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

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqeme!lt Draft

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

The preferred alti3rnative 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 All. 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 sal~s of OHV--
..

equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not
refle.cted in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

PI~ase adQpt a more flexible road trail density to allow for ~hebest 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 JOhVl SarW\e.
Address 1..£.l11 ~ E .grlcJ9e- «..oCAJd PrIMP-tl/1 k
Signed
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1.4 2004

RE: Upper De'schutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BLMPRINEV~L~
.,

DlfITAlcrr~

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

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

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consi~tent 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.. i~?llinaging 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. r 40 not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choicewhen it's never been used before? ,

- c. Historicrange will be more expensiveto implementand more law enforcement will
be necessary.

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

emphasizes agricultural use.

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

Print name: ~. ~P{JJ.J,

.
Address.~" /! ('

Signed: ..~
/

~.-( rI all c- ~~~:/()Z
Date:/ r- /?..., OS



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

. .. RECEIVED

JAN 1 4'2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BU!PRIN~
DISTRICT, 1)1)!3

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

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

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

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g.The B. 1. M_.is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

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

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

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

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in cont1icts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizesagricultural use.
'

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

Print name: 'Sfe.vc-V1. U/c
"

r~

Address:gCity, ip: b ,3 ~). 0 f~t'lJc. ""

Signed: i;-~/~
,.

Date: /2- --I J ,.-.C:;3



RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
PubHc CommeI,ltProcess

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

eLMPR'NEV'~
DISTRiCT~

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

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

.

l.Cun-ent range is the B.L.M.'s pre$ent 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
unceliainties of the past.

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

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

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

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. .

- g. The B. 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. T~lat is another key
'reason I suppOli current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

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

past. '

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

be necessary., . . ~ I '.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be JustIfied by results that are unclear and uncertam.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, luis built-in cont1icts with multiple use. 11l1dde-

emphasizes agricultural use. '

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

PrilltnameCJM\~CZ .f\~~

Address. City~Zip:
. -- '!\bOr-'~" .'-

Signe' b Date:



Bureau of Land Mana.gement
ATT: Teal Punington
3050 NE '3rdSt. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED'

JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

el.M PRINEVIllE

DIST~

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.CUl1'ent railge 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 restrictetllike historic range to a concept oftrying to recreate the

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

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

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

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

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. ,

- g. The B. 1. M.. is l11anagingpublic 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 n9t support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t.'
,

- b. How do I know if historic tange is the best choice when it's never been used before?
-c. Historic rang~ 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 uncertai~l.
~e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.
I

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

Pl~ltname: l£~Y~
.

.

Address. City~Zip: .
\

lAJ Lp. f::lWs) W- 0l-l-3cr

Signed:r!f[;~' ~ Date:_lk. 13 .(]V



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

, I

RECEJVED '

J.AN 1. 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

eLM PRINEVILLE
'

DISTR(fi*i)
,

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

l.CUl1"entrange 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. CUtTentrange 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 impossibleand isn't very beneficial to the communityat large., '

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

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

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant fo,rhuman 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 bf 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 c,ionot support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the,

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

be necessary.
'

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in cont1icts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

"
, 'I

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

Printname:CI"ft~",.,14 '!
Address. City,Zip: f{7 !t/'fIJ 51/'v~ I~
Signed=#- ~

;f.e-Z~ !pI q7f~?
Date:J~ -, 3 - (!!J3



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

R~CEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 ,

RB: Upper Deschutes Resourqe Management Draft.
J;ublic Comment Process:

eLMPRINI;VIL~
DISTRICT ~

I
I

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like,to be on record as SUppOliiveof' Current
Range Vegetation Manageme~~t'.The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'ftfistoric Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.' !

1.Cun'ent range is the B.L.M. ' s present method of vegetation management.
~a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.

'

-b. Current range isn't rektricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
" f 1 I

'

"
unceIiamtles 0 . t le P1tSt.', '

. - c. The concept of recreat~ng vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago"and before
is impossible and isn'fr very beneficial to th~ community at large.

-'d. Cm:~n: rat~ge is t~e l1l~st c~mp.atible,and consist~~t with other current land-use
actIvItieS lIke agncultu~e, multIple use and recreatIOn. ,

~e. Current range works thd best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the b6st chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our CUITientdyeds and vegetative concerns.

. ",

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
proje~t area. The I.andwi~hin this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is l1lea:lltforllul1lan 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 vegetatidlll management is a new and unceliain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

pMt .
'

- b. How do I lmow if historic irange is the best choice when it's never been use~ before? ,

- c. Historic range will be 11101'16expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
, .be necessary. I '.

- d. Those greater expenses' capnot be justified by resultsthat are unclear and ullceliain.
- e. Historic range reduces pul11icaccess~ has built-in contlic'ts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes a~icu1tural usJie.

'I.
I

Please amend the prefeITed aIterhative to support;
. CUITentliRange Vegetation Management' . .

1 I .
I I

Print name: L.-f fJ ftrl yV t~,~
I

Address, City~ Zip:~! /
'"

~

Signed: 0) ~~ ~-tA
B~-.I'-.L 171 D~

Date: J}- II~ I{):3.
/ /

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

,RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004

RB: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

~ublic Comment Process

GLM PRINEVILLE

Dlsm~

~~f)
I

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

, formulatedtechniquecalled 'HIstoric Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. '

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

"
uncertainties of the past.

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

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

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

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
"

- g. The B. 1. Moois 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 actio11sthe 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

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

pMt. .
. .

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

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

-d. Those greater expense5' cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in contlkts with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural nse.

Please amend the preferred altelmative to support;
'CUITen1\;Range Vegetation Management'.-

Print name: ~CJ"v-ry 6:) , /'-~ ~ l

.

Address, City,Zip: /S- (;? d
11 1/ ff'~ 97 7 v

Signed: ~ -7~ ,. Date: /-:2.-/':£ +d.3

~



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

RE'CEIVED
JAN 1 4,' 2004

'

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Dr,aft. '

public Comment Process

eLM PRINEVILL

(§j)' .

-

DISTRICT. p:--t)b q
. .

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of'Cun'ent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulatedtechniquecalled 'Historic Range'. I support 'Cun'ent Range' over 'Historic Range' .

for several reasons. '

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

.' uncertainties of the past. ,
.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is im,possibleand isn't very beneficial to th~ communityat large. .

-' d. Current range is the most cOFpatible and consistent with other CUl1.'entland-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 CWTentneeds and ~egetative 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
re!;JBonI 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 Stfpport.
- a. I do,not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

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

- c. Historicrange will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
'

'

, be necessary.
-d. Those greater expenses cmmot be justified by results that are unclear and unceliain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conf1icts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.'

Please amend the prefelTed alternative to support; .

-
~'CUlTent Range vege\ation Management'.-

Print name: / ;;/1/1 /N' d (/ {, ,;/4 C

Address. City. Zip: 3' /3' Go S vt/ Pr/IY/' 1(;0- /fJrlt- /.( ~L~£-

Signed: ~ 7'
,p~p Date:. /'71'/7 3



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

R'ECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004

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

BLM PRINEVILLE ~ ,

,

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

.

1.CtitTeiltrange is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility. ,

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

"
uncertainties of the past.

.. c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial t9 th~ community at large.

-' d. Cunent range is the most compl1tible l1ndconsistent with other CUTI'entland-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. ,

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

prioritizes our' current needs and vegetative concerns.
"-g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

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

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

past. ,
'

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

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

, be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public acces's~has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

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

Print name: ;I:z:{,4-~J bvLI'/ /I-c..

Address. City, Zip:

Signed:

_EIO r---" ..JD C)~

Date: /)-,~-/J-O~?



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

RECEIVED' .

JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

)?ublic Comment Process

BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRI~

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

1.CU11'entrange 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. Cun;ent range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing to recreate the

,
"

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

, is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to the c0mmunityat large.
-' d. Current range is the most cOlnpatible 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 beBt chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

'prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. .

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

.reason; I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It

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

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

- a. I do not supportthe B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the 'vegetation uncertainties o~ the
past. .

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

.

. be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and unceliain.
- e. Historic range reduces ]Jublic access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-.

'emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the prefelTed alternative to support;
. .Current Range vegeiation Management'.'

.
I

Pl'int name~
~~ 6\.1..\j\,a C

Address~CIty,Zip: I Ij. W
Signed.



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

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

public Comment Process

eLMPRJNEV'LL~
.

fJlSTRIGr

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

'

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

"
uncertaintiesof the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 year~ ago and before
is impossible and isn't ve1J'lbeneficial to the community at large.

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

'
,

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

, prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. ','
- g. The B. 1. Moois managing pubUc lands within a federally designated reclamati.on

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

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

past. '
,

'

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

, be necessary. ' ,

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and ul1ce11ain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in cont1iCtswith multiple use. and de~,

emphasizes agricultural use. '

I

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

I

Print name: \ I A. f CA.'

47U 9 7 '"<ifj
Address, City, Zip:

SigIled.-p ~



Bureau of Land Management
A.TT:Teal Punington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1, 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

:public Comment Process

BLM PRIN

~
EVILLE

DISTRICT ,Ig
..1!"r-

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 'CunentRange' over 'Historic Range' ,

for several reasons. .

1.Cun'ent range is the B.1.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in t1~xibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like histo'ric range to a concept of trying to recreate the

,
' uncertainties of the past. '

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

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

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

, prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
.

."

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

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.1.M..'8 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

bast.. .

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

. be necessary.
.

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

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

Please amend the preferred alternative to sup~..Q!1;
.Current Range Vegetation Management'.'

.
Print name: Uu (~t

.

6,4-J~ 4 wr- -===--/J
Address~City,Zip: LJzIQC;r ~t) 'f~ C)r;~/

Signed: l-)!/Vf ~ Date: (~- -/:] :::1



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

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management'Draft.
fublic Comment Process

BI.MPRINEVI,~

.

.

DISTAICT~

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

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

"
uncertaintiesof the past.

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

-' d. CUTI'entrange is the 1110stc9mpatible 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 COllcerns.
"

- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

. project area is meant for'human development and occupancy. That is another key
, reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It

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

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

past.
- b. How do I lmow if historic range is the best choice when it's never been useq. before?
-c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.
.

-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and unceliain.
- e. Historic I~angereduces .1?ubl~caccess, lllis built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizes agricultllral use.

Please amend the preferred altel11ative to sUPp'ort;

~ '.

.Current Range vegeiatioll Management'.' .

PI'int name: ~e.j:::> U l U"<
I

SIgned: .-. Date: I~ -/ <-63



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

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

'RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management DraB.
,

Public Comment Process

elMPR/NE~'-%RJ
_

LE

,

,

PISTAIC~

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

LCu11'entrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
,. a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.

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

- c. The concept of recreating ve~etation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very lSeneficial to the community at large. , '

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other currelit land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recr~ation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current rangehas the best chanceof creating a healthyanq diversified ecosystem that

, prioritizes our cunent needs and vegetative concems.

- g. The B. L. Moois managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support cun'ent range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works 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 lmow if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
'

'

- d. Those greatyr expenses cannot be justified by results that ate unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access; has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the prefelTed alternative to supp6rt;
,

'Cunent Range Vegedttion Management'.

Print name: ~fV)Y) pl)fLIv(.J
"

~ddress, ~~
it 'ZiP:J~" I~

SIgned:
~u~ ~ '....

Date: Iv/! c1! dJ, ,



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUl1'ington
3050 NE 3I'd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004

I

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draf1.
Public Comment Process

As a concel11edCentral Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'CUl1'ent
Range Vegetatioll Marpgement'. The prefel1'edalternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called' Historic Range'. I support' CUlTentRange' over' Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CUl1'entrange 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 restricteq like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

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

is impossible and isn't velY peneficial 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 CUl1'entand future vegetative conditions.
- f. CUlTentrange has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our cunent needs and vegetative concerns. '

- g. The B. L. Moois managing pllblic 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 arId occupancy. That is another key
reason I supPOli CUl1'entrange, 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 rarIge vegetation management is a new and unceliain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

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

be necessary. ,

- d. Those greater expenses call1~otbe justified by results that ar'eunclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the prefen-ed altemative'to suPPfft;
'Current Range Veget tion Management'.

Print name: f2,OV1CiLIc/ f-:J. p:.O,".s€..-{-h

Address, City, Zip: /Pt.;'�o 6E 5cenl'c... Or
Signed:Jt.nuvl/ II, "f~f11L-

Pr/l1etJ/lk oR.. 9)"?~

Date: /'7L-ID "Q3



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

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN I 4 2004

BLMPRIN8II~
, 4jj)11DISTRICT ry-Lf.

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of'Cun'ent
.

Range Vegetation Management'. The prefened alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fOl111ulatedtechnique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Cunent 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. Cunent range isn't restricteq like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. .

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

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

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

prioritizes our cunent needs and vegetative concerns.
~ g~The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support cun-ent range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works 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 uncertaiflties of the

past. . .

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

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that ai'e unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access~has:

.

~Ui1t-inconflicts with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. \

.
'I

Please amend the prefel1'ed alternative to sUPPOli;
'Current Range Vegetation Management' .

/,'.
IPrint name:

~,
Signed: Date:



Bureau of Land Man!:j.gement
ATT: Teal PUn'ington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECE,IVED
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Drafi,
Public Comment Process

I

BLMPRINEV!~

,

<1
DJSmlCT~

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

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

unceliainties of the past. .
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and befote

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is tlie most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, mbltiple use and recreation.
-:-e. CUn'ent range works the best with our cun'ent and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range hm;the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

'prioritizes our cl~n'entneeds and vegetative concerns,
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. TIle land within this reclamati,on area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is J,neantfor human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I suppoii current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better tInder 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 suppbrt the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

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

be necessary.
.

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

emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the prefel1'ed alternative to support; ,

'C
,

urrent Ra
,

nge veg
,

et
:
rion Management'..-- .

JCivc~ RA&J'e I
.

.

Addre:;/'lZiP{~7 11', [~1?1-1 fr;ftd;{k..
.

O~

Sign/.n6 - .
Date: tJ- 10- () J

7'775t(



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

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004.
BLMPR'NEVIL~

,

ilIa'
DISTRICT ~

As aconcemed Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefen-ed alt~rnative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for severalreasons. .

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

. - a.It is the best approach because 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 impossibleand isn't very beneficialto the communityat large. .

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

.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chat:lceof creating a healthy and .diversitied ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. .

i i; - g. The B. L. M.. is managing pub~ic lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within~this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

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

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

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been lIsedbefol:e'?
- c. Historic ,range will be more ~xpensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.'
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and lInce11ain.
- e.

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

Address. City, Zip:

I
Sign~ce

Please amend the prefen-ed alternative to support;
'CuITent Range Vegetation Management'.

Printname:~ 0/o//U'/e

/5'~/ swZ/j'?
U~/lc'~ "L

I

r~' /!e/)fi()/~1
DateL.2' .--;If'-- 03

97/~6
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUlTingtoll
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

'I
'I

I RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BLMPRINE~
.

DISTRIC~

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

'.
I

. I

l.CutTent range is the B.L.M.'s preisentmethod o'fvegetation management.
- a. It is the best approachbeca~seofit's built in flexibility.

.

- b. CutTent range isn't restrictGd like historic range to a concept oftrying to recreate the
unceliaintiesof the past. I .

, - c. The conceptofrecreating vfgetation conditionsthat existed 150years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most clpmpatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, r;nultipleuse and recreation.

- e. CUtTentrange works the be~t with our CUtTentand future vegetative conditions.
- f: C~lT~l:trange has the best [hance of cre~ting a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

pnontlzes our cun-entnee(Jsand vegetatIveconcerns. .

., g. TheB. L. Moois managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

I .

project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current l;ange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under chal'1g;e,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 beeI1used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement arid more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertatn.
- e. Historic range reduces pubJic access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizesagriculturaluse.,
.

.,.. .

Please amend the prefel1'ed alternFtive to suppOli;
'Current B,;ange Vegetation Management'.

Print name: J 1911.--fl.-.'[ /J;!L~ u. e ~ e fL

~ddres.:91ty,Zi~
([)2--5 .-;/ VI,,:YGt--L-

SlgnedOOU ~. Date:

?c;JJ){)fl 977°1
/

) /~ /15-03'
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd 8t.

'

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Managel11entDraft.
Public Comment Process

BlMPRIN~~

,

VJLLE .
DIr;rRI~

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.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
~ a. It is the best approachbecauseofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Cun-ent range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftrying to recreate the

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

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the cornmunity at large.
- d. Cun-ent range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Cun-ent range works the best with our cun-ent and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Cun-ent range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUITentneeds and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. Moois managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation'

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

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

past. ,

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

be necessary. ,

- d. Those greater expenses Calmotbe justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bui1t~inconf1icts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

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

,'v-L Q~ 1 o-J. QJ\Z ~ 7 7 <)~

Date: \I)-f)-D),

'I



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

:

\

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BLMPRINEVIL
.

.~
DISTRICT ~

As a concel11edCentral Oregon resident I would like to be on record as SUppOliiveof 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated techniqu.e called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

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

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

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our cun-ent and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

. prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concel11s.
- 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 meai1t for hur;nandevelopment and occupancy. That is another key
reason I suppOli current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation managel11entis a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-cr~ate the vegetation uncertainties of the

. past.
.

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

be necessary.
.

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

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

.

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

Prin! name: J\I\; JJ (,\e
I Qrti

~ £Mr eh fn f1JrtiS- O~J11~/
~::::;]~~:d OJIZ

5MJ
Date:PeG, ~
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RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Pun'ington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville,Oregon97754

JAN 1 4 2004

.

!

I

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BLMPR'NE~~
. DISTRIC~

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be Onrecord as supPOliive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefelTed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fOIDlUlatedtechnique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

1,CUlTentrange is the B.L.M, ,
s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility. .
- b. Cunent range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

unceliainties ofthe past. .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at 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 CUlTentand future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUlTentneeds and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. 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 CUl1'entrange, 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 unceliainties of the

- past.
- b. How do I know if historic railge 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 Calmot 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 suppOli;
. Current Range Vegetation Management' .

Printname:;;e;:;;;; dL.£-~~

AddreSSfh IP.N ~&.q ~J/J$hSIgned: ..
. Date: 12jI~ ~



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

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Managem~nt Draft.
Public Comment Process

. 'I. .
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.

JAN 1 4 2004

BLMP
.

RINEVILLE~
DISTRICT ~

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

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

is impossible and isn't v~ry beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most ~ompatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, Imultiple use and recreation.
'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the bes!tchance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem. that

prioritizes our current nebds a~d vegetative concerns.
~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It, .

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

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

- a. I do not support tl)e 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 LlsedbefOl:e?
- c. Historic'range will be more ~x'Pensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater e~penses cannot Ihe justified by results that are unclear and uncel1ain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public aceess~ has built-in conflicts with multiple lIse. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative 110support;
'CulTent Range ,Vegetation Management'.

Printname: \~.YJA 1\12-1:> P?M ~ ~ A'f
.

Address.Ci~3ip:A V 6 ~ 1j \ t" \ f f-D U< Ii L oJ~iJ LJA

Signed: ~ h,..~' Date: J"Z~2r., -(j..s
/

.

cr3o~~

...\..



Bureau of Land 1'1anagement
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

eLM PR;NEVILLE
.

:~
DISTRICT ~

As a con'cerned Central Oregon resident I would H*e to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'

.

for several reasons.

,

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

uncertainties of the past. .

- c. The,concept of recreating vegetation condition~ that existed] 50 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

. - d. Currentrange is the most compatibleand consistentwith 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 a~d vegetative' concerns.

'j - g. The B. L.M.. is managing public lands within a federalJy 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. r do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do r know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befo,:e?
- c. Historic range will be more e~pensive to implement and more raw enforcement will

benecessary.
.

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

emphasizesagric~lt~ral~se. .

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

Print name: U "€-RV'--- ~ (:) '\f\<f'~~
~

<0
.

\~'Address CIty ~~ () 0 'V\ ..\,( /, \ .

Signe~\~
.. .

-Date: \7--') \:,-02:,.

"1,..



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

II

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2

'

004 ~
, ,,/-1/-

BLM PRINEVILLE ~
pISTR/CT

'RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Conm1ent Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefelTed altel11ativeB.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Cun'ent Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

(

l.\CulTentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Cunent range isn't restricted like historic rallge to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past.
\

- c. The concept ofrepreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible an~ 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 agl~iculture,multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range wqrks the best with our cunent and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range hds the best chance of creaHng a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

I

prioritizes our c.unentneeds 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 rneant fOt:human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support CU11'entrange, 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.

II

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

- a. I do not supporbhe B.L.M..
j
s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

\past. I
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range 1\¥illbe more expensive to i'mplement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater ~xpenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range J.(educespublic access, has built-in conf1icts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizes agriicultural use.
.

'I
Please amend the preiferred alternative to support;
'.

i
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

. ~I
Print name: ~Ol.~ M e.o..V\..S

I
Address, City,Zip: 13lSO K~V'.sRoL00

Sigl1ed:~r ~
I

Avf- £ I.AJf!,f/I- '0
()It. 0; 1-'io !

Date: 12.-J~-o:3



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Pun-ington
3050 NE 3rd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes ResoJlrce Management D~kfi.
Public Comment Process I

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

eLM PRINEVILLE ~.
,l~1)1

'

.

DISTRICT ~ IfU"

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

I.Cunent rang~ is the B.L.M.'s present method 6fvegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Cun-ent range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftrying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
.

- c. The concept of recreatingvegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't ve1i)'beneficial to the community at large.

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

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

prioritizes our CUlTentneeds and vegetative concerns.
"

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

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. T4is
project area is meant fo~ human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current:range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works betler 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.UM..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. ,

- b. How do I know if historic l1angeis the best choice when it's never been used before?
-c. Historic range will be n1,oreexpensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. .
- d. Those greater expel1S(~Scannot be justified, by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. 3nd de-

emphasizes agricultural:use.

Please amend the preferred al.!:temative to suppOli;
. CUff,'ent Range Vegetation Management'. '

Print name: MA1'::0~ -JJ4;UJ 'P7~

~ddress. ~
.

,..ft> 0V
,>*-,

'
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SIgned: /' I Date: 1 '2-/ r ?! O?:;;j : ::> . I\
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Punington
3050 NE 3rdSt.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: UpperJ)eschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process i'l

I

As a concemed Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Cul1'ent
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefelTed alternative B.1.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fOlIDulatedtechnique called' Historic Range' . I support' Cun'ent Range' over' Historic Range'
for several reasons.

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE ~
DISTRICT ~

l.Cunent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
.,a. It is the best approachbecause ofit's built in flexibility. .

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of tlying to tecreate the
uncertaintiesof the past. .

- c. The concept ofrecreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't velY 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. CUlTentrange works the best with our cunent and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Cunent range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our cunent needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. 1. Moois 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 fut~lre.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and unceliain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.1.M.. ' s efforts to re.-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t. .
. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and mOl;elaw enforcement will

be necessary. I
.

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

emphasizes agricultural use.

;.

Please amend the prefelTed alternative to support;
'Cun'ent Range Vegetation Management:.

~~ (£L(cfJe)~
Address. C

.

ity, Zip:- ~ 1:.f2Y'fJe

Signed: £-- c: s

Print name:

~ of> q77d7

Date: /;;;2-/ J:--63



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUn'ington
3050 NE 3rdSt.

. Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

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

JAN 1 4 2004

BLMPRINBlIU£@V qDISTRIOT ":f-Y Lfc/'

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

..

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

uncertainties ofthe past.
.

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

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

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

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support CUlTentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works bet1er 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 la10wif historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? .
-- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

-- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces publlc access, has bui1t~inconflicts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

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

Print name: D..l~_f\D IVl.uJ~v..LL'-

AddresS'~~~I) jQV SW 31'~
Signed:~, _J.k~<--

q17C;~ r OR .,
Date:\) - \.~ --D ?



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

RECEIVED

, RE: Upper Deschutes Resource M~nagement Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

@
'

BLM PRINEVILLE 4:1 tfJ..D
DISTRICT

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

I
'for several reasons. '

, .

1.Current range is the B.L.M. '5 present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility. , , ,

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

"

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

- d. Cun'ent range is the most compatible and consistent with other cun-ent 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 thebest. It
works belier uilder c:hange, 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. r do'not support the H.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

pMt. ' '

- b. How do I lmow ifhis1',oricrange is the best choice when it's never been used before? ,

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to imple~nent and more law enforcement will
be necessaty.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic ratlge reduces p~.lblicaccess, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural user

Please amend the prefen-ed alterpative to support;
~ Current Range Vegetation Management' .-

Print name: 'DC\ Y\\'l ~ ~S~
Addl~ess.City, Zip: '~3' °'t .~ ,A~v~ '\ e'.~bCJ\'V"\~ Or' q 7'7 ~()
Signed: f~"

' Date: I?~J~_-S



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEyd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEi\!~ED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM P
.

RINEVILlIi'

(fj
. ~.

112
,

())DISTRICT
'¥ 7~ I

J'

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

l.CUlTentrange is the B.L.M.'spresent method IJfvegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's buih in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

unce11aintiesof the past.
.

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

- d. Current range is the m0st 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. Cugent range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our cun'ent needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The 13.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 supp0l1 CUlTentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works betleI' under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

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

past.
- b. How do I know if historic rangeis the best choice when it's 'never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enfo~cement will

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

.
emphasizes agricultural use~

Please amend the prefelTed altemative to support;
'CuD'ent IRan2:eVegetation Management'. .

Print name: fVi t!f If /tkl <;;rfr\:.
. .

Address,City,Zip: I01'cJ 5w ;2 rMmc£. h)'tIZA,~/lk.-

Signe~~~
'

-Date:)2-IO-~



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Pun'ington
3050 NE Jrq 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004

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

BLM PRINEVIlLE ~OISTR/CT" ~
As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as suppOliive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative RL.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

1.CulTentrange is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetationmanagement.
'

- a. It is the best approach because of it' s bui~tin flexibility. ,
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

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

is impossible and isn'tt very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. CUlTentrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

, prioritizes our currentneeds and vegetativeconcerns.
.

. . g. The B. 1. MoOis 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 CUlTentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of c;hanges that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and unceliain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not suppOli the B.1.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties Qf the

past.
- b~ How do I know i[historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
. d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in confEcts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agriculturaluse. '

Please amend the prefelTed alternative to support;
'Current Ran2:e Vegetation Management' .

I.
Print name:,LJ/ ()!;i11r-"1 ~ c:t-.ft1",- .

Address, City, Zip: 1&<1"'2- 5 tV ~/,41,/)..f:~('Jk. ,fJr-rlrlitvl/! {O~

Signed:L1Lf'¥~"'l ::;ov,~ Date: I 2--- / c:;-00

"'':..~.",..,.
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUl1'ington.
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Drafi.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

eLM PRINEVilLE ~
..

5'0
DISTRICT ~

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of'Cunent
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.CUl1'entrange is the B.L.M.' s pres,ent method of vegetationmanageme11t.
- a. It is the best approachbecause ofit's built in flexibility. .

- b. CUl1'entrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftrying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation condlitions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't :verybeneficial 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. Cun'ent range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our cUl1'entneedsand vegetative concerns.
.

- g. The B. L. Moois managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclanlation a[(;;ais 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 Ido not support.
- a. I do not support th(~B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t. .

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

be necessary. 0

- 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-

emphasizesagriculturaluse. .

Please amend the preferred, alternative to support;

0
0

; CUI.rrentRange Vegetation Management' .

Print namei!2 D A a. ((e y.z;J~,,-

AddreS~jP::!!41 m~r'/~ ~j4'Wnd 0",
Signed' -- Date:1::<.- 10 .-°3

Y7>s~



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

RECEIVED

RE: Upper De,schutesResource Management Draft.,
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

BLMPRINEV/LLE~

.

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

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

uncertainties of the past.
'

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

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
'. d. Current range is the most compatible andq~nsistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and .recreation..
#.e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
. f. Current range has the best ch~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.

~' - g. The B. L. Moois managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclarp.ation area is mostly private!y owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key'
reason I suppc;>rtcurrent range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and In the future.

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

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been Llsedbefol:e?
. c. Historic range will be more ~xpensive to iI1fplementand more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
. e. ' Historicrange reducespublic access~has built-in conflicts with multiple lIse.and de-

emphasizes agriCultural use.

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

Prin~name: \N\.\.( ~O\~\-. ~ ~,1. 'DC"",
Address,c:r;~t~ £.

~~i
97 <;Iii'. L-~&~

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

REC,EIVED '

,I

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

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE ~, 'J
,

t-?KDISTRICr

~
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 ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

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

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

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

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

,

ge has the be
,

st chan

"
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,
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,
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,

h
,

ealthY and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetativelconcerns. '

I,' - 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 isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. r do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. '

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been lIsed bef01;e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses carmot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. 'Historic range reduces public access! has built-in conflicts with multiple lIse. Gndde-

emphasizes agricultural use.
I /

Please amend the preferred alt~~nn.ative to support; ,

'Current Range Vegetation Managemenf.

Printname:'1/ ifY\ 11"1 (Do VIq, I J
Address,~

,

ty,ZiP:'30~ ~Vt)~VA
fIVe.

Signed: /(VV\. VV1
.

(Y1/~o-- " ,- Date:
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
.
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Mana~ement Draft.
Public Comment Process

BLM PRINEVILLE ~DISTRICT ~

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

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

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

is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to the communityat large. .

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

#-e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chal!ce of creatIng a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managingpublic lands within afederally designated reclamation.

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is most]y 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 Ch~rges that will occur now and in the future.

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

. past. . .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been llsed befOl:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more ~xpensive to implement and more law enforcement wi II

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

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

.

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

~ .-:--
Print name:

< Ii?OLf .j!\ (fT\J 5 (oN
,

J!J' NvV {(till'/. VILl Ii: 6L I/):JAddress, City" Zip:,

Signed:

8F~/b {)1Q. 1'1 7 0 I

Date: I '2. / 1'llo ~
I
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Pun'ington
3050 NETd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT c@)

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s!prdent method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach b~cause of if s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

unceliainties of the pa~t.
- c. The concept ofrecreatihg vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn'"tvery beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the mbst.compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agricult~lre, multiple use and recreation. '
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range luis the ~est chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current Ineeds and vegetative concerns.
.

, I

- 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 fqr 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.

12. Historic range veg;etatiol1'm~nagement is a new and uncertain concept I do not suppOli.
- a. I do not support the BjL.M.'.' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. I
- b. How do I know ifhist:pric range is the best choice when it's never been llsed before?
-c. Historic range will be

I

.

more expensive 19

1

implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

"

"

- d. Those grcater expensds cannot be:justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduced public access, has'built-in conflicts with niultiple use. and de-

emphasizes agriCUlturrl use.

Please amend the preferred laltemative to SUPPOli; .

,
I 'Cl~rrent Range Vegetation Managemenf.

I

Print name: ,4~f. ,&.everL

Address, City, Zip: )$00
~

s£: ~111h~~J1 ~d fi-/'rJezA/;/k iJ/ 97?!J4/

Signed: d;;f. ~ Date: #-//-<0

f'~"



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

RECEIVED

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

JAN 1 4 2004

BLMPRIN8ilUE.@JJ 1DISTRICT ~. 4(.:.)

As a concerned Central Oregon resi4ent I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Cua-ent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred altemative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Cu11'entrange is the B.1.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.

. -b.Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftrying to recreate the
unceliainties of the past. .

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

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

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

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within ~ federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant forhuman 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 vegetationmanagem~nt is a ne~ and unceliain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not suppOli the B.1.M.. ' s efforts to rb-create the vegetation unceliainties of the.

I. past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never beenllsed before?
- c. Historic range will be mor~ expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cmIDotbejustified by results that are unclear and ul1cettain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts ,¥ith multiple use, and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred altemative to suppOli;
.

'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purdngton
3050 NE3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

BlMPRINEVJLLE6i''/}j).
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

uncertainties of the past.
.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and iSl1~tvery beneticial to the community at large.

- d. Cunentrange is the most c0111patibleand consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

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

prioritizes our current neeqs and vegetative concerns,
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing publ1c lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land wit~in this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support cun-ent range, It accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works bet1er under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

. I

2. Historic range vegetation mana:gement is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do notsuppOli the B.LJvC's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b.. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive tq' impl~ment and more law enforcement will

be necessary. .1
.

- d. Those greater expenses Calmot bejustifidd by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has,built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the prefen'ed alteri1ative to suppOli;
.Current Ran2:e Vegetation Managemenr.

Print name: -.:3'(i~ oto V0



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

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

B!-M PRINEV'L~
_ fjj§)

.

DISTRICT ~ 77'-:.

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

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

.

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

I '
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 wi1lthat
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?ystem that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put trails out for several
different uses in the s~me areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name ~%\O 0 2::>~

Address' N.f 6-J l LSku....

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

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004<tlfD
BlM PRINEVilLE

DISTRICT '

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
,

Public Comment Process I

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

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

uncertainties of the past. '

,

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

- d. Cllrrent range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, n~ultiple use and recreation.

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

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. ,
- g. The B. 1. Moois 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 ~evelopment and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support cun'ent range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occm 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 eff0l1s to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t. '
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never peen used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses carmot bejustified by results that me 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 Vege 'ation Mana ement'.

!

Print name: j)U~ ~7 W h.;+rto/, ,

Address, City. Zip:qqq AM ~r~1.\pc>l\U~

Signed: .k.~ u~
ql-?-S<i

Date:f'L- to -°3
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NETd.St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 14 2004~

BLM PRINEVII.LE ~
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Drafi.
Public Comment Process

As a concemed Central Oregon resident I would ,like to be on record as supportive of' Cua'ent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred altemative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fornmlated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.'

. .

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

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

is impossible and isn'tt 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.
-.t. Current range has the best cihanceof creating a healthy and diversifIed ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. .

- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works betier 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 Ul1certaintiesof the

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

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified 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 altemative to support;
.Current RanQ:eVegetation Nlanagement'.

(""'"\'...1. A"\ O fPrint nal11e~0
\ or2.17'6'if

tr. Date: 12-/v - O~,
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUlTington '

3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 14 2004~

BLM PRINEVILLE .~
DISTRICT

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

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be 011record as supportive of' CurrentI
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefelTed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated teclmique called 'Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

1.Cul1'entrange is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in i1exibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

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

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most cO~11patibleand 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. CUITentrange has the best cltance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.. ,
- g. The B. L. Moois managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I suppoli current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of 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. Howdo I know if historic range is the-best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to impl~ment and more law enforcement will

. be necessary. -

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that ate unclear and Ul1certain.
-e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the prefetTed alternative to support;
'CutTen! Range Vegetation Management'.

printname:~atJ!/e')La J-e-;- £
Address,City,Zip: '11;2 '6 PlL///Zt"'?/ '" 1;//??0FJdlJ- '7/ ??t:
Slgned~~ t1g.("~-

"
Date:f:,2 ~/L) CJ ~
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 200~

BLMPRINEVILLE~
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

. .

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

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

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed] 50 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at Jarge.

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

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

prioritizes our current needs a~d vegetative concerns.
'

ri - 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 humah development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

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

past. ~

.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befOl:e'?
'"c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
. .

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

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

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

Printname: )3 ~!j( e-. ,D it
{ I

, . \

Address. City, Zfp: if 2, I~~ 11 [ )llll' (
Signed: -&t;l~ £~
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

i

I RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

€i!!i,~, I -Ji)BLMPRINEVillE
-;;p 'I ~ ~

OISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

uncertaintiesof the past. .
.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed] 50 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 CUITentand future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best ch!lt:J.ceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns. -

~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within afederalJy designated reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is most]y privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range'l it accommodates people and their actions tbe 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 arid 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 befol:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

benecessary.
.

.

- d. Those greaterexpenses cannot bejustified 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. '

Plint name: -.
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington .

3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

. i

\
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RECEIVED

~:P:'N~:~ft0DISTRICT ,

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

.

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

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'spresent method of vegetationmanagement. .

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

is impossible and isn't very be,neficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chaJ:1ceof 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 hum:andevelopment 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.

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

- a. r do riot support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?
- c. Historic range will be mor\~expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. . '

- d. Those greater expenses carmot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

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

Please amend the preferred altemaWive to support; .

~Current Rq,nge Vegetation Management' .

Print name: kt*Yl, -& wl':...,'IoJt.c...

Address. City~Zip: 197 I .f6... 1:3 t~~CI'f-< /~k. it,{ ,

Signed: 4'~ ~//~) Date:I;J-Ig-d~
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RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
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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 'Curre'nt Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

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

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

is impossible and isn't very beneficia] 'to th~ community at Jarge..
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
'- e. Currentrange works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

'

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

,,' - g.The B. L. M.. is managingpublic lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. Tne land within'this reylamation 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 tbe future.

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

past.
.

- b. How do I know ifhistoric range is the best choice when it's never been used befo,;e'?
- c. Historic range will be more ~xpensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.. Historicrange reducespublic access~has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizesagriculturaluse. .

. .

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

J::i£ /~(f.~!~
. .
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Address.City,Zip: 76(2;.' ~r. 04-k Ill.
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As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would I~Je to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility..

.

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertaintiesof the past.! .

-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed J50 years ago and before.
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at Jarge.

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

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditiOI]s.
- f. Current range has the best ch~ce of creatin'g a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
i t,' - g.The B. L. M.. is managingpublic lands within a federallydesignatedreclamation

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

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

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been Llsedbef01:e?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses calmotlbe justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple lIse. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

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

Print name~'-IJlaj u;u
,

f{JiYt \
'°f} .'

Address. CIty, ZIp: /035 5.J IJ-J, It-ttztt,.~~,,(/ {)L 7/112-
I
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RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

I

!

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

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

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is th,emost compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chat:lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

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

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'5 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .'

- b. How do I lmow if historic range is the best choice when it's never been llsed befol:e'?
-c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. '

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

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

Please amend the preferred altemati~e to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management".

Printname:-~~ N N '-'\ ~Ic: !:'

Address. City, Zip: (9 \ s::-~w I C);$~ J".. R~'VV\. ~d cJ ~ '1 t -, S:-b
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
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RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004
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DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

1.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built jh flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic raingeto a c'oncept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof thepast. I

-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossibleand isn't very beneficialto the communityat large. .

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

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

- f. Current rangehas the best ch~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.

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

'

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

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

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befo,:e'?
-c. Historic range will be more ~xpensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncel1ain.
- e. ' Historicrange reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;

. 'CulTent Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: S 4~W',.J U/)'~
I
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