July 23, 2026

Dear Forest Service,
I am writing to offer my input and voice my concerns to the proposed revisions of the Blue Mountains Forest Plan.  I strongly oppose Option 2, and feel the other 2 options are the only reasonable options being presented.  As currently presented I support option 1 with some revisions.
I have a vested interest in this Forest Plan as I’m a long-time resident of the state of Oregon, and a former National Forest Service & Park Service employee.  I have lived in the mountains of Oregon for over 33 years now, within walking distance of two wilderness areas and three wild & scenic rivers.  I have a good understanding of how our National Public Lands are being managed and have seen firsthand the negative impacts that extensive logging, mining, and grazing have had on our lands.  Increased logging and road access to the levels being recommended will cause irreparable harm and scar this beautiful part of our state with long lasting impact to the ecosystems and nearby communities.
As an avid hiker, climber, and outdoor enthusiast, I spend a lot of time visiting and exploring our public lands, including time spent in the backcountry of the Blue Mountains.  After reviewing the revisions, I am very concerned about some of the proposed changes that have been recommended under the Blue Mountain Forest Plan Revision.  I have 6 main areas of concern that I would like to see revised that are more environmentally sustainable.
1) Protect & Expand Wilderness:  Any revised plan should not encroach upon wilderness lands or threaten wildlife habitat and watersheds.  The plans’ goal should be to protect and expand existing wilderness areas, including proposed wilderness and roadless areas.  By my count there are currently 7 federally designated wilderness areas that are located within the area of the Blue Mountains Forest Plan.  I believe any revisions to the Forest Plan should seek to protect these areas and recommend creation of additional wilderness areas by expanding the boundaries of current wilderness areas and creating buffer zones around these areas to better protect them from being encroached upon by roads, logging, or other development.

Connectivity

These forests and wild lands belong to all Americans, especially Oregonians who have great pride in living in a state with primeval forests and mountains that are still wild and undeveloped.  Places that are protected and set aside to remain natural and untouched.  Wilderness where people can go to seek solace, and get away from the increasingly hectic and high-tech world of today.  Oregon needs to protect these places as a legacy to future generations, not exploit them for short term financial gain.

Many of our National Forests have designated wilderness areas at their core.  I see these highly protected areas as the foundation of any healthy ecosystem.  I believe that a well thought out management plan should include wilderness as a central part of the overarching plan.  Surrounding these wilderness areas should be roadless buffer zones that assure that development will not encroach on the raw natural landscape.  One should not stand on the summit of a wilderness peak and gaze out over countless roads and clearcuts.  These areas should be kept pristine.  Roads, campgrounds, logging operations, and other developments should remain well outside of the wilderness and roadless areas.


“In order to assure that an increasing population, accompanied by expanding settlement and growing mechanization, does not occupy and modify all areas with the United States.  For this purpose, there is established Wilderness Areas.”   “Where the earth, and it’s community of life are untrammeled, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain, where land retains its primeval character and influence.”
							                    -  Wilderness Act of 1964


2) Protect & Expand Wild & Scenic Rivers and Watersheds:  Just like wilderness areas, wild rivers and watersheds should also be protected as a major part of the forest plan.  Wilderness and wild rivers are the foundation of a true intact ecosystem.  Wild rivers provide clean water for wildlife, trees, plants and all who live and thrive downstream of these areas.           Riparian.

3) Maintain & Strengthen the Roadless Rule:  Rescinding the 25-year-old Roadless Rule is a terrible idea, and a huge step backwards.  If the current administration does in fact revoke, reverse, or rescind the Roadless Rule, it does not mean that the Forest Service needs to adopt a plan to open these areas to the building of roads, logging and mining.  The Forest Service can choose to maintain these areas as roadless based on the need to protect these areas as uniquely important, and adopt a roadless rule as part of the Blue Mountain Forest Plan.

These areas were designated roadless for a reason, and I do not believe that there is a pressing need to now open these areas.  As a matter of fact, I believe there is many well documented reasons to keep these areas roadless.  Just because you now can, doesn’t mean you now should.  The Forest Service should use restraint, and manage conservatively in these areas, and only infringe into these roadless areas if the need is so great and can be highly justified as being critical and necessary.

Former chief of the U.S. Forest Service, Michael Dombeck, is a co-author of a new University of Washington study that found new road building in our national forest lands could imperil the drinking water for at least 25 million residents across the U.S., including residents in the Pacific Northwest.  The study also found other potential harms from rescinding the roadless rule.  Please include this study in the Blue Mountains Forest Plan.

Reference:  University of Washington study titled “Assessing the value of the U.S. Roadless Rule for people and nature.”  Published July 15, 2026.  

The study concluded that maintaining roadless areas has been a longstanding conservation goal in the United States, and any decision to rescind or downgrade the Roadless Rule may put forest lands at risk, and requires careful consideration of the numerous benefits they offer to people and nature.

4) Maintain the 32-year-old Eastern Screens Rule:  Rescinding this rule that prohibits logging trees that are 21 inches in diameter or larger is another environmental protection that appears to be considered for elimination, which would result in additional areas being logged.  There was a reason this long-standing rule was put in place, and it should not be discarded as a matter of convenience.  If anything, it should be revised, and not eliminated.  I would much prefer to see the rule adjusted, instead of being eliminated completely.  I don’t understand how the panel could decide to just swipe the rule away altogether?  This doesn’t make sense.

Oregon is known for having large stands of old growth trees, and there should be protections for forests where large stands of mature trees that have reached a certain size or age.  There are many forested areas that have already been impacted, where trees have been harvested before and have been replanted and can now be logged again.  There are large expanses of private forest such as Weyerhaeuser, or state forests that are more suitable for logging.  There are also many previously logged areas of our national forests that would be better used for future logging, but stands of large mature forests where no prior logging has occurred should remain off limits, just as roadless areas are.
5) Reduce Logging.  Transporting timber long distances to active saw mills would be very costly and have a huge carbon footprint, as well as getting it to markets.  Selling timber at ridiculously low prices that would provide very little, to no revenue after the overall cost of getting the timber to market does not make sense.  The plans very aggressive increase of logging in option 2, in a very short 10 year period, going from 106 million board feet to 364 million board feet.  Is there such a shortage of timber in the US that the Forest Service needs to increase logging to this extent?  Please tell me that no timber would be exported outside of the US.  When I worked for the Forest Service, our timber was being sold overseas for one dollar per tree.  This escessive clearing of our forests destroys our national heritage that needs to be passed on to future generations, not clear cutting massive forest areas to sell to foreign countries.  

By increasing logging, the forest service will be adding to the very real global warming problem, that in turn increases fire risk.  Logging reduces carbon stored in the trees and plants of the forest, and further increases carbon emissions involved in the logging, transporting, and processing of these trees into lumber.

Logging and clear cuts actually increase the danger of wild fire.  Scientific studies show that standard industrial logging often increases fire risk.  Logging leaves behind highly combustible “slash” (branches, needles, and stumps) that feed fires.  Removing the tree canopy increases sunlight and wind speeds, which quickly dries out the underbrush.  Central & Eastern Oregon have already been experiencing extreme drought due to global warming and climate change, and increased logging in the Blue Mountains will expose these areas to an even higher risk of fire.

Reference:  OPB Article “Despite what the logging industry says, cutting down trees, isn’t stopping catastrophic wildfires” by Tony Schlick & Jes Burns (Nov. 2,2020)

If increased logging is determined to be an absolute need and benefit to the Blue Mountains, then a slower, less invasive approach needs to be considered, such as only increasing logging by 10-20 percent over 20 years, not by the proposed 344% over 10 years.

6) Increase Forest Service Staffing:  Reduced staffing within the National Forests and National Parks has had a huge effect on the ability to protect, support, and manage our precious public lands.  Congress needs to prioritize the funding to properly staff our forests and parks for the long term.  I would like to see additional staffing recommended as part of the Blue Mountains Forest Plan, which should include ongoing research and field work to better protect wildlife, water quality, air quality, provide adequate wildfire prevention and suppression, trail maintenance, and law enforcement.
In closing I want to strongly encourage those who are making decisions in regard to the Blue Mountains Forest Plan Revision to do what is right for the preservation of this unique and special place.  Let us be good stewards and protect and conserve these natural resources unimpaired.
Sincerely,

Steven M. Wagoner


