
OREGON & CALIFORNIA LAND GRANT ACT OF 2013: Critique No. 4
Regarding the Forestry Emphasis Areas

The promise in Wyden’s plan is that the O&C Counties might actually see some
timber revenues, however small, generated by harvests on his scaled down version
of the 1937 Act.  This promise is rooted in a system of silviculture developed by
Professors Johnson and Franklin at OSU but somewhat modified for the bill.

Johnson and Franklin begin with the proposition that a scientific system must be
socially acceptable to be sustainable - science by popular opinion, if you will. To
that end, their system of forestry management aims to please everybody.  They call
their system “restoration forestry.”  

They propose a landscape-wide approach designed to:
• restore functional and sustainable ecological conditions
• conserve old-growth
• recover threatened species
• sustain local communities
• maintain a logging/milling infrastructure

This landscape-wide approach is necessary in their view because the legislated
system of specific purpose set-asides isn’t working.  Moreover,  “programs that
seek to optimize singular goals invariably marginalize other aspects of ecosystem
composition, structure, and function.”  Notably, they do not address the question of
how to apply such a landscape approach to lands set aside in the famous
checkerboard of the O&C.1  Clearly, management of the type envisioned would be
a great deal easier if the government owned all of the resource lands.2

Franklin and Johnson do concede that some variations are required under their
landscape-wide restoration approach owing to the variations in characteristics of
particular locations.  They see two broad categories: moist forests and dry forests. 
Recognizing that each category has a distinct fire regime, they propose alternative

1) In his proposed bill, Wyden recognizes this problem and calls for the
purchase of private land (or exchange, if necessary) so as to achieve contiguous
configurations.

2) This is not to suggest that Franklin and Johnson are socialists, only that
their proposed system would be particularly suitable in a context of socialism.



treatments.  Essentially, in moist forests regeneration harvests would be allowed, in
dry forests they would not.

Old growth protection is the focus in either scenario.  In moist forests, the
emphasis is on stand preservation.  Under the Franklin/Johnson system, stands of
trees greater than an arbitrary age anywhere from 80 to 160 years of age would be
protected.  As adapted by Wyden, the only stands to be harvested would be in the
80 to 120 year old range.   Moreover, where regeneration harvest would be
allowed, even that must provide for a retention of legacy trees to facilitate the
ecological restoration.  This legacy retention is defined by Wyden as 30% of the
original stand.

In dry forests, according to Franklin/Johnson the emphasis is on individual tree
protection.  Trees greater than 150 years of age would be protected.  Wyden
escapes this cumbersome tree-by-tree analysis by first establishing that 1/3 of the
standing timber must be set aside to remain as landscape-scale patches of dense
forest.  Of the remaining 2/3, harvesting must provide a legacy of 35% of the trees
in the harvested area.

In either the moist forest or the dry forest configuration the actual timber
production is viewed as a by-product of the activities undertaken for the purpose of
restoration.  In either scenario, thinning is promoted.

In southern Oregon there was a demonstration of this ecological forestry
undertaken in the Applegate watershed.  It was the “Pilot Joe Project.”  The project
addressed some 50,000 acres on a landscape-wide basis.  It resulted in some 900
restoration treatments with commercial by-product coming from only 245 acres.   

Even die-hard environmentalists recognize that thinning cannot achieve the
sustained yield mandated under the 1937 Act.  Nor can its by-products make any
meaningful contribution to the local industry and infrastructure.

In sum, Wyden’s plan would take half of the O&C lands and limit them to
conservation purposes.  Of the remaining half, 1/3 of that in dry forests would be
set aside from harvest and in either scenario 1/3 of what is harvested must be left as
legacy retention.  Incredibly, he proposes that this will somehow double our timber
production.  

Contrary to the Franklin/Johnson assumption, science and business management



are not issues of popular opinion.  This is not American Idol.  This is a matter of
what works and what doesn’t.

Contrary to Franklin and Johnson’s other presumption that land use segregation is
a bad thing, it is the only practical solution.  People with differing objectives for
the forests can only be accommodated by giving each something to enjoy.  The
present scheme does that.  In western Oregon, 1.4 million acres are dedicated to
wilderness.  2.1 million acres to permanent timber production according to
sustained yield. And 6.1 million acres to general ecological forestry.  

Franklin and Johnson are correct that the Northwest Forest Management Plan is not
working.  But that failure has its roots in litigation and a legal system that grants
standing to anyone aggrieved by what might be proposed - and then rewards them
by paying their legal fees incurred in that litigation under the Equal Access to
Justice Act.  One cannot correct what is essentially a legal problem by adopting a
new system of “restoration forestry.”

The Oregon and California Land Grant Act of 2013 is ill-conceived.  It will not
work.  It needs to be rejected.

Jack Swift
Southern Oregon Resource Alliance


