
From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: GW Plan Comment 
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 8:22:57 AM 

 
 
In addition to all other comments I have previously made, I would like to add one 
additional comment. 

 
In talking with some of the FS personnel, they have indicated to me that on many of 
the areas that will be harvested, biomass will not be allowed to be removed.  The 
Covington Mill recently announced that it would be building a large biomass boiler.  I 
would like the Forest to make as much biomass available as possible in conjunction 
with its harvesting operations for facilities such as ours.  We will be purchasing an 
additional 10,000 tons per week of biomass that is currently not being generated. 
This is a large, new demand in the GW Forest footprint.  In addition, several other 
new facilities, including power companies and pellet exporters, will be purchasing 
biomass from Virginia for the first time.  This is green energy, and the Forest needs 
to support its development. 

 
Thank you, 
John Hancock 

 
 
-- 
John M. Hancock 
District Procurement Supervisor 
+1 (540) 969-5382 (T) +1 (540) 691-6131 (M) +1 (540) 969-5228 (F) 

 
 

104 E. Riverside St. 
Covington, Virginia, 24085 
mwv.com 

 
 
 
 
This electronic message contains information from MeadWestvaco Corporation or 
subsidiary companies, which may be confidential, privileged or otherwise 
protected 
from disclosure. The information is intended to be used solely by the 
recipient(s) 
named. If you are not an intended recipient, be aware that any review, 
disclosure, 
copying, distribution or use of this transmission or its contents is 
prohibited. If you 
have received this transmission in error, please notify MeadWestvaco 
immediately 
at postmaster@mwv.com. 
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From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: Plan for the George Washington 
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 8:41:36 AM 

 
 
To whom it may concern, 
Please protect the forest.  I support the least development possible for these 
National lands that are 
currently protected.  Do not sell off our National treasures, whether land 
rights, water rights, drilling rights or timber rights. 
I support more stringent regulations, but at least the following: 

 
 

1.) Plan for climate change by protecting core wilderness areas, reducing forest fragmentation and decreasing 
and eliminating non -climate stresses such as logging, road building and oil and gas leasing. 
2.) Protect all areas identified in the Virginia ’s Mountain Treasures publication to the degree possible by 
designating them as unsuitable for timber harvest, new road building, and surface-occupying oil and gas drilling 
3.) Protect all roadless areas , whether previously inventoried or recently identified, consistent with the provisions 
of the 2001 Roadless Rule 
4.) Protect all existing Old Growth forest. 

 
 
Thank you, 
Celeste Hicks 
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From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: comments 
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 8:36:39 AM 

 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 

 
It is very important to me to maximize the amount of wilderness area in the 
George Washington National Forest.  I am opposed to building more logging 
roads which are often quite destructive, causing excessive erosion and in 
the end costing our government more than the proceeds from the timbering 
operation.  I am also opposed to horizontal drilling or hydrofracking 
because of the dangers to the watershed. 

 
Mary Harshfield 
 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us


From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: support ban on horizontal natural gas drilling 
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 8:38:20 AM 

 

 
Dear Sirs: 
I want to go on record that I strongly support the ban on horizontal natural gas drilling in the George 
Washington National forest Plan.  Thank you. 
Robert Byler 
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From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: comments on the draft GW management plan 
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 9:16:16 AM 

 
 
Dear Ms. Hyzer, 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft management plan for the George 
Washington National Forest (GW). 

 
I strongly support the ban on horizontal drilling in the draft plan. I am concerned though, that 
oil and gas leasing will be possible on roughly 994,000 acres, or 93% of the forest. The full 
potential impacts of vertical wells, including hydraulic fracturing that accompanies them, 
have not been adequately analyzed. Oil and gas leasing should not be allowed in the GW 
where mineral rights are federally owned, and nothing in the National Forest Management 
Act or the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act requires the Forest Service to open our National 
Forests to energy extraction. 

 
I appreciate the increased focus on drinking water and water resources in the draft plan. More 
protective measures are needed though. There should be specific management objectives for 
watersheds that provide public drinking water. The desired conditions described in the draft 
plan are too general to be useful. Sedimentation is a major threat to water quality 
everywhere, including the GW. The draft plan should be revised to require measuring 
sedimentation in strategic locations and waterways. 

 
Closing roads is a very concrete way to decrease sedimentation while improving aquatic and 
terrestrial habitat and forest health. I am very glad to see road decommissioning targets in the 
draft plan but believe the goal of 160 miles during the first decade should be increased. 

 
In addressing climate change, standing forests and soils are more valuable as carbon sinks 
than as a source of renewable energy. The final plan should not allow harvesting fuel (trees) 
for biomass incineration, industrial scale wind energy projects, or further gas and oil leases. 
In particular, “whole tree” harvesting for woody biomass is harmful in many ways and 
should not be permitted. 

 
In regard to all of the values that forests provide, the GW is one of the few places in the 
eastern U.S. where large areas of undisturbed, mature forest still exist. These forests and the 
remote settings they provide must be protected. In addition to the public benefits they 
provide, many wildlife species that need large geographic areas or habitat conditions found 
here depend upon these special areas. 

 
Prohibiting timber sales and new roads in the 242,000 acres of inventoried roadless areas is a 
very important step, which I applaud. However, all 372,000 acres identified as potential 
wilderness areas should be given this protection. Similarly, to protect rare and uncommon 
species in the GW, all areas recommended for protection by the Virginia Division of Natural 
Heritage should be assigned to Special Biological Areas or similar designations. 

 
Creating wilderness study areas (WSA) is also an excellent way to protect large, remote 
forests. The meager recommendations for WSA in the draft plan (20,300 acres) are 
disappointing. Each of the four areas recommended are important, but should be increased in 
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size. 
 
I support the proposal for wilderness and scenic area designations proposed by the 
“Stakeholder Group”. We cannot act quickly enough to conserve our intact eastern forests for 
all of the values that roadless forest areas provide. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
Steve Brooks 
 



October, 2011 

 

USGS Comments on George Washington National Forest Draft Forest Plan Revision and Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement.  

 

A) GWNF Summary, p. 26, Oil and Gas Leasing: “..horizontal drilling would not be allowed 

on any federal leases…concerns about the impacts of extensive hydraulic fracturing 

associated with horizontal drilling on water quality…”  Enomoto comment: Currently, in 

the Jefferson National Forest, there are vertical wells that employed hydraulic fracturing 

for productivity, and in adjacent areas, horizontal wells drilled in the Huron member of 

the Ohio Shale and other horizons utilized hydraulic fracturing to enhance productivity 

of natural gas.  (1) Have these caused negative environmental impacts in JNF?  (2) Will 

proposed plan for GWNF imply changes to the management plan for the JNF, such as no 

horizontal drilling?  (3) Will directional drilling be allowed? (4) Will horizontal drilling to 

other horizons be allowed? (5) Will hydraulic fracturing be allowed in vertical wells? 

 

Perhaps restriction in preferred Alternative G should be more specific, such as no hydraulic 

fracturing in a horizontal well in the Marcellus Shale.   

 

B) GWNF Draft EIS, p. 3-315, Figure D2: What is the source/reference for the geologic 

information in this map?  This representation of Marcellus Shale in VA and WV is 

deceptive.  It appears to show outcrop of Marcellus Shale as well as where Marcellus 

Shale may or may not be present in the subsurface.  The area where the Marcellus exists 

in the subsurface and may be prospective for gas production is less than is illustrated in 

Figure D2.  Figure D3 more accurately depicts where the Marcellus Shale exists in the 

subsurface (within the GWNF boundary) and may be prospective for gas production.  

The text on page 3-315 and the captions for Figures D2 and D3 should be expanded to 

provide better explanations.  See comments in edited file that accompanies these 

comments. 

 

All references are in Appendix L for all chapters.  This is cumbersome. 

 

GWNF Draft EIS Appendix K:   

 

p. K-11, Typical Drilling and Completion Scenario, Drilling: Recoverable reserves are estimated 

at 1,000,000 mcf/well for vertical wells and 3,000,000 mcf/well for horizontal ones.  Reference? 

 



p. K-11 – K-12, Completion: The hydraulic fracturing process described here of using 4.2 to 5.0 

million gallons of water per completed well is for overpressured reservoirs in Pennsylvania at 

depths of 5,000-9,000 feet.  If the reservoirs in the GWNF are 1,000- 8,000 feet deep, will the 

reservoirs also be overpressured? Is there data from wells nearby (Bergton Field, West 

Virginia?) that provide reservoir pressure data?  Is it possible that nitrogen foam fracking 

process used in Lower Huron member of the Ohio Shale in southwest Virginia and West Virginia 

could be utilized for the Marcellus Shale when reservoir pressures are normal or low, thereby 

reducing amount of water needed to frack and to recycle after flow-back? 

 

Completion, p. K-12: It is stated that “only 20 percent or less of the fracture fluid is recovered.”  

On pg. 3-336 of the Draft EIS it is stated that “As much as 60-80% of the hydrofracking water 

can return to the surface…”  Which statistic went into the EIS evaluation?  Pennsylvania 

Geological Survey reports 30-40% of original water is returned during flowback.  There seems to 

be quite a range of reported data.  Cite the reference for the statistic chosen by BLM and NFS. 

 

 



From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: Hydrofracking 
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 8:18:20 AM 

 
 
 
Hydrofracking practices remain open to serious doubts concerning their impact on the environment, 
particularly in regard to our water supply. Until the issues can be sorted out, let's err on the side of 
prudence and disallow gas drilling using hydrological fracturing in our national forests. Thanks for 
listening and doing everything you can to ensure that our drinking water  remains clean and safe. 

 
Peter Hage 
Arlington, VA 
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From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Cc:  
Subject: Comments on GWNF Plan 
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 12:10:18 AM 

 
 
 
Dear Superintendent; 

My comments on the "Draft Forest Plan and Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement" of 2011 are included below. 
1.  I generally support Alternatives C, which has excellent conservation 
features.  C offers a much higher recommendation for wilderness which I 
support.  I recommend adding the proposed Shenandoah Mountain National 
Recreation Area to Alt C. 
2.  National forests exist primarily for watershed protection with timber 
production as an important secondary purpose.  I feel that the average of 
approx 1000 acres per year should not be exceeded and should in fact be 
decreased as more areas are set aside for special protection and precluded 
from logging.  I encourage further studies to demonstrate the production 
levels that ensure sustainability. 
3.  Old Growth logging should not be allowed.  I understand that two 
specific Old Growth areas have been identified, but that there may be others 
yet to be so identified.  I encourage protection of the two that are known 
(Peters Mtn North and Frozen Knob).  I also encourage efforts to identify 
other old growth areas in the GWNF.   Additionally, wildlife transit 
corridors need to be provided between old growth areas to encourage the 
highest level of wildlife protection and habitat maintenance and 
restoration. 
4.  I applaud the inclusion of the restriction on horizontal hydrofracking. 
However, I remain concerned about vertical hydrofracking.  Any hydrofracking 
must have clear limits on damage to the forest with remediation, and plans 
for dealing with waste water, including radiation pollution.  Waste water 
cannot be dumped into forest streams but must be treated in an appropriate 
plant including the removal and proper disposal of contaminants including 
radioactive waste. 
5.  Wind energy sites must be carefully selected in accordance with the best 
available science, including analysis of the effects of existing wind sites 
in similar forest areas.  Effects on recreation and wildlife must be 
considered.  I am concerned that a thorough study has not been done.  Until 
such analysis is done, I would recommend that no sites be made available at 
this time (as called for in Alt C). 
6.  New roadless areas suitable for wilderness have been identified since 
the inventory of 2001.  These need to be included in the Plan as called for 
in Alt C. 
7.  Significantly more wilderness areas need to be identified.   I 
particularly support the inclusion of the following areas (the first four 
are also included in the Shenandoah Mountain NRA proposal): Skidmore 
Fork/High Knob, Little River, Lynn Hollow, addition to Bald Ridge, addition 
to Ramsey's Draft, Beech Lick Knob, additions to Rich Hole, Rough Mountain, 
Three Ridges and Saint Mary's, Little Allegheny Mountain, Three Sisters. 
8.  Recommend the inclusion of the proposed Northern Mtn. NRA. 
9.  All areas identified in the publication "Virginia's Mountain Treasures" 
should be protected from timber harvest, new road building, and 
surface-occupying oil and gas drilling. 
10.  The plan must contribute to abeyance of global warming.  I'm concerned 
that studies have shown that logging is *not* carbon neutral.  The plan 
should include (1) a comprehensive climate change adaptation strategy 
informed by the most up-to-date science, including identification and 
designation of core areas, corridors, and analysis of the connectivity of 
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the Forest with other 
lands, (2) require an audit of activities permitted in the plan to ensure 
that, when compared to actual activities over the last decade (2001-2010), 
plan-permitted activities do not increase carbon emissions and do not 
decrease carbon sequestration, (3) monitoring and adaptive management 
features must be included in the Plan to ensure that if climate-related 
conditions or indicators are worse than 
expected, appropriate stronger measures will be applied, and (4) conduct 
vulnerability assessments across the Forest, to inform forest planning and 
long-range activities. 
11.  "Special Biological Areas" as identified in several reports and 
totaling 140,000 acres need to be set aside for special protection. 
12.  While the forest as a whole serves an important function of watershed 
protection, there are parts of the forest that provide water directly to 
about 22 specific communities with over 262,000 residents.  These watershed 
areas should be accorded an additional level of protection and care. 

Very sincerely, 

James P. Lynch 
 



From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: Please Ban Fracking in GW National Forrest 
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 10:19:59 AM 

 
 
 
As an avid angler and frequent visitor to the Viringia waterways, including those in 
the George Washington National Forrest, I strongly support banning fracking in the 
entire region. 

 
--Scott Stankus 
Washington, DC resident 
Frequent Virginia Angler 

 
================================================ 
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LS POWER DEVELOPMENT, LLC                                       400 Chesterfield Center, Suite 110 
St. Louis, Missouri 63017 

(636) 532-2200 · Fax (636) 532-2250 
 
 
 

October 17,2011 
 

George Washington Plan Revision[ 
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway[! 
Roanoke, VA 24019 

 
Letter also submitted via email to comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@js.fed.us 

 
RE:      Comments on George Washington National Plan Revision 

 
Dear Sir or Madam: 

 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment  on the proposed 2011 George Washington  National 
Forest Plan Revision. 

 
The 1982  Forest Planning Regulations  to Implement  the National Forest Act provide that the 
GW National Forest Plan shall plan for future utility corridors uses.   36 CFR 219.27(a)(9) states 
that all management prescriptions shall: 

 
(a)(9)  Provide  that existing  significant  transportation  and utility  corridors  and 
other significant right-of-ways that are capable and likely to be needed to 
accommodate  the facility or use from an additional compatible  right-of-way  be 
designated  as a right-of-way  corridor.     Subsequent  right-of-way grants will, to 
the extent practicable, and as determined by the responsible line officer, use 
designated corridors; 

 
In anticipation  of an increasing  demand  for  transmission  routes for energy  needs,  we would 
request that the utility corridors in the George Washington  National Forest be examined for the 
possibility of expansion by 500 feet on each side of the existing utility corridors ("5C") to 
accommodate   future  utility  needs.    Five  hundred  feet  could  provide  GW  National  Forest 
additional  routing flexibility for any future special-use  utility permits, potentially lessening the 
need for creating new utility corridors in the future. 

 
Thank you for your consideration  of these comments.   Please contact me at (202) 270-7480 or 
ssegner@lspower.com  with any questions related to this letter.  I would respectfully request to be 
included   in  future  correspondence   regarding   your  Plan  Revision  efforts  and  to  have  the 
opportunity to review and comment on future public documents. 

 
Sincerely, 

 

Sharon K. Segner  
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From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Cc:  
Subject: comments on GWNF draft plan 
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 9:32:19 AM 
Attachments: FOSM.pdf 

Business Endorsers.pdf 
ShenandoahMtnNSA&WildernessMap.pdf 
Org&FaithEndorsersforSMP.pdf 

 
 
 
Dear Planning Team, 

 
Please accept the attached comments and supporting materials from 
Friends of Shenandoah Mountain. 

 
- Letter from FOSM 
- List of Business Endorsers as of 1/17/2011 
- List of Organizational and Faith Endorsers as of 10/17/2011 
- Map of Shenandoah Mountain National Scenic and Wilderness Areas 

 
Lynn Cameron 
Co-Chair 
Friends of Shenandoah Mountain 
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October 17, 2011 

 
George Washington Plan Revision 
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA 24019 

 
Dear Planning Team: 

 
Our comments focus on how the draft plan addresses the Shenandoah Mountain Proposal 

which is described fully in our letter to the GWNF, dated October 30, 2008   As you know, 
wilderness advocates, mountain bikers, hikers, hunters and fishers developed the Proposal 
collaboratively.   During the past three years, 84 businesses, 53 organizations, and 12 faith groups 
have endorsed the Proposal (See attached lists).  These endorsements show broad support by 
diverse interests in the Shenandoah Valley and beyond.  Our endorsers see the Shenandoah 
Mountain Proposal as being good for water quality, recreation, wildlife habitat, tourism, and scenic 
beauty.  If enacted by Congress, the Shenandoah Mountain Proposal would offer permanent 
protection of one of the most special natural areas in the Eastern United States. 

 
Beginning in August of 2010, Friends of Shenandoah Mountain has played an active role in 

the GWNF Stakeholders group.  During numerous meetings and field trips, conservationists, 
preservationists, recreationists, game managers, and timber industry representatives exchanged 
views, listened and learned from each other.  The result of this process of negotiation and 
compromise was a Consensus Agreement (CA).  This agreement calls for several modifications to 
the Shenandoah Mountain Proposal. We support the CA recommendations for protection of special 
core areas on Shenandoah Mountain, an increase in timber harvest forest wide, and improvements 
in habitat for species that need an early successional forest. We think it makes sense to work 
together at the project level, and we are committed to taking an active role in project level planning. 

 
Given the compromises that were made by all who participated in developing the CA, we are 

submitting modified boundaries for the Shenandoah Mountain Proposal, as shown on the attached 
map.   We ask that you recommend the following protections in addition to Little River Wilderness 
and Ramseys Draft Wilderness Addition: 

• Shenandoah Mountain National Scenic Area, with adjusted boundaries that would 
exclude: 

o  a grouse management area on Hankey Mountain; 
o  the Leading Ridge/North River triangle; 
o  Narrowback Mountain; 
o  a strip on the west side of Tilghman Road; and 
o  a previously managed area above Union Springs. 

 
Some of thee areas have historically been managed, and VDGIF would like to continue 
to manage for species that need early successional habitat by cutting timber in these 
areas. 



• Skidmore Fork Wilderness – (old growth forest, rare species, Harrisonburg’s municipal 
watershed)  Note that we support liming of Skidmore Fork if it should be deemed 
necessary. 

• Lynn Hollow Wilderness – with adjusted boundaries to allow increased access to Sinclair 
Hollow Trail 

 
We also want to reiterate our support for a boundary adjustment to Ramseys Draft Wilderness 
to allow appropriate nonmotorized vehicles, such as mountain bikes and game carts, to have 
access to the Shenandoah Mountain Trail. 

 
Friends of Shenandoah Mountain believes that the compromises we made strengthened 

our proposal and allowed for a balance between protecting our most special core areas, 
maintaining access for recreation, and allowing for management around the periphery of the core 
areas to meet wildlife objectives, particularly for grouse, turkey and deer. 

 
We were disappointed that not all of the Stakeholders Group could agree to Wilderness 

designation of Laurel Fork and National Scenic Area designation of Kelley Mountain-Big Levels. 
We agreed to disagree on Laurel Fork. We want to thank you for making Laurel Fork unavailable 
for gas leasing.  We continue to believe that Wilderness designation is appropriate for Laurel Fork 
because of its outstanding natural characteristics, its productive trout stream, and also because of 
the threats of gas development and industrial wind that could be in its future after this plan’s life is 
over.  Energy pressures will be even greater then as our population grows and resources become 
scarcer. 

 
Regarding Kelley Mountain-Big Levels, we are grateful that you have made it a Special 

Biological Area (SBA) in the plan.  We would have preferred a permanent designation for this 
popular recreation and natural area, but SBA and Dispersed Recreation management offer 
protection for at least the next 15 years. 

 
As we have talked with organizations, businesses, and faith groups, one of the main 

concerns we have heard about the future of Shenandoah Mountain is that it will be developed for 
gas using the method called hydrofracking.  We applaud the ban on horizontal drilling, but we are 
concerned that there will be a great deal of pressure to lift the ban, sooner or later.  We ask that 
when you recommend Shenandoah Mountain National Scenic Area and Wilderness areas, that 
you make the areas unavailable for gas leasing where the rights are publicly owned.  This would 
keep greater Shenandoah Mountain between Rt. 33 and Rt. 250 safe from gas development until 
Congress enacts National Scenic Area and Wilderness legislation. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Lynn Cameron  Thomas Jenkins 
Co-Chair  Co-Chair 
   

 
Attachments: 

• Map of Shenandoah Mountain National Scenic Area with Wilderness Areas showing 
adjusted boundaries 

• List of business, organization, and faith group endorsers of the Shenandoah Mountain 
Proposal 
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Shenandoah Mountain Proposal 
Business Endorsers – as of 10/17/11 

 
Harrisonburg 
All Things Virginia 
Artful Dodger 
Blacks Paint & Floor Covering 
Blue Nile Ethopian Cuisine 
Blue Ridge Eye Associates 
Cally’s Restaurant and Brewery 
Clementine Cafe 
Downtown Books 
Dragonflies Toys 
Earth & Tea Café 
Estland LC 
Fairway Independent Mortgage 
Fine Earth 
Friendly City Food Co-op 
The Gaines Group, PLC 
Green Solutions Carpet & Upholstery Cleaning 
Home Remedy, Inc. Kates 
Natural Products Laughing 
Dog T-Shirts & Gifts Mark's 
Bike Shop 
Metzler Interiors 
Midtowne Market 
Mossy Creek Fly Fishing 
Napoli Italian Restaurant 
The Natural Garden 
Photo Agora 
Sally Newkirk , Realtor, Kline May Realty 
Shenandoah Bicycle Company 
Shenandoah Mountain Touring 
Shenandoah Paint & Decorating Center 
Shenandoah Yoga 
Ragtime Fabrics 
Sole Source 
A Touch of the Earth 
Trendy Glass & Beads 
Union Station Restaurant & Bar 
Venture Builders 
Wilderness Voyagers 
WILD GUYde Adventures   LLC 
Wine on Water 
Wonder Skate Shop 
Xenia A Kebab Grille 
Yarn Mountain 
Yoga & Shiatsu with Diana Woodall 
You Made It Pottery 

 
Rockingham County 
Blue Ridge Energy Company, Broadway 
Building Knowledge, Linville 

Codi’s Cookies, Bridgewater 
Friendship House Childcare, Bridgewater 
Lucas Roasting Company, Broadway 
Mast Landscapes, Mt. Crawford 
Radical Roots Community Farm, Keezletown 
Nanny's Nook, Bridgewater 
Ruth's Books and Cards, Bridgewater 
Twisted Tortilla, Bridgewater 
 
Staunton 
Beverley Restaurant 
Black Dog Bikes 
Blue Mountain Coffees 
Emilio’s Italian Restaurant 
North Mountain Trading 
Queen City Marketplace 
Shenandoah Pizza 
Shenandoah Hops Gourmet Shoppe 
Staunton Grocery 
Wilderness Adventure 
Zynodoa Restaurant 
 
Augusta County 
Buckhorn Inn, Churchville 
Charis Eco-Farm, north of Staunton 
MTR Tile, south of Grottoes 
Rockfish Gap Outfitters, Waynesboro 
 
Highland County 
Berriedale Farms, Williamsville 
Cherry Hill Bed & Breakfast, Monterey 
Gallery of Mountain Secrets, Monterey 
 
Rockbridge County 
The Bookery, Lexington 
Books & Co., Lexington 
 
Shenandoah & Page Counties & downstream 
Shenandoah River Adventures, Shenandoah 
Shenandoah River Outfitters, Luray 
TeamLink / Shenandoah Mountain Guides, Frederick 
 
Blue Ridge & Beyond 
Adios Adventure Travel, Virginia Beach 
Blue Ridge Mountain Sports, all stores 
Civil & Environmental Services, Nellysford 
Ecosystem Services, LLC, Louiisa 
Outdoor Trails, Lynchburg and Daleville 
Scene 3 Boardshop, Lynchburg 



Shenandoah Mountain Proposal 
Organizational and Faith Group Endorsers as of 10/17/2011 

 
Organizations - Shenandoah Valley and 
Nearby 
Albemarle Garden Club, Charlottesville 
Audubon Society of Northern Virginia 
Augusta Bird Club 
Bridgewater Rotary Club 
Charlottesville Area Mountain Bike Club 
Climate Action Alliance of the Valley 
George Mason U Environmental Action 

Group 
Home Owners Assn. of the Highlands of 

Rawley Springs 
Military Officers Assn. of American (Central 

SV Chapter) Northern 
Virginia Bird Club 

Queen City Cycling Club, Staunton 
Rockingham Bird Club   
Sierra Club – Chesapeake Bay Group 
Sierra Club - Shenandoah Group 
Shenandoah Riverkeeper, Boyce 
Shenandoah Valley Bicycle Coalition 
Southern Shenandoah Valley Chapter of 

Potomac Appalachian Trail Club 
Stokesville, Virginia 
Virginia Native Plant Society - Upper James 

River Chapter 
Weyers Cave Ruritan Club 

 
Organizations - Virginia 
Back Country Horsemen of Virginia (Golden 

Horseshoe Back Country Horsemen 
is the local chapter) 

Environment Virginia 
National Audubon Society, Va. Important 

Bird Area Program 
National Parks Conservation Assn. - 

Virginia Field Office 
Sierra Club Virginia Chapter 
Virginia Bicycle Federation 
Virginia Conservation Network 
Virginia Forest Watch 
Virginia Members of The Wilderness 

Society 
Virginia Native Plant Society 
Virginia Organizing 
Virginia Society of Ornithology 
Virginia Wilderness Committee 

Organizations - West Virginia 
Friends of Beautiful Pendleton County 
Friends of Blackwater 
Friends of the Allegheny Front 
Laurel Mountain Preservation Association 
Sierra Club - West Virginia Chapter 
Stewards of the Potomac Highlands 
 
Organizations - Maryland 
Howard County Bird Club 
Maryland Ornithological Society 
Sierra Club - Maryland Chapter 
 
Regional Organizations 
Great Eastern Trail Association 
Mid-Atlantic Off Road Enthusiasts, Inc. 

(MORE) 
Potomac Appalachian Trail Club 
Potomac Riverkeeper 
Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition 
Southern Environmental Law Center 
 
National & International Organizations 
American Whitewater 
International Mountain Bicycling Association 
National Wildlife Federation 
Scenic America 
Sierra Club 
The Wilderness Society 
 
Faith Groups 
Christians for the Mountains 
Creation Care Group, Harrisonburg 

Mennonite Church 
Creation Care Group, Parkview Mennonite 

Church 
Early Church, Harrisonburg 
Earth Care House Church, Trinity 

Presbyterian Church, Harrisonburg 
Eastern Mennonite University Earthkeepers, 

Harrisonburg 
Fellowship of Reconciliation - Harrisonburg 
Mennonite/Brethren Green Faith Initiative, 

Harrisonburg 
Mt. Horeb Presbyterian Church, Grottoes 
New Community Project, Harrisonburg 
Trinity Presbyterian Church, Harrisonburg 
Virginia Interfaith Power and Light 
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From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: LAWS-AG letter to House Subcommittee/ Comments for GWNF 15 yr management plan. 
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 10:51:24 AM 

 
 
Karen Overcash/GWNF Management planners, 

 
The following letter was sent on behalf of the Land Air Water Stewardship-Action 

Group to all members of the Joint Subcommittee that was recently investigating the oversight 
of GWNF as it relates to hydraulic fracturing.  We stand behind the points made to these 
members, and send you a copy of this letter, to reiterate our concerns about the many 
jeopardies to our Land / Air / Water. We thank you for your efforts to keep our 
forest/watershed clean and healthy, and stand behind your horizontal drilling ban that is 
contained within your preferred option. 

 
 
Group 

Land, Air, Water Stewardship-Action 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: bruce ritchie  
To: Nancy.Locke 
Sent: Friday, July 15, 2011 6:14 PM 
Subject: to ALL MEMBERS House subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources (House 
Committee on Natural Resources) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Dear Subcommittee Member, 
 

The Land, Air, Water Stewardship--Action 
Group, comprised of citizens from western 

 
Virginia including Augusta, Rockingham and 
Shenandoah counties was formed to protect 

 
citizens and the environment from the risks of 
hydraulic fracturing in Marcellus and 

 
Oriskany shales. During this 15 year George 
Washington National Forest plan, these 

 
counties have requested a moratorium on natural gas 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
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horizontal drilling in the GWNF. 
 

LAWS--AG members are very informed about the 
impacts that have occurred in other 

 
states .  Here in the Shenandoah Valley, our lives and 
our livelihoods greatly depend upon 

 
the diverse  biological systems found in the GWNF 
located at the headwaters of the 

 
Shenandoah River.  The GWNF is the source of 
drinking water for about 262,600 people in 

 
nearby Virginia communities, and shelters prime 
native trout streams in the James and 

 
Potomac River watersheds, which serve an addition 
3.75 million people. This includes 

 
nearly 90 percent of the Washington, DC area which 
depends on the Shenandoah River 

 
for clean drinking water.  The Shenandoah Valley 
also generates billions of dollars in 

 
agriculture,timber and tourism.  Contaminated 
streams and rivers would have enormous 

 
negative economic consequences . 

 
We are aware of the the crisis that our country 

faces as we exhaust the oil supply 
 

across the world.  If we consider this industrial gas 
extraction "safe" until proven 

 
"dangerous," then our learning curve will be full of 
environmental catastrophes.   A rush to 

 
extract natural gas, without impact studies would be 
very shortsighted.  Hydraulic 

 
fracturing presents too great a risk to our water 
supply and air quality.  This extraction 

 
process has enormous ramifications on public health, 
our communites, our homes and our 

 
environment.  Gas companies imply that  this process 



is safe, but an increasing number 
 

of US citizens do not accept this assessment. 
Throughout the complete extraction 

 
process, million of gallons of water and large 
quantities of chemicals are used;various 

 
dangerous gases,including diesel exhaust, salts, 
hydrocarbons, multiple heavy metals, 

 
and Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials are 
released;roads and bridge degradation 

 
occurs ;24 hr noise and light pollution is common; 
clear cutting of forest trees for roads , 

 
multi-acre well pads, and pipe-lines fragment and 
contaminate our forest lands; our rural 

 
life would be disrupted; and our agricultural 
livelihood  impacted.  Evidence of the danger of 

 
hydrofracking has been documented, including water, 
air and land contamination. 

 
Evidence documents multiple public health problems, 
flammable drinking water,  fluid 

 
spills, stream contaminations, fish kills and 
diminished property values.  Your leadership 

 
role requires you to fully inform yourself and your 
subcommittee on these cases, and 

 
more.  Our group is alarmed by governmental 
statements that show inadequate 

 
awareness of the the realities of hydrofracking. 
Conflicts of interest must be avoided.  It 

 
is your responsibility to listen, acknowledge and 
respond to our concerns.  We appreciate 

 
that the Environmental Protection Agency is 
conducting a multi- year study on the impact 

 
of hydrofracking. 

 
The increased deployment of this aggressive 



technology has come under 
 

greater scrutiny in the US for a reason.  At present , 
there is insufficient evidence that 

 
hydrofracking can be performed without impacts on 
our water, air and land.  LAWS--AG 

 
supports preferred option "G"  of the proposed 
George Washington National Forest Land 

 
and Resources Management Plan, and especially  the 
ban on horizontal drilling that is contained 

 
within that plan. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in 

this very important issue. 
 

 
 

Members, 
 

Stewardship--Action Group 

 
Land, Air, Water 



From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: Hydro fracturing 
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 9:39:29 AM 

 
 
Dear Sirs,  I 

 
 
I wish to commend the US Forest Service on considering limiting their 
drilling in the George Washington National Forest to vertical drilling if 
indeed gas drilling on public lands becomes a necessity. Water soil and air 
remain our most precious resources so alternative sources of energy 
should be our primary focus. 

 
 
Sincerely, 

Johanna Osborn 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
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Nelson & Lizzie (Biggs) Hoy 

BERRIEDALE FARMS 
Dedicated to Conserving Red Poll Cattle 

10245 Cowpasture River Road 
Williamsville, Virginia 24487 

(540) 925-4400 
 

 
 

October 17, 2011 
 
 

Ms. Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor 
GEORGE WASHINGTON NATIONAL FOREST 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, Virginia 24019-3050 
 
REFERENCE: Public Comments on the GWNF Forest Management Plan Revision 
 
ISSUE:  Industrial Wind Development Rights 
 
AREA:  Shenandoah Mountain 
 
POSITION:  Nelson Hoy, Elizabeth Biggs and Berriedale Farms request that the U.S. Forest  
   Service does not grant any industrial wind development rights along the entire  
   length of Shenandoah Mountain. 
 
Dear Ms. Hyzer: 
 
May I please encourage the U.S. Forest Service in Washington and you as the Forest Supervisor for the 
George Washington National Forest, to prohibit industrial wind turbines along the full length of 
Shenandoah Mountain. 
 
1. Technology Cost-effectiveness – Electric power generation with industrial wind technology is not 

cost effective. The wind technology industry has been heavily subsidized for more than 30 years. 
Today, wind technology is still heavily subsidized by the Federal government, many state 
governments and individual electric power consumers. The wind technology industry claims that 
it merits subsidies for another 20 years. And to make matters worse, industrial wind energy farms 
and their associated power transmission lines use much larger acreages of rural land per unit of 
power produced than almost all other forms of energy production. Industrial wind energy 
technology consumes huge amounts of steel per unit of energy produced – orders of magniture 
more than other forms of energy production. We acknowledge, however, that all forms of energy 
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production are subsidized including wood-burning stoves. 
 

2. Forest's Crown Jewel – Shenandoah Mountain stretches for over sixty miles through the George 
Washington National Forest with several peaks over 4,000 feet in elevation. The GWNF preserves 
for the general public arguably the greatest continuous expanse of mature hardwood and 
deciduous forest not only within a modest three hour drive of the Washington Metropolitan Area 
and its 15,000,000 urban souls, but also, throughout the entire eastern United States. Industrial 
wind turbines would destroy the natural forest ecology of Shenandoah Mountain for urban visitors 
and local inhabitants. Shenandoah Mountain's ridge-tops and peaks, after all, are what people 
experience in their automobiles while traveling along Virginia's “Scenic Byways”, on their own 
two feet or by dirt bikes, horses or mules. My mule, Cassie, is a veteran of the Shenandoah 
Mountain Trail. 
 

3. Alternative Superior Locations – As the Forest Service is well aware, a comprehensive The  
Nature Conservancy study recommends that industrial wind energy farms are sited in geographic 
areas that have already been damaged or destroyed from an ecological and wildlife perspective. 
Such sites include strip-mined mountain or ridge-tops, gas or oil development fields and large 
commercial agricultural areas. Siting in these areas, which The Nature Conservancy projects offer 
14 times the acreage necessary for the United States to achieve its wind energy goals, makes good 
sense for the environment, wildlife habitat and tourism.  And tourism is hugely important to both 
Bath and Highland Counties – two of the most rural and economically challenged counties in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. Industrial wind farm siting on the great Shenandoah Mountain crest 
makes no sense whatsoever. 
 

4. Great Eastern Trail – Urban development pressures have destroyed the original path for the 
Appalachian Trail. I know first hand about this loss because I owned land through which the 
Appalachian Trail passed and spent many an enjoyable evening on the back porch talking with 
hikers bound from Georgia to Maine. Shenandoah Mountain shoulders the Great Eastern Trail 
corridor for about 60 miles, the Shenandoah Mountain Trail for about 40 miles, and in total over 
200 miles of primary and axillary trails. It is essential in this era of mass electronic 
communications and virtual reality television that outstanding outdoor recreation assets be 
protected for future generations of urban dwellers who increasingly have little or no connection 
with the great outdoors and our nations heritage. Industrial wind turbines, however, will destroy 
this national treasure – mitigation is an illusion – it cannot be replaced. 
 

5. Rare & Endangered Species – The crest of Shenandoah Mountain is called home by several rare 
and endangered wildlife species including, but not limited to, the Cob Knob or White-spotted 
Salamander (Plethodon punctatus), the Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis) and the Bald Eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus). The upper old growth and rocky slopes of Shenandoah Mountain are 
prime habitat for the globally rare White-spotted Salamander. Shenandoah Mountain is within 
three miles of the Hupman Saltpetre cave which is a known hibernacula of the Indiana Bat. 
Although the Shenandoah  Mountain is beyond both the Primary and Secondary Cave Protection 
Areas, Indiana Bats are know to travel as far as 200 miles to their spring, summer and fall roosting 
and foraging areas. Our farm selects and releases shag bark hickory trees along the Cowpasture 
River to provide summer roosting habitat for Indiana bats. But the entire Shenandoah Mountain 
ridge line could easily become a bat killing zone with wind turbine blades first attracting bats and 
then, the turbine's induced air pressure gradients rupturing  their internal organs. Or what will 
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become of the immature bald eagle that is now hunting Red Fox Squirrels in our pastures and 
Native Brook Trout in the Cowpasture River when he (or she) flies to the ramparts of Shenandoah 
Mountain? Lest you think we are unbalanced in our perspectives, my wife and I are well aware 
that house cats, plate glass windows and automobiles kill untold numbers of flying wildlife. 

 
Please note that Lizzie and I and Berriedale Farms are not unsympathetic with the nation's need to 
become less dependent upon fossil fuels and to make better use alternative energy sources. I was the 
Principle Investigator under a National Science Foundation (NSF), Intergovernmental Science and 
Research, grant that as early as the 1974-75 time frame established energy conservation programs 
among state, county and local governments nation-wide in public buildings, public vehicle fleets and 
the private sector. But there is a time and place for everything. 
 
Destroying the crest of Shenandoah Mountain to further industrial wind development interests (i.e., 
turbine manufacturers, industrial wind farm investors and politicians in Washington and Richmond) 
will surely cause Aldo Leopold, Bob Marshall and Gifford Pinchot to roll over in their graves and to 
moan and groan. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
C. Nelson Hoy 
 
CC: Highland County Board of Supervisors 
 Bath County Board of Supervisors 
 Marek Smith, Director, The Nature Conservancy, Allegheny Highlands Program 
 Honorable Bob McDonnell, Governor, Commonwealth of Virginia 
 Honorable Bob Goodlatte, United States House of Representatives 
 Honorable Mark Warner, United States Senate 
  
 
 



From:
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson
Subject: hydro-fracking
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 9:39:02 AM

Please, do NOT ever allow the national forests to be used for natural
gas extraction.  Especially do NOT include provisions for drilling for
gas using the "hydro-fracking" extraction method in the forestry plan.

Thank you,
Edward J Thomas



From:
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson
Subject: GW National Forest Management Plan
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 9:30:30 AM

 
Dear Supervisor Hyzer,
 
            Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft management plan for the
George Washington National Forest (GW).
 
            I strongly support the ban on horizontal drilling in the draft plan.  I am concerned
though, that oil and gas leasing will be possible on roughly 994,000 acres, or 93% of the
forest.  The full potential impacts of vertical wells, including hydraulic fracturing that
accompanies them, have not been adequately analyzed.  Oil and gas leasing should not be
allowed in the GW where mineral rights are federally owned, and nothing in the National
Forest Management Act or the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act requires the Forest Service
to open our National Forests to energy extraction.
 
            I appreciate the increased focus on drinking water and water resources in the draft
plan.  More protective measures are needed though.  There should be specific management
objectives for watersheds that provide public drinking water.  The desired conditions
described in the draft plan are too general to be useful.  Sedimentation is a major threat to
water quality everywhere, including the GW.  The draft plan should be revised to require
measuring sedimentation in strategic locations and waterways.
 
            Closing roads is a very concrete way to decrease sedimentation while improving
aquatic and terrestrial habitat and forest health.  I am very glad to see road decommissioning
targets in the draft plan but believe the goal of 160 miles during the first decade should be
increased.
 
            In addressing climate change, standing forests and soils are more valuable as carbon
sinks than as a source of renewable energy.  The final plan should not allow harvesting fuel
(trees) for biomass incineration, industrial scale wind energy projects, or further gas and oil
leases.  In particular, “whole tree” harvesting for woody biomass is harmful in many ways
and should not be permitted.
 
            In regard to all of the values that forests provide, the GW is one of the few places in
the eastern U.S. where large areas of undisturbed, mature forest still exist.  These forests and
the remote settings they provide must be protected.  In addition to the public benefits they
provide, many wildlife species that need large geographic areas or habitat conditions found
here depend upon these special areas.
 
            Prohibiting timber sales and new roads in the 242,000 acres of inventoried roadless
areas is a very important step, which I applaud.  However, all 372,000 acres identified as
potential wilderness areas should be given this protection.  Similarly, to protect rare and
uncommon species in the GW, all areas recommended for protection by the Virginia Division
of Natural Heritage should be assigned to Special Biological Areas or similar designations.
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            Creating wilderness study areas (WSA) is also an excellent way to protect large,
remote forests.  The meager recommendations for WSA in the draft plan (20,300 acres) are
disappointing.  Each of the four areas recommended are important, but should be increased in
size.
 
            I support the proposal for wilderness and scenic area designations proposed by the
“Stakeholder Group”.  We cannot act quickly enough to conserve our intact eastern forests
for all of the values that roadless forest areas provide.
 

Josh Larsen
Upper Tennessee River Roundtable 
(276) 628-1600







From:
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson
Subject: Comment on Draft Plan and draft DEIS for GW National Forest
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 11:49:47 AM

I would like to comment on the proposed ban on horizontal drilling in the
George Washington National Forest for some alternative plans in the draft
plan and draft Environmental Impact Statement.

A publication prepared for the U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Fossil
Energy, entitled "Modern Shale Gas Development in the United States: A
Primer"
(http://www.netl.doe.gov/technologies/oil-gas/publications/epreports/shale_g
as_primer_2009.pdf) lists some benefits that may follow from horizontal
drilling as compared with vertical drilling in regard to environmental
concerns.  The report was prepared by the Ground Water Protection Council
and ALL Consulting in 2009.  It points out that horizontal drilling can
reduce surface disturbance and wildlife impacts.

Development of a 1-square mile area (640 acres) for gas drilling typically
requires 16 vertical wells, each located on a separate pad.  In contrast, a
single pad can be utilized for drilling six to eight horizontal wells,
meaning fewer access roads, pipeline routes, and production facilities.
This could lead to less habitat fragmentation and total environmental
footprint.  According to a study quoted in the publication I reference
above, a 640 acre section with a typical vertical well spacing of 40 acres
would contain 16 vertical wells, and the total area disturbed would equal
about 77 acres.  A 4-well horizontal pad in the same section would disturb
about 7.4 acres.  Although the rule-of-thumb figure of 5 acres for pad size
in our region is about an acre more than that assumed in the study, the
estimated disturbed area of 8.5 acres is still much less than that required
by the 16 vertical wells and associated pads.

In addition, horizontal drilling allows greater flexibility in well pad
placement.   The horizontal leg of such a well typically extends about a
mile, and our records of actual completions actually show a distance
exceeding 9,000 feet. 

The trend today is to hold companies to a higher standard, requiring best
practices through statute and leasing negations.  For example, a select
joint committee of the West Virginia Legislature is currently writing a bill
that is expected to be introduced in the next few months; it will address
such issues as the source of water for drilling and hydraulic fracturing,
the acceptable handling of flow-back fluids, and proper maintenance of
public roads.  West Virginia requires certain practices and standards be met
in casing and cementing wells.  Areas with particular environmental
sensitivity or watersheds could be protected by specifying
higher-than-average norms in engineering and inspection at time of lease
negotiation.

Rather than an outright ban on horizontal drilling, forest managers should
have the flexibility and tools for proper management of natural resources in
areas intended for multiple use.  Geology suggests that the prospect for
significant hydrocarbon resources under the George Washington National
Forest are low, but insofar as specifications in this Forest Plan could set
a pattern for the future, disallowing horizontal drilling could deny
managers a useful forest management tool in this and other forests.

mailto:hohn@geosrv.wvnet.edu
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Michael Ed. Hohn,
Director and State Geologist
West Virginia Geological and Economic Survey
1 Mont Chateau Rd., Morgantown WV 26508-8079
Phone: 304 594-2331
Fax: 304 594-2575
Cell: 304 288-1216



From:
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson
Subject: Fracking in the George Washington Forest
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 12:23:44 PM

Good afternoon,
 
I support the ban on horizontal natural gas drilling
 
I am writing to express my deep concern about the plan for fracking on our neighboring George
Washington National Forest.  The national forest is a wilderness treasure and is utilized by many for
recreation and enjoyment of the outdoors.  It is also one of the few remaining protected places in the
Commonwealth.  My concern that fracking will cause severe disruptions for both wildlife, for the flora
and fauna, and for families that enjoy the forest.  I am also incredibly worried that fracking will
negatively impact the water both in the national forest and the valley.  The Shenandoah Valley is
made up of karst topography and is therefore very susceptible to pollution from within and from
neighboring sources.  The valley is already experiencing significant pollution issues.  Adding to these
issues would create a toxic environment. 
 
The Shenandoah Valley and neighboring national forests are some of the most beautiful places in our
county.  Please help us protect our environment and natural resources.
 
Sincerely,
 
Ann-marie Alford
Dayton, VA
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From:
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson
Subject: Re: Horizontal Drilling and Hydraulic Fracturing in the George Washington National Forest
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 11:22:14 AM

To whom it may concern:
 
I and my wife, children, and grandchildren are Pennsylvania residents.  As such, all of us are
concerned about environmental issues such as clean water.  My company supplies
environmentally-safe products used in both drilling and fracturing operations in PA, WV, and OH.  I
see what the operators and service companies do, and I am personally satisfied that they put forth
an exemplary effort at considerable cost to protect the environment.  There have been zero cases
of well water contamination due to their activities, and the technologies continue towards using
the safest possible chemicals.  I urge you to reconsider, and to allow drilling and fracturing in the
George Washington National Forest.
 
Thank you.
 
John Peters
Northeast Business Development Manager
BioBlend Renewable Resources
Cell  (412) 780-5132

 

2439 Reeves Road
Joliet, IL  60436
Phone:  (630) 227-1800
Fax:  (630) 227-1801
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From:
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson
Subject: Comments In Support of Alternative C
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 12:18:18 PM

The Draft Plan

The Draft Plans for the George Washington National Forest were hard enough to read and
that difficulty was compounded by the confusing errata issued subsequently. 

Alternative C

The following comments are in support of Alternative C of the Forest Service Draft Plan. 
Our public lands must be preserved against an uncertain future and protected from
exploitation, both private and public.

These comments are based on the economics, the short- and long-term costs and profits, of
the Forest.

Climate Change

All scientific authorities agree that the climate is changing.  No one can deny the increasing
mean temperature (6 degrees F. in the past 35 years) in and around the Forest.  These same
authorities disagree on the predicted effects of that increase.  We cannot know for sure until
they happen. 

Already hotter summers and warmer winters are obvious.  With warming temperatures, the
Forest has become host to, and the prey of, invasive species that extirpate native species.  The
only practical response is to preserve the Forest, intact, so that it may insulate itself against
extreme changes and forestall further degradation to the quality of our water and air. 

The effects of thermal pollution are cumulative and profound yet have been underrated,
almost ignored, by the Forest Service Alternative G.  Our aquatic species are the first to suffer
from warming waters.  Their inability to procreate, even survive, already has been severely
curtailed.  The ability of the forest to hold, absorb and store groundwater is hampered by the
lack of canopy and the resulting increase of sunlight warms the air, rocks, soil and increases
evaporation.

We need a fresh and accurate inventory of the Forest’s myriad species so that a new
environmental baseline can be established.

A growing population ensures the need for more clean water, more clean air, more affordable
spots to relax and recharge.  Future development will necessarily encroach upon the Forest. 
Further damage from acid deposition and carbon emissions is very likely.  Timbering and
forest fragmentation must be avoided.

A strong and healthy Forest is our only hedge against environmental collapse.  Alternative C
is the best choice for the next 15 years.

Economics

The Forest Service must realign its priorities in light of the national economic crisis.  Less
Forest Management means less government expense; less Forest Management means more
forest.  Alternative C will best serve this end. 

Less Forest Management should also mean more available time for better enforcement of
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laws, permits and regulations of the Forest.  Proper enforcement will benefit landowners, as
well as the Forest, and has been neglected for many years.

The Forest Service must concentrate its efforts to enhance, maintain and actively promote
educational and recreational activities.  The tangible profits of these activities for local
communities and visitors are immense.  Devolving responsibility for the recreational facilities
will open opportunities for local entities and ensure better facilities and less expense for the
Forest Service.  Local colleges could easily apply their science curricula to amplify the Forest
Service data as well as being a source for educational programs and interpretive volunteers. 
More effort must be made to enlist those living near the forest as volunteers in its care. 
Farmers, landowners, hunters and those in the hospitality industry are directly affected by
Forest ‘management’ activities.

The recent history of the forest has included devastation by gypsy moth, wooly adelgid and
other invasive species, the white-nose syndrome of bats, logging, flooding, prescribed fires
and property development.  The control of gypsy moth has caused the decline of many of the
butterflies, moths and particularly wild honey bees that pollinate forest plants as well as
crops. 

The intangible profits of clean air, carbon sequestration, oxygen production, good water, and,
most importantly, the opportunity to experience the wilderness, both now and in perpetuity,
are so vast as to be incalculable.  These benefits are essential to the lives of millions of
people.

Forest Service resources are best spent in developing the data for a new environmental
baseline to guide future Forest Management practices.

The most people will gain the most benefit from an intact forest unfettered by Forest
Management.  There is far more value to be had from these intangible benefits than there can
possibly be from the destruction that Alternative G would cause.

Our national economy is stagnant and the recovery, when it begins, will be a slow and
tedious process.  The Forest Service can save millions of dollars and best protect the Forest
by adopting Alternative C and leaving it alone for the next 20 years.

Timber Production

There is very low demand for timber now and in the foreseeable future.  Consequently, far
more is to be gained by protecting the timber of the Forest under Alternative C than cutting
3,000 acres a year.

The non-timber resources of mycelium and herbs are practically destroyed by logging yet the
demand for these products is strong and growing.

Because new homes are old before they are sold the demand for timber is low, as are the
prices.  If the Forest stays in the business of selling timber the value of the timber on private
lands will fall farther.  If the Forest preserves its timber for 15 years the value of timber from
private land will rise as will the value and size of Forest timber. 

The Forest Service costs of marking and (ostensibly) monitoring logging operations are not
significantly defrayed by the money gained by the sales.

Bath and Alleghany Counties are half National Forest.  The Forest is the basis of our
economy and provides more employment through hospitality than logging.  The scenic beauty
offers endless opportunities for recreation and cottage industries can use many non-timber
resources. 



Alternative C will save taxpayers money and protect and enhance the timber.

Wilderness

As the population increases greater development around the Forest will necessarily cause
greater stress on the natural resources of the Forest.  The wilderness provides necessary
habitat for the most wildlife and the most opportunity for visitors to experience the wonders
of the Forest.

For the protection of myriad species, from microbes to black bear, all areas identified in
Virginia’s Mountain Treasures: The Unprotected Wildlands of the George Washington
National Forest must be protected. 

Alternative C will preserve these wild areas that are essential to Forest Health.

Recreation

The waters and wilderness of the Forest provide premiere scenery, fishing, hunting and
recreational activities for millions of visitors every year.  Certainly the most important aspect
of our local economy, the proximity of the Forest provides numerous jobs and some
educational opportunities for residents and visitors.

Alternative C will encourage and promote these pleasures that are the economic cornerstone
of this region.

Prescribed Fire

Prescribed burns cause more problems than they solve.  The smoke and carbon dioxide that
are released make the work of the forest even harder.  Damage done to the forest floor by
destroying its ability to absorb and retain water, by killing off tons of the mycelium that are
an important non-timber resource, the plants that may or may not regenerate and endangering
the wildlife trapped in the process are costs that are too high for any imagined benefit.

Lightening ignited fire, however, has been nature’s tool in creating forest succession.  Fire
that may impinge on human habitation must be controlled but fire in unpopulated areas
should be allowed to burn itself out and create a natural succession.

Alternative C will stop prescribed fire.

Oil & Gas Leasing/Wind Energy

The idea of Wind Utility and any further drilling is absolutely abhorrent to everyone who
lives in the area of the George Washington National Forest. 

As we have seen in Highland County there is strong opposition to Wind Utilities on these
mountains.  The wide roads and rights of way required for installation, maintenance and
transmission lines destroy and fragment the forest, present constant hazards to all flying
creatures and the perpetual noise and ground disturbance of the operation are untenable.  The
devastating impact on the scenery is minor in comparison to the other deleterious effects.

Drilling for oil and gas may seem a remedy for ailing economies but the long-term
environmental damage and the restoration expense does not justify the minimal gains.  We
cannot afford the impact of water loss, degradation and pollution or the risk of disturbing the
varied thermal springs that distinguish this area.  Nor can we afford the destruction of the
underlying geologic layers.  The shales, sandstones and mudstones are far too fragile and too
intimate with groundwater retention to risk.



The financial expense of the investment and devastation to the Forest as well as our view
sheds will be borne by us and we will accrue none of the benefits.

Alternative C will prevent further degradation.

Forest Health

The Forest Service’s description of ‘Mosaics of Habitat’ is a euphemism for ‘slash & burn’.

The health of the Forest is absolutely essential to the health and wellbeing of Bath and
Alleghany Counties.  To diminish it by any further timbering or mineral/gas extraction or
utility wind energy is to take away a more important wealth and sacrifice long-term
prosperity and quality of life for a shortly squandered profit.  Our public lands must be
protected from private interests carrying them off, one truck load at a time.

A mature forest more easily resists insect pestilence, and more quickly recovers.  A mature
and healthy forest protects vast communities of microbes, plants, insects and animals that are
essential to human existence.  A mature and healthy forest can resist damage by storms,
slows natural attrition and protects the slate mountains from erosion by water and wind.

Fragmenting the Forest by roads and timber harvest creates a vacuum that can be filled by
unwanted and invasive species.  Forest succession occurs best without human intervention.

The varied and spectacular geology of the Forest provides untold insights into the history of
our earth.  With every tree that is cut the rocks are more exposed, eroded and washed into the
streams.

Alternative C will reduce the human stress on the Forest and best encourage forest health.

Old Growth

Forest succession is a slow process and not easily measured in human generations.  Indeed, it
has progressed apace without much human intervention for millions of years.  In the forest,
as in human society, the elders are necessary to protect and sustain the youth.

While wood is a renewable resource, it takes ten human generations to grow a mature white
oak tree yet the Forest Service Standard describes 80-year old trees as mature. That is
tantamount to a 21 year-old person being considered a senior citizen.

A healthy forest defends itself from natural disasters but it is as helpless as a babe in arms
against chain saws, a pitiful victim of human greed and the Forestry’s urge to manage it to
death.

Old growth produces the most mast, absorbs the most carbon, filters the most air, protects the
most water, provides the most habitat and grows the most beautiful trees.  All trees, one
hundred years or more, must be preserved.

Alternative C will protect the Old Growth.

Terrestrial Biological Diversity

There is far more to be learned from our forest and the best investment of time and effort
will be further study of the ecosystems without the stress of Forest Management. 

Upon perusal of Appendix F of the EIS there are no species further threatened or endangered
by Alternative C.  In fact, probably all named species would be enhanced and increased by a
no-management strategy.



At the planning stage for the next Forest Plan (2022-2027) more data will provide a better
baseline so that we are more fully inform us of habitat needs and species recovery.  The
effects of climate change can be reassessed.  In the mean time the regeneration that occurs in
areas already ‘managed’ will have virtually no negative impact on the myriad species and the
analysis used for the next Plan will benefit from the fallow period.

Alternative C will allow Terrestrial Biological Diversity to flourish.

Watersheds

Protection of our watersheds as the primary sources of the James and Potomac rivers is the
original purpose and the most important objective of the National Forest.  Our watersheds are
endangered primarily by thermal pollution and sedimentation that comes from mountains that
have been stripped of trees and can no longer store water.  Prescribed fires contribute to the
thermal pollution and to the inability of the forest floor to absorb water.

Preserving our watersheds must be the highest priority.  The canopies of old growth protect
the soils from evaporation and erosion. 

Drought years have become more frequent and more severe.  Damaging more forest every
year with logging and prescribed fire will further exacerbate drought conditions.

The health and capacity of our watersheds depends upon the health of the Forest.  Continual
monitoring of water quality is essential.  Landowners and farmers must be made aware of the
impact of their activities and assisted in the correction of soil leeching and erosion.

Alternative C is the only insurance for perpetual maintenance of our waters.

Access

There are thousands of miles of Forest borders, verges and roadways that provide more than
adequate areas for brushy habitat and forest succession.    

The hundreds of miles of utility rights of way have increased fragmentation of the forest and
provide primary access for invasive species.  These areas also provide vast, cleared tracts that
are exactly suitable for deer to browse and provide adequate cover for ground dwellers.

Certainly no more access is necessary.

Alternative C will stop the fragmentary expansion.

Closing Remarks

Alternative C is the plan that will maximize net public benefit.  By encouraging back country
recreation and appreciation of Nature’s wonders, by further study and better understanding of
Nature’s process, the neighborhood, the Commonwealth and the entire United States will
benefit.

The Forest Service must protect the best interest of the Alleghany Highlands.  Leave our
investment in the forest to grow and compound interest for another 15 years.  As neighbors of
the Forest, dependent on the tangible and intangible benefits it supplies, we cannot risk
further damage to the absolute assets the Forest provides.

The Forest Service Alternative G shows nothing to be gained by Bath and Alleghany County
and an awful lot to lose.  Fully half of these counties belongs to the National Forest and the
long term impact on our quality of life, air, water and scenic beauty will be profound. 
Whatever short term profits are made they cannot justify the proposed destruction or long-



term damage to the Forest and our waters. 

To create an environmental baseline from a more thorough species inventory to measure
changes in the climate and to more accurately predict the impact of future climate change.

We must protect the Forest as an absolute and essential resource.  The Forest keeps our air
clean and our water pure.  It is the beauty of the Forest that entices the tourists who provide
most of our employment and income.

The Forest Service must function as the steward of the Forest to care for its inestimable
resources, not the agent that gives them away.

Alternative C is the only acceptable option for the George Washington National Forest.

 

 

Ellen W. Andrews
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VIRGINIA WILDERNESS COMMITTEE 
 
 

       
                                                             October 17, 2011 

 

Ms. Maureen Hyzer, Supervisor 
Re: George Washington Plan Revision 
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA  24019 

Dear Ms. Hyzer and the GW Planning Team, 

    We would like to thank all of you for your hard work over the years pushing forward through 
the disruptions of direction in planning regulations to create a draft plan for the George 
Washington National Forest.  The professionalism and dedication of the GW team are laudable, 
and it has been a pleasure to get to know those of you with whom I have had regular contact.   

    In addition to my concerns about inadequate recommendations for legislated land protections, 
and the powerful pressures for energy development on the NF, I have become gravely disturbed 
about long term ramifications of your decreased budgets.   The recognition of the importance of 
the many functions performed by our national forests is a reflection of its owners.  I fear our 
culture with its disconnection from its rural roots and the natural world, may lack an 
understanding of the fundamental role that natural ecosystems play in our very survival.  
Certainly, I would prefer to see the National Forests recognized for those important functions 
above all others.  Wilderness is incomparable at providing these fundamental ecological services. 

    I would also like to thank you for encouraging and supporting the Stakeholders Group.  The 
use of your meeting rooms, the creation of custom maps, attendance at meetings by you and FS 
staff, and the preparation of informational papers are some of the contributions on the part of the 
GW which facilitated the group’s success. The creation of the Consensus Agreement (CA) and 
the number of signees and endorsers is an achievement which clearly indicates how critical the 
management of the GW is to a diverse group of interests. 

    The Virginia Wilderness Committee (VWC) has signed the CA.  We are committed to its 
vision, and to continuing in the collaborative process necessary to fulfill its vision.  The CA is a 
package, and its success depends on the fulfillment of its goals by the participants.  We believe it 
is a document capable of catalyzing actions on the Forest that will benefit the greatest number of 
interests while fulfilling the mission of the National Forest.  We hope that you will honor this 
huge effort by incorporating its specific and general goals into the Final Plan.    The details 
enumerated in the CA were agreed upon by groups historically locked in a stalemate of 
disagreement.  The summary document is a testimony of purposefulness and perseverance.  
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  As described in the CA, VWC would like to see the following areas recommended for 
Wilderness in the Final Plan.     

1) Little River – approximately 12,600 acres for Wilderness Study Area,  
 
2) Rich Hole Addition – approximately 8,200 acres for Wilderness Study Area,  
 
3) Rough Mountain Addition – approximately 1,900 acres for Wilderness Study Area,  
 
4) St. Mary’s West – approximately 300 acres for Wilderness Study Area,  
 
5) Ramsey Draft Addition (aka Bald Ridge and Lynn Hollow) – approximately 9,300 acres for         
Wilderness Study Area,  
 
6) Beech Lick Knob – approximately 6,200 acres for Wilderness Study Area,  
 
7) High Knob (aka Skidmore Fork) – approximately 5,200 acres for Wilderness Study Area  
 
8) Three Ridges Additions – approximately 370 acres for Wilderness Study Area,  
 
9) Gum Run/Oak Knob/Hone Quarry/North River Gorge (aka Shenandoah Mountain) 
approximately 55,000 acres for National Scenic Area.  
 
    Recommendation of these areas would provide a major impetus for CA signees and endorsers 
to begin the work of its stated goals.  The positive feedback of the Forest Service thus far has 
provided a significant boost in the hopes that working together can be an effective method of 
achieving the goals of different interests. 
 
    Additionally, we would like to see Laurel Fork recommended for Wilderness.  It is a candidate 
for which VWC has been advocating for Congressional protection for over 40 years, and one 
about which the stakeholders “agreed to disagree”.  It is also a part of the Shenandoah Mountain 
Proposal endorsed by a growing number of diverse organizations, businesses, and faith groups. 
 
    We are pleased that Little River is recommended for Wilderness in Alternative G, and 
additions to Rich Hole, Ramsey’s Draft and St Mary’s Wildernesses.  However, the expansion of 
the National Wilderness Preservation System in the George Washington by a mere 20,400 acres 
is inadequate.   Remote backcountry management prescriptions are temporary as they are only 
good for the life of the plan. Eligible candidates on the GW need to be recommended and 
managed as Wilderness Study Areas.  Threats to all unprotected lands in the National Forest are 
exemplified by the powerful interest in Marcellus shale and wind energy development.  Integral 
to the National Forest mandate for management under multiple-use principles are the long term 
implications of these types of activities on the attributes of the National Forests for which they 
were designated under the Weeks Act.  We encourage Forest Service Responsible Officials to 
resist pressures to develop resources when long term consequences are unknown, and potentially 
threaten ecological functions performed by the National Forest.  Additionally, extractive 
industries that lay waste to the landscape are “here today, gone tomorrow”, and then what?  We 
are in the same place- just a few years further down the road, and with natural resources severely 
or critically compromised.  The best way to safeguard some of our most special areas on the 
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National Forest is to recommend them as Wilderness.  The George Washington is a remarkable 
national asset, and offers superlative candidates for Wilderness and National Scenic protections. 
 
    Another troublesome issue is a pervasive mindset that “Wilderness” is a phenomenon that can 
only exist in the Western US.   Like the Eastern National Forests, Eastern rural areas, and 
Eastern farms, Eastern Wilderness is inherently more concentrated in its value, and is wrongly 
and unfairly compared with the expansive acreages available in the West. I am concerned that 
there exists within the Forest Service a prejudice against our premier selections of candidates for 
Eastern Wilderness.  Congress addressed these issues in the Eastern Wilderness Act.   
 
    The recommendations for Wilderness continue to be handicapped also by a set of guidelines 
which fail to measure intrinsic qualities of a candidate, favor “competing uses”, and seem to 
place Wilderness eligibility in a category where it must both lack any competing uses and offer 
premier or extraordinary features.  The bottom line is that our forests here are innately eligible 
for special protections.  Our biodiversity is one of the richest in the country, and the Virginia 
Wilderness Committee candidates for Wilderness recommendation are merely a selection of the 
best.  
 
    These public forest lands on the GW and Jefferson define what remains of “Wilderness” here 
in Virginia.  Looking at the overall land acreage of Virginia and surrounding states, there is an 
extremely limited pool of lands which are available for permanent protection, and protection of a 
higher percentage of them than recommended in Alternative G would benefit later generations.    
Protecting a greater portion of the GW will not result in any significant “loss” of extractable 
natural resources.  Our natural heritage is worthy. 
 
    All of Shenandoah Mountain between Rts 250 and 33 is “Wilderness worthy”, but given its 
established road system and popularity amongst diverse user groups, its natural scenic beauty 
and unique size make it best suited for National Scenic Area designation with imbedded 
Wilderness.  Please support the Shenandoah Mountain Proposal with the adjustment of 
boundaries as amended by the Stakeholders Group, and as submitted in the Friends of 
Shenandoah Mountain comments. 
 
    Please recommend Beech Lick Knob with CA boundaries for Wilderness.  Beech Lick is a 
premier candidate.  It is in a remote area, and is well situated to serve as a core area around 
which management activities can take place.  If offers old growth, ruggedness, and solitude. 
 
    Please expand Rough Mountain Wilderness by adding the 1900 acres to its north. The 
impressive result would be a large 11,200 acre Wilderness.  There are no visible barriers to 
recommending this addition.  A boundary adjustment would preserve access to Teapot Road. 
 
    The Three Ridges additions are small, but by recommending the 370 acres as Wilderness, the 
total acreage for Three Ridge would come close to 5000 acres.  The Virginia Wilderness 
Committee will help with moving signs, or adjusting boundaries. 
 
    There are a number of additional worthy candidates for Wilderness, National Scenic Area, and 
National Recreation Area about which the Virginia Wilderness Committee has submitted 
comments to the GW in January 2009, June 2009, and May 2010.  We would like for these areas, 
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along with the remaining inventoried roadless areas, to be managed under the rules of the 2001 
Roadless Rule. 
 
     In the “Frequently Asked Questions” number 11 answers the question “Why did the Draft 
Plan recommend so few areas for wilderness study?”   I would like to respond to some of the 
reasons.   
    -A goal of the Plan is described as allocating over one third of the GW to management 
prescription areas that will retain a “large amount of remote settings in core areas”.  We 
appreciate the placement of these areas into these prescriptions, but believe that a greater acreage 
warrants protection beyond the life of the Plan.  The inclusion of information about Wilderness 
acreage in the Jefferson, in Shenandoah National Park, and in the Monongahela is particularly 
inappropriate when in questions 4, 5, and 6 relating to timber harvest there is no inclusion of 
relevant data about harvest levels in forests in Virginia and West Virginia.  Wilderness is limited 
to federal public lands, but timber harvest takes place on private lands, state lands, and federal 
lands.     
     -The smaller additions to existing Wilderness areas may just have well been left out for no 
reason, and if they are so small, it would seem that the boundary adjustment would be small.  
Every additional acre contributes to the overall size and area protected by Wilderness, and an 
acre of land is an acre of land even within a National Forest comprised of 1.1 million acres. 
    -We appreciate the protection through the life of the Plan that Laurel Fork and Kelley 
Mountain will receive as Special Biological Areas.  However, we believe that Laurel Fork 
deserves special protection for its special biological attributes, and its inclusion of one of 
Virginia’s tier 3 “exceptional waters”.  Neither of these areas was suggested by VWC for 
Congressional protection because of social need, but rather because their natural characteristics 
are especially worthy of protection beyond the life of the Plan. 
    -With regards to the amount of boundary with private lands influencing a candidate’s 
eligibility for Wilderness recommendation, a Wilderness area should not require law 
enforcement beyond any other areas of the National Forest. Illegal trail building and illegal ATV 
use are no more illegal in Wilderness than the rest of the Forest.  We do not think an area’s 
worthiness should be judged because of the possibility that its neighbors will not be law-abiding 
citizens. 
    -VWC has worked diligently with mountain bikers to minimize conflict in many ways, 
including boundary adjustment. 
    -We understand the issue of private mineral rights, but think that in a couple of situations it 
would be pragmatic to recommend an area which would enlarge an existing Wilderness or one 
being recommended (Little River).  In these special circumstances it would be beneficial to 
attempt to acquire private mineral rights. 
    -Three High Heads would add 7000 acres of Wilderness to the Lee District in which there is 
no Wilderness. 
    -Beech Lick Knob is a part of the CA. 
    -High Knob, or Skidmore Fork, is a part of the Shenandoah Mountain Proposal and the CA.  
The proposed area does not include any West Virginia lands, and would protect the watershed 
for the city of Harrisonburg. 
    -Natural processes take place all across the forest, and the landscape.  The size of an area does 
not impact the ability for natural processes to take place. Having to reduce the size of Little River 
due to conflicts exemplifies the challenges facing Wilderness advocates, and all users of the 
Forest who would like to see greater areas managed for their particular interest. 
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    -The amount of Wilderness that we would like for the Forest Service to recommend would not 
compromise efforts being made to restore natural ecosystems through the use of fire.  As much 
as possible, wildfire that can be left unsuppressed may mimic prescribed fire.  Perhaps for both 
restoration of ecosystems through fire and addressing climate change, the inclusion of a larger 
more diverse system of Wilderness areas will provide “controls”.  Often we, “man”, think we 
know best how things will develop and what the results will be, but we are also often caught off-
guard and look to natural systems- which surprise us with their “unmanaged ability” to 
accommodate change.   
 
    We are glad to see an increase in acreage that will be managed as remote backcountry, and 
would like to see these areas added to the inventory of roadless areas managed under the 2001 
Roadless Rule.  We support the management of PWA’s as described in the CA. 
 
    In the Draft EIS Chapter 3 page 239 Cordell’s study on economic impacts of Wilderness is 
referenced.  His research is cited showing that Wilderness can potentially increase NF visitation 
and ultimately benefit local economies.  Then it is stated that the trade-off is the loss of potential 
revenues from timber harvest that would have taken place on these lands.  However, the 
designation of Wilderness in no way impacts timber harvest levels.  This is an unnecessary 
obfuscation of fact.   
 
    We support Alternative G’s objective “to assure that management activities in PWA’s will 
only be done if they will not affect the PWA to the point that it would no longer meet the 
definition of a PWA.” 
     
    White’s Run is an area that was excluded from the PWA inventory which we would like to see 
added.  It was recommended as Wilderness by the Rockbridge County Board of Supervisors.  It 
is unlikely that it would ever be a candidate for timber harvest as it is predominantly steep and 
within the view shed of the Blue Ridge Parkway or Rockbridge County and their accompanying 
tourist dollars.  FR 495 is a good candidate for decommissioning.  Surrounding mountains lend a 
feeling of remoteness and it is a good place to find solitude. 
 
    Virginia’s National Forest is comprised of some of the largest roadless areas remaining in the 
Eastern US.   We urge you to recommend additional outstanding candidates for protections that 
extend beyond the life of the Forest Plan.  
     
   The Virginia Wilderness Committee is opposed to development of industrial wind energy on 
the National Forest. 
 
    The Virginia Wilderness Committee supports the GW’s ban on horizontal drilling. 
 
 
   Sincerely, 
  
    
    Laura Neale 
    President, Virginia Wilderness Committee 
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October 16, 2011 
 
 
 
Maureen T. Hyzer, Forest Supervisor  
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests  
5162 Valleypointe Parkway  
Roanoke, VA 24019–3050  
     BY E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL  

 

 

 

Re: George Washington National Forest Plan Revision and Draft EIS  

 

Dear Ms. Hyzer: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft management plan revisions and 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the George Washington National Forest (GWNF). 

I grew up hiking, camping, fishing and hunting in the George Washington National Forest.  My home 
town, Woodstock, relied on drinking water flowing off the Forest and still does.  Every summer to 
this day I return with my family to share and renew my acquaintance with the ridge tops and hollows, 
and drink from the springs that still flow clear and clean.  

Your staff’s work on the Management Plan Revisions is most appreciated and comes at a critical 
juncture with the Forest facing new pressures from population growth and climate change.  At a point 
in time just over 100 years from the creation of the US Forest Service there are many differences in 
the issues, yet much remains the same.  As Gifford Pinochet noted “Unless we practice conservation, 

those who come after us will have to pay the price of misery, degradation, and failure for the 

progress and prosperity of our day.”   

This remains true today.  More than at any time since the creation of the Forest Service (and the 
GWNF soon after in 1912) the multiple-use mandate for management of the GWNF needs to more 
fully consider conservation and enhancement of the store of ecosystem services housed on and 
delivered from the Forest to the surrounding communities.  These services include wildlife habitat 
and diversity, migration corridors, watershed services, carbon storage, and scenic landscapes.   
 
The draft Forest Plan revisions include several management actions critical to delivering the multi-
faceted ecosystem services that our children and future generations will require for healthy 
communities and their quality of life.  This includes the direction on: 

mailto:mhyzer@fs.fed.us
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 Restricting horizontal drilling and related hydrofracturing.   
 Increasing the focus on drinking water and source water protection, and water resources in 

general.  
 Closing and decommissioning of roads. 
 Creating wilderness study areas (WSAs). 
 Expanding Special Biological Areas, restoring those that are degraded and better protecting 

these areas into the future. 

The work of your staff is excellent in this regard.  However, more needs to be done.  Your preferred 
Alternative G in the draft EIS moves forest management in the right direction but arguably tilts 
unacceptably in the direction of favoring short-term progress and prosperity. 
 
Alternatives C and F in the Draft EIS and Draft Revised Land and Resource Management Plan 
(“draft Plan”) come much closer to addressing the current challenges and future needs.  Given a 
choice between these two alternatives, my preference is Alternative C.   Reasons for this preference 
are outlined as follows. 
 
Energy Development 
 
Thank you for your decision to evaluate oil and gas leasing in the draft EIS.  Energy development is 
inconsistent with the emerging priority needs of the GWNF to 1) protect drinking water supplies and 
water resources in general, and 2) maintain biological diversity and intact ecosystems.  Of the 
preferred alternatives in the draft EIS, Alternative C is more restrictive with respect to the 
development of the GWNF for gas drilling as well as wind energy.  Alternative G juxtaposes counter-
intuitive, competing uses by making vast acreage administratively available for oil and gas leasing 
while also purporting to address renewable energy needs and issues by including allowances for wind 
energy development.  This makes the Alternative confusing, and sets an unclear policy direction that 
will require significant (and expensive) NEPA-related administrative processes and document 
preparation going forward. 
 
The draft Plan’s direction is ban horizontal drilling is critical.  Likewise, the full potential impacts of 
vertical wells, including hydraulic fracturing that accompanies them, have not been adequately 
analyzed. Alternative G suggests that oil and gas leasing will be possible on roughly 994,000 acres, 
or 93% of the forest.  Given the vast reserves of natural gas already under development across North 
America (including the Marcellus Shale formation), there is no apparent need for development of any 
natural gas resources, and related transmission facilities, on the George Washington National Forest 
in the near future.  In addition to banning horizontal drilling, any vertical drilling on the Forest should 
also be immediately deferred and delayed at least for the time period covered by this Plan revision.  
Oil and gas leasing should not be allowed at this time in the GWNF where mineral rights are 
federally owned.   
 
This approach will help ensure that the GWNF has additional time to acquire the necessary 
information to adequately analyze and consider the effects of any gas development on national forest 
resources.  This is imperative before making leasing decisions that the Forest and the surrounding 
communities may later regret.   
 
The GWNF should be designated as unsuitable for wind energy generation.   Viable wind energy 
development and transmission is better positioned on private lands adjacent to the Forest, and in other 
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parts of the country with more consistent year-round and higher wind energy profiles.  Alternatives C 
and E would not allow wind energy development.  Alternatives B and F would designate certain areas 
as not suitable for wind energy development.   If the Forest Service chooses this latter approach, the 
unsuitable areas also should include: all roadless areas (including inventoried roadless areas (IRAs) 
and the additional “potential wilderness areas” (PWAs)); Virginia Mountain Treasure areas; 
watersheds that are sources of drinking water to local communities (identified in Alternative C); 
Shenandoah Mountain Trail, Great Eastern Trail and other significant trails, and a reasonable buffer 
along such trails; existing old growth forest; state- or federally- recognized cultural or historic sites; 
conservation sites recommended for SBA or special interest area designation by the VA Division of 
Natural Heritage; and the foreground and mid-ground (up to four miles) of outstanding scenic 
resources, such as Reddish Knob and the High Knob fire tower in Rockingham County. 
 
Drinking Water and Source Water Protection 
 
The GWNF tradition of watershed restoration, protection and stewardship is appreciated.  Expanded 
measures are needed to protect the water resources found on the Forest.  Only Alternative C appears 
to contain management prescriptions for watersheds that are a source of drinking water for 
communities near the GWNF.  There should be specific management objectives for watersheds that 
provide public drinking water.  The desired conditions described in the draft Plan are too general to 
be useful.    
 
I strongly support the identification of drinking water supply areas and the expansion of protective 
buffers on streams and reservoirs, which will almost double in width up to 100 feet with this Plan.  
All public drinking water supply areas need to be identified as priority watersheds and more defined 
management “standards” put in place to protect to priority watersheds. 
 
Enhancing riparian buffers can address many of the existing and potential issues on the GWNF 
including sedimentation, future sources of large woody debris for self-maintaining diverse habitat 
components, canopy cover to maintain water to temperature regimes and impacts from roads.   
The Northwest Forest Plan and the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watershed offer good examples of 
the need for expanding riparian area protection to maintain and improve water quality and habitat.    
 
Whichever alternative is selected, more attention and resources need to be devoted to addressing 
water quality and water related management issues.   As I understand the situation, no less than fifty 
streams (roughly 154 stream miles) and 6 reservoirs within the GWNF were designated as impaired 
in 2006 (Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, 2006).  The Virginia DEQ Final 2010 
305(b)/303(d) Water Quality Assessment Integrated Report approved by the US EPA on February 9, 
2011 further documents the extent of impaired streams, particularly in the Shenandoah River basin.  
Whichever alternative is selected, the Plan needs to acknowledge this updated information in a timely 
fashion and respond directly starting with more restoration and monitoring actions with the 
implementation of this Plan revision.    
 
The implementation of any selected alternative should require additional measuring of sedimentation 
and other key water quality parameters.  The Plan identifies five reference watersheds that are 
intended to be representative of watersheds in which existing water quality conditions are considered 
to be the “best attainable” under relatively undisturbed, natural conditions.  This is a start.  Increased 
monitoring in strategic locations, particularly where surface water flows off the Forest onto private 
lands, is an investment in our future.  The water quality needs to be monitored in additional 
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headwater streams and tributaries on the Forest in order to provide reliable benchmarks for gauging 
downstream quality and impairment when and where it occurs. 
 
The vulnerability of our brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis) populations to stresses, including climate 
change, has been acknowledged but that analysis has not been explicitly related to the draft plan 
alternatives, management prescriptions and standards.   Many of the wild trout streams identified by 
VA Department of Game and Inland Fisheries are on the GWNF.   Public awareness of the brook 
trout resource as an indicator species of water quality and climate change impacts on the Forest needs 
to be elevated going forward.   
 
Closing and Decommissioning Roads 
 
I am very glad to see road decommissioning targets in the draft plan (160 miles in Alternative G) but 
believe the goal during the first decade should be significantly increased as a part of any selected 
Alternative.  The minimum number of miles closed and decommissioned should be at the level 
evaluated in Alternative C.  Sedimentation, especially related to forest roads, including those “trails” 
encouraging inappropriate ATV and ORV use, will always pose significant threats to water quality.  
Sedimentation also leads to increased treatment costs for downstream public drinking water systems.  
Closing roads is a very concrete way to decrease sedimentation while improving aquatic, terrestrial 
habitat and forest health.   
 
The agency’s limited restoration resources are necessarily focused on the more heavily altered roaded 
areas that continue to suffer abuse and thus have greater restoration needs. As the road system in the 
forest is set to decrease in the draft Plan, so should the opportunity for illegal and ecologically 
destructive ORV/ATV use in the forest. This will make the resources available for restoration and 
law enforcement more effective and efficient, and better ensure the restoration and preservation of 
ecological integrity on the forest to achieve the desired future conditions. 
    
ATV and ORV use in the GWNF is incompatible with many other uses of the Forest and creates 
more well documented ecological damage than any other public use of the forest. The cost of 
operation and maintenance associated with these activities on the Forest is disproportionate and needs 
to be curtailed.  These opportunities can best be positioned as private business recreational 
opportunities and community income which need not be in direct competition with the low cost, and 
apparently highly-subsidized, access now provided for ATV and ORV trail use in the GWNF.  
 
Creating WSAs 
 
The GWNF is one of the few places in the eastern U.S. where large areas of undisturbed, mature 
forest still exist.  These forests and the remote settings they provide must be protected.  In addition to 
the public benefits they provide, many wildlife species benefit from the large, contiguous areas and 
habitat conditions and migration corridors found in special areas identified on the GWNF.  These 
areas will only become more important to maintaining biological diversity as we assess the variability 
that arises from continued climate change and the related impacts on individual species and habitats. 
 
The draft Plan indicates that the GWNF covers approximately 1,065,918 acres, of which 42,954 
acres, or 4%, are currently Designated Wilderness. I also see that under your preferred Alternative G 
another 20,314 acres, or 2%, would be Recommended Wilderness Study Areas (WSA). To my mind, 
these percentages are far too low.  Increasing designated wilderness will only partly offset the 
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immediate and long-term impacts to the Forest resources from the expected increases in housing 
density and rural residential uses in close proximity to the 5,400 miles of boundary with private 
lands.    
 
The concern for management flexibility vis a vis wilderness designation is understood but also 
imposes it own costs, both real and implied, for adaptive management across more of the Forest in 
the face of the uncertainties of climate change.  Creating WSAs is an excellent way to protect 
existing large, relatively intact and resilient forests in perpetuity.  Management biases can change 
over time.  Likewise, active management entails higher costs as evidenced by your 9/7/11 budget 
information for each alternative (Alternative G at $14.7M vs. Alternative C at $11.2M).  Your 
successors managing on the Forest may well value greater acreages of undistributed, intact swaths of 
forest for the information they can reliably glean to better benchmark succession, forest resiliency, 
response to natural processes (including fire) and species displacement as climate change progresses. 
 
Local residents and visitors should have greater access to the primitive experience, large tracts of 
late-successional forests and more naturally sustained ecological systems inherent with nearby 
Wilderness Areas.  I am in favor of the designation of the Big Schloss area as a Recommended WSA 
1B as shown on the EIS Maps for Alternative C and Alternative F in the draft Plan.  Alternative F 
would have 15% of the Forest (including part of the Big Schloss area) in Designated Wilderness and 
Recommended WSAs.  Recommended WSA 1B is shown in Alternative C.  As mentioned 
previously, Alternative C represents my views more closely because it designates the entire Big 
Schloss area as a Recommended WSA, and also because Alternative C is more restrictive with 
respect timber harvest in WSAs generally. 

Expanding SBAs 

Prohibiting timber sales and new roads in the 242,000 acres of inventoried roadless areas is a very 
important step, which I applaud.  However, all 372,000 acres identified as potential wilderness areas 
should be given this protection.  Similarly, to protect rare and uncommon species in the GWNF, all 
areas recommended for protection by the Virginia Division of Natural Heritage should be assigned to 
Special Biological Areas (SBA) or similar designations. 

Motorized vehicle use on the Forest needs to be aggressively managed to avoid environmental insults 
to SBAs.  For instance, the existing Peters Mill Run All Terrain Vehicle (ATV) Trail is located in 
dangerous proximity to Peters Mill Run, a recognized SBA.  Under any Plan revisions, the Peters 
Mill Run ATV road should be permanently closed to motorized travel and the trail rehabilitated 
consistent with the needs and intent of the adjacent SBA. 
 
Thank you again for your work on the Plan, and for considering my comments.  
  

Respectfully,  

  (signed) 

Peter A. Dalke 

Cc: Katie Donahue, Lee District Ranger, George Washington National Forest 



From:
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson
Subject: Preserving our National Forests
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 12:32:07 PM

To whom it may concern,
I am writing this e-mail in response to a request by my family who live close to the George Washington
national forest preserve. Just yesterday, I was out to their home for a visit and they shared with me
their great concern with the plans for horizontal drilling in the forests. From what they have told me,
these methods for extracting natural gas from the shale is a very damaging process to the environment
and in turn will cause harm to the people that live in these watersheds. They explained to me the
process of hydrofracturing and all of the damaging effects that are a result. I disagree with the
proposed plan to drill for natural gas. The increased truck traffic will disrupt the natural habits of
organisms in the area large and small. The produced wastewater from the process of hydrofracturing
will have to be disposed of properly and from what I've heard and read, large corporations have
generally not done so well with clean up just because it takes time and money. They are willing to
destroy natural habitats and put people at risk so they can earn as much money as they possibly can.
Which is completely understandable when the success of a person in America today is determined by
how much money they have, or how big their house is, or how much "power" they have. It makes me
sad that this is what we feel we need to to do or have to feel like we're worth something. As a US
citizen I ask that before we make decisions on where or why we are going to drill for oil or natural gas,
we ask ourselves why are we doing this. Is it out of selfishness or selflessness. Do we really need to
disrupt the forest habitats? Do we really need to put peoples livelihood  at risk? Is it really worth it? If I
could I would find whoever is in charge of this whole operation and talk with them face to face to figure
out for sure why they are doing what they are doing. I ask that before decisions are made we talk to
everyone who will be affected and take into account their viewpoints.
                Sincerely, Brian Plank

mailto:eddharrison@embarqmail.com
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us


From:
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson
Subject: George WashingtonPlan Revision - Comment
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 1:51:26 PM

October 17, 2011
 
Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, VA 24019
 
Dear Supervisor Hyzer,
 
We wish to take this opportunity to comment on the draft management plan for the George
Washington National Forest.  First, we strongly support the ban on horizontal drilling in the draft
plan.  However, we are concerned that oil and gas leasing will be possible on roughly 994,000
acres.  It does not seem that impacts of vertical well have been adequately analyzed.  Also, where
mineral rights are federally owned, oil and gas leasing should not be allowed in the GW.
 
The increased focus on drinking water and water resources in the draft plan is good, but more
protective measures are needed.  There should be specific management objectives for watersheds
that provide public drinking water.  Sedimentation is a major threat to water quality so the draft
plan should be revised to require measurement of sedimentation in strategic locations.  Closing
roads is a good way to decrease sedimentation while improving aquatic and terrestrial habitats and
forest health.
 
In reference to climate change, standing forests and intact soils are more valuable as carbon sinks
than as a source of renewable energy.  Therefore, the final plan should not allow harvesting fuel for
biomass incineration nor for further gas and oil leases.  Certainly, harvesting trees for industrial
wind energy projects should not be done because there is no place in the GWNF that is suitable for
such an installation.
 
We think that prohibiting timber sales and new roads in existing roadless areas is appropriate. 
However, all 372,000 acres identified as potential wilderness areas should e given this protection. 
In addition, in order to protect rare/endangered/special needs species in the GW, all areas
recommended for protection by the Virginia Division of Natural Heritage should be assigned to
Special Biological Areas.
 
Finally, in regard to the values that forests provide, the GW is one of those special places in the
Eastern U.S. where large areas of undisturbed forest can still be found.  We must protect these
special, remote forests, because, in addition to the benefits they provide the public, there are
many species of plants and animals that need these tracts in order to continue to survive in healthy
numbers.
 
Yours truly,

mailto:ejkinser@cox.net
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us


 
Ed and Joan Kinser
Bent Mountain VA
 
 
 
 



United States Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management
Eastern States

7450 Boston Boulevard
Springfield, Virginia 22153

http://www.es.blm.gov
IN REPLY REFER TO:
1610

OCT } 1Z011
RE: Forest Plan Revision
George Washington Plan Revision
George Washington and Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, Virginia 24019-3050

Dear Kenneth Landgraf:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Forest Plan (DFP) for the George
Washington National Forest (GWNF) and the corresponding Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is privileged to be a cooperating agency on this
land use planning effort. We fully share the desire of the Forest Service (FS) to be the best
possible stewards of the resources that have been entrusted to us. The FS and the BLM have a
unique relationship in that BLM has responsibility for management of the Federal Mineral Estate
that lies beneath National Forests. It is in that light that we would like to share our thoughts on
the draft Forest Plan and draft EIS for the GWNF.

The BLM's Eastern States Office has reviewed the array of alternatives developed which address
the availability of lands and minerals on the GWNF for oil and gas leasing. The proposed post-
leasing stipulations and restrictions were reviewed as well. We employed the expertise of our
Energy and Minerals staff (including a fluids geologist, petroleum engineers, and a physical
scientist) as well as our interdisciplinary NEPA and Land Use Planning Team in the review.
While we fully appreciate the magnitude and difficulty of the task before the FS in developing a
land use plan on a landscape level, we could not find ourselves in agreement with the horizontal
drilling moratorium. We do have information with regards to future stipulations that could be of
assistance in this work.

The BLM fully endorses the FS' desire to be the best possible stewards of the resources that have
been entrusted to them - we share that sense of obligation for responsible stewardship. We also
support the development of new surface stipulations where needed. It is our recommendation
that the FS and BLM collaborate and work together on the development of energy and mineral
alternatives to ensure the broadest, most current, and technically accurate information is
considered.

Sincerely,

, /

d
Dr. John G. Lyon
State Director
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October 17, 2011 

 

 

Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor 

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests 

5162 Valleypointe Parkway 

Roanoke, VA 24019     

 

SENT VIA EMAIL 

 

Dear Ms. Hyzer: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Forest Plan and the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the George Washington National Forest.  

 

Shenandoah Valley Network (SVN) is a non-profit conservation program linking 

community groups working on land protection, land use and transportation issues in the 

northern Shenandoah Valley. The six counties where we work, Frederick, Shenandoah, 

Warren, Page, Rockingham, and Augusta, each include portions of the George 

Washington National Forest (GWNF). 

 

The majority of our comment focuses on the relatively new prospect of shale natural gas 

development, a possibility which poses serious threat to the many resources on the 

Forest. Additionally, we continue to encourage the thorough protection of local drinking 

water sources and the prevention of impacts from industrial-scale wind energy 

development. 

 

 

I.  NATURAL GAS LEASING AND DRILLING 

 

Shenandoah Valley Network and our partners applaud your commonsense proposal, in 

the Preferred Alternative, to ban horizontal drilling on new federal lands oil and gas 

leases.  As you clearly state in the DEIS, there are numerous reasons why horizontal 

drilling and the suite of impacts associated with high-volume hydraulic fracturing for 

shale natural gas, is unwise.  

 

Supplement your analysis with new sources 
In addition to the potential impacts cited in the existing analysis, there are many 

documented effects of high-volume hydrofracking that are not included in the DEIS, 
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some of which have emerged since the DEIS was published. We encourage you to 

supplement the existing analysis of potential impacts with this additional documentation 

and research. In particular, we encourage you to carefully consider the extensive list of 

impacts systematically documented in the Chesapeake Bay Foundation’s formal 

comments to GWNF.  These impacts include the degradation of local air quality, 

pollution to streams and springs, degradation of road systems, strain on municipal 

services, forest fragmentation, noise pollution, and damage to rural economies and 

character.  Many of these citations are not included in the DEIS. Consideration of these 

sources would strengthen your analysis. In the same vein, the Southern Environmental 

Law Center, with partners, has submitted extensive comment which well-documents the 

many impacts of high-volume hydrofracking and deserves careful consideration in the 

DEIS. 

 

 

Further consideration of local impacts 
As you are aware, GWNF’s sensible proposal to limit high-volume hydrofracking 

through a ban on horizontal drilling was challenged by some members of Congress at a 

House joint subcommittee hearing in July, at which SVN was invited to testify.  At that 

hearing, testimony from opposing witnesses as well as some Congressmen focused 

almost exclusively on the possibility of local job creation from the shale gas industry.  

 

Local jobs in the Valley do not rely on public lands drilling nor has infrastructure been 

developed to service this industry. Furthermore, shale gas development is not a strategy 

for the future.  In fact, there is legitimate concern that such development would actually 

detract from the economic sectors which are a priority.  Tourism professionals seek to fill 

local restaurants and hotels with visitors enjoying the national forest, Shenandoah 

National Park and our world-famous rivers and Civil War battlefields, resources that 

could be compromised by the industrial nature of shale gas drilling.  Agriculture is the 

top industry in most Valley counties, and there are concerns about the effects of public 

and private lands gas drilling on the farm economy. The Rockingham County Farm 

Bureau adopted a resolution in the spring of 2011 supporting natural gas development, 

but opposing high-volume hydraulic fracturing, until its impacts on agriculture are better 

understood.   

 

Additionally, there is evidence that the boom and bust cycles associated with gas 

development are harmful for local economies in the long-term. For example, a 2008 

study by the independent, nonprofit research group Headwaters Economics compares 

western counties that have focused on energy production with other western counties that 

have not. In summary, the paper concludes “(o)ur analysis found that 26 of 414 Western 

counties, or 6 percent, are focused on fossil fuel production and that these counties are 

underperforming economically compared to peer counties with little or no energy 

extraction.” 

http://headwaterseconomics.org/pubs/energy/HeadwatersEconomics_EnergyFocusing.pdf 

 

Similarly, we encourage you to consider the work of economists at Cornell University 

who have documented the damaging impacts of such boom and bust cycles specifically in 

the context of Marcellus shale gas development.   
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http://www.greenchoices.cornell.edu/downloads/development/marcellus/Marcellus_CaR

DI.pdf  

 

In addition to the impacts on existing industries, SVN and our partners throughout the 

Valley have grave concerns that shale gas drilling on public lands, with its inevitable 

impacts on nearby private lands and communities, would fundamentally change the rural 

character of the Valley’s communities and landscapes.  In February 2010, following the 

public hearing for a special use permit for a high-volume hydrofracking well on private 

land in Rockingham County, County staff visited Wetzel County, West Virginia, where 

shale gas drilling is booming.  There in Wetzel County, Rockingham officials witnessed 

first-hand the effects of the industry.  There, they saw the industrialization of rural lands 

that characterizes Marcellus shale gas development throughout the region. The officials 

on that trip returned with a renewed skepticism regarding the compatibility of the shale 

gas industry with the Shenandoah Valley.    

 

Finally, if communities in the Valley ultimately determine shale gas drilling is locally 

appropriate and compatible, the sensitive public lands of the GWNF, which provide so 

many other uses and benefits, are the last place we ought to begin the experiment of 

Marcellus Shale gas drilling in Virginia.  This quote from a Sept, 16, 2010 letter from 

Rockingham County to GWNF illustrates this point well:  

  

“Rockingham County is supportive of the development of alternative energy 

resources located at a site that is appropriate for its use, with appropriate levels 

of regulation and oversight, and on private lands. The Board does not support the 

commercialization of natural resources in the National Forest or National Park 

lands, other than the limited timber sales program, through mining, extraction 

and other industrial means.”        

 

In all likelihood, the House subcommittees’ attention to the GWNF’s proposal stems 

from a flawed concern that the GWNF Forest Plan’s standards on horizontal drilling will 

set a precedent for federal lands throughout the country.   To this point, it is useful to 

contrast the local communities around the GWNF with other regions. Certainly, there are 

public lands communities in other parts of the country that have grown to rely on oil and 

gas development, communities around the Allegheny National Forest or BLM land in the 

West, for example. This is clearly not the case in the Shenandoah Valley.   

 

Study possible impacts of vertical drilling 
While we strongly support the proposed ban on horizontal drilling and agree that it is 

well-justified, we have concerns about the 990,000 acres that would remain available on 

the GWNF for vertical drilling leases.  Hydraulic fracturing is commonly used in vertical 

gas wells, and the DEIS does not thoroughly consider the potential environmental, public 

health, and community impacts of this practice.  There are sensitive areas of the GWNF 

that warrant protection from the impacts of all natural gas development.  In particular, we 

ask you to disallow leasing in areas of the forest that supply local drinking water, all 

Priority watersheds, as well as other important natural, recreational, or scenic areas including 

Special Biological Areas and Roadless Areas.  
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II. Additional Considerations for Final Plan 

 

The new Forest Plan will likely guide the management of the GWNF for the next 10 to 

15 years or longer. During that time, the population of the Shenandoah Valley is 

projected to increase considerably. With this population growth, there will be increased 

demand for public water supply and increased pressure on GWNF resources. It is critical 

that the new Forest Plan, as much as possible, safeguard local water sources on the Forest 

to ensure multiple uses and benefits far into the future.    

 

As SVN and other organizations have described in previous comments, forty localities 

and organizations adopted formal resolutions urging the GWNF to consider drinking 

water resources in its Forest Plan revision.  Within the Shenandoah Valley, seven county 

Boards of Supervisors, four Town Councils, and two Cities, representing over 340,000 

citizens, submitted such resolutions. Some or all of the drinking water supplied in these 

communities comes from sources on the GWNF.  These elected officials have called on 

the GWNF to enhance management of drinking water in the new Forest Plan, and they 

reflect the strong public support in the Shenandoah Valley for increased attention to this 

public resource.   

 

We appreciate the acknowledgement and identification of these watersheds in the draft 

plan. Specifically in the Preferred Alternative, we support the increase in the buffers on 

waterways on the GWNF to one hundred feet. This increased protection will serve well 

the aquatic resources on the forest as well as downstream water users. Additionally, we 

support the inclusion of some of the public supply watersheds, identified by Wild 

Virginia in their The State of Our Water report, as Priority Watersheds. However, we 

were disappointed that many of the important watersheds identified in this report were 

excluded from the Priority Watershed classification. In the final Forest Plan, we 

encourage you to classify all of these lands as “Priority.” Also, the management standards 

proposed for the Priority Watershed areas need to be further defined. For example, road 

construction, new grazing allotments, and other intensive land disturbing activities are 

inappropriate in these areas, and these areas should be prioritized for road rehabilitation 

or decommissioning.   

 

Finally, SVN and our partners have commented numerous times on the impact of 

industrial wind projects on sensitive ridgelines in the forest, particularly the footprint of 

the development which includes dozens of large clearings, wide new roads, and 

transmission lines.  Therefore we support the proposal to exclude industrial wind 

development from sensitive forested ridgelines including the Shenandoah Mountain Crest 

and remote backcountry areas. But we would ask that the ban is expanded to include 

drinking water supply areas and key natural heritage areas, where industrial-scale wind 

turbine facilities and road construction can degrade water quality, wildlife habitat, and 

recreational uses. 

 
In closing, we appreciate your responsiveness to the needs of the local communities 

surrounding GWNF. And, again, we applaud the Forest Service’s sensible proposal to 

prohibit horizontal drilling on future federal oil and gas leases and urge you to include such a 

ban in the final forest plan. We also hope that the GW will study more carefully the potential 
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impacts of vertical gas drilling before making a decision and, at a minimum, limit the lands 

available for leases for vertical drilling.   
 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please do not hesitate to contact us 

if we can provide further information or assistance as the Plan is finalized. 

 

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 
Kate G. Wofford 

Executive Director 

 

 

 

cc:  Ken Landgraf, Planning Staff Officer, GWNF 

 Karen Overcash, Planning Team Leader, GWNF 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



From:
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson
Subject: Comments on Draft Plan and EIS for George Washington National Forest
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 2:22:07 PM
Attachments: PartnersInFlight-Manville-WindTurbines-BirdMortality-2009.pdf

Comments-WildVa-GWNF-Draft-Plan-10-17-11.pdf
Comments-WildVa-GWNF-Draft-Plan-10-17-11.rtf

To whom it may concern:
 
Attached are Wild Virginia’s comments on the Draft Revised Land and Resource Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the George Washington National Forest.  The
comments are in both Word document and .pdf formats.   A hard copy of the comments are also
being sent to you via the U.S. Postal Service.
 
Also  attached are documents referenced in the comments, and include:

Website link to The State of Our Water: Managing and Protecting the Drinking Water
Resources of the George Washington National Forest. 2008. Wild Virginia.
http://wildvirginia.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/01/state-of-our-water-full-report.pdf
Towers, Turbines, Power Lines and Buildings – Steps Being Taken by the US Fish & Wildlife
Service to Avoid or Minimize Take of Migratory Birds at These Structures. 2009. A. Manville. 
Website link to White-Nose Syndrome. From website for Smithsonian Conservation Biology
Institute.  http://nationalzoo.si.edu/scbi/SpeciesSurvival/VirgianiaBigEaredBats/default.cfm

 
 
Please contact me if there are any questions or concerns.  Thank you.
 
 
David Hannah
Conservation Director
Wild Virginia
P.O. Box 1065
Charlottesville, VA  22902
(434) 971-1553

www.wildvirginia.org
 

mailto:dhannah@wildvirginia.org
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
http://wildvirginia.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/01/state-of-our-water-full-report.pdf
http://nationalzoo.si.edu/scbi/SpeciesSurvival/VirgianiaBigEaredBats/default.cfm
mailto:dhannah@wildvirginia.org
http://www.wildvirginia.org/



TOWERS, TURBINES, POWER LINES, AND BUILDINGS – STEPS 
BEING TAKEN BY THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE TO 
AVOID OR MINIMIZE TAKE OF MIGRATORY BIRDS AT THESE 
STRUCTURES


ALBERT M. MANVILLE, II 1


Abstract. As imperiled bird populations continue to increase, new challenges arise from the effects of 
growing numbers of communication towers, power lines, commercial wind facilities, and buildings. 
This paper briefl y reviews steps the USFWS is taking to seriously address structural impacts to migra-
tory birds. New fi ndings will be briefl y reviewed that address lighting impacts, new challenges facing 
birds from tower radiation, and collision and habitat fragmentation effects on avifauna. See the paper 
in this volume by Klem on his ongoing research with building glass, lighting and windows for details 
in trying to resolve those challenges.
 
TORRES, TURBINAS, LÍNEAS ELÉCTRICAS Y EDIFICIOS – MEDIDAS QUE 
SE ESTÁN TOMANDO POR EL SERVICIO DE PESCA Y VIDA SILVESTRE 
(USFWS) DE ESTADOS UNIDOS, PARA EVITAR O MINIMIZAR EL EFECTO 
DE ESTAS ESTRUCTURAS EN LAS AVES MIGRATORIAS 
Resumen. En la medida que el número de poblaciones de aves en peligro continúa aumentando, nue-
vos retos surgen derivados de los efectos de la también creciente cifra de torres de comunicación, 
líneas eléctricas, instalaciones eólicas comerciales y edifi cios. Este documento examina brevemente 
los pasos que el USFWS está tomando para abordar con seriedad los impactos estructurales en las 
aves migratorias. Se examinarán brevemente nuevas conclusiones que abordan los impactos del 
alumbrado eléctrico, los nuevos desafíos que enfrentan las aves a partir de la radiación de las torres 
y los efectos de las colisiones y la fragmentación del hábitat sobre la avifauna. Ver la ponencia de 
Klem en este volumen, sobre sus investigaciones en curso, relacionadas con cristales de construcción, 
alumbrado y ventanales, con detalles de cómo tratar de resolver esos problemas.


Proceedings of the Fourth International 
Partners in Flight Conference: Tundra to Tropic
1–11


INTRODUCTION


This paper focuses on research initiatives, sci-
entifi c breakthroughs, promising applications, 
policy efforts, and voluntary guidance discussed 
since the 3rd International Partners in Flight 
Conference held in Asilomar, CA (Manville 
2005). Since the release of bird status reports 
at the Asilomar Conference, bird populations 
have continued to slump, and the list of North 
American birds with declining populations or 
otherwise at risk at the regional and continen-
tal levels has increased since 2002 where 131 
species were then designated (USFWS 2002). 
Today, these include 147 species on the 2008 
Birds of Conservation Concern list (USFWS 
2008), 92 birds Federally listed as Threatened 
or Endangered on the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA), State-listed species, and species 


listed as high priorities on the U.S. Shorebird 
Conservation Plan, among others. The growing 
documented and suspected impacts of struc-
tures on birds—from direct collision mortality, 
electrocutions, cumulative effects, and from 
habitat fragmentation, disturbance and site 
avoidance—bode poorly for our avifauna. 


Migratory birds—of which there are cur-
rently 836 designated species—are a Federal 
trust resource managed and protected by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS or 
Service). The published list of the 836 species is 
found at 50 CFR Ch. 1, 10.13, List of Migratory 
Birds. As an agency, our regulatory goal is to 
“avoid or minimize unpermitted take”—i.e., 
impacts—essentially to ensure that we do no 
harm to these species. Unfortunately, with the 
growing current challenges, we have not done 
a very good job reaching that goal. 


Division of Migratory Bird Management, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 4401 North Fairfax Drive, 
Arlington, Virginia 22203, USA


1 E-mail: albert_manville@fws.gov
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From what we know or suspect about 
impacts from structures, the combined effects 
of direct annual mortality from communication 
towers, wind turbines, power lines and build-
ings (both single story and tall structures) may 
for some species be causing impacts at the pop-
ulation level. This is very troubling. However, 
the estimates of structurally-caused mortality 
are at best, “guesstimates” of what actually 
may be happening in the wild, usually based on 
extrapolations from individual studies or small-
scale surveys. Very few communication towers, 
commercial wind turbines, power transmission 
and distribution lines, and buildings are being 
studied on a full-season, let alone a year-round, 
basis, in a robust and scientifi cally rigorous 
manner, and in any level of detail that would 
help us better understand cumulative impacts 
caused by these structures.


Tens of millions of kilometers of power 
distribution lines are probably present in the 
U.S. today, but we lack any concrete account-
ing for their lengths (Williams 2000). However, 
data from the Electric Power Research Institute 
(EPRI) on the power transmission line lengths in 
the U.S. indicate the presence of at least 862 207 
km (535 865 mi) of line (J.W. Goodrich-Mahoney, 
Senior Project Manager, Environment, EPRI, 
2008 pers. comm.)—both transmission and 
distribution lengths growing as demands for 
power increase. Transmission lines are charac-
terized as those carrying > 69kV of electricity. 


Unfortunately, very few communication 
towers and few kilometers of distribution and 
transmission lines are ever searched for dead or 
injured birds primarily due to lack of person-
nel, funding, and a perceived lack of impor-
tance. Virtually no systematic mortality studies 
are presently being conducted at buildings. 
Exceptions include (1) migration seasonal sur-
veys being conducted by the staff of the Fatal 
Light Awareness Program in Toronto, Ontario, 
Canada (M. Mesure, Director, FLAP, 2007 pers. 
comm.), (2) efforts by staff and volunteers of the 
New York City Audubon Society (R. Creshkoff, 
volunteer, NYCA, 2007 pers. comm.), and (3) 
research being conducted by D. Klem (2008 pers. 
comm.) at Muhlenberg College, Allentown, 
PA. Although mortality studies are increasing 
at commercial wind turbine facilities, no full-
season studies have yet been conducted in the 
East, and little research made available to the 
public is being conducted at Texas wind facili-
ties—the State currently leading the nation in 
installed wind capacity (e.g, 7116 megawatts 
[MW]; AWEA 2009).


Direct mortality from collisions and elec-
trocutions is, however, only part of the over-
all impact. The effects and impacts from 


 fragmentation, site avoidance and distur-
bance—be they from communication towers, 
wind turbines, power lines, or commercial 
and residential buildings—are often diffi cult 
to quantify and are only now beginning to be 
understood. For example, the footprint from a 
hypothetical 600-turbine, 1200 MW (i.e., 2-MW 
per turbine) industrial wind project, the power 
grid and related infrastructure servicing it, 
and the road system connecting it, can hugely 
impact the habitat, especially for species sensi-
tive to development such as “prairie grouse” 
and sage-steppe-obligate songbirds. Species 
such as the Federally endangered Whooping 
Crane (Grus americana) can also be put at direct 
risk from turbines, power lines and commu-
nication towers, both at their overwintering 
grounds and during migration. With 2008-2009 
near-record winter Crane mortality from appar-
ent starvation at n = 18 bird deaths, structural 
concerns raise further apprehension among 
biologists (T. Stehn, National Whooping Crane 
Coordinator, USFWS 2009 pers. comm.). With 
the current push to rapidly develop renewable 
energy, and as energy demands increase and as 
new power grids are constructed, more issues 
involving fragmentation, site avoidance, distur-
bance, and cumulative effects will result. While, 
with funding and staffi ng constraints, we may 
not see detailed cumulative analysis surveys 
conducted on tall structures during our lifetime, 
there is some good news. For all the aforemen-
tioned structures, some “corrective tools” and 
“conservation measures” are available to sig-
nifi cantly reduce (in some cases, scientifi cally 
validated, while in others, based on anecdotal 
reviews) structural impacts on protected bird 
species. This paper focuses on some of these 
promising “tools.” 


COMMUNICATION TOWERS


While diffi cult to track the actual number 
of communication towers constructed nation-
wide, the evidence clearly shows a continuing 
exponential expansion of cellular telephone, 
emergency broadcast, national defense, micro-
wave, paging, and related tower growth. Based 
on current evidence (Federal Communications 
Commission [FCC] 2006), more than 100 000 
lighted communication towers > 61 m above 
ground level (> 199 ft AGL) are sited in the 
U.S. today. The website www.towerkill.com is 
an excellent source of information to compare 
tower growth in each of the 50 states. By click-
ing on each state, tower expansion based on 
FCC statistics from 1998 and 2004 (i.e., towers 
in the 61-91 m [200-299 ft], 92-153 m [300-499 
ft], 153-244 m [500-799 ft], and 245+ m [800+ ft] 
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ranges) can easily be compared (W. Evans 2008 
pers. comm.). 


The expansion of digital television tow-
ers (DTV) appears to be relatively small, 
even with the requirement to convert to DTV 
by June 2009 under mandates of the 1996 
Telecommunications Act, as amended, perhaps 
diminishing its impact on birds to less than 
what had been anticipated. However, since 
some radio and television towers commonly 
reach 611 m AGL (2000 ft), they are situated 
in direct confl ict especially with neotropical 
migratory songbirds, particularly during night 
migrations when weather conditions are dete-
riorating and visibility is poor to negligible. 
Because songbirds tend to migrate in massive, 
“broad fronts,” birds will almost certainly be 
put at risk irrespective of the tower’s location 
(Gauthreaux and Belser 2006). Add tower lights 
to the scenario, and the potential for signifi cant 
confl ict and mass mortality is great. 


TOWER COLLISION MORTALITY


Direct impacts of communication towers to 
migratory birds come from two sources, colli-
sions and possibly from radiation exposure. 
Collisions represent a primary source of mor-
tality and have been well documented since the 
late 1940s in the U.S. (Aronoff 1949, Kemper 
1996, Manville 2005 and 2007a). From a collision 
perspective alone, 4-5 million birds are conser-
vatively estimated to die each year in tower and 
guy-wire collisions—with high-end estimates 
at 40-50 million birds (Manville 2005). These 
fi gures are admittedly “guesstimates,” but still 
based on the best available scientifi c evidence. 
Like all structural mortality estimates, not until 
scientifi cally valid, cumulative impact analyses 
are conducted will we clearly understand the 
level of impact each structure is having on bird 
populations. 


However, until impacts are better under-
stood—including the likelihood of additive 
mortality effects to some populations—the 
Service will continue to address impacts using 
the precautionary approach (UNEP 2002). 
The precautionary approach—also known as 
the precautionary principle—has its origin in 
European law. However, the precautionary 
approach was refi ned, based on the develop-
ment and application of international law in 
light of scientifi c uncertainty, at the 1992 Earth 
Summit in Rio de Janeiro, most notably through 
Rio Principle 15. It states that, “Where there are 
threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack 
of full scientifi c certainty shall not be used as 
a reason for postponing cost-effective measures 
to prevent environmental degradation.” Simply 


put, where sound scientifi c evidence is not yet 
available and where uncertainty remains a con-
cern, the Service will proceed with caution. For 
example, the voluntary tower guidelines devel-
oped and released by the Service (USFWS 2000) 
to properly site, construct, operate, and decom-
mission communication towers are fundamen-
tally based on proceeding with caution where 
uncertainty and risk are prevalent. As new sci-
entifi c fi ndings are discovered (e.g., eliminating 
steady-burning red tower side lights that were 
shown to reduce avian tower collisions at some 
towers in Michigan by up to 71%—see beyond), 
recommendations such as these are passed on 
to the FCC for rulemaking and Service guide-
lines will be updated. Therefore, realizing that 
cumulative impact assessments may not be 
performed in the short term, due especially 
to budget constraints and staffi ng limitations, 
the Service will take whatever actions it can, 
working in concert with the FCC, the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA), the communi-
cation tower industry, researchers, and the con-
servation community.


Documented bird collisions continue to be 
a problem. While C. Kemper documented the 
record for a one-night avian-tower collision of 
more than 12 000 birds retrieved and identifi ed 
in 1963 at a Wisconsin television tower (Kemper 
1996), spikes in tower collision numbers have 
recently been noted. For example, in continuing 
studies conducted by A. Clark over 29 years at 
three television towers in Buffalo, NY (Morris 
et al. 2003), Clark noted a gradual decrease in 
the number of birds killed at the towers he stud-
ied—ranging from a high of 4787 in 1982 to a 
low of 6 in 1992. The authors hypothesized the 
decline in the rate of mortality was due to 4 pos-
sible factors: (1) an overall decrease in migra-
tory bird populations, (2) change in weather 
and wind patterns, (3) increases in predation 
and scavenging around tower bases, and (4) 
changes in migration patterns. 


However, during the fall 2005 migration 
season, Clark (2006 pers. comm.) documented 
the largest annual kill at his study towers since 
1982. In 2005, he retrieved 1223 birds at the 
bases of those same three New York towers (878 
whole carcasses and 345 “parts thereof” repre-
senting 55 species). This included more than 200 
Golden-crowned (Regulus satrapa) and Ruby-
crowned Kinglets (R. calendula).


Also during the fall 2005 migration season, 
additional troubling reports of large bird kills at 
both tall and short communication towers also 
surfaced, particularly kills that occurred dur-
ing a week-long inclement weather event that 
coincided in the East with the songbird migra-
tion in October. W. Evans (2005 pers. comm.) 
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estimated more than 500 songbirds killed in a 
three-night period in mid-October at a 336-m 
AGL (1100-ft) tall tower near West Monroe, NY. 
Evans also reported several intact, but decaying 
warbler carcasses including a Hooded Warbler 
(Wilsonia citrina) at a 61-m AGL (200-ft) cellu-
lar telephone tower near Alfred, NY. During 
the same weather event, Evans also reported 
147 salvaged birds, mostly Blackpoll Warblers 
(Dendroica striata), at an unlit cellular telephone 
tower in northern PA that appeared to be less 
than 46 m (150 ft) AGL. In the case of two cel-
lular telephone tower morality events, nearby 
solid/steady-burning bright light sources 
appeared to result in the bird congregations that 
led to the kills (Manville 2007a). Also during the 
fall 2005, on 7-8 September and again on 13-14 
September, an estimated 400 birds were killed 
each night at the 336-m AGL (1100 ft) WMTV 
tower near Madison, WI. In the second kill, 172 
carcasses of 23 species were retrieved, including 
5 Golden-winged Warblers (Vermivora chrysop-
tera)—of particular concern to USFWS since 
these are birds of conservation concern. 


 To begin to better understand the dynam-
ics and the relationships between tower light-
ing, height, guy-wire supports, location, and 
impacts to birds, Gehring et al. (2006, 2009) per-
formed a peer-reviewed study on n= 24 towers 
in various, mostly random locations through-
out Michigan. Begun in the fall 2003 and com-
pleted in the fall 2005, this study was the fi rst to 
compare bird collision rates at communication 
towers equipped with different types of FAA 
obstruction lighting. Due to variances allowed 
in 2005 by the FAA on n= 18 towers, steady-
burning, non-fl ashing lights were extinguished. 
These included on, (1) all white strobe-lit tow-
ers (these towers were unaffected since no red 
lights are required by FAA on them), (2) all red 
strobe-lit towers, and (3) all red blinking, incan-
descent-lit towers. Lighting regimes for the 
aforementioned towers were compared to (4) 
three guyed towers with a combination of red 
strobes at the top and mid levels, and steady-
burning red lights at the three-quarters and 
one-third height levels. This lighting regime 
represents the current lighting system for many 
communication towers nationwide (Gehring et 
al. 2009). 


 Based on the 2005 data, results strongly 
suggest that by extinguishing the red, steady-
burning L-810 lights, but leaving on the strobe 
or incandescent blinking lights, avian collision 
mortality can be reduced by as much as 50-71%. 
Not surprisingly, the most birds killed were 
found under the tallest, guyed towers, consis-
tent with many other reported studies (Manville 
2007a). Gehring et al. (2009) recommended the 


extinguishing of L-810 lights, provided that the 
lighting system continues to remain safe for 
aviators. The FAA will begin pilot conspicuity 
studies in Michigan during spring and fall 2009 
to assess pilot visibility of the towers without 
steady-burning red lights. If deemed safe, they 
will likely revise their Obstruction Marking and 
Lighting Advisory Circular (FAA 2000), giving 
tower operators the option of extinguishing the 
steady-burning lights, saving electricity, and 
signifi cantly reducing bird mortality. No statis-
tical differences were found in avian mortality 
rates among towers lit only with the different 
types of fl ashing lights—i.e., white strobe vs. 
red strobe vs. red fl ashing incandescent light-
ing. The results suggest that the fl ashing of a 
light is more important in reducing avian colli-
sions than is the color of the light. 


At this writing, J. Gehring has completed 
the fall 2008 season of a 3-year study of n=6 tall 
towers (> 277 m AGL [> 906 ft]) in Michigan, a 
107 m AGL (350 ft) U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) 
Rescue 21 unguyed tower in Cape May, NJ, and 
will begin the study of a 138 m (450 ft) USCG 
Rescue 21 tower that is being built in the vicin-
ity of Cape Hatteras, NC, where bird deterrent 
devices will be tested on guy support wires. 
Preliminary results suggest that, similar to the 
Michigan study of towers 116-146 m AGL, avian 
fatalities can be signifi cantly reduced at taller 
communication towers by using only fl ash-
ing lighting systems. Like the larger Michigan 
study (Gehring et al. 2009), preliminary data 
suggest that the unguyed tower in Cape May, 
NJ, is not involved in large numbers of avian 
fatalities. Further data collection and analysis 
are ongoing. The purpose of this study, in part, 
is to replicate the study in Michigan (Gehring et 
al. 2009), and if the FAA is willing to allow tem-
porary light change-outs on several of these tall 
towers, we can test the effects of those changes 
on bird attraction and mortality. 


Evans et al. (2007) subjected night-migrating 
birds in 100% cloud-cover conditions at ground 
level to alternating short periods of different 
artifi cial light, including various intensities, 
wavelengths, and fl ash rates from a ground-
based lighting device. This study in October 
2005 in Ithaca, NY, represented the fi rst direct 
investigation of these variables causing bird 
aggregation in inclement weather. An acoustic 
transducer and directional microphone, posi-
tioned 5 m (16 ft) from the light source, were 
used to identify a strong or weak presence of 
birds near the light source. Evans et al. (2007) 
performed spectrographic analysis on loud 
calls, basing species identifi cation on the fl ight 
call reference guide produced by Evans and 
O’Brien (2002), and they visually documented 
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bird presence on site. Birds were induced to 
congregate at all wattage levels of white steady-
burning light tested. However, no aggregation 
was noted at the 1500 W white fl ashing halogen 
lights. The study results further reinforce con-
clusions reached by Gehring et al. (2006, 2009), 
Gauthreaux and Belser (2006), and J. Johnson 
(2005 pers. comm.). 


However, Evans et al. (2007) did not fi nd 
either steady-burning red (L-810) or red fl ash-
ing (L-864) beacons induced bird aggregation 
when tested separately at ground level in 100% 
cloud cover. As one possible explanation, they 
suggested that the disorientation to red light 
only occurs if birds are actively using magneto-
reception and the red light creates an imbalance 
in the magnetoreception mechanism. On clear 
nights, for example, some avifauna use star and 
moon light as sources for navigation, especially 
stellar arrays around the North Star (Sauer 1957, 
Emlen 1967). On cloudy nights, however, evi-
dence suggests that birds may orient by sens-
ing the axial inclination of the earth’s magnetic 
fi eld through a light-dependent mechanism, 
probably located in the avian eye (Wiltschko 
et al. 1993, Ritz et al. 2004, Thalau et al. 2005, 
Wiltschko et al. 2005).


Gauthreaux and Belser (2006) fi rst published 
this hypothesis that aggregation around com-
munication towers with red lights may be due 
to disruption of magnetoreception caused by 
the red light. W. Evans (2008 pers. comm.) has 
acknowledged the need for further study into 
bird aggregation, red light disorientation, cloud 
cover, and magnetoreception, and he hopes 
to replicate and expand the study to better 
understand the role of magnetoreception and 
bird aggregation. Efforts to conduct additional 
research are presently underway. 


Just prior to the apparent “spikes” in 
tower mortality documented during the fall 
2005 as summarized above, evidence was 
presented at the Research Subcommittee of 
the Communication Tower Working Group 
(CTWG) that continued to show increased 
impacts of lighting, tower height, and guy wire 
impediments to migratory birds, especially 
when night migration and inclement weather 
coincided. 


In November 2006, the FCC published 
a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM; 
FCC 2006) requesting suggestions and recom-
mendations from the public and the agencies 
on how to address the effects of communica-
tion towers on migratory birds. Through the 
Service’s Deputy Director, this author submit-
ted detailed Service comments in February 2007 
suggesting the following rulemaking changes. 
(1) Based on the study results from Gehring et 


al. (2006), the Service recommended removal 
of steady-burning L-810 lights where retrofi ts 
were being conducted, and the elimination of 
steady burning lights on all new tower con-
struction where lighting is required (i.e., towers 
> 61 m [199 ft]), within 6.1 km [3.8 statute mi] 
of airport approach and departure controlled 
runways, and along interstate highways). (2) 
Based on a preponderance of information about 
impacts from tall, guyed towers, the Service 
suggested a “gold standard” for towers. Keep 
them unguyed, unlit, and < 61 m AGL (200 ft) 
wherever possible—ideally collocating new 
towers on existing structures. And (3), we rec-
ommended that migratory birds should become 
part of the FCC’s National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) review process for tower 
licensing. The rulemaking document and the 
comments provided above (Manville 2007a) are 
available in their entirety on the FCC’s website 
under WT Docket 03-187, FCC 06-164, “Effects 
of Communication Towers on Migratory Birds” 
(most easily accessed by searching under FCC 
Docket 03-187, Effects of Communication 
Towers on Migratory Birds [Service comments 
included in docket fi le 2301-2400]). 


A lawsuit was won on appeal by the American 
Bird Conservancy et al. against the FCC in the 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia in 
February 2008. ABC Inc. v. FCC, 516 F.3d 1027 
(2008) requires the FCC to evaluate the effects 
of communication towers on migratory birds 
in the Gulf Coast region, including through 
MBTA, NEPA, and ESA. While at this point 
the FCC has not yet fi nalized any rulemaking, 
currently responding to obligations set by the 
Court, it is hoped that the recommendations 
made above will be implemented very shortly. 
Each migration season delay means more need-
less bird deaths.


POSSIBLE TOWER RADIATION ISSUES


The radiation issue has only become a recent 
development with fi eld studies begun around 
2000 in Europe (Balmori 2003, 2005, Balmori 
and Hallberg 2007, Everaert and Bauwens 2007) 
and laboratory studies conducted in the U.S. 
during the late 1990s (T. Litovitz 2002 pers. 
comm., DiCarlo et al. 2002). Virtually unknown, 
however, are the potential effects of non-ioniz-
ing, non-thermal tower radiation on avifauna, 
including at extremely low radiation levels, far 
below the safe exposure level previously deter-
mined for humans. These “safe” levels were 
based on thermal heating standards, now inap-
plicable. The standards are now more than 25 
years out of date, and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) offi ce tasked to direct 
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human safety issues was eliminated due to 
budget cuts in the early 1980s. No government 
agency currently monitors the rising back-
ground levels of electromagnetic radiation 
(EMF). Current safety standards assume that 
non-ionizing radiation is safe if the power is too 
weak to heat living tissue. However, since the 
1980s, growing amounts of published research 
are showing adverse effects far below a thermal 
threshold—usually referred to as “non-thermal 
effects,” especially under conditions of long-
term, low-level exposure (DiCarlo et al. 2002, 
Levitt and Morrow 2007).


In 2002 in the U.S., T. Litovitz (2002 pers. 
comm., DeCarlo et al. 2002) raised troubling 
concerns about the impacts of low-level, non-
thermal radiation from the standard 915 MHz 
cell phone frequency on domestic chicken 
embroyos (Gallus domesticus) under labora-
tory conditions (DeCarlo et al. 2002). Litovitz 
noted deformities, including some deaths of the 
embryos subjected to hypoxic conditions under 
extremely low radiation doses. These included 
doses as low as 1/10 000 below the allowable 
EPA “safe” level of radiation. Meanwhile, pre-
liminary research on wild birds at cellular tele-
phone tower sites in Valladolid, Spain, showed 
strong negative correlations between levels of 
tower-emitted microwave radiation and bird 
breeding, nesting, and roosting in the vicinity 
of the electromagnetic fi elds (Balmori 2003). 
Birds had historically been documented to 
roost and nest in these areas. House Sparrows 
(Passer domesticus), White Storks (Ciconia cico-
nia), Rock Doves (Columba livia), Magpies (Pica 
pica ), Collared Doves (Streptopelia decaocto), and 
other species exhibited nest and site abandon-
ment, plumage deterioration, locomotion prob-
lems, and even death among some birds found 
close to cellular phone antennas. Balmori did 
not observe these symptoms prior to construc-
tion of the cell phone towers. Balmori (2005) 
noted that the White Stork appeared most heav-
ily impacted by the tower radiation during the 
2002-2004 nesting season in Spain. Manville 
(2005) reported Balmori’s (2003) preliminary 
results, and raised concerns of possible similar 
events in the U.S. 


In continuing European studies, Everaert 
and Bauwens (2007) found strong negative 
correlations between the amount of radiation 
presence—both in the 900 and 1800 MHz fre-
quency bands—and the presence of male House 
Sparrows. In areas with high electric fi eld 
strength values, fewer House Sparrow males 
were observed. Everaert and Bauwens prelimi-
narily concluded that long-term exposure to 
higher radiation levels was affecting bird abun-
dance or bird behavior in this species. Balmori 


and Hallberg (2007) reported similar declines in 
House Sparrows directly correlated with levels 
of EMF in Valladolid, Spain. 


Manville (2007b) raised this concern on behalf 
of the USFWS at an invited Congressional staff 
briefi ng. Although Beason and Semm (2002) 
tested the natural responses of Zebra Finches 
(Taeniopygia guttata) to 900 MHz radiation under 
laboratory conditions and showed that 76% of 
the neurons responded by 3.5-times more fi r-
ings, no studies have yet been conducted in the 
U.S. on potential radiation impacts to wild bird 
populations. Magnetite, a mineral highly sen-
sitive to EMFs has been discovered in human, 
bird, and fi sh brains. It has been suggested that 
the radio frequency radiation (RF) may be act-
ing as an attractant to birds since their eye, beak 
and brain tissues are loaded with magnetite, a 
mineral highly sensitive to magnetic fi elds that 
birds use for navigation (Ritz et al. 2004, R. 
Beason cited in Levitt and Morrow 2007). 


Based on research conducted in Europe, 
communication tower radiation may already 
be impacting breeding and migrating bird 
populations, as well as other wildlife. Manville 
(2007b) has thus suggested the need to repli-
cate research conducted in Europe on apparent 
radiation impacts to birds from short, cellular 
telephone towers, replicating and perhaps mod-
ifying studies performed by Balmori (2005), 
Balmori and Hallberg (2007) and Everaert and 
Bauwens (2007)—attempting to tease out and 
better understand the dynamics of what may be 
taking place. Unfortunately, funding for such 
studies is as yet unavailable and the priority of 
such wildlife research remains low compared to 
other anthropocentric impacts. 


 
COMMERCIAL WIND TURBINES


Commercial wind development in the U.S. 
continues to grow at an exponential rate. In 
2007, the industry noted a > 45% growth in tur-
bine development (AWEA 2008), and in 2008, 
records were further broken with 50% growth 
(AWEA 2009) Operating turbines are referred 
to as “installed capacity,” generally measured 
in MW rather than in turbine numbers or tur-
bine height and rotor swept area. By late 2008, 
the U.S. had > 


25 170 MW of installed capacity, lead by TX, 
IO, CA, MN, and WA in decreasing order of 
capacity (AWEA 2009). With slightly more than 
22 000 turbines installed and operating on the 
landscape today, and more than 155 000 tur-
bines projected to be operating by 2020 (AWEA 
2008, M. Tuttle 2007 pers. comm., National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory 2007 estimate), 
the Service has serious concerns about current 
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and potential impacts which continue to grow 
exponentially. From a wildlife perspective, 
however, there is some good news. With the 
exception of the continued high collision mor-
tality of raptors, such as Golden Eagles (Aquila 
chrysaetos), Red-tailed Hawks (Buteo jamaicensis) 
and others—including passerines—at Altamont 
Pass Wind Resource Area, CA, and the death 
of Birds of Conservation Concern and Breeding 
Bird Survey declining species elsewhere, avian 
mortality is not particularly high, at least at the 
present time. While the wind industry currently 
estimates that turbines kill 58 000 birds per 
year in the U.S. (National Wind Coordinating 
Collaborative Wildlife Workgroup 2009 statis-
tic), the Service estimates annual mortality at 
440 000 birds (Manville 2005). This is based, 
in part, on inconsistencies in the duration and 
intensity of searches resulting in biases between 
search areas, the size of the search areas, fail-
ure to estimate mortality during peak periods 
of migration, impacts from wind wake turbu-
lence and blade tip vortices, and biases from 
unaccounted crippling losses (after Huso 2008). 
Until a robust, scientifi cally rigorous cumulative 
impacts analysis is performed, we will not know 
with a high degree of certainly the true level of 
mortality. Admittedly, it still is relatively small. 
However, with high risk, wildlife-unfriendly 
sites being selected by wind proponents next 
to, for example, nesting Golden and Bald Eagles 
(Haliaeetus leucocephlus), and turbines placed on 
ridge lines where Golden Eagles and Peregrine 
Falcons (Falco peregrinus) migrate, Service con-
cerns are elevated. Bats, unfortunately, repre-
sent a completely different situation based on 
the high documented take of bats in WV, PA, 
NY, OK, western Alberta, and elsewhere, and 
the apparent attraction of some tree roosting 
bats to tall structures including turbines (P. 
Cryan, USGS bat specialist, 2009 pers. comm.). 
Add to this the impacts from white-nosed syn-
drome, a likely fungal disease hugely impact-
ing hibernating bats in the East and Northeast, 
and turbine mortality could become additive (P. 
Cryan 2009 pers. comm.). However, mortality 
represents only one of three concerns regarding 
wind development—and all other anthropocen-
tric impacts, for that matter. Indirect impacts 
from fragmentation, disturbance and site avoid-
ance are also a huge concern for wildlife. With 
the exponential growth of industrial wind 
development, the issue has also become one of 
cumulative impacts and additive mortality. 


To begin addressing risk, the Service devel-
oped a Potential Impact Index (PII) to rank 
and score potential wind development sites in 
2002. However, the PII lacked a component for 
assessing temporal and spatial use of airspace. 


To correct this shortcoming, DMBM submit-
ted a research proposal for a Rapid Assessment 
Methodology (RAM) to the Service’s Science 
Support Program (SSP) for funding in 2008. 
Approved as one of the three SSP proposals to 
be funded and implemented in 2009, the Service 
will work with USGS scientist D. Johnson at the 
Northern Prairie Wildlife Research Center to 
develop, fi eld-test, validate, and perform work-
shops in using this tool. The RAM is intended to 
be a fi rst-cut analysis of a site’s suitability, ulti-
mately allowing a potential wind development 
site to be ranked and scored based on its known 
or perceived level of risk to wildlife and their 
habitats. More information on the RAM can be 
found at www.nationalwind.org, then clicking 
on the presentations given at the Research VII 
meeting, October 29, 2008, Milwaukee, WI. 


By asking the operative question, which 
“straw” (i.e., impact) will eventually break the 
“camel’s back,” will wind energy become that 
anthropocentric source, will it be something else 
that impacts a population, or will it be the result 
of all cumulative effects? We simply do not 
know. Thus, as previously mentioned, USFWS 
prefers to take the “precautionary approach” 
when addressing issues such as wind devel-
opment—especially in light of such a poor 
understanding about wind energy’s impacts on 
wildlife and their habitats.


The Department of Interior strongly sup-
ports renewable energy, including wind devel-
opment, but the Service wants to ensure that it 
is bird-, bat- and habitat-friendly. We strongly 
encourage wind proponents to work at the get-
go with the nearest 


USFWS Ecological Services Field Offi ce in the 
proposed development area where they hope to 
build, prior to the completion of a land-owner 
agreement, approval of a power-purchase con-
tract, and the application or receipt of a bank 
loan. Very few companies approach the Service 
early on to address potential impacts from wind 
development. This is further exacerbated by 
the fact that the Service lacks a strong Federal 
nexus on private land. The exception regarding 
a Federal nexus on private land is Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act. However, unless there is 
a Federal permit, Federal funding, or the proj-
ect is on Federal property, ESA Section 7 does 
not apply and ESA Section 10 (i.e., development 
of a Service-approved Habitat Conservation 
Plan through the NEPA public review pro-
cess to acquire a “takings permit”) is volun-
tary on the part of the proponent. MBTA is a 
strict liability statute, there is no consultation 
process, and the Act is only applicable after a 
“take” has occurred. The Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act is also a strict liability statute, but 
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a  permit for “take” under otherwise legal activi-
ties is being fi nalized by the Service, but not yet 
implemented. From a proactive perspective, the 
Service’s legal options are limited. To avoid or 
minimize impacts to trust wildlife resources, the 
Service released interim, voluntary guidelines 
for land-based commercial wind turbines in 
July 2003, open to two years of public comment 
and review. While the voluntary guidelines 
remain in place, and we encourage the industry 
to use them, the Interior Department convened 
an advisory committee to review and make rec-
ommendations regarding updates and changes 
to the Service’s guidelines under the auspices of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). 
The FAC fi rst met in February 2008, and is 
expected to continue to meet through the sum-
mer 2009 at which point it will provide a recom-
mendation to the Service likely by October 2009 
on what the FAC thinks the guidelines should 
contain. 


Once a recommendation is received from 
the FAC, the Service will designate a commit-
tee to review the FAC document to ensure it 
meets trust responsibilities, statutory muster, 
and is practical and applicable. The committee 
will revise the document, as necessary, before 
it undergoes Service fi nal review. Next, all 
affected programs from the Service’s regions, 
Washington Offi ce, and the Department of 
Interior will review and approve the document. 
Finally, a notice of availability will be pub-
lished in the Federal Register soliciting public 
review and comment on the Service’s “fi nal” 
draft guidelines. Once public comments are 
reviewed, fi nal guidelines will be published—
possibly some two years after USFWS receives 
the FAC recommendations. D. Stout is the 
Designated Federal Offi cial on the Committee 
representing the Service and questions should 
be addressed to him (Dave_Stout@fws.gov) that 
cannot be answered from information posted on 
the Service’s website. 


Direct Impacts.—Birds, including species 
from raptors, passerines, to waterbirds, have 
been documented killed during fl ight by rotat-
ing turbine blades (Stone 2007, Arnett et al. 2007, 
Kuvlesky et al. 2007, Kunz et al. 2007, Nicholson 
et al. 2005). New evidence is showing that birds 
and bats can also die from barotrauma—an 
apparent effect of sudden changes in air pres-
sure from wind wake turbulence and blade tip 
vortices—that result in collapsed lungs, often 
with no sign of blunt force trauma (E. Arnett, 
Bat Conservation Internatl., 2008 pers. comm., 
P. Cryan 2009 pers. comm.). In addition, birds 
can collide with towers, nacelles, meteorologi-
cal tower guy wires, power lines, the associated 
infrastructures, and “bird unfriendly” wiring 


can electrocute them. The Service has special 
concerns about project development on avi-
fauna. (1) No full-season studies have yet been 
conducted in the East on avian-wind impacts. 
(2) The “take” of State and Federally-listed 
birds, Birds of Conservation Concern, Breeding 
Bird Survey declining species, “watchlist” 
species, imperiled waterbirds, and raptors 
that migrate along or below ridge lines are of 
growing concern. (3) Raptors and other spe-
cies that nest in close proximity to wind facili-
ties is another concern. (4) Known or suspected 
impacts of turbines on grassland songbirds 
(Leddy et al. 1999) and “prairie grouse” species 
such as Greater Prairie-chickens (Tympanuchus 
cupido), Gunnison’s Sage Grouse (Centrocercus 
minimus), and Greater Sage-grouse (C. uropha-
sianus; Manville 2004) raise further concerns. 
(5) The increasing height of land-based turbines 
now exceeding 130 m AGL (425 ft) and the 
increasing rotor swept areas exceeding 1.2 ha (3 
ac) but projected to reach 1.6 ha (4 ac) by 2010 
(B. Ram, wind consultant, 2007 pers. comm.) are 
putting turbines well within the zone of risk for 
migrating birds, not to mention impacts to birds 
during take-offs and landings. (6) The potential 
for a single-night, mass mortality event grows, 
especially when turbine numbers increase, mass 
migrations and inclement weather coincide, 
where wind facilities are placed in wildlife-
unfriendly habitats, and where weather ceilings 
force birds down through a “migratory fall out” 
to well within rotor swept areas.


The major challenge facing the commercial 
wind industry is not only to make wind genera-
tion “clean” but also insure that it is “green.” 
Importantly, that means not creating new prob-
lems for migratory birds while still trying to 
address challenges with our “carbon footprint” 
and greenhouse gas emissions. There are some 
preliminary but promising “tools” that are 
being assessed, some perhaps more pleasing to 
the industry than others. These include blade 
“feathering” (aka, idling) when bird and/or 
bat risk is high, changes in blade “cut-in” speed 
based on increased wind speed that blades 
begin to operate (benefi tting both birds and 
bats), turbine setbacks from ridges, end-of-row 
turbine replacement with pylons, turbine pylon 
replacement in ridge dips, and other “tools.” 
Research is still preliminary. Proper site selec-
tion continues to be critical. 


Indirect Impacts.—Habitats can be frag-
mented, disturbed, and disrupted, forcing out 
birds and bats, preventing breeding, altering 
behaviors, and possibly impacting popula-
tions—with recent evidence raised in Europe 
(Stewart et al. 2007). Indirect effects, although 
frequently diffi cult to quantify, can include (1) 
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reduced nesting/breeding densities; (2) loss of 
population vigor and overall density; (3) habitat 
and site abandonment, and increased isolation 
between patches; (4) loss of refugia; (5) attrac-
tion to modifi ed habitats; (6) behavior effects 
including stress, interruption, and behavioral 
modifi cation; and (7) disturbance and displace-
ment resulting in habitat unsuitability. As the 
industry grows, these indirect effects may also 
become cumulative. Both direct and indirect 
effects could become additive to normally com-
pensatory mortality—a scenario we wish to 
avoid. 


Habitat fragmentation is of considerable con-
cern for grassland songbirds—the suite of avi-
fauna now in the greatest overall decline—not 
to mention sage-steppe obligate songbirds and 
“prairie grouse” species, in addition to other 
suites of birds and bats. Until very recently, 
most fragmentation studies had been based on 
research conducted at “surrogate” structures 
such as power lines, oil platforms, fences, and 
roads, with results then compared to possible 
impacts from commercial wind development 
(Manville 2004). That is changing with the wind 
industry funding multi-stakeholder studies of 
Greater Prairie-grouse-wind turbine effects in 
the Flint Hills, KS, area, and through other stud-
ies elsewhere. 


USFWS currently has several concerns 
regarding the use of sound science in assess-
ing risk to wildlife trust species and their habi-
tats. One is the wind industry’s general lack of 
research independence. Most of the pre- and 
post-construction monitoring and risk assess-
ment reviews are conducted by consulting fi rms 
heavily dependent on wind companies and 
energy corporations to hire them. While they 
may be the most qualifi ed to conduct the stud-
ies, this becomes the proverbial “double-edged 
sword” because there presently exists no agreed 
upon, scientifi cally validated monitoring proto-
cols that could be used consistently and com-
pared between different projects region- and 
nationwide. As a condition of site permitting, 
some states have monitoring requirements, but 
most states only suggest use of voluntary risk-
assessment and monitoring methodologies, if 
that. Since the vast majority of wind develop-
ment is currently on private lands, the USFWS 
lacks any strong federal nexus (e.g., ESA S. 10 
is voluntary, MBTA has no consultation pro-
visions and “take” occurs only after-the-fact, 
NEPA is not required, and CWA S. 404 has 
limitations) to regulate it. The transparency of 
research results conducted by wind industry 
consultants continues to be a recurrent frus-
tration for USFWS—in part because of early-
project industry confi dentiality issues. It is our 


hope that the current situation will change. If a 
project is approved and is soon to be developed, 
results from pre-construction surveys and any 
risk assessments should become part of the pub-
lic record, at the very least shared with the state 
and federal agencies responsible for protecting 
species and habitats. The same should hold true 
for results from post-construction evaluations. 
We continue to work with the industry and 
its consultants to develop consistent, robust, 
scientifi cally credible, and acceptable pre- and 
post-construction research protocols—ideally 
consistent between companies and consultants. 


At this writing, positive recommendations 
are being suggested and discussed between 
members of the wind Federal Advisory 
Committee. Iberdrola Renewable Energy-USA 
worked proactively with the Service to develop 
a company-wide Avian and Bat Protection Plan 
(ABPP) modeled after the April 2005 avian pro-
tection plan (APP) template developed between 
the Service and the electric utility industry. 
Iberdrola’s ABPP was publicly released in late 
2008. Iberdrola is also working proactively with 
representatives from the Service’s Offi ce of Law 
Enforcement (OLE) and DMBM to develop 
a voluntary bird and bat mortality reporting 
form, much like > 33 electric utilities are pres-
ently voluntarily providing OLE for birds. This 
effort is primarily focused on dealing with inci-
dent-specifi c issues. Perhaps overall the wind 
industry will consider developing an industry-
specifi c template for an ABPP, borrowing from 
the APP developed by the Avian Power Line 
Interaction Committee. The Service’s goal is to 
make wind energy truly “green”—i.e., with the 
goal of avoiding or minimizing take and habitat 
disturbance—while signifi cantly addressing the 
challenges avifauna and other wildlife face from 
the impacts of global climate change. The task is 
a daunting one but we’re moving in the appro-
priate direction. Whether it’s dealing with com-
munication towers, wind turbines, power lines, 
or building windows, the Service will continue 
to work proactively with those industries, con-
sultants, entities, conservationists, and stake-
holders who collectively can help us resolve the 
growing impacts from increasing numbers of 
structures we are placing on the landscape. We 
strongly encourage all affected “stakeholders” 
to partner with us. 


LITERATURE CITED


AMERICAN WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION. 2008. 
Installed capacity. [Online.] <http://www.
awea.org/faq/>.


AMERICAN WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION. 2009. Wind 
energy grows by record 8,300 MW in 2008. 


Manville_PIF09.indd   9Manville_PIF09.indd   9 7/17/2009   3:45:15 PM7/17/2009   3:45:15 PM







Proceedings of the Fourth International Partners in Flight Conference10


AWEA press release, January 27. [Online.] 
<http://www.awea.org/newsroom/re-
leases/wind_energy_growth2008_27Jan09.
html>.


ARONOFF, A. 1949. The September migration 
tragedy. Linnaean News-Letter 3(1):2.


ARNETT, E. B., D. B. INKLEY, D. H. JOHNSON, 
R. P. LARKIN, S. MANES, A. M. MANVILLE, R. 
MASON, M. MORRISON, M. D. STRICKLAND, AND 
R. THRESHER. 2007. Impacts of wind energy 
facilities on wildlife and wildlife habitat. 
The Wildlife Society Technical Report 07-2, 
Bethesda, Maryland.


BALMORI, A. 2003. The effects of microwave ra-
diation on the wildlife. Preliminary results, 
Valladollid, Spain, February. Manscript sub-
mitted for publication to Electromagnetic 
Biology and Medicine (See Balmori 2005).


BALMORI, A. 2005. Possible effects of electro-
magnetic fi elds from phone masts on a 
population of White Stork (Ciconia ciconia). 
Electromagnetic Biology and Medicine 
24:109–119.


BALMORI, A., AND O. HALLBERG. 2007. The urban 
decline of the House Sparrow (Passer domes-
ticus): a possible link with electromagnetic 
radiation. Electromagnetic Biology and 
Medicine 26:141–151.


BEASON, R. C., AND P. SEMM. 2002. Responses of 
neurons to an amplitude modulated mi-
crowave stimulus. Neuroscience Letters 
333:175–178.


DICARLO, A., N. WHITE, F. GUO, P. GARRETT, AND 
T. LITOVITZ. 2002. Chronic electromagnet-
ic fi eld exposure decreases HSP70 levels 
and lower cytoprotection. Journal Cellular 
Biochemistry 84:447–454.


EMLEN, S.T. 1967. Migratory orientation in 
the indigo bunting, Passerina cyanea Part 
I: Evidence of use of celestial cues. Auk 
84:309–342.


ERICKSON, W., J. FEFFERY, K. KRONNER, AND K. BAY. 
2003. Stateline wind project wildlife moni-
toring annual report, results for the period 
July 2001–December 2002. Technical Report 
submitted to FPL Energy, the Oregon Offi ce 
of Energy, and the Stateline Technical 
Advisory Committee. Portland, Oregon.


EVERAERT, J., AND D. BAUWENS. 2007. A possible 
effect of electromagnetic radiation from mo-
bile phone base stations on the number of 
breeding House Sparrows (Passer domesti-
cus). Electromagnetic Biology and Medicine 
26:63–72.


EVANS, W. R. AND M. O’BRIEN. 2002. Flight calls of 
migratory birds—eastern North American 
landbirds. Old Bird, Inc., Ithaca, New York, 


EVANS, W. R., Y. AKASHI, N. S. ALTMAN, AND 
A.M. MANVILLE, II. 2007. Response of night-


migrating birds in clouds to colored and 
fl ashing light. North American Birds 
60(4):476–488.


FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION. 2000. 
Ostruction marking and lighting advisory 
circular. U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration. AC 
70/7460-1K. 20 pp.


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION. 2006. 
Effects of communication towers on migra-
tory birds. Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 
WT Docket No. 03-187, FCC 06-164, Federal 
Register 71(225): 67510–67518, November 
22. 


GAUTHREAUX, S., JR. AND C. BELSER. 2006. Effects of 
artifi cial night lighting on migrating birds, 
pp. 67–93. In C. Rich and T. Longcore [eds], 
Ecological Consequences of Artifi cial Night 
Lighting, Island Press, Covelo, California, 
and Washington, D.C.


GEHRING, J. L., P. KERLINGER, AND A. M. MANVILLE, 
II. 2006. The relationship between avi-
an collisions and communication tow-
ers and nighttime tower lighting systems 
and tower heights. Draft summary report 
to the Michigan State Police, Michigan 
Attorney General, Federal Communications 
Commission, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. East Lansing, Michigan.


GEHRING, J., P. KERLINGER, AND A. M. MANVILLE, 
II. 2009. Communication towers, lights, and 
birds: successful methods of reducing the 
frequency of avian collisions. Ecological 
Applications 19(2):505–514.


HUSO, M. 2008. A comparison of estimators 
of bat (and bird) fatality at wind power 
generation facilities. October 28 presenta-
tion, Research VII Meeting, National Wind 
Coordinating Collaborative, Milwaukee, 
WI. [Online.] <www.nationalwind.org>.


KEMPER, C.A. 1996. A study of bird mortality at a 
west central Wisconsin TV tower from 1957–
1995. The Passenger Pigeon 58:219–235.


KUNZ, T. H., E. B. ARNETT, B. M. COOPER, W. P. 
ERICKSON, R. P. LARKIN, T. MABEE, M. L. 
MORRISON, M. D. STRICKLAND, AND J. M. 
SZEWCZAK. 2007. Assessing impacts of wind-
energy development on nocturnally active 
birds and bats: a guidance document. Journal 
Wildlife Management 71:2249–2486.


KUVLESKY, W. P., JR., L. A. BRENNAN, M. L. 
MORRISON, K. K. BOYDSTON, B. M. BALLARD, 
AND F. C. BRYANT. 2007. Wind energy de-
velopment and wildlife conservation: chal-
lenges and opportunities. Journal Wildlife 
Management 71:2487–2498.


LEDDY, K. L., K. F. HIGGINS, AND D. E. NAUGLE. 
1999. Effects of wind turbines on upland 
nesting birds in conservation reserve 


Manville_PIF09.indd   10Manville_PIF09.indd   10 7/17/2009   3:45:15 PM7/17/2009   3:45:15 PM







Minimizing Take of Migratory Birds at Structures—Albert M. Manville, II 11


 program grasslands. Wilson Bulletin 
111:100–104.


LEVITT, B. B., AND T. MORROW. 2007. Electrosmog—
what price convenience? WestView July:7–8.


MANVILLE, A. M., II. 2004. Prairie grouse leks 
and wind turbines: U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service justifi cation for a 5-mile buffer for 
leks; additional grassland songbird recom-
mendations. Division of Migratory Bird 
Management, USFWS, Arlington, VA.


MANVILLE, A. M., II. 2005. Bird strikes and 
electrocutions at power lines, communi-
cation towers, and wind turbines: state 
of the art and state of the science—next 
steps toward mitigation, pp. 1051–1064. 
In C. J. Ralph and T. D. Rich, [eds.], Bird 
Conservation Implementation in the 
Americas: Proceedings 3rd International 
Partners in Flight Conference 2002,. USDA 
Forest Service General Technical Report 
PSW-GTR-191, Pacifi c Southwest Research 
Station, Albany, CA.


MANVILLE, A. M., II. 2007a. Comments of the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service submitted 
electronically to the FCC on 47 CFR Parts 1 
and 17, WT Docket No. 03-187, FCC 06-164, 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, “Effects 
of Communication Towers on Migratory 
Birds.” February 2, 2007.


MANVILLE, A. M., II. 2007b. Briefi ng paper on 
the need for research into the cumula-
tive impacts of communication towers on 
migratory birds and other wildlife in the 
United States. Division of Migratory Bird 
Management,, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, 
Arlington, Virginia, for Public Release. 


MORRIS, S. R., A. R. CLARK, L. H. BHATTI, AND J. L. 
GLASGOW. 2003. Television tower mortality 
of migrant birds in western New York and 
Youngstown, Ohio. Northeastern Naturalist 
10:67–76.


NICHOLSON, C. P., R. D. TANKERSLEY, JR., J. 
K. FIEDLER, AND N. S. NICHOLAS. 2005. 
Assessment and prediction of bird and bat 
mortality at wind energy facilities in the 
Southeastern United States. Final Report, 
Tennessee Valley Authority, Knoxville, 
Tennesee.


RITZ, T., P. THALAU, J. B. PHILLIPS, R. WILTSCHKO, 
AND W. WILTSCHKO. 2004. Resonance effects 
indicate a radical-pair mechanism for avian 
magnetic compass. Nature 429:177–180.


SAUER, E. G. F. 1957. Die Sternenorientierung 
nachtlich ziehender Grasmucken, Sylvia 
atricapilla, borin and currca. Zeitschrift fur 
Tierpsyologie 14:20–70.


STEWART, G. B., A. S. PULLIN, AND C. F. COLES. 
2007. Poor evidence-base for assessment of 
windfarm impacts on birds. Environmental 
Conservation 34:1–11.


STONE, M. 2007. Capturing energy from the at-
mosphere has benefi ts for wildlife—and 
costs. Wyoming Wildlife 30:32–35.


THALAU, P., T. RITZ, K. STAPPUT, R. WILTSCHKO, 
AND W. WILTSCHKO. 2005. Magnetic com-
pass orientation of migratory birds in the 
presence of 1.315 MHz oscillating fi eld. 
Naturwissenschaften 92:86–90.


UNITED NATIONS ENVIRONMENT PROGRAM. 2002. 
Precaution from Rio to Johannesburg. 
Proceedings of a Geneva Environment 
Network Roundtable. UNEP, GE 2002-
01920/E:5.


U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. 2000. Service 
guidance on the siting, construction, op-
eration and decommissioning of com-
munications towers. Division of Habitat 
Conservation and Division of Migratory 
Bird Management, Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Arlington, Virginia. [Online.] <http://mi-
gratorybirds.fws.gov/issues/towers/com-
tow.html>.


U.S. FISH AND WILDLFIE SERVICE. 2002. Birds of 
conservation concern 2002. Division of 
Migratory Bird Management, Arlington, 
Virginia. [Online.] <http://migratorybirds.
fws.gov/reports/bcc2002.pdf>.


U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. 2008. Birds 
of conservation concern. United States 
Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Division of Migratory Bird 
Management, Arlington ,Virginia. [Online.] 
<http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/>.


WILLIAMS, T. 2000. Zapped! Audubon: January/
February:32–34.


WILTSCHKO, W., U. MUNRO, H. FORD, AND R. 
WILTSCHKO. 1993. Red light disrupts mag-
netic orientation of migratory birds. Nature 
364:525–527.


WILTSCHKO, R., T. RITZ, K. STAPPUT, P. THALAU, 
AND W. WILTSCHKO. 2005. Two different types 
of light-dependent responses to magnetic 
fi elds in birds. Current Biology 15:1518–
1523.


Manville_PIF09.indd   11Manville_PIF09.indd   11 7/17/2009   3:45:15 PM7/17/2009   3:45:15 PM







<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice






 
 


P.O. Box 1065 
Charlottesville, VA  22902 


(434) 971-1553 
www.wildvirginia.org 


 
 
October 17, 2011 
 
Maureen T. Hyzer, Forest Supervisor 
George Washington Plan Revision 
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA  24019 
 
 


Re:  Draft Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington 
National Forest and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Revised Land and 
Resource Management Plan 


 
 
Dear Supervisor Hyzer: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Revised Land and Resource 
Management Plan (draft plan) and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the George 
Washington National Forest (GW).  Please accept the following comments from Wild Virginia.  
 
 
Water Resources.  
We are glad to see the increased attention the draft plan places on watersheds and water 
resources compared to the current (1993) plan.  We believe more protective measures for water 
resources are needed though.  Specific management objectives for the two watershed types 
identified in the draft plan – Drinking Watersheds and Priority Watersheds - should be part of the 
final forest plan.  The desired conditions for watersheds (page 2-3, draft plan) are too general to 
be of practical use in managing the GW.  Similarly, the five objectives for Watershed Resources 
(page 3-4, draft plan) lack sufficient definition of terms (e.g., “restored, sustained or enhanced”, 
“appropriate instream habitat”, “healthy biological communities”, etc.) or detail to be 
quantifiable and are too general to be useful in managing the GW. 
 
As a practical matter, quantifiable objectives in forest plans often lead to targets and specific 
projects to implement them, while more general goals fall by the wayside.  Without clear 
restoration objectives and management standards for these watersheds, it is difficult to have 
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confidence that specific restoration projects will move forward in these watersheds or even that 
these watersheds will receive enhanced consideration and protection during project planning. 
 
We are troubled by the large area of the GW that is open to road building in the draft plan.  
Roughly 92% of the GW would be open to either permanent or temporary road construction.  
According to Table 3.5 (page 3-27, draft plan), only seven prescription management areas 
totaling 83,000 acres completely prohibit both permanent and temporary road construction.  This 
has serious implications for sedimentation and water quality.   
 
We believe that many Forest Service roads in the GW, both permanent and temporary, 
negatively affect water quality by funneling or conveying sediment-laden runoff to nearby 
streams.  The DEIS states that the existing system roads in the GW “continue to be a chronic 
source of sediment.” (page 3-52)  Decommissioning roads is an excellent restoration tool for 
both watershed and forest health and should be widely used.  Five of the seven plan alternatives 
have a stated goal of 160 miles of decommissioned roads during the first decade of the new plan 
(Table 2-3, page 2-21, DEIS).  Alternative A does not list a goal (presumably it is zero) and 
Alternative D has 80 miles as its goal.  This does not adequately represent a full range of 
alternatives for road decommissioning.  More levels of decommissioning should be included in 
the analysis, including higher goals.  We do not feel that a “cap” or maximum amount of road 
closing should be part of the draft plan.   
 
Comments submitted by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest 
Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 
17, 2011, point out agency responsibilities relative to roads, the forest-wide road system, and 
Travel Analysis Process under the Clean Water Act and other federal or agency mandates.  We 
incorporate the referenced comments herein. 
 
Unfortunately, much of the land in important watersheds of the GW is open to road building.  
Again based on prescription management areas, our GIS analysis indicates that 94% of the 
Drinking Watersheds land, 88% of the Priority Watersheds land, and 92% of “local drinking 
watersheds” land (from the 2008 report from Wild Virginia, The State of Our Water) are 
available to either permanent or temporary road construction.   
 
Similarly, much of the land in the three watershed areas is considered Suitable for Timber 
Production.  The 438,000 acres of the GW that are suitable in the draft plan represents roughly 
41% of the total land base.  Approximately one third, or 33%, of the Drinking Watershed lands 
are considered suitable.  Priority Watersheds contain approximately 36% of lands in the suitable 
category, and “local drinking watersheds” contain approximately 39%.  These percentages are 
only slightly below the forest-wide average, and fail to adequately address water quality issues in 
these watersheds.  In watersheds already identified as priorities for restoration, road construction 
and other ground-disturbing activities that adversely affect water quality, rather than improving 
it, should be more limited. 
 
 
Drinking Watersheds.   
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The nine watersheds and approximately 73,000 acres in Drinking Watersheds are based on the 
definition of Public Water Supplies (PWS) described in the Virginia Water Quality Standards (at 
www.deq.state.va.us/wqs/documents/WQS_eff_6JAN2011.pdf).  We believe this is a very 
limited perspective on lands in the GW that supply drinking water to local communities.  As one 
example, headwater areas are often excluded from the PWS watersheds (see discussion in 
following paragraph).  We believe the “local drinking watersheds” identified in The State of Our 
Water: Managing and Protecting the Drinking Water Resources of the George Washington 
National Forest (published by Wild Virginia in 2008, and attached), composed of approximately 
426,000 acres in Virginia, are much more accurate and realistic data for indicating sources of 
public drinking water.  
 
State defined PWS often, but not always, limit the geographic extent of watersheds to 5 miles 
upstream of a water intake point.  In the GW, Pedlar River and Dry River watersheds are 
examples of this.  The entirety of the watersheds are not included as PWS (and thus Drinking 
Watersheds in the draft plan).  The North River watershed upstream of the Staunton Reservoir is 
an exception to the normal PWS definition, and rightly includes the headwaters area in the 
watershed.   
 
Staff members of the GW, in developing the draft plan, wisely added the Skidmore Fork 
watershed (upstream of Switzer Lake) to the Dry River watershed (R. Patton, personal 
communication, Aug. 2011), thus including more (but not all) of the Dry River watershed in 
Drinking Watersheds.  We strongly believe the full geographic extent of both the Dry River and 
Pedlar River watersheds, including all headwaters areas, should be included in Drinking 
Watersheds. 
 
Priority Watersheds.  
Identifying priority watersheds is a good concept, but the draft plan does not adequately describe 
how or why the watersheds were selected.  The draft plan (page 2-2) states only the intent to 
“highlight those watersheds with sensitive aquatic species, currently identified water quality 
concerns due to private land or natural causes (impaired streams), and watersheds providing 
drinking water.”   This explanation does not allow a meaningful review of  the process or the  
results.  The complete methodology for identifying and designating 36 priority watersheds and 
approximately 440,000 acres must be part of the forest plan.   
 
Less than half, approximately 46%, of the acreage in Priory Watersheds occurs within “local 
drinking watersheds.”  This seems to lessen the importance in the draft plan of protecting all 
drinking water resources in the GW.   
 
Priority Watersheds include almost all of the nine Drinking Watersheds.  There are two 
exceptions though.  The areas described below are not within Priority Watersheds, but should be 
included in them in the final plan.  A very rough size estimation is 2300 acres in the two areas 
combined. 


• The “North Fork Shenandoah” Drinking Watershed.  A small part of this watershed is in 
the GW but not included in a Priority Watershed.  The area is on the northwestern edge of 
Massanutten Mountain, upstream of the Strasburg water intake point.  



http://www.deq.state.va.us/wqs/documents/WQS_eff_6JAN2011.pdf
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• The “NF Shenandoah-Cedar Creek” Drinking Watershed.  There is considerable overlap 
of this watershed and the GW.  Most of the GW lands are in a Priority Watershed (Paddy 
Run-Cedar Creek).  But two areas of the forest inside the Drinking Watershed are outside 
a Priority Watershed.  One area is at the very northern tip of Massanutten Mountain. The 
second area is at the very northeastern end of the Lee RD (west of Massanutten Mountain 
and north of Big Schloss).   


 
 
Riparian Areas.  
Riparian areas in the GW deserve special attention.  Riparian corridors should be wider than 100 
feet along perennial streams and 50 feet along intermittent streams specified forest-wide (in areas 
where the slope of the ground is 10% or less), as the draft plan calls for.  These are the minimum 
widths required so as not to negatively impact aquatic species.  The widths should be 
significantly expanded to improve water quality and aquatic habitat and provide riparian habitat 
for many species (e.g., salamanders, turtles) that use these special areas.  The Draft Evaluation of 
the Need for Change (Forest Service document dated March 2010) has a good discussion of 
Riparian Resources and related topics. Viewpoint 1 (page 33, and additional discussion on page 
39) provides good information on the need to adequately protect intermittent (and ephemeral) 
streams and the large variety of wildlife species that benefit from wide riparian buffers along all 
streams.    
 
A variety of disturbances are allowed inside riparian corridors under the draft plan.  Permissible 
activities and facilities, under some conditions, include oil and gas leasing, timber harvest, 
grazing, roads, motorized trails, and recreation facilities (pages 4-114 to 116).  These or other 
disturbances that concentrate runoff, cause erosion, or transport sediment into stream channels 
only need to be rehabilitated or mitigated to reduce or eliminate impacts (page 4-112).  That is, 
the disturbance does not necessarily have to be eliminated.  These conditions can be harmful to 
forest resources.  Wider riparian corridors are one means to minimize and help mitigate the 
potential negative impacts.     
 
Appendix A of the draft plan (page A-3) states “This Forest Plan meets or exceeds State Best 
Management Practices”, but this is not entirely accurate.  On sloping lands (slope class of 11% 
and higher), the draft plan requirements are less stringent than the Virginia Best Management 
Practices (BMPs).  State BMPs call for streamside management zones along Municipal Water 
Supplies (including both perennial and intermittent streams) to be 150 feet wide where the slope 
of the ground is 11-45%, and 200 feet wide where the slope exceeds 45% (Virginia’s Forestry 
Best Management Practices for Water Quality, 5th edition, March 2011, page 37).  These exceed 
the draft plan riparian corridor widths for both permanent and intermittent streams.  At a 
minimum, the riparian corridor widths in “local drinking watersheds”, Priority, and Drinking 
Watersheds of the GW should meet these state BMPs.   
 
Sedimentation.  
Sedimentation is a large threat to water quality everywhere, including the GW.  A number of 
Forest Service documents state “On National Forest System land, sedimentation is the primary 
factor in water quality degradation.  Sedimentation may be introduced into stream channels from 
soil disturbing activities such as timber harvesting and road construction.” (e.g., 2007 
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Environmental Assessment, Cubville Project, Warm Springs Ranger District)   The DEIS (page 
3-40) also describes sedimentation as the largest potential impact on water quality stemming 
from forest management activities.   
 
Despite its threat, sedimentation is not directly measured or monitored under the draft plan.  
Instead, quantifying the number of acres of soil disturbance will be used as a proxy for direct 
measurement.  This is wholly inadequate to account for the impacts of sedimentation.  Among 
other things, all ground disturbing activities are assumed to have equal impact with regard to 
sedimentation and site-specific conditions are not taken into account (e.g., proximity of streams 
or other waterways, soil conditions, slope, existing ground disturbance, etc.). 
 
According to Table A6.3 of the DEIS (page 3-50), the draft plan would result in the second 
highest amount of soil disturbance of all the plan alternatives (315 to 407 acres).  Even though 
using acres of soil disturbed as a proxy for sedimentation could be highly inaccurate, the draft 
plan would have the second greatest impact on sediment and water quality, according to the 
DEIS.  This is troubling in light of the fact that many sixth-level watersheds in the GW are 
already “functioning at risk” (Forest Service Watershed Condition Classification – Region 8, 
http://www.fs.fed.us/publications/watershed/).   
 
The final plan for the GW should minimize ground disturbance and the resulting sedimentation 
in the GW.  Measuring sedimentation in strategic locations and waterways must be part of the 
final plan.  Monitoring and measuring sediment will complement the macroinvertebrate sampling 
in the GW streams and should be part of forest management. 
 
 
Aquatic Species Viability.  
The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) regulations require that “Fish and wildlife 
habitat shall be managed to maintain viable populations of existing native and desired non-
native vertebrate species in the planning area.”   The DEIS does not adequately consider the 
effects of each plan alternative on species viability, or adequately describe how forest 
management under each alternative would promote species viability.   
 
The viability of many aquatic species is already at risk, and the viability evaluation results 
indicate that many of these species will remain at risk (Table 5, Appendix H, DEIS).   A large 
number of aquatic species in the forest, including all fish and mussel species of viability concern, 
are sensitive to sediment (Table 4, Appendix H, DEIS).  As discussed above, the draft plan 
(Alternative G) is expected to produce the second-highest amount of sediment of all seven plan 
alternatives.  This means there is potential for significant negative impacts on the viability of 
these species.  The analysis of aquatic species viability in the draft plan and DEIS is inadequate 
under both NFMA and the National Environmental Policy Act. 
 
 
Roadless and Wilderness Areas.  (final draft) 
The GW is one of the very few places in the eastern U.S. where large areas of relatively 
undisturbed, mature forest still exist.  These forests and the remote settings they provide must be 
protected.  In addition to the public benefits they provide (clean air, clean water, unique 



http://www.fs.fed.us/publications/watershed/
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recreation opportunities, etc.), many wildlife species that need large geographic areas (e.g., black 
bears, bobcats, raptors) or habitat conditions found here (e.g., forest breeding birds, salamanders) 
depend upon these special habitat areas.  
 
The draft plan identifies 372,000 acres of “potential wilderness area”, or PWA.  Managing 
242,000 acres of the PWA (the Inventoried Roadless Areas, or IRA) consistently with the 2001 
Roadless Area Conservation Rule (Roadless Rule) is a very positive and important step that we 
fully support.  That is the stated intention of the draft plan as explained by staff of the GW at 
several public planning meetings in 2011.  However, some of the management prescription areas 
assigned to locations within IRA are not consistent with the Roadless Rule.  Of the five 
management prescription areas occurring within IRAs (Remote Backcountry, Special Biological 
Area, Shenandoah Mountain Crest-Cow Knob Salamander, Eligible Scenic River Corridors, 
Eligible Recreational River Corridors), only the Remote Backcountry designation is fully 
consistent with the Roadless Rule.  This needs to be corrected.   
 
All of the PWA acreage meets the definition of “roadless area” in the Roadless Rule (Guidance 
on How to Conduct the “Potential Wilderness Area Inventory” for the Revision to the Revised 
George Washington Forest Plan).  In order to protect the roadless character of these areas, the 
entirety of all PWAs should be managed consistently with the Roadless Rule.  Approximately 
144,500 acres of the PWA fall outside of IRAs (page 2-34, DEIS).  Under the draft plan, roughly 
80,000 of the144,500 acres of newly identified roadless areas are to be managed consistently 
with the Roadless Rule (i.e., assigned to one of the five management prescription areas occurring 
within IRAs).  As stated above though, only Remote Backcountry is fully consistent with the 
Roadless Rule.  Roughly 64,500 acres of these newly identified roadless are subject to active 
management, with much of the acreage designated as Mosaics of Habitat.  The possibility of 
active management in these areas, including new roads and timber harvesting, could potentially 
corrupt their roadless character.  This should also be corrected.     
 
Creating wilderness study areas (WSA) is an excellent means for protecting these large, remote 
forests.  We are disappointed in the meager recommendation of 20,454 acres for WSA in the 
draft plan (page 3-238, DEIS).  Each of the four areas recommended are important, but three 
need to be increased in size.  The 9000 acre recommendation for Little River is a fraction of the 
30,227 acres in its PWA.  Similarly, the 5000 acre recommendation for Rich Hole Addition 
should be increased to protect the 12,165 acre PWA, and the 6000 acre recommendation for 
Ramsey’s Draft Addition should be increased to protect the 19,072 acre PWA. 
 
Just as importantly, many other areas of the GW are worthy of WSA designation.  No wilderness 
exists in the Lee Ranger District, and part of the Big Schloss PWA should become WSA.  
Several other PWAs in the North River Ranger District should become WSA, including Beech 
Lick Knob, High Knob, Gum Run, Hone Quarry-Oak Knob, and Jerkemtight.  Laurel Fork PWA 
in Warm Springs Ranger District is a truly unique and special place also deserving to be WSA.   
 
Under Alternative C, almost all PWAs and 386,762 acres would become WSA (page 3-238, 
DEIS).  We feel wilderness recommendations under Alternative C have not been given adequate 
review and analysis during the planning process.  The wilderness recommendations of 
Alternative C should be adopted.  
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Primitive Recreational Opportunity.   


1. The Draft Evaluation of the Need for Change, the March 2010 Forest Service document, 
fails to include the creation of primitive recreation as a concern, issue, goal, or objective 
in the draft plan. 


2. The DEIS fails to offer an alternative that specifically contains the existence of or 
creation of primitive recreation opportunities or areas where true primitive recreation is 
available. The DEIS fails to implement a comparative analysis of the long term Net 
Public Benefits of primitive recreation opportunities in the GW. 


3. The DEIS fails to consider the goals or objectives of road closures in its analysis and 
therefore fails to consider the creation of primitive recreation as a possible goal or 
objective of such road closures.  


4. The draft plan fails to recommend the entire Little River PWA as a Wilderness Study 
Area, thereby failing to provide the potential for the full range of recreational 
opportunities in the forest. 


5. The draft plan and DEIS fail to consider these issues and requests as raised in the 
Conservation Alternative, submitted by Wild Virginia and Heartwood on May 06, 2010. 


 
In the current (1993) forest plan, the potential for primitive recreation opportunities was not 
adequately considered.  The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 
directed the Secretary of Agriculture to prepare a Renewable Resources Assessment in 1975 with 
updates in 1979 and each 10th year thereafter.  These assessments are to include "an analysis of 
present and anticipated uses, demand for, and supply of the renewable resources, with 
consideration of the international resource situation, and an emphasis of pertinent supply, 
demand and price relationships trends". 
 
“The sense of creativeness, refreshment and pleasure which the recreationist has while recreating 
or having a good time can be viewed as the recreationist realizing satisfactory experiences. The 
recreationist attains these satisfactory experiences by participating in preferred recreation 
activities in preferred surroundings or settings. Therefore although the recreation resource 
manager manages settings, he or she does so to provide opportunities for recreation experiences 
and the benefits those experiences produce for individuals and society. Those experiences are 
influenced by many factors: the settings, the activities, other resources present, activities by 
managers, and by the values, expectations and other characteristics of the recreationists. These 
factors interrelate to define outdoor recreationists' needs and the way these needs are met by 
management action.”  
 
“Managing for recreation requires different kinds of data and management concepts than does 
most other activities. While recreation must have a physical base of land or water, the product - 
recreation experience - is a personal or social phenomenon. Although the management is 
resource based, the actual recreational activities are a result of people, their perceptions, wants, 
and behavior. “ 
 
“The word opportunity is defined as a combination of circumstances favorable for a purpose. 
The purpose or goal of the recreationist, as discussed above, is to realize satisfying experiences. 
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This is done by participating in preferred activities in preferred environmental settings. Thus, 
recreation opportunity is the availability of a real choice for a user to participate in a preferred 
activity within a preferred setting, in order to realize those satisfying experiences which are 
desired.” 
  
The March 2010 Forest Service document, Draft Evaluation of the Need for Change, notes in the 
Analysis of the Management Situation section that “the most primitive class in the ROS system 
is Primitive (P).  This class is characterized as being essentially unmodified; at least 5000 acres 
in size and at least 3 miles from all roads, railroads, or utility corridors.  There are no Primitive 
(P) ROS class areas inventoried on the forest and there is little or none of it known to exist 
anywhere in the East.” (page AMS-163)   
 
The draft plan notes that “the demand for outdoor recreation opportunities…outweighs the 
forests supply.” (page 2-22) 
 
 “While the goal of the recreationist is to obtain satisfying experiences, the goal of the recreation 
resource manager becomes one of providing the opportunities for obtaining these experiences”. 
By managing the natural resource, and the activities that occur within it, the manager is 
providing the opportunities for recreation experiences to take place. " (emphasis ours) (USFS 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Users Guide -1982) 
 
Due in part to their heavily roaded nature, there is not a single primitive recreation area available 
in any eastern national forest. Given this, the opportunity to create a large, unfragmented area in 
the GW which meets the criteria for Primitive ROS class is highly desired and highly valued. 
The GW has the most and best potential in the East to provide primitive recreational 
opportunities.   
 
The draft plan defines road closure as “a technique used by management to regulate and control 
the use of facilities to achieve transportation economy, user safety, protection of the public 
investment, and accomplishment of forest resource objectives. It may be intermittent or long 
term.”  (Appendix F – Glossary, page F-38) 
 
In its discussion of the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS), the DEIS notes that “increasing 
remote settings may be associated with road closures in some areas, both seasonal and 
permanent. Closing roads increases the satisfaction of visitors that prefer solitude and fewer 
disturbances by motorized vehicles.” (page 3-209) 
 
The draft plan and DEIS have the responsibility to consider using road closures as a tool to fulfill 
its requirement to at least consider and at most to implement actions necessary to create an area 
which meets the Primitive ROS designation in the GW.   
 
The area which currently comes closest to fulfilling the criteria for primitive recreation and that 
has the most obvious potential to provide primitive recreation is Little River.  The DEIS notes 
that the 30,227 Little River PWA “is the largest area in the inventory and possibly the largest 
block of land to meet potential Wilderness criteria in the east.  It has a huge core of about 20,500 
acres of semi-primitive ROS class that offers significant opportunities for isolation, primitive 
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recreation and physical challenge. This is the largest PWA; and with its proximity to existing 
Ramsey’s Draft Wilderness, offers a significant opportunity on the GWNF to provide adjacent 
Wildernesses that cumulatively are a substantial size.” (Appendix C, DEIS) 
 
The final forest plan should designate the entire Little River PWA as Wilderness Study Area 
(note that standard 1B-007d for recommended Wilderness Study Areas states that “use of 
bicycles on existing trails can continue.” (page 4-33, draft plan))  At least one of the seven plan 
alternatives should consider implementing strategic road closures and any other measures needed 
to create an area of primitive recreational opportunity in Little River PWA. 
 
 
Special Biological Areas and Related Management Prescription Areas.  
Properly identifying, designating, and managing Special Biological Areas (SBAs) is critical to 
protecting and conserving biodiversity in the George Washington National Forest (GW).  As the 
draft forest plan states (p. 4-54), SBAs “serve as core areas for conservation of the most 
significant and rarer elements of biological diversity identified to date on the Forest.”  
Management of SBAs seeks to “perpetuate or increase existing individual plant or animal 
species and communities that are of national, regional, or state significance and identified as 
threatened, endangered, sensitive, or locally rare.” 
 
In most states across the country, Natural Heritage programs are in place to identify and monitor 
sites statewide that are biologically significant and necessary for conserving biodiversity.  The 
Natural Heritage programs in West Virginia and Virginia include the GW in their surveys and 
research and have communicated with the GW staff historically on SBAs, related management 
areas, and management issues.  The forest plan should incorporate all recommendations for SBA 
designations that are made by the Natural Heritage programs (more details below). 
 
There are a number of ways the draft forest plan needs to be improved.  A management 
document should be developed for each SBA in the forest.  At a minimum, the documents should 
describe the critical resources of the SBA and guiding principles for managing them.  Specific 
management goals should be developed for some SBAs, including those with the most sensitive 
and vulnerable resources.  The current plan does not require such documents, and no such 
documents have been created since the plan was adopted in 1993. 
 
As new information is developed about Threatened, Endangered, Sensitive (TES) and locally 
rare species, management of SBAs should be adjusted to incorporate the new knowledge.  In 
particular, if new biologically significant sites are identified in the forest, either by GW staff or 
the Natural Heritage programs, they should be managed as SBAs until such time as the forest 
plan is amended to designate them as such.  The forest plan should require this.  Forest Service 
staff should work very closely with Natural Heritage programs as new sites and information 
become known. 
 
Several other management prescription areas are similar in nature and function to SBAs, and are 
critical in conserving biodiversity in the GW.  These include Designated Wilderness 
(prescription 1A), Recommended Wilderness Study Area (1B), Research Natural Area (4B), 
Geologic Area (4C1), Key Natural Heritage Community Area (4D1), Indiana Bat Primary 
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Protection (8E4a), and Shenandoah Mountain Crest-Cow Knob Salamander (8E7).  Designation 
of conservation sites recognized by Natural Heritage programs to these management prescription 
areas (rather than SBA) is appropriate in some circumstances, if revisions to some management 
standards are made (as discussed below).  Assigning conservation sites recognized by Natural 
Heritage programs to management prescription areas other than these is not appropriate without 
compelling reasons and full explanation and justification.   
 
Some of the management standards for SBAs (and Key Natural Heritage Community Areas, 
which have the same management standards as SBAs) should be revised.  Most troubling is 
standard 4D-014, which makes SBAs available for federal oil and gas leasing with controlled 
surface use (CSU).  The special, critically important areas designated as SBAs should not be 
available to oil and gas leasing in any form.  Oil and gas leasing with CSU is also allowed in 
Geologic Areas under the draft plan.  As with SBAs, this is not appropriate.  
 
Similarly, the standards for roads (4D-019a, 4D-019b) allow construction of new permanent 
roads.  The potential chronic disturbance of oil and gas leasing activities and permanent roads is 
counter to the purpose of SBAs, and should not be allowed.  For the many SBAs and similar 
management areas that occur within Inventoried Roadless Areas (e.g., Salus Springs, Dry Run, 
Big Levels, etc.), allowing new permanent roads is counter to the 2001 Roadless Area 
Conservation Rule.  At numerous public meetings, GW staff stated the draft forest plan would 
manage Inventoried Roadless Areas consistently with the 2001 rule.   
 
The standard for timber management, 4D-007, is also inappropriate as worded.  Commercial 
timber sales are described as “an appropriate method of reducing costs” associated with 
vegetation management activities.  Commercial timber sales and any potential timber harvest 
should be allowed only when it is beneficial to or compatible with the biological resources for 
which the SBA was established.  Standards for vegetation management (4D-006) and salvage 
logging (4D-007a) are explicit in stating that activities must be compatible with biological 
resources, and standard 4D-007 should be explicit on this point also. 
 
Some management standards for the Shenandoah Mountain Crest-Cow Knob Salamander also 
need to be revised.  Standards 8E7-020 and 8E7-021 allow federal oil and gas leasing with CSU 
to occur.  Even though some leases currently exist, and private mineral rights occur in parts of 
Shenandoah Mountain Crest, no new leases should be permitted where mineral rights are 
federally owned.  Two of the standards for roads (8E7-024, 8E7-026) are also troubling.  These 
allow some flexibility in road construction, reconstruction, and construction of parking facilities.  
As with SBA road standards, this is not consistent the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule, as 
the vast majority of Shenandoah Mountain Crest occurs within Inventoried Roadless Areas.  
These disturbances should not be allowed in the Shenandoah Mountain Crest.  
 
There are some positive developments in the draft plan relative to SBAs.  The expansion of the 
Big Levels SBA is welcome, as is the creation of some new SBAs.  The newly designated Cast 
Steel Pond wetland area is a sensitive site that merits the SBA designation.  However, the draft 
plan should incorporate all the recommendations of the Virginia and West Virginia Natural 
Heritage programs in designating and managing SBAs.  The locations and sizes of areas 
recommended by the Natural Heritage programs should be followed. 
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Unfortunately, the draft plan does not meet all the recommendations of the Virginia Division of 
Natural Heritage (VDNH).  Many of the SBAs in the draft plan are smaller in size than 
recommendations made by VDNH.  In fact, of the approximately 122,500 acres recommended 
for SBA by VDNH, only about 109,000 acres are designated as SBA or one of the seven related 
management prescription areas described above (VDNH, Sept. 2011).  This means that many 
biologically significant sites recognized by VDNH are in inappropriate management prescription 
areas.  At least 43 sites in the GW that VDNH has identified as biologically significant and 
recommended for SBA designation include areas assigned to Mosaics of Habitat (VDNH, Sept. 
2011).  More than 3200 acres of the VDNH sites are assigned to Mosaics of Habitat.   
 
Mosaics of Habitat is clearly an inappropriate management prescription area for sites that VDNH 
recommends for SBA designation.  Other management prescriptions, such as Scenic Corridor 
and Viewshed, Indiana Bat Secondary Protection and others, are assigned to portions of VDNH 
recognized sites that were not included in SBAs.  These management prescription areas pose 
potential problems for the proper management of these biologically sensitive sites that should be 
designated as SBAs.  
 
The Shenandoah Mountain Crest-Cow Knob Salamander management prescription area 
illustrates the problem.  The Virginia portion of this area is smaller in size than the VDNH 
recommendation.  Portions of the site that are outside the prescription area but within the area 
recommended by VDNH fall into several management prescription areas, including Mosaics of 
Habitat.   
 
Frozen Knob and Peters Mountain North also illustrate the problem.  Both were assigned to a 
new management prescription area, Key Natural Heritage Community Area, in order to protect 
the very high quality old growth forest habitat occurring there.  The new designation and 
identification of these two areas is very positive.  However, only 3307 acres are designated as 
Key Natural Heritage Community Areas in the draft plan.  This is approximately 1868 acres less 
than the VDNH recommendation.  The 1868 acres not included in the site are assigned to 
Mosaics of Habitat, as is all the area of the national forest surrounding the two sites.  Again, 
Mosaics of Habitat is clearly an inappropriate management prescription for these two sites. 
 
 
Wood Turtles.  
An example of incorporating the most current information in managing the forest is the TES list.  
The list is currently developed and maintained by the US Forest Service Regional Office in 
Atlanta, and has not been formally updated in many years.  In recent months, a locally rare 
species inhabiting the GW, the wood turtle (Glyptemys insculpta), was reclassified by 
NatureServe from a G4 species (described as “Apparently Secure” globally) to a G3 species 
(“Vulnerable” globally).  The classification of “Vulnerable” is defined as “At moderate risk of 
extinction or elimination due to a restricted range, relatively few populations, recent and 
widespread declines, or other factors.”  The draft plan does not incorporate this recent 
classification change.  GW staff must use information of this sort immediately in making 
management decisions, and not be reliant upon receiving an officially updated list. 
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The reclassification of the wood turtle highlights two things:  1) the need to designate an SBA 
specifically to conserve the existing population in the GW, and 2) the need for the Forest Service 
to classify the wood turtle as a “sensitive species.”  The 2009 Wood Turtle Species Conservation 
Strategy for the GW, which is largely incorporated in the draft forest plan (beginning at page G-
55 of Appendix G, DEIS), is inadequate for long term protection of the species.  Though a wood 
turtle “Emphasis Area” is identified, and several “Goals and Conservation Measures” are given, 
there are no mechanisms to ensure the Emphasis Area is sufficiently protected and that 
Conservation Measures are enacted.  
 
Further, the Goals and Conservation Measures lack information specific enough to guide forest 
management.  For example, Conservation Measure 1.01 (page G-55) states “Maintain or create 
openings in riparian areas for turtle foraging and thermoregulation.”  There is no information 
provided about the desired number, size, or spacing of openings, the desired physical or 
vegetative characteristics of the openings, or how they relate to overall physical and vegetative 
qualities of the riparian areas as a whole.  In fact, Section 4 of the Species Diversity Report of 
the draft plan (Appendix F of DEIS) lists five distinct ecological systems that the wood turtle is 
associated with:  late successional hardwood dominated forest, grassland, shrubland, open 
woodland, and riparian areas.   
 
Without more specific information and guidance, the Goals and Conservation Measures are open 
to widely different interpretation and are not useful in making management decisions.  To help 
ensure long term viability of the wood turtle population in the GW, the “Emphasis Area” should 
be expanded in size and designated as a Special Biological Area.   
 
 
Cerulean Warbler. 
The cerulean warbler (Dendroica cerulea) is a prime example of a bird species with dangerously 
declining population levels that could benefit from proper management of their habitat on the 
GW.  As an “area-sensitive”, forest interior breeding bird, large land areas like the GW are 
necessary for the long term viability of their population.  Breeding Bird Survey data from 1967 
through 2007 show a population decline of approximately 80%, with much of the decline 
occurring in the warbler’s core breeding range (J.R. Sauer et al., The North American Breeding 
Bird Survey, Results and Analysis 1966-2007, Version 5.15.2008, USGS Patuxent Wildlife 
Research Center, Laurel, MD, at www.mbr-pwrc.usgs.gov/bbs/bbs.html).   
 
The cerulean warbler population is obviously in trouble.  Management measures for the species 
in the draft plan will be ineffective however, and possibly counterproductive.  Comments 
submitted on the draft plan by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian 
Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on 
October 17, 2011, provide good discussion and recommendations for managing cerulean warbler 
habitat in the GW.  We incorporate the referenced comments herein. 
 
 
Management Indicator Species.  
We believe the 14 Management Indicator Species (MIS) listed in Table 2.5 of the draft plan 
(page 2-15) are of limited value as overall indicators of the effects of forest management. Page 3-



http://www.mbr-pwrc.usgs.gov/bbs/bbs.html
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342 of the DEIS states MIS are “selected during forest planning ‘because their population 
changes are believed to indicate the effects of management activities’ (36 CFR 219.19(a)(1)) on 
important elements of plant and animal diversity.”  
 
The MIS list includes one fish (the only aquatic species), one salamander, three mammals, and 
nine birds.  No reptiles, invertebrates, plants, or fungi are on the list.  We believe species that are 
more sensitive to active forest management should be used as MIS.  Though the Cow Knob 
salamander (Plethodon punctatus) is sensitive to disturbance and activities, its very restricted 
range diminishes its value as a forest-wide MIS.   
 
The eastern red-backed salamander (Plethodon cinereus) would be a very appropriate MIS, as an 
indicator of activities harmful to amphibians and, conversely, an indicator of healthy, resilient 
forest ecosystems.  It is known to occupy the entire range of the GW.  The Virginia Fish and 
Wildlife Information Service, BOVA Booklet notes it is "absent from highly acidic soils with pH 
<3.7".  
 
The MIS list should be revised to include greater diversity of taxa and species that more directly 
reflect the effects of forest management activities.  Other comments submitted on the draft plan 
advocate that fungal species in general, and the honey mushroom (Armillaria mellea) in 
particular, be used as a MIS in the final plan.  We encourage full consideration of this. 
 
 
Old Growth.   
We support implementing the Region 8 Old Growth Guidance, as the draft plan seeks to do.  Old 
growth forests are a tremendously valuable resource that contribute mightily to conserving 
biodiversity and mitigating the effects of climate change through carbon sequestration.   
 
We are disappointed that the draft plan would allow harvest of two types of old growth 
communities – Dry-Mesic Oak Forest (type 21) and Dry & Dry-Mesic Oak Pine Forest (type 25).  
The current (1993) plan does not allow harvest of type 25.  We also believe that mesic sites 
containing old growth forest are less common in the GW than dry sites, and are deserving of 
increased attention and protection.   
 
We endorse and support comments submitted on old growth issues in the draft plan by Southern 
Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The 
Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, and incorporate the referenced 
comments herein. 
 
 
Forest Restoration.   
We strongly advocate true ecological restoration of watersheds and ecosystems in the GW.  The 
draft plan identifies and emphasizes the need for restoration of many resources, including 
watersheds, riparian resources, aquatic diversity, and soil quality.  We have concerns though 
about some aspects of the draft plan, including the lack of discussion and analysis of the role that 
natural disturbance plays in creating early successional habitat across the forest.   
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We are also concerned about the term “open woodland” as it is used in the draft plan and DEIS.  
In some document sections, the term is vague and not well-defined, even though there are 
ambitious goals for creating open woodland (e.g., Tables B.1.1 and B.2.2 of the DEIS).   Both 
the extent (i.e., acreage) and locations for potential open woodland creation must be justifiable 
based on ecological grounds and physical site conditions.   
 
We endorse and support comments submitted on restoration issues, particularly in relation to 
natural disturbances and open woodland, in the draft plan by Southern Environmental Law 
Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, 
and other organizations on October 17, 2011, and incorporate the referenced comments herein. 
 
 
Wind Energy.   
We are very concerned about the potential for industrial scale wind energy projects that the draft 
plan allows. We recognize the need to shift to renewable energy sources for producing electricity 
in the United States. The environmental benefits of moving away from fossil fuels, nuclear 
power, and other common sources of generating electricity are numerous and significant.  
However, we have serious concerns about siting large wind turbines on the ridgelines of the GW.  
 
The draft plan identifies 11 management prescription areas, totaling approximately 456,000 
acres, as unsuitable for utility scale wind energy development.  This leaves roughly 610,000 
acres of the GW available for consideration of wind energy projects. Of this, 39,236 acres of 
ridge crest, is judged “suitable for consideration of wind energy development” (based on areas 
classified in wind power classes 3 through 7).  Due to the inevitable impact on wildlife and 
habitat, we believe that all areas of the GW are inappropriate for large scale wind energy 
projects. The benefits of this type of development in GW have not been demonstrated, but the 
direct impacts to wildlife, habitat fragmentation, ground disturbance, water resource degradation, 
and industrial intrusion on forested mountain landscape that would result are clear.   
  
Any consideration of wind energy development on the GW should involve National 
Environmental Policy Act review, including objective assessment of both costs and benefits.  
The final plan should include an explicit standard requiring that any permit application for any 
project related to wind energy development shall include reviewable data and analysis that 
quantifies any purported benefits associated with the particular proposed project. 
 
Although large-scale wind energy development has been promoted as part of the solution to 
some of our most pressing energy and environmental challenges, the limited available analysis 
indicates that wind energy is, at best, only a small part of the solution. Wind energy is highly 
diffuse and intermittent, and wind energy development requires a large footprint to generate 
relatively small amounts of electricity. A 2007 National Research Council report, Environmental 
Impacts of Wind Energy Projects, incorporated herein by reference, found that the most 
ambitious level of onshore wind development could satisfy only 3.5 to 19% of the projected 
increase in U.S. electricity demand through 2020 and offset U.S. carbon emissions by only 1.2 to 
4.5%.  Given that 95% of the U.S. onshore wind resource is located in the western part of the 
country, the potential contribution of wind energy development on central Appalachian ridges is 
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substantially less (National Research Council, 2007. Environmental Impacts of Wind Energy 
Projects. Washington, DC: National Academy Press, http://www.nap.edu/catalog/11935.html).  
 
In addition to other environmental damage associated with wind energy development, impact 
with wind turbines is a significant cause of bird mortality.  In 2009, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service estimated that 440,000 birds are killed at wind farms each year (A. Manville. 2009. 
Towers, Turbines, Power Lines and Buildings – Steps Being Taken by the US Fish & Wildlife 
Service to Avoid or Minimize Take of Migratory Birds at These Structures. Proceedings of the 
Fourth International Partners In Flight Conference).  Sadly, the direct mortality of birds by wind 
turbines has not been adequately studied to this point in time.  This lack of data is true of the 
ridgelines of the Appalachian and Alleghany Mountains, where migrating songbirds and raptors 
often occur in great numbers.   
 
It is widely known that many raptors, and golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) in particular, are 
susceptible to collisions with turbine blades.  Recent research has shown that the population of 
golden eagles in eastern North America is small, and that a large proportion of these birds both 
travel through and overwinter in the Appalachian Mountains.  Although the golden eagle is rare 
in the eastern U.S., recent research has shown that wintering golden eagles often concentrate on 
forested ridges in the central Appalachian region.  These are the same areas that show the most 
potential for wind energy development in the GW.  Given the significant risk to these birds 
posed by wind development, areas of coincident golden eagle use and potential wind energy 
development should be carefully determined before any decisions are made to allow wind 
development in the GW.  We also recommend adherence to the requirements of the Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act a prerequisite for wind project consideration. 
 
The potential impacts of wind turbines to bat populations are even less studied and known than 
potential impacts to birds.  The federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) occurs in the 
GW.  The federally endangered Virginia big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii virginianus) 
occurs on private lands near the GW, though no known hibernacula or summer roosts have been 
documented in the GW.  The bats likely fly over and forage in the GW though (Appendix F, 
DEIS).  
 
Of tremendous concern is the white-nose syndrome (WNS) that is decimating bat populations in 
the northeastern U.S. and beyond.  Since first observed in 2006 in New York, it has been blamed 
for the death of more than 1 million bats and has spread to many states, including Virginia and 
West Virginia.  It is a threat to many species of bats, and is known to occur in Indiana bats.  
Scientists fear WNS is a threat to Virginia big-eared bats as well, as the fungus that causes the 
syndrome, Geomyces destructans, has been found in caves where the bat hibernates 
(Smithsonian Conservation Biology Institute website, 13 Oct. 2011, 
http://nationalzoo.si.edu/scbi/SpeciesSurvival/VirgianiaBigEaredBats/default.cfm).  Given 
existing threats to bat species, particularly these two endangered species, the additional threat 
posed by industrial scale wind energy development should not be allowed in the GW. 
 
It is important to note that birds and bats are threatened not only by mortality from collisions 
with wind turbine blades, but from degradation, fragmentation, and loss of habitat as well.  
Development of industrial wind facilities (generally requiring 2-5 acres of cleared land for each 



http://www.nap.edu/catalog/11935.html
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industrial sized wind turbine), transmission-line corridors, and corresponding access roads will 
negatively impact populations of many wildlife species through habitat loss and damage.  
 
One of the perceived benefits of wind energy production is a reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions when generating electricity, thus reducing a primary cause of global warming. It is 
highly ironic then, that some of the most critical natural areas required by flora and fauna in 
adapting to climate change – the ridgeline and high elevation areas of the eastern mountains – 
will be removed if wind energy facilities are developed.  The need for animal and plant 
populations to move along both elevation and latitudinal gradients in response to changing 
climate conditions will be severely impacted by eliminating or degrading these very habitat 
areas.   
 
 
Hydraulic Fracturing, Oil & Gas Leasing.    
We strongly support the prohibition on horizontal drilling in the draft plan.  This will reduce the 
risk of serious water quality degradation and other environmental concerns associated with 
hydraulic fracturing.  Please keep this prohibition in place. 
 
We are very concerned about the degree of oil and gas leasing that will be possible under the 
draft plan.  Approximately 994,000 acres, or 93% of the forest, will be open to oil and gas 
leasing in some form.  Approximately 556,000 acres will be open to standard lease terms (as 
opposed to No Surface Occupancy, Controlled Surface Use, etc.), an increase of 411,000 acres 
from the current (1993) plan.  
 
The full potential impacts of vertical wells, including the hydraulic fracturing that typically 
accompanies them, have not been adequately analyzed in the draft plan or DEIS.  Much more 
analysis of potential surface area and ground disturbance and impacts to water quality, 
biodiversity, scenic and recreational resources, and other natural resources is needed.  Comments 
submitted by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, 
Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, 
include a discussion of the need for further analysis, and we incorporate the referenced 
comments herein. 
 
Oil and gas leasing should not be allowed in the GW where mineral rights are federally owned.  
Further leases should not be made available and existing leases should be removed from lease 
availability when they expire.  
 
 
Woody Biomass.   
As we stated in comments jointly submitted with Heartwood on July 6, 2009 and May 6, 2010 on 
the forest planning process, woody biomass is a significant issue on the GW as forests and trees 
are becoming increasingly desirable as a source of energy.   
 
There are significant environmental, economic, and ecological problems with woody biomass, 
though.  Among the resources that are likely be negatively impacted are water quality, air 
quality, soil fertility, fish and wildlife habitat, and recreational areas.  Sourcing for and the 
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harvesting of woody biomass on the GW is incompatible with other uses of the forest.  Biomass 
production and sourcing, as well as whole tree harvesting techniques in particular, should be 
prohibited in the GW.  
 
There are many detailed and thorough accounts of the negative impacts of using woody biomass 
as a source of energy.  Among the best reports are: 


• Massachusetts Biomass Sustainability and Carbon Policy Study: Report to the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources. Walker, T., editor. 
Manomet Center for Conservation Sciences. 2010.  


• Biomass Electricity in the United States: The case for ending taxpayer and ratepayer 
subsidies for this form of “renewable” energy.  Sheehan, M., Chirillo, S., Schlossberg, J., 
Sammons, W., Leonard, M. Biomass Accountability Project. June, 2011. 


 
Comments on the draft plan and DEIS submitted by Heartwood on October 17, 2011 detail many 
of the specific environmental, economic, and ecological problems associated with woody 
biomass harvesting.  Their comments also describe and discuss the problems associated with the 
analysis of woody biomass issues in the draft plan and DEIS.  Their comments are incorporated 
herein by reference.   
 
 
Climate Change.   
In dealing with the effects of climate change, standing forests and soils are more valuable as 
carbon sinks than in using forest resources as fuel or as a source of renewable energy.  The final 
plan for the GW should not allow further gas and oil leasing, industrial scale wind energy 
development, whole tree harvesting, or timber harvesting for biomass incineration. 
 
The draft plan does not adequately address climate change concerns or forest management 
activities designed to reduce its impacts.  Comments submitted by Southern Environmental Law 
Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, and The Wilderness 
Society on October 17, 2011, include recommendations for improving ways to address climate 
change in the draft plan, and we incorporate the referenced comments herein. 
 
 
Timber Harvest.   
Annual timber harvest levels in the GW have generally declined since the current plan was 
completed in 1993.  This is a welcome trend.  We believe the draft plan’s objective for annual 
timber harvest should be lower than stated range of 1800-3000 acres/year.   
 
Good management direction for timber harvest is lacking in the draft plan.  There are few 
standards for timber management, and they written more as guidelines that lack explicit or strict 
language.  We are concerned about timber harvest on steep slopes and believe a clear standard is 
needed.  The analysis of lands suitable for timber production did not screen out all steep slopes 
from the suitable lands.  It explicitly considers logging on slopes steeper than 30%, including 
ground-based logging on slopes up to 35% (draft plan, page 4-13).  Forestwide Standard FW-111 
(page 4-13) recommends using cable, helicopter or other advanced harvesting techniques on land 
sloping 35% or more. 
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Comments submitted by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest 
Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, and The Wilderness Society on October 17, 2011, include a 
discussion of the weaknesses in the timber and vegetation management direction of the draft plan 
and the lack of full economic analysis of the various types of harvesting methods that may be 
used.  We incorporate the referenced comments herein. 
 
 
Timber Suitability Analysis.   
We endorse and support comments submitted on timber suitability analysis in the draft plan by 
Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest 
Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, and incorporate 
the referenced comments herein. 
 
 
Social and Economic Analysis.    
We endorse and support comments submitted on the social and economic analyses in the draft 
plan by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia 
Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, and 
incorporate the referenced comments herein. 
 
 
Maximizing and Monitoring Long Term Net Public Benefits.   
1. The DEIS fails to implement a methodology or present a comparative analysis of the long 
term Net Public Benefits of the alternatives considered. 
 
2. The DEIS fails to offer an alternative that specifically contains those management 
directives, goals, objectives and prescriptions that maximize long term Net Public Benefits. 
 
3. The draft plan fails to create a monitoring and evaluation plan for determining and 
evaluating the effects of the management plan, management practices, and projects on long term 
Net Public Benefits. 
 
4. The GW planning team, Supervisor and Regional Supervisor have failed to choose as the 
preferred alternative that alternative (from the range of alternatives presented) which specifically 
maximizes long term Net Public Benefits. 
 
5. The draft plan and DEIS fail to consider these issues and requests as raised in the 
Conservation Alternative, submitted by Wild Virginia and Heartwood on May 06, 2010, as 
comments on the Notice of Intent. 
 
In its opening paragraph, the 1982 National Forest System Land and Resource Planning Rule 
states “the resulting plans shall provide for multiple use and sustained yield of goods and 
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services from the National Forest System in a way that maximizes long term net public benefits 
in an environmentally sound manner.” (emphasis ours) (47 FR 43037, Sec 219.1) 
 
The term “net public benefits” is defined in the 1982 NFMA regulations as “An expression used 
to signify the overall long-term value to the nation of all outputs and positive effects (benefits) 
less all associated inputs and negative effects (costs) whether they can be quantitatively valued or 
not. Net public benefits are measured by both quantitative and qualitative criteria rather than a 
single measure or index.  The maximization of net public benefits to be derived from 
management of units of the National Forest System is consistent with the principles of multiple 
use and sustained yield.”(Sec. 219.3)  
 
In other words, Net Public Benefit comprises 1) Revenues (benefits) and Expenditures (costs) 
that can be valued in Dollars, and 2) Non-Monetary Costs (inputs, negative effects) and Benefits 
(outputs, positive effects) expressed in quantitative or qualitative terms including Ecosystem 
Services valuations. 
 
Long term Net Public Benefits of a plan alternative are maximized when, over the 10-15 duration 
of the implementation of that alternative:  


1. The public benefits derived from the provision of goods and services—including 
Ecosystem Services—as outlined in the alternative are higher than the public costs 
incurred in providing them, 


2. The stock, store, supply and value of the goods and services—including Ecosystem 
Services—available is maximized so that the potential yield of goods and services could 
be maximized over the term of the alternative, and 


3. There is no conceivable other mix of goods and services—including Ecosystem 
Services—or use of resources that could provide any higher long term Net Public Benefit.  


  
Within the constraints of its budget, the Forest Service maximizes long term Net Public Benefit 
by creating, considering and choosing the alternative that generates the greatest long term Net 
Public Benefit over those that create a lower long term Net Public Benefit or a net loss.  Long 
term Net Public Benefit for an alternative is maximized when management directives, goals, 
objectives and prescriptions allow and encourage those management activities that increase the 
supply and value of goods and services and strictly limits or eliminates those management 
activities that decrease the value of goods and services so that the supply and value of available 
goods and services is maximized.   
 
What does it mean when long term Net Public Benefit is not maximized? It means that when 
both monetary and non-monetary effects of the forest plan are considered and estimated, that a 
different use of funds, pursuing different activities, or refraining from particular activities could 
provide society with a higher long term Net Public Benefit than the one achieved by the GW 
Plan.  Long term Net Public Benefit cannot be maximized when activities allowed under one 
alternative that have a lower long term Net Public Benefit are preferred over activities that are 
allowed by another alternative which have a higher long term Net Public Benefit.  
 
The Forest Service, both in its forest planning, implementation and monitoring, has consistently 
failed to fulfill its legally required responsibilities with regard to long term Net Public Benefits.  
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For example, neither the 1993 Final Revised Land and Resource Management Plan nor the 1993 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for 
the George Washington National Forest (1993 FEIS) contain any substantive mention of long 
term Net Public Benefits. The 1993 FEIS uses the term twice:  the term “net public benefit” is 
defined in the glossary (Glossary-5) and is mentioned once in reference to 1982 regulatory 
requirements (The Analysis Process, Appendix B, page B-90).  Neither the 1993 Final Revised 
Land and Resource Management Plan nor the 1993 FEIS contain any long term Net Public 
Benefit analysis, comparative or otherwise.   
 
The 2011 DEIS appears to use Present Net Value as a proxy for long term Net Public Benefit. 
This fails to meet Forest Service responsibilities and results in comparative economic analysis 
which totally ignores the value of the stock of resources—increasing or decreasing—over the 
long term.  It also fails to include any valuation of Ecosystem Services—a critical component of 
long term Net Public Benefits—over the term of the plan.   
 
The only references in the DEIS to Net Public Benefit make note of the NFMA regulations and 
states that “for resources that have no values estimated by generally accepted methods, we will 
discuss them in a narrative fashion as part of the assessment of net public benefits that is made in 
the Record of Decision…” (page 3-297).  The DEIS then presents Table C12.19:  Cumulative 
Decadal Present Net Value of Benefits and Costs, which compares various components of cost 
and benefits by program among the seven plan alternatives.   
 
The complete absence of accounting for Ecosystem Services, and the failure of any analysis that 
values the stock of resources under these alternatives, demonstrates that net present value cannot 
substitute for long term Net Public Benefits. 
 
The draft plan and DEIS do not analyze, assess, or compare long term Net Public Benefits under 
different management scenarios, as required by NFMA regulations.  “While the concept of net 
public benefits is widely discussed in the economics literature and while various statutes and 
administrative directives suggest that this is indeed a goal of national forest management, the 
reality is that there is no objective way to determine when this goal is achieved—too many 
relevant factors cannot be quantified, let alone expressed in monetary terms.  In a democratic 
society such as ours, the presumption is that net public benefits will be maximized as diverse 
stakeholders compete with one another through the political process (directive from Ann M. 
Bartuska, Director, USFS Forest and Rangeland Staff to Regional Directors, File Code: 2400, 
November 6, 2000).”  To defer responsibility for clear economic analysis to a “democratic 
political process,” is irresponsible on the part of the Forest Service and not acceptable.  
 
The absence of any comparative long term Net Public Benefit analysis in the DEIS prevents the 
agency from making a determination of which alternative maximizes long term Net Public 
Benefit.  Moreover, the absence of any comparative long term Net Public Benefit analysis denies 
the public critical information with which to compare alternatives and/or determine which 
alternative, in fact, maximizes long term Net Public Benefit.  
 
The most clear, specific and relevant analysis of Net Public Benefit can be found in;  
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• Economic Contributions and Expenditures in the National Forests, prepared by 
Karyn Moskowitz, MBA,  for the American Lands Alliance and the John Muir 
Project of  Earth Island Institute, Washington, D.C. January 1999.  


• The Economic Case Against National Forest Logging, Karyn Moskowitz, 
National Forest Protection Alliance,  December, 1999. 


• Economic Analysis of the 2006 Wayne National Forest Plan, Greenfire 
Consulting Group, LLC, Heartwood, May, 2008. 


 
Analysis on maximizing long term net public benefit by issue in the George Washington 
National Forest can be found in: 


• The Conservation Alternative—George Washington National Forest—comments 
on the Notice of Intent, Wild Virginia and Heartwood, May 6, 2010. 


  
 
Conservation Alternative, Other Plan Alternatives.   
The Forest Service must consider a full range of alternatives when developing and deciding upon 
the forest plan.  As presented in the DEIS (using Present Value figures, Table C12.19, page 3-
297), Alternative C has the lowest budget cost of all seven plan alternatives.  It maximizes net 
public benefits and protects all resource values in the long term.  However, because it maximizes 
creation of Wilderness Study Areas (all of the potential wilderness areas) and minimizes oil and 
gas leasing on the GW (no oil or gas leases where mineral rights are federally owned and no 
horizontal drilling), we do not believe it was given full and fair consideration 
 
The oil and gas leasing availability is particularly illuminating.  Several plan alternatives prohibit 
horizontal drilling, but every alternative other than Alternative C makes more than 600,000 acres 
available for vertical wells.  This results in two basic options – no availability and wide 
availability.  With only one plan alternative providing “no availability”, the “no availability” 
option was not seriously considered or analyzed.  Failure to do so puts the natural resources of 
the GW in jeopardy.   
 
Alternative C should be adopted as the Preferred Alternative and as the Final Land and Resource 
Management Plan for the George Washington National Forest. 
 
Thank you for considering our comments on the draft plan.  
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
 
David Hannah, Conservation Director 
Wild Virginia 
P.O. Box 1065 
Charlottesville, VA  22902 
Phone:  (434) 971-1553 
Email:  dhannah@wildvirginia.org  



mailto:dhannah@wildvirginia.org
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Attachments 
 


• The State of Our Water: Managing and Protecting the Drinking Water Resources of the 
George Washington National Forest. 2008. Wild Virginia. (http://wildvirginia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2009/01/state-of-our-water-full-report.pdf)  


• Towers, Turbines, Power Lines and Buildings – Steps Being Taken by the US Fish & 
Wildlife Service to Avoid or Minimize Take of Migratory Birds at These Structures. 2009. 
A. Manville.   


• White-Nose Syndrome. From website for Smithsonian Conservation Biology Institute. 
October 13, 2009.  
(http://nationalzoo.si.edu/scbi/SpeciesSurvival/VirgianiaBigEaredBats/default.cfm)   


 
 
 



http://wildvirginia.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/01/state-of-our-water-full-report.pdf

http://wildvirginia.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/01/state-of-our-water-full-report.pdf

http://nationalzoo.si.edu/scbi/SpeciesSurvival/VirgianiaBigEaredBats/default.cfm
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P.O. Box 1065

Charlottesville, VA  22902

(434) 971-1553

www.wildvirginia.org





October 17, 2011



Maureen T. Hyzer, Forest Supervisor

George Washington Plan Revision

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests

5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA  24019





Re:  Draft Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington National Forest and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan





Dear Supervisor Hyzer:



Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Revised Land and Resource Management Plan (draft plan) and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the George Washington National Forest (GW).  Please accept the following comments from Wild Virginia. 





Water Resources. 

We are glad to see the increased attention the draft plan places on watersheds and water resources compared to the current (1993) plan.  We believe more protective measures for water resources are needed though.  Specific management objectives for the two watershed types identified in the draft plan – Drinking Watersheds and Priority Watersheds - should be part of the final forest plan.  The desired conditions for watersheds (page 2-3, draft plan) are too general to be of practical use in managing the GW.  Similarly, the five objectives for Watershed Resources (page 3-4, draft plan) lack sufficient definition of terms (e.g., “restored, sustained or enhanced”, “appropriate instream habitat”, “healthy biological communities”, etc.) or detail to be quantifiable and are too general to be useful in managing the GW.



As a practical matter, quantifiable objectives in forest plans often lead to targets and specific projects to implement them, while more general goals fall by the wayside.  Without clear restoration objectives and management standards for these watersheds, it is difficult to have confidence that specific restoration projects will move forward in these watersheds or even that these watersheds will receive enhanced consideration and protection during project planning.



We are troubled by the large area of the GW that is open to road building in the draft plan.  Roughly 92% of the GW would be open to either permanent or temporary road construction.  According to Table 3.5 (page 3-27, draft plan), only seven prescription management areas totaling 83,000 acres completely prohibit both permanent and temporary road construction.  This has serious implications for sedimentation and water quality.  



We believe that many Forest Service roads in the GW, both permanent and temporary, negatively affect water quality by funneling or conveying sediment-laden runoff to nearby streams.  The DEIS states that the existing system roads in the GW “continue to be a chronic source of sediment.” (page 3-52)  Decommissioning roads is an excellent restoration tool for both watershed and forest health and should be widely used.  Five of the seven plan alternatives have a stated goal of 160 miles of decommissioned roads during the first decade of the new plan (Table 2-3, page 2-21, DEIS).  Alternative A does not list a goal (presumably it is zero) and Alternative D has 80 miles as its goal.  This does not adequately represent a full range of alternatives for road decommissioning.  More levels of decommissioning should be included in the analysis, including higher goals.  We do not feel that a “cap” or maximum amount of road closing should be part of the draft plan.  



Comments submitted by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, point out agency responsibilities relative to roads, the forest-wide road system, and Travel Analysis Process under the Clean Water Act and other federal or agency mandates.  We incorporate the referenced comments herein.



Unfortunately, much of the land in important watersheds of the GW is open to road building.  Again based on prescription management areas, our GIS analysis indicates that 94% of the Drinking Watersheds land, 88% of the Priority Watersheds land, and 92% of “local drinking watersheds” land (from the 2008 report from Wild Virginia, The State of Our Water) are available to either permanent or temporary road construction.  



Similarly, much of the land in the three watershed areas is considered Suitable for Timber Production.  The 438,000 acres of the GW that are suitable in the draft plan represents roughly 41% of the total land base.  Approximately one third, or 33%, of the Drinking Watershed lands are considered suitable.  Priority Watersheds contain approximately 36% of lands in the suitable category, and “local drinking watersheds” contain approximately 39%.  These percentages are only slightly below the forest-wide average, and fail to adequately address water quality issues in these watersheds.  In watersheds already identified as priorities for restoration, road construction and other ground-disturbing activities that adversely affect water quality, rather than improving it, should be more limited.





Drinking Watersheds.  

The nine watersheds and approximately 73,000 acres in Drinking Watersheds are based on the definition of Public Water Supplies (PWS) described in the Virginia Water Quality Standards (at www.deq.state.va.us/wqs/documents/WQS_eff_6JAN2011.pdf" www.deq.state.va.us/wqs/documents/WQS_eff_6JAN2011.pdf).  We believe this is a very limited perspective on lands in the GW that supply drinking water to local communities.  As one example, headwater areas are often excluded from the PWS watersheds (see discussion in following paragraph).  We believe the “local drinking watersheds” identified in The State of Our Water: Managing and Protecting the Drinking Water Resources of the George Washington National Forest (published by Wild Virginia in 2008, and attached), composed of approximately 426,000 acres in Virginia, are much more accurate and realistic data for indicating sources of public drinking water. 



State defined PWS often, but not always, limit the geographic extent of watersheds to 5 miles upstream of a water intake point.  In the GW, Pedlar River and Dry River watersheds are examples of this.  The entirety of the watersheds are not included as PWS (and thus Drinking Watersheds in the draft plan).  The North River watershed upstream of the Staunton Reservoir is an exception to the normal PWS definition, and rightly includes the headwaters area in the watershed.  



Staff members of the GW, in developing the draft plan, wisely added the Skidmore Fork watershed (upstream of Switzer Lake) to the Dry River watershed (R. Patton, personal communication, Aug. 2011), thus including more (but not all) of the Dry River watershed in Drinking Watersheds.  We strongly believe the full geographic extent of both the Dry River and Pedlar River watersheds, including all headwaters areas, should be included in Drinking Watersheds.



Priority Watersheds. 

Identifying priority watersheds is a good concept, but the draft plan does not adequately describe how or why the watersheds were selected.  The draft plan (page 2-2) states only the intent to “highlight those watersheds with sensitive aquatic species, currently identified water quality concerns due to private land or natural causes (impaired streams), and watersheds providing drinking water.”   This explanation does not allow a meaningful review of  the process or the  results.  The complete methodology for identifying and designating 36 priority watersheds and approximately 440,000 acres must be part of the forest plan.  



Less than half, approximately 46%, of the acreage in Priory Watersheds occurs within “local drinking watersheds.”  This seems to lessen the importance in the draft plan of protecting all drinking water resources in the GW.  



Priority Watersheds include almost all of the nine Drinking Watersheds.  There are two exceptions though.  The areas described below are not within Priority Watersheds, but should be included in them in the final plan.  A very rough size estimation is 2300 acres in the two areas combined.

		The “North Fork Shenandoah” Drinking Watershed.  A small part of this watershed is in the GW but not included in a Priority Watershed.  The area is on the northwestern edge of Massanutten Mountain, upstream of the Strasburg water intake point. 



The “NF Shenandoah-Cedar Creek” Drinking Watershed.  There is considerable overlap of this watershed and the GW.  Most of the GW lands are in a Priority Watershed (Paddy Run-Cedar Creek).  But two areas of the forest inside the Drinking Watershed are outside a Priority Watershed.  One area is at the very northern tip of Massanutten Mountain. The second area is at the very northeastern end of the Lee RD (west of Massanutten Mountain and north of Big Schloss).  





Riparian Areas. 

Riparian areas in the GW deserve special attention.  Riparian corridors should be wider than 100 feet along perennial streams and 50 feet along intermittent streams specified forest-wide (in areas where the slope of the ground is 10% or less), as the draft plan calls for.  These are the minimum widths required so as not to negatively impact aquatic species.  The widths should be significantly expanded to improve water quality and aquatic habitat and provide riparian habitat for many species (e.g., salamanders, turtles) that use these special areas.  The Draft Evaluation of the Need for Change (Forest Service document dated March 2010) has a good discussion of Riparian Resources and related topics. Viewpoint 1 (page 33, and additional discussion on page 39) provides good information on the need to adequately protect intermittent (and ephemeral) streams and the large variety of wildlife species that benefit from wide riparian buffers along all streams.   



A variety of disturbances are allowed inside riparian corridors under the draft plan.  Permissible activities and facilities, under some conditions, include oil and gas leasing, timber harvest, grazing, roads, motorized trails, and recreation facilities (pages 4-114 to 116).  These or other disturbances that concentrate runoff, cause erosion, or transport sediment into stream channels only need to be rehabilitated or mitigated to reduce or eliminate impacts (page 4-112).  That is, the disturbance does not necessarily have to be eliminated.  These conditions can be harmful to forest resources.  Wider riparian corridors are one means to minimize and help mitigate the potential negative impacts.    



Appendix A of the draft plan (page A-3) states “This Forest Plan meets or exceeds State Best Management Practices”, but this is not entirely accurate.  On sloping lands (slope class of 11% and higher), the draft plan requirements are less stringent than the Virginia Best Management Practices (BMPs).  State BMPs call for streamside management zones along Municipal Water Supplies (including both perennial and intermittent streams) to be 150 feet wide where the slope of the ground is 11-45%, and 200 feet wide where the slope exceeds 45% (Virginia’s Forestry Best Management Practices for Water Quality, 5th edition, March 2011, page 37).  These exceed the draft plan riparian corridor widths for both permanent and intermittent streams.  At a minimum, the riparian corridor widths in “local drinking watersheds”, Priority, and Drinking Watersheds of the GW should meet these state BMPs.  



Sedimentation. 

Sedimentation is a large threat to water quality everywhere, including the GW.  A number of Forest Service documents state “On National Forest System land, sedimentation is the primary factor in water quality degradation.  Sedimentation may be introduced into stream channels from soil disturbing activities such as timber harvesting and road construction.” (e.g., 2007 Environmental Assessment, Cubville Project, Warm Springs Ranger District)   The DEIS (page 3-40) also describes sedimentation as the largest potential impact on water quality stemming from forest management activities.  



Despite its threat, sedimentation is not directly measured or monitored under the draft plan.  Instead, quantifying the number of acres of soil disturbance will be used as a proxy for direct measurement.  This is wholly inadequate to account for the impacts of sedimentation.  Among other things, all ground disturbing activities are assumed to have equal impact with regard to sedimentation and site-specific conditions are not taken into account (e.g., proximity of streams or other waterways, soil conditions, slope, existing ground disturbance, etc.).



According to Table A6.3 of the DEIS (page 3-50), the draft plan would result in the second highest amount of soil disturbance of all the plan alternatives (315 to 407 acres).  Even though using acres of soil disturbed as a proxy for sedimentation could be highly inaccurate, the draft plan would have the second greatest impact on sediment and water quality, according to the DEIS.  This is troubling in light of the fact that many sixth-level watersheds in the GW are already “functioning at risk” (Forest Service Watershed Condition Classification – Region 8, http://www.fs.fed.us/publications/watershed/" http://www.fs.fed.us/publications/watershed/).  



The final plan for the GW should minimize ground disturbance and the resulting sedimentation in the GW.  Measuring sedimentation in strategic locations and waterways must be part of the final plan.  Monitoring and measuring sediment will complement the macroinvertebrate sampling in the GW streams and should be part of forest management.





Aquatic Species Viability. 

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) regulations require that “Fish and wildlife habitat shall be managed to maintain viable populations of existing native and desired non-native vertebrate species in the planning area.”   The DEIS does not adequately consider the effects of each plan alternative on species viability, or adequately describe how forest management under each alternative would promote species viability.  



The viability of many aquatic species is already at risk, and the viability evaluation results indicate that many of these species will remain at risk (Table 5, Appendix H, DEIS).   A large number of aquatic species in the forest, including all fish and mussel species of viability concern, are sensitive to sediment (Table 4, Appendix H, DEIS).  As discussed above, the draft plan (Alternative G) is expected to produce the second-highest amount of sediment of all seven plan alternatives.  This means there is potential for significant negative impacts on the viability of these species.  The analysis of aquatic species viability in the draft plan and DEIS is inadequate under both NFMA and the National Environmental Policy Act.





Roadless and Wilderness Areas.  (final draft)

The GW is one of the very few places in the eastern U.S. where large areas of relatively undisturbed, mature forest still exist.  These forests and the remote settings they provide must be protected.  In addition to the public benefits they provide (clean air, clean water, unique recreation opportunities, etc.), many wildlife species that need large geographic areas (e.g., black bears, bobcats, raptors) or habitat conditions found here (e.g., forest breeding birds, salamanders) depend upon these special habitat areas. 



The draft plan identifies 372,000 acres of “potential wilderness area”, or PWA.  Managing 242,000 acres of the PWA (the Inventoried Roadless Areas, or IRA) consistently with the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule (Roadless Rule) is a very positive and important step that we fully support.  That is the stated intention of the draft plan as explained by staff of the GW at several public planning meetings in 2011.  However, some of the management prescription areas assigned to locations within IRA are not consistent with the Roadless Rule.  Of the five management prescription areas occurring within IRAs (Remote Backcountry, Special Biological Area, Shenandoah Mountain Crest-Cow Knob Salamander, Eligible Scenic River Corridors, Eligible Recreational River Corridors), only the Remote Backcountry designation is fully consistent with the Roadless Rule.  This needs to be corrected.  



All of the PWA acreage meets the definition of “roadless area” in the Roadless Rule (Guidance on How to Conduct the “Potential Wilderness Area Inventory” for the Revision to the Revised George Washington Forest Plan).  In order to protect the roadless character of these areas, the entirety of all PWAs should be managed consistently with the Roadless Rule.  Approximately 144,500 acres of the PWA fall outside of IRAs (page 2-34, DEIS).  Under the draft plan, roughly 80,000 of the144,500 acres of newly identified roadless areas are to be managed consistently with the Roadless Rule (i.e., assigned to one of the five management prescription areas occurring within IRAs).  As stated above though, only Remote Backcountry is fully consistent with the Roadless Rule.  Roughly 64,500 acres of these newly identified roadless are subject to active management, with much of the acreage designated as Mosaics of Habitat.  The possibility of active management in these areas, including new roads and timber harvesting, could potentially corrupt their roadless character.  This should also be corrected.    



Creating wilderness study areas (WSA) is an excellent means for protecting these large, remote forests.  We are disappointed in the meager recommendation of 20,454 acres for WSA in the draft plan (page 3-238, DEIS).  Each of the four areas recommended are important, but three need to be increased in size.  The 9000 acre recommendation for Little River is a fraction of the 30,227 acres in its PWA.  Similarly, the 5000 acre recommendation for Rich Hole Addition should be increased to protect the 12,165 acre PWA, and the 6000 acre recommendation for Ramsey’s Draft Addition should be increased to protect the 19,072 acre PWA.



Just as importantly, many other areas of the GW are worthy of WSA designation.  No wilderness exists in the Lee Ranger District, and part of the Big Schloss PWA should become WSA.  Several other PWAs in the North River Ranger District should become WSA, including Beech Lick Knob, High Knob, Gum Run, Hone Quarry-Oak Knob, and Jerkemtight.  Laurel Fork PWA in Warm Springs Ranger District is a truly unique and special place also deserving to be WSA.  



Under Alternative C, almost all PWAs and 386,762 acres would become WSA (page 3-238, DEIS).  We feel wilderness recommendations under Alternative C have not been given adequate review and analysis during the planning process.  The wilderness recommendations of Alternative C should be adopted. 





Primitive Recreational Opportunity.  

		The Draft Evaluation of the Need for Change, the March 2010 Forest Service document, fails to include the creation of primitive recreation as a concern, issue, goal, or objective in the draft plan.

		The DEIS fails to offer an alternative that specifically contains the existence of or creation of primitive recreation opportunities or areas where true primitive recreation is available. The DEIS fails to implement a comparative analysis of the long term Net Public Benefits of primitive recreation opportunities in the GW.

		The DEIS fails to consider the goals or objectives of road closures in its analysis and therefore fails to consider the creation of primitive recreation as a possible goal or objective of such road closures. 

		The draft plan fails to recommend the entire Little River PWA as a Wilderness Study Area, thereby failing to provide the potential for the full range of recreational opportunities in the forest.

		The draft plan and DEIS fail to consider these issues and requests as raised in the Conservation Alternative, submitted by Wild Virginia and Heartwood on May 06, 2010.





In the current (1993) forest plan, the potential for primitive recreation opportunities was not adequately considered.  The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 directed the Secretary of Agriculture to prepare a Renewable Resources Assessment in 1975 with updates in 1979 and each 10th year thereafter.  These assessments are to include "an analysis of present and anticipated uses, demand for, and supply of the renewable resources, with consideration of the international resource situation, and an emphasis of pertinent supply, demand and price relationships trends".



“The sense of creativeness, refreshment and pleasure which the recreationist has while recreating or having a good time can be viewed as the recreationist realizing satisfactory experiences. The recreationist attains these satisfactory experiences by participating in preferred recreation activities in preferred surroundings or settings. Therefore although the recreation resource manager manages settings, he or she does so to provide opportunities for recreation experiences and the benefits those experiences produce for individuals and society. Those experiences are influenced by many factors: the settings, the activities, other resources present, activities by managers, and by the values, expectations and other characteristics of the recreationists. These factors interrelate to define outdoor recreationists' needs and the way these needs are met by management action.” 



“Managing for recreation requires different kinds of data and management concepts than does most other activities. While recreation must have a physical base of land or water, the product - recreation experience - is a personal or social phenomenon. Although the management is resource based, the actual recreational activities are a result of people, their perceptions, wants, and behavior. “



“The word opportunity is defined as a combination of circumstances favorable for a purpose. The purpose or goal of the recreationist, as discussed above, is to realize satisfying experiences. This is done by participating in preferred activities in preferred environmental settings. Thus, recreation opportunity is the availability of a real choice for a user to participate in a preferred activity within a preferred setting, in order to realize those satisfying experiences which are desired.”

 

The March 2010 Forest Service document, Draft Evaluation of the Need for Change, notes in the Analysis of the Management Situation section that “the most primitive class in the ROS system is Primitive (P).  This class is characterized as being essentially unmodified; at least 5000 acres in size and at least 3 miles from all roads, railroads, or utility corridors.  There are no Primitive (P) ROS class areas inventoried on the forest and there is little or none of it known to exist anywhere in the East.” (page AMS-163)  



The draft plan notes that “the demand for outdoor recreation opportunities…outweighs the forests supply.” (page 2-22)



 “While the goal of the recreationist is to obtain satisfying experiences, the goal of the recreation resource manager becomes one of providing the opportunities for obtaining these experiences”. By managing the natural resource, and the activities that occur within it, the manager is providing the opportunities for recreation experiences to take place. " (emphasis ours) (USFS Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Users Guide -1982)



Due in part to their heavily roaded nature, there is not a single primitive recreation area available in any eastern national forest. Given this, the opportunity to create a large, unfragmented area in the GW which meets the criteria for Primitive ROS class is highly desired and highly valued. The GW has the most and best potential in the East to provide primitive recreational opportunities.  



The draft plan defines road closure as “a technique used by management to regulate and control the use of facilities to achieve transportation economy, user safety, protection of the public investment, and accomplishment of forest resource objectives. It may be intermittent or long term.”  (Appendix F – Glossary, page F-38)



In its discussion of the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS), the DEIS notes that “increasing remote settings may be associated with road closures in some areas, both seasonal and permanent. Closing roads increases the satisfaction of visitors that prefer solitude and fewer disturbances by motorized vehicles.” (page 3-209)



The draft plan and DEIS have the responsibility to consider using road closures as a tool to fulfill its requirement to at least consider and at most to implement actions necessary to create an area which meets the Primitive ROS designation in the GW.  



The area which currently comes closest to fulfilling the criteria for primitive recreation and that has the most obvious potential to provide primitive recreation is Little River.  The DEIS notes that the 30,227 Little River PWA “is the largest area in the inventory and possibly the largest block of land to meet potential Wilderness criteria in the east.  It has a huge core of about 20,500 acres of semi-primitive ROS class that offers significant opportunities for isolation, primitive recreation and physical challenge. This is the largest PWA; and with its proximity to existing Ramsey’s Draft Wilderness, offers a significant opportunity on the GWNF to provide adjacent Wildernesses that cumulatively are a substantial size.” (Appendix C, DEIS)



The final forest plan should designate the entire Little River PWA as Wilderness Study Area (note that standard 1B-007d for recommended Wilderness Study Areas states that “use of bicycles on existing trails can continue.” (page 4-33, draft plan))  At least one of the seven plan alternatives should consider implementing strategic road closures and any other measures needed to create an area of primitive recreational opportunity in Little River PWA.





Special Biological Areas and Related Management Prescription Areas. 

Properly identifying, designating, and managing Special Biological Areas (SBAs) is critical to protecting and conserving biodiversity in the George Washington National Forest (GW).  As the draft forest plan states (p. 4-54), SBAs “serve as core areas for conservation of the most significant and rarer elements of biological diversity identified to date on the Forest.”  Management of SBAs seeks to “perpetuate or increase existing individual plant or animal species and communities that are of national, regional, or state significance and identified as threatened, endangered, sensitive, or locally rare.”



In most states across the country, Natural Heritage programs are in place to identify and monitor sites statewide that are biologically significant and necessary for conserving biodiversity.  The Natural Heritage programs in West Virginia and Virginia include the GW in their surveys and research and have communicated with the GW staff historically on SBAs, related management areas, and management issues.  The forest plan should incorporate all recommendations for SBA designations that are made by the Natural Heritage programs (more details below).



There are a number of ways the draft forest plan needs to be improved.  A management document should be developed for each SBA in the forest.  At a minimum, the documents should describe the critical resources of the SBA and guiding principles for managing them.  Specific management goals should be developed for some SBAs, including those with the most sensitive and vulnerable resources.  The current plan does not require such documents, and no such documents have been created since the plan was adopted in 1993.



As new information is developed about Threatened, Endangered, Sensitive (TES) and locally rare species, management of SBAs should be adjusted to incorporate the new knowledge.  In particular, if new biologically significant sites are identified in the forest, either by GW staff or the Natural Heritage programs, they should be managed as SBAs until such time as the forest plan is amended to designate them as such.  The forest plan should require this.  Forest Service staff should work very closely with Natural Heritage programs as new sites and information become known.



Several other management prescription areas are similar in nature and function to SBAs, and are critical in conserving biodiversity in the GW.  These include Designated Wilderness (prescription 1A), Recommended Wilderness Study Area (1B), Research Natural Area (4B), Geologic Area (4C1), Key Natural Heritage Community Area (4D1), Indiana Bat Primary Protection (8E4a), and Shenandoah Mountain Crest-Cow Knob Salamander (8E7).  Designation of conservation sites recognized by Natural Heritage programs to these management prescription areas (rather than SBA) is appropriate in some circumstances, if revisions to some management standards are made (as discussed below).  Assigning conservation sites recognized by Natural Heritage programs to management prescription areas other than these is not appropriate without compelling reasons and full explanation and justification.  



Some of the management standards for SBAs (and Key Natural Heritage Community Areas, which have the same management standards as SBAs) should be revised.  Most troubling is standard 4D-014, which makes SBAs available for federal oil and gas leasing with controlled surface use (CSU).  The special, critically important areas designated as SBAs should not be available to oil and gas leasing in any form.  Oil and gas leasing with CSU is also allowed in Geologic Areas under the draft plan.  As with SBAs, this is not appropriate. 



Similarly, the standards for roads (4D-019a, 4D-019b) allow construction of new permanent roads.  The potential chronic disturbance of oil and gas leasing activities and permanent roads is counter to the purpose of SBAs, and should not be allowed.  For the many SBAs and similar management areas that occur within Inventoried Roadless Areas (e.g., Salus Springs, Dry Run, Big Levels, etc.), allowing new permanent roads is counter to the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule.  At numerous public meetings, GW staff stated the draft forest plan would manage Inventoried Roadless Areas consistently with the 2001 rule.  



The standard for timber management, 4D-007, is also inappropriate as worded.  Commercial timber sales are described as “an appropriate method of reducing costs” associated with vegetation management activities.  Commercial timber sales and any potential timber harvest should be allowed only when it is beneficial to or compatible with the biological resources for which the SBA was established.  Standards for vegetation management (4D-006) and salvage logging (4D-007a) are explicit in stating that activities must be compatible with biological resources, and standard 4D-007 should be explicit on this point also.



Some management standards for the Shenandoah Mountain Crest-Cow Knob Salamander also need to be revised.  Standards 8E7-020 and 8E7-021 allow federal oil and gas leasing with CSU to occur.  Even though some leases currently exist, and private mineral rights occur in parts of Shenandoah Mountain Crest, no new leases should be permitted where mineral rights are federally owned.  Two of the standards for roads (8E7-024, 8E7-026) are also troubling.  These allow some flexibility in road construction, reconstruction, and construction of parking facilities.  As with SBA road standards, this is not consistent the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule, as the vast majority of Shenandoah Mountain Crest occurs within Inventoried Roadless Areas.  These disturbances should not be allowed in the Shenandoah Mountain Crest. 



There are some positive developments in the draft plan relative to SBAs.  The expansion of the Big Levels SBA is welcome, as is the creation of some new SBAs.  The newly designated Cast Steel Pond wetland area is a sensitive site that merits the SBA designation.  However, the draft plan should incorporate all the recommendations of the Virginia and West Virginia Natural Heritage programs in designating and managing SBAs.  The locations and sizes of areas recommended by the Natural Heritage programs should be followed.



Unfortunately, the draft plan does not meet all the recommendations of the Virginia Division of Natural Heritage (VDNH).  Many of the SBAs in the draft plan are smaller in size than recommendations made by VDNH.  In fact, of the approximately 122,500 acres recommended for SBA by VDNH, only about 109,000 acres are designated as SBA or one of the seven related management prescription areas described above (VDNH, Sept. 2011).  This means that many biologically significant sites recognized by VDNH are in inappropriate management prescription areas.  At least 43 sites in the GW that VDNH has identified as biologically significant and recommended for SBA designation include areas assigned to Mosaics of Habitat (VDNH, Sept. 2011).  More than 3200 acres of the VDNH sites are assigned to Mosaics of Habitat.  



Mosaics of Habitat is clearly an inappropriate management prescription area for sites that VDNH recommends for SBA designation.  Other management prescriptions, such as Scenic Corridor and Viewshed, Indiana Bat Secondary Protection and others, are assigned to portions of VDNH recognized sites that were not included in SBAs.  These management prescription areas pose potential problems for the proper management of these biologically sensitive sites that should be designated as SBAs. 



The Shenandoah Mountain Crest-Cow Knob Salamander management prescription area illustrates the problem.  The Virginia portion of this area is smaller in size than the VDNH recommendation.  Portions of the site that are outside the prescription area but within the area recommended by VDNH fall into several management prescription areas, including Mosaics of Habitat.  



Frozen Knob and Peters Mountain North also illustrate the problem.  Both were assigned to a new management prescription area, Key Natural Heritage Community Area, in order to protect the very high quality old growth forest habitat occurring there.  The new designation and identification of these two areas is very positive.  However, only 3307 acres are designated as Key Natural Heritage Community Areas in the draft plan.  This is approximately 1868 acres less than the VDNH recommendation.  The 1868 acres not included in the site are assigned to Mosaics of Habitat, as is all the area of the national forest surrounding the two sites.  Again, Mosaics of Habitat is clearly an inappropriate management prescription for these two sites.





Wood Turtles. 

An example of incorporating the most current information in managing the forest is the TES list.  The list is currently developed and maintained by the US Forest Service Regional Office in Atlanta, and has not been formally updated in many years.  In recent months, a locally rare species inhabiting the GW, the wood turtle (Glyptemys insculpta), was reclassified by NatureServe from a G4 species (described as “Apparently Secure” globally) to a G3 species (“Vulnerable” globally).  The classification of “Vulnerable” is defined as “At moderate risk of extinction or elimination due to a restricted range, relatively few populations, recent and widespread declines, or other factors.”  The draft plan does not incorporate this recent classification change.  GW staff must use information of this sort immediately in making management decisions, and not be reliant upon receiving an officially updated list.



The reclassification of the wood turtle highlights two things:  1) the need to designate an SBA specifically to conserve the existing population in the GW, and 2) the need for the Forest Service to classify the wood turtle as a “sensitive species.”  The 2009 Wood Turtle Species Conservation Strategy for the GW, which is largely incorporated in the draft forest plan (beginning at page G-55 of Appendix G, DEIS), is inadequate for long term protection of the species.  Though a wood turtle “Emphasis Area” is identified, and several “Goals and Conservation Measures” are given, there are no mechanisms to ensure the Emphasis Area is sufficiently protected and that Conservation Measures are enacted. 



Further, the Goals and Conservation Measures lack information specific enough to guide forest management.  For example, Conservation Measure 1.01 (page G-55) states “Maintain or create openings in riparian areas for turtle foraging and thermoregulation.”  There is no information provided about the desired number, size, or spacing of openings, the desired physical or vegetative characteristics of the openings, or how they relate to overall physical and vegetative qualities of the riparian areas as a whole.  In fact, Section 4 of the Species Diversity Report of the draft plan (Appendix F of DEIS) lists five distinct ecological systems that the wood turtle is associated with:  late successional hardwood dominated forest, grassland, shrubland, open woodland, and riparian areas.  



Without more specific information and guidance, the Goals and Conservation Measures are open to widely different interpretation and are not useful in making management decisions.  To help ensure long term viability of the wood turtle population in the GW, the “Emphasis Area” should be expanded in size and designated as a Special Biological Area.  





Cerulean Warbler.

The cerulean warbler (Dendroica cerulea) is a prime example of a bird species with dangerously declining population levels that could benefit from proper management of their habitat on the GW.  As an “area-sensitive”, forest interior breeding bird, large land areas like the GW are necessary for the long term viability of their population.  Breeding Bird Survey data from 1967 through 2007 show a population decline of approximately 80%, with much of the decline occurring in the warbler’s core breeding range (J.R. Sauer et al., The North American Breeding Bird Survey, Results and Analysis 1966-2007, Version 5.15.2008, USGS Patuxent Wildlife Research Center, Laurel, MD, at www.mbr-pwrc.usgs.gov/bbs/bbs.html).  



The cerulean warbler population is obviously in trouble.  Management measures for the species in the draft plan will be ineffective however, and possibly counterproductive.  Comments submitted on the draft plan by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, provide good discussion and recommendations for managing cerulean warbler habitat in the GW.  We incorporate the referenced comments herein.





Management Indicator Species. 

We believe the 14 Management Indicator Species (MIS) listed in Table 2.5 of the draft plan (page 2-15) are of limited value as overall indicators of the effects of forest management. Page 3-342 of the DEIS states MIS are “selected during forest planning ‘because their population changes are believed to indicate the effects of management activities’ (36 CFR 219.19(a)(1)) on important elements of plant and animal diversity.” 



The MIS list includes one fish (the only aquatic species), one salamander, three mammals, and nine birds.  No reptiles, invertebrates, plants, or fungi are on the list.  We believe species that are more sensitive to active forest management should be used as MIS.  Though the Cow Knob salamander (Plethodon punctatus) is sensitive to disturbance and activities, its very restricted range diminishes its value as a forest-wide MIS.  



The eastern red-backed salamander (Plethodon cinereus) would be a very appropriate MIS, as an indicator of activities harmful to amphibians and, conversely, an indicator of healthy, resilient forest ecosystems.  It is known to occupy the entire range of the GW.  The Virginia Fish and Wildlife Information Service, BOVA Booklet notes it is "absent from highly acidic soils with pH <3.7". 



The MIS list should be revised to include greater diversity of taxa and species that more directly reflect the effects of forest management activities.  Other comments submitted on the draft plan advocate that fungal species in general, and the honey mushroom (Armillaria mellea) in particular, be used as a MIS in the final plan.  We encourage full consideration of this.





Old Growth.  

We support implementing the Region 8 Old Growth Guidance, as the draft plan seeks to do.  Old growth forests are a tremendously valuable resource that contribute mightily to conserving biodiversity and mitigating the effects of climate change through carbon sequestration.  



We are disappointed that the draft plan would allow harvest of two types of old growth communities – Dry-Mesic Oak Forest (type 21) and Dry & Dry-Mesic Oak Pine Forest (type 25).  The current (1993) plan does not allow harvest of type 25.  We also believe that mesic sites containing old growth forest are less common in the GW than dry sites, and are deserving of increased attention and protection.  



We endorse and support comments submitted on old growth issues in the draft plan by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, and incorporate the referenced comments herein.





Forest Restoration.  

We strongly advocate true ecological restoration of watersheds and ecosystems in the GW.  The draft plan identifies and emphasizes the need for restoration of many resources, including watersheds, riparian resources, aquatic diversity, and soil quality.  We have concerns though about some aspects of the draft plan, including the lack of discussion and analysis of the role that natural disturbance plays in creating early successional habitat across the forest.  



We are also concerned about the term “open woodland” as it is used in the draft plan and DEIS.  In some document sections, the term is vague and not well-defined, even though there are ambitious goals for creating open woodland (e.g., Tables B.1.1 and B.2.2 of the DEIS).   Both the extent (i.e., acreage) and locations for potential open woodland creation must be justifiable based on ecological grounds and physical site conditions.  



We endorse and support comments submitted on restoration issues, particularly in relation to natural disturbances and open woodland, in the draft plan by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, and incorporate the referenced comments herein.





Wind Energy.  

We are very concerned about the potential for industrial scale wind energy projects that the draft plan allows. We recognize the need to shift to renewable energy sources for producing electricity in the United States. The environmental benefits of moving away from fossil fuels, nuclear power, and other common sources of generating electricity are numerous and significant.  However, we have serious concerns about siting large wind turbines on the ridgelines of the GW. 



The draft plan identifies 11 management prescription areas, totaling approximately 456,000 acres, as unsuitable for utility scale wind energy development.  This leaves roughly 610,000 acres of the GW available for consideration of wind energy projects. Of this, 39,236 acres of ridge crest, is judged “suitable for consideration of wind energy development” (based on areas classified in wind power classes 3 through 7).  Due to the inevitable impact on wildlife and habitat, we believe that all areas of the GW are inappropriate for large scale wind energy projects. The benefits of this type of development in GW have not been demonstrated, but the direct impacts to wildlife, habitat fragmentation, ground disturbance, water resource degradation, and industrial intrusion on forested mountain landscape that would result are clear.  

 

Any consideration of wind energy development on the GW should involve National Environmental Policy Act review, including objective assessment of both costs and benefits.  The final plan should include an explicit standard requiring that any permit application for any project related to wind energy development shall include reviewable data and analysis that quantifies any purported benefits associated with the particular proposed project.



Although large-scale wind energy development has been promoted as part of the solution to some of our most pressing energy and environmental challenges, the limited available analysis indicates that wind energy is, at best, only a small part of the solution. Wind energy is highly diffuse and intermittent, and wind energy development requires a large footprint to generate relatively small amounts of electricity. A 2007 National Research Council report, Environmental Impacts of Wind Energy Projects, incorporated herein by reference, found that the most ambitious level of onshore wind development could satisfy only 3.5 to 19% of the projected increase in U.S. electricity demand through 2020 and offset U.S. carbon emissions by only 1.2 to 4.5%.  Given that 95% of the U.S. onshore wind resource is located in the western part of the country, the potential contribution of wind energy development on central Appalachian ridges is substantially less (National Research Council, 2007. Environmental Impacts of Wind Energy Projects. Washington, DC: National Academy Press, http://www.nap.edu/catalog/11935.html). 



In addition to other environmental damage associated with wind energy development, impact with wind turbines is a significant cause of bird mortality.  In 2009, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service estimated that 440,000 birds are killed at wind farms each year (A. Manville. 2009. Towers, Turbines, Power Lines and Buildings – Steps Being Taken by the US Fish & Wildlife Service to Avoid or Minimize Take of Migratory Birds at These Structures. Proceedings of the Fourth International Partners In Flight Conference).  Sadly, the direct mortality of birds by wind turbines has not been adequately studied to this point in time.  This lack of data is true of the ridgelines of the Appalachian and Alleghany Mountains, where migrating songbirds and raptors often occur in great numbers.  



It is widely known that many raptors, and golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) in particular, are susceptible to collisions with turbine blades.  Recent research has shown that the population of golden eagles in eastern North America is small, and that a large proportion of these birds both travel through and overwinter in the Appalachian Mountains.  Although the golden eagle is rare in the eastern U.S., recent research has shown that wintering golden eagles often concentrate on forested ridges in the central Appalachian region.  These are the same areas that show the most potential for wind energy development in the GW.  Given the significant risk to these birds posed by wind development, areas of coincident golden eagle use and potential wind energy development should be carefully determined before any decisions are made to allow wind development in the GW.  We also recommend adherence to the requirements of the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act a prerequisite for wind project consideration.



The potential impacts of wind turbines to bat populations are even less studied and known than potential impacts to birds.  The federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) occurs in the GW.  The federally endangered Virginia big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii virginianus) occurs on private lands near the GW, though no known hibernacula or summer roosts have been documented in the GW.  The bats likely fly over and forage in the GW though (Appendix F, DEIS). 



Of tremendous concern is the white-nose syndrome (WNS) that is decimating bat populations in the northeastern U.S. and beyond.  Since first observed in 2006 in New York, it has been blamed for the death of more than 1 million bats and has spread to many states, including Virginia and West Virginia.  It is a threat to many species of bats, and is known to occur in Indiana bats.  Scientists fear WNS is a threat to Virginia big-eared bats as well, as the fungus that causes the syndrome, Geomyces destructans, has been found in caves where the bat hibernates (Smithsonian Conservation Biology Institute website, 13 Oct. 2011, http://nationalzoo.si.edu/scbi/SpeciesSurvival/VirgianiaBigEaredBats/default.cfm).  Given existing threats to bat species, particularly these two endangered species, the additional threat posed by industrial scale wind energy development should not be allowed in the GW.



It is important to note that birds and bats are threatened not only by mortality from collisions with wind turbine blades, but from degradation, fragmentation, and loss of habitat as well.  Development of industrial wind facilities (generally requiring 2-5 acres of cleared land for each industrial sized wind turbine), transmission-line corridors, and corresponding access roads will negatively impact populations of many wildlife species through habitat loss and damage. 



One of the perceived benefits of wind energy production is a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions when generating electricity, thus reducing a primary cause of global warming. It is highly ironic then, that some of the most critical natural areas required by flora and fauna in adapting to climate change – the ridgeline and high elevation areas of the eastern mountains – will be removed if wind energy facilities are developed.  The need for animal and plant populations to move along both elevation and latitudinal gradients in response to changing climate conditions will be severely impacted by eliminating or degrading these very habitat areas.  





Hydraulic Fracturing, Oil & Gas Leasing.   

We strongly support the prohibition on horizontal drilling in the draft plan.  This will reduce the risk of serious water quality degradation and other environmental concerns associated with hydraulic fracturing.  Please keep this prohibition in place.



We are very concerned about the degree of oil and gas leasing that will be possible under the draft plan.  Approximately 994,000 acres, or 93% of the forest, will be open to oil and gas leasing in some form.  Approximately 556,000 acres will be open to standard lease terms (as opposed to No Surface Occupancy, Controlled Surface Use, etc.), an increase of 411,000 acres from the current (1993) plan. 



The full potential impacts of vertical wells, including the hydraulic fracturing that typically accompanies them, have not been adequately analyzed in the draft plan or DEIS.  Much more analysis of potential surface area and ground disturbance and impacts to water quality, biodiversity, scenic and recreational resources, and other natural resources is needed.  Comments submitted by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, include a discussion of the need for further analysis, and we incorporate the referenced comments herein.



Oil and gas leasing should not be allowed in the GW where mineral rights are federally owned.  Further leases should not be made available and existing leases should be removed from lease availability when they expire. 





Woody Biomass.  

As we stated in comments jointly submitted with Heartwood on July 6, 2009 and May 6, 2010 on the forest planning process, woody biomass is a significant issue on the GW as forests and trees are becoming increasingly desirable as a source of energy.  



There are significant environmental, economic, and ecological problems with woody biomass, though.  Among the resources that are likely be negatively impacted are water quality, air quality, soil fertility, fish and wildlife habitat, and recreational areas.  Sourcing for and the harvesting of woody biomass on the GW is incompatible with other uses of the forest.  Biomass production and sourcing, as well as whole tree harvesting techniques in particular, should be prohibited in the GW. 


There are many detailed and thorough accounts of the negative impacts of using woody biomass as a source of energy.  Among the best reports are:

		Massachusetts Biomass Sustainability and Carbon Policy Study: Report to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources. Walker, T., editor. Manomet Center for Conservation Sciences. 2010. 

		Biomass Electricity in the United States: The case for ending taxpayer and ratepayer subsidies for this form of “renewable” energy.  Sheehan, M., Chirillo, S., Schlossberg, J., Sammons, W., Leonard, M. Biomass Accountability Project. June, 2011.





Comments on the draft plan and DEIS submitted by Heartwood on October 17, 2011 detail many of the specific environmental, economic, and ecological problems associated with woody biomass harvesting.  Their comments also describe and discuss the problems associated with the analysis of woody biomass issues in the draft plan and DEIS.  Their comments are incorporated herein by reference.  





Climate Change.  

In dealing with the effects of climate change, standing forests and soils are more valuable as carbon sinks than in using forest resources as fuel or as a source of renewable energy.  The final plan for the GW should not allow further gas and oil leasing, industrial scale wind energy development, whole tree harvesting, or timber harvesting for biomass incineration.



The draft plan does not adequately address climate change concerns or forest management activities designed to reduce its impacts.  Comments submitted by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, and The Wilderness Society on October 17, 2011, include recommendations for improving ways to address climate change in the draft plan, and we incorporate the referenced comments herein.





Timber Harvest.  

Annual timber harvest levels in the GW have generally declined since the current plan was completed in 1993.  This is a welcome trend.  We believe the draft plan’s objective for annual timber harvest should be lower than stated range of 1800-3000 acres/year.  



Good management direction for timber harvest is lacking in the draft plan.  There are few standards for timber management, and they written more as guidelines that lack explicit or strict language.  We are concerned about timber harvest on steep slopes and believe a clear standard is needed.  The analysis of lands suitable for timber production did not screen out all steep slopes from the suitable lands.  It explicitly considers logging on slopes steeper than 30%, including ground-based logging on slopes up to 35% (draft plan, page 4-13).  Forestwide Standard FW-111 (page 4-13) recommends using cable, helicopter or other advanced harvesting techniques on land sloping 35% or more.







Comments submitted by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, and The Wilderness Society on October 17, 2011, include a discussion of the weaknesses in the timber and vegetation management direction of the draft plan and the lack of full economic analysis of the various types of harvesting methods that may be used.  We incorporate the referenced comments herein.





Timber Suitability Analysis.  

We endorse and support comments submitted on timber suitability analysis in the draft plan by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, and incorporate the referenced comments herein.





Social and Economic Analysis.   

We endorse and support comments submitted on the social and economic analyses in the draft plan by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, and incorporate the referenced comments herein.





Maximizing and Monitoring Long Term Net Public Benefits.  

1.	The DEIS fails to implement a methodology or present a comparative analysis of the long term Net Public Benefits of the alternatives considered.



2.	The DEIS fails to offer an alternative that specifically contains those management directives, goals, objectives and prescriptions that maximize long term Net Public Benefits.



3.	The draft plan fails to create a monitoring and evaluation plan for determining and evaluating the effects of the management plan, management practices, and projects on long term Net Public Benefits.



4.	The GW planning team, Supervisor and Regional Supervisor have failed to choose as the preferred alternative that alternative (from the range of alternatives presented) which specifically maximizes long term Net Public Benefits.



5.	The draft plan and DEIS fail to consider these issues and requests as raised in the Conservation Alternative, submitted by Wild Virginia and Heartwood on May 06, 2010, as comments on the Notice of Intent.



In its opening paragraph, the 1982 National Forest System Land and Resource Planning Rule states “the resulting plans shall provide for multiple use and sustained yield of goods and services from the National Forest System in a way that maximizes long term net public benefits in an environmentally sound manner.” (emphasis ours) (47 FR 43037, Sec 219.1)



The term “net public benefits” is defined in the 1982 NFMA regulations as “An expression used to signify the overall long-term value to the nation of all outputs and positive effects (benefits) less all associated inputs and negative effects (costs) whether they can be quantitatively valued or not. Net public benefits are measured by both quantitative and qualitative criteria rather than a single measure or index.  The maximization of net public benefits to be derived from management of units of the National Forest System is consistent with the principles of multiple use and sustained yield.”(Sec. 219.3) 



In other words, Net Public Benefit comprises 1) Revenues (benefits) and Expenditures (costs) that can be valued in Dollars, and 2) Non-Monetary Costs (inputs, negative effects) and Benefits (outputs, positive effects) expressed in quantitative or qualitative terms including Ecosystem Services valuations.



Long term Net Public Benefits of a plan alternative are maximized when, over the 10-15 duration of the implementation of that alternative: 

		The public benefits derived from the provision of goods and services—including Ecosystem Services—as outlined in the alternative are higher than the public costs incurred in providing them,



The stock, store, supply and value of the goods and services—including Ecosystem Services—available is maximized so that the potential yield of goods and services could be maximized over the term of the alternative, and

There is no conceivable other mix of goods and services—including Ecosystem Services—or use of resources that could provide any higher long term Net Public Benefit. 

 

Within the constraints of its budget, the Forest Service maximizes long term Net Public Benefit by creating, considering and choosing the alternative that generates the greatest long term Net Public Benefit over those that create a lower long term Net Public Benefit or a net loss.  Long term Net Public Benefit for an alternative is maximized when management directives, goals, objectives and prescriptions allow and encourage those management activities that increase the supply and value of goods and services and strictly limits or eliminates those management activities that decrease the value of goods and services so that the supply and value of available goods and services is maximized.  



What does it mean when long term Net Public Benefit is not maximized? It means that when both monetary and non-monetary effects of the forest plan are considered and estimated, that a different use of funds, pursuing different activities, or refraining from particular activities could provide society with a higher long term Net Public Benefit than the one achieved by the GW Plan.  Long term Net Public Benefit cannot be maximized when activities allowed under one alternative that have a lower long term Net Public Benefit are preferred over activities that are allowed by another alternative which have a higher long term Net Public Benefit. 



The Forest Service, both in its forest planning, implementation and monitoring, has consistently failed to fulfill its legally required responsibilities with regard to long term Net Public Benefits.  For example, neither the 1993 Final Revised Land and Resource Management Plan nor the 1993 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington National Forest (1993 FEIS) contain any substantive mention of long term Net Public Benefits. The 1993 FEIS uses the term twice:  the term “net public benefit” is defined in the glossary (Glossary-5) and is mentioned once in reference to 1982 regulatory requirements (The Analysis Process, Appendix B, page B-90).  Neither the 1993 Final Revised Land and Resource Management Plan nor the 1993 FEIS contain any long term Net Public Benefit analysis, comparative or otherwise.  



The 2011 DEIS appears to use Present Net Value as a proxy for long term Net Public Benefit. This fails to meet Forest Service responsibilities and results in comparative economic analysis which totally ignores the value of the stock of resources—increasing or decreasing—over the long term.  It also fails to include any valuation of Ecosystem Services—a critical component of long term Net Public Benefits—over the term of the plan.  



The only references in the DEIS to Net Public Benefit make note of the NFMA regulations and states that “for resources that have no values estimated by generally accepted methods, we will discuss them in a narrative fashion as part of the assessment of net public benefits that is made in the Record of Decision…” (page 3-297).  The DEIS then presents Table C12.19:  Cumulative Decadal Present Net Value of Benefits and Costs, which compares various components of cost and benefits by program among the seven plan alternatives.  



The complete absence of accounting for Ecosystem Services, and the failure of any analysis that values the stock of resources under these alternatives, demonstrates that net present value cannot substitute for long term Net Public Benefits.



The draft plan and DEIS do not analyze, assess, or compare long term Net Public Benefits under different management scenarios, as required by NFMA regulations.  “While the concept of net public benefits is widely discussed in the economics literature and while various statutes and administrative directives suggest that this is indeed a goal of national forest management, the reality is that there is no objective way to determine when this goal is achieved—too many relevant factors cannot be quantified, let alone expressed in monetary terms.  In a democratic society such as ours, the presumption is that net public benefits will be maximized as diverse stakeholders compete with one another through the political process (directive from Ann M. Bartuska, Director, USFS Forest and Rangeland Staff to Regional Directors, File Code: 2400, November 6, 2000).”  To defer responsibility for clear economic analysis to a “democratic political process,” is irresponsible on the part of the Forest Service and not acceptable. 



The absence of any comparative long term Net Public Benefit analysis in the DEIS prevents the agency from making a determination of which alternative maximizes long term Net Public Benefit.  Moreover, the absence of any comparative long term Net Public Benefit analysis denies the public critical information with which to compare alternatives and/or determine which alternative, in fact, maximizes long term Net Public Benefit. 



The most clear, specific and relevant analysis of Net Public Benefit can be found in; 

		Economic Contributions and Expenditures in the National Forests, prepared by Karyn Moskowitz, MBA,  for the American Lands Alliance and the John Muir Project of  Earth Island Institute, Washington, D.C. January 1999. 

		The Economic Case Against National Forest Logging, Karyn Moskowitz, National Forest Protection Alliance,  December, 1999.

		Economic Analysis of the 2006 Wayne National Forest Plan, Greenfire Consulting Group, LLC, Heartwood, May, 2008.





Analysis on maximizing long term net public benefit by issue in the George Washington National Forest can be found in:

		The Conservation Alternative—George Washington National Forest—comments on the Notice of Intent, Wild Virginia and Heartwood, May 6, 2010.



	



Conservation Alternative, Other Plan Alternatives.  

The Forest Service must consider a full range of alternatives when developing and deciding upon the forest plan.  As presented in the DEIS (using Present Value figures, Table C12.19, page 3-297), Alternative C has the lowest budget cost of all seven plan alternatives.  It maximizes net public benefits and protects all resource values in the long term.  However, because it maximizes creation of Wilderness Study Areas (all of the potential wilderness areas) and minimizes oil and gas leasing on the GW (no oil or gas leases where mineral rights are federally owned and no horizontal drilling), we do not believe it was given full and fair consideration



The oil and gas leasing availability is particularly illuminating.  Several plan alternatives prohibit horizontal drilling, but every alternative other than Alternative C makes more than 600,000 acres available for vertical wells.  This results in two basic options – no availability and wide availability.  With only one plan alternative providing “no availability”, the “no availability” option was not seriously considered or analyzed.  Failure to do so puts the natural resources of the GW in jeopardy.  



Alternative C should be adopted as the Preferred Alternative and as the Final Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington National Forest.



Thank you for considering our comments on the draft plan. 



Sincerely,
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David Hannah, Conservation Director

Wild Virginia

P.O. Box 1065

Charlottesville, VA  22902

Phone:  (434) 971-1553

Email:  dhannah@wildvirginia.org 





Attachments



		The State of Our Water: Managing and Protecting the Drinking Water Resources of the George Washington National Forest. 2008. Wild Virginia. (http://wildvirginia.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/01/state-of-our-water-full-report.pdf" http://wildvirginia.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/01/state-of-our-water-full-report.pdf) 

		Towers, Turbines, Power Lines and Buildings – Steps Being Taken by the US Fish & Wildlife Service to Avoid or Minimize Take of Migratory Birds at These Structures. 2009. A. Manville.  

		White-Nose Syndrome. From website for Smithsonian Conservation Biology Institute. October 13, 2009.  (http://nationalzoo.si.edu/scbi/SpeciesSurvival/VirgianiaBigEaredBats/default.cfm" http://nationalzoo.si.edu/scbi/SpeciesSurvival/VirgianiaBigEaredBats/default.cfm)  
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October 17, 2011 
 
Maureen T. Hyzer, Forest Supervisor 
George Washington Plan Revision 
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA  24019 
 
 

Re:  Draft Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington 
National Forest and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Revised Land and 
Resource Management Plan 

 
 
Dear Supervisor Hyzer: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Revised Land and Resource 
Management Plan (draft plan) and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the George 
Washington National Forest (GW).  Please accept the following comments from Wild Virginia.  
 
 
Water Resources.  
We are glad to see the increased attention the draft plan places on watersheds and water 
resources compared to the current (1993) plan.  We believe more protective measures for water 
resources are needed though.  Specific management objectives for the two watershed types 
identified in the draft plan – Drinking Watersheds and Priority Watersheds - should be part of the 
final forest plan.  The desired conditions for watersheds (page 2-3, draft plan) are too general to 
be of practical use in managing the GW.  Similarly, the five objectives for Watershed Resources 
(page 3-4, draft plan) lack sufficient definition of terms (e.g., “restored, sustained or enhanced”, 
“appropriate instream habitat”, “healthy biological communities”, etc.) or detail to be 
quantifiable and are too general to be useful in managing the GW. 
 
As a practical matter, quantifiable objectives in forest plans often lead to targets and specific 
projects to implement them, while more general goals fall by the wayside.  Without clear 
restoration objectives and management standards for these watersheds, it is difficult to have 
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confidence that specific restoration projects will move forward in these watersheds or even that 
these watersheds will receive enhanced consideration and protection during project planning. 
 
We are troubled by the large area of the GW that is open to road building in the draft plan.  
Roughly 92% of the GW would be open to either permanent or temporary road construction.  
According to Table 3.5 (page 3-27, draft plan), only seven prescription management areas 
totaling 83,000 acres completely prohibit both permanent and temporary road construction.  This 
has serious implications for sedimentation and water quality.   
 
We believe that many Forest Service roads in the GW, both permanent and temporary, 
negatively affect water quality by funneling or conveying sediment-laden runoff to nearby 
streams.  The DEIS states that the existing system roads in the GW “continue to be a chronic 
source of sediment.” (page 3-52)  Decommissioning roads is an excellent restoration tool for 
both watershed and forest health and should be widely used.  Five of the seven plan alternatives 
have a stated goal of 160 miles of decommissioned roads during the first decade of the new plan 
(Table 2-3, page 2-21, DEIS).  Alternative A does not list a goal (presumably it is zero) and 
Alternative D has 80 miles as its goal.  This does not adequately represent a full range of 
alternatives for road decommissioning.  More levels of decommissioning should be included in 
the analysis, including higher goals.  We do not feel that a “cap” or maximum amount of road 
closing should be part of the draft plan.   
 
Comments submitted by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest 
Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 
17, 2011, point out agency responsibilities relative to roads, the forest-wide road system, and 
Travel Analysis Process under the Clean Water Act and other federal or agency mandates.  We 
incorporate the referenced comments herein. 
 
Unfortunately, much of the land in important watersheds of the GW is open to road building.  
Again based on prescription management areas, our GIS analysis indicates that 94% of the 
Drinking Watersheds land, 88% of the Priority Watersheds land, and 92% of “local drinking 
watersheds” land (from the 2008 report from Wild Virginia, The State of Our Water) are 
available to either permanent or temporary road construction.   
 
Similarly, much of the land in the three watershed areas is considered Suitable for Timber 
Production.  The 438,000 acres of the GW that are suitable in the draft plan represents roughly 
41% of the total land base.  Approximately one third, or 33%, of the Drinking Watershed lands 
are considered suitable.  Priority Watersheds contain approximately 36% of lands in the suitable 
category, and “local drinking watersheds” contain approximately 39%.  These percentages are 
only slightly below the forest-wide average, and fail to adequately address water quality issues in 
these watersheds.  In watersheds already identified as priorities for restoration, road construction 
and other ground-disturbing activities that adversely affect water quality, rather than improving 
it, should be more limited. 
 
 
Drinking Watersheds.   



Comments on GWNF Draft Plan, from Wild Virginia, 10/17/11                                             3 
 

The nine watersheds and approximately 73,000 acres in Drinking Watersheds are based on the 
definition of Public Water Supplies (PWS) described in the Virginia Water Quality Standards (at 
www.deq.state.va.us/wqs/documents/WQS_eff_6JAN2011.pdf).  We believe this is a very 
limited perspective on lands in the GW that supply drinking water to local communities.  As one 
example, headwater areas are often excluded from the PWS watersheds (see discussion in 
following paragraph).  We believe the “local drinking watersheds” identified in The State of Our 
Water: Managing and Protecting the Drinking Water Resources of the George Washington 
National Forest (published by Wild Virginia in 2008, and attached), composed of approximately 
426,000 acres in Virginia, are much more accurate and realistic data for indicating sources of 
public drinking water.  
 
State defined PWS often, but not always, limit the geographic extent of watersheds to 5 miles 
upstream of a water intake point.  In the GW, Pedlar River and Dry River watersheds are 
examples of this.  The entirety of the watersheds are not included as PWS (and thus Drinking 
Watersheds in the draft plan).  The North River watershed upstream of the Staunton Reservoir is 
an exception to the normal PWS definition, and rightly includes the headwaters area in the 
watershed.   
 
Staff members of the GW, in developing the draft plan, wisely added the Skidmore Fork 
watershed (upstream of Switzer Lake) to the Dry River watershed (R. Patton, personal 
communication, Aug. 2011), thus including more (but not all) of the Dry River watershed in 
Drinking Watersheds.  We strongly believe the full geographic extent of both the Dry River and 
Pedlar River watersheds, including all headwaters areas, should be included in Drinking 
Watersheds. 
 
Priority Watersheds.  
Identifying priority watersheds is a good concept, but the draft plan does not adequately describe 
how or why the watersheds were selected.  The draft plan (page 2-2) states only the intent to 
“highlight those watersheds with sensitive aquatic species, currently identified water quality 
concerns due to private land or natural causes (impaired streams), and watersheds providing 
drinking water.”   This explanation does not allow a meaningful review of  the process or the  
results.  The complete methodology for identifying and designating 36 priority watersheds and 
approximately 440,000 acres must be part of the forest plan.   
 
Less than half, approximately 46%, of the acreage in Priory Watersheds occurs within “local 
drinking watersheds.”  This seems to lessen the importance in the draft plan of protecting all 
drinking water resources in the GW.   
 
Priority Watersheds include almost all of the nine Drinking Watersheds.  There are two 
exceptions though.  The areas described below are not within Priority Watersheds, but should be 
included in them in the final plan.  A very rough size estimation is 2300 acres in the two areas 
combined. 

• The “North Fork Shenandoah” Drinking Watershed.  A small part of this watershed is in 
the GW but not included in a Priority Watershed.  The area is on the northwestern edge of 
Massanutten Mountain, upstream of the Strasburg water intake point.  

http://www.deq.state.va.us/wqs/documents/WQS_eff_6JAN2011.pdf
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• The “NF Shenandoah-Cedar Creek” Drinking Watershed.  There is considerable overlap 
of this watershed and the GW.  Most of the GW lands are in a Priority Watershed (Paddy 
Run-Cedar Creek).  But two areas of the forest inside the Drinking Watershed are outside 
a Priority Watershed.  One area is at the very northern tip of Massanutten Mountain. The 
second area is at the very northeastern end of the Lee RD (west of Massanutten Mountain 
and north of Big Schloss).   

 
 
Riparian Areas.  
Riparian areas in the GW deserve special attention.  Riparian corridors should be wider than 100 
feet along perennial streams and 50 feet along intermittent streams specified forest-wide (in areas 
where the slope of the ground is 10% or less), as the draft plan calls for.  These are the minimum 
widths required so as not to negatively impact aquatic species.  The widths should be 
significantly expanded to improve water quality and aquatic habitat and provide riparian habitat 
for many species (e.g., salamanders, turtles) that use these special areas.  The Draft Evaluation of 
the Need for Change (Forest Service document dated March 2010) has a good discussion of 
Riparian Resources and related topics. Viewpoint 1 (page 33, and additional discussion on page 
39) provides good information on the need to adequately protect intermittent (and ephemeral) 
streams and the large variety of wildlife species that benefit from wide riparian buffers along all 
streams.    
 
A variety of disturbances are allowed inside riparian corridors under the draft plan.  Permissible 
activities and facilities, under some conditions, include oil and gas leasing, timber harvest, 
grazing, roads, motorized trails, and recreation facilities (pages 4-114 to 116).  These or other 
disturbances that concentrate runoff, cause erosion, or transport sediment into stream channels 
only need to be rehabilitated or mitigated to reduce or eliminate impacts (page 4-112).  That is, 
the disturbance does not necessarily have to be eliminated.  These conditions can be harmful to 
forest resources.  Wider riparian corridors are one means to minimize and help mitigate the 
potential negative impacts.     
 
Appendix A of the draft plan (page A-3) states “This Forest Plan meets or exceeds State Best 
Management Practices”, but this is not entirely accurate.  On sloping lands (slope class of 11% 
and higher), the draft plan requirements are less stringent than the Virginia Best Management 
Practices (BMPs).  State BMPs call for streamside management zones along Municipal Water 
Supplies (including both perennial and intermittent streams) to be 150 feet wide where the slope 
of the ground is 11-45%, and 200 feet wide where the slope exceeds 45% (Virginia’s Forestry 
Best Management Practices for Water Quality, 5th edition, March 2011, page 37).  These exceed 
the draft plan riparian corridor widths for both permanent and intermittent streams.  At a 
minimum, the riparian corridor widths in “local drinking watersheds”, Priority, and Drinking 
Watersheds of the GW should meet these state BMPs.   
 
Sedimentation.  
Sedimentation is a large threat to water quality everywhere, including the GW.  A number of 
Forest Service documents state “On National Forest System land, sedimentation is the primary 
factor in water quality degradation.  Sedimentation may be introduced into stream channels from 
soil disturbing activities such as timber harvesting and road construction.” (e.g., 2007 
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Environmental Assessment, Cubville Project, Warm Springs Ranger District)   The DEIS (page 
3-40) also describes sedimentation as the largest potential impact on water quality stemming 
from forest management activities.   
 
Despite its threat, sedimentation is not directly measured or monitored under the draft plan.  
Instead, quantifying the number of acres of soil disturbance will be used as a proxy for direct 
measurement.  This is wholly inadequate to account for the impacts of sedimentation.  Among 
other things, all ground disturbing activities are assumed to have equal impact with regard to 
sedimentation and site-specific conditions are not taken into account (e.g., proximity of streams 
or other waterways, soil conditions, slope, existing ground disturbance, etc.). 
 
According to Table A6.3 of the DEIS (page 3-50), the draft plan would result in the second 
highest amount of soil disturbance of all the plan alternatives (315 to 407 acres).  Even though 
using acres of soil disturbed as a proxy for sedimentation could be highly inaccurate, the draft 
plan would have the second greatest impact on sediment and water quality, according to the 
DEIS.  This is troubling in light of the fact that many sixth-level watersheds in the GW are 
already “functioning at risk” (Forest Service Watershed Condition Classification – Region 8, 
http://www.fs.fed.us/publications/watershed/).   
 
The final plan for the GW should minimize ground disturbance and the resulting sedimentation 
in the GW.  Measuring sedimentation in strategic locations and waterways must be part of the 
final plan.  Monitoring and measuring sediment will complement the macroinvertebrate sampling 
in the GW streams and should be part of forest management. 
 
 
Aquatic Species Viability.  
The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) regulations require that “Fish and wildlife 
habitat shall be managed to maintain viable populations of existing native and desired non-
native vertebrate species in the planning area.”   The DEIS does not adequately consider the 
effects of each plan alternative on species viability, or adequately describe how forest 
management under each alternative would promote species viability.   
 
The viability of many aquatic species is already at risk, and the viability evaluation results 
indicate that many of these species will remain at risk (Table 5, Appendix H, DEIS).   A large 
number of aquatic species in the forest, including all fish and mussel species of viability concern, 
are sensitive to sediment (Table 4, Appendix H, DEIS).  As discussed above, the draft plan 
(Alternative G) is expected to produce the second-highest amount of sediment of all seven plan 
alternatives.  This means there is potential for significant negative impacts on the viability of 
these species.  The analysis of aquatic species viability in the draft plan and DEIS is inadequate 
under both NFMA and the National Environmental Policy Act. 
 
 
Roadless and Wilderness Areas.  (final draft) 
The GW is one of the very few places in the eastern U.S. where large areas of relatively 
undisturbed, mature forest still exist.  These forests and the remote settings they provide must be 
protected.  In addition to the public benefits they provide (clean air, clean water, unique 

http://www.fs.fed.us/publications/watershed/


Comments on GWNF Draft Plan, from Wild Virginia, 10/17/11                                             6 
 

recreation opportunities, etc.), many wildlife species that need large geographic areas (e.g., black 
bears, bobcats, raptors) or habitat conditions found here (e.g., forest breeding birds, salamanders) 
depend upon these special habitat areas.  
 
The draft plan identifies 372,000 acres of “potential wilderness area”, or PWA.  Managing 
242,000 acres of the PWA (the Inventoried Roadless Areas, or IRA) consistently with the 2001 
Roadless Area Conservation Rule (Roadless Rule) is a very positive and important step that we 
fully support.  That is the stated intention of the draft plan as explained by staff of the GW at 
several public planning meetings in 2011.  However, some of the management prescription areas 
assigned to locations within IRA are not consistent with the Roadless Rule.  Of the five 
management prescription areas occurring within IRAs (Remote Backcountry, Special Biological 
Area, Shenandoah Mountain Crest-Cow Knob Salamander, Eligible Scenic River Corridors, 
Eligible Recreational River Corridors), only the Remote Backcountry designation is fully 
consistent with the Roadless Rule.  This needs to be corrected.   
 
All of the PWA acreage meets the definition of “roadless area” in the Roadless Rule (Guidance 
on How to Conduct the “Potential Wilderness Area Inventory” for the Revision to the Revised 
George Washington Forest Plan).  In order to protect the roadless character of these areas, the 
entirety of all PWAs should be managed consistently with the Roadless Rule.  Approximately 
144,500 acres of the PWA fall outside of IRAs (page 2-34, DEIS).  Under the draft plan, roughly 
80,000 of the144,500 acres of newly identified roadless areas are to be managed consistently 
with the Roadless Rule (i.e., assigned to one of the five management prescription areas occurring 
within IRAs).  As stated above though, only Remote Backcountry is fully consistent with the 
Roadless Rule.  Roughly 64,500 acres of these newly identified roadless are subject to active 
management, with much of the acreage designated as Mosaics of Habitat.  The possibility of 
active management in these areas, including new roads and timber harvesting, could potentially 
corrupt their roadless character.  This should also be corrected.     
 
Creating wilderness study areas (WSA) is an excellent means for protecting these large, remote 
forests.  We are disappointed in the meager recommendation of 20,454 acres for WSA in the 
draft plan (page 3-238, DEIS).  Each of the four areas recommended are important, but three 
need to be increased in size.  The 9000 acre recommendation for Little River is a fraction of the 
30,227 acres in its PWA.  Similarly, the 5000 acre recommendation for Rich Hole Addition 
should be increased to protect the 12,165 acre PWA, and the 6000 acre recommendation for 
Ramsey’s Draft Addition should be increased to protect the 19,072 acre PWA. 
 
Just as importantly, many other areas of the GW are worthy of WSA designation.  No wilderness 
exists in the Lee Ranger District, and part of the Big Schloss PWA should become WSA.  
Several other PWAs in the North River Ranger District should become WSA, including Beech 
Lick Knob, High Knob, Gum Run, Hone Quarry-Oak Knob, and Jerkemtight.  Laurel Fork PWA 
in Warm Springs Ranger District is a truly unique and special place also deserving to be WSA.   
 
Under Alternative C, almost all PWAs and 386,762 acres would become WSA (page 3-238, 
DEIS).  We feel wilderness recommendations under Alternative C have not been given adequate 
review and analysis during the planning process.  The wilderness recommendations of 
Alternative C should be adopted.  
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Primitive Recreational Opportunity.   

1. The Draft Evaluation of the Need for Change, the March 2010 Forest Service document, 
fails to include the creation of primitive recreation as a concern, issue, goal, or objective 
in the draft plan. 

2. The DEIS fails to offer an alternative that specifically contains the existence of or 
creation of primitive recreation opportunities or areas where true primitive recreation is 
available. The DEIS fails to implement a comparative analysis of the long term Net 
Public Benefits of primitive recreation opportunities in the GW. 

3. The DEIS fails to consider the goals or objectives of road closures in its analysis and 
therefore fails to consider the creation of primitive recreation as a possible goal or 
objective of such road closures.  

4. The draft plan fails to recommend the entire Little River PWA as a Wilderness Study 
Area, thereby failing to provide the potential for the full range of recreational 
opportunities in the forest. 

5. The draft plan and DEIS fail to consider these issues and requests as raised in the 
Conservation Alternative, submitted by Wild Virginia and Heartwood on May 06, 2010. 

 
In the current (1993) forest plan, the potential for primitive recreation opportunities was not 
adequately considered.  The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 
directed the Secretary of Agriculture to prepare a Renewable Resources Assessment in 1975 with 
updates in 1979 and each 10th year thereafter.  These assessments are to include "an analysis of 
present and anticipated uses, demand for, and supply of the renewable resources, with 
consideration of the international resource situation, and an emphasis of pertinent supply, 
demand and price relationships trends". 
 
“The sense of creativeness, refreshment and pleasure which the recreationist has while recreating 
or having a good time can be viewed as the recreationist realizing satisfactory experiences. The 
recreationist attains these satisfactory experiences by participating in preferred recreation 
activities in preferred surroundings or settings. Therefore although the recreation resource 
manager manages settings, he or she does so to provide opportunities for recreation experiences 
and the benefits those experiences produce for individuals and society. Those experiences are 
influenced by many factors: the settings, the activities, other resources present, activities by 
managers, and by the values, expectations and other characteristics of the recreationists. These 
factors interrelate to define outdoor recreationists' needs and the way these needs are met by 
management action.”  
 
“Managing for recreation requires different kinds of data and management concepts than does 
most other activities. While recreation must have a physical base of land or water, the product - 
recreation experience - is a personal or social phenomenon. Although the management is 
resource based, the actual recreational activities are a result of people, their perceptions, wants, 
and behavior. “ 
 
“The word opportunity is defined as a combination of circumstances favorable for a purpose. 
The purpose or goal of the recreationist, as discussed above, is to realize satisfying experiences. 
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This is done by participating in preferred activities in preferred environmental settings. Thus, 
recreation opportunity is the availability of a real choice for a user to participate in a preferred 
activity within a preferred setting, in order to realize those satisfying experiences which are 
desired.” 
  
The March 2010 Forest Service document, Draft Evaluation of the Need for Change, notes in the 
Analysis of the Management Situation section that “the most primitive class in the ROS system 
is Primitive (P).  This class is characterized as being essentially unmodified; at least 5000 acres 
in size and at least 3 miles from all roads, railroads, or utility corridors.  There are no Primitive 
(P) ROS class areas inventoried on the forest and there is little or none of it known to exist 
anywhere in the East.” (page AMS-163)   
 
The draft plan notes that “the demand for outdoor recreation opportunities…outweighs the 
forests supply.” (page 2-22) 
 
 “While the goal of the recreationist is to obtain satisfying experiences, the goal of the recreation 
resource manager becomes one of providing the opportunities for obtaining these experiences”. 
By managing the natural resource, and the activities that occur within it, the manager is 
providing the opportunities for recreation experiences to take place. " (emphasis ours) (USFS 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Users Guide -1982) 
 
Due in part to their heavily roaded nature, there is not a single primitive recreation area available 
in any eastern national forest. Given this, the opportunity to create a large, unfragmented area in 
the GW which meets the criteria for Primitive ROS class is highly desired and highly valued. 
The GW has the most and best potential in the East to provide primitive recreational 
opportunities.   
 
The draft plan defines road closure as “a technique used by management to regulate and control 
the use of facilities to achieve transportation economy, user safety, protection of the public 
investment, and accomplishment of forest resource objectives. It may be intermittent or long 
term.”  (Appendix F – Glossary, page F-38) 
 
In its discussion of the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS), the DEIS notes that “increasing 
remote settings may be associated with road closures in some areas, both seasonal and 
permanent. Closing roads increases the satisfaction of visitors that prefer solitude and fewer 
disturbances by motorized vehicles.” (page 3-209) 
 
The draft plan and DEIS have the responsibility to consider using road closures as a tool to fulfill 
its requirement to at least consider and at most to implement actions necessary to create an area 
which meets the Primitive ROS designation in the GW.   
 
The area which currently comes closest to fulfilling the criteria for primitive recreation and that 
has the most obvious potential to provide primitive recreation is Little River.  The DEIS notes 
that the 30,227 Little River PWA “is the largest area in the inventory and possibly the largest 
block of land to meet potential Wilderness criteria in the east.  It has a huge core of about 20,500 
acres of semi-primitive ROS class that offers significant opportunities for isolation, primitive 
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recreation and physical challenge. This is the largest PWA; and with its proximity to existing 
Ramsey’s Draft Wilderness, offers a significant opportunity on the GWNF to provide adjacent 
Wildernesses that cumulatively are a substantial size.” (Appendix C, DEIS) 
 
The final forest plan should designate the entire Little River PWA as Wilderness Study Area 
(note that standard 1B-007d for recommended Wilderness Study Areas states that “use of 
bicycles on existing trails can continue.” (page 4-33, draft plan))  At least one of the seven plan 
alternatives should consider implementing strategic road closures and any other measures needed 
to create an area of primitive recreational opportunity in Little River PWA. 
 
 
Special Biological Areas and Related Management Prescription Areas.  
Properly identifying, designating, and managing Special Biological Areas (SBAs) is critical to 
protecting and conserving biodiversity in the George Washington National Forest (GW).  As the 
draft forest plan states (p. 4-54), SBAs “serve as core areas for conservation of the most 
significant and rarer elements of biological diversity identified to date on the Forest.”  
Management of SBAs seeks to “perpetuate or increase existing individual plant or animal 
species and communities that are of national, regional, or state significance and identified as 
threatened, endangered, sensitive, or locally rare.” 
 
In most states across the country, Natural Heritage programs are in place to identify and monitor 
sites statewide that are biologically significant and necessary for conserving biodiversity.  The 
Natural Heritage programs in West Virginia and Virginia include the GW in their surveys and 
research and have communicated with the GW staff historically on SBAs, related management 
areas, and management issues.  The forest plan should incorporate all recommendations for SBA 
designations that are made by the Natural Heritage programs (more details below). 
 
There are a number of ways the draft forest plan needs to be improved.  A management 
document should be developed for each SBA in the forest.  At a minimum, the documents should 
describe the critical resources of the SBA and guiding principles for managing them.  Specific 
management goals should be developed for some SBAs, including those with the most sensitive 
and vulnerable resources.  The current plan does not require such documents, and no such 
documents have been created since the plan was adopted in 1993. 
 
As new information is developed about Threatened, Endangered, Sensitive (TES) and locally 
rare species, management of SBAs should be adjusted to incorporate the new knowledge.  In 
particular, if new biologically significant sites are identified in the forest, either by GW staff or 
the Natural Heritage programs, they should be managed as SBAs until such time as the forest 
plan is amended to designate them as such.  The forest plan should require this.  Forest Service 
staff should work very closely with Natural Heritage programs as new sites and information 
become known. 
 
Several other management prescription areas are similar in nature and function to SBAs, and are 
critical in conserving biodiversity in the GW.  These include Designated Wilderness 
(prescription 1A), Recommended Wilderness Study Area (1B), Research Natural Area (4B), 
Geologic Area (4C1), Key Natural Heritage Community Area (4D1), Indiana Bat Primary 
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Protection (8E4a), and Shenandoah Mountain Crest-Cow Knob Salamander (8E7).  Designation 
of conservation sites recognized by Natural Heritage programs to these management prescription 
areas (rather than SBA) is appropriate in some circumstances, if revisions to some management 
standards are made (as discussed below).  Assigning conservation sites recognized by Natural 
Heritage programs to management prescription areas other than these is not appropriate without 
compelling reasons and full explanation and justification.   
 
Some of the management standards for SBAs (and Key Natural Heritage Community Areas, 
which have the same management standards as SBAs) should be revised.  Most troubling is 
standard 4D-014, which makes SBAs available for federal oil and gas leasing with controlled 
surface use (CSU).  The special, critically important areas designated as SBAs should not be 
available to oil and gas leasing in any form.  Oil and gas leasing with CSU is also allowed in 
Geologic Areas under the draft plan.  As with SBAs, this is not appropriate.  
 
Similarly, the standards for roads (4D-019a, 4D-019b) allow construction of new permanent 
roads.  The potential chronic disturbance of oil and gas leasing activities and permanent roads is 
counter to the purpose of SBAs, and should not be allowed.  For the many SBAs and similar 
management areas that occur within Inventoried Roadless Areas (e.g., Salus Springs, Dry Run, 
Big Levels, etc.), allowing new permanent roads is counter to the 2001 Roadless Area 
Conservation Rule.  At numerous public meetings, GW staff stated the draft forest plan would 
manage Inventoried Roadless Areas consistently with the 2001 rule.   
 
The standard for timber management, 4D-007, is also inappropriate as worded.  Commercial 
timber sales are described as “an appropriate method of reducing costs” associated with 
vegetation management activities.  Commercial timber sales and any potential timber harvest 
should be allowed only when it is beneficial to or compatible with the biological resources for 
which the SBA was established.  Standards for vegetation management (4D-006) and salvage 
logging (4D-007a) are explicit in stating that activities must be compatible with biological 
resources, and standard 4D-007 should be explicit on this point also. 
 
Some management standards for the Shenandoah Mountain Crest-Cow Knob Salamander also 
need to be revised.  Standards 8E7-020 and 8E7-021 allow federal oil and gas leasing with CSU 
to occur.  Even though some leases currently exist, and private mineral rights occur in parts of 
Shenandoah Mountain Crest, no new leases should be permitted where mineral rights are 
federally owned.  Two of the standards for roads (8E7-024, 8E7-026) are also troubling.  These 
allow some flexibility in road construction, reconstruction, and construction of parking facilities.  
As with SBA road standards, this is not consistent the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule, as 
the vast majority of Shenandoah Mountain Crest occurs within Inventoried Roadless Areas.  
These disturbances should not be allowed in the Shenandoah Mountain Crest.  
 
There are some positive developments in the draft plan relative to SBAs.  The expansion of the 
Big Levels SBA is welcome, as is the creation of some new SBAs.  The newly designated Cast 
Steel Pond wetland area is a sensitive site that merits the SBA designation.  However, the draft 
plan should incorporate all the recommendations of the Virginia and West Virginia Natural 
Heritage programs in designating and managing SBAs.  The locations and sizes of areas 
recommended by the Natural Heritage programs should be followed. 
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Unfortunately, the draft plan does not meet all the recommendations of the Virginia Division of 
Natural Heritage (VDNH).  Many of the SBAs in the draft plan are smaller in size than 
recommendations made by VDNH.  In fact, of the approximately 122,500 acres recommended 
for SBA by VDNH, only about 109,000 acres are designated as SBA or one of the seven related 
management prescription areas described above (VDNH, Sept. 2011).  This means that many 
biologically significant sites recognized by VDNH are in inappropriate management prescription 
areas.  At least 43 sites in the GW that VDNH has identified as biologically significant and 
recommended for SBA designation include areas assigned to Mosaics of Habitat (VDNH, Sept. 
2011).  More than 3200 acres of the VDNH sites are assigned to Mosaics of Habitat.   
 
Mosaics of Habitat is clearly an inappropriate management prescription area for sites that VDNH 
recommends for SBA designation.  Other management prescriptions, such as Scenic Corridor 
and Viewshed, Indiana Bat Secondary Protection and others, are assigned to portions of VDNH 
recognized sites that were not included in SBAs.  These management prescription areas pose 
potential problems for the proper management of these biologically sensitive sites that should be 
designated as SBAs.  
 
The Shenandoah Mountain Crest-Cow Knob Salamander management prescription area 
illustrates the problem.  The Virginia portion of this area is smaller in size than the VDNH 
recommendation.  Portions of the site that are outside the prescription area but within the area 
recommended by VDNH fall into several management prescription areas, including Mosaics of 
Habitat.   
 
Frozen Knob and Peters Mountain North also illustrate the problem.  Both were assigned to a 
new management prescription area, Key Natural Heritage Community Area, in order to protect 
the very high quality old growth forest habitat occurring there.  The new designation and 
identification of these two areas is very positive.  However, only 3307 acres are designated as 
Key Natural Heritage Community Areas in the draft plan.  This is approximately 1868 acres less 
than the VDNH recommendation.  The 1868 acres not included in the site are assigned to 
Mosaics of Habitat, as is all the area of the national forest surrounding the two sites.  Again, 
Mosaics of Habitat is clearly an inappropriate management prescription for these two sites. 
 
 
Wood Turtles.  
An example of incorporating the most current information in managing the forest is the TES list.  
The list is currently developed and maintained by the US Forest Service Regional Office in 
Atlanta, and has not been formally updated in many years.  In recent months, a locally rare 
species inhabiting the GW, the wood turtle (Glyptemys insculpta), was reclassified by 
NatureServe from a G4 species (described as “Apparently Secure” globally) to a G3 species 
(“Vulnerable” globally).  The classification of “Vulnerable” is defined as “At moderate risk of 
extinction or elimination due to a restricted range, relatively few populations, recent and 
widespread declines, or other factors.”  The draft plan does not incorporate this recent 
classification change.  GW staff must use information of this sort immediately in making 
management decisions, and not be reliant upon receiving an officially updated list. 
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The reclassification of the wood turtle highlights two things:  1) the need to designate an SBA 
specifically to conserve the existing population in the GW, and 2) the need for the Forest Service 
to classify the wood turtle as a “sensitive species.”  The 2009 Wood Turtle Species Conservation 
Strategy for the GW, which is largely incorporated in the draft forest plan (beginning at page G-
55 of Appendix G, DEIS), is inadequate for long term protection of the species.  Though a wood 
turtle “Emphasis Area” is identified, and several “Goals and Conservation Measures” are given, 
there are no mechanisms to ensure the Emphasis Area is sufficiently protected and that 
Conservation Measures are enacted.  
 
Further, the Goals and Conservation Measures lack information specific enough to guide forest 
management.  For example, Conservation Measure 1.01 (page G-55) states “Maintain or create 
openings in riparian areas for turtle foraging and thermoregulation.”  There is no information 
provided about the desired number, size, or spacing of openings, the desired physical or 
vegetative characteristics of the openings, or how they relate to overall physical and vegetative 
qualities of the riparian areas as a whole.  In fact, Section 4 of the Species Diversity Report of 
the draft plan (Appendix F of DEIS) lists five distinct ecological systems that the wood turtle is 
associated with:  late successional hardwood dominated forest, grassland, shrubland, open 
woodland, and riparian areas.   
 
Without more specific information and guidance, the Goals and Conservation Measures are open 
to widely different interpretation and are not useful in making management decisions.  To help 
ensure long term viability of the wood turtle population in the GW, the “Emphasis Area” should 
be expanded in size and designated as a Special Biological Area.   
 
 
Cerulean Warbler. 
The cerulean warbler (Dendroica cerulea) is a prime example of a bird species with dangerously 
declining population levels that could benefit from proper management of their habitat on the 
GW.  As an “area-sensitive”, forest interior breeding bird, large land areas like the GW are 
necessary for the long term viability of their population.  Breeding Bird Survey data from 1967 
through 2007 show a population decline of approximately 80%, with much of the decline 
occurring in the warbler’s core breeding range (J.R. Sauer et al., The North American Breeding 
Bird Survey, Results and Analysis 1966-2007, Version 5.15.2008, USGS Patuxent Wildlife 
Research Center, Laurel, MD, at www.mbr-pwrc.usgs.gov/bbs/bbs.html).   
 
The cerulean warbler population is obviously in trouble.  Management measures for the species 
in the draft plan will be ineffective however, and possibly counterproductive.  Comments 
submitted on the draft plan by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian 
Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on 
October 17, 2011, provide good discussion and recommendations for managing cerulean warbler 
habitat in the GW.  We incorporate the referenced comments herein. 
 
 
Management Indicator Species.  
We believe the 14 Management Indicator Species (MIS) listed in Table 2.5 of the draft plan 
(page 2-15) are of limited value as overall indicators of the effects of forest management. Page 3-

http://www.mbr-pwrc.usgs.gov/bbs/bbs.html
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342 of the DEIS states MIS are “selected during forest planning ‘because their population 
changes are believed to indicate the effects of management activities’ (36 CFR 219.19(a)(1)) on 
important elements of plant and animal diversity.”  
 
The MIS list includes one fish (the only aquatic species), one salamander, three mammals, and 
nine birds.  No reptiles, invertebrates, plants, or fungi are on the list.  We believe species that are 
more sensitive to active forest management should be used as MIS.  Though the Cow Knob 
salamander (Plethodon punctatus) is sensitive to disturbance and activities, its very restricted 
range diminishes its value as a forest-wide MIS.   
 
The eastern red-backed salamander (Plethodon cinereus) would be a very appropriate MIS, as an 
indicator of activities harmful to amphibians and, conversely, an indicator of healthy, resilient 
forest ecosystems.  It is known to occupy the entire range of the GW.  The Virginia Fish and 
Wildlife Information Service, BOVA Booklet notes it is "absent from highly acidic soils with pH 
<3.7".  
 
The MIS list should be revised to include greater diversity of taxa and species that more directly 
reflect the effects of forest management activities.  Other comments submitted on the draft plan 
advocate that fungal species in general, and the honey mushroom (Armillaria mellea) in 
particular, be used as a MIS in the final plan.  We encourage full consideration of this. 
 
 
Old Growth.   
We support implementing the Region 8 Old Growth Guidance, as the draft plan seeks to do.  Old 
growth forests are a tremendously valuable resource that contribute mightily to conserving 
biodiversity and mitigating the effects of climate change through carbon sequestration.   
 
We are disappointed that the draft plan would allow harvest of two types of old growth 
communities – Dry-Mesic Oak Forest (type 21) and Dry & Dry-Mesic Oak Pine Forest (type 25).  
The current (1993) plan does not allow harvest of type 25.  We also believe that mesic sites 
containing old growth forest are less common in the GW than dry sites, and are deserving of 
increased attention and protection.   
 
We endorse and support comments submitted on old growth issues in the draft plan by Southern 
Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The 
Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, and incorporate the referenced 
comments herein. 
 
 
Forest Restoration.   
We strongly advocate true ecological restoration of watersheds and ecosystems in the GW.  The 
draft plan identifies and emphasizes the need for restoration of many resources, including 
watersheds, riparian resources, aquatic diversity, and soil quality.  We have concerns though 
about some aspects of the draft plan, including the lack of discussion and analysis of the role that 
natural disturbance plays in creating early successional habitat across the forest.   
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We are also concerned about the term “open woodland” as it is used in the draft plan and DEIS.  
In some document sections, the term is vague and not well-defined, even though there are 
ambitious goals for creating open woodland (e.g., Tables B.1.1 and B.2.2 of the DEIS).   Both 
the extent (i.e., acreage) and locations for potential open woodland creation must be justifiable 
based on ecological grounds and physical site conditions.   
 
We endorse and support comments submitted on restoration issues, particularly in relation to 
natural disturbances and open woodland, in the draft plan by Southern Environmental Law 
Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, 
and other organizations on October 17, 2011, and incorporate the referenced comments herein. 
 
 
Wind Energy.   
We are very concerned about the potential for industrial scale wind energy projects that the draft 
plan allows. We recognize the need to shift to renewable energy sources for producing electricity 
in the United States. The environmental benefits of moving away from fossil fuels, nuclear 
power, and other common sources of generating electricity are numerous and significant.  
However, we have serious concerns about siting large wind turbines on the ridgelines of the GW.  
 
The draft plan identifies 11 management prescription areas, totaling approximately 456,000 
acres, as unsuitable for utility scale wind energy development.  This leaves roughly 610,000 
acres of the GW available for consideration of wind energy projects. Of this, 39,236 acres of 
ridge crest, is judged “suitable for consideration of wind energy development” (based on areas 
classified in wind power classes 3 through 7).  Due to the inevitable impact on wildlife and 
habitat, we believe that all areas of the GW are inappropriate for large scale wind energy 
projects. The benefits of this type of development in GW have not been demonstrated, but the 
direct impacts to wildlife, habitat fragmentation, ground disturbance, water resource degradation, 
and industrial intrusion on forested mountain landscape that would result are clear.   
  
Any consideration of wind energy development on the GW should involve National 
Environmental Policy Act review, including objective assessment of both costs and benefits.  
The final plan should include an explicit standard requiring that any permit application for any 
project related to wind energy development shall include reviewable data and analysis that 
quantifies any purported benefits associated with the particular proposed project. 
 
Although large-scale wind energy development has been promoted as part of the solution to 
some of our most pressing energy and environmental challenges, the limited available analysis 
indicates that wind energy is, at best, only a small part of the solution. Wind energy is highly 
diffuse and intermittent, and wind energy development requires a large footprint to generate 
relatively small amounts of electricity. A 2007 National Research Council report, Environmental 
Impacts of Wind Energy Projects, incorporated herein by reference, found that the most 
ambitious level of onshore wind development could satisfy only 3.5 to 19% of the projected 
increase in U.S. electricity demand through 2020 and offset U.S. carbon emissions by only 1.2 to 
4.5%.  Given that 95% of the U.S. onshore wind resource is located in the western part of the 
country, the potential contribution of wind energy development on central Appalachian ridges is 
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substantially less (National Research Council, 2007. Environmental Impacts of Wind Energy 
Projects. Washington, DC: National Academy Press, http://www.nap.edu/catalog/11935.html).  
 
In addition to other environmental damage associated with wind energy development, impact 
with wind turbines is a significant cause of bird mortality.  In 2009, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service estimated that 440,000 birds are killed at wind farms each year (A. Manville. 2009. 
Towers, Turbines, Power Lines and Buildings – Steps Being Taken by the US Fish & Wildlife 
Service to Avoid or Minimize Take of Migratory Birds at These Structures. Proceedings of the 
Fourth International Partners In Flight Conference).  Sadly, the direct mortality of birds by wind 
turbines has not been adequately studied to this point in time.  This lack of data is true of the 
ridgelines of the Appalachian and Alleghany Mountains, where migrating songbirds and raptors 
often occur in great numbers.   
 
It is widely known that many raptors, and golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) in particular, are 
susceptible to collisions with turbine blades.  Recent research has shown that the population of 
golden eagles in eastern North America is small, and that a large proportion of these birds both 
travel through and overwinter in the Appalachian Mountains.  Although the golden eagle is rare 
in the eastern U.S., recent research has shown that wintering golden eagles often concentrate on 
forested ridges in the central Appalachian region.  These are the same areas that show the most 
potential for wind energy development in the GW.  Given the significant risk to these birds 
posed by wind development, areas of coincident golden eagle use and potential wind energy 
development should be carefully determined before any decisions are made to allow wind 
development in the GW.  We also recommend adherence to the requirements of the Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act a prerequisite for wind project consideration. 
 
The potential impacts of wind turbines to bat populations are even less studied and known than 
potential impacts to birds.  The federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) occurs in the 
GW.  The federally endangered Virginia big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii virginianus) 
occurs on private lands near the GW, though no known hibernacula or summer roosts have been 
documented in the GW.  The bats likely fly over and forage in the GW though (Appendix F, 
DEIS).  
 
Of tremendous concern is the white-nose syndrome (WNS) that is decimating bat populations in 
the northeastern U.S. and beyond.  Since first observed in 2006 in New York, it has been blamed 
for the death of more than 1 million bats and has spread to many states, including Virginia and 
West Virginia.  It is a threat to many species of bats, and is known to occur in Indiana bats.  
Scientists fear WNS is a threat to Virginia big-eared bats as well, as the fungus that causes the 
syndrome, Geomyces destructans, has been found in caves where the bat hibernates 
(Smithsonian Conservation Biology Institute website, 13 Oct. 2011, 
http://nationalzoo.si.edu/scbi/SpeciesSurvival/VirgianiaBigEaredBats/default.cfm).  Given 
existing threats to bat species, particularly these two endangered species, the additional threat 
posed by industrial scale wind energy development should not be allowed in the GW. 
 
It is important to note that birds and bats are threatened not only by mortality from collisions 
with wind turbine blades, but from degradation, fragmentation, and loss of habitat as well.  
Development of industrial wind facilities (generally requiring 2-5 acres of cleared land for each 

http://www.nap.edu/catalog/11935.html
http://nationalzoo.si.edu/scbi/SpeciesSurvival/VirgianiaBigEaredBats/default.cfm
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industrial sized wind turbine), transmission-line corridors, and corresponding access roads will 
negatively impact populations of many wildlife species through habitat loss and damage.  
 
One of the perceived benefits of wind energy production is a reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions when generating electricity, thus reducing a primary cause of global warming. It is 
highly ironic then, that some of the most critical natural areas required by flora and fauna in 
adapting to climate change – the ridgeline and high elevation areas of the eastern mountains – 
will be removed if wind energy facilities are developed.  The need for animal and plant 
populations to move along both elevation and latitudinal gradients in response to changing 
climate conditions will be severely impacted by eliminating or degrading these very habitat 
areas.   
 
 
Hydraulic Fracturing, Oil & Gas Leasing.    
We strongly support the prohibition on horizontal drilling in the draft plan.  This will reduce the 
risk of serious water quality degradation and other environmental concerns associated with 
hydraulic fracturing.  Please keep this prohibition in place. 
 
We are very concerned about the degree of oil and gas leasing that will be possible under the 
draft plan.  Approximately 994,000 acres, or 93% of the forest, will be open to oil and gas 
leasing in some form.  Approximately 556,000 acres will be open to standard lease terms (as 
opposed to No Surface Occupancy, Controlled Surface Use, etc.), an increase of 411,000 acres 
from the current (1993) plan.  
 
The full potential impacts of vertical wells, including the hydraulic fracturing that typically 
accompanies them, have not been adequately analyzed in the draft plan or DEIS.  Much more 
analysis of potential surface area and ground disturbance and impacts to water quality, 
biodiversity, scenic and recreational resources, and other natural resources is needed.  Comments 
submitted by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, 
Virginia Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, 
include a discussion of the need for further analysis, and we incorporate the referenced 
comments herein. 
 
Oil and gas leasing should not be allowed in the GW where mineral rights are federally owned.  
Further leases should not be made available and existing leases should be removed from lease 
availability when they expire.  
 
 
Woody Biomass.   
As we stated in comments jointly submitted with Heartwood on July 6, 2009 and May 6, 2010 on 
the forest planning process, woody biomass is a significant issue on the GW as forests and trees 
are becoming increasingly desirable as a source of energy.   
 
There are significant environmental, economic, and ecological problems with woody biomass, 
though.  Among the resources that are likely be negatively impacted are water quality, air 
quality, soil fertility, fish and wildlife habitat, and recreational areas.  Sourcing for and the 
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harvesting of woody biomass on the GW is incompatible with other uses of the forest.  Biomass 
production and sourcing, as well as whole tree harvesting techniques in particular, should be 
prohibited in the GW.  
 
There are many detailed and thorough accounts of the negative impacts of using woody biomass 
as a source of energy.  Among the best reports are: 

• Massachusetts Biomass Sustainability and Carbon Policy Study: Report to the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources. Walker, T., editor. 
Manomet Center for Conservation Sciences. 2010.  

• Biomass Electricity in the United States: The case for ending taxpayer and ratepayer 
subsidies for this form of “renewable” energy.  Sheehan, M., Chirillo, S., Schlossberg, J., 
Sammons, W., Leonard, M. Biomass Accountability Project. June, 2011. 

 
Comments on the draft plan and DEIS submitted by Heartwood on October 17, 2011 detail many 
of the specific environmental, economic, and ecological problems associated with woody 
biomass harvesting.  Their comments also describe and discuss the problems associated with the 
analysis of woody biomass issues in the draft plan and DEIS.  Their comments are incorporated 
herein by reference.   
 
 
Climate Change.   
In dealing with the effects of climate change, standing forests and soils are more valuable as 
carbon sinks than in using forest resources as fuel or as a source of renewable energy.  The final 
plan for the GW should not allow further gas and oil leasing, industrial scale wind energy 
development, whole tree harvesting, or timber harvesting for biomass incineration. 
 
The draft plan does not adequately address climate change concerns or forest management 
activities designed to reduce its impacts.  Comments submitted by Southern Environmental Law 
Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, and The Wilderness 
Society on October 17, 2011, include recommendations for improving ways to address climate 
change in the draft plan, and we incorporate the referenced comments herein. 
 
 
Timber Harvest.   
Annual timber harvest levels in the GW have generally declined since the current plan was 
completed in 1993.  This is a welcome trend.  We believe the draft plan’s objective for annual 
timber harvest should be lower than stated range of 1800-3000 acres/year.   
 
Good management direction for timber harvest is lacking in the draft plan.  There are few 
standards for timber management, and they written more as guidelines that lack explicit or strict 
language.  We are concerned about timber harvest on steep slopes and believe a clear standard is 
needed.  The analysis of lands suitable for timber production did not screen out all steep slopes 
from the suitable lands.  It explicitly considers logging on slopes steeper than 30%, including 
ground-based logging on slopes up to 35% (draft plan, page 4-13).  Forestwide Standard FW-111 
(page 4-13) recommends using cable, helicopter or other advanced harvesting techniques on land 
sloping 35% or more. 
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Comments submitted by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest 
Coalition, Virginia Forest Watch, and The Wilderness Society on October 17, 2011, include a 
discussion of the weaknesses in the timber and vegetation management direction of the draft plan 
and the lack of full economic analysis of the various types of harvesting methods that may be 
used.  We incorporate the referenced comments herein. 
 
 
Timber Suitability Analysis.   
We endorse and support comments submitted on timber suitability analysis in the draft plan by 
Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia Forest 
Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, and incorporate 
the referenced comments herein. 
 
 
Social and Economic Analysis.    
We endorse and support comments submitted on the social and economic analyses in the draft 
plan by Southern Environmental Law Center, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, Virginia 
Forest Watch, The Wilderness Society, and other organizations on October 17, 2011, and 
incorporate the referenced comments herein. 
 
 
Maximizing and Monitoring Long Term Net Public Benefits.   
1. The DEIS fails to implement a methodology or present a comparative analysis of the long 
term Net Public Benefits of the alternatives considered. 
 
2. The DEIS fails to offer an alternative that specifically contains those management 
directives, goals, objectives and prescriptions that maximize long term Net Public Benefits. 
 
3. The draft plan fails to create a monitoring and evaluation plan for determining and 
evaluating the effects of the management plan, management practices, and projects on long term 
Net Public Benefits. 
 
4. The GW planning team, Supervisor and Regional Supervisor have failed to choose as the 
preferred alternative that alternative (from the range of alternatives presented) which specifically 
maximizes long term Net Public Benefits. 
 
5. The draft plan and DEIS fail to consider these issues and requests as raised in the 
Conservation Alternative, submitted by Wild Virginia and Heartwood on May 06, 2010, as 
comments on the Notice of Intent. 
 
In its opening paragraph, the 1982 National Forest System Land and Resource Planning Rule 
states “the resulting plans shall provide for multiple use and sustained yield of goods and 
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services from the National Forest System in a way that maximizes long term net public benefits 
in an environmentally sound manner.” (emphasis ours) (47 FR 43037, Sec 219.1) 
 
The term “net public benefits” is defined in the 1982 NFMA regulations as “An expression used 
to signify the overall long-term value to the nation of all outputs and positive effects (benefits) 
less all associated inputs and negative effects (costs) whether they can be quantitatively valued or 
not. Net public benefits are measured by both quantitative and qualitative criteria rather than a 
single measure or index.  The maximization of net public benefits to be derived from 
management of units of the National Forest System is consistent with the principles of multiple 
use and sustained yield.”(Sec. 219.3)  
 
In other words, Net Public Benefit comprises 1) Revenues (benefits) and Expenditures (costs) 
that can be valued in Dollars, and 2) Non-Monetary Costs (inputs, negative effects) and Benefits 
(outputs, positive effects) expressed in quantitative or qualitative terms including Ecosystem 
Services valuations. 
 
Long term Net Public Benefits of a plan alternative are maximized when, over the 10-15 duration 
of the implementation of that alternative:  

1. The public benefits derived from the provision of goods and services—including 
Ecosystem Services—as outlined in the alternative are higher than the public costs 
incurred in providing them, 

2. The stock, store, supply and value of the goods and services—including Ecosystem 
Services—available is maximized so that the potential yield of goods and services could 
be maximized over the term of the alternative, and 

3. There is no conceivable other mix of goods and services—including Ecosystem 
Services—or use of resources that could provide any higher long term Net Public Benefit.  

  
Within the constraints of its budget, the Forest Service maximizes long term Net Public Benefit 
by creating, considering and choosing the alternative that generates the greatest long term Net 
Public Benefit over those that create a lower long term Net Public Benefit or a net loss.  Long 
term Net Public Benefit for an alternative is maximized when management directives, goals, 
objectives and prescriptions allow and encourage those management activities that increase the 
supply and value of goods and services and strictly limits or eliminates those management 
activities that decrease the value of goods and services so that the supply and value of available 
goods and services is maximized.   
 
What does it mean when long term Net Public Benefit is not maximized? It means that when 
both monetary and non-monetary effects of the forest plan are considered and estimated, that a 
different use of funds, pursuing different activities, or refraining from particular activities could 
provide society with a higher long term Net Public Benefit than the one achieved by the GW 
Plan.  Long term Net Public Benefit cannot be maximized when activities allowed under one 
alternative that have a lower long term Net Public Benefit are preferred over activities that are 
allowed by another alternative which have a higher long term Net Public Benefit.  
 
The Forest Service, both in its forest planning, implementation and monitoring, has consistently 
failed to fulfill its legally required responsibilities with regard to long term Net Public Benefits.  
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For example, neither the 1993 Final Revised Land and Resource Management Plan nor the 1993 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for 
the George Washington National Forest (1993 FEIS) contain any substantive mention of long 
term Net Public Benefits. The 1993 FEIS uses the term twice:  the term “net public benefit” is 
defined in the glossary (Glossary-5) and is mentioned once in reference to 1982 regulatory 
requirements (The Analysis Process, Appendix B, page B-90).  Neither the 1993 Final Revised 
Land and Resource Management Plan nor the 1993 FEIS contain any long term Net Public 
Benefit analysis, comparative or otherwise.   
 
The 2011 DEIS appears to use Present Net Value as a proxy for long term Net Public Benefit. 
This fails to meet Forest Service responsibilities and results in comparative economic analysis 
which totally ignores the value of the stock of resources—increasing or decreasing—over the 
long term.  It also fails to include any valuation of Ecosystem Services—a critical component of 
long term Net Public Benefits—over the term of the plan.   
 
The only references in the DEIS to Net Public Benefit make note of the NFMA regulations and 
states that “for resources that have no values estimated by generally accepted methods, we will 
discuss them in a narrative fashion as part of the assessment of net public benefits that is made in 
the Record of Decision…” (page 3-297).  The DEIS then presents Table C12.19:  Cumulative 
Decadal Present Net Value of Benefits and Costs, which compares various components of cost 
and benefits by program among the seven plan alternatives.   
 
The complete absence of accounting for Ecosystem Services, and the failure of any analysis that 
values the stock of resources under these alternatives, demonstrates that net present value cannot 
substitute for long term Net Public Benefits. 
 
The draft plan and DEIS do not analyze, assess, or compare long term Net Public Benefits under 
different management scenarios, as required by NFMA regulations.  “While the concept of net 
public benefits is widely discussed in the economics literature and while various statutes and 
administrative directives suggest that this is indeed a goal of national forest management, the 
reality is that there is no objective way to determine when this goal is achieved—too many 
relevant factors cannot be quantified, let alone expressed in monetary terms.  In a democratic 
society such as ours, the presumption is that net public benefits will be maximized as diverse 
stakeholders compete with one another through the political process (directive from Ann M. 
Bartuska, Director, USFS Forest and Rangeland Staff to Regional Directors, File Code: 2400, 
November 6, 2000).”  To defer responsibility for clear economic analysis to a “democratic 
political process,” is irresponsible on the part of the Forest Service and not acceptable.  
 
The absence of any comparative long term Net Public Benefit analysis in the DEIS prevents the 
agency from making a determination of which alternative maximizes long term Net Public 
Benefit.  Moreover, the absence of any comparative long term Net Public Benefit analysis denies 
the public critical information with which to compare alternatives and/or determine which 
alternative, in fact, maximizes long term Net Public Benefit.  
 
The most clear, specific and relevant analysis of Net Public Benefit can be found in;  
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• Economic Contributions and Expenditures in the National Forests, prepared by 
Karyn Moskowitz, MBA,  for the American Lands Alliance and the John Muir 
Project of  Earth Island Institute, Washington, D.C. January 1999.  

• The Economic Case Against National Forest Logging, Karyn Moskowitz, 
National Forest Protection Alliance,  December, 1999. 

• Economic Analysis of the 2006 Wayne National Forest Plan, Greenfire 
Consulting Group, LLC, Heartwood, May, 2008. 

 
Analysis on maximizing long term net public benefit by issue in the George Washington 
National Forest can be found in: 

• The Conservation Alternative—George Washington National Forest—comments 
on the Notice of Intent, Wild Virginia and Heartwood, May 6, 2010. 

  
 
Conservation Alternative, Other Plan Alternatives.   
The Forest Service must consider a full range of alternatives when developing and deciding upon 
the forest plan.  As presented in the DEIS (using Present Value figures, Table C12.19, page 3-
297), Alternative C has the lowest budget cost of all seven plan alternatives.  It maximizes net 
public benefits and protects all resource values in the long term.  However, because it maximizes 
creation of Wilderness Study Areas (all of the potential wilderness areas) and minimizes oil and 
gas leasing on the GW (no oil or gas leases where mineral rights are federally owned and no 
horizontal drilling), we do not believe it was given full and fair consideration 
 
The oil and gas leasing availability is particularly illuminating.  Several plan alternatives prohibit 
horizontal drilling, but every alternative other than Alternative C makes more than 600,000 acres 
available for vertical wells.  This results in two basic options – no availability and wide 
availability.  With only one plan alternative providing “no availability”, the “no availability” 
option was not seriously considered or analyzed.  Failure to do so puts the natural resources of 
the GW in jeopardy.   
 
Alternative C should be adopted as the Preferred Alternative and as the Final Land and Resource 
Management Plan for the George Washington National Forest. 
 
Thank you for considering our comments on the draft plan.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
David Hannah, Conservation Director 
Wild Virginia 
P.O. Box 1065 
Charlottesville, VA  22902 
Phone:  (434) 971-1553 
Email:  dhannah@wildvirginia.org  

mailto:dhannah@wildvirginia.org
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Attachments 
 

• The State of Our Water: Managing and Protecting the Drinking Water Resources of the 
George Washington National Forest. 2008. Wild Virginia. (http://wildvirginia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2009/01/state-of-our-water-full-report.pdf)  

• Towers, Turbines, Power Lines and Buildings – Steps Being Taken by the US Fish & 
Wildlife Service to Avoid or Minimize Take of Migratory Birds at These Structures. 2009. 
A. Manville.   

• White-Nose Syndrome. From website for Smithsonian Conservation Biology Institute. 
October 13, 2009.  
(http://nationalzoo.si.edu/scbi/SpeciesSurvival/VirgianiaBigEaredBats/default.cfm)   
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TOWERS, TURBINES, POWER LINES, AND BUILDINGS – STEPS 
BEING TAKEN BY THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE TO 
AVOID OR MINIMIZE TAKE OF MIGRATORY BIRDS AT THESE 
STRUCTURES

ALBERT M. MANVILLE, II 1

Abstract. As imperiled bird populations continue to increase, new challenges arise from the effects of 
growing numbers of communication towers, power lines, commercial wind facilities, and buildings. 
This paper briefl y reviews steps the USFWS is taking to seriously address structural impacts to migra-
tory birds. New fi ndings will be briefl y reviewed that address lighting impacts, new challenges facing 
birds from tower radiation, and collision and habitat fragmentation effects on avifauna. See the paper 
in this volume by Klem on his ongoing research with building glass, lighting and windows for details 
in trying to resolve those challenges.
 
TORRES, TURBINAS, LÍNEAS ELÉCTRICAS Y EDIFICIOS – MEDIDAS QUE 
SE ESTÁN TOMANDO POR EL SERVICIO DE PESCA Y VIDA SILVESTRE 
(USFWS) DE ESTADOS UNIDOS, PARA EVITAR O MINIMIZAR EL EFECTO 
DE ESTAS ESTRUCTURAS EN LAS AVES MIGRATORIAS 
Resumen. En la medida que el número de poblaciones de aves en peligro continúa aumentando, nue-
vos retos surgen derivados de los efectos de la también creciente cifra de torres de comunicación, 
líneas eléctricas, instalaciones eólicas comerciales y edifi cios. Este documento examina brevemente 
los pasos que el USFWS está tomando para abordar con seriedad los impactos estructurales en las 
aves migratorias. Se examinarán brevemente nuevas conclusiones que abordan los impactos del 
alumbrado eléctrico, los nuevos desafíos que enfrentan las aves a partir de la radiación de las torres 
y los efectos de las colisiones y la fragmentación del hábitat sobre la avifauna. Ver la ponencia de 
Klem en este volumen, sobre sus investigaciones en curso, relacionadas con cristales de construcción, 
alumbrado y ventanales, con detalles de cómo tratar de resolver esos problemas.
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INTRODUCTION

This paper focuses on research initiatives, sci-
entifi c breakthroughs, promising applications, 
policy efforts, and voluntary guidance discussed 
since the 3rd International Partners in Flight 
Conference held in Asilomar, CA (Manville 
2005). Since the release of bird status reports 
at the Asilomar Conference, bird populations 
have continued to slump, and the list of North 
American birds with declining populations or 
otherwise at risk at the regional and continen-
tal levels has increased since 2002 where 131 
species were then designated (USFWS 2002). 
Today, these include 147 species on the 2008 
Birds of Conservation Concern list (USFWS 
2008), 92 birds Federally listed as Threatened 
or Endangered on the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA), State-listed species, and species 

listed as high priorities on the U.S. Shorebird 
Conservation Plan, among others. The growing 
documented and suspected impacts of struc-
tures on birds—from direct collision mortality, 
electrocutions, cumulative effects, and from 
habitat fragmentation, disturbance and site 
avoidance—bode poorly for our avifauna. 

Migratory birds—of which there are cur-
rently 836 designated species—are a Federal 
trust resource managed and protected by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS or 
Service). The published list of the 836 species is 
found at 50 CFR Ch. 1, 10.13, List of Migratory 
Birds. As an agency, our regulatory goal is to 
“avoid or minimize unpermitted take”—i.e., 
impacts—essentially to ensure that we do no 
harm to these species. Unfortunately, with the 
growing current challenges, we have not done 
a very good job reaching that goal. 

Division of Migratory Bird Management, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 4401 North Fairfax Drive, 
Arlington, Virginia 22203, USA

1 E-mail: albert_manville@fws.gov
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From what we know or suspect about 
impacts from structures, the combined effects 
of direct annual mortality from communication 
towers, wind turbines, power lines and build-
ings (both single story and tall structures) may 
for some species be causing impacts at the pop-
ulation level. This is very troubling. However, 
the estimates of structurally-caused mortality 
are at best, “guesstimates” of what actually 
may be happening in the wild, usually based on 
extrapolations from individual studies or small-
scale surveys. Very few communication towers, 
commercial wind turbines, power transmission 
and distribution lines, and buildings are being 
studied on a full-season, let alone a year-round, 
basis, in a robust and scientifi cally rigorous 
manner, and in any level of detail that would 
help us better understand cumulative impacts 
caused by these structures.

Tens of millions of kilometers of power 
distribution lines are probably present in the 
U.S. today, but we lack any concrete account-
ing for their lengths (Williams 2000). However, 
data from the Electric Power Research Institute 
(EPRI) on the power transmission line lengths in 
the U.S. indicate the presence of at least 862 207 
km (535 865 mi) of line (J.W. Goodrich-Mahoney, 
Senior Project Manager, Environment, EPRI, 
2008 pers. comm.)—both transmission and 
distribution lengths growing as demands for 
power increase. Transmission lines are charac-
terized as those carrying > 69kV of electricity. 

Unfortunately, very few communication 
towers and few kilometers of distribution and 
transmission lines are ever searched for dead or 
injured birds primarily due to lack of person-
nel, funding, and a perceived lack of impor-
tance. Virtually no systematic mortality studies 
are presently being conducted at buildings. 
Exceptions include (1) migration seasonal sur-
veys being conducted by the staff of the Fatal 
Light Awareness Program in Toronto, Ontario, 
Canada (M. Mesure, Director, FLAP, 2007 pers. 
comm.), (2) efforts by staff and volunteers of the 
New York City Audubon Society (R. Creshkoff, 
volunteer, NYCA, 2007 pers. comm.), and (3) 
research being conducted by D. Klem (2008 pers. 
comm.) at Muhlenberg College, Allentown, 
PA. Although mortality studies are increasing 
at commercial wind turbine facilities, no full-
season studies have yet been conducted in the 
East, and little research made available to the 
public is being conducted at Texas wind facili-
ties—the State currently leading the nation in 
installed wind capacity (e.g, 7116 megawatts 
[MW]; AWEA 2009).

Direct mortality from collisions and elec-
trocutions is, however, only part of the over-
all impact. The effects and impacts from 

 fragmentation, site avoidance and distur-
bance—be they from communication towers, 
wind turbines, power lines, or commercial 
and residential buildings—are often diffi cult 
to quantify and are only now beginning to be 
understood. For example, the footprint from a 
hypothetical 600-turbine, 1200 MW (i.e., 2-MW 
per turbine) industrial wind project, the power 
grid and related infrastructure servicing it, 
and the road system connecting it, can hugely 
impact the habitat, especially for species sensi-
tive to development such as “prairie grouse” 
and sage-steppe-obligate songbirds. Species 
such as the Federally endangered Whooping 
Crane (Grus americana) can also be put at direct 
risk from turbines, power lines and commu-
nication towers, both at their overwintering 
grounds and during migration. With 2008-2009 
near-record winter Crane mortality from appar-
ent starvation at n = 18 bird deaths, structural 
concerns raise further apprehension among 
biologists (T. Stehn, National Whooping Crane 
Coordinator, USFWS 2009 pers. comm.). With 
the current push to rapidly develop renewable 
energy, and as energy demands increase and as 
new power grids are constructed, more issues 
involving fragmentation, site avoidance, distur-
bance, and cumulative effects will result. While, 
with funding and staffi ng constraints, we may 
not see detailed cumulative analysis surveys 
conducted on tall structures during our lifetime, 
there is some good news. For all the aforemen-
tioned structures, some “corrective tools” and 
“conservation measures” are available to sig-
nifi cantly reduce (in some cases, scientifi cally 
validated, while in others, based on anecdotal 
reviews) structural impacts on protected bird 
species. This paper focuses on some of these 
promising “tools.” 

COMMUNICATION TOWERS

While diffi cult to track the actual number 
of communication towers constructed nation-
wide, the evidence clearly shows a continuing 
exponential expansion of cellular telephone, 
emergency broadcast, national defense, micro-
wave, paging, and related tower growth. Based 
on current evidence (Federal Communications 
Commission [FCC] 2006), more than 100 000 
lighted communication towers > 61 m above 
ground level (> 199 ft AGL) are sited in the 
U.S. today. The website www.towerkill.com is 
an excellent source of information to compare 
tower growth in each of the 50 states. By click-
ing on each state, tower expansion based on 
FCC statistics from 1998 and 2004 (i.e., towers 
in the 61-91 m [200-299 ft], 92-153 m [300-499 
ft], 153-244 m [500-799 ft], and 245+ m [800+ ft] 
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ranges) can easily be compared (W. Evans 2008 
pers. comm.). 

The expansion of digital television tow-
ers (DTV) appears to be relatively small, 
even with the requirement to convert to DTV 
by June 2009 under mandates of the 1996 
Telecommunications Act, as amended, perhaps 
diminishing its impact on birds to less than 
what had been anticipated. However, since 
some radio and television towers commonly 
reach 611 m AGL (2000 ft), they are situated 
in direct confl ict especially with neotropical 
migratory songbirds, particularly during night 
migrations when weather conditions are dete-
riorating and visibility is poor to negligible. 
Because songbirds tend to migrate in massive, 
“broad fronts,” birds will almost certainly be 
put at risk irrespective of the tower’s location 
(Gauthreaux and Belser 2006). Add tower lights 
to the scenario, and the potential for signifi cant 
confl ict and mass mortality is great. 

TOWER COLLISION MORTALITY

Direct impacts of communication towers to 
migratory birds come from two sources, colli-
sions and possibly from radiation exposure. 
Collisions represent a primary source of mor-
tality and have been well documented since the 
late 1940s in the U.S. (Aronoff 1949, Kemper 
1996, Manville 2005 and 2007a). From a collision 
perspective alone, 4-5 million birds are conser-
vatively estimated to die each year in tower and 
guy-wire collisions—with high-end estimates 
at 40-50 million birds (Manville 2005). These 
fi gures are admittedly “guesstimates,” but still 
based on the best available scientifi c evidence. 
Like all structural mortality estimates, not until 
scientifi cally valid, cumulative impact analyses 
are conducted will we clearly understand the 
level of impact each structure is having on bird 
populations. 

However, until impacts are better under-
stood—including the likelihood of additive 
mortality effects to some populations—the 
Service will continue to address impacts using 
the precautionary approach (UNEP 2002). 
The precautionary approach—also known as 
the precautionary principle—has its origin in 
European law. However, the precautionary 
approach was refi ned, based on the develop-
ment and application of international law in 
light of scientifi c uncertainty, at the 1992 Earth 
Summit in Rio de Janeiro, most notably through 
Rio Principle 15. It states that, “Where there are 
threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack 
of full scientifi c certainty shall not be used as 
a reason for postponing cost-effective measures 
to prevent environmental degradation.” Simply 

put, where sound scientifi c evidence is not yet 
available and where uncertainty remains a con-
cern, the Service will proceed with caution. For 
example, the voluntary tower guidelines devel-
oped and released by the Service (USFWS 2000) 
to properly site, construct, operate, and decom-
mission communication towers are fundamen-
tally based on proceeding with caution where 
uncertainty and risk are prevalent. As new sci-
entifi c fi ndings are discovered (e.g., eliminating 
steady-burning red tower side lights that were 
shown to reduce avian tower collisions at some 
towers in Michigan by up to 71%—see beyond), 
recommendations such as these are passed on 
to the FCC for rulemaking and Service guide-
lines will be updated. Therefore, realizing that 
cumulative impact assessments may not be 
performed in the short term, due especially 
to budget constraints and staffi ng limitations, 
the Service will take whatever actions it can, 
working in concert with the FCC, the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA), the communi-
cation tower industry, researchers, and the con-
servation community.

Documented bird collisions continue to be 
a problem. While C. Kemper documented the 
record for a one-night avian-tower collision of 
more than 12 000 birds retrieved and identifi ed 
in 1963 at a Wisconsin television tower (Kemper 
1996), spikes in tower collision numbers have 
recently been noted. For example, in continuing 
studies conducted by A. Clark over 29 years at 
three television towers in Buffalo, NY (Morris 
et al. 2003), Clark noted a gradual decrease in 
the number of birds killed at the towers he stud-
ied—ranging from a high of 4787 in 1982 to a 
low of 6 in 1992. The authors hypothesized the 
decline in the rate of mortality was due to 4 pos-
sible factors: (1) an overall decrease in migra-
tory bird populations, (2) change in weather 
and wind patterns, (3) increases in predation 
and scavenging around tower bases, and (4) 
changes in migration patterns. 

However, during the fall 2005 migration 
season, Clark (2006 pers. comm.) documented 
the largest annual kill at his study towers since 
1982. In 2005, he retrieved 1223 birds at the 
bases of those same three New York towers (878 
whole carcasses and 345 “parts thereof” repre-
senting 55 species). This included more than 200 
Golden-crowned (Regulus satrapa) and Ruby-
crowned Kinglets (R. calendula).

Also during the fall 2005 migration season, 
additional troubling reports of large bird kills at 
both tall and short communication towers also 
surfaced, particularly kills that occurred dur-
ing a week-long inclement weather event that 
coincided in the East with the songbird migra-
tion in October. W. Evans (2005 pers. comm.) 
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estimated more than 500 songbirds killed in a 
three-night period in mid-October at a 336-m 
AGL (1100-ft) tall tower near West Monroe, NY. 
Evans also reported several intact, but decaying 
warbler carcasses including a Hooded Warbler 
(Wilsonia citrina) at a 61-m AGL (200-ft) cellu-
lar telephone tower near Alfred, NY. During 
the same weather event, Evans also reported 
147 salvaged birds, mostly Blackpoll Warblers 
(Dendroica striata), at an unlit cellular telephone 
tower in northern PA that appeared to be less 
than 46 m (150 ft) AGL. In the case of two cel-
lular telephone tower morality events, nearby 
solid/steady-burning bright light sources 
appeared to result in the bird congregations that 
led to the kills (Manville 2007a). Also during the 
fall 2005, on 7-8 September and again on 13-14 
September, an estimated 400 birds were killed 
each night at the 336-m AGL (1100 ft) WMTV 
tower near Madison, WI. In the second kill, 172 
carcasses of 23 species were retrieved, including 
5 Golden-winged Warblers (Vermivora chrysop-
tera)—of particular concern to USFWS since 
these are birds of conservation concern. 

 To begin to better understand the dynam-
ics and the relationships between tower light-
ing, height, guy-wire supports, location, and 
impacts to birds, Gehring et al. (2006, 2009) per-
formed a peer-reviewed study on n= 24 towers 
in various, mostly random locations through-
out Michigan. Begun in the fall 2003 and com-
pleted in the fall 2005, this study was the fi rst to 
compare bird collision rates at communication 
towers equipped with different types of FAA 
obstruction lighting. Due to variances allowed 
in 2005 by the FAA on n= 18 towers, steady-
burning, non-fl ashing lights were extinguished. 
These included on, (1) all white strobe-lit tow-
ers (these towers were unaffected since no red 
lights are required by FAA on them), (2) all red 
strobe-lit towers, and (3) all red blinking, incan-
descent-lit towers. Lighting regimes for the 
aforementioned towers were compared to (4) 
three guyed towers with a combination of red 
strobes at the top and mid levels, and steady-
burning red lights at the three-quarters and 
one-third height levels. This lighting regime 
represents the current lighting system for many 
communication towers nationwide (Gehring et 
al. 2009). 

 Based on the 2005 data, results strongly 
suggest that by extinguishing the red, steady-
burning L-810 lights, but leaving on the strobe 
or incandescent blinking lights, avian collision 
mortality can be reduced by as much as 50-71%. 
Not surprisingly, the most birds killed were 
found under the tallest, guyed towers, consis-
tent with many other reported studies (Manville 
2007a). Gehring et al. (2009) recommended the 

extinguishing of L-810 lights, provided that the 
lighting system continues to remain safe for 
aviators. The FAA will begin pilot conspicuity 
studies in Michigan during spring and fall 2009 
to assess pilot visibility of the towers without 
steady-burning red lights. If deemed safe, they 
will likely revise their Obstruction Marking and 
Lighting Advisory Circular (FAA 2000), giving 
tower operators the option of extinguishing the 
steady-burning lights, saving electricity, and 
signifi cantly reducing bird mortality. No statis-
tical differences were found in avian mortality 
rates among towers lit only with the different 
types of fl ashing lights—i.e., white strobe vs. 
red strobe vs. red fl ashing incandescent light-
ing. The results suggest that the fl ashing of a 
light is more important in reducing avian colli-
sions than is the color of the light. 

At this writing, J. Gehring has completed 
the fall 2008 season of a 3-year study of n=6 tall 
towers (> 277 m AGL [> 906 ft]) in Michigan, a 
107 m AGL (350 ft) U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) 
Rescue 21 unguyed tower in Cape May, NJ, and 
will begin the study of a 138 m (450 ft) USCG 
Rescue 21 tower that is being built in the vicin-
ity of Cape Hatteras, NC, where bird deterrent 
devices will be tested on guy support wires. 
Preliminary results suggest that, similar to the 
Michigan study of towers 116-146 m AGL, avian 
fatalities can be signifi cantly reduced at taller 
communication towers by using only fl ash-
ing lighting systems. Like the larger Michigan 
study (Gehring et al. 2009), preliminary data 
suggest that the unguyed tower in Cape May, 
NJ, is not involved in large numbers of avian 
fatalities. Further data collection and analysis 
are ongoing. The purpose of this study, in part, 
is to replicate the study in Michigan (Gehring et 
al. 2009), and if the FAA is willing to allow tem-
porary light change-outs on several of these tall 
towers, we can test the effects of those changes 
on bird attraction and mortality. 

Evans et al. (2007) subjected night-migrating 
birds in 100% cloud-cover conditions at ground 
level to alternating short periods of different 
artifi cial light, including various intensities, 
wavelengths, and fl ash rates from a ground-
based lighting device. This study in October 
2005 in Ithaca, NY, represented the fi rst direct 
investigation of these variables causing bird 
aggregation in inclement weather. An acoustic 
transducer and directional microphone, posi-
tioned 5 m (16 ft) from the light source, were 
used to identify a strong or weak presence of 
birds near the light source. Evans et al. (2007) 
performed spectrographic analysis on loud 
calls, basing species identifi cation on the fl ight 
call reference guide produced by Evans and 
O’Brien (2002), and they visually documented 
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bird presence on site. Birds were induced to 
congregate at all wattage levels of white steady-
burning light tested. However, no aggregation 
was noted at the 1500 W white fl ashing halogen 
lights. The study results further reinforce con-
clusions reached by Gehring et al. (2006, 2009), 
Gauthreaux and Belser (2006), and J. Johnson 
(2005 pers. comm.). 

However, Evans et al. (2007) did not fi nd 
either steady-burning red (L-810) or red fl ash-
ing (L-864) beacons induced bird aggregation 
when tested separately at ground level in 100% 
cloud cover. As one possible explanation, they 
suggested that the disorientation to red light 
only occurs if birds are actively using magneto-
reception and the red light creates an imbalance 
in the magnetoreception mechanism. On clear 
nights, for example, some avifauna use star and 
moon light as sources for navigation, especially 
stellar arrays around the North Star (Sauer 1957, 
Emlen 1967). On cloudy nights, however, evi-
dence suggests that birds may orient by sens-
ing the axial inclination of the earth’s magnetic 
fi eld through a light-dependent mechanism, 
probably located in the avian eye (Wiltschko 
et al. 1993, Ritz et al. 2004, Thalau et al. 2005, 
Wiltschko et al. 2005).

Gauthreaux and Belser (2006) fi rst published 
this hypothesis that aggregation around com-
munication towers with red lights may be due 
to disruption of magnetoreception caused by 
the red light. W. Evans (2008 pers. comm.) has 
acknowledged the need for further study into 
bird aggregation, red light disorientation, cloud 
cover, and magnetoreception, and he hopes 
to replicate and expand the study to better 
understand the role of magnetoreception and 
bird aggregation. Efforts to conduct additional 
research are presently underway. 

Just prior to the apparent “spikes” in 
tower mortality documented during the fall 
2005 as summarized above, evidence was 
presented at the Research Subcommittee of 
the Communication Tower Working Group 
(CTWG) that continued to show increased 
impacts of lighting, tower height, and guy wire 
impediments to migratory birds, especially 
when night migration and inclement weather 
coincided. 

In November 2006, the FCC published 
a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM; 
FCC 2006) requesting suggestions and recom-
mendations from the public and the agencies 
on how to address the effects of communica-
tion towers on migratory birds. Through the 
Service’s Deputy Director, this author submit-
ted detailed Service comments in February 2007 
suggesting the following rulemaking changes. 
(1) Based on the study results from Gehring et 

al. (2006), the Service recommended removal 
of steady-burning L-810 lights where retrofi ts 
were being conducted, and the elimination of 
steady burning lights on all new tower con-
struction where lighting is required (i.e., towers 
> 61 m [199 ft]), within 6.1 km [3.8 statute mi] 
of airport approach and departure controlled 
runways, and along interstate highways). (2) 
Based on a preponderance of information about 
impacts from tall, guyed towers, the Service 
suggested a “gold standard” for towers. Keep 
them unguyed, unlit, and < 61 m AGL (200 ft) 
wherever possible—ideally collocating new 
towers on existing structures. And (3), we rec-
ommended that migratory birds should become 
part of the FCC’s National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) review process for tower 
licensing. The rulemaking document and the 
comments provided above (Manville 2007a) are 
available in their entirety on the FCC’s website 
under WT Docket 03-187, FCC 06-164, “Effects 
of Communication Towers on Migratory Birds” 
(most easily accessed by searching under FCC 
Docket 03-187, Effects of Communication 
Towers on Migratory Birds [Service comments 
included in docket fi le 2301-2400]). 

A lawsuit was won on appeal by the American 
Bird Conservancy et al. against the FCC in the 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia in 
February 2008. ABC Inc. v. FCC, 516 F.3d 1027 
(2008) requires the FCC to evaluate the effects 
of communication towers on migratory birds 
in the Gulf Coast region, including through 
MBTA, NEPA, and ESA. While at this point 
the FCC has not yet fi nalized any rulemaking, 
currently responding to obligations set by the 
Court, it is hoped that the recommendations 
made above will be implemented very shortly. 
Each migration season delay means more need-
less bird deaths.

POSSIBLE TOWER RADIATION ISSUES

The radiation issue has only become a recent 
development with fi eld studies begun around 
2000 in Europe (Balmori 2003, 2005, Balmori 
and Hallberg 2007, Everaert and Bauwens 2007) 
and laboratory studies conducted in the U.S. 
during the late 1990s (T. Litovitz 2002 pers. 
comm., DiCarlo et al. 2002). Virtually unknown, 
however, are the potential effects of non-ioniz-
ing, non-thermal tower radiation on avifauna, 
including at extremely low radiation levels, far 
below the safe exposure level previously deter-
mined for humans. These “safe” levels were 
based on thermal heating standards, now inap-
plicable. The standards are now more than 25 
years out of date, and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) offi ce tasked to direct 
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human safety issues was eliminated due to 
budget cuts in the early 1980s. No government 
agency currently monitors the rising back-
ground levels of electromagnetic radiation 
(EMF). Current safety standards assume that 
non-ionizing radiation is safe if the power is too 
weak to heat living tissue. However, since the 
1980s, growing amounts of published research 
are showing adverse effects far below a thermal 
threshold—usually referred to as “non-thermal 
effects,” especially under conditions of long-
term, low-level exposure (DiCarlo et al. 2002, 
Levitt and Morrow 2007).

In 2002 in the U.S., T. Litovitz (2002 pers. 
comm., DeCarlo et al. 2002) raised troubling 
concerns about the impacts of low-level, non-
thermal radiation from the standard 915 MHz 
cell phone frequency on domestic chicken 
embroyos (Gallus domesticus) under labora-
tory conditions (DeCarlo et al. 2002). Litovitz 
noted deformities, including some deaths of the 
embryos subjected to hypoxic conditions under 
extremely low radiation doses. These included 
doses as low as 1/10 000 below the allowable 
EPA “safe” level of radiation. Meanwhile, pre-
liminary research on wild birds at cellular tele-
phone tower sites in Valladolid, Spain, showed 
strong negative correlations between levels of 
tower-emitted microwave radiation and bird 
breeding, nesting, and roosting in the vicinity 
of the electromagnetic fi elds (Balmori 2003). 
Birds had historically been documented to 
roost and nest in these areas. House Sparrows 
(Passer domesticus), White Storks (Ciconia cico-
nia), Rock Doves (Columba livia), Magpies (Pica 
pica ), Collared Doves (Streptopelia decaocto), and 
other species exhibited nest and site abandon-
ment, plumage deterioration, locomotion prob-
lems, and even death among some birds found 
close to cellular phone antennas. Balmori did 
not observe these symptoms prior to construc-
tion of the cell phone towers. Balmori (2005) 
noted that the White Stork appeared most heav-
ily impacted by the tower radiation during the 
2002-2004 nesting season in Spain. Manville 
(2005) reported Balmori’s (2003) preliminary 
results, and raised concerns of possible similar 
events in the U.S. 

In continuing European studies, Everaert 
and Bauwens (2007) found strong negative 
correlations between the amount of radiation 
presence—both in the 900 and 1800 MHz fre-
quency bands—and the presence of male House 
Sparrows. In areas with high electric fi eld 
strength values, fewer House Sparrow males 
were observed. Everaert and Bauwens prelimi-
narily concluded that long-term exposure to 
higher radiation levels was affecting bird abun-
dance or bird behavior in this species. Balmori 

and Hallberg (2007) reported similar declines in 
House Sparrows directly correlated with levels 
of EMF in Valladolid, Spain. 

Manville (2007b) raised this concern on behalf 
of the USFWS at an invited Congressional staff 
briefi ng. Although Beason and Semm (2002) 
tested the natural responses of Zebra Finches 
(Taeniopygia guttata) to 900 MHz radiation under 
laboratory conditions and showed that 76% of 
the neurons responded by 3.5-times more fi r-
ings, no studies have yet been conducted in the 
U.S. on potential radiation impacts to wild bird 
populations. Magnetite, a mineral highly sen-
sitive to EMFs has been discovered in human, 
bird, and fi sh brains. It has been suggested that 
the radio frequency radiation (RF) may be act-
ing as an attractant to birds since their eye, beak 
and brain tissues are loaded with magnetite, a 
mineral highly sensitive to magnetic fi elds that 
birds use for navigation (Ritz et al. 2004, R. 
Beason cited in Levitt and Morrow 2007). 

Based on research conducted in Europe, 
communication tower radiation may already 
be impacting breeding and migrating bird 
populations, as well as other wildlife. Manville 
(2007b) has thus suggested the need to repli-
cate research conducted in Europe on apparent 
radiation impacts to birds from short, cellular 
telephone towers, replicating and perhaps mod-
ifying studies performed by Balmori (2005), 
Balmori and Hallberg (2007) and Everaert and 
Bauwens (2007)—attempting to tease out and 
better understand the dynamics of what may be 
taking place. Unfortunately, funding for such 
studies is as yet unavailable and the priority of 
such wildlife research remains low compared to 
other anthropocentric impacts. 

 
COMMERCIAL WIND TURBINES

Commercial wind development in the U.S. 
continues to grow at an exponential rate. In 
2007, the industry noted a > 45% growth in tur-
bine development (AWEA 2008), and in 2008, 
records were further broken with 50% growth 
(AWEA 2009) Operating turbines are referred 
to as “installed capacity,” generally measured 
in MW rather than in turbine numbers or tur-
bine height and rotor swept area. By late 2008, 
the U.S. had > 

25 170 MW of installed capacity, lead by TX, 
IO, CA, MN, and WA in decreasing order of 
capacity (AWEA 2009). With slightly more than 
22 000 turbines installed and operating on the 
landscape today, and more than 155 000 tur-
bines projected to be operating by 2020 (AWEA 
2008, M. Tuttle 2007 pers. comm., National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory 2007 estimate), 
the Service has serious concerns about current 
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and potential impacts which continue to grow 
exponentially. From a wildlife perspective, 
however, there is some good news. With the 
exception of the continued high collision mor-
tality of raptors, such as Golden Eagles (Aquila 
chrysaetos), Red-tailed Hawks (Buteo jamaicensis) 
and others—including passerines—at Altamont 
Pass Wind Resource Area, CA, and the death 
of Birds of Conservation Concern and Breeding 
Bird Survey declining species elsewhere, avian 
mortality is not particularly high, at least at the 
present time. While the wind industry currently 
estimates that turbines kill 58 000 birds per 
year in the U.S. (National Wind Coordinating 
Collaborative Wildlife Workgroup 2009 statis-
tic), the Service estimates annual mortality at 
440 000 birds (Manville 2005). This is based, 
in part, on inconsistencies in the duration and 
intensity of searches resulting in biases between 
search areas, the size of the search areas, fail-
ure to estimate mortality during peak periods 
of migration, impacts from wind wake turbu-
lence and blade tip vortices, and biases from 
unaccounted crippling losses (after Huso 2008). 
Until a robust, scientifi cally rigorous cumulative 
impacts analysis is performed, we will not know 
with a high degree of certainly the true level of 
mortality. Admittedly, it still is relatively small. 
However, with high risk, wildlife-unfriendly 
sites being selected by wind proponents next 
to, for example, nesting Golden and Bald Eagles 
(Haliaeetus leucocephlus), and turbines placed on 
ridge lines where Golden Eagles and Peregrine 
Falcons (Falco peregrinus) migrate, Service con-
cerns are elevated. Bats, unfortunately, repre-
sent a completely different situation based on 
the high documented take of bats in WV, PA, 
NY, OK, western Alberta, and elsewhere, and 
the apparent attraction of some tree roosting 
bats to tall structures including turbines (P. 
Cryan, USGS bat specialist, 2009 pers. comm.). 
Add to this the impacts from white-nosed syn-
drome, a likely fungal disease hugely impact-
ing hibernating bats in the East and Northeast, 
and turbine mortality could become additive (P. 
Cryan 2009 pers. comm.). However, mortality 
represents only one of three concerns regarding 
wind development—and all other anthropocen-
tric impacts, for that matter. Indirect impacts 
from fragmentation, disturbance and site avoid-
ance are also a huge concern for wildlife. With 
the exponential growth of industrial wind 
development, the issue has also become one of 
cumulative impacts and additive mortality. 

To begin addressing risk, the Service devel-
oped a Potential Impact Index (PII) to rank 
and score potential wind development sites in 
2002. However, the PII lacked a component for 
assessing temporal and spatial use of airspace. 

To correct this shortcoming, DMBM submit-
ted a research proposal for a Rapid Assessment 
Methodology (RAM) to the Service’s Science 
Support Program (SSP) for funding in 2008. 
Approved as one of the three SSP proposals to 
be funded and implemented in 2009, the Service 
will work with USGS scientist D. Johnson at the 
Northern Prairie Wildlife Research Center to 
develop, fi eld-test, validate, and perform work-
shops in using this tool. The RAM is intended to 
be a fi rst-cut analysis of a site’s suitability, ulti-
mately allowing a potential wind development 
site to be ranked and scored based on its known 
or perceived level of risk to wildlife and their 
habitats. More information on the RAM can be 
found at www.nationalwind.org, then clicking 
on the presentations given at the Research VII 
meeting, October 29, 2008, Milwaukee, WI. 

By asking the operative question, which 
“straw” (i.e., impact) will eventually break the 
“camel’s back,” will wind energy become that 
anthropocentric source, will it be something else 
that impacts a population, or will it be the result 
of all cumulative effects? We simply do not 
know. Thus, as previously mentioned, USFWS 
prefers to take the “precautionary approach” 
when addressing issues such as wind devel-
opment—especially in light of such a poor 
understanding about wind energy’s impacts on 
wildlife and their habitats.

The Department of Interior strongly sup-
ports renewable energy, including wind devel-
opment, but the Service wants to ensure that it 
is bird-, bat- and habitat-friendly. We strongly 
encourage wind proponents to work at the get-
go with the nearest 

USFWS Ecological Services Field Offi ce in the 
proposed development area where they hope to 
build, prior to the completion of a land-owner 
agreement, approval of a power-purchase con-
tract, and the application or receipt of a bank 
loan. Very few companies approach the Service 
early on to address potential impacts from wind 
development. This is further exacerbated by 
the fact that the Service lacks a strong Federal 
nexus on private land. The exception regarding 
a Federal nexus on private land is Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act. However, unless there is 
a Federal permit, Federal funding, or the proj-
ect is on Federal property, ESA Section 7 does 
not apply and ESA Section 10 (i.e., development 
of a Service-approved Habitat Conservation 
Plan through the NEPA public review pro-
cess to acquire a “takings permit”) is volun-
tary on the part of the proponent. MBTA is a 
strict liability statute, there is no consultation 
process, and the Act is only applicable after a 
“take” has occurred. The Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act is also a strict liability statute, but 
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a  permit for “take” under otherwise legal activi-
ties is being fi nalized by the Service, but not yet 
implemented. From a proactive perspective, the 
Service’s legal options are limited. To avoid or 
minimize impacts to trust wildlife resources, the 
Service released interim, voluntary guidelines 
for land-based commercial wind turbines in 
July 2003, open to two years of public comment 
and review. While the voluntary guidelines 
remain in place, and we encourage the industry 
to use them, the Interior Department convened 
an advisory committee to review and make rec-
ommendations regarding updates and changes 
to the Service’s guidelines under the auspices of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). 
The FAC fi rst met in February 2008, and is 
expected to continue to meet through the sum-
mer 2009 at which point it will provide a recom-
mendation to the Service likely by October 2009 
on what the FAC thinks the guidelines should 
contain. 

Once a recommendation is received from 
the FAC, the Service will designate a commit-
tee to review the FAC document to ensure it 
meets trust responsibilities, statutory muster, 
and is practical and applicable. The committee 
will revise the document, as necessary, before 
it undergoes Service fi nal review. Next, all 
affected programs from the Service’s regions, 
Washington Offi ce, and the Department of 
Interior will review and approve the document. 
Finally, a notice of availability will be pub-
lished in the Federal Register soliciting public 
review and comment on the Service’s “fi nal” 
draft guidelines. Once public comments are 
reviewed, fi nal guidelines will be published—
possibly some two years after USFWS receives 
the FAC recommendations. D. Stout is the 
Designated Federal Offi cial on the Committee 
representing the Service and questions should 
be addressed to him (Dave_Stout@fws.gov) that 
cannot be answered from information posted on 
the Service’s website. 

Direct Impacts.—Birds, including species 
from raptors, passerines, to waterbirds, have 
been documented killed during fl ight by rotat-
ing turbine blades (Stone 2007, Arnett et al. 2007, 
Kuvlesky et al. 2007, Kunz et al. 2007, Nicholson 
et al. 2005). New evidence is showing that birds 
and bats can also die from barotrauma—an 
apparent effect of sudden changes in air pres-
sure from wind wake turbulence and blade tip 
vortices—that result in collapsed lungs, often 
with no sign of blunt force trauma (E. Arnett, 
Bat Conservation Internatl., 2008 pers. comm., 
P. Cryan 2009 pers. comm.). In addition, birds 
can collide with towers, nacelles, meteorologi-
cal tower guy wires, power lines, the associated 
infrastructures, and “bird unfriendly” wiring 

can electrocute them. The Service has special 
concerns about project development on avi-
fauna. (1) No full-season studies have yet been 
conducted in the East on avian-wind impacts. 
(2) The “take” of State and Federally-listed 
birds, Birds of Conservation Concern, Breeding 
Bird Survey declining species, “watchlist” 
species, imperiled waterbirds, and raptors 
that migrate along or below ridge lines are of 
growing concern. (3) Raptors and other spe-
cies that nest in close proximity to wind facili-
ties is another concern. (4) Known or suspected 
impacts of turbines on grassland songbirds 
(Leddy et al. 1999) and “prairie grouse” species 
such as Greater Prairie-chickens (Tympanuchus 
cupido), Gunnison’s Sage Grouse (Centrocercus 
minimus), and Greater Sage-grouse (C. uropha-
sianus; Manville 2004) raise further concerns. 
(5) The increasing height of land-based turbines 
now exceeding 130 m AGL (425 ft) and the 
increasing rotor swept areas exceeding 1.2 ha (3 
ac) but projected to reach 1.6 ha (4 ac) by 2010 
(B. Ram, wind consultant, 2007 pers. comm.) are 
putting turbines well within the zone of risk for 
migrating birds, not to mention impacts to birds 
during take-offs and landings. (6) The potential 
for a single-night, mass mortality event grows, 
especially when turbine numbers increase, mass 
migrations and inclement weather coincide, 
where wind facilities are placed in wildlife-
unfriendly habitats, and where weather ceilings 
force birds down through a “migratory fall out” 
to well within rotor swept areas.

The major challenge facing the commercial 
wind industry is not only to make wind genera-
tion “clean” but also insure that it is “green.” 
Importantly, that means not creating new prob-
lems for migratory birds while still trying to 
address challenges with our “carbon footprint” 
and greenhouse gas emissions. There are some 
preliminary but promising “tools” that are 
being assessed, some perhaps more pleasing to 
the industry than others. These include blade 
“feathering” (aka, idling) when bird and/or 
bat risk is high, changes in blade “cut-in” speed 
based on increased wind speed that blades 
begin to operate (benefi tting both birds and 
bats), turbine setbacks from ridges, end-of-row 
turbine replacement with pylons, turbine pylon 
replacement in ridge dips, and other “tools.” 
Research is still preliminary. Proper site selec-
tion continues to be critical. 

Indirect Impacts.—Habitats can be frag-
mented, disturbed, and disrupted, forcing out 
birds and bats, preventing breeding, altering 
behaviors, and possibly impacting popula-
tions—with recent evidence raised in Europe 
(Stewart et al. 2007). Indirect effects, although 
frequently diffi cult to quantify, can include (1) 
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reduced nesting/breeding densities; (2) loss of 
population vigor and overall density; (3) habitat 
and site abandonment, and increased isolation 
between patches; (4) loss of refugia; (5) attrac-
tion to modifi ed habitats; (6) behavior effects 
including stress, interruption, and behavioral 
modifi cation; and (7) disturbance and displace-
ment resulting in habitat unsuitability. As the 
industry grows, these indirect effects may also 
become cumulative. Both direct and indirect 
effects could become additive to normally com-
pensatory mortality—a scenario we wish to 
avoid. 

Habitat fragmentation is of considerable con-
cern for grassland songbirds—the suite of avi-
fauna now in the greatest overall decline—not 
to mention sage-steppe obligate songbirds and 
“prairie grouse” species, in addition to other 
suites of birds and bats. Until very recently, 
most fragmentation studies had been based on 
research conducted at “surrogate” structures 
such as power lines, oil platforms, fences, and 
roads, with results then compared to possible 
impacts from commercial wind development 
(Manville 2004). That is changing with the wind 
industry funding multi-stakeholder studies of 
Greater Prairie-grouse-wind turbine effects in 
the Flint Hills, KS, area, and through other stud-
ies elsewhere. 

USFWS currently has several concerns 
regarding the use of sound science in assess-
ing risk to wildlife trust species and their habi-
tats. One is the wind industry’s general lack of 
research independence. Most of the pre- and 
post-construction monitoring and risk assess-
ment reviews are conducted by consulting fi rms 
heavily dependent on wind companies and 
energy corporations to hire them. While they 
may be the most qualifi ed to conduct the stud-
ies, this becomes the proverbial “double-edged 
sword” because there presently exists no agreed 
upon, scientifi cally validated monitoring proto-
cols that could be used consistently and com-
pared between different projects region- and 
nationwide. As a condition of site permitting, 
some states have monitoring requirements, but 
most states only suggest use of voluntary risk-
assessment and monitoring methodologies, if 
that. Since the vast majority of wind develop-
ment is currently on private lands, the USFWS 
lacks any strong federal nexus (e.g., ESA S. 10 
is voluntary, MBTA has no consultation pro-
visions and “take” occurs only after-the-fact, 
NEPA is not required, and CWA S. 404 has 
limitations) to regulate it. The transparency of 
research results conducted by wind industry 
consultants continues to be a recurrent frus-
tration for USFWS—in part because of early-
project industry confi dentiality issues. It is our 

hope that the current situation will change. If a 
project is approved and is soon to be developed, 
results from pre-construction surveys and any 
risk assessments should become part of the pub-
lic record, at the very least shared with the state 
and federal agencies responsible for protecting 
species and habitats. The same should hold true 
for results from post-construction evaluations. 
We continue to work with the industry and 
its consultants to develop consistent, robust, 
scientifi cally credible, and acceptable pre- and 
post-construction research protocols—ideally 
consistent between companies and consultants. 

At this writing, positive recommendations 
are being suggested and discussed between 
members of the wind Federal Advisory 
Committee. Iberdrola Renewable Energy-USA 
worked proactively with the Service to develop 
a company-wide Avian and Bat Protection Plan 
(ABPP) modeled after the April 2005 avian pro-
tection plan (APP) template developed between 
the Service and the electric utility industry. 
Iberdrola’s ABPP was publicly released in late 
2008. Iberdrola is also working proactively with 
representatives from the Service’s Offi ce of Law 
Enforcement (OLE) and DMBM to develop 
a voluntary bird and bat mortality reporting 
form, much like > 33 electric utilities are pres-
ently voluntarily providing OLE for birds. This 
effort is primarily focused on dealing with inci-
dent-specifi c issues. Perhaps overall the wind 
industry will consider developing an industry-
specifi c template for an ABPP, borrowing from 
the APP developed by the Avian Power Line 
Interaction Committee. The Service’s goal is to 
make wind energy truly “green”—i.e., with the 
goal of avoiding or minimizing take and habitat 
disturbance—while signifi cantly addressing the 
challenges avifauna and other wildlife face from 
the impacts of global climate change. The task is 
a daunting one but we’re moving in the appro-
priate direction. Whether it’s dealing with com-
munication towers, wind turbines, power lines, 
or building windows, the Service will continue 
to work proactively with those industries, con-
sultants, entities, conservationists, and stake-
holders who collectively can help us resolve the 
growing impacts from increasing numbers of 
structures we are placing on the landscape. We 
strongly encourage all affected “stakeholders” 
to partner with us. 
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From:
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson
Subject: Gas well in the National Forest
Date: Monday, October 17, 2011 2:33:33 PM

Dear Sirs;

On Sunday October 16 an article appeared in the Pittsburgh Dominion Post citing the
difficulties the homeowners in Dimock Pa were still experiencing with their ground
water which has been polluted by the Cabot Oil & Gas Company which has been
drilling for gas in the Marcellus Shale Formation.

The gas company has been attempting to repair the damage that they did to the
water supply by installing resident's homes with $30,000.00 water treatment systems
that the residents say do not work. The company continues to supply the residents
with bottled water and also fills their "water buffalo" 550 gallon water containers. 
These efforts are being made on behalf of the human residents and do nothing to
remedy the poisoned water supply for the local wildlife, farm animals, crops, and
trees, plants etc.  

Come on!    Why would we even consider a gas drilling option of any kind for the
George Washington National Forest??

Local residents, wildlife, farm animals, etc. etc. are not represented by multimillion
dollar gas company lobbyists in Washington.  What chance to we stand?   

I beg you to NOT approve ANY gas drilling in our forests or elsewhere until the
technology is proven safe.  Just think where we could be if all the money these
companies spent on lobbying was spent on research to provide a guaranteed safe
drilling system.

Please say NO.

Chipley Harris  

mailto:chipleyharris@gmail.com
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us


 

  

 
October 17, 2011 
 
George Washington National Forest 
Forest Plan Revision 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA 24019 
 
RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for 
the George Washington National Forest. 
 
I am writing in behalf of the Appalachian Trail Conservancy (ATC), and local Appalachian Trail 
maintaining clubs regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Draft Revised Land 
and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington National Forest. Please note that our 
organizational name has changed and needs to be updated in the DEIS in Management Prescription 4A 
(page 3-247) and in your DEIS Distribution List (page 5-10). 
 
The ATC preserves and manages the Appalachian National Scenic Trail (A.T.) in partnership with the 
National Park Service, USDA Forest Service, and many state and local entities. Almost 50 percent of the 
A.T. traverses national forest land in seven states and eight national forests in Region 8 and Region 9. 
We work with 31 volunteer trail-maintaining clubs and with an additional 65 national, state, and local 
governmental partners. Climate change, invasive species, motorized vehicle incursions, energy 
development, and air pollution are among the most significant threats to the trail corridor lands. Forest 
planning is a key tool for proper management of the National Forest System. It is also a significant tool for 
the proper and consistent management of portions of the A.T. corridor.  
 
We greatly appreciate the opportunity to comment on the revised plan. In general, we support Alternative 
G, but call on the Forest Service to strengthen this Alternative with the minor modifications noted below.  
 
Specially Designated Areas—The prominent focus on specially designated areas is particularly 
important to us. This inclusion is critical for proper management of the A.T. as required in the National 
Trails System Act. The A.T. is a specially designated management area in all current Forest Plans for 
units traversed by the A.T. This designation has functioned to ensure consistent management of the A.T. 
and surrounding landscape. The A.T. is administered by the Secretary of the Interior in consultation with 
the Secretary of Agriculture, and is managed as a partnership among the Forest Service, the National 
Park Service Appalachian Trail Park Office, the Appalachian Trail Conservancy, and ATC-affiliated local 
A.T.-maintaining clubs. A designated management area for the A.T. ensures that trail management is in 
accordance with the National Trails System Act and the Comprehensive Plan for the Protection, 
Management, Development and Use of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail signed by the Director, 
National Park Service, and the Chief, USDA Forest Service, in August 1981. That legislation and the 
Comprehensive Plan provide direction for all cooperative management partners.  
 
A.T. Standards—We support the intent of the detailed standards for the A.T. outlined in Management 
Prescription 4A with suggestions to strengthen language where necessary. The standards function to 
protect the integrity of the A.T. recreational experience and serve to enhance functional ecological 
systems of corridor lands. We specifically support standards that protect the scenery of the A.T. corridor. 
We want to emphasize and support the standard that the A.T. management prescription area is 
unsuitable for special-use authorizations for new communication sites and wind-generation sites. We also 
want to emphasize the needed protection of the A.T. near the designated Scenic Corridor adjacent to the 
Mt. Pleasant National Scenic Area. The standards for the Scenic Corridor are less protective than those 
for the A.T. corridor and Mt. Pleasant National Scenic Area standards. We suggest that the area west of 
the Scenic Area and adjacent to the A.T. be included as part of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail 
Corridor. It appears that much of this area is in the foreground of the trail, with views in the vicinity of Hog 
Camp Gap and Cole Mountain. 

http://www.nps.gov/appa/parkmgmt/upload/CompPlan_web.pdf
http://www.nps.gov/appa/parkmgmt/upload/CompPlan_web.pdf
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Proposed Wilderness Study Areas—The preferred Alternative G does not include any Proposed 
Wilderness Study Areas (PWA) that affect the A.T. Alternatives C and F include PWAs that do affect A.T. 
management, including the Three Sisters PWA and the Three Ridges Addition PWA. Given the 
constraints of active management in designated Wilderness Areas, both ecological and recreational, 
along with the extensive amount of designated Wilderness near the A.T. on the George Washington 
Forest, A.T. maintaining clubs support Alternative G with regard to the Three Sisters PWA. Clubs have 
expressed concern about the bridge across the Tye River in the vicinity of the Three Ridges Addition 
PWA. If the A.T. and the bridge are excluded from the Wilderness designation, ATC and the A.T. 
maintaining clubs support the addition of this PWA. We recommend that the Three Sisters PWA be 
designated as Remote Backcountry and managed consistent with the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation 
Rule. 
  
Special Use Permits—In recent years, ATC and the George Washington National Forest have witnessed 
an increase in requests for recreational special-use permits for such activities as endurance and 
fundraising events. Both activities are clearly inappropriate, given longstanding direction in the A.T. 
Comprehensive Plan, which is still the NPS’ and ATC’s comprehensive direction for management of the 
ANST. We encourage the Forest Service’s continuing support of this direction. 
 
The most pertinent sections of the A.T. Comprehensive Plan that warrant regulation of fundraising, foot 
races or horseback endurance events include Management Principle 7 b) “Incompatible Activities,” on p. 
7; the limitations on horseback use under “Special Uses” on p. 8, and the section entitled “Carrying 
Capacity” on pages 32–33. This latter citation may be particularly noteworthy because it is responsive to 
the Congressional requirement that “specific objectives and practices to be observed in the management 
of the trail, include… an identified carrying capacity of the trail and a plan for its implementation” (16 USC 
1244, Sect 5 (e)(1)). 
 
Determining a true carrying capacity for the entire A.T. is a complex and expensive undertaking. As a 
means to describe various impacts to the trail resources and trail experience, A.T. managers evaluate 
Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) and Visitor Experience and Resource Protection (VERP) when faced 
with trail-related projects that have a potentially negative impact on the resource. Large groups have 
environmental and social impacts, and we request that proposed activities that are incompatible with 
values articulated in the A.T. Comprehensive Plan be limited in the Forest Plan 
 
We suggest the following underlined additions to Management Prescription 4A-024 on page 3-21 of the 
Lands and Resource Management Plan: 
 
4A-024 Authorize recreational special uses only when they do not adversely affect Appalachian Trail 
values and resources as described by this management prescription. Limit recreation events which 
degrade the A.T.’s natural and cultural resources or social values (A.T. Comprehensive Plan) such as 
high profile or disruptive fundraising, foot races or horseback endurance events to designated crossings 
only. Except for existing permits, only temporary authorizations of one year or less for use of the footpath 
are allowed, due to the probability of changing trail conditions or management needs. Existing permits 
may be renewed when there is no proposed change in use, or changes in trail conditions or management 
needs. Permits will not be issued for overnight camping at Appalachian Trail shelters or within 300 feet of 
the footpath. 
 
We view this suggestion as an interim step to working with Region 8 forests and the Regional Office to 
develop a region-wide (and perhaps, Trailwide) comprehensive A.T. outfitter and guide, fund raising, and 
group use approval and management process, in concert with the NPS A.T. Park Office. 
 
Objectives for Recreation—We support OBJ 4 to acquire the remaining priority 1 and 2 Appalachian 
Trail corridor tracts over the next decade and OBJ 5 regarding the agreement for sponsored voluntary 
services. We also support the efforts to improve existing trail conditions by working towards more 
sustainable design principles. In general we support the emphasis on existing trails and minimizing the 
development of new trail systems. As we strive to engage local communities, ATC also supports 
developing effective trail signage and interpretation, particularly in wildland-urban interfaces. We suggest 

 –2–  



GWNF DEIS and Forest Plan Revision—ATC Comments October 17, 2011 
  
 
that an additional objective be added to the Recreation section that reflects an effective communication 
strategy related to trail signage.  
 
Species Diversity—We also want to highlight the A.T. corridor prescriptions that align with broader 
ecological goals for George Washington National Forest lands, including management of early 
successional, grassland habitats along the trail corridor and the use of prescribed burning to enhance 
forest communities. These management activities will ensure a diversity of species on the Forest that will 
enhance wildlife viewing from the trail.  
 
OBJ SPD-2 for Species Diversity states: Maintain at least 4,800 acres of grassland habitat. Maintain all 
current areas that are greater than 40 acres in size in patches at least that size, or greater, and maintain 
all current areas that are greater than 100 acres in size in patches at least that size. This objective aligns 
with stewardship objectives along several sections of the A.T. We support the need to improve 
management of early successional areas. We would include additional sites to OBJ SPD-1, including: 
Cold Mountain; Porter Field; Tar Jacket Ridge; and Apple Orchard Mountain.  
 
A.T. volunteers have been working to inventory invasive species in the trail corridor. We appreciate the 
need to selectively use herbicide to control problematic species, and will continue to work with the U.S. 
Forest Service staff to identify priority management areas for invasive species control in the A.T. corridor. 
We support the management objectives articulated in Alternative G to control non-native invasive 
species.  
 
Additional comments—We are pleased about the attention to planning for climate change in the DEIS, 
and we look forward to continuing our longstanding productive and positive relationship with the Forest 
Service as we work to develop more specific approaches to forest protection in and around the A.T. 
corridor. 
 
In addition, we want to emphasize that watershed protection is an essential function of National Forest 
lands, and we emphatically support that part of the plan that prohibits horizontal drilling and hydraulic 
fracturing. Those activities are at odds with species diversity, recreational, and water management 
objectives.  
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS and Draft Revised Land and Resource 
Management Plan for the George Washington National Forest. Should you have any questions about our 
comments please feel free to contact me at ATC’s regional office in Blacksburg, VA. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Laura Belleville 
Director of Conservation 
Appalachian Trail Conservancy 
P.O. Box 174 
Blacksburg, VA 24063 
540-953-3564 
 
The presidents of the following Appalachian Trail maintaining clubs join with ATC in unanimous support 
for the comments in this letter: 
 
Theresa Duffy, President, Old Dominion Appalachian Trail Club 
Trudy Phillips, President, Natural Bridge Appalachian Trail Club 
Phyllis Neumann, President, Tidewater Appalachian Trail Club 
Mervin Brower, President, Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club 
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