t

Bureau of Lana Management - RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington ‘ ‘
3050 NE 34 St. , ) JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

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

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ 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 h1storxc 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 bu11t—1n conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;

’ ‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.
Print name: \E 45()(\ \ 2N |

,}

Address. City, Z%z e AE &\C@—Ql 5 /MQ()(U_S Zns 7 % 7’/7/ /

ﬂﬂ/“’/’ Date: /2 A >

Signed:



RECEIVED

" Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington - JAN 14 2004
3050 NE 3" St, | .
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BL“;‘:JTSBIESIECY;LLE %5/09‘

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 vegetatwe conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
. prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. :
vo= g ‘The B. L. M.. is managing public lands-within a federally designated reclamation
* project area. The land within ‘this reclamation area is most]y privately owned. This
project area is meant for 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.

[0

. 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 vegetatlon 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 Jmplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be _]ustlﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. |

v

Please amend the referred alternative to support;
Current Range Vegetation Managetment".

Print name: \ZKZ(/]/)%’/O

Address. City, Zip: J o, { .
. Signed: %M)mfb 2@/1/?
| <

Date /2,/ ?—;7/ o3




Bureau of Land Management , \ HECEIVED _

ATT: Teal Purrington ,
3050 NE 3% St /‘ ) JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE 7 ;é 03
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Ménagernent 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 i$ 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 TheB.L.M. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation T
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
prolect area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
‘works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation rnanagement 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 expenswe 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 conﬂlcts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the referred alternative to su ort

Print name: »
d
Address. €Tty{ %,ﬂy_tf ;(/uj }Ca\/u'/ M@OL& D R, Jo%pmeps L 0Z 722
| Signed: Opv oy Date:_[ 2—2 2 - =



Bureau of Land Management ‘ RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

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

' IS
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon res1dent I would 11ke 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 dlversmed ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

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

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept 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 Vegetation Management’.

Print name: 4/04” . Y\, 6 ool S
. Address. City. le b36 Nne m MlﬁoS@ (/()Cvl/) ‘Pft /ﬂﬁUJ/f 97 752/
Signed: $Jen M . Brloa Date: 12-)8 03




Bureau of Land Management _ . - ‘ RECE!VED

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

Prineville, O 4 -
rineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE ?5)25 6

| , L DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft,

Public Comment Process

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

. formulated technique called ‘H1storlc 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 15 0 years ago and before
is impossible and isn”t very beneficial to the community at large.

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

~activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

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

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

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and 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 vegetat1on unc,ertalnnes 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: Q@A@F i\ WLOSOY\
Address. City. Zip: }LO (—/ Sé [(V‘W/J’M/Z ,&\A 'H"\ 4% //jf ' q776<7[
Signed: w@%@/{/ﬂ éé;}w . . Date: LZ/ \_ﬂ. @




Bureau of Land Management H E CEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE.3" St.

Prineville, Oregon 97754 - JAN 1 4 2004 :’ﬁ; [o
‘ BLM PRINEVILLE - (f,»( 6
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 isnt very beneficial to the community at large.

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

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

- f. Curfent 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 e
project area. The land within this reclamation aiea 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 [ 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: Keuin K .\\u\

Address, City. Zip:_$39% _S¢_Cagake (i Prinedll, 0 R 9338

Signed: %M%f/@ B Date: (2-19-9 3




Bureau of Land .Management ‘
ATT: Teal Purrington ' RECEIVED

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 techmque called ‘Historic Rance 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 apploach 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 condmons that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

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

" activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

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

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

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

2. Historic range vegetation 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 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 altema‘clve to supnort
Current Range Veceta’non Management’.

Print name: | (’70{}{ Kd(M
Address, City. Zip: 5398 5&, C@urj{& n /0/‘"’7'5\/'/(( 5C977§/
Signed: k{iﬂl Jdg ([ : Date: ) 2/ /-5




Bureau of Land Managemeﬁt ‘ -
ATT: Teal Purrington RECE,VED
3050 NE.3" St.

Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 14 2004 -
B prnevie( 7 50
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT

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 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 ex1sted 150 years ago and before

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

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

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

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

- f.

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

.- g. The B. L."M.. is managing public 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.

.o=a.

- b.
- C.

-d.
~ €.

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

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 enforcemcnt will
be necessary.

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

emphasizes agricultural use. o

Please amend the preferred alternative to support:

Print name: _ c3ASON IS €S

*Current Ranege Vegetation Management’.

. Address, City. Zip: 882 N. E (&:;)ADJF (?Z&Ntu&“t— 6)2

Signed:

Date; /2-/ £e~ o3

g s

SN




Bureau of Land Management ' . : R E C El VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

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

- . “BLM PRINEVILLE 17); '
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT =] éq

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 veoetatlve conditions.

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

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

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

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

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

- ¢. Historic range will be more 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.

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

. emphasizes agncultural use.

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

Print name: )¢ CC r (X\f‘ 6& : ' .
Address. QityyZip:_ [\ Sk ?,WR i (\Dn\/\en\\e ‘ O\"?QO\’S Cﬁ?jﬁ’
mj Q,M\ Date:_{2- (7’0:5 .

Signed:




Bureau of Land Management , ‘
ATT: Teal Purrington -~ ~ ' : HE CE! VED
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 Ranoe 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 isrt very beneficial to the community at large.

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

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

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

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

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

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

past.

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

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

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

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

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

Print name: /§D\Q/ \Q\ %D\\)\\lo_)\/\ ‘ : | o
Address, City, Zip: t0 fHox 2 Y J\P\)\\(@ N @T?SL(
Signed@}b&,@ %S\wﬂb Date: JZ”%’O%




Bureau of Land Management ' R E C EEVE 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

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

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

- 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 COIldlthl‘lS

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

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

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

- d. Those greater e\(penses 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 agncultural use.

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

Print nﬁme:&%k dunie Q(‘) C k}u\,ﬁr‘) =
- Address, @ity, Z k@ @SO} J/\CC,UU‘QV\ 6:] %’H’PLM/[{ &97751/
Sigﬁ'@f Do L Rey £isxoese]  Dae: 9//9//D




”Bureau of Land Management S RECE , VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3™ St.

Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 14 2004
' - BLMPRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DisTRICT

Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative 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 reclamation—-
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

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

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

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

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

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

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be 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 suonort
*Current Range Vegetation Management".

Print nanw\\}m > \'/é[’ )

Address, City, Zip:




Bureau of Land Management | R E C E l VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

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

BLM PRINEVILLE

‘ ‘ DISTRIC
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ol

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. A

- ¢. 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 [ do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. ‘ '
-b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

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

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

Print name: _ 4 (e H’*'BLQ\( ' _
Address. City, Zip:_550_ NG, ST~ Prineville  GR. 1759
" Signed: s - H;"/ Date: [2~ [2- O3




' Bureau of Land Manag;ement‘ , : | ' | RECE EVE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St, ‘ :
Prineville, Oregon 97754 - | JAN 1 4 2004
~ BLMPRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft C DISTRICT
' Public Comment Process ~ ' : ,

As a concerned Central Oregon re51dent I would like to be on record as supportrve 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 approaoh 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 15 0 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. ‘
-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. :
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative ‘conditions.
- £ Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecogystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
- - project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under charnge, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

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

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

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best chcuce 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.

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

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

. Print name: %%ﬁ&lf\ K)frv)/b// :
Address City, Zi 8/6/15/5 Mw fgﬂj% 7/éf/e boiq e @/? G777 60
‘1 Slgned ??7/} /Z z /WW Date: }Z 7/ C?[/




Bureau of Land Maﬁag.etﬁex‘l;t: | S | | RECE'VED

~ ATT: Teal Purrington |

3050 NE34St, o _. 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 becauseé of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
*uncertainties of the past. :

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

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

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

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

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally des1gnate&reclamat10n
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 1 support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

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

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

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

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

Print name: ( J’vnﬂ %V‘GJOS
Address, Clty Zip QU4 N W 8% Sheet, féa%amc@ OR
Slgned. : 2 . Date:_/ "’?"06/




Bureau of Land Manag.ement-. o | -. o
- ATT: Teal Purrington ~ . . RECE!VED
3050 NE 3% St, '

Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 14 200.4'
BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - bismicT

Public Comment Process

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

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

for several reasons.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- €. Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt-m conﬂrcts ‘with multiple use. and de-.

. emphasizes agncultural use. :

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

Print name: L{’_§ i B“‘H’
Address ity, Zip: 15‘42’2, S’UQ ku QJU Q)UUC %UJD‘;Z M’
ui < Date: i"af - OL/

Srgned
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RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Managenient-

~ ATT: Teal Purrington = . - JAN 1 4 2004
3050 NE 3% St, . o BLM PR
Prineville, Oregon 97754 - : DISTISE\QLLE

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

As a concerned Central Oregon resuient 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 n'ylng to 1ecreate the
-+ uncertainties of the past.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Please amend the reierred alternatwe to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Manaszement’

Print name: 7?/ /ug,/" L)OI/J*? ’ »—z;ﬂ .
Addressﬁi‘g)Zip; P €70 ek e Pz vtre & Gra e U/Z Q?)é d

| Signed™’ 3%@/  Dase: 2z Va




Bureau of Land Maﬁagenient'

RECEIVED
~ ATT: Teal Pumington = . - ' | | _ '
3050 NE 3" St. g | | JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' BLM PRINEVILLE z’bk
C = D!STHICT \5/?

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 managerent.
- a. It is the best approach becausé of it’s built in flexibility.
- b, Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
«+ uncertainties of the past. :
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
- is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most 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 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 forhuman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range 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 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 Jus’uﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain.

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

Please amend the .Dreferred alternative to support; °
“Current Range Vegetation Management’.*

Print name: ﬁ@u«:’ ZMJP

Address, City/Zip: (p§‘$/a Ao 6 o0 ?7‘ %&‘W‘D a2 977%
A. o%«,é Date: // ¢/¢4

Signed




~ Bureau of Land Maﬁaéenie’ﬁt | s ' : RECE!VEE

ATT: Teal Purrmgton

3050 NE 3" St. } ' | JAN14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' ' A

o - ’ BLM PRINEVILLE ‘
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. + bismwier ,

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 managernent.
- 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 irymg 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 reclarnauon
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 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. Idonot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamues of the
past.

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

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to 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 bullt-m conﬂmts ‘with multiple use. and de-.

~ emphasizes agncultural use. :

Please amend the referred alternative to support;

*Current Ragge Vegetatlon Management’.

f%@/
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- Bureau of Land Maﬁagenient'

RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington . - ‘ ' :
3050 NE 3% St, - | ~ JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 _  BLM PRINEVLLE

DIsTRICT

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

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

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

for several reasons.

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

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

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

- &. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative 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 1 do 1ot support.

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

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

- ¢. Historic range will be more expenswe 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 bullt-m conﬂlcts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agncultural use. :

Please amend the .Dreferred alternative to-suDDort
*Current Range Ve etatmn Management’.

Print name: //c/&(/{ OL(,%
address, City, Zip: 4/ 70 Spu 15EAE DR~ Majms @ﬁ G741

SigI;ed: /// /O //é(///;i) Date:_ /=7~ QL/




L 'RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Managemen‘r

~ ATT: Teal Purrington ~ - JAN 14 2'004'

3050 NE 34 St, - - s
Prineville, Oregon 9'7754' ' BL%?QE:%\QLLE 2%

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.

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

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

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

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

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

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best cho1ce when it’s never been used before?

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

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

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

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

. —_— -
Printname: < \Bson AN ER

Address, C@
Signed: =

einedlle | Ow G775
Date; /=9-0 %




| 'RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Managelnent' |

- ATT: Teal Purrington = . , S JAN 14 2004
3050 NE 3 St, Ny BLM PRINEVILLE
- Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' DISTRICT | ﬂﬂfﬁ/é‘;z

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 ‘Hlstonc Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of ‘rrymg 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 heslthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

N aEEEs 2. 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 charige, 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 tot support.

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

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

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

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

- ¢. Historic range reduces public access, has bu11t-1n confhcts with multiple use. and de-
emphasazes agncultural use. :

Please amend the preferred alternatwe to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management

Pnnt name:  Daitl W\ﬁ/\[ . |

Address, Citys Zip: A5 P g »&w\ 0 O\T\M

| Signed:{(” / M Wm/’ Date: _] 18/0-‘%
w s

—
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HECENED

~ Bureau of Land Maﬁagenﬁent

ATT: Teal Purrington = . - o JAN 1 4 290 '
3050 NE 3% St, R . _ AN _ 2.004 -
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

. DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management braﬁ. ‘
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 nymg to recreate the
«+ uncertainties of the past. :

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. be necessary. '

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

- . Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt— n conﬂlcts ‘with multiple use, and de-.
emphasizes agrlcultural use. :

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

Print name: 542 LC/ W M/—g : '
AAddress City, Zip: 7/0'73’2 /&sz M(D /?D E@MO( 3{6277&/
jﬂ,\ (D(/Utg'\ ___ Date: //8/0;

Signed




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Maﬁagenﬁen’c-

ATT: Teal Purrington . 3 _ |  JAN 14 o
3050 NE 3™ St, - _ N 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : _ BLMD :’SﬁrlgE\/TlLLE %4‘

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

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

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a, It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
»uncertainties of the past. :
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '
-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. ‘
- €. Current range works the best with our current and future Vegetatwe cond1t1ons
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managingpublic lands within a federally designated reclarnatlon
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 effortsto re-create the vegetation uncerta1nt1es of the
' past. é
-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
-¢. Historic range w111 be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.
- d Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt-m conﬂmts ‘with multlple use. and de-.
emphasizes agncultural use.

Please amend'the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Mana ement

Print name: r>lf"— n e / J %/{ u/é/‘u?«fz LA aN
Address City, Zip: ’Q\/ S/ fﬁ e w/{ Mﬁﬂd{ q 7 / 6 é
Slgned /7//?/\/1/ W Date _/7 Z 7/& ?




Bureau of Land Maﬁaéerﬁear' . o | | " - RECEEVED

~ ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St R . | . 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 ‘Hlstorlc Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

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

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetauon 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 compatlb]e and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, muitiple use and recreation.

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

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

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within 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 charige, 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 I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

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

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

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

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

Print name: Fow temncs ea ‘
Address, City, Zip:_ /£2 M€ ﬁawl«u‘dc. Lin Pernerile 02- 977 74
Signed: ﬁy][’,/ pltmpn P T Date:_ ) -f~c4




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Maﬁagenﬁent*

* ATT: Teal Purrington = . - JAN 14 2004
3050 NE 3% St, : , 4 : ;
Prineville, Oregon 97754 . BLN,'J',DSRT'Q'E}VT'LLE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

A prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally demgnatecfﬁclamatlon
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 vegetatlon uncertamues of the
past.

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

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

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

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

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

Print name: 57%/7/ rer) T K/ iH\

Address Cltv le /5/3/ 5 4, Yoanur Loyt //ua;,‘/é of s L/
A S Date: /~6 7Y
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RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management' '

- ATT: Teal Purrington ~ . - JAN 1 4 2004
3050 NE 3% St, ' ‘ ‘ , y 7
‘ BLM PRINEVIL 2
Prineville, Oregon 97754 "DisTRIGT LE £ gﬁ

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- . be necessary. '

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

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

Please amend the .preferred alternative to support;
¥ - *Current Range Ve getation Management’.*

Pnntname\J W Q )l L ‘\,-f@‘
Address City, le% 71 C7 5/{./() gk‘)f/ Tﬁ&‘
) Slgned é)/\ UYU/L \‘é,(’,( L&/( Date: {/F)— /Oq




~ Bureau of Land Maﬁaéerﬁent o | ’ | HECE IVE D
ATT: Teal Purrington = . Co ‘
3050 NE 39 8t, N | 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 Rarige’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

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

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

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

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

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

- g The B: L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within 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 uncertamues of the
past.

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

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

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

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

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

Print name: M-@\/l/\ /b/\/\ '
Ad.c}ress, City, Zip: 57/\0\ \S L\) _\2 q/Tﬁ &gj—
| Signed: _ (g _:ﬂ,vu\) 2\ ___ Date: | /§ /0 -




- Bureau of Land Maﬁagexﬁent' o S R EC E IVED
ATT: Teal Purrington = . . .

3050 NE 3" St, - ‘ JAN 14 70

Prineville, Oregon 97754 AN 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘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
o 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 vegeta‘uve conditions.

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

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

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

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

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

- c. Historic range will be more expenswe to 1mp1ement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

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

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

Please amend the ; referred alternative to _support;
“Current Range Vegetation Manaaynt

Print name: ﬂ /\(\ Qb‘dt"‘t\d\) 6 ‘ , |
ity }%%O \QMZH'\LU\)CS@M 1 [Bende ol a1lol

Date: //é/a L/.
2N




Bureau of Land Maﬁag.enaeae' . . S | RE CE'VE D

. ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St. | o | JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 . BLM PRINEVILLE k_fg’ﬁ

: , 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 trylng to recreate the
+ uncertainties of the past. :
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that ex1sted 15 0 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '
~'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- €. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.
- £ Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
‘ prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The-B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
.project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

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

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

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

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

. be necessary. ‘

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

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

Please amend the Dreferred"alternative 1o support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: /)/)/’5 /{%A/C-—

Address, CitygZip:, /D»ZQ? Sed, D\)OL)(JIA}QWJO (,U/L’U D’Z 9775‘/
/ Date/ (9 05/

Slgned.




- RECEIVED

| - Bureau of Land Maﬁagenﬁent-

ATT: Teal Purrington : o : JAN 1 4 2004
3050 NE 3™ St, . ‘ - .
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 1and~use .
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

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

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

- ~-g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
projectarea. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
‘reason | 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 1 do riot support.

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

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

- 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 bullt-m conﬂ1cts with multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agr1cultura1 use. ' '

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

Print name: 6} // Ly ¢ iCQ
Address, City, Zip: FS7 S D Jy f\w?/ﬂﬁmp 0/)* 67}7—2"[-6

Slgned M ‘ . Date: )- y - oY




Bureau of Land Management - REC EIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE.3" St.

14

Prineville, Oregon 97754 - JAN 1 4 2004
: : BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Rescurce Management Draft. ' DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

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

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. :
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. '
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn”t very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. '
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f, Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified 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. Howdol know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

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

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

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

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

Print name: J wlie /P(\ //’LQ '
Address. City, Zip: 5441 NE o) mumSlU(Rd “Prinevi{le, OR 97%61
Signed: (}M#?ﬁ&ﬂ% : Date:l«Q//%/O?)




Bureau of Land Management _ REC EIVED

ATT Teal Pur'ringto-n

Prmevﬂle, Oregon 97754 '
BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Ménagement Draft. DISTR'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 app1oach because of it’s built in flexibility.

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

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and is’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. [ 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 chmce 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 acrlcultural use.

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

Print name: %%\”’1/\@ f% /\[Cl @\’_60/\/ :
Address, City, Zip: !3?@ D00 - \"Tb@\mﬁL ’R%LWM‘I /O/téqwb lo
Slgned.@%%a,_@)mw Date: /\;’/ C) O\%




- Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington | - RECE!VED

3050 NE 3™ St

Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 14 2004 % 5/.
RE: Upper Deschutes Rescurce Management Draft. BLMDETIQE;Y;LLE

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 hlStOI‘lC range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

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

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

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

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

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

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept 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 Ranee Vegetation Management’.

Print name: ?{a nni e gh’h 05()’7/)
Address. City, Zip: 409/ 5C KPQI/ME,V DW(’\EWP @776(/
Signed: 770/}1%@& 77 /ﬁm&m _ Date: :2/ [ 0// 07




_)

Bureau of Lana Manégement _ o RE CE! VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

- 3050 NE 34 St. | . - JAN 14 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE /47

: ' 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 Hlstonc Range’
for several reasons. :

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

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

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

past.
. -b. 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 resuits that are unclear and uncertain.

- . Historic range reduces public access, has bullt-ln conﬂlcts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agr1cu1tural use. :

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

Print name: /\//9‘7?5 57@-22

Address. City, Zip: 24950 CuLTLS LA BC/‘Lﬂ OlQ C??Z’O/
Signed: : Date: [2-220R




Bureau of Land Management RE CEl VED
ATT: Teal Purrington ‘ '
3050 NE 3¢ St. . JAN 1 4 7004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE vz,
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 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. [t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
. -b. How do [ know 1fhlstor1c 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 conﬂlcts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

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

Print name: /OL4_5 \‘( fﬁ)ra\(a
Address, City, Zip; 0 L OX//Oé’ ﬂecf(/%wn&,/)ﬂ G775C

Signed: &/_f% Z,,—-z Date: /2-92-073




Bureau.of Lana Mmagement . “ | RECE,VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

- 3050 NE 3¢ St, o JAN 14 2004 '
Prineville,. |
rineville, Oregon 97754 | | BLM PRINEVILLE M'?

. 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 vegetatwe conditions.

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

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

2. Historic range vegetation management is'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
- -b. How do I know if hlST.Ol‘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 conﬂlcts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to su ort;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’,

Print name: \& ames /Raxjxmh
Address. City, Zip: td o 1 \N A \)\ ‘(\> e S
| Signed: \ : ' Date:_ \2.—- 22 - QR |




Bureau of Land Management o - -RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington : ﬁ

3050 NE 3" St, | I 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 galled ‘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.
. L& -g TheB. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within ‘this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and_in the future.,

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetatlon 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 ekpenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has. bullt -in contlicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agr1cultura1 use.

Please amend the Dreferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Mana;zement‘.

Print name: /%(\\p )(\0& @ f&r'e\’\

Address. City, Zip: J_\J. 2

\\){D«a >

| Sighed: NS Date: \2 - 22 -O=




* Bureau of Land Management , ' : RECEIVED
¢ ATT: Teal Purrington : » :
3050 NE 3" St, | . o 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 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. [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. TheB. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation ~ *
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for huzman 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. Howdol know if hlstonc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

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

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

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

Please amend tbe referred alternative to support; ‘
‘Currcnt Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: \%GQ—\/\ 1A @M@(\ ’ i : ‘ 2
oo tda  NE O0as, Redmond . 9775
,1/\ - Date: ‘;“&2‘03




. : g Fﬁ- :
Bureau of Land Management | RE@EW mD

i ATT: Teal Purrington o , | ' 1
3050 NE 3" Sst, | ' - JAN 1 4 2004 %4@
Prineville, Oregon 97754 " BLMPRINEVILLE
. _ DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

" uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 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 vegetatwe conditions.

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

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

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

H

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

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

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

- ¢. Historic range will be more expenswe to implement and more law enforcement w111
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: _\ (oShja 8 7:”37/‘ S | :
Address. City,Zip_S727 4 (e an Am ~ (Tl s, Cﬁf(?/ 7779/—/

| Slgned/-/w/u g Z. . Date: [ Z2-22~2 3
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Bureau of Land Management , ‘ RECEEVED

ATT: Teal Purrington - ' '

3050 NE 3" St. o ) JAN 14 2004 /2

PTineVi]le, Oregon 97754 ‘ BLM PRINEVILLE ‘
: : DISTRICT '

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

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

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management,
- a. [t is-the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’'t very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
“ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a hea]thy and diversified 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 ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for himan dévelopment 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 vegetanon uncertainties of the
past.

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

- ¢. Historic rangé 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 Manageimnent”.

Print name: % /8.7 e &/U‘*J‘—M
Address. City, Zip: 8 Q%{”L WWWC M M / &Z/
% &/a/»\/,u@/ﬂ Date: /459/43

Signed;




Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington

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

. 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 1mp0331ble and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-usc.
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 federallydesignated 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 manaigement 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 [ know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it's never been used before?

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

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

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

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

Print name: /g Sad QV 91 ﬁ/ /
Address, City, Zip:_802 42 LApryle  Moles B
\  Signed: /&% W Date: /2 ~22~07F




Bureau of Land Managemént , | ‘ RE CEl VED
ATT: Teal Purrington L
3050NE 39St S JAN 14 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 : -

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRIGT

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

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. iis 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 hea]thy 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 hitman 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-
ernphasizes agricultural use.

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

Printname: S e S, / .
Address. City, Zip: =P B2, 08 Q)»v ;A/z-/zzz/ /47// /? /m/mm
y  Signed: DRI 70/7‘_> Date: 3~ Ao-T0 &
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| | RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management \

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

' DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft,

Public Comment Process

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

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

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

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

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation condltlons that existed 150 years agjo 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 =T

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. 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 hlstonc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

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

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

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

Please amend the preferred alternatlve to_support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management”.

Print name: K 460,7’ Bfrzm}ﬁ__
Address. City, le/7/5/ %I /‘54 K /GW//V 01/“4 97552

Signed: %ﬁ éﬂm%\ 7 Date:J«Q %j




, Bu;ea;u of Lana Management , | REC E IVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

~ 3050 NE 3" St. | JAN 1 4 2004 :
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘ , @
, ' . | BLM PRINEVILLE

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

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. [ 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 concerns.
¢ -g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation managernent is 2 new and uncertain concept I do not supporrt.

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

- b.- How do [ know if hlstorxc 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 altematiVe to_support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management”.

. Print name: DATR C,H A LasoTT— : .
Address. City, Zjg:  Quy (W ﬁ SN0 O(f 27256
i Signed: (ﬁ"& OJ@ _ _ Date; /O/>\ ~j O - O_B




Bureau of Land Management L RE CEI VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050NE3“St. | L JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' BLM PRINEVILLE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Print name: m I CLJV]\’“ Qs

Address. City, Zip: \S 20 0 \m\\\w uu VMod s A
\ Slgned@u\@ A &MWQ«L\/ Date: 12-J0-03%




Bureau of Land Management , | , RECE IVE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. ) JAN 14 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 , :
1' regon . - BLM PRINEVIL %47
- . '_ 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 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 vegetatwe conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. ,
# - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation -
project area. The land within thié reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

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

- a. 1do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the

" past.
. -b. Howdo [ 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: %5/ /‘ /4 7 e LN _
Address. City, Zip: £ z3 s Se T /Zc)f/mm / o 775(
 Signed: A=Y, — . Date(Z-70-0




Bureau of Land Management

'RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" st. . . - JANdd 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 - , BLM PRINEV)LL ‘

_ , 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 Ranwe

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 diversified ecosystem that
‘prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

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

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

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

- 2. I 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;
‘Curtent Range Vegetation Management".

Print name: K-C’cfc/;"nv/q Caln ﬂdg
Address. City, Zip:_[530 NE & UToP lap., MaMas 9?7 1]
, Signed: ’)&WJM Date:_| D /D_o




Bureau of Land Management _ A HECE IVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 34 St | : - AN 14 200t 4?
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 condltlons that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. . :

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

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

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

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

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept | 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 [ 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 W1th multiple use. and de-
" emphasizes agr1cultural use.

‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: 4// (s o K’)/fgm/),.'
0207 S 338 St Redsncl 02 9T75C
o Date: (2—2 -0




Bureau of Land Management , | R E C El VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3™ St.

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.
- b.

-'C.

- d.

- €.

-f

- g

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

Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. ° 4

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

Current range is the most compa‘nble 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.
Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

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

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

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

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

- a.

- b.
- C.

-d.
- e.

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

How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
Historic range will be more expensive to 1n1plement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

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

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;

‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: 5/4(/ )T %A’RTLZ 7
Address Zip: ﬁcﬂ( %?7 ()Wu—xﬂb @p 7773 <(

Signed:

D ——E UO Date: /6-/,/,2-0”\/

g

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘ - JAN 1 4 ZDU
‘ . BLMPRINEVILLE



