
Bureau of Land Man8:gement
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004WeLM PRINEVILLE

.'

5' }
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

l.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 t4at existed j 50 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at Jarge.

- 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 chat:lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

, prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns. .

.

~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managingpublic lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The lanci'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.

'r. .'

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept r do not support.
_fa. 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?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wi!1

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,,"Vt' '? G. f'1e1t;r,
.

Address.
CilJ:...p:--f2.1

,

? r fp)AJc} C/.
.

Signed: -D ~- - Date: /2-;{),-{J3
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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.ClUTentrange 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 oftryipg to recreate the

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

is impossibleand isn't very beneficialto the communityat 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 futurevegetativeconditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUlTentneeds and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. l'vf..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 suppOli current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of cha~ges 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

pMt.
"

- 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 unclear and unceliain.
- e. HistoriG 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: .::::r-.eJ)~ t\loe
"

~i::::4Jl~
;Zq~ e-/. (j<~(V\~J DR 0775 (P

Date: /;2 - U 0:3



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754
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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 VegetationManagement'.The preferredalternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CuITent Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

.

I.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 oftrying to recreate the

uncertainties ofthe past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditiOlis 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 currentneeds and vegetativeconcerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally:d~'Signated 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 chang~s 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?
- 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: ~ /.~I//t'l
Address.City,Zip( lftj J /liE &fter Ar/e,J /I;~n.l..1 tJlt
Signed: ~ . D~te: }J..- 9'0]"
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
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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. '

l.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. Cun'ent 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.:h-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 futl1re.

\'-

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?
- 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 prefelTed alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:
---

Cf< 977S-(p



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

R'ECEIVED
JAN 14 2004~
eLM 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 ilewly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. '

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit'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 1110stcompatible 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. 1. 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 develop_mentand 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 suppOli 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 call110tbe justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range redu~es public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the prefelTed alternative to support;
. CUlTent Range Vegetation Management' .

Printname:J<t <.:..-kill-I~t[;' £i..-cA.e(c S b-k

Address, City, Zip: 2Ji:;O.L 62, V~t i'eCJ f:.J<: 6,...1,e.s..J'- -R~ cf v...~{ J
Signed:e~AJl,-e--\.!J<2 ~~IL-~- Date: !... 2~ g ~ 0 'S)



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Puuington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 e-~
eLM 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'Cuuent
Range Vegetati~n Management'. The prefeued alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Cuuent Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CLment 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 oftIying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. .

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

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

- e. Cuuent range works the best with our cuuent and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and div.ersified ecosystem that

prioritizes our cuuent' 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 cun-ent range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works betler under change, the types of ch8.!lgesthat 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?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessmy.
-d. Those greater expenses tanllot 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 prefen-ed alternative to support;
'Current Range VegetationManagement' .

Printname:Josh Re-zf)/()e k:.'"

Address, City, Zip:'] c;d I (2.})'V!Rdc 1\

Signed:8I'JJJL f2{/tJfl1;<£J~.

LI0 :3 .

Date: J2.;.op -"'-01



Bureau of Land Management
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3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754
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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 new!y
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CuITent 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

uncertaintiesof the past. '

- c. The conceptof recreatingvegetationconditionsthat existed 150 years ago and before
is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to the communityat large. .

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

'- e. CUITentrange works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best ch~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
'; - g. The,ILL. 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 isa new and uncertain concept r 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 befo,:e'?
- c. HistoIic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

benecessary.
.

- 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'. -

Printname:l3o v...Q Set Ltc.C. ~ d.. b

Address. City, Zip: (J' [) I [J~ X. L~ g (",

I
Signed: ~---6

L- >-<f~.-( /'-€ riA

fSd-/11~d c£{jt 9'77~
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:Bureauof Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
.

JAN 1 4 2004
.

BLMPRINEV/u.e~, 'iiJDISTRICT r ~
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 severalreasons. .

.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management..
-a.It is the best approach because ofit's buHt in flexibility.
- b.Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

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

activities likeagriculture,multipleuse 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 a~d 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 r 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 befOl:e?

-c. Historic range wHl be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wi II
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 multiI?Jeuse. and de-
emphasizes agricultural-use.

Pleas~ amend the preferred alternative to support;
.

'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: K1' V'h.
L" V\

"
l..v'""!

Address. City, Zip: I2- 15 :)1.0
.

S W

Signed: 'X.. ,.:., ~~f'7
.

kJ~1rt:.c.--s~ k:,o(J

Date: /2-/2-3/~3
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Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.

'

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN142004 ~
BLM PRINEVILLE ~

DISTRIOT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

- a. It is the best approach because ofit'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 Jarge.

- 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 ch~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns. - .

~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within-a--federal1ydesignated 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. [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 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 ifhistodc range is the best choice when it's never been used befOl:e'?
-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 RmlgeVegetation Management".

Print name: \~t\J \ 'G 0 ve f (f\
~).

.

Address. ~, ~: I ~ d- \3, &J v.J s.. '-\ (V' 6:> tc "
Signed:.. '1(. ~. Date: 'Dee.. );;D IV]

'"1.



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Puuington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754
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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'Cuuent
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.Cuuent 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. Cuuent 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 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 publi~ 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 develoP:r:nentand 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?
- c.' Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses Can110tbe justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in cont1icts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Print name: A"
ement' . .

Signed:



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 .r:i!&BLM PRINEV/LLE

DISTRICTRE: 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
Ran~e 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 rapge 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. CUITentrange 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. CUITentrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture; multiple use and recreation.,

- e. CUITentrange works the.best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.
- f. CUITentrange has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUITentneeds 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 CUITentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and iri 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'? .
- c. Historic range will be m.oreexpensive 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-incont1icts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizes agricultural use. .

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

Print name: ffJlIA/ WILLfA-.rvlS
P,O,'loX 45<1 . ~

~ddress, City, ZiP~
(:"re U f'-I

Slgne~
. -; --~'"

-q 7 t:1'70
Date:/d. 110- (J~



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

'RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 ~eLM PRINEVILLE ~

DISTRICTRE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
,

Public CommentProcess

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.

l.C;:urrentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
, - a. It is the best approach becau.se 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 cutrent 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 cha.t:lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
t' - g. The B. L. M.. is managingpublicJ'!Ddswithin a federallydesignatedreclamatien

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 isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainti'es 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 unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple lIse. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

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

Prihtname: J{;Z'1 LA.ltivoN-

~:::;r)Cij'S W(;OjLtIO)&c""
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville,' Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN I 4 2004 t!~BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRIOTRE: 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
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approachbecauseof 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 1arge.

- 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 cha:t:lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
t' - 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..'sefforts 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 justified by results that are unclear and unce11ain.
- 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:

Address. City~ Zi.

te- f/J ~{C/j;y\j~

. ():7'3J tJB !fa; e j) ~ f)N) 77?0(

Date: tz..- It - 03Signed:
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

REC~IVED
JAN 1 4 2004

6f)BLM PRINEVILLE .
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DISTRICT cP

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.

l.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 ttying 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 Jarge.

- 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 cha~ce of creating a healthy and diversi tIed ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid 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 forpuman 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 isa new and uncertain concept Ida not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertai nties of the

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

Et'J tfl/rc /'77a

Date: / ,?-//-o 3
I

Signed:
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process
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As a concernedCentralOregonresidentI would like to be on recore!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.

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

- a.It is the best approach because ofit'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 ISO years ago and betore

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at Jarge. "
- 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 chafolceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
(' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lan<ils-within a federally designated reclamatioiT

project area. The land within :this reclamation area is mostJy 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?,

- c. Historicrangewill be more expensiveto implementand 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 lIse. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred altemativeto support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: 3 ~\\ t\J ~~ &l~ o.-IN" ..

Address- City,Z~:~~. t::
,
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NETd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 200

~'

SLM PR/('JEVILLE 11' ~ L(P
.DISTRICT .:J cP

RE: Upper Deschutes' Resource Management Draft.
Public Commeqt Process

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

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s 'Present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility. .

- b. Current range isn~trestricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. .

- c. The concept of recreating ve.getation 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 chat:J,ceof creating a healthy and diversi tied ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.

~~-- - g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designatedreclamation .'
.

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 uncertai,nties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before'?
- c. Historjc 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 uncel1ain.
- 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;
'CutTent Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: S:h ~V\...L yV\vA ~,

B~cI Q770 I
Date: lL - 10- o~

Address. Cjty~Zip: 19/~ /VI;: w\,CH I T~

Signed:~ .
~7-., ~,
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754
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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 'CUITent
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.LM.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it' s built in flexibility. .
- ~. CUITentrange 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. CUITentrange works the best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions. ,

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

- g. The B. L. Moois managing public lamtswithin a federally designated reclamatiof1
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meailt for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I suppOli current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under Chml&e,the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic rmlge vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
-a. I do not support the B.L.Moo's efforts to re-create the vegetationuncertahlties of the

past.
- b. How do I lmow 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 eriforcement will

be necessary.
'

- d. Those f:,'Teaterexpenses cmmot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in QOl1flictswith multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the prefeued altel11ative to support;
"

;

CutTent Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: ~V"- [3 L)/' r
fe). Bot 224£

f3,.1A/a

Address. City, Zip:

Signed: /Y-?/'l

/

J!{~{/1~O~ 0/ 7RS"6

Date: / 2 - c; - 03



Bureau of Land Managem.ent
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RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process
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As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as sUPPOltiveof' 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 severalreasons.

'

-

1.Current ra11geis the B.L.M.' s present method ~f vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built inflexibility. ,
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. , '

- c. The conceptof recreatingvegetation conditionsthat existed 150years ago and before
is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to the communityat large.

..

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

prioritizesour current needs and vegetative concerns. .

- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The lal1dwithin 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 oc,?ur 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 theB.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 calIDotbe justified by resuLtsthat 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 prefeITed alternative to support; ,

'Current Range Ve~etation Management'.
~..

Print name: .Jtt;i< .t:: r hV'?4"

Address, Citv, ~p: 7;;;; '&J ~ 6 f- ~t~~/ a~ 77?SC
Signed: Date: /d-cf-:cXs



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004
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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 prefelTed alte11lativeB.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
f011llUiatedtechnique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is theB.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.. .
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
~b. Cun'ent range isn't restricted like historic range to"a concept oftrying 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. CUl1'entrange 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

prioritizesour currentneeds and vegetativeconce11ls.
-

- 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 suppOli current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under cnange, the types of changes that will occur now and iil the future.

. 2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and unceliain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not suppOli 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 justified by results that are unclear and unceliain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

\

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

Print name: -f.'I.. J5c~ v L/I~s

Address, City, Zip: 1~D , (50'i-. y~ ~.

Signed: (?C'AP~l. (/l"v'::;

j rc i/' v'I,( t? (i /1 t.'t -Q.
d ,r ~. f /' '7 {-C

Date: ( '1- -,.- q) .- u,?-"



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Pun-ington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN I 4 2004 ~
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 suppOliive of'Cun-ent
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefen-ed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fOlIDulatedtechnique called' Historic Range'. I support' Cun-ent Range' over' Historic Range'
for several reasons.

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

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

,
is impossibleand isn:'tvery beneficialto the communityat large.

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

- e. Cun-ent range works the best with our cun-ent and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Cun-ent range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ec()system that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns,
.

- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lanas-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 cun-ent 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 Llsedbefore?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cmmot 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 altenlative to support;
. Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Pl:int name: j Dr:Y !~c It \j

Address. City, Zip:D qyJ ) Iv 6-l-c1c.;'o'"

.
,'/;::./
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Signed:

frv-e ~(I /rv,/YI/, !\ () ~
\
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington-
3050 NE 3rdSt.
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,
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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 'Cun'ent
Range Vegetation Management'. The pr§ferred alternative RL.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. '

l.Curren~ 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

uncertaintiesof 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,multipleuse 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 thisrec1amation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I suppOli current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that wilLoccur no.wand in the future.

l

2. Historic range vegetation managemelit is a neWand unceliain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t. ,

- 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 mOl'elaw enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are uncLearand uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and d~-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the prefetTed alternative to support;
,

'CutTent Range Vegetatiol1 Management'.

Print name: '~J '14~t:JtJJ~h
Address.

c~~
. & S~r- tn

SIgned: ~0V'1'1
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Punington
3050 NE ~rd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 14 2004~

eLM PRINEVILLE ~
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

I.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. Cunent 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. Cunent range works the best with our cun-ent 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 managingpublic lands within a federallydesignatedreclamation

~~--

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area ismeant,for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support cunent range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better undeI:-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?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. .

- d. Those grea,ter expenses camlot 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: -:s- .1...5'0-'7 .-1 ~ . NGo.! ~ d:9-:e.

~:~g~<l7 ~C4~are:Z:; - /:,~~v, 'r/(
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Punington
3050 NE 3'rd81.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

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 'Cunent Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.1.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
uncertaintiesofthe 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. CUITentrange works the best with our cunent 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. 1. M.. is managing public hinds 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 suppOli cunent range, it accommodates people and their actiolls the best. It
works better Ull9,erchange, the types of changes that will occur dow and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation !TIanagementis a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.LM..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t. .

~ b. H()wdo I know if historic range is the best choicewhen 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 prefeITed alternative to support; .
, 'CuITent Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: .b1Lc..~,f
~

,N50(e-

Address, City, Zip: r~Z Mu 0L(iI1Cf' pI ~~ril()I'v)I/~
8igned:~A1/'cJ~ey ./-1&Crr: Date: l?i/?/O]
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Bureau of Land Management
,A TT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 14 2004

@aLMPRINEV/LLE :;pr31~
DISTRICT '

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

I. Current range is the B.L.M.'s present m'ethod of vegetation management.

-a.It is the best approach because of it' s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like histone 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 vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chaI.lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
0,' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands withil1 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 lIsed 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 unceliain.
- 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: Gn), \ -e.. ~Q)~ k;h

Address.City,Zip: :3 L '3 ~I$II.i Jt)~ 1t.M./
.

Signed: ~.~ Date:1L - 17- () 3-1-.

"'Ir



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 977 54

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

)

, JAN 1 4 200~
BLMPA/NI;V/Ll.E~

DISTRIOT

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

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit'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 vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chaJ).ceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetativeconcems.

'/ - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated rec!amatton--
project area. The land within 'this rec1amation 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 yhanges 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?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

benecessary.
.

- 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 prefelTed alternative to support;
,

'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

-<'
Print name: :J-eAe,./ftI c) DIcu' {',
Address. City, Zip: 6 1 z9Lf H r.J~ Z 0'

Signed: ~~
/' '

Be.N\d. 977d[

Date: 1l.--11-o~

"...



Bureau of Land Management
A TT: Teal PUITingt,on
3050 NE 3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE

Dlm~

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.

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approachbecauseof it's built in flexibility. .

- b. CUITentrange 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. CUITentrange works the best with our curren(and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Cuvent range has the best cha1).ceof creating a healthy and diversi tied ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUITentneeds arid vegetative concerns.

~' - g. The B. 1. Moois managing public-lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation a~eais mostly privately owned. This

.project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key.
reason I support CUITentrange, 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 Llsedbefore?

- 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 acdess~has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

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

Printnwne:
6~%i~ ~iV

Address. City, Zip: , "L.'
.

-e.~'\02 rmV 11ftO (
Signed:~u_A-_eh.r

.
~ate: (?--/'1 -03>

...
".



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd5t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEV~/LLE. .

1RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ISTR/CT .
'2.1

Public Comment Process

D
~.:J

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.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit'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 vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chaJ:.lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
': - g. The B. L. M.. is managingpublic 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 isa new and uncertain concept Ido 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 Llsedbefore?
-c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wi!]

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: ~ . (lilt-

SIgned: ~ ~ ~
I

5f~~4 ZJ;G
Date: ),)// 7/0" ")

7//S/

"..



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BLM PRINEVILLE

DIIrrRICTr!!!!JjJ)

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 'Cunent Range' over 'Historic Range'
for severalreasons. .

l.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 at trying to recreate the

uncertainties of t~e past.
. c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the cpmmunity at Jarge.
"~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

prioritizesour c~ent needs a~d vegetativeconcerns.
'.

.

t.' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federa;l:lydesignated reclamatiun--
project area. The land withinithis reclamation area'-ls'mostJy 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

p~t.
.

- 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 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;
~CuITent Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:~At-J Ia ADAM ~U1'-.ID6128ue~

Address.City~Zip: l:o1305 S W £lJzti-QRJJ ~T 'BaJO l
0K

Signed:~~
.

~ ~ bw,.o-' Date: 1:::1- ll- 03

~77o;j

"\.



Bureau of Land Management
. ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 '2004

ELM PRINEVILLE

DISTR'~

.
.~

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current.
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.1.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

.

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

l.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

uncertaintiesof 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 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. 1. M.. is managing pilblic 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 arid 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? .

- 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 Ranlre Vegetation Management'.'

-Mov fJd~
I .

Address. City, Zip: ~'97 ,J ~ f/V\ l/\ "e;fc:)A Ie. e:;... C-;'{l«

Signed: ;::;9 V3-<;i~

Prillt name:

Date: /1/1C9/0:3



.I3ureau of Land Management
A TT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd St.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Proc~ss

BLM PR1NEV/u.E

Dlp~
As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Clm-ent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred a1temative~B.L.M.is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

.

LCurrent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit'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. CUITentrange works the best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.
- f. CUITentrange has the best chat:lce?f creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid 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 most]y privately owned. Th is
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support CUITentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will o.ccur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa 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 bef01:e?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

benecessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and ul1cer1ain.
- 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'.

Printname: ;§/ 1 / j11c>rj4~I
I

Address.
C~~'.

Z

,

"9" Y
oJ i', <JA I 7 8

Signed:,jJ[/(/ / ~
T-u r -( b Dn "c. 0 a. q '? 7b 0

Date: /2 --E-.G- 0,3
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Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt,
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEJVED
JAN 1 4. 2004 .

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
1;>ublicComment Process

.

BLM PAINEVIJ.Le .

f)IST~

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
fonnulated 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 ofuying 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 th~ 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 pubHc lands within a federally designated rec1aniation~
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
'Yorks better under change, the types 9f changes that will occl1:rnow and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot 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? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d: Those greater expenses caimot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and qe-

emphasizesagricultural use. .

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

Print name: JAPoJ ~{jg(EeNI1 iJ
.-

Add~

,

' iP~
Signed' .

-J Ac.l.G?\NE

Date:



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754.

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

:rublic Comment Process

BLM PRINEVILLE

Dlm~EJ
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. .

l.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 th~ 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. CUITentrange works the, best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
~ f. CUITentrange has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.::lsHmanagingpublic 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 cun-ent range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
V{orksbetter 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 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. Historicrange 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.

ement'. .

"
Address, City~,-Zip:

Signeci:/."
I

y

( 'i
-",.-..---

-......-

~,~ (Jt'-

/0 ~:J-03Date:



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes ResoUrce Management Draft. .

public Comment Process

BLM PRINEVILLE. I>ISTRI~}")

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefeITed 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. CUITentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ofnying 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 th~ community at large.
~'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other CUITentland-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the. best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.
- f.' CUITent range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUITentneeds and vegetative concerns.
"

.
- g. The R 1. 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 ~f chan@s 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 do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

~st. .
.

~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 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: '\'0\ \.~ ~~e..K~-I'"
"Address,City,Zip: \~\~~~-S~~\~~t -q~c\

Signed:. ~b U11.~J ~_-L.-",,-. Date: \'7~""\L-O~

91,S-1o



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
:E>ublicComment Process .

BLMPRINEV1~
DISTRICT

(pP514

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 ~ftrying 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 th~ 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. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally d~signated 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 chan~s 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 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 justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces ]?ublicaccess, 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.A-,/'
.

~ddress, ~ Zi~q IVtv /1?vn...c.~ L-oof'" !Z3;J,vtVN D

SIgned:~;t - . . Date: 12-- (1 -CJ.3

q 7'7~



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal PUITington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN I 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
.

~ublic Comment Process

eLM PRINEVILLI:
DISTfflCT

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

for several reasons. '

1.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach becauseofit's built in flexibility. .

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trYingto recreate the
,I. 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 th~ 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~~L. 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 futu~e.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do riot support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t' .
.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been useci 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 pre felTed alternative to support;
. Current Range Vegetation Management'. .

Print name: Do 'SI-~ , A lclod)

Address, City,Zip: 18~ r- A/.t.J, 1.ow«

Signed: /I-t---, ~'

'3,. tJ v T<:/,~1]6~ c. or :1. 7 1 C:.lS

Date:I ~¥o 3



Bureau of Land Management
PlTT:TealPuITington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

'RECEIVED

JAN1 4
2004if!!j/&

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 Vegejation Management'. The prefeITed 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.

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

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

- e. Current range works the, best with our CUITentand 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 pubJic lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this rec1amationarea 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 iiot 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? .
- 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 ]?ublicaccess~ 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'~G. \..c-~~~ s-

Addres.s. City~ Zip: 8 6<:) ~ ~
Signed~~..

.

""b'~"v-L- ~~,.~cz-.,C1)IS'G

Date: ~ ~ -. \ \-.63



Bureau of Land Management'
1\TT:TealPuaington
3050 NE 3rdSt.

,Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '
:!;>ublicComment Process

JAN 1 4 2004'
,

BLMPR'NEVIIJ..E~rJ),
DISTRICT

'

1\s a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Cuaent
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. Cuael1t 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 th~ 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 cuaent 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 conce~ns.
"

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally-de-s-ignatedreclamation
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 cuaent 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 stfpport.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.' ,

- b. How do I lmow 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 unclear and uncertain.
-,e. Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conf1icts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

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

Ptintname:;(e./V/V~ I2»J/1/"V
Address,City~Zip:/3,,55.2., -$ilJ sA/9.tUA.J~~ rRd
Signed:T/W/W.lff ,ak~ Date: /.2- //-03



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville~ Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 14 200~jf) ,

BLMPRINEVILLE~..::J 0 0

DISTRICTRE: 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 Rallge~
for several reasons. .

1.Cun-ent 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 communityat large.

-' d. Current range is the most co:r;npatibleand 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-.fh-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 futl:ITe.

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

- 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;
~CUITentRange Vegetation Management'.'

Print name: J)a rJ.j) -fj a. ~ 114~Ur ~ '. .

:~jf~~t:~~~~~~'~ar;-L~~~J!~



Bureau of Land Ma,nagement.
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 14

2004(fiijP
BLM PRINEVIIiE

OISTRIOT
.

"RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

J;>ublicComment 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. '

l.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 ofuying to recreate the

"
uncertainties of the past.

'-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years agQand before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other CUl1.'entland-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the,best with our current and futurevegetative 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 pubHc 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 futu.re. -

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

p~t. .
.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been use~ 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 prefel1.'ed alternative to support;
'Current RangeVegetation Management'.-

\
Print name: 6AI1 t/ M 7/f P-? P(l.

\ ,
J

Address, City, Zip: G'2.P 5(../ J S 57
Signed: C;;~.rz ~/

12.~d. /'1 q t'tL cr 7? 4V

Date:. IJ- - 1/ ,..,t77



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Or~gon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 .

SLM PAINEVIU£ ffl!3j§J
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.1.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit'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 :withour 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. 1. 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 c~anges 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 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 use~ 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: ~~ZM_r ~ ~L<(::A~3:""v--r
Address, City, Zip: '<1 <;:::, 0 S ~ .-<-

Signed: ~, Date: !(2r.II-O~



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 . , '

eLM PR/NEVI~ rp:- 31!)
DISTRICT .

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
?ublic 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
fonnulated 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. CUlTentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing 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 th~ community at large.
- d. CUlTentrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. . .
- e. CUlTentrange works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. CUlTentrange 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 reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant forhurnan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I supportcUlTent range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now an_din the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot 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 choicewhen 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 justifie,d 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;
'CuITent Range Vegetation Management'.'

Print name: A
Address, City~Zi .
Signed:

0 \



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

BLMPRINEV/~~3r3;)
DISTRICT .

RB: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
J,JublicComment 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. . .

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ofttjing to recreate the

"
uncertaintiesof the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th!?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

prioritizesour current needs and vegetative concerns.
"

- g. The B. 1. 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 ch~ge, the types of changes that will occur now and in the futu.r~.

--

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot 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 ifhistorlc range is the best choicewhen 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: C ~1-.tcJ\ l:?'15<7:ccl;

/ 7c"~1 11/~ C1'!J P /3
/ I

7~/
~"/r>7t:),) {l (/~ 7 7756'

Date:

.

} 1--)/1 /0 :?
Address, City, JAp:

Signed: ~~



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN1 4 2004

@'
BLM PRINEVILLE ~

DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

:rublic 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. .

l.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 th~ 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. 1. M.. is managing public lands withb:ra 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 :tYpesof 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 do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncert!linties 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 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'. .

Printname:Cd1v' //6/// )'

Address, City~ Zip:ll..':I~ 5::.l.J

Signed: I~j) i~:e-.
t< e s ,(2rvo 1 f- "t')I?7o;r) (5'r ~7 '15b'

Date: 1)-.''''/ /' ..{-G '3



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 ~

.

.i
.

BLMPRINEVIUJ; ~
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

:public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as sUPPQrtiveof' 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. CUITentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ofuying to recreate the

"
uncertaintiesof the past.

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

- d. CUITentrange 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. 1. M.. is managingpublic lands within a federallydesignatedreclamation

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 riot 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? ,

.;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;
. ~CurrentRange Vegetation Management'.-

Print name: {3o to (i'\ r' Ir'ch ; c:h I
Address, City, Zip: /7(75 SLU f:::A/4#?.4

Signed:--600 '-/n~L:£

he /(d'l'70Yld() {( 7'? 1$b
. .

Date: i"d-~ //,,0 :j"



RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

RECEIVED

~~:'N:J:~DISTRICT

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.

. Prineville, Oregon97754

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.

i.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 cun-ent 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. 1. M.. is managingpublic lands within a federally designatedreclamation - :: n

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 chan~es that will occur now and i!l 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

~t
.

-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 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: /1 A R-/
.0 /-1 / L/ G [1 ; GL

Address, City:Zip; 3+ z ?Q VI. tZkT -Z /\-v l:::- Of) ~ ~- "
Signed:p/lf ~ ,//;?;1~~~Date: /2- -11-1 ()~



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

.
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

BI.M

.

P~'N~LlE ~qj)
DISTRICT

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
uncertaintiesof 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 raIlge 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. 1. M.. is managing publj-c1afidswithin 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 bett~r under ch~nge, the types of changes that will occur now and in-the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I fio not support.
~a. I do not supportthe B.L.M..'s efforts to re-createthe vegetationuncertainties 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 cmIDotbe 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'.

Pri~ltnal11e: 36s:" Mtf/r/(S
,

'

6/5 M 0. /O3~ S'/-. R~h?o~ CJR, 9/"/s£
~ Date:/:1.-9-(:)'3

Address, City, Zip:

Signed:
~



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 14 2004~
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' CUD'ent
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.

i- --
.

-"
~

l.Current range is the B.1.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 rai1geto 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 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. 1. M.. is managing-Pllblic lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamatibn'area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I supPOli 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 H.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 befol:e?
- 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-

emphasiz~s agricultural use.

Please amend the prefened alternative to support;
;Cunent Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: fMlLdt.. D :P LA If}
,

Address, City, Zip: /CJ7 /l;J" w!1l1t, 0tYlUIJ-t-D It..tJ fJflt~£CII4.6

Signed: ~/ $' ~ Date: /:L-dj-C.3
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Punington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 200~
BI.MPRINEV'LLE~

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'Cun;ent
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefelTed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated teclmique called 'Historic Range'. I support'Cunent Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Cunent 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 oftlying to recreate the

uncertainties ofthe past.
- c. The concept ofreCl"eatingvegetation 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 CUrrentand 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 suppOli current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works bettex 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?
- 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 suppori;
'Current Range Vegetation Management' .

Print name: 7)" jVAi..+ L I L5L..A-AJ /:J .

Address, . y, Zip. .
IU. u), ;;/k..utft~lI-1.i> IG . (/(2-/ /l/~ 1./11-(..c- V/Z r 77~

Signed:
. .'7£.-7~.iL-/~~- Date: /~-/tP-r:?J



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

@JBLM PRINEVILLE
.. ~"tf9'

DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be Oh 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 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 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 arinually - 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 AJlClL w~J~\
Address

Signed r1;,dz wl:I1/\



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

BLMPR'NEVILLE~
..

.

DISTRICT ~
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist I 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 Juniper
woodlands wil! 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.

OUf use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listea at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitationsto 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 th~t 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 fh 11 ff~.pP

Address

Signewn//#


