Bureau of Land Management RECE’ VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington ' : : JAN 1 4
3050 NE 3" St 004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' " BLMPRINEVLL
DISTFUCT Inf
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

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

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

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

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

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

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

ATT: Teal Purrington .
3050 NE 3" St. JAN 1.4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754

. BLM PRINEVILLE
‘ DISTRICT ,
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ' qﬁk ‘

Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and bef01e
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management'.
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Bureau of Land Managerhent R ECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3% St. _ |
Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN'1 42004

| ' | BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. , DISTNC
Public Comment Process v =

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Please amend the m'eferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.-
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-Bureau of Land Management , RE CE , VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St. ‘
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : JAN 1 4 2004
‘ . BLM PRINEVILLE ¢
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - DisTRICT ‘
Public Comment Process ‘ [

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

for several reasons. | o

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

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

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

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years 4go 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
prlorltlzes our current needs and vegetative concerns. -

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington ' 4
3050 NE 3¢St | | JAN 1. 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 _ BLM PRINEVILLE

' DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschuites Resource Management Draft ‘ o @
/ Public Comment Process : i Az

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 restucteh like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

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

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

‘ activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

| P1111t name: (/(iBUQ_, CDVV\’PO\/’E
Address. City. ip: ATH) win. \(lead lp. Sisders, 0 0/’—}’%‘5"(
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Bureau of Land Management , RE C E IVED |
ATT: Teal Purrington o ,
3050 NE 3 St. ~ JAN 1.4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 co
| BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. o D'STH@W
Public Comment Prqcess _ ' )

" 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 ‘I—I1storlc Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

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

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

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

- ¢. The concept of recreating végetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and bef01e
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large..

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

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

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

~ prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Print name: el 7C7DA ané’/e '/
Address. City, Zip: ﬁﬂ? M Sfhvae iL\ /e "/"01'/”& it 77;;
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Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purri |
3050 NE 3¢ grtr.mgmn | ‘ JAN 14 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 _ o BLM PRINEVILLE
. DISTHICT ‘,7[ A
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process .
As a concerned Central Oregoh 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 ‘T-Ilstorlc Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over “‘Historic Range’
for several reasons., - (
1.Current range is the B.L..M."s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best appmach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b, Current range isn’t regtrlcted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
* uncertainties of the past.
. ~ ¢. The concept of recreating vegetatmn conditions that existed 15 0 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the mqst cdmpatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recrestion.
- e. Current range works the.best with our current and future vegetative ‘conditions.

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

prioritizes our current n‘eeds and vegetative concerns.

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

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

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
-a. I donot support the B.L. M s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertamues of the
past. !
~-b. How do I know if historic, Alange is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. ‘be necessary. f o
- d Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces pulyhc access, has built-in conflicts with mul’aple use. and de-~
emphasizes agncultural us*e
Please amend the pr ei erred altematwe to support;
Cunenh Range Vegetatlon Management’.

)

Prmt name: _/L-{ AJ At NON |
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RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management-
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3¢ St. | AN T4 20p
Pr1nev1lle, Oregon 97754 ' BLM PRINEVILLE

’ DISTRICT g
RE Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - ' ' e éhyy '

- Public Comment Process :

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I wo,uld| like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- ¢. Historic range will be more e‘cpenswe to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.

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

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

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

Print name: (/%0"*’7 3 /L/ / ‘
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Bureau of Land Management: , - HECE 'VED
ATT: Teal Purrington :

3050 NE 3" St. | JAN 142004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 |

. ‘ _ BLM PRINEVILLE , .
: , DISTRICT :
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - ' . @

Public Comment Process

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

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

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

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and bef01e
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

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

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

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and d1vers1ﬂed ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

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

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

-a. Idonot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamtles of the
past. :

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

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

. be necessary. '

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

- e. Historic range reduces pubhc access, has built-in conflicts with rnultlple use. and de-
emphasizes agucultural use.

Please amend the greterred alternative to support; _
“Current Range Vegeﬁaﬂon Management’.-
——————'ﬁd‘
Printname: 27 A7 (Pl AAC
Address. City, Zip: 5,37 & Sw/ﬁpr/m'/'(i/f AL /2 =7 W/Z/
Signed: =y 7 __ Date: , 27///514 3




| RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management-

ATT: Teal Purrington ,. JAN 1 4 20.04
3050 NE 3" St, - a

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' | Bu\f) mgi\gus

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Print name: Z/ \/Ap/ éu[.ﬂ/ﬂ{_ '[ |
Address. City, le LTS8 el FY Pt S PEDemsnn O
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Bureau of Land Management-

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 34 St. - . | JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘ BLM PRINEVILLE

' DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Diaft. ' (=

Public Comment Process

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

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

- d. Current range is the most colmpatible 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 dlver51f1ed ecosystem that
"prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

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

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

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

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

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

. be necessary. '

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

- &. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in contlicts w1th multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agr1cultural use. :

Please amend the preierred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegeiatlon Management’.-

Print name: SSrOLAN 6u\MC, ‘
Address, City, Zip: l%)urx NI L E)V QCA\N‘TDGA /S Q\'\’)%
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Bureau of Land Management-

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 39 St, | | JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 . BLM PRINEVILLE

’ | S f | DISTRICT |
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - ' . .

Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- ¢. Historic range will be more e‘{penswe to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

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

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt—m conflicts with mu1t1ple use. and de-
emphas1zes agrlcultul al use.

Please amend the Drei"erred alternative to sun%)'ort;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.-

Print name:_ \ o« OH4 l/\ r u‘ €9 )
Address, City, Zip: P @ h@\( L/% /)/)quﬂb& @Z 9 7?9/

Slgned:,_//%/ &L—-»7 Date: / L/ /3 / © 3




Bureau of Land Management , - RECE l VE D

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and dlver51ﬁed ecosystem that
. prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

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

2, Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do fot support.
-a. [donot support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertamtles of the
- past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.
- d Those greater expenses cannot be justified by Lesults that are unclear and uncertairn. -
- 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: u i.g | Kgié"/Q [\ w A ;/ | :
| Address, City, Zip: Z/@QQ(/ ZJO 9 774/
Signed: / )/W// / Date:_ /7 . ~ /77—




Bureau of Land Management: ‘ , HECEI VED
ATT: Teal Purrington ' '
3050 NE 3™ St, 4 o JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754

BLM PRINEVILLE
. ‘ ' DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. , _
Public Comment Process : |

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. reason [ 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 manageinent is a new and uncertain concept I do rot support.

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

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

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

. be necessary.

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

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

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

B
Print name: de,l i (—DQ,L\) e .‘4
Address. Ciy, Zzip QS 70 SE Ll SFT 'vpﬁ&uita sQ 7774
Date: / 2~/2-02 |

Signed:




Bureau of Land Management ' | H E C E , VE D

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

| | ' S BLM PRINEVILLE
, : DISTRICT A{
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. _ _;if

Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within 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. Ido not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. ' '

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

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

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

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

Please amend 1he preferred alternatwe to suDDJ)fc
‘Current Range Vegetatlon Management’.

.Punt name: %ﬂ/}m %AM ¢5 .
Address, City, Zip: Vi N %}(\ -7%/@
Signed: J/B«z/z;@,./,\ x Date: /' Z///{d[/ ax




Bureau of Land Management , RE C E , VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. - JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘

BLM PRINEVILL.

' DISTR
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. Her

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 suppon ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

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

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

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

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

- d. Current range is lhe most compatible and consistent with other current 1and—use
activities like aguculture 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 ecosysiem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

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

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

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

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

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to 11nplemem 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 suppprt;
‘Current Range Ve&l@tion Management’.

Print name: ﬂ.oma_/C/ A. /—//sérf”h
Address, City, le bosdd gE SLL-V’I:L or ﬂ{‘meu’ﬂ/ﬁ Oﬁ G289

Signed: _&ZMMM@ Date: 2~ -3




Bureau of Land Management , RE CE IVED

ATT;: Teal Purrington |

3050 NE 3" St.- 14
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : JAN 2004

BLM PRINEVILL] 7
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draf. DISTRICT % 4/
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 apploach because of it’s built in flexibility.

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

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

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

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

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

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

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past,
-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to 1mplemem and more law enforcement will
be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- ¢. Historic range reduces public access, has;built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. T
. . i |
Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management

Print n‘ame: Jﬂb’ ﬂ‘l/ L@f“
Address, City, Zip: ZDé‘;L) V in d,qkf @@5() (942\ §77 @/
Signed: DWLJ) H, ﬂ«;/t Date:__| )"’12)-‘072




Bureau of Land Management C H E C El VE D
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3% St. » JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754
BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Dlaﬁ
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, 1n1|11t1p1e 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 1neant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I suppoit 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 Vegc?tation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. :
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use; and de-

- emphasizes agricultural use. "

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
_ ‘Current Range Vegetatlon Management®.
Print name:

Jd/fﬁ M@J’ém '
Address, Zip: j?kss—? [? {LQ A /of\chg_b’;; & C?/< 7\775- é/
/Z, ol ST

7

Signed:




| | RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington ‘ : o JAN14
3050 NE 3¢ St, - “ N 004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 : o BLM PRINEVILLE
_ DISTRICT /47

RE Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be 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 Ran e Vegetation Management”.

Print namem /ij W/M’/Z .
Address. City, Zip:_ /Sto/ SW Z//7 74 ?//ZO/M/ /7/55

| Sign@?f( U,f)ﬁﬂ//f. “ Date;/Z 8~ O 3




Bureau of Land Management _ : R E CEIVE D
ATT: Teal Purrington -
3050 NE 3" St. | ~ JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754
| _ BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTR,CT;QI; O
Public Comment Process ' :

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

- 1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s p1eseni method of vegetation management.

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

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. 7

_ - ¢. The concept of recreating vFgetation 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 CiPmanble 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 best chance of creating a healthy and leClSliled ecosystem that
prioritizes our current 11eeds and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing pubhc lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land wﬂhm 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 cllalrlge, 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. 1 do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

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

- ¢. Historic range will be mote 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 use, and de-
emphasizes agnculiulal use.

Please amend the preferred alterngtive to support;
*Current K ange Vegetation Management’.

* Print name: A /972’/&‘/ MDO{L@ PX A [

Address, City, Zips ((75(02/5 /—/M,M/Vz/bc,' C/Jb@/l 7779/
bng OWM T Date: / /- /§~0§

Signed




Bureau of Land Management , o HECEIVE D

ATT: Teal Purrington .
3050 NE 3 St. - JAN 14 200

Prineville, Oregon 97754 : » AN 2004

_ BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ‘ D'S_TH'CT

Public Comment Process ‘

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Print namo Aél’l WS \nWeave ‘ ‘
Address, C v, [Zip: QQ@/ W g Ble fue Q.«z.}\mo—ek o 97156
Yﬂ/ﬁ // /M  Date: \2— 17 -03 |

Signedy _




Bureau of Land Management _ P RE CE ’ VE D
ATT: Teal Purrington ‘ A ‘
3050 NE 3™ St. | \ . JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 '

| ‘ ' BLM PRINEVIL '
DisTricT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. _ ‘

Public Comunent Process

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

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

2. Historic range vegetation manage1|nent is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Print name: M ('01’\ 0\8' Or"’ Z
Address, Gity, Zip: 2021 SU) _Eur 6k5\ / n MM(‘& S, 0/? ?;77 4/
T/) g&L OML, ‘ Date: D@G: ;’/03

Signed:




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

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

; { | DISTFIIC
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft, ‘ . '

Pubhc Comment Process

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

for several reasons.

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

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

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of t1y1ng to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

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

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

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

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

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

“reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. Tt
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.
- & [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the -
~ past. |

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

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

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

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

emphasizes agricultural use.

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

Print name: ﬁ/// Y

Address, City, Zip: (& B4 Z@?A/cﬂ»-& Nor) s 7Z§é
Date: /2/// Z/0$

Signed:




Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St. o JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754

! o ' BLM PRINEVILLE i
. | _ DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. | '

Public Comment Process

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

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restrlcted 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 ve‘ry beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatlble and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatxve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creatirlg a healthy and diversified ecosystem' that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
¢ -g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
' project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy, That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. [t -
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept | 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 [ know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic'range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

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

Please amend the preferred alternative fo support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Manazement‘.

rint name: Q H&Rb DéMA ﬂﬂ"-]y
.lj\ddress City lexgpé &M { \ (Q\ E:Zb &JZAL LOA‘Z// b\}/‘r %GQS

Signed: MM\ Date: JZ~26 03
7




Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington , | |
3050 NE 3¢ S . JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 S BLM PRINEVILLE
. : DISTRICT g

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

- As a concerned Central Oregon . remdent I would hll: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.

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

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

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

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

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

- e." Historic range reduces public access, has built-in COI‘lﬂlCtS with multiple use. and de--
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

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

Print name: (\ € OGN ‘T Qwnwe.S

=

‘Address. City, Co ‘K(g'@ Y. \,4 / '
, Signem \ — __Date:_ \ 2 -0 o~




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

ATT: Teal Purrington '

3050 NE 3" St. | JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 | )
| ) BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - DiSTHET |
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- f. Current range h.:}a"s 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. T\he land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

- project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key

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

2. Historic range vege L‘ition management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

-a. I donot suppont the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. 5

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

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

- d. Those greater ({LX])EHSCS cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range 1feduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the 131cie1red alternative to suDDort
f *Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print 1151116: E}J.Nbeg Mecoun s
Address, City, Zip: ? 150 kinslow AV& fw 7439 DK 7 F40/
Signed: M %yés‘* Date:  [2-/S©73




Bureati of Land Management . | H E CE IVE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St, ' ‘ ‘ 4
Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 1 4 2004

| BLM PRINEVILLE '
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT

Pubhc Comment Pmcess

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

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

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

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

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

- d. Current range is the most ¢o1npatible and consistent with other current land-use

- activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

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

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

- g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamauon
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 donot suppori the B. L M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetatlon uncertainties of the
' past.

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

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. 2

- 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 agriculturzal use.

Please amend the pr eterred ltematlve to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.*

Print name: WM\J‘L \JW W%)
Address. (?(1@«-2;}3\/?0 W;@ﬁ« %Sﬁc& 7?7 V) O 477&%
Signed: !,«‘" W / 9/\ Date: 17’/ h/ O

L\_. _WM) T“"'“ //




Bureau of Land Management . RE CE l VE D

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

Prineville, Oregon 97754
BLI\;I) PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - ' STRICT

Public Comment Process - |

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive {0 unplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. | .

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

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

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

Print name: 5'64«/\ & ,&L /GQQSS S
Address, City, Zip:_SO3 / M€ e Bopd! PP 97707
Signed: g‘—/ - ,(4% Date: /2«'/5”;@3




Bureau of Land Management . HECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3 St. _ _
~ Prineville, Oregon 97754 : JAN 14 2004

| | BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.” . DISTRICT
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. - This

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

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

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

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

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

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be Justmed by resuits that are unclear and uncertain.

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

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

Print name: D ND M&(‘X'éuut—- '
Address. City. Zip:__ 7927 S 31‘4‘ 7S¢ . oW
Signed: Mg:%) IME{‘S&MC/ Date: \ L=\ "O}




Bureau of Land Management _ RE CE 'VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3™ St.

Prineville, Oregon 97754 | _ JAN 1 4 2004
: ‘ , BLM PRINEVILLE ‘
- RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT
Public Comment Prqcess ' ‘

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key

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

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
-a. [ donot support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re- create the vegetatlon uncertalnues of the
. past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to mlplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.
-d. Those greater expenses c.annot 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;: N Yy CC) f ‘\‘6\
Address. City, Z1p 354 ¢ A-ve Ve mkovme O 9 77?70

Signed: ‘ M Date: / Z// j/ gs




1
i

Bureau of Land Management _ ﬂ““" o EE VED
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE .3 St. ‘ 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN

: ' - BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ' DISTRICT @
Public Comment Process S

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.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method u;f vegetation management.

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

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

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

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

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

- f. Current range has the best chance of creatlng 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 not support.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Print name: //W ad /7’- A/@/ CGWL

Address, City, le i G S/ ﬂr)/n/wé_ }0//}4&47@.
Signed I Ly 2l Daie | /O =03




Bureau of Land Management ‘ ‘ RECE]\/E D

ATT: Teal Purrington
~JAN 1 4 2004

3050 NE.3" St,
Prineville, Oregon 97754
' : BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DistRIcT @
Public Comment Process '
As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

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

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

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s buﬂ%t in flexibility.

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

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation condmons that existed 150 years ago and befo1e
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 d1ver51hed ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Print name: A/} m‘ﬂq;M gu,
Address, City, le 1072 S W iQ Jrtq 19&(:,/ t<\ ﬁf‘rmu/r//q{ Q@
Signed: /Myjﬂwa gp,,,%— Date: [ 2~/ (9~-P33




Bureau of Land Management - | , . ‘ RECE IVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3™ St. ‘ - .
Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 1 4 2004
| BLMPRINEVILLE 7
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. , DISTHIOT K

Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

- d. Current range is the 1no$t compatible and consistent with other ¢urrent land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

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

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

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

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

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

-b. Howdo 1 know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used befme‘?

- ¢. Historic range w111 be more expensive to 1mplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

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

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

Please amend the preferred altemative to suppott;
Cutn ent Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name/ L D Q E SF7 /7—-44 =
Addles%,jlp 4/72{{ YA’ WZQ,/P/%? %Qc/m/zc/ () ??;é Q

. -—‘@éﬂﬂ Date: / R= (O~ 0_3

Signed:
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Bureau of Land Management , : RECEEV’ED
ATT: Teal Purrington : : '

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

, ' BLI\;IJ FI’SHINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.. TRICT
Public Comment Process ‘ '

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

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

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

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

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that exwted 50 years ago and berore
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Print, name: \N\\(,\/\o&/\; \ /\;a B‘ﬁ%o\m
Address. Ci o G. WWY 97 GTE . 1205
Signed: vy B \Q‘J&( _ Dae_[7-19 -03
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RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington

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

' o | DISTRICT @
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ‘ ,

Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt-m conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

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

Print name: TI‘Y\ il CDO Na , O§

Address, City, Zip: 2025 Swy LA\/A AV€ Egdmu /LO( OR A 1 s é

Signed: ﬁ\ W @ﬂ\ﬁ' . ‘\ﬂ Date:
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- Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington o | ' 14 2004
3050 NE 3™ St. JAN

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ) BLM PRINEVILLE
| DISTRICT ¢ [

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

& =g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally de51gnated reclamation.
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
‘works better under change, the types of cha ges that will occur now and in the future.

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

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

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

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

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

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

7
Print name: //Zoh/ Juh‘f\ff ren/

ipy [/5 kwrivice Buwd Bend, 0 1170 |

Address. City, Zi
Signed: J«w / b\/& Date: /2LI7/“3




Bureau of Land Management _ ' RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington .
© 3050 NE .39 St. | JAN 14 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 -
BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Dlaft
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident.] 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 ;‘preéent method of vegetation management.

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

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

. -c¢. The concept of rec1eat141g vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isi’t very beneficial to the community at large.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

be necessary.

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

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

Please amend the Dreferred{ lternative to support:
Cu rent Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: /// // /Cfo,wg;«_
Address, City, Zip: /50&1# sFE /@,n@%/m < ﬂma:z/// d/(/ 975¢7

Signed: @ ) ,,gu..(/,_, Date: z%-//-23




Bureau of Land Management o RECE'VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

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

. ‘ ’ ‘ BLM PRINEVILLE '!/6[ 37
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ,  DISTRICT 3 o=

Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2. Historic range vegetation managemenl is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. 1do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to V&L-create the vegetation uncertainties of the.
© past.
- b. How do I know if historic 1ange is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expenslve to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.

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

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

Print name: @” ’ D( /!/ /

Address, City, Zip: OL{Q\S% (’))D{D C/ (

A
'Signed: j@’!vo-’? \ 1 / Date: @1 27]75

A\ ‘o"



Bureau of Land Management HECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St, : JAN 14 2004
Prmevﬂle, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

~ prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing ptlbljc 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 manaigement is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

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

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

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to 1n1plement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be Jusuiled 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 alt:ernative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: __Sacalp v Sfro &V
Address, Gjty, Zip: 1252 ME w\b\\/\\

Signed: Date: )7 /0 "0'77




Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3 St - JAN 1 4 7004
Prineville, Oregon 97754

‘ BLM PRINEVIL
' PISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft -

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

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

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

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

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

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

Print Name _ ae\n O §<\-c>@17
Address j72 - AN (7Sl
Signed 4M o

e,
e




Buréau of Land Management , RECE IVED

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

. DISTRICT '
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draﬂ
- Public Comment PIOCGSS
As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

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

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

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

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

- 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, m‘ultiple 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 Vegetatlve concerns. '

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

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

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

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

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

_ be necessary. '

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

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

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegc?'tation Management’.

Print name: 12U L)" Wl’tl"‘nﬁb/
Address, City. Zip:449 /v l?."‘k r)mr\Pw 1 le G254

Signed: WWL Date: [2—\0 ”‘C‘)%

k3
<
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Bureau of Land Management | R ECEIVED

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

o - DISTRICT .

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Print name\\uﬁ‘huf\ (\)@eﬂw\qf
lisfll‘)’R e O nes | &J-’u %Mmu( OQ 017'751‘/

Date: [2-/0 ~ ()3




Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. | JAN 14 2004 i
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE X »
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 ‘Hlstouc Range’. I support Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. be necessary. : :

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

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

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

Print name: / {g?/? dj /é Xk Z"[“é/ /
Address, City, Zip: 4 /2% z4/ A e 7 (e / é’///c’&//)/@/‘ 7} 7§Z

Signed: _ /é—u | Date: / 2O ~0 R




Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington |

3050 NE 39 St. ) JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' BLM PRINEVILLE \] ‘
: ' DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

for several reasons. ,

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

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
. - b. How do [ know lfhlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
A 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: B/Q/C €. D ” : _
Address. City, le L/Z /f? /76 , /‘M'\ ‘ ( (l/ )Z(\ Pl/‘_!\r’?f\/“' ”f (7775 C/
Signed: J%,,///’ /Zé W | _ Date: )Z ‘/5/*-~f:‘\‘ 3




Bureau of Land Management

'RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington

. N | | ) |
3050 NE 3" St. “ JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE <
' PISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and dlver51t1ed ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concems.

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

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new ard 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 [ know if hlStOI‘lC range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

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

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

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

| Please amend the referred altematlve to su rt

Addresy;

Eﬁg L)fu,’\F Vc/i/D’Q 9725%// |

Dare./,z / )

i

Signed; .




.' RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management , | C
ATT: Teal Purrington ' f ‘
3050 NE 39 st. ) ,. JAN 1 4 2004 |
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : BLM PRINEVILLE

. . DISTRICT |

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

Please amend the preferred alternajive to support;
*Current Rdnge Vegetation Managemen

- Print name: Eent (e bl
Address. City, Zip:_ /@2 S&, A a:wl?/C/L{,r/K i~y
Signed: % Zd ;; 4%&; Date: 7/,;)—/&-63




Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington |

3050 NE 3% St, : . A JAN 14 2004 |
Prineville, Oregon 97754 Lo BLM PRINEVILLE
| DISTRICT : .

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

‘ prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

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

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

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

-b. Howdo [ know lfhlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

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

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

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

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

Print name: \/I/J 7IL'\ /d&’. 2 fo— _
Address, City, Zip:_ 76@ A€ Cale RL. /é/(m/ Op. 77756

Signed: %/4————— Date: _/Z ~/ 7"@}
//




Bureau of Land Management - RECE‘VED

ATT: Teal Purrington . ' a ot
3050 NE 39 St, o JAN 14 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE
’ DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

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

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

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

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

- ¢. The concept of recreatmg 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 compatxble and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

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

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

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

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

2. Historic range vegetation management is'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
. -b. Howdo I know 1fh1stor1c range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
~ be necessary.

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

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

Print name: \'/7:26240;u p Lﬁns/cu
Address. City, Zip: /035 S /@J% /K%[/wva( e 577IZ
5 Slgned L/j? /)&W ' : Date: /2 -/403




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Manageﬁnent - : ‘
ATT: Teal Purrington A JAN 1 4 2004 @
3050 NE 3™ St. . . ‘ =

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

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’, The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. ]
|
1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agrlculture multiple use and recreation.
“ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversitied ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Print name: & e N\;\l\&\ Muveie © _
Address. City, Zip: @1 Nw /Dgf‘_d;s*ﬁ\e faie&mwc)x AN, 93156

Signed: \‘Q————/v M Dae: f2 ~/4-~ D=




Bureau of Land Management , | ‘ RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington . ' _ :
3050 NE 3" st. | 5 JAN 1 4 2004 450
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' BLM PRINEVILLE ‘
, DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept 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 hxstonc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. '
- -d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- - e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred altematwe to_support;
‘Current Range Ve etatlon Management”.

Print name: 544%/f‘~/ /\jz/\“—-

Address. City, Zipyy_6/50 /A/ wafler 07 Redrons OR_P2 5 s
% ' Date:_ /226 05

Signed:




