. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon

" project area. The land within thié reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.,
2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

~a. [ donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. -

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢.” Historic range w111 be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

lease amend the referred alternative to support;
Curremzt{%?e Vegetatron Management’.-

Print name: / / /// / y i l”//

P




Bureaﬁ of Land Management , HECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3¢ St. | - JAN 1 4 2004
. Prineville, Oregon 97754 .
BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. '

1.Current range is the B.L.M. s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trymg to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation condmons that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative cond1t1ons

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon .
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and i the future.

2. Historic range végetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support

-a. I donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of thc
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multlple use. and de-
emphasizes agncultural use.

Please amend the reterred alternative to support;

*Current Range Vegetation Management

Print name: /€ )///V : /U e i An7S |
Aﬁrgésggé zﬁéé‘z‘mgs/ ere or, G700
| Date: /’Q-/G'“’QE

Signed:;




Bureau of Land Management , . RECE IVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. | 14 |
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' JAN 2004 @ W‘
. BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRIGT
"Public Comment Process

Asa concerned Central Oregon re51dent I would like to be on record as supportwe of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range Isupport Current Range’ over “Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management,
. -a. Itisthe best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. ‘

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

i - g TheB. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within 'thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. Ido not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if hxstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before? -

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. ' :

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

. emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: 7[ J{Z ZW LA/UD d/L/

Address ) Gg cCT ‘ 5 /) 2] 79\
Signed Z Date: /Z////(g




Bureau of Land Management ‘ 4
ATT: Teal Purrington : ) ' RE CE ,VE D
3050 NE 3™ St. ‘

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' JAN 14 2004 /’
BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’, I support ‘Current Range over "Historic Range’
for several reasons. -

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetatlon management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation condmons that existed 150 years ago and before !
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. »

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. _

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

L . - g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

pI‘O_]eCt area. The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
prOj ect area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and theiractions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
- b. How do [ know if hlStOI‘]C range is the best choice when it's never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be _]UStlﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain. -
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

annt name: ﬁéﬂ IN ZeicznSen)
Address. City, Zlmmgj /\J@ /‘l["ﬂ & A K/ g@/\ﬁ ? 7>O/

Signed: % I Date:_L2-— |l - %




Bureau of Lana Managexﬁent . | RECE ,VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3 St, ; - | JAN 1.4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' BLM PRINEVILLE (1)
o DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trymg to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

~ is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
- activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

* e, Current range works the best with our current and future vegetanve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

+ -g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation -
project area. The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [.do not support.
-a. I do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
-b. How do I know if hlStOl‘]C range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. ' '
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. ’ :
Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management".

Print name: /A 477/ >/ C’/Mcﬂ/c
Addres%ﬂjf{%f % Wéf ‘L: /3’4/ oz Z 77'V/

Date: _/F2—/~C 5

Signed: =




Bureau of Lana Mmagement ‘ - RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 37 St. , JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
 -a. [tisthe best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
- uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and betore
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at ]arg,e ;
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns..
¢ -g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands-within a federally designated reclamatior
project area. The land within ‘thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is. meant for hiuman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. :

-b. How do I know if h1stor1c range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
: ' ‘Current Range Vegetation Management".

Print name: 87 1 !\‘) @p &I/W\W\‘ :
Address. City, Zip: HQ?—“[ A E Meos ot
Date: [ — '¢~ 03




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington | ‘ | JAN 14 2004

3050 NE 3" St, ‘ | . . CD
Prineville, O 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

Prineville, Oregon | A rENE 3@

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Dratft.
. Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range®
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation: :

* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
- project area. The land withinthis reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. :

-b. How do I know 1fhlstor1c range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to lmplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the p' referred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetatlon Management

Print name: % V\C\V\«L, Y\/\ U(\ R"
Address. City, Zip: [9[%  NE wWiteH | TA EW\OI 61‘770]
Slgned ﬂ/ ///-—,,,, Date: /) ~ 0~ (53

s




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington ' | ‘ .
3050 NE 3 St. | . JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

‘ DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process .-

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘H1stor1c Range’

- for several reasons.
1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

-b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the communny at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem/ that
prioritizes our current needs-and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated 1eclamat10n
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain coneept I do not support.
~-a. I donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
. past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used befme’?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law eriforcement will
be necessary.”
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are uncleeu and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multlple use. and de-
emphasizes agucultmal use.

Please amend the preferred altemative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: JOV\ Bu/‘r _
Address. City, Zip;__ O Box 2 24€ Kedlvn o) Or G775€
Signed: //%ﬁ » /_@///ﬁﬂ_‘ Date: /<2 — ﬁ ~O%




Bureau of Land Management - ) ' -
ATT: Teal Purrington —_— R E CE, VED
'3050 NE 3™ St.

Prineville, Oregon 97754 * JAN 14 2004 3 é%D
' ‘ ‘ : BLM PRINEVIL
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRIG%U-E ‘

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. ,

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of ‘mylng to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally de31gnated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. ’

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to 1n1p1e1nent and more law enforcement will
be necessary. :

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-

"~ emphasizes agricultural use. | '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
Current Range Vegetation Management

Print name: ,/%K £ (/ ol
Address, City, Zip: y\/;lé AL/ &:% S’IL’ /é 2 //VJ??/ Cj/( 372)’6

Signed: : ‘ Date: /-8 -OX
I ~ \ -




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington :

3050 NE 3¢ t. JAN 14 2004 g

Prineville, Oregon 97754 : BLM PRINEVILLE J
& DISTRICT YZD

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best app1oach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like h1storlc range to a concept of trying to récreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that ex1sted 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions..

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. R

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area, The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under cliange, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

- 2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

-a. I'donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. ‘ ‘

-b. How do I'’know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain,

- - e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizes agricultural use. :

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

,.____,

Print name: Y/M,T /‘)u v l, :, B
Address, City, Zip: P“O‘ JO\/ Y ﬁ / g il é—“* i i Q. U T s
Signed: (7 /’ 1 Date: /i_— G4 CZE




Bureau of Land Management , ‘ RECEIVE D
ATT: Teal Purrington ‘ :
3050 NE 3" St. JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘
BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as Suppo;tive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like hlstorlc range to a concept of trying to 1ecreaie the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The coneept of recreating vegetation condition_s that existed 150 years ago and before

'is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use -
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- . Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns:

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands Within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. )

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

-.d. Those greater expenses cannot be Jusuﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

’7.P1/'111t neme D/ \/ / \/ o -
Address, City, le ) //%/9 ; )4/ blacirt /‘H/{’_ ' gz{’//h«.ﬂ i [/\\ 0 A
Signed: //, ) // L g T Date: [2 “} 3

/// 4 ' |
/ I



| -RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington. | JAN 1 4 2004
3050 NE 3™ St. ‘ )
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' BL%E'SE.’I!LLE : :

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best appmach because of it’s built in flexibility. .

~ b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally demgnated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation managemerit is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. '

- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. : -

Please amend the preferred altemati\fe to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Man_a;zement’.

Print name: ﬂ // D Z\/ /Seh
Address. City Zip: —3'2 E sagr Z/J (0 ]\ftzf‘ S 777«-)’(4

/
Signed: !2 ;é{//j /{oﬂ’/  Date: / :l"'f’ -0




Bureau of Land Management , :. RECEI VED

ATT: Teal Purrington ,

3050 NE3¢St. JAN 1 4 2004 42 -
Pr1nev1lle, Oregon 97754 5 7}

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon ;
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. ' : :

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expenswe to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. :

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- €. Historic range reduces public access, has bu11t—1n conflicts with multlple use, and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: T/Q\S\O’J /52 % & 7//6 (/(ﬁ €

Address, City

Signed;




Bureau of Land Management , RECE#VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3¢ St. o JAN 14 2004 £, 42
Prineville, Oregon 97754 - ' f 3 73
_ BLM PRINEVILLE
' DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over “Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best app1oach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

- prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur dow and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
' past.

=b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de- -
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
- “Current Range Vefzetation Management®.

Print name: [V Ck\»e Lj Meore ‘ |
Address, City, Zip: i MD Ouuf,m,re Fg 220/ WM . 977%.
Signed: [Ay,clloy_ Mocry Date:_|2/¢/03

AR Va4




Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED
.ATT: Teal Purrington ' '
3050 NE 3% St, = | JAN 1.4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘ , : ‘BLM PRINEVILLE % 7 L(’ '

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management,

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. _

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

. is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

*~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. :

. & . -g. TheB. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatxon
» project area. The land within ‘this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept | do not support.

-a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetat1on uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do [ know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

-d. Those greater expenses cannot be Jusnﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multlple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Printname: (g \e \4—&@5 Kin
Address. City, Zip: 5154 @} NWM A%{/
Y
. Signed: /ﬁa/@_&_ w _ Date: | 7‘“




Bureau of Lana Management | ‘, : o R ECE | VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St, . - JAN 14

Prineville, Oregon 97754 - 2004 )
, , ' BLM PRINEV)L £ A

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DisTRICT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *Current
‘Range Vegetation Management’, The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concermns.

« -g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation—-
project area. The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support. .
. -a. [do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do [ know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt-m conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
' *Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: jef & M_L'/ BOlai r ‘
Address. City, Zip: 67274 H wy 2O Bend. 4770
Signed:a//acmk/él— Bl Date: {2-/7->




Bureau of Land Management , ' | RECE!VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St, SR . JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : '
BLM PRINEVILLE

. ‘ DISTRIC
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft T

Public Comment Process % 7

As a concerned Central Oregon re51dent I“would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’, The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Ranue
for several reasons. ‘

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management,
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
‘activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
" e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
‘ prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
¢ -g. The B. L. M.. is managing public'lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is meant for hiitman development and occupancy. That is another key -
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is'a new and uncertain concept I do not support

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

=b. How do I know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

~ -e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management'.

1 Print name: ﬂmm,( 4/ Rmﬂaﬂw& E el

Address, City, Zip: /07?."(4 F@)\ 200 %m@ﬂ OV ﬁ??@f

Signed: _L&QA,M/"% 7 , Date. [Z~2 -0 >




Bureau of Lana Management -~ | | RECE]VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. : ‘
Prineville, Oregon 97754 . - JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE -

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft DISTRICT 3 77
Public Comment Process ‘

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a, [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b, Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetatlon conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

—-— L 4 -g TheB.L. M. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key

" reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It

works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept ['do not support.

-a.

-b.
- C.

-d.
- €.

[ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

. past.

How do I know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. '

Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multlple use. and de-
emphasmes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;

‘Current Range Vegetation Mana ement’.

Print name: l/-\Qﬁuu ﬁ{&Uf
Address. City, Zip: PO @7?{ lgé { 9%4 &)& 7}77\}/(7 _

,  Signed:

mu Mﬂv} Date: /‘,;2// 7/&5
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Bureau of Land Management B | ' : | _ RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3% St.

Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 1 4 2004
. BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT
- Public Comment Process | @

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ¢ Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range®
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b, Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and.diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
¢ -g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a tederally de31g,nated reclamation—
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation arga-s mostly privately owned. Thlb
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.
2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept | do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
-b. How do [ know if h1stor1c range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. = k
-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
~-e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conﬂlcts with multlple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print nameBANILTL ADHM CUMDLTQ BUfZ(7

Address, City, Zip: Lo|3296 SW cULAGRN €T EEND O)( 0&77OQ

Slgned.bw %G\M%— Date: =17~ 03




Bureau of .Land Management ) _ ‘ R E CE , VE D

- ATT: Teal Purrington _
3050 NE 3" St. . .
Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 1 42004
BLMPRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft, DISTRICT
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b, Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to 1ecreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area, The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
-a. I'donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. :
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- - e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the meferred alternatwe to support; -
Current Range Vegetation Management’.-

Print name: /7 L/ ﬂ «’jé[y"
'Address. City, Zip: 7/76 N <-/ LA g/7lc),\ /< e <

Signed: ‘ﬁﬁ @,(}é ' Date: ////0/03

yl’
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Bureau of Lann Management , N | E ' RECE,VED

ATT: Teal Purrington o

3050 NE 3™ St. . JAN 14 '

Prineville, Oregon 97754 _ ‘ 2004
BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. : DISTHIC - %)
Public Comment Process 7~ ﬂ ‘

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative-B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly’
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. -
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use .
activities like agriculture, muiltiple use and recreation.
*~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetanve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and Vegetatlve concerns.
¢ - g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
_project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is-another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
. -b. How do I know 1fhlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. -

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to su ort;

‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: %ﬁ / / /47W }QNP’/
Address. City, Zi Rox 08 Twrtbonne 0@ 97760
Signed: «?);MZP/V/ 7Z4¢\7§ Date: J2-8( = 03




Bureau of Land Management: ' ] HECE, VE D
ATT: Teal Purrington _ ‘ '

3050 NE 3" St, | ' JAN 14 2004 -
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PAINEVILLE

B | - | DISTRICT.—
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. -
Public Comment Process : , v

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called “Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is- impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

-"d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

- activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. '

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do niot support.

-a. Idonot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re—create the vegetatlon uncerta1nt1es of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to jmplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d' Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. ' ' :

Please amend the Dreferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.-

Print name: JAEOL\ MEKERPNAN
Address. City, SR Nw AP wE
Date:

-Signed:




Bureau of Land'Management' , | RECE' VED

ATT:; Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3% St, .
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' JAN 1 4 2004

RE X . ft Bth) PRINEVILLE SL
: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - , ' ISTRICT
Public Comment Process _ . #3 X

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of try'ing to recreate the
- uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- . Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.7i§ managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

-a. Idonot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamt1es of the
past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;

Curren Range Vegetation Management’.-

Print name: 4 Cﬂ(&/ Kjr oI e

s VAN O ol O
Slgned" )A,/ /] M /,@/{//,{/L/ " Date: /{/7 _7//52_703
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Bureau of Land Management- , R HECEIVED

-ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3 St. ' _ 14 7200
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ~ . JAN 2004
BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft, - o D'STR'C
Public Comment Process , '

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
' uncertainties of the past. '

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- £ Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types ¢ of changes that will occur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do rot support.

- a. [ donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncerta1nt1es of the
past.

- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.-

Print name: M\(\AH WO oo ‘-
Address. City, Zip;_\'S \73 WD NerM guneture, Jodvond ‘3—1 15k

X
Signed: W ,((t;—, (/VMCM Date:_\7 ~\7 ~O7




Bureau of Land Management: - | | RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. - | JAN 1 4 200
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘
BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft ‘ ' DISTRICT Q b;’z’_),
Public Comment Process ‘

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
- uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do rot support.

- a. I donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamt1es of the
past.

~-b. HowdoI know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.

- d Those greatér expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agncultural use. :

Please amend the referred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.-

Print narne KM /( é/ﬂ/lﬂ"’ \/

Address, City le 29 /\/4/ AnTLeSE. tonl Kdniens)D A 77I5E
Signed: / t Date: fZ-/% &3




Bureau of Land Management ,. | RECE IVE D

- ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3¢ St, | - JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville Oregon 97754 . ‘
BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - ' DISTHIQTf % )
Public Comment Process _ :
As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. .
1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trymg to recreate the
-+ uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L—M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key

reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under charnge, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.

-a. Idonot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- create the vegetauon uncerta1nt1es of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢, Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by resuits that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with rnultlple use. and de-.
emphasizes agncultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternatwe to support;
Current Range Vegetatlon Management’.

Print name: 7 )0 St - Aldew)
Address. City, Zip:_ /845" A/ W, Lowet Badin TerreBeone O 32)L 08

Signed: /Lﬂ/'\ e Date:_/ 2//77/ 03 |




Bureau of Land Management | , | | B RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington -

3050 NE 3% St. N JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 -» | 5k
: BLM PRINEVILLE
’ DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process .o

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
"Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’

for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

© uncertainties of the past. :

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation condmons that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon ‘
project area. The land within thié reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do fot support.

-a. I donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncerta1nt1es of the
past. :

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best chome when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. :

Please amend the p referred alternative to support;
' *Current Range Vegetation Management'.-

VR

Print name; <ol \Rebc o
Address, City, Zip: 9 T4\ C/(&ﬁ\\a—d "b(b?\rb 'E—?’:a)\\/\zsm e, SMse

Slgﬂedbmw Date: | > ~1\=-3




Bureeu of Lapd Management , | _ | H E CE , VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 39 St. . | JAN 14 2004 ——

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ).

. ville, Orego | | BL“‘/‘):’H’NEVILLE %7 |
: : . ST :

‘RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - RicT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
* uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. ' '

- e. Current range works thebest with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a nealthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It

_ works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation rnanagement is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
-a. Idonot support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamtles of the
" - past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
~ be necessary. ’
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
-.e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use. '

Please amend the - referred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.-

Print name: /RV 171 &77 74%77 U
Address, City, Zip;_ /335 54 S, A/ SAAw gz ﬁﬁ//

Signed: (%/WWLL_' /? / Date: /72— J/© 3




Bureau of Land Management : . | R ECEI VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. | :
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' JAN 1 4 ZDD
| o BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - - bisTRicT
Public Comment Process : ‘

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+ uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation cond1t1ons that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land—use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concems.

- g. The B. £-M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.

-a. I donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncerta1nt1es of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- c. Historic range will be more e*cpenswe to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management™.-

Print name: Pa f‘/.p#a /Méﬁ/’/ﬂ . .,
Address, City, Zipt 13374, SE. Shaw n.g.o el l@;/ WU///,/
Slgn@m&/ﬁq (Bou s ss ~ Date fg-s—p 3




Bureau of Land Managemont' _ | _ RECE IVE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St ' JAN 14 20p4. -
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' ‘ ¢ % f 7
' BLM PRINEVILLE
DJSTHICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Managément’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of frying to recreate the
* uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative ‘conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concems.

- - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclama’uon
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do niot support.

-a. I donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncerta1nt1es of the
 past.

- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary. o

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and-de-
emphasizes agricultural use. ' :

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
: “Current Range Vegetation Management’.-

Print name: CANY s 7,4/%4 z/C
- Address, City, Zip:_ /522 S 294 57 Q&dMW‘/@[ ?77(¢
Signed: <&@~ 1 7‘%/ ‘Date: {)L — 1/ ~2%




Bureau of Land Management- HECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington ' |
3050 NE 3" St ' | JAN 14 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' ' BLM PHINEVILLE 7 3 90
DISTRIGT ' :

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process :

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive -of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
- uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prlormzes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within thié reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.

-a. [donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- create the vegetation uncerta1nt1es of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with mult1ple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the ‘pi'eferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.-

' Print name: Zﬂ ;Z/M (e &/\)/\Q./L,SS v .
Address, City, Zip: 5 G2 Oty \fD\Q .
Signed:' / 7 wx/) —/—l }’s Date: | 2-]]|—©CS




Bureau of Land Management' , : ‘ | RE CE IVE D

ATT: Teal Purrington o

3050 NE 3% St, | | - JAN 14 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' BLM PRINEVILLE @
‘ ‘ DISTRICT 4

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. |
~ Public Comment Process :

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Hlstorlc Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
-+ uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. :
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
=g.-The B. L. M.. is managing public lands-within a federally designated reclarnaﬁon
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.

- a. [ donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-ereate the vegetation uncertamt1es of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

" be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in eonﬂlcts with multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agricultural use. :

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.-

Print name: / @ &-{/( . .
Address. C1th1~ 5{ }\/W p%z/e;/@ /4}’\/1 0// ?7 70 K

Date. /Q: 1 CD L1

Signed:




Bureau of Land Managemem- | ‘ ‘ ‘ | RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. o | JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 . BLM PRINEVILLE ?‘5{/ 3 ?9‘
DISTRICT ;

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. -
Public Comment Process :

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. ~
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
< uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

. - e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetanve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. 1donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- create the vegetation uncertamtles of the
past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with mult1ple use. and de-.
emphasizes agr1cultural use.

Please amend the ; referred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.-

Print name: C / “C/ g / Q/S f’f/ A
Address, City, Zip: ! 7c Vi, M J[d /3 l//YD /"'W:/ 5/4 4972756
Signed: ﬁZ«, 7{/ Date: 1 L//// c32




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management-

ATT: Teal Purrington . ' , - 4
3050 NE 3" St. | ,' AN T 2004 GE3 93
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' , BLM PRINEVILLE

v DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process :

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
- uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation cond1t1ons that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclama’uon
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.

- a. I donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- create the vegetation uncerta1nt1es of the
past.

- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary. ' ’

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to Sanort'
*Current Range Vegktatlon Management’.-

Print name: C(/d) V f /5 /// s
Address, City, zlp33 Ltv’l sw Reservs h fﬁzafmm) sr 97756

Signed: Z fy/é\’) MA _ ' Date: ’/ e




RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management-

ATT: Teal Purrington .' | JAN 1 4 2004 .
3050 NE 3¢ St, T e »

Prineville, Oregon 97754 DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process :

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. '
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
-+ uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. :
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and fiture vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
== g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do ot support.

-a. [ donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamues of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

. < c. Historic range will be more expenswe to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.

- d Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts w1th mul‘uple use. and de-
emphasizes agneultural use.

Please amend the reterr.ed alternative to support;
“Current Range Vegetation Management

Print name; EXY N atih CL//\/CA/
Address. City, le /?025/ 34 /[/14//4%4 /‘Zﬂ@ M7704J 0 f '77/5’5
Slgned “[5% %M/ﬂ/// Date:_/2m /S £




Bureau of Land Management ‘ RECE ’ VE D |

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St, ‘ o ' JAN 1 4 2p04
- Prineville, Oregon 97754 ,
. BLm PHINEVILLE —

Dis
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. TRICT
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
" uncertainties of the past. -

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land—use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. -

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon ST
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
-a. I'donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- create the vegetanon uncertainties of the
past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
.- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to 1mplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. ~

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
“Current Range Vegetation Mariagement’.-

Print name: /WA/Z/ @, (/) L—- c ’[I C./Ly
Address. City, Zip: 34—2? &C’(/L/ZI_Z AU & qubé -
Slgr_led’: L /%M OZVJ/M%D%& / 2—‘/ / \7/ 23




Bureau of Land Management ‘ | RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington .
3050 NE 3" St. JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘
BLM PRINEVILLE
. : : DISTRICT ﬁj’q

- RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that ex1sted 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

, activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- &. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public 1ands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It

. works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expenswe to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

-~ d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; _
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: j&? [\ M a+ /6\ : :
Address, City, Zip:_ 6/5 A4t wz S /@fd//"@‘w/ OR. 97?5{

Signed: / e, — Date: /o~ ?—OZ?




Bureau of Land Management ‘ . RECE IVE D
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St. \ JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

Asa concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ¢Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. »

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. . This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. ‘

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with muluple use, and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: / /A‘/QdLD ? A N \ ?
Address, City, Zip:_ /27 . 2 /ML\)JX/«G’L_) K@ ﬁ@,u&_u 1_,_& Ore 77“57(

Signed: W Y/ 4 %f Date: /2—0 ~ 4.3




Bureau of Land Management , . RE CE i VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3¢ St. JAN 14 2004

Pr1qev1lle Oregon 97754 ‘ BLM PRINEVILLE '
: ' DISTRICT .

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support.‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. :

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. |

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

_ prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land -within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- c¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be Just1ﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. . .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.
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RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington , » J

3050 NE 3" St AN 14 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘ BLMPRINEVILLE |~ 577
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manéqement Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist | would like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.

The éggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine areaisa
- mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

‘Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually — the increasing use is not ~
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land. -

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put trails out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name A//bl Wf;{a(f”\
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RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist | would like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Junipef
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
‘motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approXimately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually — the increasing use is not-
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put trails out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail and -
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions. '
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