Bureau of Land Management o ' RECE lVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE.3" St. JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 E ' :
. BLM PRINEVILLE  (°
: DISTRICT '

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Print name: 577[{(/"( [é/{/'t’r
Address, City, Zi 70(9 ECO)/ ?S\Q/ p/‘/V‘(O///-T @/2 7775’\(/
A7 P N

Signed:
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Bureau of Land Management , ' ‘ RE CE'VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE-31 St, - JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754

BLM PRINEVILLE

: DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to thé 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 reclamatlon
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
‘project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | 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 hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

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

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

- e. Historic range reduces public access. has bu1lt—1n conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agr1cultura1 use.

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

Print name: :Eﬁéw /7%44%/
Address, City, Zip: 05 ML CW”/ / M/M?( a1t 77725/
Signed: ' W Date / / 7/ J [‘/




Bureau of Land Management o | RECE ' VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE.34 St. | JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 \ BLM PRINEV -
ILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

" - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason 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 h1stor1c range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

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

- 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: SCO 7/7L 'IL( 5@6/ .
Address‘j—:lp (944 /7[5,4 é’n/fm/ Pa/ ﬁﬂﬂqZ ///é’ ' 6?779—4/

KM 'F Date: M

Signed:




Bureau of Land Management o | RECE l VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE.3" St. JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 o @ ‘
o BLM PRINEVILLE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

_g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally des1gnated 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 knowif historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
~ be necessary.

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

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

‘ emphasizes agricultural use.

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

— :
Print name: / Hamas L 5K oaf v |
Address, City, Zip:_(233 3 MFdckeco éJu)»& S
Signed: —/ g £ A:&F) Date: [-A-&7




'

'Bureau of Land Management | ‘ ‘ | RE CE, VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

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

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to 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 agr1cu1tural use.

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

Pnnt name: A/ éR- ) S [l/o__@/p

Address, City, Zip:_[2%%% ME @CZ\/DL@ /-/w»,( H 1Y

Signed: /1 4,4,0 - Q I\A?/Qrz’) Date: _I“Q"@(’!.




Bureau of Land Management | RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE.3“ St. JAN 14 2004
" Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' ' >
- : BLM PRINEVILLE ‘

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

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

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

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

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

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isnt very beneficial to the community at large.

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

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

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

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

)

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

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

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

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

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

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

Please amend the preferred alternative to support:
"Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: LL) £ _l‘[.‘&m e S
Address. City, Zip: dr cnewrsiffe  (Oe 9) 725Y

~

- Signed: —MV Q?.S LOAS Date: /Q-3/.7




Bureau of Land Maﬁagemént , o RECE 'VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE.3¢ St. AN 14 7004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 2004
| _ - BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

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

- . 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 dlversmed ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and Vegetatwe concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key

- reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.
2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

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

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

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

" be necessary.

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

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

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

Print name: \QQ (esa K, S\_P (S
Address, City, Zip:_{&] O 5 th Ob(@/ ‘\UYLV\Q\JUL(L O@

Slgned/-VLQ,/LQSO\[ ﬂ'{ N2 Date: [3[5’1 ICB




Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington | R E CE ' VE D

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

: . : BLMP '
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. D,SBFIQE%!LLE

Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2. Historic range vegetation rnanagement 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
Jpast.
- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
- emphasizes agricultural use.

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

Print name: DM}? /S M%5 7%// -
Address, City 4/00/ f[ % //ﬂfﬂ/ /8 7/6 . _'
Signed: // /7//7//4%— Date: /2 =77 ~23




Bureaﬁ of Larid Management , _ RE CE'VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington o
3050 NE.3™ St. JAN 1 4 . r
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘ : 2004 4

o BLM PRINEVILLE
. - . DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

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

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like ‘historic range to a concept of trymg to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.:
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current lahd-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.
P - g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
- project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Print name: Q,\,mm S : '
Address, City, Zip: M SE Bo\: /( ” /ﬁrﬂ"ﬂwf,//ﬁf /4 __0177_5‘{/ S
Signed: M ﬂrfuf ‘ Date: W‘”— 2H-03




Bureau of Land Managément A RE CE!VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3¢ St - JAN14 2004 )
- Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRIl;JEVlu.E 7 _/

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

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

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

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

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

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

- is impossible and isn®t very beneficial to the community at large.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- 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: 7L'£U é / 71-6 Z & /(

Address, City, zli Poffox 255 Frn i, O% 77 75*@/
Date: /»2~* /7\@ < :

Signed:




~ Bureau of Land ManaéeInent' | o | RECE'VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St, | . _ JAN 1 4 '
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : ' : ZUU
- .. BLMPRINEVILLE —

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

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

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt-m conﬂlcts with multiple use. and de-
emphas1zes agncultural use. :

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

Print name: [\m Y ] I\} (@ ‘
Address, City, Zip;_: | _Tecreboane G2 >bo
| Signed: ' :




| Bureau of Land Maﬁaéexﬁent' o ' | HECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St. | . , JAN 142004 -
Prineville, Oregon 97754 | , @
| ~ N . " BLMPRINEVILLE {7 ==

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

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

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.”s present method of vegetation managerent.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+uncertainties of the past. :
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '
-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use.
- activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- . Current range works the- best with our current and future vegetative cond1t1ons
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
A pnontxzes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
. =~ -g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
' project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is meant for- human development and occupancy. That is another key
‘reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and. in the future.

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

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

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

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

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

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bu11t—1n conﬂ1cts -with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agncultural use. :

Please amend the Dreterred alternatlve to sum)ort
Current Range Vegetatmn Management’."

Print name: Dr‘ 2l / \Dcﬁ/ s/b» '
" Addess, City, Zipi__ 29 w ,Jor/liM on_cf T7701 _BE»
b Slgned: "ﬁfm/ WA . Date: | ~2-2Y




~ Bureau ofLandMaﬁagelﬁent' o , o | RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrlng‘con

3050 NE 3¢St } < JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' % éﬁ
g R ' BLM PRINEVILLE
: : , DISTRICT

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

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

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

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

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

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

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used bef01e‘7

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

be necessary.

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

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt—m conﬂ1cts with mu1t1p1e use. and de-.
empha51zes agrlcultural use. :

Please amend the: referred alternative to su ort;
*Current Range Vegetation Management'.*

"Print name: /EO\NN \:\ oTw O
Address, X \@OD \@6/\%\ AR 0(““0\
! Signed: b Date =105




- Bureau of Land Maﬁaéenﬁeet; | ’ RECElVED

ATT: Teal Pumngton

050NEFSt R  JAN 14 2002
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ’ | g
: ‘ . BLM PRINEVILLE

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

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

* Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

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

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

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

- &. Current range works the best with our current and future vegstative condmons

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

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

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

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

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

. be necessary. '

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

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt-m conﬂlcts ‘with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agncultural use. :

Please amend the referred alterna‘ave to support;

‘ / : nt Rapge Ve etat1on‘ anagement’: , : :
Print name: Véc/ // /4 ﬁ Wiss % &/ :
Adc%ress_. City, Zip.'\/ @ =" % s %\,ﬂ/é }7/ A Zﬁ O f 5/2&/
| Signed: //%% Date & / o35




BLire'au.of Land Maﬁag'en‘lex.l;c‘ | , - | RECEIVED

- ATT: Teal Purrington |

3050 NE 3% S, | ! | | AN T4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 | LM PRINEVILLE {5 éé,
' | DISTRICT ,

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

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

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

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

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

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

. be necessary. '

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

-e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt—m conﬂmts ‘with multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agncultural use.

Please amend the : referred alternative to su ort;
‘-Current Range Vegetation Management’.*

Print name: \\e{‘(\/f <|/\ oc) :
Address, City, Zip: )w(\’ s/;/‘*/M %p 1Y L ISrmA J€ 9110)

| Slgned. k/{/ _ Date: 7 / 'Y




Bureau of Land Maﬁaéenﬁerlr' | - ' '. HECE, VE D

~ ATT: Teal Purrington -

3050 NE 3 St, B | | JAN 14 2004 -
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' BLMm PRINEVILLE 1 éb
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft
Public Comment Process

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

- Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L..M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like 111storlc range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+ uncertainties of the past.. :

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

- d. Current range is the most compatible and cons1stent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

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

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

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
l?vorks better under charge, 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 tiot support. -
-a. I donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncerta1nt1es of the
past.
-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt-m conﬂmts ‘with mu1t1ple use. and de-
emphasizes. agncultural use. :

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

Print name: j%mr d E Sk
v Address City, Zip: ZOB3RA [,Jbem‘hﬂ 1/\0\(/\@,
} Slgned VM : Date: i/ ’.L/Dq




Bureaﬁ of Land Maﬁag.ezﬁee;c' | - ‘ | | RECE'VED

~ ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St, N JAN 14 2004 .
Prineville, Oregon 97754 |
: : BLM PRINEVILLE ‘
, o DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

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

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

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

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative cond1t10ns

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

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do ot support.
-a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamt1es of the
past.

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

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

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

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt—m conﬂmts -with multiple use. and de-
- emphasizes agncultural use. . :

Please amend the referred alternative to support; 7
*Current Range Vegetation Management”.*

Print name: -S.US 'pli/\ Q&F }< »

Address, City, Zip; Ho Qlessn XOﬂ‘la’\ 05 51;2. 2
Signed: ym e _ Date: l Z ‘




- Bureau of Land Manaéement' | - _ | HECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St, | - | S JAN 1 4 2004~
Pnnevﬂle Oregon 97754 ' ' '
BLM PRINEVILLE

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

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

' Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’

- for several reasons.

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

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

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

© uncertainties of the past. _

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bu1lt-1n conﬂlcts -with multiple use, and de-
emphasrzes agrrcultural use. : :

Please amend the ; referred alternative to su ort;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name:g‘\‘ﬁﬂ p" \VGUJ
Address Cityy Zip: | A { VLCI)M@NJ q 773/@
. Signed: y ﬁ 7 " Date: ] - o A ()L’/
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Bureau of Land Maﬁaéeﬁﬁe&r | , .‘ - | RECEIVED

~ ATT: Teal Purrington -

3050 NE 3% St. | } | JAN 14 20p4
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘ BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

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

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

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

formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘H1stonc Range’
for several reasons.

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

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 15 0 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '

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

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

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

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

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

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

-b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used befo1e‘7

- ¢. 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 bu11t-1n conﬂmts ‘with multiple use. and de-.
emphamzes agr1cultura1 use. :

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

Print name; FCAV\L QNN .
Address, City, Zipi___ PO Box 1 Calyee O G030

Sigrled: X\QA,_Q IB C;L:,- Date; |~ 2 -0 L—\




- Bureau of Land Maﬁagenﬁent' | o ' RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington = . - '
3050 NE 3% St, . ~ JAN 14 2004 '
- T 7
Prineville, Oregon 97754 | BLM PRINEVILLE
‘ _ DISTRICT :

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

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

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. be necessary. ' '

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

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt-m confhcts ‘with multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agmcultural use. : T

Please amend the ,pr‘eferred alternative to support;
: ‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: :j:'—* Ars -ﬁ.’:ﬂ / Q Uik
Address, City, Zip: o? /3 29 S’ﬁ‘, . /&L{f,r ;/{ &7 75y
Signed: 0 4 MLL{ ‘fpﬁ,@«w( ; Date,: / - 2=d ¢ A




Bureéu of Land Maﬁagexﬁee;c' | ' ‘. | | RECE,VED

~ ATT: Teal Purrington -

3050 NE 3 St. B | ~ JAN 14 0 )
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE F7O_
: ~ DISTRICT :

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

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

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called “Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

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

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

-a. [ donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the Vegetatlon uncertalnues of the
past,

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

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

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

- e Historic range reduces public access, has bullt—m conﬂwts ‘with multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agrlcultural use. '

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

Print name: MM@M K /O€ 7&%4/ _ '
Address Vsz; le ?0[)() SE- SH/J ﬁ« ﬁjt 7/% ‘ ;’IM\)\ \el OQ (M’\S L{

e,

Slgnqd Mﬂ%ﬁf#ﬁf@ﬁ ‘ _ Dater] ~Z—0§/




~ Bureau of Land Maaagenieat' | _ | HECE IVE D

ATT: Teal Purrington =~ . L
3050 NE 3" St. | S ~ JAN 1 4 2004 |
Prineville, Oregon 97754 :

BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

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

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+ uncertainties of the past. :
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before -
~ is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '

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

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

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

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

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

-a. [donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetauon uncertamtles of the

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

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

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bu11t-1n conﬂlcts with multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agr1cu1tural use. :

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

Print name: %Mﬂ)ﬁb /( \OP OQQV ’
Address Cnv le 1(1)0@ MCUX)/] af l?l"( JAUY \( L [ i{ ‘q\77ﬁj
i Date l OU% '




Bureau of Land Maﬁaéenﬁent" _ ’ | | :
 ATT: Teal Purrington - ‘ RECE i VED

3050 NE 3% St, | B | 13)
-Prineville, Oregon 97754 _ ' S JAN 14 2004@

- L : ~ BLMPRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

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

' Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
' - a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
= b. Current range isn’t restricted like 111storlc range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+uncertainties of the past. ‘
- . The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe ‘conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- ==g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclarna‘uon
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
‘project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

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

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

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

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

. be necessary. '

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

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt-m conﬂlcts ‘with multlple use. and de-
empha51zes agncultural use.

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

Print name'/ég O QE\ SS ‘ '
.Address City, Zip: (o (554 ~HT/\DC1’ G0 . %B]QD ‘CDR 27—70}
| Signed’ J=4on \/\)‘:{’st\\)l Date: [ 2-3[-0'




Bureau of Land Maﬁaéenient- : RECE IVED

~ ATT: Teal Purrington = . L ‘ .
3050 NE 3" St. o ' | AN 14 200¢
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' BLM PRINEVILLE

\ : DISTRICT

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

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

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

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

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

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

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

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

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally des1gnated reclamatlon T
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
‘project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

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

-a. T donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamtles of the
past.

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

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

- d Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncel“cam

- . Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt-m conﬂ1cts with multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agncultural use, :

Please amend the referred alternative to su ort;
*Current Range Ve etat1on Management’.

Print name: @,/ g 0/ /ﬁf C/ , :
Address City, Zip: 7ﬁ67 éa@xm ?7 § & S)ét’l/\S (()[2 ?77; ?
\ Slgned W—@Mfm/ 2 Date: /2~ 5/ —&j




}

~ Bureau of Land Maeaéenrent' | o | HECE,VED

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3¢ 8t a

Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 1 4 -2004.'
: BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - - DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- f. Current range has the best chance 6f 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 reclamatmn
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
“reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

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

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

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

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

be necessary. .

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

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt-m conﬂmts with multlple use. and de-
empha51zes agrrcultural use.

Please amend the . referred alternative to support;
“Current Range Vegetation Management®.

Print name: —;Q/V% % S /A ﬁ/
AddreSS%( 74; Ahas b2 Wff ‘ Z/MW / /wp

Wp// Date; /,2/ 2/ /22

Signed:




- Bureau of Land Maﬁaéexﬁent' o ‘. RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St. Ny , JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 (7
, ' ' BLM PRINEVILLE
. DISTRICT '

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

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

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. -

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

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

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

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

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

s - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federaily de51gnated reclamatlon

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

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

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

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

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

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

- . Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt-m conﬂmts ‘with multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agr1cultural use. : ‘

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

Print name: _WADE T SAAcLo. . '
Address, City, Zip: /0 &ox £23 Doueld K 97020
| Signed: T fo st it o Date: J=¢-0Y




]

- ATT: Teal Purrington . S JAN 14 2004
3050 NE 3" St. N -
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : : ' BL“{‘DE!QED\;!LLE

RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Maﬁagenﬁent .

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and d1vers1ﬁed ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamat1on
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
. project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

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

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

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

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

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

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt-m conﬂ1cts -with multiple use, and de-.
emphasizes agncultural use. o

| Please amend the reterred alternative to support;

*Current Range Vegeitatlon Management’.*

Print name: BW MQﬁCm -
Address City, Zip: DR I\H[ E{M }/\/\/,T/(/M_S /Uﬁ~ ﬂ’?ﬂ4—/
@x«yf\' Y\/\Oér/kﬁt\{ Date: / ey &)/ 43

Slgned
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.- RECEWED
~ Bureau ofI;andMahageniegf' . ‘ ' JAN 14 2500 #57? ,

ATT: Teal Purrington _
3050 NE 39St S ‘ BLM PRINEVILLE .
Prmevﬂle, Oregon 97754 ‘ DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Please amend the p_referred alternatwe to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’ -

Print name: ‘TV/ﬁf i}owf—f( ' _ |
Address City, le IESCr HTE. < oD tnple S O

Slgned: “—7’5‘; ﬁ Mc(’m Date: |/ Z.L?//5§




Bureau of Land Management , RECEIVED gﬁ’/ \6/ 7
ATT: Teal Purrington :
3050 NE 39St - : - JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

: | DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Publi.c 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 I—hstonc Range’
for several reasons.

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

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

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

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

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

“ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe condmons

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

. prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. .

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

" emphasizes agr1cultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;

},/ Current Range Vegetation Management’.
Print name: /7// v fé%#fj/

Address-Clty,Zl.a? /%/‘1[/(56() pmo/ams«, L%.Z 7Dm ;[/e/
Date: /Q/a%//)j




Bureau of Land Management ‘ | RECEIVED Jg /)
ATT: Teal Purrington : ~ -;Q‘:

3050 NE 3% St, | “ JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

for several reasons.

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

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Mana;zernent‘.

Print name: EU o< /fm s
Address. City, Zip: 929 < t&. Uime ="/
Slgned. 2o 22'7/2’**)& Date;: /2 - = I5




_ .Bureau of Land Maﬁaéelﬁént' o _ ' HECE,VE D
: ATT: Teal P . - .
Rt - i LY

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE
' - . DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

‘ Public Comment Process :

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

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range over “Historic Range’
for several reasons.

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

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

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

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when 1t’s never been used before?

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

. be necessary.

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

- €. Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt—m conﬂmts with multiple use. and de-,
emphasizes agncultural use. :

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

Print name: C/lmv\Lt BS\ \-\' .
Address City, Zip:_1S(5 S5¢ \{veamerl L(/u ,Pe.‘(\uz,\)?'\\{ OY 01775\‘—(

Signed: _ (Wanes Mw Date:_|~ e§ ~ze L[




Bureau of Land Management -

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 31 St. | | - JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to bé 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 Ranée
for several reasons. ,
1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like hlstonc range to a concept of trying to recreate the
* uncertainties of the past. '
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and be)‘ore
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. :
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

: prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

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

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

Hlstorlc range vegetatlon management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
~ past. ‘

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

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

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be _]UStlfiCd 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: /‘\)F\MX N D\Q\A@(\SOM .
Address. City\ Zip;._ 2l M. uwW. S Q‘H’\ Sk
' ) Date: _/ 7:/07.@,/05




BECEIVED

" Bureau of Land Management : o : 5 %
ATT: Teal Purnngton _ . JAN 14 2004
3050 NE 3" St | - | .
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : . msT'mEch‘E‘

RE}, Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist | would like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreatlon 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 palicy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a desngnated trail system in the areas
proposed.

irhe aggressive vegetation manégement 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 opportumtues 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
equnpment listed at $18 billion annually — the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe hmltatnons to OHV use on BLIVI land.

xL =

A

Please adopt a more flexuble road trall densﬂy 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 _ Anoe = Thamassen J g
Address (0,310 Par NLH RJ Rend (HZ 977204
~ Signed_ (] QUZM anacden




 Bureau of Land Management
ATT. Teal Purnngton
3050 NE 3 st

Prineville, Oregon 97754 o : _ . JAN 1 4 2004
' BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft ' DISTRICT

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

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adeqguately 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 demgnated trail system in the areas
proposed. : ‘

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

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine 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 incréasing approximately 20% annually with saleé of OH\]
equipment listed at $18 billion annually — the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on-BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put.trails out for several

- different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
‘ulttmately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name @"{Y ED WAAY @éfﬂfvcﬁ
Address 4507@ /V,OZe/m%//rvf AR . A
S|gnedjW%ﬂMue4

.




G
RECENVED

Bureau of Lahd Management | ‘
ATT: Teal ﬁumngton JAN 14 2004
3050 NE 3™ &t - '

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘ : B‘%E%‘EVT“E

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft ~

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

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

The éggressive vegetation management in Ait. 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 opportumties at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where wul { that
use go?7 Especially for the Lapine and Prinevilie residents.

Our use is mcreasrng approximately 20% annuaﬁy with sales of OHV
) equupment listed at $18 billion annually — the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe llmttataons to OHV use on BLM land

Please adopt a more flexibie road trall densny to aflow 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.

PrintName _Troy  OJRIGHT |
Address__ [GHO  SE. CocfBR. Po &EMI;/ Ong. G702
Signed VZ&*’} /,\L«éﬁ




'RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management | 1420
ATT: Teal Purrnngton JAN , 2004
3050 NE 3™ St ' BLM PRINEVILLE
Prineville, Oregon 97754 DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

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

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

proposed.

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

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

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

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

Print Name %///w 4/r) G/IJL
Address ]74/;3 5; CW ﬂuﬁ}w &auw 64 A1707-




Bureau of Land Management ' | RECE] VED @

ATT: Teal Purrmgton . _
3050 NE 3° St | JAN 14 7004

Prineville, Oregon 97754
BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft DISTRICT

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

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

The aggressive vegetation manégement in Ali. 7 of the Juniper
woodiands will negatively impact a proposed trai! system.

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

- use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

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

Please adopt a more fiexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the [and 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 Pﬁ o F;\S /—Cé
Address__ S 3 ¥ lwi )’-’ijf/t"ui/ &Q) OR C7770/

Signed 'ﬁh%[ @éé/\

?3,:;1w .




RECEIVED

| E_‘th;_egru of Land Managemesnt JAN 1 4 2004
oal Purrmgton ‘
3050 NE 3% St BUM PANEVLLE

Prineville. Oregon 97754
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Managament Draft

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

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy witl be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects cur sport and the users as there are rio 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 Badlangs and feel that providing no
motorized opportunitias at Prineville Reserveoir and the Lapine area'is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not

" ‘reflected in the severe limitations to OHV uses on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexibie road trail density to atflow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
mscromanagmg your areas and attempting to put.trails out for saveral
different uses in the same areas we feel the management wilt fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restn?uons

Print Name _ ﬁegw\ MESAN | ,
Address 17“/7 /\/I’ %OYI YA C_QU\YT

Signed é%ﬂ \MW




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management ‘ 14
ATT: Teal Purrington ' JAN 2004
3050 NE 3™ St » BLM PRINEVILLE
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

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

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

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the 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 Prinevilie residents.

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

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

Print Name __ (O] ane Uou‘/\a\

Address Qtout?om bn = Bend o 27703

Signed LOA Kl l/ o S

qN



RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management JAN 14 2004 5
ATT: Teal Purnngton BLM PRINEVILLE q

3050 NE 3" St DISTRICT
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘ o :

‘RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqgement Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist | would like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Ceniral 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 mana'gement 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'7 Especially for the Lapine and Prmevﬂle residents.

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

'Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of

“the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and aitempting 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 AAGVﬁ C%@(/Zc [7‘
address /3752 StmERe ALl Ar/ fbevil oo 7

/44/@4/
C/




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington ~ JAN 14 2004
3050 NE 3" St - . INEVILLE
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : B RIGT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manéqemen’: Draft

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

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

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

We do not support the closure of the Badiands 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% annua"y with sales of OHV -
equipment listed at $18 billion annually — the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the bestuse 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 Do_na' FGSA e 2
Address___524 AW, Fe(je M/ . f@em& LOR 9779
Signed @w 7{7’. Qﬁ @Z 0 |




Bureau c;f Land Management | RECE\VED

ATT: Teal Purrington ~ JaN 14 2004
3050 NE 3" &t | NEVILE
. . ‘ »

Prineville, Oregon 977544 . B ST

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

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

The preferred aiternative 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 desngnated 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 Badiands 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% énnually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually — the increasing use is not e
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more fiexible 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.

Priﬁt Name gc.cﬂz' /7 /’74/('-9,;07) =
Address /ﬂ///g Lol yrrery Lo




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington | JAN 1 4 2004
3050 NE 3" St . BLM PRINEVILLE

Prineville, Oregon 97754 DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqemenf Draft

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

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

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the 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 annually — the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

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

Print Name é;a L ef D /%b(uj
Address__ £/ 04/ K 'o/w & A Ben
Signed_ e, A Do

Iz & £

D



RECEI\)ED @

Bureau of Land Management JAN 1 4 2004
ATT: Teal lzumngton ' LM PRINEV]

: LLE
3050 NE 3™ St . o DISTRICT

Prineville, Oregon 97754
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

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

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

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the 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? Especiaily for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

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

Please adopt a more fiexible road trail density to allow forthe 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 wiil suffer further restrictions. -

Print Name ) €040\ ¢ K&ﬂ YRz
nasress(z [ 008 LOOOd Ry er D, Eenc/ ODr 9 77@;2
Signed/@ﬂ”"/ Z’V) C.7«;?#“""»&(4(/




RECEIVED @

Bureau of Land Management - 7. JAN 1 4 2004

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3™ St BLM PRINEVILLE

Prineville, Qregon 97754 : DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist 1 wouid 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 refiect
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 vegétation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do not suppert the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized ocpportunities 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 ORV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually — the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density io aliow 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 Nameﬁgdf\ N\Sﬁf Sdf\(’ Shed
Address J &%QO Twmc\Q/Q («Q/g. u K%,QMJ : M_CA\ BRI )
Signed '4/ %\,\ ) _




RECEIVED

- ' 1 4 2004
Bureau of Land Management JAN 1
ATT: Teal Purrington BLM PRINEVIAE
3050 NE 3 st DISTRICT

Prineville, Oregon 97754
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

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

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

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 Badiands 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 wil] that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

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

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

Print Name 424 Hillia ek
Address_ S/ SE Gf STRE2T™

".Signed ﬁ/ﬁ ?\/ 4/%?//4/ ‘




RECEIVED

‘ 14 2004
Bureau of Land Management JAN
ATT: Teal Pumngton : BLM PRINEVILLE
3080 NE 3™ St » . DISTRICT

Prineville, Oregon 97754
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist | wouid 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 wili be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects cur 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
woodiands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

We do riot support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine arez is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use o7 Especially for the L.apine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of'OHV
equiprnent listed at $18 billion annually — the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV uss on BLM land,

Piease adopt a more flexibie road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for & designated trail system that will succead. By
mucromanagmg your areas and attempting to put trails out for several
different uses in the sarme areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name 2R YA }’af,wd, N |
Address_S/SC S A “ a2l - ZMU(, 0({2_,
Signed_fo 7~ ﬁ// |

| a e/




7 Bursall’ of

R Trresl B JAN' 1 4 2004
3050 NE3™. 5t BV .
Prinevnle. Oregoﬁ 97754 -BFMD‘F?T'EFGV'#E |

<

RE! Uppek Deschu es Resource Mahadement Draft

- Asa concerned citlzen ahd recreatlomst | would like fo be on record as
SUpportiVB of motorized recreatlon on BLM lands in Central Oregon. -

The prefetred alternatNe BLM Is proposmg does not adequately reflect
how ah Intefim policy will be implemented. . This interim policy greatly
affects our spoit and the users as thete dre ho assurances BLM will ever
have the f‘eSOUFCGS o put together a deslgnated trail system In the areas
propOSed A ,

The aggresswe Vegetation management ih Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands W|l| hegative!y Impact a proposed trail system.

* We do not SUpport the closute of the Bédldnds and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There Is Use bccuriing In those areas currently, where wiil that
use go? Especnally for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Ouir Use Is mcreasmg approxmately 20% arnually with sales_of OHV
eqU|pmeht lisled at $18 biilion annually - the increasing Lise is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to al|ow for the best use of
the Tand &ahd for a desighated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanagirig your areas and attemptmg to put trails out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultlmately bur use will suffet furthiet restrictions.

Print Na‘me 37’/*’6”}' gﬁ’/"/‘l/ Afﬁ // ,
patress__ 206 L9 e Sl DR Bered
Slgned jﬁ@mj S \(“@/\u‘ ) /rf/{




RECEIVED .

Bureau of Lcmd Management

JAN 14 2004
ATT: Teal Purnngton
3050 NE 3f ‘ . BLM PRINEVILLE
- . DISTRICT

Prmevﬂle, Oreg‘ 97754

| RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

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

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately refiect
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 deS|gnated 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? . Espec:lally for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

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

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

Print Name Hj;s\\ Lent>

Address_ (321 SE 27" Deechap 08 470D
Signed e £, Lo, —




RECEIVED @

Bureau of Land Manag‘e‘m’}ent H | | JAN 1 4 2004

ATT: Teal Purrlngton
3050 NE 3" St . BLM PRINEVILLE
: : DISTRICT

Prineville, Oregon 97754
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

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

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

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

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

Prlnt Name \ VOGO ’@(\M’\{\J\
Address_\0S DE WAQ\L St W\u&\‘w) O’ Sy

Signed




