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VIA BLM E-PLANNING PORTAL 

https://eplanning.blm.gov 

Project Number DOI-BLM-ORWA-0000-2026-0001-RMP-EIS 

Email: BLM_OR_Revision_Scoping@blm.gov 

Re: Comments on Bureau of Land Management’s Notice of Intent to Revise Resource 

Management Plans for Northwestern and Coastal Oregon and Southwestern Oregon in| 

Oregon/Washington and Prepare an Associated Environmental Impact Statement. 

Greetings: 

Please accept these scoping comments on the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) notice 

of intent to revise its 2016 Resource Management Plans (RMPs) for western and 

southwestern Oregon. These comments are submitted by Coast Range Association. 

Submitted in connection with these comments are two other documents that support the 

points made in these comments and are relevant to BLM’s consideration of revisions to 

these RMPs. 

Purpose and Need for a new BLM RMP 

“The purpose of the RMP revision is to seek an increase in sustained yield of timber 

harvest that aligns with the historically higher levels of production on BLM-administered 

public lands governed by the O&C Act” and “one of the six principal or major uses of the 

public lands identified in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976….” That 

one principal use being “the Nation's need for domestic sources of timber and fiber.”  

 

The Purpose & Need goes on to state that the BLM seeks to “increase revenue from these 

lands, which pursuant to the O&C Act are shared with rural counties and support essential 

services, such as roads, schools and law enforcement.” It is noted that the BLM’s timber 

harvests averaged about 1.078 billion board feet annually from 1960 through 1989. Since 

2010, timber output on BLM lands have exceeded 200 million bf annually.  

For perspective the following table displays Oregon’s timber volume between 2001 and 

2020. 
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The Federal Register Notice for the new Resource Management Plan states “BLM has 

developed a preliminary alternative that would meet the purpose of providing an increase 

in timber harvest levels of production to align with historically higher levels of volume on 

BLM-administered public lands in the decision area.” We note that all industrial forest 

timber harvest is in the 2.5 billion bf range. Adding small forest owner timber to total log 

output takes production to around 2.7 billion bf.  

 

If the BLM increased timber production by 700 million bf, what will the impact on log 

prices be? Will the BLM timber revenues and resulting increase in rural household income 

be offset by lower log prices and reduced small landowner household income from log 

sales? Since market prices are set at the margin, substantially increased BLM log 

production may very well provide no net gain for rural household income.  

What will occur through a decline in log prices. Lower log prices, absent substantial 

increases in a mill’s wage bill, will result in greater mill profits. Such profits will have no 

impact on rural economies. While, at the same time, depressing log prices will cause small 

landowners to defer harvest or receive less income from their log sales. This will 

negatively impact rural economies.  
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BLM Payments to Local Governments 

BLM timber profits are shared with local government (counties and schools) and reduced 

timber sales have caused a reduction in payments to local governments. These payments, 

the agency notes, have gone from $109 million in 1989 to around $25 million to $30 

million in the current period. The Purpose & Need statement then argues such reductions 

in timber output and reduced timber profit sharing have “triggered mill closures, job 

losses, and shrinking tax bases, devastating local communities and forcing counties to 

cut services and raise local taxes.” 

Scoping issue: Please revue overall income sources for county governments & schools. In 

doing the review, please assess and acknowledge the following: 

 

1. The income to rural schools, due to the 1997 Ballot Measure 50, decoupled school 

funding from timber revenue sharing from BLM or the Forest Service. The state funding 

of schools is called Equalization. A future dollar of BLM timber profits to schools is a 

dollar lost in state funds. Please review and explain how increased BLM timber revenues 

to schools will have a positive rural impact. 

 

2. In an apparent disconnect from the BLM’s characterization of rural conditions, the 

Oregon legislature saw fit to drastically reduce taxes on timber harvests and modestly 

lower property taxes on industrial timberland owners. If, as the BLM argues, reduced 

federal timber harvests “triggered mill closures, job losses, and shrinking tax bases, 

devastating local communities and forcing counties to cut services and raise local taxes” 

then why has the state of Oregon seen fit to reduce property taxes on forestland in the area 

of BLM ownership? And why has the state of Oregon reduced overall property and timber 

taxation, in the area of BLM ownership, by over 84% between 1990 and 2012? 
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The above values are in 2016 constant dollars (BLS Inflation Calculator) 

The BLM should take a hard look at timber taxation and rural property tax revenues 

comparing the 1985-1990 period to the current period using constant, inflation adjusted 

dollars. 

Oddly, just as the BLM reduced timber payments to local governments by over $85 

million, the state of Oregon saw fit to reduce timber taxation by a greater amount.  

Something doesn’t add up between the BLM’s characterization of federal timber  

revenue sharing and the state of Oregon’s timber and property taxation system.  

 

Take a Hard Look at Rural Household Income 

As part of the EIS, the central issue for the rural economy is household income. Give the 

assertion by the BLM that increased timber harvests are needed due to “mill closures, job 

losses, and shrinking tax bases, devastating local communities,” surely a hard look will be 

taken at how timber harvesting and log sales support rural households. Which is to say, 

where do the dollars go from the sale of federal logs to lumber mills? How much will rural 

households gain from increased BLM timber harvest? Particularly important is income for 

those rural households in the lower 60% of household income.   

The purchase of federal forest log by a lumber mill sends dollars to four locations:  

    1. The federal agency that sold the log,  

    2. the owners of the firm buying and delivering the log (profits),   
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    3. the wage bill of labor cutting and delivering the log, and 

    4. Out-region entities that service timber harvesting and delivery businesses. 

 

Issues the BLM must address are: 

 

1. What share of a timber sale dollar flowing to the BLM remains in the rural economy of 

“devastated” rural areas? Which is to ask, what portion of BLM employees spending 

remains in rural areas and not in metropolitan areas such as, for example, Roseburg, 

Eugene, Salem? The same question applies to private contractors the agency employs. 

 

2. For the firms that buy and deliver BLM logs, what percentage of the profit share 

remains in “devastated” rural communities? 

 

3. For the wage bill, what percentage remains in a local rural economy and what 

percentage flows to metropolitan urban areas or out-region? 

 

4. And finally, what percentage of the BLM’s timber sale dollar flows to out-region 

entities by way of timber firms servicing debt, purchasing fuel, buying machinery and 

supplies–all of which are purchases common within the timber industry? 

 

The same set of economic impact questions apply to milling and other value added 

manufacturers processing BLM logs. The issue is not how the timber and lumber 

industries contribute to Oregon’s economy, but how logging and milling industries and 

federal spending contribute to “devastated” rural economies.  

 

To answer the above question requires survey data determining the living and spending 

locations of the labor force and an analysis of how wood products firms allocate 

income/profits.  

 

If a case can be made for increased timber harvest improving socioeconomic conditions in 

“devastated” rural areas, such positive outcomes must be judged against obvious trade-

offs. High levels of timber cutting foreclose alternative rural economic activity such as, for 

example, recreation. We expect the EIS to not only establish a quantitative case for 

positive impacts to “devastated” rural communities but also assess the net economic gain 

by way of trade-offs. 
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Socioeconomic Rural Conditions in the Area of BLM ownership 

For most of western Oregon, rural areas are dominated by federal ownership. But some 

rural areas are dominated by private industrial forest ownership. Since the BLM owns the 

checkerboard O&C lands, the agency is quite familiar with mixed private industrial and 

public land ownership.  

 

For the ten-year review of the Northwest Forest Plan, the Forest Service conducted a 

comparison of census tract population change across western Oregon. The 1990 and 2000 

census indicated stagnant population growth or outright decline for most rural areas. The 

agency then ascribed much of the negative socioeconomic trend to reduced federal lands 

timber harvest. The Coast 

Range Association extended the 

original analysis using 2010 and 

2020 Census data.  

 

A poster of our findings will be 

submitted as separate scoping 

comments. What we found with 

the longer 1990-2020 period is 

illuminating. Three areas of 

concentrated private industrial 

forest ownership showed 

stagnant population growth or 

outright population decline. 

Although private industrial 

forest owners harvest timber at 

maximum site potential, no 

local or rural economic benefit 

occurred.   
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We now call attention to a Coast Range Association document titled Wealth, Income and 

Oregon’s Rural Communities. We are submitting the Wealth report as a separate scoping 

comment.  

 

Some key findings of the report are: 

1. Studies have shown that in the past 60 years, 

over 600,000 acres of small landowner property 

was bought by Oregon’s big timber companies. 

The sale of small forestland owner holdings to 

big timber companies results in people leaving 

rural communities. Population loss affects the 

rural economy directly through reduced local 

spending. Every time a family sells its land and 

moves away there is one less customer at the 

local grocery or hardware store. 

2. There has been a steady increase in the 

amount of private forestland controlled by just a 

few of the largest timber companies. Today, 10 

companies own 81 percent of all industrial 

forestland in western Oregon. 

3. The timber business model has moved away from companies that own forests to supply 

their lumber mills and toward timber-only investment companies that sell logs to unrelated 

buyers, and, in some cases, to their own mills. In this new model, forestlands are narrowly 

managed for shareholders, investors and bondholders. We explain how the main goal of 

western Oregon’s timber companies is to send money (income, interest and profits) to 

the wealthiest people in the world. 

 

4. Corporate timber firms do many things, but the following list is important:  

a. They lower their taxes through political power and the influence of money;  

b. They adopt labor practices and subcontracting strategies that reduce labor costs;  

c. They use cutting cycles that lower timber production but increase return on 

investment.  

d. They continue the buyout of small landowners leading to rural depopulation.  



Page 8 of CRA Scoping Comments 
 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

 

 

The EIS must take a hard look at the local and larger economic and political forces shaping 

“devastated” rural areas and explain how increased BLM timber harvest will have any 

meaningful impact on prevailing socioeconomic conditions.  

 

I-O Modelling 

In the event the BLM does Input-Output economic modelling for the EIS, most likely the 

BLM will use the IMPLAN model. We offer the following comments if such an analysis 

occurs: 

 

1. Provide a table stating the BLM’s forests harvest contribution as a percentage of the 

region’s total GDP or employment and take a hard look at the significance of increased 

timber outputs relative to the total economy. 

 

2. In presenting the IMPLAN analysis do not use the Total Output metric.  

A paper published in the Journal of Forestry discussing use and misuse of IMPLAN in 

forest industry modelling.  

Henderson, et al. Standard Procedures and Methods for Economic Impact and 

Contribution Analysis in the Forest Products Sector. Journal of Forestry. March, 

2017.  

The Henderson et al paper states “Total output, as calculated by IMPLAN, is not the same 

thing as GDP. GDP only considers the final cost of goods and services (the total of four 

value-added components: employee compensation, proprietor income, indirect business 

taxes, and other property type income) and excludes the value of intermediate goods to 

avoid double counting. IMPLAN’s measure of total value added, not total output, is the 
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most comparable measure of GDP or GSP…..” And “Analysts should be aware of this 

very important difference, and when both output and value-added are reported, each 

should be clearly distinguished. However, output is a simpler concept than value added, 

and because it reports much larger values, it is often requested by forest industry 

advocates for use in lobbying legislatures.”  

 

We recommend the BLM review two journal articles, the aforementioned Henderson et al 

paper and a 2007 paper by Watson et al on best practices of IMPLAN analysis.  

WATSON, P., J. WILSON, D. THILMANY, AND S. WINTER. 2007. Determining 

economic contributions and impacts: What is the difference and why do we care. 

Journal of Regional Analysis and Policy 37(2): 140–146. 

 

Other Timber Modelling Concerns 

 

In forest timber production simulations, Model Function and Scenario Constraints are set 

in the Objective Function. A common objective function structure employed in forest 

linear programming analyses is net present value, otherwise known as discounted cash 

flow. As with almost all contemporary economic analysis, such analysis has a goal of 

maximum efficiency. Why? Nature is not efficient, it is redundant.  

 

Net present value (NPV) is a sneaky way to apply capitalist financial analysis to a natural 

system. We urge the BLM to be very careful confounding ecosystem viability and species 

survival with market-based property values. 

 

We request BLM to discuss the issue of linear programming related to future forest 

conditions and socioeconomic effects. An uncertain future due to stressed planetary limits, 

future unknown climate impacts and lessons learned from the 2008 financial collapse all 

suggest that linear projections fail to capture a dynamic future. As a rule, most human and 

natural systems are nonlinear (i.e the Lotka–Volterra equations in biology).  

 

We ask the BLM to discuss the agency’s use, or non-use, of the precautionary principle 

in the EIS. 

 


