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A SUMMARY
of the Final Environmental impact Statement

INTRODUCTION The final environmental impact statement (FEIS) documents 14 alternatives for
revising the Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington
National Forest (1986 Plan).and for leasing oil and natural gas in the Alleghany
Front Lease Area of the Forest. All 14 alternatives represent feasible ways of
managing the Forest over the next 10 10 15 years. These alternatives were
developed to address major public issues and the purpose and need for the
Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the George Washington
National Forest (Revised Plan). All 14 represent feasible ways of managing the
George Washington National Forest over the next 10to 15 years. These alterna-
tives were developed to address major public issues and the purpose and need
for the Revised Plan.

The Revised Plan is the preferred alternative {(8A) which 1s presented in the
FEIS. it 1s a separate document entitled Revised Land and Resource Manage-
ment Pian for the George Washington National Forest and 1s incorporated by
reference into the FEIS. This summary describes the alternatives and some
major conclusions Land allocations are shown on the accompanying maps.

PURPOSE Since 1976, federal law (the National Forest Management Act) requires that
each of the 156 national forests be managed under a forest plan, Forest plans
— or land management plans — direct all resource management activities in
the national forests.

The purpose of the Revised Plan is to provide for multiple use and sustained
yield of goods and services In a way that maximizes net public benefits in an
environmentally sound manner. Ecosystem management will be the guiding
prnciple in achieving this objective

The Revised Plan will guide all natural resource management activities and
establish management standards for the Forest. It will determine resource
management practices, levels of resource production and management, and
the suitability of lands for resource management (36 CFR 219.1).

WHY REVISE? Permission to implement the Forest Plan prepared for the George Washington
National Forest (the Forest) was given by Regional Forester John E. Alcock in
September 1986. The Plan did not gain public acceptance, however, and was
the subject of 18 appeals filed with the U.S. Forest Service.

After a prolonged attempt to resolve the questions raised in the appeals,
Regional Forester Alcock was directed by the Chief of the Forest Service to
revise the Plan for the George Washington National Forest,
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This revision is to accomplish these purposes:

1. The EIS, the Revised Plan, and the process used to accomplish the revision
need to be in compliance with the National Forest Management Act of 1976,
Mational Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and other federal laws and statutes.

2. The EIS and Revised Plan need to be more readily understood by the public
and agency professionals than the existing Plan documents.

3. The Revised Plan needs to be more easily implemented than the existing Plan
in terms of understandable management direction and where it is applied.

4. The Revised Plan needs to correct standards and cther management direc-
tion that were found inadequate when monitoring and evaluating the implemen-
tation of the existing Forest Plan.

WHAT DECISIONS
ARE MADE?

Summary

The Regional Forester makes decisions and recommendations on the following
policies and publishes them in a Record of Decision document at the conciu-
sion of this revision effort. All decisions but one are programmatic decisions;
one decision (the consent to lease oll and natural gas) is site-specific. The
Record of Decision will make the following eight decisions:

1. Establish Forest-wide multiple use goals, objectives and standards, including
estimates of the gocds and services expected.

2. Establish management areas with muttiple-use prescriptions contalning ob-
jectives, desired future condition and standards that guide future management
activities in those areas;

3. Establish Forest-wide Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) and the Timber Sale
Schedule.

4, identify land that is suitable for timber production;

5. Allocate some or all roadless areas to management areas which permit a
range of multiple uses;

6. Establish a monitoring and evaluation process;

7. Determine what lands are made available for leasable mineral development;

8. Identify those lands in the Alleghany Front | .ease Area where consent to lease
federally-owned oil and natural gas is being given;



9. Designate "Special Interest Areas".

The Record of Decision will also make two recommendations:
1. Identify roadless areas recommended for wilderness study;

2. ldentify additions to the Research Natural Area (RNA) System.
The Record of Decision for the FEIS will make two leasing decisions:

1. The standards in Chapter 3 of the Revised Plan designate, by management
areas, those lands which are administratively available for mineral develop-
ment. In the case of leasing federally-owned oil and natural gas, this decision
complies with 36 CFR 228.102(d). This first decision is the initial step in leasing
fiuid minerals on national forest lands.

2. In cooperation with the Eastern States Office of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, the FEIS will identify those lands within the 75,000-acre Allsghany Front
Lease Area where the Forest Service authorizes BLM to offer leases for oil and
natural gas. This is the "consent" decision discussed in 36 CFR 228.102(e). It
represents the point of irreversible and irretnevable commitment of resources.
It is supported by site-specific disclosure in Chapter 3 under "MINERALS",

The Alleghany Front Lease Area contains most of the Forest land that has
high-to-moderate potential for natural gas and oil. Should future information
locate other areas of mgh interest, additional lease areas may be identified.

PUBLIC
INVOLVEMENT

The public was very involved in the revision of the Forest Plan. The Forest held
13 public meetings with as many as 100 attendees. The attendees participated
in the identification, clanfication, and exploration of possible responses to pub-
lic 1ssues (the issues are presented in the next section). The public continued
to participate as the possible responses were formulated into 14 alternatives
that offer a wide range of management plans for the Forest.

Forest officials also met with individuals and groups throughout the process to
provide information and explanations of the revision.

Finally, the Forest received and analyzed 4,300 letters of comment on the Drait
Environmental impact Statement and Draft Revised Forest Plan. Specific com-
ments raised in these letters and responses to these comments are included
in Appendx |,

ISSUES GUIDE
THE REVISION

Public comments expressed in letters and appeals, the Chief's directives, and
concerns of other Forest Service professionals are contained in the 13 issues
that follow, These issues help define the management direction that I1s needed
in the Revised Plan.
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lssue 1:
Issue 2:
Issue 3:
Issue 4:
Issue 5:
Issue 6:
lssue 7:
lssue 8:
lssue 9:

Issue 10;
Issue 11:
jssue 12:
Issue 13:

Biological Diversity
Below-Cost Timber Sales
Forest Access
Ali-Terrain Vehicle Use
Roadless Area Management
Special Management Areas
Aesthetics
Vegetation Manipulation
Resource Sustainabiity
Minerals
Gypsy Moth
Adequacy of the Revision
The Mix of Goods and Services



THE
FOREST
PROFILE

Because the Forest is about a two-hour dnve from Washington, D.C., stretches
alongside the popular Shenandoah Valley, and s easily accessible from the
heavily populated mid-Atlantic coastline, the spotlight stays on the Forest.

The Forest extends for 140 miles along the Appalachian Mountains of north-
western Virginia and adjacent West Virginia, as the map below indicates. 1t
includes approximately one miilion acres of national forest land in 13 Virginia
counties and approximately 100,000 acres in four counties in West Virgina,

Approximately 30 to 35 percent of the total land area in and adjacent to the
Forest i1s devoted to agriculture. As is the national trend, active farms and the
use of land for agnculture are on the decline,

TRANSITION FROM
CURRENT PLAN
TO THE REVISION

Once the public 1ssues were identified, it became clear that in order to address
the issues, some changes were needed to the existing George Washington
Forest Plan. These changes include: updating the current Plan’s management
direction, developing and displaying more detalled management areas, re-
assessing the amount of suitable lands for timber, and reassessing the amount
of timber to make available.

ALTERNATIVE WAYS
TO MANAGE
THE FOREST

This section describes alternative ways that the Forest might be managed.
The National Forest Management Act requires that each alternative be imple-
mentable and address major public issues. It also requires that one alternative
continue current management direction into the future (Alternative 2).

The alternatives are products of often intense interaction among the public,
state, federal, and private agencies; and the Forest. Although the Forest Service
seeks public input in formulating the alternatives, that input may or may not be
reflected in the Revised Plan. Regardless, comments from the public follows a
definite path through the planning process and often creates new approaches
for the Forest Service -- new analyses, fresh alternatives

In helping the Forest Service formulate the alternatives presented here, the
public exercises their right to be heard and to have therr concerns addressed.
In choosing the alternative that becomes the Revised Forest Plan, the Forest
Service exercises ts mission to listen to the public, to seek therr input, and to
combine, when possible, public desires with professionally-sound forest man-
agement.

The public and the Forest Service began formulating the alternatives in Novem-
ber 1990. The alternatives are designed to address the issues, to meet the
purpose and need, and to offer a wide range of possible ways of managing the
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Summary

rorest. Many alternatives have been refined as a resuit of letters of comment
on the DEIS and Draft Revised Plan.

Alternative 1 was eliminated from detailed study. Alternative 1 represents the
1986 Forest Plan. The alternative does not, however, include several important
interim management direction requirements which could not be incorporated
into the Plan without a significant amendment. Since intenim management has
not been completely incorporated into the 19868 Plan, Alternative 1 was not a
true and viable reflection of the way the Forest could be managed.

Alternative 2 (interim management direction) 1s a better representation of the
way the Forest has been managed since the Forest Plan was released in 1986
Therefore, Alternative 1 was not considered as the no action aiternative and was
ehminated from detaled study.

Thirteen alternatives, 2, 3,4, 5,6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14, were formulated
initially. The Draft FEIS was released in January 1992. The public, other govern-
ment agencies, state and local governments, forest users, individuals and
organizations were asked to comment. Comments on the merts of the afterna-
tives were specriically requested.

In response to public comments, a new alternative (8A) was formulated, small
adjustments were made to all of the alternatives; and substantial changes
{identified in the following discussion} were made to Alternatives 5, 6, 7, 11, 12,
and 13, Chapter 2 of the FEIS contains detailed descrniptions of the alternatives.
Summanes appear below.

Alternatlve 2 1s the no action/no change alternative. Under this alternative, the
Forest continues o be managed under management direction in the amended
Forest Plan and additional interim management direction set forth by the Chief.

Aflternative 3 explores the advantages of changing a number of Forest Service
pohicies. Technically, the Regional Forester does not have the authority to make
such policy changes. Alternative 3 assumes that such changes are recom-
mended by the Forest Superwvisor and the Regional Forester to the appropnate
higher authority.

Aiternative 3 calls for a minimal level of manipulation while producing habitat not
available on private lands. This alternative creates an extensive wilderness
system by designating all roadless areas as wilderness and recommending
additional areas Wildernesses are linked by wildife travel corndors, Buifer
zones surround wildermesses where possible. Trails are mamtaned at a mini-
mum level. Foot travel requinng map reading and compass skills is encour-
aged All motorized vehicles are restricted to open roads outside the wilder-
nesses.

Alternative 4 provides a vanety of motorized recreation experiences. Roads
constructed for timber sales are used by off-highway vehicles. Areas currently
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managed for non-motorized dispersed recreation are reviewed for conversion
to motorized recreation as demand warrants,

Alternative 5 provides an uninterrupted flow of marketable goods and services.
it provides a high level of timber and, as a result, habitat favorable to huntable
wildife,

In the FEIS, the ASQ for this alternative has been increased from 600 MMBF to
680 MMBF to provide a response to concerns that sufficient regeneration was
not being accomplished given gypsy moth mortality.

In Alternative 6, the emphasis is on non-market goods and services. Included
are wilderness recreation, fish and wildiife habitat, water recreation, and non-
wilderness dispersed recreation. Eleven roadless areas (containing 25% of the
acreage in the roadless area inventory) are racommended for wilderness study,
Special Interest Areas are maintained or enhanced.

In the FEIS, wildlife habitat improvement accomplished through non-timber
management practices was increased so that this alternative provided an
amount of wildlife habitat comparable with the selected alternative. The man-
agerment area allocation was alsc modified to increase the arnount of lands in
Management Area 4 through the inclusion of more "Special Interest Areas —
Biological" including the Shenandoah Mountain Crest. A new management
area map for this alternative accompanies the FE!S.

Alternative 7 allocates Forest lands to unfragmented habitat, ripanan areas,
habitat for bear/squirrel, habitat for turkey/woodpecker, habntat for deer/grouse.
Qualty hunting, fishing, hiking, and nature study are emphasized.

in the FEIS, the allowable sale quantity was reduced from 580 MMBF to 520
MMBF to provide a wide range of response to concerns over the amount of
timber harvesting. The management area allocation was also modified to re-
move all of the "Special Biological Areas' from Management Area 4. A new
management area map for this alternative accompanies the FEIS.

Alternative 8 was the Forest Service selected alternative in the DEIS. It empha-
sizes biological values — proposed, threatened, endangered, and sensitive
species; large areas of unfragmented habitat for area-sensitive species; wildlife
viewing and nature studies — while providing multiple use.

ARernatlve 8A s the alternative selected for the Forest Plan. Although very
simifar to Alternative 8 above, it also reflects many of the suggestions and
comments made on the draft EIS and positive components identified in other
alternatives. It emphasizes providing uses, values, services and environmental
conditions consistent with the 1990 RPA Assessment in a manner that main-
tains biological diversity and sustainable ecosystems. Since Alternative 8A was
formulated after the DEIS was issued, a new management area map for this
atternative accompanies the FEIS.,
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Alternative 8 provides extensive areas of unfragmented forest and a large
increase in wilderness.

In the FEIS, the land suitable for imber production was reduced from 80,000
acres to 66,000 acres based on additional evaluation of where uneven-aged
regeneration harvests could be practically applied on the Forest. The manage-
ment area allocation was also modified to increase the amount of lands in
Management Area 4 through the inclusion of more "Special Interest Areas —
Biological". A new management area map for this alternative accompanies the
FEIS,

Alternative 10 emphasizes a mixture of goods and services that provides the
highest revenue in an efficient manner. Included is a imber sale program of
least net cost, The volume of timber produced is determined by the amount of
land available for timber production that provides a positive cash flow.

Alternative 11 emphasizes biclogical values and roadless area values. Eleven
roadless areas are recommended for wilderness study and remote areas are
managed as backcountry. Motonzed recreation !s restricted to open system
roads.

In the FEIS, this alternative was adjusted to provide one passible response to
suggested changes to the Forest Service preferred alternative in the DEIS. The
roadless areas recommended for wilderness study were changed to eleven
roadless areas often recommended by some individuals and organizations.
The remaining roadless areas and other remote areas were allocated to a
different version of Management Area 9 containing standards that resembled
Management Area 8. Lands suitable for timber production were hmited to lands
within to 1/2 mile of system roads. No unhicensed off-highway vehicle trail routes
were included and hcensed off-hughway vehicles were restncted to open sys-
tem roads. The management area allocation was also moedified to increase the
amount of lands in Management Area 4 through the inclusion of more "Special
Interest Areas — Biological'. A new management area map for this alternative
accompanies the FEIS

Alternative 12 provides a traditional range of goods and services including
timber, recreation, minerals, wilderness, range, and wildlife habitat.

In the FEIS, the ASQ for this alternative has been reduced from 500 MMBF to
450 MMBF to provide a wide range of response to concerns over the amount
of timber harvesting. The lands suitable for timber production have been in-
creased to 595,000 acres. Also, the midure of regeneration harvest methods
has been changed so that the estimated annual program of harvest would
consist of clearcutting 1,250 acres, modified shelterwood on 1,400 acres and
two-stage shelterwood on 700 acres.

Alternative 13 provides areas of unfragmented forest and increases wilder-
ness. Twenty-three roadless areas are recommended for wilderness designa-
tion; the remainder provide primitive recreation.
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in the FEIS, this alternative was adjusted to provide one possible response to
suggested changes to the Forest Service preferred atternative in the DEIS. 23
roadless areas were recommended for wilderness study based on roadless
areas often recommended by some indviduals and organizations. The remain-
ing roadless areas and other remote areas were allocated to a different version
of Management Area 9 containing standards that resembled Management Area
8. Some lands were allocated to Management Area 2 {migration corridors) to
respond to concems that such changes were needed to the Forest Service
preferred alternative in the DEIS. Lands suitable for timber production were
limited to lands within 1/2 mile of system roads. No unlicensed off-highway
vehicle trail routes were included and licensed off-fughway vehicles were re-
stricted to open system roads. The management area allocation was also
modified to Increase the amount of lands in Management Area 4 through the
inciusion of more “Special Interest Areas — Biological® A new management
area map for this alternative accompanies the FEIS.

Under Alternative 14, the Forest 1Is managed to (1) provide a mixture of em-
phases based on local issues and conditions, (2) provide goods and services
to local constituents, (3) maintain natural values on large portions of the Forest
(including a moderate increase in wilderness), {(4) achieve a multiple-use pro-
gram in hight of the 1890 Resources Plarnining Act Assessment, and (&) minimize
vaiue loss and vegetation impacts caused by the spread of gypsy moth defolia-
tion and mortality.

Alternative 8A has been identified as the Forest Service preferred alternative

COMPARISON OF This section compares the 14 aiternatives. The information presented here is

ALTERNATIVES intended to ughlight the major differences betwesn the alternatives. As such,
the discussion centers on those measurable aspects which provide a clear
change between the alternatives,

In Table 1, the reader can get a sense of the "zoning concept* of the manage-
ment areas. It shows how much land would be managed under the manage-
ment areas for the different alternatives. Following this comparison, Table 2
summarizes the effects to the Faorest's environment if implementation of a
particular aiternative occurs. Included in this comparison is a listing of the
goods and services and environmental effects produced by each alternative.
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a:rll;:;lson of Management Areas (in Thousands of Acres) by Alernative
Alternative
Mgmt
Area Description 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 BA 9 10 11 12 13 14
-
1 | Minimal Level Management 0] 11 0 0 16 0 55 0 16 | 231 4 0 0 42
2 [ Migratich Corndors 0 151 0 0 82 0 0 ol 107 0 0 o] 107 0
3 | Sensitive Watersheds/Municipal Watersheds 1 9 o 8 8 5 0 0 0 1 22 2 8 0 0
4 | Spacial Interest Areas 55 11 53 53 84 2 54 70 34 53 42 53 40 55
5 | Sensitive Viewsheds 0 223 0 0 34 o 0 10 100 37 0 0 1 26
6 | The Appalachian Trail 13 5 13 13 9 13 9 10 7 13 9 13 7 10
7 | Scenic Corndors/Highland Scemic Tour 0 0 0 0 a8 0 &7 39 0 0 85 0 228 66
8 | Wilderness & Wilderness Study Areas a2 567 a2 a2 119 az 44 44 203 34 149 a2 245 a4
9 | Back Country/Remote Hightands 8 0 0 B8t 128 0} 18| 14 243 3] 189 8| 186 107
10 | Scenic/Recreational Rivers 14 o 14 14 11 13 13 8 7 14 12 13 9 18
11 | AllTeran/Off-Highway Routes 0 ol @28 g 10 ] 17 " ] Q o] 77 Q 1¢
12 | Developed Recreation Areas 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
13 | Dispersed Recreation Areas 11 7 5 11 6 11 55 42 8 5 57 1" 4 22
14 | Remote Habdats for Wildife 207 0 0 0 109 206 85 133 27 176 190 114 0 147
16 | Mosaics of Wildlfe Habitats With Freedom from Continued | 350 o 0 0| 310| 570 | 308 | 331 187 | 292 | 300 | 403 (| 184 256
Disturbance

“While not specrfically called "Sensitive Watersheds", areas identified as such i other alternatives are esther allocated to management areas affording the same level of protection as management
area 3 would provide or have standards to protect them
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Table 1. (Continued)

Comparison of Management Areas (in Thousands of Acres) by Alternative

Alternative

Mgmt.

Area Description 5 7 8 8A 10 1" 12 13 14
16 | Early Successional Forested Habitats for Wildisfe 0 186 35 39 0 0| 145 0 38
17 | Timber Emphasis 907 0| 108 91 156 0| 157 0 184
18 | Riparian Areas with Ecological Widths 9 0 21 0 21 0 21 0 21
19 | Riparian Areas with Set Widths 0 22 0 0 0 35 o 34 o
20 | Administrative Sites, Uty Corndors and Communications 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Sites

21 | Special Management Areas 0 0 o 59 0 0 0 0 0
22 | Small Game and Watchable Wildlife 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 2.
Summary of Environmental Effects by Aternative

Environmental Effect

Ar Quality Degradation

Alternative Discussion

Under Alternative 3, three core wildernesses, containing more than 55,000 acres, are proposed for designation as Class 1 air quality areas Under

all other alternatives, there are no Class 1 areas. The existing Class 2 areas are maintained Smoke from prescnbed fire causes temporary atr quality
degradation which may persist for a few hours in all alternatives except Alternative 3, In Alternative 3, prescrnibed fire 1s not used

Cultural Resource Protection

prior to ground disturbing activities.

Each alternative protects all significant cultural resources by avordance and or study Areas containing potential cultural resources are surveyed

Ahternative 2 3 4 5 6 I 8 8 8 10 #1112 13 14
Daveloped Recreation Site Capacity 136 128 136 136 129 136 157 162 129 162 136 162 136 163
(M PAQT)
Licensed Off-Highway Vehicles 223 0 725 575 105 223 223 223 45 160 45 375 45 223
{vhles of Road)
Unlicensed Off-Highway Vehicles
Number of Systems 3 0 19 3 3 4] 5 4 0 3 0 9 0 4
Miles of Trail Routes 60 4] 360 63 53 0 95 75 0 60 0 175 0 65
Adopted Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (Thousands of Acres)
Semi-Primitive Non-Motonzed 167 862 63 39 209 72 132 150 337 121 197 84 312 154
Semi-Pnmitive Motonzed 203 O 181 32 134 271 213 208 14 194 153 226 39 161
Roaded Natural 691 199 459 82 714 714 643 615 708 £86 707 541 706 558
Roaded Modified 0 o 358 908 4 4 73 88 4 160 4 210 4 188
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Table 2. (Continued)

Summary of Environmental Effects by Alernative

Environmental Effect

Fisharies and Ripanan Areas

Percent Ripanan Area Surtable For
Timber Production

Alternative Discussion

In Alternatives 2, 6, 11, and 13, a slow progression toward a more mature forest of more shade tolerant species occurs as an approach that resembles
currant management continues More large woady debns is depostied into streams Ripanan habitats and fisheries are sustained in a healthy condition
Timber harvesting only otcurs when needed to protect or enhance npanan-dependent rasources, Little potential for soil from earth-disturbing activities

to reach streams

In Alternatives 3 and 9, a slow progression towards & more mature forest of more shade tolerant species algo occurs as natural processes accur
Timber harvesting does not occur. No potential for sod from earth disturbing activities to reach streams Ripartan areas will, through natural processes,
lead to Improved fishenes habitat that provides dwerse, self-maintaining habitats, even though stocking and other habitat improvements are restricted

or prohibited

In Alternatives 7, 8, 8A, 10, 12, and 14, a siow progression towards a more mature forest of more shade tolerant species also occurs as nparian
aroas are managed based on ecological parameters Timber harvesting occurs only when needed to protect of enhance nparian-dependent resources.
Litle potential, (but more than Alternatives 2, 6, 7, 11 and 13) for soil from earth-disturbing activities to reach streams.

In Alternatives 4 and 5, the existing forest of tolerant and intolerant species 1s maintained as ripanian areas are managed using state BMP's Timber
harvesting does occur Some npanan dependent species, such as salamanders, are temporarily displaced as shade removal results in warmer,
dner condions. Removal of mature timber provides habrtat for early successional and edge species Habrtat for species preferning large diameter
trees (such as the pileated woodpecker) or continuous canopy cover (certan neotropical migrants) 1s lessened. Little potential, but more than all
other alternatives, for sol! from earth-disturbing activities to reach streams

Recreational fishing I1s Increased or maintained i all alternatives except Alternative 3 Under Alternative 3, there will be a significant decrease in
recreational fishing as the trout stocking program is eliminated.
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Table 2 (Continued)
Summary of Environmental Effecis by Alternative

Environmental Effect Alternative Discussion

Protection from Gypsy Moth Defolia-  Under alternative 3, repeated years of oak defoliation will lead to mortalily of individual trees and stands of trees. Stands sustaining mortality will

tion of Oak Trees change species composthan over time Such species as white pine, Virginia Pine, and pitch pine may seed into sites whare oaks have been killed,
Red maple, blackgum, and sassefras present im the understory may oceupy the stands In other sdes, laurel may become the dominant vegetation,
slowing development of new stand of trees Under all other afternatives, stands of oak on land surtable for tmber production may not die "f* treated
with insecticides or through timber harvesting to manage moth populations, The maximum number of acres that may be considered for treatment
varies by alternative dependtng on the amount of suttable timberland

Acres that may be Considered for Insecticide Treatment (in Thousands of Acres)

Alternative 2 3 4 S 4] 7 8 8A 9 10 11 12 13 14
Generally Avallable 898 0 935 g26 435 973 596 668 175 647 §21 927 188 685
Availabfe Under Limited Circumstances 163 O 126 135 545 88 466 383 779 414 540 134 766 376
Not Available 0 1061 0 0 81 0 0 0 107 0 0 0 107 0
Land Ownership All alternatives have similar land adjustment programs aimed at consolidating national forest ownership AHernative 3 has the most ambitious program
for land acquisttion that provides for the acquisition of buffer lands along a wilderness-cornidor system.
—
S
Special Uses All alternatives except Afternative 3 atlow for special uses provided the uses are consistent with management area direction,
Utifty Cornidors Ail alternatives manage utildy corndors No new uses are granted under alternative 3,
Communication Sites Alternative 3 restncts all future use to the current sites In all other alternatives, new site requests are not granted as long as space is available on

existing sites.
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Table 2. (Continued)
Summary of Environmental Effects by Alternative

Environmental Effect Alternative Discussion
Alternative 2 ] 4 5 6 7 8 8A 9 10 1 12 13 14
Available For Leasable Energy (Ol and Gas) Minerals (Thousands of Acres)?
with Standard Lease Terms 338 0 933 916 33 184 223 145 51 396 12 397 6 298
with Stipulations 644 0 70 84 843 T894 768 B42 918 591 964 600 982 691
with No Surface Occupancy 47 0 26 29 53 41 38 42 60 42 53 H 53 40
Not Avarlable 32 1061 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 a2 32 32 32 32
Available For Non-Energy Leasable Minerals (Thousands of Acres)!
QGenerally Available 698 0 942 924 342 764 529 479 189 710 31z 802 190 535
On Case-By-Case Basis 300 0 68 84 648 245 482 532 825 298 700 206 824 475
Not Available 53 1061 51 53 52 52 80 50 47 53 49 53 47 51
Available For Salable Minerals (Thousands of Acres)®
Matenal Sales Allowed 330 0 g24 907 26 185 214 14 47 387 4 379 O 283
On Case-By-Case Basis 670 0 76 93 894 824 788 Bs8 707 oM 8 621 802 716
Not Available 61 1061 61 61 141 52 61 62 307 74 166 61 259 62

Given the overall low potential of the Forest for most mineral resources, the differences among the various atternatives would not result in a difference
in acres of actual surface disturbance, tons of soil loss through construction activities, number of wells dnlled, etc Just because more or less land
might ba available dossn't mean that industry will rush in and try to develop mineral resources, In fact, current and past activity levels are low despre
the general availability of lands for mineral exploration and development. Rather, the man didference will be in acres avaifable for industry to consider
for exploration or development in the future as mineral commodities, uses of minerals, and new technologies change

Consent for Oil and Gas Leasing in the Alleghany Front Lease Area{Thousands of Acres)*

with Standard Lease Terms 2 0 65 65 3 10 5 5 4] 40 0 27 o 5
with Stipulations 2 0 9 9 7 64 69 69 74 34 74 47 74 69
with No Surface Occupancy 2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Not Available 2 75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

The above figures do not distinguish between federal and private mineral nghts Approximately 19 percent of the Forest contains mineral holdings on which developmental nghts may be

reserved or outstanding.
ZThe decision to consent to leasing 1s deferred and evaluated with each proposal,
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Table 2. (Continued)
Summary of Environmental Effects by Alternative

Environmental Effect Alternative Discussion

Range The grazing program is discontinued in Atternatives 3, 6, 8, 11 and 13 Alternstives 2, 4, 5, 8, BA, 10, 12 and 14 continue the current program, Altemative
7 modifies and reduces the program after completion of site-specific analysis on each area.

Alternative 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 BA ] 10 11 12 13 14
Roadless Areas Recommended for Wilderness Study
Number of Areas 0 25 0 0 1 0 3 3 27 2 11 0 22 3
Thousands of Acres 0 524 O 0 87 0 12 12 260 3 115 0 213 12

Management of Roadless Areas (Percent of Roadless Area Acreage}

Resammeandad for Wildamass Study 0 a3 Q Q 33 Q 5 8 100 1 45 W] 82 5
Not Available for Development 20 7 17 20 62 3 88 84 o 49 54 20 18 50
Available for Development 80 0 83 80 5 o7 6 " 0 5 1 80 0 45

If development occurs on above available acres, it will preclude many of the roadless areas from wilderness consideration in the future, Roadless
area values will be lost in many areas f development occurs, Experiences of solitude and remoteness will diminish with development The Forest
will appear less natural as management activities are implemented,
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Alternative 2 <]

Estimated Amount of New Road Construction to Suppert the Timber Sale Program
Average Annual Miles 58 0 69 812 0 913 47 58 12 2-3 0 711 0 58
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Table 2. (Continued)
Summary of Environmental Effects by Alternative

Environmental Effect

Alternative

Changes in Total Employment
Number of Jobs

Changes in Timber Industry Employment
Number of Jobs

Changes in Total Income
Millions of Dollars

Present Net Valua
Millions of Dollars

Total Budget
1991 Millions of Dollars

I

1255

187

Afternative Discussion

HL7

1246

89

4

-74

+11

1133

157

s

+293

+194

+6

1268

149

2

1236

143

I~

+339

+83

+7

1214

18

[+

1217

15

1=

+80

+2

1229

152

o

7

1178

12¢

-197

-147

1241

128

1178

163

+192

+44

+4

1296

14.5

1208

163

+101

20

+3

1208

16.4

“Alternative 2 serves as the basis for comparison
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Table 2, (Continued)
Summary of Environmental Effects by Alternative

Environmental Effect Alternative Discussion
Alternetive 2 3 4 5 [} 7 8 BA 9 10 11 12 13 14
Anticipated Accelerated Soil Erosion Caused by Human Activities During the First Decade
Thousands of Tons 106 26 146 149 46 150 94 106 55 7.0 85 132 78 105

Average Annual Sediment, Natural and Human
Causes (Natural Sediment Averages
Approximately 20.1 Thousand Tons/Year) 228 208 239 239 213 24 225 228 215 219 223 235 2% 228
In no alternative does soil compaction result in long-term reductions in soll productivity, In no alternative is nutrisnt loss or nutrient cycle disruption
severe enough to lower productivity over the short or long term No alternative increases the severty of major floods Since forest management
practices do not measurably impact the ground water resource, impacts do not vary measurably by alternative

Alternative 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8A 9 10 11 12 13 14
Allowable Sale Quantiy for 1st Decade
Millions of Board Foet 380 Q0 40 680 0 520 270 330 80 150 210 450 150 350
Surtable Timber Land
Thousands of Acres 30 0 354 656 O 696 260 350 66 120 280 595 185 350
Average Annual Projected Net Revenue
Thousands of Dollars 76 0 0 735 O -1106 -611 683 506 352 511 918 489 -718
Total Regeneration Harvesting for 1st Decade (iIn Thousands of Acres)
Clearcut 15 0 10 40 0 20 3 3 0 9 o 12 0 10
Other Even-Aged 8 0 18 0 0 18 14 20 0 0 B 2t 11 12
Selection 9 0 0 0 0 32 16 8 56 0 86 0 a1 47
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Table 2, (Continued)

Summary of Environmental Effects by Alternative

Environmental EHoct

Alternative Discussion

Adopted Visual Quality Objectives (Thousands of Acres)

Pregarvation
Retention

Partial Retention
Modification

Alternative 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8
34 1055 32 a2 246 32 44
94 & 662 112 328 54 497
219 0 9 9 483 o7 447
654 0 38 908 4 4 73

12

379

88

[
-
@

“HE

148
67
210

43

THE

321

188

Wiid and Scenic River Protaction

In all alternatives, protaction is provided within a one-quarter mile corndor on each side of an eligible river {one-half mile total}. Management activities
allowed within this corndor are designed to meet the minimum protection requiroments, given the niver's potential classificatton Management Area

10 in the Revised Forest Plan (Chapter 2) descnbes these mimimum protective measures

Management of Exishng Wilderness

The amount of existing wildernesses does not differ among the alternatives Additional wilderness might occur if roadless areas were recommended
for wilderness study. This 1s discussed under ROADLESS AREAS Under Alternative 3, existing wildernesses would form the core of most of the

large wildernass areas in the wilderness-corndor complexes
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Table 2. (Coniinued)
Summary ot Environmental Effects by Alternative

Envirenmental Effect Alternative Discussion
Alternative 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8A 9 10 11 12 13 14
*Carrying Capacily” (Thousands of Animals Habitat for Which 1s Provided)
Black Bear 13 1.5 0.7 0.9 1.5 1.4 14 14 15 14 14 12 14 13
Wild Turkey 166 156 86 149 216 242 189 19 162 161 189 19.3 17.5 182
White-Tailed Deer 403 266 308 607 464 641 414 464 286 342 380 566 331 466
Average Annual Prescnbed Burning
Thousands of Acres 05 0 0 05 3 3 3 3 0.5 3 05 05 02 3
Average Annual Wildlife Cleanngs Maintained
Thousands of Acres 0 0 0 0 24 31 04 04 0 0 0 0 0 0

Land Available for Old Growth Conditions

N
o Thousands of Acres 542 1061 692 3 951 348 772 668 1001 923 766 411 883 ©33




Table 2. (Continued)

Summary of Environmental Effects by Alternative

Environmental Effect
Unfragmented Habitats

"Relatively Unfragmented® Habitat
Thousands of Acres

¥4

*Relatively Fragmented* Habrtat
Thousands of Acres

Afternative Discussion
Unfragmented habdat 1s ancther distinctive type of habitat. it 1s particularly important for certain neotropical birds, some of which require large tracts
of undisturbed forest lands A dependency of some neotropical birds on unfragmented habitats 18 related to the inability of the forest interior depandent
species to repreduce successfully under edge conditions where predation, cowbird parasstism, and competiton are high

Area sensitive Management Indicator Species include the pileated woodpecker, work-eating warbler, and ovenbird Estimated acreage of unfragmented
habitat needed to maintain opttmum populations of area sensitive neotropical migrants is 7,400+ acres Suggested minimum area requiremeants to
maintain the presence of these spacies are 15 acres for the cvenbird, 370 acres for the worm eating warbler, and 400 acres for the pileated woodpecker

Timber production and the associated road bullding programs were analyzed In each alternative to determine the unharvested acres that provide
edge condrtions around harvested areas where predation, parasiism, and competition from other species is increased. Results follow. As edge habitat
increases, unfragmented habitats and associated area sensitive indicator species decrease. Conversely, as edge habitat decreases, unfragmented

habitat increases,

ga g 10 1 12 13 1

)
1w
Y
it
1
N
100

Alternative

526 1051 17 128 934 299 617 603 852 882 672 326 720 550

535 10 944 935 127 762 444 458 109 179 389 736 3N 5N

Protection of Threatened, Endan-
gered, Sensitive Species

The Forest contamns no critical habitat, as defined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, for federally listed species inhabing this Forest (refer to
Appendix F), Each alternative provides for protection of habitat for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species

Aelang



THE GEORGE WASHINGTON NATIONAL FOREST

The following are tities of documents prepared in conjunction with the revision of the
Forest's land management plan. All documents are dated January 1983,

The Record of Decision, 48 pages
A Summary of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 24 pages
The Final Revised Land and Resource Management Plan, 450 pages
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), 876 pages
Comments and Responses, Appendix | of the FE!S, 758 pages
A Maps Packet: Aliernative 8A -- the Preferred Alternative
The Transportation Network and Recreational Opportunities
Lands Classified Suttable for Timber Production
Alternative 6
Alternative 7
Alternative 9
Alternative 11
Alternative 13

Copies of these documents are avallable upon request from:
The Supervisor's Office

George Washington National Forest

P.O. Box 233

Harrisonburg, VA 22801

(703)4332491

Also, alt documents are available for viewing at the following locations:
Rockingham County Publc Library
Jefferson-Madison Regional Library, Charlottesville
Stauton Public Library

Buena Vista Public Library

Rockbnidge Regionai Library, Lexington
Waynesboro Public Library;

Lynchburg Public Library

Clifton Forge Public Library

Bath County Public Library

Handley Public Library, Winchester

Pendleton Gounty Library



