
United States Forest National Forests in North Carolina PO Box 128 
Department of Service Pisgah National Forest US 19 Bypass 
Agriculture Appalachian Ranger District Burnsville, NC 28714-0128 

Burnsville Station 828-682-6146 

File Code: 1950-1 
Date: October 29, 2004 

Dear Interested Citizen: 

I have signed the Decision Notice (DN) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the 
Stateline Project Environmental Assessment (EA) within the Appalachian Ranger District, 
Madison County. The DN discusses in detail my decision and rationale for reaching it. 

Copies of the DN and FONSI are enclosed. A copy of the Response to Comments on the EA is 
available on our web site (http://www.cs.unca.edu/nfsnc/) and is also available upon request. 
The July 2004 EA has been modified and clarified to correct typographic errors and address 
issues and concerns raised by members of the public during the 30-day notice and comment 
period and to be more responsive to new information.  The October 2004 EA is the result of this 
effort and is available on our web site or upon request. 

This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 215.11.  A written appeal, including 
attachments, must be postmarked or received within 45 days after the date this notice is 
published in The Asheville Citizen-Times. The Appeal shall be sent to National Forests in North 
Carolina, ATTN: Appeals Deciding Officer, PO Box 2750, Asheville, North Carolina 28802.  
Appeals may be faxed to (828) 257-4263.  Hand-delivered appeals must be received within 
normal business hours of 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.  Appeals may also be mailed electronically in a 
common digital format to: appeals-southern-north-carolina@fs.fed.us. 
Those who meet content requirements of 36 CFR 215.13 may appeal this decision.  Appeals 
must meet content requirements of 36 CFR 215.14.  For further information on this decision, 
contact Paul Bradley, District Ranger, Appalachian Ranger District or Michael Hutchins, Pisgah 
National Forest NEPA Coordinator, PO Box 128, Burnsville, North Carolina, 28714, Phone: 
828-682-6146. Thank you for your continued interest in management of the Pisgah National 
Forest. 

Sincerely, 

/s/Paul Bradley 
PAUL L. BRADLEY 
District Ranger 
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Decision and Rationale for 	 about 35 acres in stands 402-27 and 402-28.  
For every 10 acres treated for competing the Decision 

Decision 
Based upon my review of the alternatives, I have 
decided to select a modified Alternative C 
(Selected Alternative – see map below) of the 
Stateline Project Environmental Assessment 
(EA) on the Appalachian Ranger District, Pisgah 
National Forest and the Mitigation Measures 
listed in Section 2.4, Chapter 2 and Appendix F 
of the Stateline Project EA (EA).  The 
modifications are to harvest Stand 401-5 (15 
acres) and to attempt to control two additional 
species of invasive plants. The Selected 
Alternative will: 

vegetation, ¼ acre of grape arbor will be 
maintained. During timber stand 
improvement, soft mast species of holly, 
black gum, and dogwood will be maintained; 

◊	 Maintain and enhance linear grass/forb 
wildlife habitat on FSR 3512 by daylighting 
to create a feathered edge of early 
successional habitat for an average additional 
width of fifteen feet on each side of the road.  
This daylighting will be done along much of 
the length but will not be done where 
topography prohibits it or where no-harvest 
standards for perennial or intermittent stream 
crossings occur. Following harvest, 
revegetate roadbed into alternating strips of 

◊ Harvest about 134 acres using the two-age 	 clover and warm season vegetation to restore 
regeneration method and thin about 29 acres 	 the grass/forb condition. Within an existing 

one acre grass/forb field in Compartment(retaining at least 90 ft2 of basal area per acre) 

for a total of about 163 acres harvested for 

about 2,708 ccf (hundred cubic feet)  Priority 

for residual tree designation would be: white 

oak, red oak, and hickory (where present); 


402, on the north edge of Stand 27, use 
Imazapic herbicide to eradicate fescue 
component then refurbish the field by using 
a clover/warm season grass mix, lime, and 

◊	 Reconstruct about ¼ mile of existing road to 
access Stand 401-5. Access will require one 
culvert to be placed on an unnamed tributary 
(UT) stream, affecting about 36 linear feet of 

fertilizer. All landings constructed within 
Compartments 401 and 402 for harvest 
activities will be seeded following harvest 
with a clover and native wildflower seed mix 

the UT stream; 	 and on smaller landings, an old variety 
◊ Use and maintain the existing road system; 	 species of apple or crab apple fruit trees will 
◊	 Site prepare and subsequent release, if 

needed with herbicide (Triclopyr) and manual 
methods in all stands being regenerated. 
Manually control competition on about 96 
acres in stands 401-15, 401-16, and 401-17 
and control about 15 acres of invasive grape 
within these stands with herbicide 
(Triclopyr). Manually control competition on 

be planted. Following harvest, a two acre 
grass/forb opening will be created by 
expanding a landing used within 
Compartment 402. New grass/forb 
openings will be seeded with a clover and 
wildlife seed mix (including some native 
wildflowers for diversity); 
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◊	 Use herbicides (Triclopyr and Glyphosate) to 
control about five to ten acres of non-native, 
invasive exotic plants along FSRs 275 and 
3512 and existing stands. In addition 
mowing, hand pulling, and herbicides will 
occur within the project area to begin 
attempts to control Microstegium vimineum 
(Japanese stiltgrass) and Lonicera japonica 
(Japanese honeysuckle); 

◊	 Close about 18.1 miles of illegal off-highway 
vehicle (OHV) trails in the two analysis areas 
where possible, of which about 0.8 miles 
provide illegal OHV access to the 
Appalachian Trail; 

◊	 Rehabilitate approximately 1,000 feet of an 
old access near stand 402-6 and adjacent to a 
tributary stream of Mill Creek.  Provide a 
small products sale of rhododendron in stand 
402-6 following timber harvest and place 
mulch in holes after each rhododendron is 
dug out; and 

◊	 Designate 106 acres of small patch old 
growth in Compartment 401 to meet Forest 
Plan requirements (see also Appendix C, 
EA). 

Rationale 
As stated in Section 1.4 of the EA, the purpose 
and need (objectives) for the proposal is to: 

◊	 Balance age-class distribution, improve 
timber stand conditions, and provide for a 
continuous supply of timber using 
silvicultural prescriptions that favor red oak, 
white oak, and hickory tree species where 
they occur; 

◊	 Reduce competition and improve species 
composition in existing and proposed harvest 
units through herbicide use and manual 
methods; 

◊	 Increase utilization of forest products 
through a rhododendron sale; 

◊	 Control non-native invasive species through 
herbicide and non-herbicide actions along 
with manual treatments; 

◊	 Improve conditions for wildlife by creating 
additional early-successional habitat and 
maintaining and enhancing existing fields; 

◊	 Improve back country hiking opportunities 
by closing illegal off-highway vehicle (OHV) 
trails where possible, especially those that 
impact sections of the Appalachian Trail; 

◊	 Protect heritage resources by closing illegal 
OHV trails that are damaging artifacts; and 

◊	 Improve water quality by rehabilitating an old 
access road adjacent to a tributary of Mill 
Creek. 

In reaching my decision I carefully weighed the 
effects analyses of the alternatives analyzed in 
detail and the public comments received on the 
EA. In general, public comments focused on a 
few central themes: road construction, timber 
harvest, old growth designation, the State’s 
proposed Natural Heritage Area, and non-native 
invasive species. It was important to me that my 
decision addressed the public’s concerns while 
achieving the project’s objectives—I believe the 
Selected Alternative accomplishes both. 

There were specific concerns raised by members 
of the public that harvesting Stands 401-5 and 
401-9 would adversely affect populations of the 
Forest Concern plant species Hydropyllum 
macrophyllum. By not constructing the road to 
access 401-9, one of the two populations will be 
unaffected by this decision, ensuring population 
viability of this species in the project area. 

Some members of the public expressed concerns 
with early successional (0-10 year old stands) 
habitat standards provided in the Forest Plan.  
The Selected Alternative meets or exceeds 
minimum Forest Plan standards by compartment 
and analysis area (Appendix B).  I believe the 
Selected Alternative meets the project’s 
objectives for balancing age-class distribution. 

There were also specific concerns raised about 
the potential of harvesting old growth under the 
proposed action. The Selected Alternative does 
not harvest old growth designated by the Forest 
Plan and retains an additional 106 acres of small 
patch old growth. Some members of the public 
believed Stand 401-7 contained old growth. 
While natural resource specialists on the 
interdisciplinary team did not share this belief 
due to evidence of past entry and an average 
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stand age of about 60-70 years, I decided not to 
harvest this stand for other reasons including the 
number of stream crossings required to access it. 

Another factor I considered in my decision was 
road construction costs. The proposed road 
required to access stands 401-9 and 401-11 was 
reviewed by an engineer this summer and it was 
determined that our initial estimate of its cost to 
construct was too low.  The road would cost 
more to construct than originally thought due to 
extensive full bench construction required. The 
additional cost is reflected in the Financial 
Efficiency analysis (Appendix E). I decided not 
to construct this road due to the additional road 
construction costs, the limited amount of suitable 
timber available for future projects past it, and 
resource concerns related to water (see also 
Alternative’s B and D below). 

As detailed in the separate response to public 
comments document, there were specific 
concerns raised about the State’s proposed 
Natural Heritage Area (NHA) near Sugarloaf 
Mountain. An NHA is an area the State 
identifies as important for managing long-term 
biologic diversity and requests they be 
“registered”—there is no legal requirement for 
the US Forest Service to adopt all or portions of 
areas proposed for registration. That said, I 
recognize the importance of protecting areas for 
long-term biologic diversity; thus the reason the 
small patch old growth designations in 
Alternatives B-D are adjacent to or overlap the 
general area the State requested be set aside as an 
NHA. Meeting Forest Plan standards and 
guidelines is required by the Agency; and this is 
why the old growth areas are being set aside 
under this project. It was logical to designate the 
old growth in the general area the State wanted 
designated as an NHA.  On April 21, 2004, 
Forest Service representatives met with State 
representatives on-site to review the proposed 
NHA together.  It was identified during this field 
review that the size of the area the State 
identified for NHA designation was larger than 
the biologic community they initially requested 
protection (northern hardwood community).  
The old growth areas were located where there 

was a real opportunity to protect diverse biologic 
communities. 

Finally, there were specific comments on the 
increase in invasive exotic plant species across 
the Forest in general and the project area 
specifically. Following initial field 
reconnaissance, it became apparent that Japanese 
stiltgrass was prevalent in the project area and 
to a lesser extent Japanese honeysuckle. I have 
decided that measures to attempt control of 
these two species needs to occur along with the 
control measures of the exotic invasive plant 
species identified in the scoping package and 
the EA. 

Other Alternatives Considered 

In addition to the Selected Alternative, I 
considered three other alternatives in detail: 
Alternative A – No-Action, Alternative B – 
Proposed Action, and Alternative D. A 
comparison of these alternatives can be found in 
Section 2.5 of the EA. 

Alternative A – No Action 
Under Alternative A, current management plans 
would continue to guide management of the 
project area. I did not select this alternative for 
several reasons. This alternative would not have 
balanced age-class distribution; provided a 
continuous supply of timber; reduced 
competition; provided a rhododendron sale; 
attempted to control non-native invasive species; 
improved wildlife habitat; closed illegal OHV 
routes; protected heritage resources from damage 
caused by illegal OHV use; nor improved water 
quality on 1,000 feet of tributary stream to Mill 
Creek. 

Alternative B – Proposed Action 
Alternative B was designed to meet the project’s 
objectives and provided the most balanced age-
class distribution of the alternatives. I did not 
select Alternative B for the following reasons: a) 
the alternative proposed 0.6 miles of new road 
construction near Sugar Loaf Mountain to access 

Decision Notice 
4 



Stateline Project 

stands 401-11 and 401-9. After careful 
interdisciplinary review of the proposed new 
road, I determined the cost of constructing it to 
the required standards was too high due to the 
steep and wet terrain its route was proposed 
through. If there were additional stands suitable 
for future timber harvest farther to the east of 
proposed road’s terminus, I may have reached a 
different conclusion on its construction (see 
Rationale above). b) the alternative proposed 1.3 
miles of road reconstruction, which included five 
stream crossings. Stream crossings have 
potential to increase sedimentation and decrease 
water quality. While I believe the proposed 
crossings were designed to reduce their potential 
for adverse effects, I decided not to construct 
them for this project because I was able to meet 
objectives without them. 

Alternative D 
Alternative D was designed to respond to public 
concerns raised during the scoping period. I did 
not select Alternative D for the same reason I 
did not select Alternative B – the additional road 
construction costs to access Stands 401-9 and 
401-11 and resource concerns. I believe the 
project’s objectives will be met without selecting 
this alternative. 

Other Alternatives Not Considered 
Section 2.3 of the EA disclosed three alternatives 
I considered but eliminated from detailed study. 
Since they were not considered in detail in the 
EA, they were not considered in the range of 
alternatives for my decision. 

Public Involvement 

The proposal was provided to the public and 
other agencies for a 30-day comment period 
during scoping on February 13, 2004. Nineteen 
letters were received as a result of this scoping 
with 10 additional letters being received 
afterwards. An open house was hosted by the 
Forest Service at the Laurel Fire Station on July 
2, 2004. The proposal was listed in the January 

2004, April 2004, and July 2004 Schedule of 
Proposed Actions. 

A 30-day Notice and Comment period of the 
pre-decisional Stateline Project EA was initiated 
on July 29, 2004, and was completed on August 
29, 2004. Forty-six timely letters or e-mails were 
submitted by individuals, agencies, and 
organizations during this period and one was 
received after this period. A summary of the 
interests is attached to this decision notice, and a 
more detailed analysis of the comments received 
and the Agency’s response is available on the 
Forest’s web site or upon request. Following 
review of comments received, the July 2004 EA 
was modified and clarified to respond to public 
comments and new information (40 CFR 
1503.4). Members of the public may request a 
copy of the updated EA (October 2004). 

Finding of No Significant Impact 

After considering the environmental effects 
described in the EA, I have determined that 
these actions will not have a significant effect on 
the quality of the human environment 
considering the context and intensity of impacts 
(40 CFR 1508.27).  Thus, an environmental 
impact statement will not be prepared. I base by 
finding on the following: 

1.	 My finding of no significant environmental 
effects is not biased by the beneficial effects 
of the action (Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4, 
Chapter 3). 

2.	 There will be no significant effects on public 
health and safety and implementation will be 
in accordance with mitigation measures 
(Sections 2.2.3 and Section 2.4 Chapter 2). 

3.	 There will be no significant effects on unique 
characteristics of the area, because there are 
no park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, 
wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical 
areas in the project area, nor are there local 
law or requirements imposed for the 
protection of the environment (Section 
1.7.2.8, Chapter 1). 

4.	 The effects on the quality of the human 
environment are not likely to be highly 
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controversial because there is no known 
scientific controversy over the impacts of the 
project (Sections 3.1, 3.2 3.3, and 3.4, 
Chapter 3). 

5.	 We have considerable experience with the 
types of activities to be implemented. The 
effects analysis shows the effects are not 
uncertain, and do not involve unique or 
unknown risk (Sections 3.1, 3.2 3.3, and 3.4, 
Chapter 3). 

6.	 The action is not likely to establish a 
precedent for future actions with significant 
effects, because the project is site specific and 
effects are expected to remain localized and 
short-term (Section 2.2.3, Chapter 2 and 
Sections 3.1, 3.2 3.3, and 3.4, Chapter 3). 

7.	 The cumulative impacts are not significant 
(Sections 3.1.2.2, 3.2.4.2, 3.3.6, and 3.4.4.2, 
Chapter 3). 

8.	 The action will have no effect on districts, 
sites, highways, structures, or objects listed in 
or eligible for listing in the National Register 
of Historic Places (Section 1.7.2.4, Chapter 
1). The action will also not cause loss or 
destruction of significant scientific, cultural, 
or historical resources (Section 1.7.2.4, 
Chapter 1). A heritage report was completed 
for this project and was mailed to the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) on 
September 16, 2004.  In a letter dated 
October 19, 2004, SHPO concurred with the 
recommendations in the heritage report. 

9.	 The action will have no effect on any 
endangered or threatened species or their 
habitat that has been determined to be critical 
under the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 
1973, (Section 3.2.2, Chapter 3 and Appendix 
A). On August 31, 2004, the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service stated: “The Environmental 
Assessment concludes that the proposed project will 
have no effect on any species that is federally listed as 
endangered or threatened.  We concur with your 
assessment and believe the requirements of section 7 of 
the Act are fulfilled.””. 

10. The action will not violate Federal, State, and 
local laws or requirements for the protection 
of the environment. Applicable laws and 
regulations were considered in the EA.  The 

action is consistent with the Nantahala and 
Pisgah National Forests Land and Resource 
Management Plan Amendment 5 (Sections 
1.1.1, 1.2, and 1.4.1, Chapter 1). 

Findings Required by Other Laws and 
Regulations 

My decision to implement the Selected 
Alternative is consistent with the intent of the 
long-term goals and objectives listed on pages 
III-1 and III-2 of Forest Plan Amendment 5. 
The project was designed to meet land and 
resource management plan standards and 
incorporates appropriate land and resource 
management plan guidelines (Sections 1.1.1, 1.2, 
and 1.4.1, Chapter 1). 

Administrative Review and Contacts 
This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 
CFR 215.11. A written appeal, including 
attachments, must be postmarked or received 
within 45 days after the date this notice is 
published in The Asheville Citizen-Times. The 
Appeal shall be sent to National Forests in North 
Carolina, ATTN: Appeals Deciding Officer, 160
A Zillicoa Street, Asheville, North Carolina 
28801. Appeals may be faxed to (828) 257-4263.  
Hand-delivered appeals must be received within 
normal business hours of 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. 
Appeals may also be mailed electronically in a 
common digital format to: 

appeals-southern-north-carolina@fs.fed.us 

Those who meet content requirements of 36 
CFR 215.13 may appeal this decision. Appeals 
must meet content requirements of 36 CFR 
215.14. For further information on this decision, 
contact Paul Bradley, District Ranger, 
Appalachian Ranger District or Michael 
Hutchins, Pisgah National Forest NEPA 
Coordinator, PO Box 128, Burnsville, North 
Carolina, 28714, Phone: 828-682-6146. 
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Stateline Project 

Implementation Date 
As per 36 CFR 215.9, if no appeal is received, 
implementation of this decision may occur on, 
but not before, the 5th business day following the 

/s/Paul Bradley

PAUL L. BRADEY 
District Ranger 
Appalachian Ranger District 

close of the appeal-filing period (215.15). If an 
appeal is filed, implementation may occur on, but 
not before the 15th business day following the 
date of appeal disposition (36 CFR 215.2). 

     10/29/2004  

Date 
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GENERAL REVIEW OF COMMENTS RECEIVED 
FOR THE 

STATELINE PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
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General Discussion 
The formal 30-day Notice and Comment period for the Stateline Project Environmental Assessment 
began July 29, 2004, and ended on August 27, 2004.  Forty-six timely letters, e-mails, or telephone 
contacts were submitted by individuals, agencies, and organizations and one untimely letter was 
received during this comment period. 

Substantive Comments 
To be eligible to appeal the decision on this proposal, individuals must provide comments that are 
both timely [36 CFR 215.6(a)] and substantive (36 CFR 215.2).  Substantive comments are defined 
as: “Comments within the scope of the proposed action are specific to the proposed action, have a direct relationship to 
the proposed action and include supporting reasons for the Responsible Official to consider.”  A comment stating 
support of an alternative without rationale for the support is not considered substantive.  Comments 
below are grouped by Interest. A full review of comments received and the Agency’s responses are 
available at the following web address: http://www.cs.unca.edu/nfsnc/nepa/nepa.htm and are also available 
upon request. The following interests were raised during the Stateline 30 Day Notice and Comment 
Period: 

Interest 1: Incorrect E-mail Address – Inadequate Public Notification 
Interest 2: Concerns with Financial Efficiency Analysis 
Interest 3: Concerns with Road Construction/Reconstruction/Harvesting Near Sugarloaf Mountain 
Interest 4: Concerns with Impacts to the State’s Proposed Natural Heritage Area 
Interest 5: Concerns with Invasive Exotic Species, Competing Vegetation, and Herbicide Use 
Interest 6: Concern with Impacts to Scenery or Recreation Resources 
Interest 7: Concern with Impacts to Water Quality – Aquatic Habitat 
Interest 8: Concerns with Silvicultural Prescriptions 
Interest 9: Old Growth Protection 
Interest 10: Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement 
Interest 11: Support for the Proposal 
Interest 12: Against the Proposal – Select the No Action Alternative 
Interest 13: Designate/Restrict Road Uses 
Interest 14: Illegal OHV Trails – Closing and Enforcement 
Interest 15: Mitigation for Rare Species 
Interest 16: Inadequate Field Surveys – Data Collection 
Interest 17: Concern with Future Flooding 
Interest 18: Designate the Area as Wilderness 
Interest 19: Concern with Impacts to Roadless Areas 
Interest 20: Inadequate Purpose and Need 
Interest 21: Inadequate Range of Alternatives 
Interest 22: Inadequate Cumulative Effects Analysis 
Interest 23: Inadequate Analysis on Ramps and Ginseng 
Interest 24: Consider Establishing American Chestnut 
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Stateline Response to Comments 

General Discussion 

The formal 30-day Notice and Comment period for the Stateline Project Environmental Assessment began July 29, 2004, and 
ended on August 27, 2004. Forty-six timely letters, e-mails, or telephone contacts were submitted by individuals, agencies, and 
organizations and one untimely letter was received during this comment period. 

Substantive Comments 

To be eligible to appeal the decision on this proposal, individuals must provide comments that are both timely [36 CFR 
215.6(a)] and substantive (36 CFR 215.2). Substantive comments are defined as: “Comments within the scope of the proposed action 
are specific to the proposed action, have a direct relationship to the proposed action and include supporting reasons for the Responsible Official to 
consider.” A comment stating support of an alternative without rationale for the support is not considered substantive.  
Comments below are listed by respondent—not all comments received are substantive (as defined by 36 CFR 215.2). 

Letter 1 – Mary and Rob Kelly 

Comment 1-1: 
“Hello folks: Pursuant to 36 CFR 215.6(2)(4), we would like to submit the following comments (below and attached) to the proposed Stateline 
Project. By the way, you gave the wrong e-mail address for comments on your cover letter.” 

Agency Response 
The e-mail address listed in the July 23, 2004, letter accompanying the EA and the July 28, 2004, legal notice for the EA was 
comments-southern-north-carolina-pisgah-appalachian. Future letters will use the following addresses: comments-southern-
north-carolina-pisgah-appalachian@fs.fed.us or comments-southern-north-carolina-pisgah-appalachian@fsnotes. All three 
were successfully tested on August 10, 2004.  It is unclear why all three work successfully for some e-mail providers and only 
two for others. 

Comment 1-2 
“Rob and I would like to provide these comments to you and your staff concerning the Stateline Project EA, dated July 23, 2004.  We hope you will 
consider them carefully.  The main problems with your Preferred Alternative B comes from the nearly 2 miles (1.9 mi) of new road construction and 
road reconstruction proposed for the Sugarloaf Mountain units in Compartment 401.  If the road building and logging of the upper units (401-7, 
401-9 and 401-11 and 401-5 thinning) would be dropped, most of our objections to the project would go away.  The Mill Creek area 
(Compartment 402) already has roads and past cuts in it, as does the lower portions of Sugarloaf where units 401-18 and 401-20 are proposed for 
cutting. Even though the upper Sugarloaf units) likely contain the most valuable timber, you COULD drop them and still proceed with a timber 
sale in this area without them, through some modification of Alternative C.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted.  Alternative C was partially developed to respond to comments received during scoping concerning 
objections to road construction and reconstruction.  It is important to note that the maximum alternative proposed in the 
Stateline project, Alternative B, proposes about 258 total acres of harvest (Section 2.5, Chapter 2).  To place this into 
perspective; the 258 acres equate to about 1.3% of the total acreage in Analysis Areas 11 and 12; or 6% of the total acreage in 
the two management areas within the Analysis Areas that allow timber harvesting (MA 3B, MA 4A, and MA 4D).  In addition, 
within the two Analysis Areas, only ~25% can be harvested under the Forest Plan (MA 3B, MA 4A, and MA 4D), while the 
remaining ~75% is designated to management areas that do not allow harvesting under the Forest Plan (MA 2C, MA 4C, MA 
5, and MA 14). Alternatives C and D are a further reduction to these percentages as they each propose less harvesting than 
Alternative B. 

Comment 1-3 
“The Environmental Assessment (EA) of July 23 does NOT disclose the true and full costs and environmental consequences of the road building 
and logging proposed for Alternative B.  The EA fails to disclose both the economic and the ecological costs of Alternative B.” 

Agency Response 
Economic and biologic consequences of road construction and logging were considered in the EA (Sections 1.7.2.1, 1.7.2.3, 
1.7.2.4, 1.7.2.5, Chapter 1; Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4, Chapter 3; and Appendix E – Financial Efficiency).  The EA 
disclosed enough information for the Responsible Official to reach a reasoned decision. 
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Comment 1-4 
“But the ‘project record’ file does.  The field notes from the ID Team field trip to the site (‘Sugarloaf Timber Sale IDT Field Trip October 
20,2003’) sum it up: ‘The road would be expensive, but the value of the stands proposed for harvest APPEARS [our emphasis] to be able to cover 
this cost.’ The IDT team notes also show that the group acknowledged the road would require full bench construction [e.g. lots of earth moving and 
potential long-term stability problems], difficulties with wet and seepy areas where the road would go, and a Roads Analysis Process would be 
required.  The IDT notes also acknowledge that the area is ‘botanically rich’ and additional surveys for ‘aquatic, terrestrial and botanical species’ 
would be required.  And how!” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 

Comment 1-5 
“Your EA shows that with Alternative B you propose to sell about $265,509 worth of timber to cover $254,025 in costs.  But the EA does not 
show how much of this timber revenue will be “swapped” to the buyer in exchange for building and reconstructing the roads (only USFS’s 
administrative costs, not the actual costs of construction, are included in the EA’s Financial Analysis Worksheets).  Basically, you propose to allow 
the selling of some of very fine public timber in exchange for building new logging roads, roads that will be expensive to build and maintain as well as 
very destructive to the environment.  USFS already has plenty of roads throughout our area that need repair and reconstruction and it makes no sense 
to build more!” 

Agency Response 
To meet objectives for the project (Section 1.4, Chapter 1) within suited timber lands (Management Area 3B), road 
construction and reconstruction was determined to be necessary.  Following scoping (and reaffirmed at the June 2, 2004, open 
house), it was determined that an alternative could be developed that did not harvest stands with road construction and 
reconstruction (Alternative C).  All alternatives were equally analyzed and effects were disclosed throughout the EA.  The 
financial efficiency analysis may not provide all information some members of the public request; however, enough 
information is provided to show an equal measure of efficiency for each alternative. 

Comment 1-6 
“The worst feature of the EA is its failure to acknowledge up front and center that there is a proposed Significant Natural Heritage Area 
(SNHA), the Sugarloaf Natural Area, located right smack in the middle of the area you want to log and build roads.  You propose construction 
and logging activities in this ecologically valuable and very sensitive area without ever telling the public about it!  It was only through a review of the 
‘project record’ file in the Forest Service office that we found out about how important experts believe this area to be.” 

Agency Response 
Natural Heritage Areas (NHAs) are areas the State identifies as important to manage long-term for biologic diversity and 
requests they be “registered”—there is no legal requirement for the US Forest Service (Agency) to adopt all or portions of 
areas proposed for registration.  That said, the Agency recognizes the importance of protecting areas for long-term biologic 
diversity; thus the reason the old growth designations in Alternatives B-D are adjacent to or overlap the general area the State 
requested be set aside as an NHA.  Meeting Forest Plan standards and guidelines is required by the Agency; and this is why the 
old growth areas are being set aside under this project.  It was logical to designate the old growth in the general area the State 
wanted designated as an NHA.  On April 21, 2004, Agency representatives met with State representatives on-site to review the 
proposed NHA together.  It was identified during this field review that the size of the area the State identified for NHA 
designation was larger than the biologic community they initially requested protection (northern hardwood community).  The 
old growth areas were located where there was a real opportunity to protect diverse biologic communities. 

Comment 1-7 
“In their response to your February 13 scoping letter, the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) fired off a letter (dated February 
19, 2004…a really quick turn-around, must have seemed important!) which starts off, ‘The Stateline Project as outlined has a significant conflict 
with Natural Heritage resources.’ The letter continues: ‘This site was identified as a Significant Natural Heritage Area in the inventory of the old 
French Broad district, done in 1994-95. It has been proposed for designation as a Special Interest Botanical Area and addition to the Registry of 
Natural Heritage Areas. It is significant for good quality, mature examples of Northern Hardwood Forest and Rich Cove communities, among the 
best examples known in this part of the state. The area also supports several rare species [the letter lists rare plants and snails].  The proposed 
logging, while not as destructive as clearcutting would be, would be detrimental to the ecological value of the natural communities and likely harmful to 
rare species.  In addition, an old road through the middle of the natural area is proposed for reconstruction [the road that provides access to unit 401
7]. This would cause additional damage to the natural value of the area.  While the treatment of exotic plant populations along Forest Service roads 
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is likely to be beneficial, re-opening this road through the natural area will increase its susceptibility to invasion. We would encourage the removal of 
these portions of the proposed project and designation of this area for old-growth status.’” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted – see also response to Comment 1-6. 

Comment 1-8 
“This impact to a proposed Significant Natural Area SHOULD have been a key issue, disclosed as part the public scoping process, included on 
maps and in discussion in early pages of the EA as well as in the Biological Evaluation.  Disclosure and discussion of the proposed SNHA should 
have been a BIG part of the site-specific NEPA process for this project.  Otherwise there is no way for the public, other agency reviewers, or the 
decision-maker to know whether the existing ecological resources at the site are more valuable than the timber.  There is no way to know whether or 
not the public value of the ecological resources will be damaged by the Stateline Project.” 

Agency Response 
See response to Comment 1-6—designating old growth is necessary for the Agency to meet Forest Plan standards; designating 
NHAs is not.  Recognizing the biologic diversity in the proposed NHA was a key reason the old growth stands were 
designated where they were in Alternatives B-D—and one reason why small patch old growth was identified as a key issue. 

Comment 1-9 
“Taxpayers paid for the ‘94-95 expert surveys that discovered this site.  Even if it is still just a proposed site, this inventory of SNHA’s is required 
under North Carolina State Law, the Nature Preserves Act (NCGS Chapter 113-A-164 of Article 9A) and the North Carolina Natural 
Heritage Program is doing its required job by pointing out the presence of the SNHA as soon as possible.  As NEPA (and the EA) points out, 
‘The key issues associated with this proposed project were identified through a public participation process, which included input from Forest Service 
resource specialists, other government agencies (e.g. NCNHP!), organizations, and individuals.’  By not disclosing and discussing the proposed 
Sugarloaf Natural Area and the potential impacts to it, the Forest Service appears incompetent at best, or deceptive at worst.” 

Agency Response 
Disclosing the State’s proposed NHA was not relevant to the decision to be made as there is no legal requirement to adopt 
them—there was no deception or incompetence on the Agency’s part in relation to the proposed NHA as the respondent 
alleges. 

Comment 1-10 
“Discussion of the SNHA should have been released as part of the original public scoping process and letter of February 13, 2004.  But perhaps the 
USFS was unaware of its existence? But after receiving NCNHP’s letter of February 19, there is no excuse for this not to make it into the key 
issues discussion of the EA, defined on page 7 as ‘…a point of discussion, debate or dispute about environmental effects.’  The presence of the 
SNHA could have been discussed in the ‘Background’ paragraph on page 2 of the EA, or listed in Table 1-1 under ‘Existing Condition’ column 
under either ‘Endangered, Threatened, Sensitive Species’ or ‘Vegetation.’  It was not.  The SNHA should have been discussed under Mitigation, or 
in Chapter 3 under Environmental Consequences under ‘Existing Condition.’  It was not.  The SNHA should have been discussed at length in the 
Biological Evaluation (BE).  Instead, the BE makes only passing reference to its existence stating that a site visit was made by NCNHP staff (p. 
51) and that a portion of the SNHA might be incorporated into the small patch old growth designation for this project.”’ 

Agency Response 
See responses to Comments 1-6 and 1-9. 

Comment 1-11 
“The EA does not disclose that the Forest Service botanist proposed ‘trading away’ part of the Sugarloaf Natural Area so that it could be logged 
(Project Record file, letter of June 16 2004 from Dave Danley to Mike Schafale and Ann Prince of NCNHP, includes two hand-drawn maps).  
Nor does the EA disclose that in their reply letter in the project file (letter of July 2 from Mike Schafale to Michael Hutchins), NCNHP remains 
opposed to the road that as part of preferred Alternative B would cut through the SNA to access unit 401-7.  In proferring [sic] the Big Flat area 
as a ‘trade’ for the Sugarloaf Natural Area, the Forest Service provides no survey data about its ecological characteristics, nor any assurance that it 
will be protected.” 
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Agency Response 
There was no “trading away” of the proposed Natural Heritage Area.  The State made a recommendation for the proposed 
area and after a field review between federal and state natural resource professionals, the proposed small patch old growth area 
will serve as the State’s proposed Natural Heritage Area too (see also responses to Comments 1-6, and 1-9 above). 

Comment 1-12 
“And throughout this process, the public has been left in the dark.  The roads and logging would cut through, above and encircle this identified 
Significant Natural Heritage Area, opening the rare ecological communities to invasion by uncontrollable weeds such as Japanese stilt grass.  We 
have done volunteer monitoring of invasive exotic plants as part of SAMAB’s monitoring project, and we have documented that stilt grass in 
particular is now almost certain to invade new USFS roads, and that it creeps down drainages, up cut road banks, and into forest areas near roads.  
Implementation of Alternative B is likely to seriously alter and impair the ecological integrity of the Sugarloaf Natural Area over time.” 

Agency Response 
See response to Comment 1-6 above.  The Stateline Project recognizes the importance of controlling invasive exotics and 
developed the action alternatives with this in mind (Sections 2.2.2, 2.2.3, and 2.2.4, Chapter 2). Japanese stilt grass is highly 
established in the project area, and regardless of road construction and harvesting proposed, will continue to move throughout 
the area—including the State’s proposed natural heritage area.  To control it would sterilize the area for native species.  The 
Agency believes the best approach at working to eliminate invasive exotics in the project area is to target Pawlonia and 
Japanese plume grass. 

Comment 1-13 
“We have other concerns about the Stateline Project, and especially Alternative B.  The public participation process has been repeatedly bungled.  
Many people who might be affected, including landowners adjacent to or downslope of cutting areas, did not receive the original scoping notice.  Some 
people who went to meetings and wrote letters specifically about the project did not receive the EA.  The cover letter to the EA requesting comments 
did not mention the specific comment deadline.  And it gave the wrong/incomplete e-mail address through which to submit e-comments.” 

Agency Response 
The February 2004 scoping package was mailed to individuals who had previously requested to receive such information and 
were therefore on the District’s mailing list.  A sign-in sheet was provided at the June 2, 2004, open house meeting at the 
Laurel Fire Station. Individuals who signed the sheet, provided written comments at the open house, or provided written 
comments during scoping were mailed a copy of the EA.  The EA was also placed on the National Forests in North Carolina’s 
web site. The cover letter specifically did not list the deadline for comments to be received by since that date is set by the legal 
notice, which was placed in The Asheville Citizen-Times on July 28, 2004, as per 36 CFR 215.5(a)(4) and 215.5(b)(2) – The 
Asheville Citizen-Times is the newspaper of record for Appalachian Ranger District projects..  See also response to Comment 1
1. 

Comment 1-14 
“Sugarloaf Mountain is a steep, prominent and scenic part of Shelton Laurel, visible from many parts of the community, from the Appalachian 
Trail and from distant points like Tanyard Gap.  Alternative B would put heavy cuts along the very top of the mountain.  Previous clearcuts are still 
visible on Sugarloaf Road, but are low on the mountain and not as objectionable.” 

Agency Response 
A Landscape Architect determined that with incorporation of required mitigation, Alternative B would meet all assigned visual 
quality objectives (VQOs) even where proposed treatments would be seen (Section 3.2.3.2, Chapter 3). 

Comment 1-15 
“Alternative B with its proposed 1.9 miles of road building and reconstruction is likely to harm water quality.  Hensley Branch and Mill Creek 
form the headwaters of Shelton Laurel, one of the most species-diverse and high quality trout streams in Madison County.  Review of the Project 
Record file reveals that USFS specialists have noted a ‘terrible slide’ where the section of Sugarloaf Road (built as part of the 1987-8 timber sale) 
crosses Hensley Branch.  Other notes in the project file reveal that the roads will need to be built across steep wet, seepy areas, and will require full 
bench construction.  This sounds like a recipe for more landslides and erosion, not less.” 

Agency Response 
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A Fisheries Biologist determined that water quality should not be adversely affected as long as Forest Plan standards and 
North Carolina Forest Practice Guidelines are followed and timber sale clauses are implemented (Section 3.3.3.1, Chapter 3). 
The “slide” will be corrected under general road maintenance as was disclosed in the EA in Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.6, Chapter 3. 

Comment 1-16 
“This project proposes heavy cutting and new road building in high elevation (nearly 4,000 ft), steep slopes and rich cove forests, including potential 
old growth stands.  Many people wrote in opposed to logging slopes like these when the Forest Plan was revised, and cutting the tops of our beautiful 
mountains seems a shame.” 

Agency Response 
The Sugarloaf Mountain area has been identified in the Forest Plan as Management Area 3B – General Timber.  The Stateline 
Project meets all Forest Plan standards for this Management Area.  Cable units are proposed where needed to meet the Forest 
Plan and ensure adverse effects of ground-based equipment on steep slopes are eliminated.  The proposal has been developed 
to reduce adverse effects through project design or adherence to mitigation measures. 

Comment 1-17 
“The single proposed cutting method, 2-age with only 15-20 sq ft of basal area left, is a “cookie cutter” approach to different types of stands – it is 
not site specific.  The 2-age/w 15-20 basal area left is very close to clearcutting.  It will have virtually the same ecological effects as clearcutting, 
opening the forest floor to lots of light and heat, drying and wind.  Not the sort of treatment that would favor rare cove plants and snails.  And this is 
not the sort of logging method people wanted to see when thousands across the region fought so hard to stop clearcutting and revise the Forest Plan.” 

Agency Response 
The action alternatives also identified two stands for thinning – 401-5 and 402-3B (Section 2.5, Chapter 2). An alternative that 
retained additional basal area was considered but eliminated (Section 2.3.2, Chapter 2).  The biological evaluation determined 
that harvesting will negatively affect individual snails, but will not likely to cause a trend towards federal listing or a loss of 
viability across the Forest (Appendix A, page 60).  Appendix D disclosed analysis documenting the appropriateness of the two 
harvest treatments proposed in the Stateline Project. 

Comment 1-18 
“The proposed type of near-clear-cutting will likely NOT regenerate oaks, a stated purpose of the Stateline Project (EA at p. 4).  Research by 
USFS’s David Loftis and others has shown that if mature red oaks are cut off these rich sites without advanced oak saplings being present, oaks 
will be replaced in large openings by more aggressive species such as poplar, birch and red maple.  If you harvest the mature oaks off these sites without 
assuring regeneration, you are MINING the forest for the valuable oak timber. You have apparently abandoned plans to artificially plant potted 
oak seedlings, which would have been expensive and of questionable value.  The EA provides no data as to whether acceptable oak restocking has 
been achieved in the recent (17 year old) clearcuts on Sugarloaf or Mill Creek.  Nor does it provide any data as to whether advanced oak saplings are 
present in proposed harvest areas.  We guess you propose to use the $40,000 worth of herbicide treatments to try to favor oaks, but provide no 
evidence that this treatment will work.” 

Agency Response 
There are several objectives of the proposal, one being to: balance age-class distribution, improve timber stand conditions, and 
provide for a continuous supply of timber using silvicultural prescriptions that favor red oak, white oak, and hickory tree 
species where they occur (Section 1.4, Chapter 1). Herbicide application will be done to favor these species by eliminating 
their competition.  Advanced oak regeneration surveys were taken in 2002 and little was found. 

Comment 1-19 
“Sugarloaf Mountain has potential old growth stands in the areas that are proposed for cutting in Alternative B including one that is 120 years old 
according to CISC.  Further, there are apparently some significant old growth stands on nearby adjacent private lands.  Alternative B would have 
detrimental effects on both public and private old growth forests.  We want to see all the old growth and potential old growth protected.” 

Agency Response 
All action alternatives propose retaining old growth in small patches to meet Forest Plan standards (Key Issue 1, Table 2-2, 
Chapter 2).  As stated above, the proposal is within Management Area 3B – General Timber.  Harvesting older, larger trees is 
acceptable under this management area and is needed to meet part of the purpose and need for the proposal – balancing age-
class distribution (Timber section of Table 1-1, Chapter 1). 
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Comment 1-20 
“For all of these reasons, we think this project deserves a full Environmental Impact Statement.  Thank you for considering our comments.” 

Agency Response 
An environmental impact statement (EIS) was not prepared for this project because the finding of no significant impact 
(FONSI) disclosed in the Decision Notice determined the selected alternative would not have a significant effect on the 
human environment. As per 40 CFR 1501.4(e), an agency is required to prepare a FONSI if it determines on the basis of the 
environmental assessment not to prepare an EIS.  A FONSI must disclose the reasons why an action will not have a 
significant effect on the human environment (40 CFR 1508.13); thus an EIS must be completed if there is a significant effect 
on the human environment. 

Letter 2 – Daniel F. P. Gallagher 

Comment 2-1 
“It seems to me that there is other evidence that should be disclosed as to the nature of Sugar Loaf Mountain.  Was this area ever deemed a Natural 
Heritage Area or proposed to be as such?? 

Agency Response 
See response to Comment 1-6. 

Comment 2-2 
“I would like to know what the USFS plans are for this area and if the cost of the project out weighs any necessity for cutting timber in the area.” 

Agency Response 
The Proposed Action is disclosed generally in Section 1.3, Chapter 1 and in more detail in Section 2.2.2, Chapter 2.  
Alternatives to the proposed action were developed to address various comments and concerns (Sections 2.2.3 and 2.2.4, 
Chapter 2).  The cost of the alternatives is disclosed in Appendix E – Alternatives B and D generate positive revenue and 
Alternative C loses a small amount of revenue. 

Letter 3 – Southern Appalachian Multiple Use Council – Steve Henson 

Comment 3-1 
“We strongly support the proposed action - Alternative B as detailed in the EA and hope that you move forward with the project as soon as 
possible. It is the only alternative considered that addresses the forest plan direction to attain the desired conditions regarding wildlife objectives, timber 
production and diversity of age classes on the landscape.” 

Agency Response 
Alternatives C and D also attain Forest Plan standards for early successional habitat in Compartments 401 and 402 (Sections 
3.4.3.1, 3.4.4.1, and 3.4.5.1, Chapter 3). 

Comment 3-2 
“We suggest that you seek to keep the leave basal below 20 sq.ft./acre in the two-age regeneration areas to allow for the development 
of quality early successional habitats for wildlife and promote a better mix of natural regeneration for future stands.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 

Comment 3-3 
“We also support the use of herbicides in post harvest TSI activities and other management activities versus the usual mechanical release at a later 
stage of stand development – thus allowing the stem densities to remain high for a longer period for wildlife purposes.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 
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Comment 3-4 
“We are happy to see the proposed wildlife opening development, plantings and daylighting activities to help address the dire lack of diversity and early 
successional habitats in the analysis area. As pointed out in the EA, the analysis area, and the Appalachian District, is woefully lacking in those 
habitats.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 

Comment 3-5 
“It is quite refreshing to see some serious attention being given to advance oak regeneration treatments. We strongly encourage the USFS to pay more 
attention and address this developing problem of oak regeneration on the landscape.” 

Agency Response 
Advance oak regeneration will not be implemented with the Stateline project.  The Introduction section of the BE for the July 
2004 EA was in error by stating this as a proposed activity. 

Comment 3-6 
“We would also encourage you to consider designating/restricting road uses (linear wildlife openings, bike riding, horseback riding, etc.) after the 
project is complete to reduce future conflicts.” 

Agency Response 
Forest Service Road (FSR) 3512 would remain closed after implementation.  There is permitted use for some off highway 
vehicles (OHV) on FSR 275 (Table 1-1, Transportation Section, Chapter 1).  This permitted use would continue following 
implementation, but the road would remain closed to general use. 

Comment 3-7 
“We also support the effort to close the illegal OHV trails.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 

Comment 3-8 
“We think the small products rhododendron sale is a good idea – anything to reduce the amount of rhodo on the landscape – it’s taking over.  And 
provides an economic benefit from the forest - above and beyond the timber produced in the sale areas.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 

Letter 4 – Appalachian Trail Conference – Morgan Sommerville 

Comment 4-1 
“The EA states that all proposed actions in each of the alternatives meet the prescribed Visual Quality Objective of at least partial retention as 
viewed from the A.T., given the viewpoints noted.  The viewpoints in the EA that pertain to the A.T. are #’s 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, and 12, of which 
viewpoints 9, 10, 11, and 12 are approximately 4 to 5 miles from the project area, in background.  There are no unfiltered middleground views into 
the project area from the A.T.  Therefore, it appears that none of the alternatives proposed should produce a significant impact to the Appalachian 
National Scenic Trail or its users.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted (see also Sections 3.2.3.2, 3.2.4.2, and 3.2.5.2, Chapter 3). 

Letter 5 – Maxine Dalton 
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Comment 5-1 
“I am writing to express my strong objection to the proposed timber sale on Sugarloaf Mountain.  Even if this sale were going to net 1000 times more 
than the estimated $11,484, this sale would be wrong.  The State if North Carolina has designated Sugar Loaf Mountain as a significant Natural 
Heritage Area and the state biologist has outlined all of the ways in which this proposed sale would be in opposition to the ecological value of the 
area.” 

Agency Response 
The proposal was developed to address the Purpose and Need for action as disclosed in Section 1.4 of the EA and not to 
generate revenue.  The State does not have the authority to designate Natural Heritage Areas (NHA) or other uses on National 
Forest System lands—the State has proposed key acres be “registered” as an NHA in the Sugarloaf Mountain area.  The 
Forest Service has reviewed the area in question with the State and identified an area for small patch old growth allocation in 
Alternative’s C and D that meet the State’s approval for NHA registration (see also Comments 1-6 thru 1-12 above). 

Comment 5-2 
“Why the Stateline EA ignores information regarding the ecological value of the site is hard to understand.  The kindest reason I can come up with is 
that incompetent people performed the work.  I can come up with more cynical reasons, of course.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-6 and 1-9 above. 

Comment 5-3 
“I understand you are under enormous precious [pressure] in the current political environment in which the administration seems to have declared 
war on the natural systems that support life on the planet.  But when all is said and done, you work for the taxpayer and not this administration 
and we depend on you to make tough decisions in the interest of the greater good.  This timber sale on Sugar Loaf Mountain (Alternative B) must be 
rejected. We must protect the old growth and all 264 acres of the Sugarloaf Natural Area.” 

Agency Response 
The proposal was developed to address the Purpose and Need as disclosed in Section 1-4 of the EA and to meet objectives 
established in the Forest Plan.  The Forest Plan objectives were developed with significant public involvement representing a 
wide variety of interests. Old growth will be protected as per Forest Plan standards (see Comments 1-6 and 1-8 above). 

Letter 6 – Elizabeth Lyle 

Comment 6-1 
“As a concerned resident of Madison County, I am writing to express my dismay about the Stateline project. Please accept this letter as a vote 
against the proposed plans by the U.S. Forest Service to log Sugarloaf Mountain.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 

Comment 6-2 
“Please save the old growth and protect this environmentally sensitive area.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-6, 1-8, 1-16, and 1-19 above. 

Comment 6-3 
“The economics of the plans don’t make sense and it is not worth the price.” 

Agency Response 
Estimated revenue expended and generated by alternative are disclosed in Appendix E and do make sense in that they provide 
a relative comparison for the public and the Responsible Official to consider prior to a decision.  Based on current 
information when all activities are compared against the expected timber revenues, all action alternatives are shown to provide 
a slight negative financial return (Appendix E, Financial Efficiency)—Alternative A generates no financial return.  When only 
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direct harvest-related costs from the proposal are applied against the timber revenues, all action alternatives provide a positive 
financial return. 

Comment 6-4 
“I hope you can preserve the Sugarloaf Natural Area and all of its beauty.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-6 thru 1-12 above. 

Letter 7 – Anne McLaughlin 

Comment 7-1 
“I am very concerned that the proposed Stateline Project and logging plan will be very detrimental to our area.  I feel that the forest service has a 
responsibility to protect any area designated as a “Significant Natural Heritage Area” for this and future generations.” 

Agency Response 
The Stateline Project (Sections 2.2.2, 2.2.3, and 2.2.4, Chapter 2) has been designed to meet the Purpose and Need (Section 
1.4, Chapter 1) and all Forest Plan standards and guidelines.  Specific mitigation has also been developed to ensure Forest Plan 
compliance (Section 2.4, Chapter 2 and Appendix F).  See also Comments 1-6 thru 1-12 above. 

Comment 7-2 
“I have met and heard Dr. Mary Kelly discuss this project and I understand from her that implementation of much of this plan does not make 
financial or environmental sense.” 

Agency Response 
See Comment 6-3 above.  The project has been designed to address the Purpose and Need (Section 1.4, Chapter 1), which was 
developed to meet the Forest Plan and improve ecological communities in the project area. 

Comment 7-3 
“I expect that the Forest Service will commit to protecting old growth forests and to protecting all 264 acres of the Sugarloaf Natural Area.  I urge 
you to listen to citizen input in deciding on the scope of work to be carried out in this and all areas.” 

Agency Comment 
See Comments 1-6 and 1-8 above. 

8 – Brenda Poole (Telephone Contact) 

Comment 8-1 
Ms. Poole stated opposition to the Stateline proposal. 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 

9 – Kim Brophey (Telephone Contact) 

Comment 9-1 
Ms. Brophey stated opposition to the Stateline Proposal due to harvest in a pristine area, excessive management on private 
lands in the Laurel Creek drainage (especially adjacent to Laurel Creek), erosion that accompanies harvest related activities, and 
invasive exotics that move in due to roads and heavy equipment. 

Agency Response 
Harvest activities occurred near and on Sugarloaf Mountain prior to the Forest Service acquiring the land—harvest has 
occurred in the area.  The Forest Plan provides standards for scheduling to revisit each stand at a 10 year interval in 
Management Area 3B (Forest Plan Amendment 5, page III-75).  Harvesting every 10 years provides early successional habitat 
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for certain wildlife. Forest Plan standards and guidelines for protecting water quality would be followed to reduce 
erosion/sedimentation caused by management actions (Forest Plan Amendment 5, pages III-40 thru III-42).  Invasive exotic 
control has been designed into each of the action alternatives to ensure spread is reduced or eliminated (Sections 2.2.2, 2.2.3, 
and 2.2.4, Chapter 2). See also Comment 11-2 below. 

Letter 10 – Star Ibis 

Comment 10-1 
“On Saturday August 16, I took a hike on the Sugarloaf Mountain.  I was with a group of people who were scoping out the areas that were set up 
to be logged.  Frankly sir, I felt that it was too steep and the soil is not compacted, which means that erosion will be a huge problem.” 

Agency Response 
Stands 401-18 and 401-20 are on steeper ground (generally greater than 40%) and would be cable logged instead of tractor 
logged as per the Forest Plan (Forest Plan Amendment 5, Page III-34).  Compacted soil is generally not a good thing in a 
forest—lack of water infiltration leads to surface runoff and potentially sedimentation and erosion.  Non-compacted soil is 
better able to drain water subsurface and reduces sedimentation and erosion. 

Comment 10-2 
“Also, from my view, the big trees are few and should be left.  My feeling is that it was a young forest, and shouldn’t be cut at all—so it brought me 
to the conclusion that that this is not the need of wood, it is the ‘WANT’ to create inroads to these mountains for future developments.” 

Agency Response 
Large trees would be retained as a maximum of only about 258 acres is proposed for harvesting in the Analysis Area (see also 
Comment 1-2 above) and 15-20 basal area per acre would be retained in the stands proposed for the two-age harvest 
prescription (401-7, 401-9, 401-11, 401-18, 401-20, 402-3A, 402-6, and 402-9).  The purpose and need for the proposal is 
disclosed in Section 1.4, Chapter 1 and is designed in part to increase the amount of early successional habitat in the area as 
Forest Plan Standards state that Management Area 3B should have at least 5% and no more than 15% early successional 
(Forest Plan Amendment 5, pages III-31).  It is important to keep in mind the proposal is providing early successional habitat 
within MA 3B; a management area with a timber emphasis.  The Forest Plan provides standards for scheduling to revisit each 
stand at a 10 year interval in MA 3B (Forest Plan Amendment 5, page III-75). 

Comment 10-3 
“And let me say this-I’ve just moved from an area in Tennessee where the so-called progress people have ruined every hill and field as far as the eye 
can see.  The town of Nashville used to be beautiful, now it is a nightmare.  Very little zoning and no boundaries around a city can only create a 
huge cancer spot on the earth.  And that is what Nashville has become.  These mountains have already given back to me, an energetic upliftment 
[sic] that the city had taken out!  I am deeply grateful and indebted to them now.  I have read that a city needs to have boundaries because the people 
need the pure natural environment to recharge & revitalize their selves. These mountains are invaluable for that purpose alone.  I take long deep 
breaths just seeing them when I drive let alone walking through them.” 

Agency Response 
The Pisgah National Forest is broken into areas with specific management that is allowed within them.  As disclosed in the 
EA, the proposal is located in Management Area 3B – sustainable timber emphasis, and has been designed to adhere to 
specific standards for that management area prescribed by the Forest Plan (Section 1.2, Chapter 1).  These management areas 
in effect are similar to zoning regulations the respondent describes for metropolitan areas.  The proposal has been designed to 
adhere to standards and guidelines as prescribed by the Forest Plan. 

Comment 10-4 
“And walking is the way to go.  Those ATVs are so noisy.  Aghhh!  On the hike, we went through what I called a laurel alcove.  It was just 
beautiful and so magical, that I just wanted to sit there forever.  All that would be destroyed by the logging.” 

Agency Response 
ATV use is permitted for some individuals along Forest Service Road 275 (see also Comment 3-6 above).  The proposal has 
been designed to adhere to Forest Plan standards and guidelines and should not destroy the ability of individuals to walk 
through laurel thickets following implementation. 
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Comment 10-5 
“The Sugarloaf Mountain is special because I grew up in Pennsylvania and we had a Sugarloaf Mountain there also.  I climbed it many times.  It is 
still there though no one fought to keep it from developers and now there are subdivisions with these big ugly white houses that stick out like sore 
thumbs at the base and inching upwards.  We need people like the Western North Carolina Alliance, they are doing a great service by finding good 
solutions for everyone.” 

Agency Response 
Developing subdivisions is not proposed by this project and would not meet the purpose and need.  The Agency works with 
the Western North Carolina Alliance as well as other organizations and individuals in developing projects. 

Comment 10-6 
“It also occurred to me that this better not be a political venture.  I sense in the powers that be (at the moment) the need to drain our country’s 
treasury so that they can take control of our resources (local water and power companies and national forests, rock, etc.) and own them.  Yet, before it 
comes to that, letting the taxpayer pay for the logging and road expenses!  The Bush Company has tried to do this in other parts of the world and why 
would they not do it with the USA? They are doing it on a very subtle level.  To set the record clear, I am neither a Democrat nor a Republican – I 
try to find the ones best suited for the job and I am thoroughly disgusted with both parties for a long time!” 

Agency Response 
The objectives of the proposal are clearly disclosed in Section 1.4, Chapter 1 of the EA—they are not politically driven but 
resource enhancement drive.  Based on current information when all activities are compared against the expected timber 
revenues, all action alternatives are shown to provide a slight negative financial return (Appendix E, Financial Efficiency)— 
Alternative A generates no financial return.  When only direct harvest-related costs from the proposal are applied against the 
timber revenues, all action alternatives provide a positive financial return.  As disclosed in Appendix E, the cost of the road 
construction and reconstruction is not paid by the taxpayer, but is counted against the value of the timber sold. 

Comment 10-7 
“Oh – enough of the personal tirade.  Hopefully you will work to perserving [sic] the mountains, they are much more valuable the way they are, 
rather then logged and subdivided.” 

Agency Response 
The proposal has been thoroughly analyzed by resource specialists and has been shown to have positive long-term effects on 
the environment.  Developing subdivisions is not proposed and is outside the scope of the project. 

Letter 11 – Joshua Kelly 

Comment 11-1 
“I am writing to make comments on the proposed Stateline Project in the Shelton Laurel Area of Madison County.  First, I would like to say that I 
appreciate the efforts to allow electronic comments, so in the future please include a full email address to which they can be submitted. Second, in 
regards to public notification, The Asheville-Citizen Times is a media outlet that is unused by many locals.  Any projects occurring in Madison 
County should be announced using local media sources like The Sentinel.” 

Agency Response 
See comment 1-1 above.  The Forest Service is required to place legal notices in specific newspapers (newspaper of record) 
inviting comments on proposals as per 36 CFR 215.5(b)(2)(ii). The Appalachian Ranger District (location of the proposed 
action) has identified The Asheville Citizen-Times as its newspaper of record and made this public on page 25878 of the May 10, 
2004, edition of the Federal Register (Volume 69, Number 90) as per 36 CFR 215.5(b)(2)(i). 

Comment 11-2 
“My first concern in this project is the issue of old growth forest.  In the Stateline EA the claim is made that ‘upon review by the Forest Service 
Botanist, the character of this older community is essentially not present’ in stands 401-7 and 401-3.  Furthermore, it states that ‘Field work in 
2004 also indicates stand ages between 60-70 years after several trees were bored in Stand 401-7 and 401-3’.  Enclosed is an analysis of the old 
growth character of Stands 401-3, 401-7, and 401-4, including a map, which I believe disproves those statements.” 

Agency Response 
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The July 2004 EA disclosed the following on page 67: “Continuous Inventory of Stand Condition (CISC) records indicate that 
Compartment 401 Stands 3, 4, and 7 are approximately 120 years old; however upon review by the Forest Botanist, the character of this older 
community is essentially not present.  However, there are small inclusions of remnant older trees left from previous logging 
operations. Field work from 1935 conducted by Forest Service personnel indicates that these stands were cutover 
(emphasis added). Field work in 2004 also indicates stand ages between 60-70 years after several trees were bored in Stand 401-7 and 401-3.” 
The Forest Botanist reviewed stands proposed for harvest treatment to determine potential effects to old growth identified in 
the initial inventory (Forest Plan Amendment 5, page III-28 and Appendix C, Stateline EA).  He did not review all the stands 
the respondent did since harvest was not proposed within them and does not dispute the likelihood of older trees/stands 
within those areas.  He does maintain that his old growth observations are still valid—possible treatment stands are about 80 
years old with inclusions of older trees.  Stand ages are averages throughout a stand and not the oldest tree within a stand.  
Within any given stand, there would be trees older than the average and trees younger than the average; however, individual 
trees do not make up old growth—old growth is a community.   It appears the respondent’s observations largely consider an 
area south and west of Stand 401-7 near Sugarloaf Mountain and including private lands to the east.  This area slightly overlaps 
Stand 401-7 based on respondent’s enclosed map.  As described on page III-27 of Forest Plan Amendment 5: “The purpose of 
the small patches is to increase biological diversity and provide structural components of old growth at the stand and landscape level.”  The Agency 
believes the locations proposed for the small patch old growth adequately meet Forest Plan objectives for small patch old 
growth. 

Comment 11-3 
“At issue is weather [sic] logging Stand 401-7 will impact old growth resources.  Most of Stand 401-7 is second growth, however its borders with 
stand 401-4 and 401-7 have significant old growth character.  Even if no old growth in stand 401-7 is logged, logging the remainder of the stand 
will fragment and isolate the existing old growth.  There are specific mandates in the 1994 Plan Revision for the Pisgah-Nantahalah [sic] that 
instruct that such actions should be avoided.” 

Agency Response 
About 106 acres of small patch old growth is proposed for retention under all action alternatives to meet the Forest Plan 
(Section 2.5, Chapter 2).  However, the respondent is requesting a buffer be placed adjacent to the proposed old growth, 
effectively removing those acres from the suitable timber base and away from the management objectives of Management 
Area 3B (Forest Plan Amendment 5, page III-71).  Taking the respondent’s logic to its eventual end would mean harvesting 
within suitable management areas would eventually be eliminated.  The Agency is unaware of Forest Plan standards the 
respondent describes. 

Comment 11-4 
“After spending seven days on Sugarloaf this year, I assert that the most significant old growth area on the mountain is located in Stands 401-3, 
401-4, and 401-7. I believe the enclosed old growth report supports this assertion.  As such, I cannot accept or support the proposed “Small Patch 
Old Growth” designations in stands 401-5 and 401-6.  Furthermore, a small patch located in these stands would be sandwiched between Forest 
Road 275 and the old logging road that is the suggested route for logging Stand 401-7.  Roads are known to be significant dispersal barriers for 
many invertebrates like gastropods.  Furthermore, fully 30% of the herbaceous specious [sic] in eastern deciduous forests are ant dispersed and roads 
are significant barrier to ant dispersal.  If old growth patches are meant to be reservoirs of biological diversity, it only makes sense to allow them to 
overflow into surrounding areas.  Containment of exotic species is desirable, containment of native species is not.  The enclosed map contains a 
recommendation for what I believe to be the most pertinent designation for Small Patch Old Growth.  It is composed of all Forest Service Lands, 
from ridgeline to ridgeline, in the drainage of the unnamed tributary of Mill Creek that contains stands 401-3, 401-4, 401-7 and 401-6.  This 
would provide a preserve with the greatest range of elevations and habitats on Sugarloaf. The accompanying old growth report discusses this in further 
detail.” 

Agency Response 
The Forest Plan states that large and medium old growth patches are to be designated to serve as “[p]ermanent reservoirs of 
biological diversity” and that the intent is to “[a]llow the restoration of functioning old growth ecosystems at the landscape and Forest scales.” 
(Forest Plan Amendment 5, pages III-26 and 27).  Large patches also provide preferred habitats for forest interior birds across 
the landscape. As disclosed in Appendix C of the EA, there is a 12,200 acre large patch of old growth that was designated 
under the Forest Plan (Large Patch #20).  The Forest Plan requires at least 67 acres be designated as small patch old growth to 
meet standards—each action alternative proposed 106 acres for small patch old growth designation, an increase of 39 acres of 
the minimum amount needed (Section 2.5, Chapter 2).  The additional acreage was warranted to allow better mapping along 
geographic features and stand lines.  After reviewing respondent’s attached map, it appears the majority of what he would like 
set aside for old growth would not be harvested under this proposal.  The Forest Botanist does not agree with the 
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respondent’s argument of designating all of the area on his attached map (including stand 401-7) as an old growth patch to 
include the diversity of different elevations down slope.  The reason the Forest Service proposed to designate old growth in 
the location shown on the alternative maps in Chapter 2 is because those are the areas the State and Forest Service natural 
resource professionals found most diverse, and thus eligible for Natural Heritage Area registration, according to Ann Prince's 
comments in the botanical report (BOTA, project file).  The Forest Service was, by proposing the current small patch old 
growth location, reinforcing what the State’s Heritage Program had requested. 

Comment 11-5 
“In closing remarks about the treatment of the old growth issue by Forest Service personnel, I would like to point out an obvious problem with the 
current philosophy of protecting old growth and natural areas.  First I would like to point out that from a practical standpoint, the inclusion of a 
chart about old growth types in Analysis Area 12 is misleading.  There is not 12,200 acres of existing old growth in Area 12, and there is no 
guarantee that there will be anytime in the future.  This area is not permanently protected, and currently there is no more than 1,500 acres of existing 
old growth here under any definition. Second, I would like to vociferously say that I strongly disapprove of the arbitrary movement of natural areas 
and old growth designations around the landscape in the manner proposed for Compartment 401.  For these designations to have any meaning or 
effectively protect important natural areas they need to be permanent and need to provide a more detailed analysis of the community types and 
organisms they cover.” 

Agency Response 
Large patch old growth areas are protected from harvesting.  Old growth was analyzed and disclosed in Appendix C of the 
EA. The Forest Plan designated the 12,200 acres as large patch old growth (Forest Plan Amendment 5, page K-6).  While true 
that not all 12,200 acres would be classified as old growth (downed logs in all stages of decay; old trees; standing snags; 
undisturbed soils; uneven-aged structure of canopy species; single and multiple tree-fall gaps; abundant fungal component; 
large trees; and appropriate density and basal area of canopy trees – Forest Plan Amendment 5, page III-28), the Forest Plan 
clearly disclosed that the 12,200 acres were the approximate forested acres and of that, 1,200 acres were approximate initial 
inventory acres (Forest Plan Amendment, page K-1).  The 12,200 acres is largely within management areas the Forest Plan 
designates as unsuitable for timber management (MA 5 and MA 14).  That said, the 106 acres would be set aside for small 
patch old growth management and would not receive harvesting under this proposal.  Within the two analysis areas the project 
has potential to affect (Analysis Area 11 and Analysis Area 12); there are about 13,800 acres within management areas that do 
not allow harvesting (MAs 2C, 4C, 5, and 14).  

Comment 11-6 
“The next issue to be addressed is that of mitigation efforts for rare species.  I think that it is quite inconsistent to discuss at length the mitigation 
efforts needed for Silene ovata, a rare species not known to occur on Sugarloaf and to neglect to mention any mitigation plans for Hydrophyllum 
macrophyllum, which does not occur on Sugarloaf.  I realize that the Forest Service does not hire enough qualified botanists to check every square foot 
of ground in every project area.  Still, Hydrophyllum macrophyllum is known by the Forest Service to occur on Sugarloaf and there should have been 
some discussion of mitigation efforts to be employed if it is found in any of the stands slated for manipulation.  Hydrophyllum macrophyllum occurs in 
small numbers in Stands 401-5 (the section proposed for logging) and 401-9.  Additionally, this species is not listed on the chart titled ‘Possible 
Effects’ on page 58 and it should have been.  Given that it was not found by the Forest Botanist and there are no discussed plans for mitigation it 
appears that H. macrophyllum could be extirpated from the mountain if the preferred alternative is chosen.” 

Agency Response 
Hydropyllum macrophyllum (HM) is a Forest Concern species, so it would only appear within the botanical report (which it did) 
and not the biological evaluation.  The botanical report has been updated to reflect new information on HM.  The Forest 
Service is required to, “[m]aintain viable populations of existing native and desired non-native vertebrate species in the planning area.” (36 CFR 
219.19). There are 11 additional known sites of HM on the Forest, some of which are substantial.  Regardless of the possible 
impacts to HM on Sugarloaf, the Forest viability is not an issue—viable populations would be maintained across the planning 
area. An element occurrence (EO) was found by Karin Hieman about 20 years ago; however, the Forest Botanist was not able 
to relocate HM in the Sugarloaf (local population) area.  The respondent claims that HM. is within stands 401-5 and 401-9. 
Stands 401-5 and 401-9 are not proposed for harvest in Alternative C.  Potential populations in 401-5 would be excluded 
should Alternatives B or D be selected, which should ensure a local population is maintained in the area. 

Comment 11-7 
“Another problem I have with the Biological Assessment is the treatment it gives the Allegany Wood Rat.  It states that if suitable habitat is 
checked and there are no Wood Rats, it could be cleared.  Destroying the habitat for any rare species should not be allowed whether it is being used or 
not.” 
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Agency Response 
The EA stated in Section 2.4, Chapter 2 that: “Except within cable corridors in Stands 401-18 and 401-20, suitable habitat for the 
Allegheny woodrat (defined as overlapping boulders, with the boulder area being about 0.5 acres in size) that has not been evaluated would be avoided 
(one tree length buffer) or cleared (determined to be unoccupied) prior to any activities.” Habitat would not be destroyed as the woodrat 
prefers rock outcrops or boulders and they would be maintained.  Vegetation is expected to quickly grow up around any 
boulders harvest had occurred adjacent to. 

Comment 11-8 
“In the ‘Existing Aquatic Resources’ portion of the report on page 54, it is stated that ‘Due to size restrictions and flow regimes there is no fish 
habitat within the project area sections of Stateline Project Streams’.  This shows how negligently the area was evaluated.  The stream named ‘UT 1 
Mill Creek’ in the EA is definitely spawning habitat for salmonids and Black Nosed Dace and is likely perennial habitat as well.” 

Agency Response 
The "project area" includes areas directly adjacent to project activity or streams that will be crossed during project 
implementation. In the "project area" of UT 1 Mill Creek the channel is braided several times and is heavily impacted by 
private land uses including ponds.  During the project area habitat surveys in June 2004 of UT 1 Mill Creek, no redds or fish 
were observed.  There was a lack of pool habitat within the natural channel of the project area of UT 1 Mill Creek, thus the 
determination of no fish habitat was made.  The analysis area of UT 1 Mill Creek and several other of the analysis area streams 
listed in the AQUA do contain fish habitat and were analyzed. 

Comment 11-9 
“Another highly insufficient part of the EA with regards to the proposed action is the map on page 43.  The map is titled ‘Stateline Project Stream 
Map with All Proposed Actions’.  This title is very misleading considering the map does not include the proposed actions in Stand 401-7.  Nor is 
there any evaluation in the report of existing conditions in or cumulative impacts to the unnamed tributary of Mill Creek that drains 401-3, 401-4, 
and 401-7. This seems to be another example of the blasé attitude of the Forest Service towards important aquatic resources.” 

Agency Response 
The map has been updated to include 401-7.  The project’s Fisheries Biologist identified and mapped the unnamed tributaries.  
Stand 401-7 is listed on that map and was analyzed for effects under Alternative B. 

Comment 11-10 
“An issue that is not addressed adequately in the EA is the identification and mitigation to areas within affected stands that are unsuitable for 
logging because of steep or rocky topography or impact to aquatic resources.  The stands that best exemplify this are Stands 402-3a, 401-9, 401-11.  
402-3a is very steep and has many extremely steep and rocky areas that should not be logged to protect soil and water resources from erosion, and to 
protect workers from unnecessary dangers of working in steep terrain.  401-9 has several extensive Montane Acidic Cliffs and steep boulderfield areas 
that should not be logged for the same reasons and to protect important biotic resources.  Stand 401-11 is almost completely covered with springs, 
seeps, and perennial streams like 401-9 is very biodiverse.  If care is to be taken to protect aquatic resources in 401-11, no logging should be allowed.  
I will include approximate locations of all riparian areas within 401-11 in the accompanying map.” 

Agency Response 
Each of these stands is suitable for timber harvesting—there are steep pitches, rocks, and seeps within them and these will be 
addressed appropriately during implementation. Stand 402-3a has been logged successfully in the past.  Forest Plan standards 
and guidelines will be adhered to during implementation of any action alternative.  These include 100 foot buffers on perennial 
streams and 30 foot buffers on intermittent channels (Forest Plan Amendment 5 Volume 1, page IV-36).    

Comment 11-11 
“Finally, I would like to turn my attention to Appendix E.  First, I am outraged that the Forest Service intends to destroy 229 acres of public land 
through intensive logging for a paltry $11,484 profit (p.77). Second, I would like to point out the obvious fact that administrative costs under 
Alternative C, i.e. ‘Harvest Administration’ and ‘Analysis, Documentation, Other Resource Support’, will certainly be lower than all other 
alternatives (except A).  It is only logical that by building fewer roads and logging less stands that this will be the case.  The listing of these costs as 
equal under all alternatives is misleading and fallacious, and indicates a lack of attention to the use of public funds.  It follows that listing 
Alternative C as a below cost sale is also misleading.  I would posit that Alternative C would, in actuality, be the most cost effective sale because of 
the reasons mentioned above and the likely hood [sic] that road building costs have been under estimated.” 
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Agency Response 
The Agency does not believe the harvest related activities proposed under any of the action alternatives would “destroy” the 
land or the proposal would not be put forth.  The methods proposed have been effective at meeting objectives in numerous 
instances throughout the Southern Appalachians.  The costs of sale administration and project analysis are fixed costs and 
have been handed down to the Districts from the Supervisor’s Office.  Preparing the EA would cost the same regardless of 
the alternative selected—and administering the timber sale would cost relatively the same for any of the action alternatives due 
to specific requirements sale administrators have to abide by and their common time charged to the project (annual leave, sick 
leave, training, etc.).  The tables in Appendix E are an estimate of total project costs and some of the costs are not associated 
with a timber sale.  As a result, they should not all be used to determine timber sale financial efficiency.  If only the timber sale 
related costs are shown against the timber revenue, all action alternatives would produce above cost timber sales. 

Comment 11-12 
“For all these reasons and more (exotic invasive species were not adequately addressed in the EA) I do not support the ‘Preferred Alternative’ and I 
urge the Forest Service to continue to explore less destructive silvicultural methods and alternatives for the Stateline Project.  Thanks again for 
considering and addressing my comments.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. The Forest Service developed two additional alternatives (Alternative C and Alternative D) following 
public scoping that was a reduction in proposed harvest acres as compared to Alternative B. 

Comment 11-13 
“Old Growth Forest Delineation for Sugarloaf Mountain N.C., compiled by Joshua A. Kelly – Sugarloaf Mountain is a southwest-northeast 
trending ridge that forms the eastern boundary of the Shelton Laurel Creek head waters and the western boundary of the Spillcorn Creek watershed. 
The U.S. Forest Service holds considerable acreage on Sugarloaf Mountain and proposes to log 160 acreas [sic] there and another 69 acres in the 
Mill Creek watershed under the Stateline Timber Sale.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 

Comment 11-14 
“Unlike mountains in the nearby Bald Mountain Roadless Area that are composed of meta-sedimentary rock, Sugarloaf is composed of gneissic rock 
and has only minor amounts of Acidic Cove communities.  The remainder of the North Face of Sugarloaf is dominated by Rich Cove Forest (Typic 
and Boulderfield subtypes), with lesser amounts of Montane Oak-Hickory, Northern Hardwoods Boulderfield, and high Elevation Red Oak 
forests.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 

Comment 11-15 
“The Stateline Timber Sale is a contentious issue both locally and regionally.  Many people are opposed to the sale because it proposes to ‘improve’ 
large amounts of rich cove forests into ‘Red Oak-White Oak-Hickory’ forest with silvicultural methods.  The proposed action calls for 1.9 miles of 
road construction and re-construction and will result in habitat fragmentation and create significant corridors and early successional habitats for the 
dispersal and establishment of exotic invasive species.  To carry out this plan, the Forest Service proposes to designate 106 acres of ‘Small Patch Old 
Growth’ forest to meet their own guidelines, just as they require minimum acreages for early successional habitat that require logging to accomplish.  In 
the spring of 2004 Mike Schafale and Ann Prince accompanied forest service botanist Dave Danley on an outing to Sugarloaf Mountain.  The 
result was the recommendation for Small Patch Old Growth that does not contain what I consider to be the most intact and unfragmented Old 
Growth on Sugarloaf.” 

Agency Response 
Many people are also for the proposal as it accomplishes the objectives disclosed in Section 1.4, Chapter 1.  The location of 
the 106 acres of small patch old growth was arrived at by experienced federal and state resource professionals following field 
reviews in the mid-1990s, winter of 2003, and spring of 2004.  There may be areas members of the public would prefer to be 
designated as old growth, but the area designated in the EA is the area the Agency believes best meets the Forest Plan 
objectives for establishing small patch old growth.  The Agency location for small patch old growth under Alternatives B and 
D have some overlap with the respondent’s identified small patch old growth proposal. 

16 




Stateline Response to Comments 

Comment 11-16 
“Following is my delineation of Old Growth Forest on Sugarloaf that I believe is well supported by increment bore data and my observations during 
seven days spent exploring the mountain between May and August 2004.  Methods: As Dave Danley expressed in the EA for the Stateline 
Project, an old growth forest ‘is not an individual (old) tree here or there’ (Stateline EA, p. 26).  Old growth forests are a community.  As such, I 
look beyond tree age to assess the old growth traits of a forest.  Forest structure of old growth areas is complex.  Canopies are uneven aged.  Pit and 
mound formation and course wood debris in all stages of decomposition are common.  Snags or standing dead trees are common.  The past presence of 
humans, including trails, cut trees, or logging paraphernalia is not evident.  Additionally, trees of 150 years are common in the canopy.  The area 
delineated in the enclosed map has all of these characteristics.  A Garmin Etrex Vista GPS was used for mapping purposes.  A Sunto 16” 
increment bore was used to obtain core samples.” 

Agency Response 
The Forest Plan has general direction to follow for determining old growth.  These are: downed logs in all stages of decay; old 
trees; standing snags; undisturbed soils; uneven-aged structure of canopy species; single and multiple tree-fall gaps; abundant 
fungal component; large trees; and appropriate density and basal area of canopy trees (Forest Plan Amendment 5, page III-28).  
As stated in the EA, there may be trees greater than 90 years of age harvested, but old growth is a community and not an 
individual tree here or there (Section 3.1.2.1, Chapter 3).  See also Comments 11-5 and 11-15 above.  A review of the 
respondent’s map shows that a portion of his “small patch proposal” overlaps with the small patch old growth the Agency 
proposes under Alternatives B and D. 

Comment 11-17 
Comment 11-17 was a list of information related to old growth he found on public land on Sugarloaf Mountain.  Information 
included community types, quality of old growth (as described by Rob Messick), acreage, location, five core samples, and a 
note on his coring methods. 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 

Comment 11-18 
Comment 11-18 was a list of woody species and size range of co-dominants respondent identified in the project area. 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 

Comment 11-19 
Comment 11-19 was a list of herbaceous species respondent identified in the project area. 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 

Comment 11-20 
Comment 11-20 was a list of animals respondent identified in the project area. 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 

Comment 11-21 
“Dave Danley claims to have bored several trees in stands 401-7 and 401-3 and ages the forest at 60-70 years age (Stateline EA, p. 67).  My tree 
core data does not support his finding.  I cored only five trees that were spread throughout the area delineated.  All were over 120 years age and I 
found no pattern of release at any common year 60-100 years ago.  I am assuming that historical logging was intensive and occurred in a span of just 
a few years, so I would expect to see a pattern of larger tree rings following a hypothetical logging event and increases in sunlight.  The lower boundary 
of this old growth area was determined as the point at which an even aged tulip polar forest begins.  In fact, I know of only two codominant poplar 
trees within this designation.  Much of 401-7 was logged, but there are significant areas bordering stands 401-3 and 401-4 that qualify as old 
growth.” 
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Agency Response 
The trees bored by Forest Botanist Dave Danley in spring 2004 were exclusively in Stand 401-7 because that stand was located 
within a Forest Plan initial inventory old growth area.  The trees he cored were representative of trees in the stand and not the 
largest trees in the stand.  His core samples showed an average of 60-70 years of age in the stand.  As disclosed in the EA, old 
growth is not a large tree here and there it is a community (Section 3.1.2.1, Chapter 3). 

Comment 11-22 
“The Small Patch Old Growth proposed in the EA for the Stateline Timbersale is inadequate in my opinion.  It is a band of forest between 3000’ 
and 3600’ oriented East-West that has no logical geographic features as boundaries and includes Stands 401-5 and 401-6.  It purports to protect 
some of the most biologically significant habitat on the mountain, including a very minor example of a Montane Acidic Cliff in Stand 401-5.  Stand 
401-6 does have some unlogged areas associated with an ericaceous bluff.  Most of the area is extremely steep and is unsuitable for logging and 
therefore protected by default.  I propose that the Small Patch Old Growth Designation include all Forest Service lands, from ridgeline to ridgeline, in 
the unnamed tributary of Mill Creek that contains Stands 401-3, 401-4, 401-7, and 401-6.  This would provide the greatest elevational amplitude 
and diversity of habitats available on the mountain, including communities of High Elevation Red Oak, Montane Acidic Cliff, Northern 
Hardwoods/Rich Cove boulderfield, High Elevation Rocky Seep, and some of the best Montane Oak-Hickory and Pine-Oak habitats on the 
mountain on the Southwest facing slopes of this drainage.  It is also contiguous with the excellent old growth Boulderfield Forest on adjacent private 
lands.” 

Agency Response 
Respondent is essentially asking for a design for old growth, which is addressed at the Forest Plan level with the medium and 
large patch old growth.  This is outside the scope of the small patch old growth, however the Stateline small patch does 
include features of the medium and large patches—acidic cliff, rich cove boulder field, seeps, and montane oak-hickory.  This 
small patch is characteristic of many of the plant communities in the Sugarloaf area. 

Comment 11-23 
“Finally, I would like to discuss Stands 401-9 and 401-11.  These are two of the most biodiverse stands on Sugarloaf and are slated to be logged 
down to 15 BA under the proposed Stateline Timber Sale.  Stand 401-9 is very steep, uniformly mesic, and includes some excellent examples of 
Rich Cove Boulderfield forests, and some good Montane Acidic Cliff Habitats.  It is a relatively high elevation area, extending approximately 3700’ 
to 4100’ elevation. It contains populations of Hydrophyllum macrophyllum that were not discussed in the EA.  In fact, no plans were made to avoid 
damage to H. macrophyllum in the EA if it is found in the future.  Finally, this stand has abundant gastropod populations.” 

Agency Response 
Stands 401-9 and 401-11 are biologically diverse.  High elevation communities generally do not occur below 4,200 feet.  The 
Sugarloaf area is best categorized as mid-elevation.  The BE in the EA only address threatened, endangered, and sensitive 
species. The botanical report disclosed Hydrophyllum as it is a Forest Concern species.  Gastropods were addressed in the 
wildlife report. 

Comment 11-24 
“Stand 401-11 is North of Big Knob and elevational range of 3400’ to 3800’.  It is perhaps the most mesic stand on Sugarloaf Mountain.  In 
visits to the stand I have documented 13 seeps and streams occurring here.  Gastropods are abundant here, and if the stand is logged many high 
quality seeps and riparian zones will be damaged, and huge populations of K-selected wildflowers will be lost.” 

Agency Response 
Stand 401-11 is a mesic stand. The proposal for road construction has been designed to reduce impacts to riparian areas 
(Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.4, Chapter 2) as well as implementing required Forest Plan buffers. 

Comment 11-25 
“In Conclusion, the State Line Timber Sale will obliterate many quality natural areas and further fragment what may be the most extensive Rich 
Cove community in Madison County.  Greater efforts should be made to reduce the scale of this timber sale, and I am opposed to any logging in 
Stands 401-9, 401-11, and 401-7.” 

Agency Response 
Fragmentation was generally addressed in the Forest Plan during design of the large and medium old growth patches.  See also 
Comment 1-2 above. 
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Comment 11-26 
Comment 11-26 was a list of information related to old growth he found on private land north of Sugarloaf Knob.  
Information included community types, quality, acreage, location, woody species and size range of codominants, herbaceous 
species, and general comments. 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted.  The Agency does not have authority to designate old growth on non-National Forest Systems lands. 

12 – Jeff Long (Telephone Contact) 

Comment 12-1 
Mr. Long inquired about old growth in the project area and the purpose behind the proposal. 

Agency Response 
About 12,200 acres of large patch old growth has been designated in the Shelton-Laurel area.  The Stateline proposal would 
designate about 106 acres of small patch old growth to meet Forest Plan requirements.  The purpose of the project is disclosed 
in Section 1.4, Chapter 1 of the EA. 

13 – Ed Stavish (Telephone Contact) 

Comment 13-1 
Mr. Stavish voiced opposition to the proposal due to high cost of implementation and impacts to old growth. 

Agency Response 
Based on current information when all activities are compared against the expected timber revenues, all action alternatives are 
shown to provide a slight negative financial return (Appendix E, Financial Efficiency)—Alternative A generates no financial 
return.  When only direct harvest-related costs from the proposal are applied against the timber revenues, all action alternatives 
provide a positive financial return.  Small patch old growth would be designated (106 acres), but some older, larger trees would 
be harvested with the action alternatives.  See also Comment 1-2 above. 

Letter 14 – Donald De Bona 

Comment 14-1 
“Let me as succinct as possible, the proposed Stateline sale is ill-advised -from both an ecological as well as public relations point of view.  Have you 
already forgotten the debacle of Bluff Mountain? This proposed sale imperils a truly significant parcel of forest within the Pisgah.  A parcel, that I 
might add, harbors the headwaters for a nearly pristine creek in Madison County.  One that has been noted and classified as such by the State of 
NC. And, the fact that this uncalled for cut has been called for by those well connected with the timber industry and timber lobby in Washington 
DC, has not gone unnoticed. Please remember, a national election in imminent. And since politics has most unfortunately become intertwined with 
sound forest policy and management, this might be all the more reason for you to rethink this proposed sale.  Please keep me advised.” 

Agency Response 
The proposal has been prepared with the quality, competent natural resource professionals to specifically address objectives 
listed in Section 1.4, Chapter 1 of the EA.  Effects analysis by these professionals disclosed in Chapter 3 of the EA concluded 
no major adverse effects to old growth habitat, scenery resources, water quality and aquatic habitat, and age class distribution.  
The proposal was developed to meet the objectives and not timber lobbyists. 

15– Michael Millington (Telephone Contact) 

Comment 15-1 
Mr. Millington voiced opposition to the proposal due to steep ground in the area and desire to see old growth preserved.  Mr. 
Millington also expressed concerns about impacts to wildlife from coyotes and reports of rattle snakes and copper heads being 
released by the NC Wildlife Resource Commission related to the wild turkey restoration program. 
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Agency Response 
See Comments 10-1 and 11-16 above.  The Forest Service is unaware of any snake releases on National Forest System lands 
by the State. 

Letter 16 – Jack Dalton 

Comment 16-1 
“I would like to begin my comments by addressing Mary & Rob Kelly`s comment letter dated August 7, 2004 that was sent to you. I have a great 
deal of respect for their knowledge and expertise and concur completely with their comments.  Specifically, the information about the Significant 
Natural Heritage Area along with the opposition from the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program and the Kelly`s recommendation that a full 
Environmental Impact Statement is needed.  I also regret the pressures on you to cut our trees!” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-9, 1-10, 1-11, 1-12, 1-20, and 14-1 above. 

Comment 16-2 
“I have visited the project area twice with groups, the latest being on August 15th. We walked along Sugarloaf Mountain Road at stands 401-16, 
17 & 18; then up the proposed old road to be reconstructed along stand 401-5, up into stand 401-9, back to the old road and up to stand 401-7 – 
and return.  I recall from our meeting in Hot Springs on March 4, 2004 when we first discussed this project, that a guided field trip into the area 
was promised. Whatever became of that? That would be a desirable step in this process.” 

Agency Response 
District Ranger Paul Bradley recollects he was agreeable to attending field trips, should they be requested.  No one requested a 
field trip and several public generated field trips were conducted, but the Agency was not requested to attend. 

Comment 16-3 
“My strongest objection to this project is the new road construction and reconstruction of the old road, along with cutting areas of old growth and 
potential old growth as well as disturbing the Significant Natural Heritage Areas. Also, the potential – almost certain – of the introduction of exotic 
invasive species of plants. The financial benefit of Alternative B does not seem to justify this proposed sale and the harm to the environment would far 
outweigh the small profit.” 

Agency Response 
The effects associated with implementing any of the alternatives are disclosed in Chapter 3.  There are some adverse effects 
associated with constructing new roads and developing stream crossings.  However, as disclosed in Table 3-10 and the BE, the 
adverse effects are not likely to adversely affect populations of species.  Road construction was designed in the proposal to 
reduce adverse effects (third bulleted item in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.4, Chapter 2) and would adhere to appropriate Forest Plan 
standards and guidelines.  The proposal was not designed to generate maximum revenue, it was designed to meet objectives 
listed in Section 1.4, Chapter 1). 

Comment 16-4 
“My first preference is Alternative A.  Next is Alternative C, as it omits the road construction and intrusion into the Significant Natural Heritage 
Area. I would like the near- clear-cutting modified to retain more trees and diversity.  I strongly oppose Alternatives B and D, and urge you to drop 
these from consideration.” 

Agency Response 
Preferences are noted. 

17 – Tom Smith (Telephone Contact) 

Comment 17-1 
Mr. Smith is a landowner in the Shelton laurel area and expressed opposition to the sale. 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 
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18 – Cameron Kuroski (Telephone Contact) 

Comment 18-1 
Mr. Kuroski called to express his objections with the sale due to its impact on old growth. 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted.  See also Comment 11-16 above. 

Letter 19 – Mary Worrell 

Comment 19-1 
“This letter is to let you know my concern for the Stateline Project.  You need to protect our old growth and our heritage without succumbing to 
outside pressure.  Listen to what the people who live and work in the area want.  I believe that the loggers and mills who live in the Shelton Laurel 
area are keeping busy cutting trees on private lands.  Logging on public lands is always more costly to taxpayers and local residents.  The fact that 
you will spend $254, 025 including the spraying of herbicides to poison our land to make only $265, 509 is ludicrous.  The forest service ruins our 
beauty for a profit of $11,000.” 

Agency Response 
Harvesting is proposed to meet the stated objectives of the project (Section 1.4, Chapter 1). Herbicide use is needed to meet 
the purpose and need (Section 1.4, Chapter 1).  Herbicides would be used under approved methods and per risk assessments 
(Section 1.7.2.7, Chapter 1).  See Comments 1-5, 5-1, 11-11 and 16-1 above. 

Letter 20 – Dave McHenry, NC Wildlife Resource Commission 

Comment 20-1 
“Biological staffs of the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) have reviewed the scoping document and have the following 
comments regarding this proposal.  The NCWRC supports Alternative B which is the Proposed Action.  Our agency is very aware of the illegal 
ORV trails and the erosion problems associated with the activity.  We support closure of the illegal ORV trails and rehabilitation of any roads or 
trails which are causing sedimentation.  Note that our agency continues to oppose the Sugarloaf ORV trail that exists in this areas as we were 
originally concerned with damage to wildlife habitat, impacts to water quality, and disturbance to wildlife using the area.  Since the trail is in 
existence we would strongly recommend additional law enforcement efforts be concentrated in the area to prevent the illegal ORV use and the increase 
in “spider web” trails that normally occur with this type of activity.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. The permitted ORV use on Forest Service Road 275 requires permit holders to stay on the road and not 
access other roads or areas on National Forest System lands—additional law enforcement actions may be necessary to 
maintain permitted use (see also Comments 3-6 and 10-4 above). 

Comment 20-2 
“We are very supportive of the proposed timber management activities as we believe these actions will greatly increase the biological diversity of the area 
since the project will result in an increase in a variety of timber age classes and will provide habitat for species using both ‘early successional’ habitat 
and ‘old growth’ areas.  Quality early successional habitat is not being provided on adjacent private lands and the proposed activities not only will 
provide for this important habitat type but should increase mast production in the area if the proposed thinning favors oak species.  We support any 
activity which will increase the future of oak stands in the Southern Appalachians.  One of our major concerns is the apparent loss of oak species 
presently occurring across the Southern Appalachian Mountains.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted.  The action alternatives would favor white oak, red oak, and hickory where they are present (Sections 2.2.2, 
2.2.3, and 2.2.4, Chapter 2). 

Comment 20-3 
“The Waynesville Wildlife Management crew will be glad to assist District personnel with seeding the proposed grass/forb areas.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 
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Letter 21 – Eleanor Morgan 

Comment 21-1 
“I am writing to urge the Forest Service to protect the old growth and all 264 acres of the Sugarloaf Natural Area.  This is an area of ecological 
significance which should not be lost.  The Stateline Project threatens this.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-9, 1-10, 1-11, 1-12, 1-20, 11-2, 11-3, 11-4, and 11-5 above. 

Letter 22 – Claire Wells 

Comment 22-1 
“Please do all you can, in your capacity as Forest Ranger, to keep this [proposed Natural Heritage Area] untouched and forever unmolested by 
new roads and logging.  What’s left of the natural world and its animal habitat is sacred and important.  It keeps a balance in an otherwise ever 
encroaching human take over.” 

Agency Response 
The original Natural Heritage Area the State proposed has been reviewed in the field together with federal resource specialists 
and its location has been proposed for location where the small patch old growth area is identified.  There are about 14,000 
acres of the approximate 18,000 acre analysis areas that are designated to management areas that are not scheduled for timber 
harvest or associated activities.  Of the remaining 4,000 acres where timber harvest can be scheduled, the maximum harvest 
alternative (Alternative B) only proposes about 6% of it to be harvested with this project. 

23 – Petition Against Proposal 

Comment 23-1 
A petition signed by 218 individuals, most residents of western North Carolina, was submitted that requested the agency to: 
“cancel the proposal due to harm to recreational opportunities, old growth ecosystems, endangered, threatened or rare habitats, increase road densities 
and aquatic damage, and increase subsidized timber sales in the Pisgah National Forest, to the detriment of private timberlands.” 

Agency Response 
The anticipated environmental effects to old growth, scenery, water quality and aquatic habitat, and age class distribution are 
disclosed in sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 respectively in Chapter 3 of the EA.  Anticipated effects to threatened, endangered, 
or sensitive species is disclosed in the biological evaluation in Appendix A.  The analysis disclosed that Forest Plan standards 
and guidelines would be achieved under each of the action alternatives and while individuals of some species may be adversely 
affected, populations of species would not be (see also Comment 11-11 above). 

Letter 24 – Phil Barnette 

Comment 24-1 
“I am totally opposed to any logging on National Forest land.  Old growth forests and watershed headwaters should both be protected from 
degradation.  These natural assets are priceless.  To even consider destroying them for the sake of a few dollars is unconscionable.  As an owner of 
National Forests, I demand that they be left intact!” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 11-11, 19-1 above. 

Letter 25 – Louis Breen 

Comment 25-1 
“It should be the job of the Forest Service to PROTECT our old growth and all the 264 acres of the Sugarloaf Natural Area.” 
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Agency Response 
The mission (job) of the Forest Service is “Caring for the Land and Serving People”.  The agency believes the proposal is a 
balanced approach at meeting the desired future conditions set forth by the Forest Plan (see Sections 1.4 and Table 1-1, 
Chapter 1 of the EA). 

Letter 26 – Whitney Eure 

Comment 26 – 1 
“Though I strongly agree with the proposal to close illegal OHV roads and to control invasive nonnative species, as described in the EA in 
alternatives B, C, and D, I do not feel that any of these three options adequately addresses the negative impacts of this timber sale on the Laurel 
River watershed.  I also feel that timber harvesting within close proximity to the AT (though addressed in the project EA) is not appropriate.” 

Agency Response 
See Comment 23-1 above.  Consideration of the proximity to the Appalachian Trail (AT) was taken into consideration and a 
field review was conducted with Morgan Sommerville of the Appalachian Trail Conference in March 2004.  During the field 
review it was determined the stands proposed for harvest are not readily viewable from the AT – either at Devils Fork Gap or 
½ mile north of Devils Fork Gap.  All stands proposed for harvest would meet Forest Plan Visual Quality Objectives 
(Sections 3.2.3.2, 3.2.4.2, and 3.2.5.2). 

Comment 26-2 
“Periodic flash flooding has had adverse effects on the Shelton laurel creek (Section 3.3, second paragraph).  Clearing of 258 acres of forest canopy 
(for example, as in Alternative B) may increase the rate of runoff during heavy rainfall and exacerbate this problem.  Increased frequency of flash 
flooding on the Laurel River downstream of the sale area may cause damage to private homes and businesses.  Impact of the project on the Hellbender 
(Chryptobranchus alliganiensis) and other NC sensitive species outside of the project area, due to decreased water quality and greater variability in 
flow rates, has not been adequately addressed in this EA.” 

Agency Response 
The EA disclosed on page 41 that: “It is very unlikely, given the location and types of management proposed, any long-term effects on aquatic 
species or habitat would be measurable, and therefore contribute to cumulative effects.” While there may be potential for adverse effects to 
occur as a result of management actions, the project has been designed to reduce the potential for such effects and would 
adhere to appropriate Forest Plan standards and guidelines to further reduce potential for adverse effects.  Effects to aquatic 
species (including the hellbender, a Forest Concern species and not on the Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species list) were 
analyzed in the Fisheries Biologist’s Aquatics Report (AQUA) located in the project file.  Information in the AQUA was used 
to prepare Section 3.3 of Chapter 3. 

Comment 26-3 
“The proposed area is also a very popular outdoor recreation destination (hiking, fishing, access to the AT).  The proposed project area will be made 
unavailable to the public for the duration of the project and altered for many years following completion of the project.  As documented in the EA, the 
wilderness experience of hiking, biking, etc in the area will be impacted (encounters with logging trucks, sounds of logging activity, section 3.2.1, Page 
28). I disagree with the assessment that these encounters will not diminish recreational opportunities.” 

Agency Response 
The project area will not be made unavailable to allowed uses during implementation of the project.  Potential impacts were 
also determined to be temporary.  The EA disclosed that: “Recreation use in the project area consists of hunting, fishing, hiking, 
backpacking, mountain biking, and horseback riding.  There are no developed Forest Service recreation areas in the project area.  The northern edge 
of the project area is in a designated back country area (MA 5). All potential impacts to recreation would be of a temporary nature.  Hunting 
opportunities may actually be improved.  Horseback riders or mountain bikers may encounter an occasional logging truck or activity when riding 
system or temporary roads, and views of additional timber harvest areas may be seen along these roads as well.  Hikers and backpackers may hear 
the distant sounds of logging activities, but no recreation opportunities would be permanently altered or diminished.” (Section 3.2.1, Chapter 3). 
It is important to note that there is no designated wilderness in the project area, the analysis areas, or the Appalachian Ranger 
District, so there will be no loss of “wilderness experience” during implementation.  Specific mitigation was developed to 
reduce potential adverse scenery impacts (Section 2.4, Chapter 2 and Sections 3.2.3.1, 3.2.4.1, and 3.2.5.1, Chapter 3). 

Comment 26-4 
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“It also should be noted that construction of 0.6 miles of new roads to facilitate the project, as described in alternatives B and D, is in violation of the 
Roadless Area Conservation Rule.” 

Agency Response 
The 0.6 miles of new construction do not enter an inventoried roadless area and thus do not conflict with the Roadless Rule. 

Comment 26-5 
“Due to the documented and potential degradation of the Laurel River watershed that is a consequence of completion of this project and the area’s 
close proximity to the Appalachian Trail, I would urge the Forest Service to take Alternative A, ‘No Action’, at this time.  Further, I would urge 
the FS to adopt future management plans that do not require a continuous supply of saw timber and wood products to be produced from this forest, 
but instead seek to designate as much of the area as possible as ‘Wilderness’.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 26-1 and 26-2 above.  Preference for Alternative A is noted.  Wilderness designation is outside the scope of 
this proposal. 

Letter 27 – Fiona Purcell 

Comment 27-1 
“In a 1994-95 report made to the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program Forest Service, botanist Karin Heiman recommended that a large 
area now included in the designated Stateline Project be declared a Significant Natural Area.  It was a surprise to learn that the Environmental 
Assessment for this Project (on the Appalachian Ranger Station, Pisgah National Forest) makes no mention of her recommendation.  There is little 
mention of the old growth areas that will be affected.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-9, 1-10, 1-11, and 1-12 above. 

Comment 27-2 
“The road-building and logging proposed in Alternative B for this Project will adversely affect the Mill Creek and Shelton Laurel drainages.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 26-1 and 26-2 above. 

Comment 27-3 
“For many members of the public Alternative B is certainly not the ‘preferred alternative’.  I urge you to follow Alternative A and take no action on 
the proposed Project.” 

Agency Response 
Preference for Alternative A is noted. 

Letter 28 – Rachael and Nathan Green 

Comment 28-1 
“I am writing to you to voice my opposition to the Stateline Project.  I live in Marshall and truly believe that beauty of our National Forest sustains 
our hearts and heritage.  We must stand up for preserving what we have or else shame on you!!  Please make the right decision.” 

Agency Response 
The Stateline proposal has been designed to reduce potential for adverse effects (Sections 2.2.2, 2.2.3, and 2.2.4, Chapter 2). 
See also Comment 1-2. 

Letter 29 – Richard Fireman, M.D. 

“Why is it that the timber industry gets preferential treatment and taxpayer subsidy to destroy our national forests?  The American public has made 
it clear that it does not want more logging or more road building in our National Forests.” 
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Agency Response 
The proposal was not developed to provide preferential treatment to any group or organization.  It was developed to address 
the objectives disclosed in Section 1.4, Chapter 1.  The proposal is not a ‘taxpayer subsidy” as the positive returns for 
Alternatives B and D indicate in Appendix E. 

Comment 29-2 
“We should not allow any more undisturbed forest to be logged.  Why should we allow beautiful Sugarloaf Mountain be desecrated by new logging 
roads on steep terrain?  Why should we want herbicides to be sprayed on land that has been described by the North Carolina Natural Heritage 
Society as a ‘Significant Natural Area’, one that harbors a rich diversity of rare plant and animal communities…’among the best examples known 
in this portion of the state.” 

Agency Response 
The Stateline proposal is not within “undisturbed forest”.  Harvesting has occurred within the project area in the past—most 
recently about 10 years ago in Analysis Area 12 (Appendix B, Table B-1) and as far back as about 60-70 years ago in 
Compartment 401 (Appendix C). Herbicide use is needed to meet the purpose and need.  Herbicides would be used under 
approved methods and per risk assessments (Section 1.7.2.7, Chapter 1).  See also Comments 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-9, 1-10, 1-11, 1
12, and 26-1 above. 

Comment 29-3 
“Please, direct the Forest Service to protect old growth and all 264 acres of the Sugarloaf Natural Area.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-6 and 1-8 above. 

Letter 30 – Carol Diamond 

Comment 30-1 
“I would prefer Alternative A-No Action because the other alternatives as currently proposed would cut or damage old growth and potential old 
growth and other wet forest areas and also because I support the proposed designation of Special Interest Botanical Area and addition to the Registry 
of Natural Heritage areas for the identified Significant Natural Heritage area on Sugarloaf Mountain.” 

Agency Response 
Preference for Alternative A is noted.  See also Comments 1-19, 11-2, 11-3, 11-4, and 11-5 above. 

Comment 30-2 
“I am against road building in the National Forests because I believe it has a negative impact on songbird habitat, can cause landslides, is expensive, 
and introduces exotic invasives that the Forest Service suggests treating with herbicides that may pollute watersheds.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-15, 1-16, and 29-1 above. 

Comment 30-3 
“For more specific substantive comments, please see Rob and Mary Kelly's comments of August 7 2004 which were written to you concerning the 
Stateline Project Environmental Analysis of July 23, 2004. I agree with and strongly support everything they wrote.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-1 thru 1-20 above. 

Comment 30-4 
“I was disappointed not to receive any notification at all about the Stateline Project Environmental Analysis. Those of us who attended the March 4 
meeting with you in Hot Springs were assured that we would receive notices. I did not receive any. I spoke to Linda Randolph on the telephone weeks 
before the E.A. came out about being left out and once again requested to be included. I am asking for a third time to receive Forest Service notices 
legally mandated to be made available to the public for Pisgah National Forest.” 
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Agency Response 
It was a complete oversight on the Agency’s part that you were not mailed an EA.  All individuals providing comments during 
scoping and/or attending the open house were supposed to receive an EA.  We apologize for the oversight and will strive to 
improve in the future. 

Letter 31 – Gloria Sundquist 

Comment 31-1 
“I join in support of keeping Sugarloaf free of Forrest Svc roads and cutting.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted.  Alternative A addresses this response. 

32 – Brenda Yusko (Telephone Contact) 

Comment 32-1 
Ms. Yusko expressed concerns with: 1) the existing harvest units requiring invasive control and the new harvest units would 
exacerbate this; 2) Natural Heritage Area not being in the EA; 3) damage to private landowners due to logging; 4) herbicide 
use and potential for off-site movement; 5) stream crossings and potential for additional illegal OHV use due to more roads 
being built and opened; 6) adverse effects logging would have on scenery; 7) existing road slump on FSR 275 is a precursor for 
future slumps due to road construction if not done with care; and 8) too small an area being set aside for old growth. 

Agency Response 
1) see Comments 1-12, 9-1, 11-15, and 16-3 above. 2) see comments 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-9, 1-10, and 1-11 above. 3) analysis has 
determined that the proposal has been designed so adverse cumulative effects (off-site) are reduced or eliminated (Sections 
3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 Cumulative Effects, Chapter 3). 4) see Comments 19.1 and 29-2 above. 5) see Comment 20-1 above. 6) 
see Comment 26-1 above. 7) see Comment 1-15 above. 8) see Comment 1-6 thru 1-12 and 5-3 above. 

33 – Rebecca Haney (Telephone Contact) 

Comment 33-1 
Ms. Haney expressed interest in preserving the area. 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted.  Alternative A addresses this comment. 

Letter 34 – Rex McWilliams 

Comment 34-1 
“We are concerned about the proposed logging in the Shelton Laurel and Mill Creek drainages and are writing to support Alternative A – No 
Action.” 

Agency Response 
Preference for Alternative A is noted. 

Comment 34-2 
“We are concerned about the following consequences of Alternative B: 1) Erosion and subsequent silting of creeks and rivers, along with damage to 
animals and plants as a result. 2) Decrease in plant and animal diversity due to de-forestation. 3) Impact on local wildlife from logging machines, 
trucks, bulldozers, etc. 4) Impact on tourism and quality of life of residents due to the scarring of the land.” 

Agency Response 
1) The proposal has been designed to reduce potential for adverse effects of erosion (see Comments 1-15, 9-1, 10-1, and 11-10 
above). 2) see Comment 1-2 above. 3) There are not expected to be adverse effects to wildlife populations as a result of the 
proposal (Section 1.7.2.1, Chapter 1 and Appendix A). 4) see Comment 26-3 above. 
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35 – Jules Fraytet (Telephone Contact) 

Comment 35-1 
Mr. Fraytet expressed concern with regeneration harvesting in an old growth area and a Natural Heritage Area as well as 
concerns with steep slopes and invasive exotics establishing on new roads. 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-6 thru 1-12 and 1-16 above. 

Letter 36 – Austin D.J. Gerken: Western North Carolina Alliance & Southern Environmental Law Center 

Comment 36-1 
“I. THE EA WAS PREMISED ON AN INADEQUATE STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND NEED. The Purpose and Need 
section of the EA and other parts of the EA erroneously characterized the Forest Plan as ‘requiring’ that the Forest Service conduct the Stateline 
timber sale. For example, the Purpose and Need states that ‘[t]he Forest Plan requires re-entry into Management Area 3B every 10-15 years.’ EA 
at 4 (emphasis added). Later, the EA states that ‘harvesting is proposed to ensure early successional vegetation in the watershed meet ranges allowed 
in the Forest Plan.’ EA at 4 (emphasis added). “ 

Agency Response 
The July 2004 EA has been clarified to now state: “The Forest Plan schedules re-entry into Management Area 3B stands every 10 years to 
meet early succession habitat standards (Forest Plan, pages III-75 and III-85).  Stands in the watershed currently do not meet Forest Plan 
standards for early successional habitat (Forest Plan, page III-29).  Harvesting is proposed to ensure early successional vegetation in the watershed 
achieve desired ranges allowed in the Forest Plan.” 

Comment 36-2 
“These statements, and the Forest Service’s approach to this timber sale, violate the National Forest Management Act (“NFMA”) and its 
implementing regulations because those authorities make it plain that forest plans do not “require” any land-disturbing activities. Concerning logging 
and other activities, forest plans are not mandatory; rather, they are permissive. Indeed, the Forest Plan defines only a maximum acreage of 
successional (0-10 year age class) habitat per analysis area, not a minimum. The Forest Plan restricts successional habitat to a maximum of 15% of 
total acreage for analysis areas with at least 250 acres in Management Area 3B. “ 

Agency Response 
See Comment 36-1 above. 

Comment 36-3 
“The NFMA regulations state directly that forest plans ‘guide’ natural resource management activities and establish ‘standards and guidelines’ for 
the forests when management activities are undertaken, rather than ‘requirements’ that force management activities to occur 36 C.F.R. § 219.1(b). 
Following these regulations, the Supreme Court has held that forest plans do not ‘command anyone to do anything,’ and that forest plans ‘permit’ 
logging, but do not ‘require’ it. Ohio Forestry Association, Inc. v. Sierra Club, 523 U.S. 726, 730, 733 (1998). “ 

Agency Response 
See Comment 36-1 above. 

Comment 36-4 
“The agency’s approach to this timber sale, which was premised on the incorrect assertion that a certain level of logging and successional habitat are 
‘required’ by the Forest Plan, directly violated the NFMA regulations and the Ohio Forestry decision. While logging may be used to meet the Forest 
Plan’s guidelines, it is not ‘required’ by the Plan. Instead, the Forest Service retains the discretion to refrain from logging or otherwise to protect and 
preserve the unique old growth resources, viewsheds, and ecological communities existing in the Project Area. As discussed below, the Forest Service’s 
misinterpretation of NFMA and the Forest Plan pervaded its approach to this EA and timber sale, leading the Forest Service erroneously to reject 
alternative courses of action as inconsistent with the Forest Plan’s alleged ‘requirements’ for logging and early successional habitat. Because of the 
Forest Services’ reliance on this mistaken interpretation of Forest Plan, the Forest Service made no effort in the EA to articulate a need for logging or 
additional early successional habitat in the project area or in the forest, presuming instead that such considerations are preempted by the Forest Plan. 
This fundamental error requires that the EA be withdrawn and a new NEPA analysis prepared with a broader range of alternatives and greater 
protection of environmental resources in the Project Area.” 
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Agency Response 
See Comment 36-1 above.  The proposal is a sound approach to achieving the needs (objectives) disclosed in Section 1.4, 
Chapter 1. 

Comment 36-5 
“II. THE EA FAILED TO CONSIDER REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES. Due to its inadequate statement of purpose and need 
and its erroneous assertion that additional logging and early successional habitat are required by the Forest Plan, the Forest Service eliminated 
prudent alternatives from detailed consideration. In particular, the EA failed to consider the possibility of retaining a greater basal area per acre in 
stands proposed for two-age harvest.” 

Agency Response 
An alternative that considered greater basal area per acre was analyzed but eliminated from detailed study (Section 2.3.2, 
Chapter 2) as per 40 CFR 1502.14(a).  The EA stated this alternative, “[w]as eliminated from detailed study because the Forest Plan 
provides direction on how to implement a two-age harvest and retaining basal area above 30 ft2 per acre is not compatible with objectives for this 
project area (Section 1.4, Chapter 1); and further stated that, “Basal area greater than 30 ft2 per acre can be applied within portions of two-age 
stands to mitigate scenic and wildlife concerns and still meet early successional objectives.  However, basal area greater than 30 ft2 per acre throughout 
a stand would not meet early successional objectives.” Additional basal area and boundary modifications would be implemented in 
Compartment 401 two-age harvest stands as mitigation to reduce impacts to scenery (Section 2.4, Chapter 2). 

Comment 36-6 
“While it is true that alternatives may be rejected that do not meet the purpose and need of the project, the Forest Service may ‘not define the project so 
narrowly that it foreclose[s] a reasonable consideration of alternatives.’ Davis v. Mineta, 302 F.3d 1104, 1119 (10th Cir. 2002). NEPA 
requires agencies to ‘study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved 
conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources.’ 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E). NEPA regulations require that ‘Federal agencies shall, to the 
fullest extent possible: [u]se the NEPA process to identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid or minimize 
adverse effects of these actions upon the quality of the human environment.’ 40 C.F.R. § 1500.2(e) (emphasis added).” 

Agency Response 
It would be a mistake to compare The Stateline Project EA with the EA prepared by the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHA) the commenter cites in the Davis v. Mineta ruling by the 10th Circuit Court of Appeals.  The ruling by the 10th Circuit 
found FHA had prepared an EA with only two alternatives—the no project (no-action) alternative and the preferred 
alternative.  The Stateline Project analyzed and disclosed effects to four alternatives (Section 2.2, Chapter 2) and considered 
but eliminated 3 additional alternatives (Section 2.3, Chapter 2). See also Comment 36-5 above.  The Agency believes the 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the Stateline Project EA fully meet 40 CFR 1500.2(e) and that the action alternatives meet 
1500.2(f) as well. 

Comment 36-7 
“Indeed, adequate consideration of alternatives is the ‘heart’ of the NEPA process because it defines the issues and provides a clear basis for choices 
by the decisionmaker and the public. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. Accordingly, the Forest Service must consider a ‘broad range of reasonable alternatives.’ 
Curry v. United States Forest Service, 988 F. Supp. 541, 554 (W.D. Pa. 1997); see also Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223, 
1228-29 (9th Cir. 1988), cert. denied 489 U.S. 1066 (1989). This requirement applies to EAs as well as EISs. Bob Marshall Alliance, 852 
F.2d at 1229. The failure to consider a ‘viable but unexamined alternative’ renders an EA inadequate. Alaska Wilderness Recreation and 
Tourism Association v. Morrison, 67 F.3d 723, 729 (9th Cir. 1995); accord Dubois v. USDA, 102 F.3d 1273, 1289 (1st Cir. 1996), cert. 
denied 521 U.S. 1119 (1997).” 

Agency Response 
See Comment 36-6 above. 

Comment 36-8 
“The Forest Service considered but eliminated from detail study the possibility of retaining 30-40 ft2 of basal area per acre in the stands proposed for 
two-age regeneration logging. Although the EA recognized that, under the terms of the amended Forest Plan, a retention of up to 50 ft2 of basal area 
per acre may be appropriate to meet wildlife or visual quality objectives, the EA eliminated from detailed consideration the possibility of retaining 
greater than 30 ft2 of basal area per acre because it ‘would not meet early successional objectives.’ EA at 17. As detailed above, the successional 
objectives outlined in the EA’s statement of purpose and need relied upon an erroneous interpretation of the Forest Plan and NFMA. Because the 
logging and successional habitat creation outlined in the EA’s statement of purpose and need are not ‘required’ by the Forest Plan, as asserted by the 
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EA, the Forest Service must consider reasonable alternatives including reduced logging and leaving greater basal area to better balance scenic and 
wildlife values with discretionary harvest and successional habitat objectives.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 36-1, 36-5, and 36-6 above. 

Comment 36-9 
“Even accepting that a basal area greater than 30 ft2 of basal area per acre throughout a stand is inconsistent with the purpose of the project, the 
EA concedes that ‘basal area greater than 30 ft2 of basal area per acre can be applied within portions of two-age stands to mitigate scenic and 
wildlife concerns and still meet early successional objectives.’ EA at 17. Nevertheless, the EA does not provide for or even consider such mitigation. 
EA at 21, 29. The Stateline EA is deficient because the Forest Service failed to consider the reasonable and prudent alternative of leaving a greater 
basal area per acre throughout the project or, at the very least, in discreet areas within the project.” 

Agency Response 
There was no need to mitigate for wildlife reasons—in fact, too much basal area may not meet objectives for early successional 
habitat.  That said, the EA does propose scenery mitigation for leaving additional timber (basal area) and boundary 
modifications in stands within Compartment 401 to ensure Forest Plan scenery standards are met (Section 2.4, Chapter 2 and 
Sections 3.2.3.2, 3.2.4.2, and 3.2.5.2, Chapter 3). 

Comment 36-10 
“III. THE EA FAILS TO ANALYZE, CONSIDER, AND DESCRIBE ADEQUATELY THE IMPACTS OF THIS 
TIMBER SALE ON OLD GROWTH RESOURCES. The Forest Service has failed adequately to identify old growth resources affected by 
the Proposed Action and has failed to identify adverse impacts to these resources resulting from the Proposed Action. The purposes of NEPA are to 
ensure that agencies carefully consider detailed information concerning environmental impacts and to guarantee that the relevant information is made 
available to the public. Hughes River Watershed Conservancy v. Glickman, 81 F.3d 437, 443 (4th Cir. 1996). Fundamentally, NEPA requires 
agencies to take a ‘hard look’ at the likely environmental impacts of their actions before proceeding with those actions. Id.” 

Agency Response 
Old growth was analyzed in detail and a “hard look” was performed and disclosed in Section 3.1, Chapter 3 of the EA.  
Portions of Section 3.1.2 have been clarified.  See also Comments 1-6 and Comments 11-2 thru 11-5 above. 

Comment 36-11 
“Old growth forest resources in particular require the highest levels of protection and the most careful analysis under the National Environmental 
Policy Act. Given the limited volume of old growth forest remaining in North Carolina and the Southeast, old growth forest and individual old 
growth trees are a precious and irreplaceable resource in this area. Unlike early successional habitat, which constantly is being created by natural 
events and always can be created by humans if desired, old growth forest and trees can only be created over vast time periods and, once damaged or 
destroyed, this resource is gone for our lives, and our children’s and grandchildren’s lives. Accordingly, logging this exceptional resource carries 
significant environmental impacts and demonstrates poor stewardship of a rare and valuable feature of our national forests. “ 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-2 and 11-2 above. 

Comment 36-12 
“The Forest Service fell short of taking a ‘hard look’ at the likely impacts of this timber sale on old growth areas, trees, and resources. Under the 
Proposed Action, 68 acres of the proposed harvest in Compartment 401 fall within age class 111-120 years. Although the EA asserts that ‘[n]o 
designated old growth would be harvested under either action alternative,’ EA at 26 (emphasis added), the designation of old growth resources 
proposed by the EA is inadequate and is not based on a hard look at the characteristics of old growth resources within the project area. Under all 
action alternatives, the Forest Service proposes to designate 106 acres of small patch old growth in Stands 401-5 and 401-6 of compartment 401. 
EA at 68. This designation of small patch old growth satisfies the minimum acreage requirement set by the Forest Plan but neglects three additional 
stands, stands 401-3, 401-4, and 401-7, of old growth resources without any meaningful analysis of their old growth characteristics.” 

Agency Response 
The statement on page 28 respondent quotes is correct—there is no designated old growth proposed for harvest.  The only 
old growth designated in Analysis Areas 11 and 12, is a 12,200 acre large patch (#20 Laurel Creek – Forest Plan Amendment 
5, page K-6) and harvesting is not proposed within this patch.  The 68 acres of harvest in Compartment 401 is listed in CISC 
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as 111-120 years in age, but as stated in the EA and Comment 11-2, “Continuous Inventory of Stand Condition (CISC) records indicate 
that Compartment 401 Stands 3, 4, and 7 are approximately 120 years old; however upon review by the Forest Botanist, the character of this older 
community is essentially not present.  However, there are small inclusions of remnant older trees left from previous logging 
operations. Field work from 1935 conducted by Forest Service personnel indicates that these stands were cutover 
(emphasis added). Field work in 2004 also indicates stand ages between 60-70 years after several trees were bored in Stand 401-7 and 401-3.” 
It is important to note that the two compartments the project proposes harvest within is 67 acres short of meeting small patch 
old growth Forest Plan standards and the proposal is to designate 106 acres—a 39 acre addition over the minimum needed.  
See also Comments 11-2, 11-4, and 11-21 above. 

Comment 36-13 
“The EA explains that stands 401-3, 401-4, and 401-7, which are initial inventory old growth, have been omitted from the Compartment 401 
small patch designation because forest staff concluded that ‘the character of this older community is essentially not present.’ EA at 67. This cursory 
explanation offers no analysis of the characteristics of old growth communities as defined by the forest plan including: downed logs in all stages of 
decay, old trees, standing snags, undisturbed soils, uneven-aged structure of canopy species, single and multiple tree fall gaps, abundant fungal 
component, large trees, and appropriate density and basal area of canopy trees. Forest Plan at III-28. This cursory statement falls far short of the 
‘hard look’ required by NEPA and warranted by the importance of these old growth resources. See Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission v. U.S. Postal Service, 487 F.2d 1029, 1040 (D.C. Cir. 1973) (‘bald conclusions’ versus a hard look violate NEPA). In addition, 
the EA relies on 1935 fieldwork suggesting that these stands may have been cut over. EA 67. No effort is made, however, to distinguish stands 
401-3, 401-4, and 401-7, from those stands that were chosen by the Forest Service for small patch designation, stands 401-5 and 401-6, which 
also were logged in previous years. EA at 68.” 

Agency Response 
As disclosed in Section 3.1.2.1, Chapter 3, “There may be individual trees greater than 90 years of age harvested under these alternatives, but 
old growth is a community and not an individual tree here or there.” A “hard look” of vegetative communities in the project area was 
conducted by the Forest Botanist on January 20, 23; February 9, 20; March 4, 17; April 21, 28, 29; and May 4, 5, 2004.  In 
addition, previous botanical surveys that were conducted in the analysis area were used: “Inventory of Natural Areas of the 
French Broad Ranger District” (Heiman et al. 1995) and Botanical Report for Paving Mill Creek road (SR1313) (Unpublished 
report, Pisgah National Forest, 1996). The vegetative review also determined that: “Past treatment, land practices and ownerships 
have had a profound influence upon the exist [sic] vegetation and plant communities. Prior to Forest Service ownership (1923 and 1936), land 
records reveal that a considerable amount of land was cleared and put into pastures for live stock use. About 20% was in pasture on the northern 
slope of Sugerloaf [sic] Mountain in 1936. A private railway was constructed by the Laurel River Logging Company and both the Mill Creek and 
Sugerloaf [sic] Mountain was thoroughly logged by that company after 1921 (to 1922?).  Land records complied by the Forest Service in 1936 
showed that what was not in pasture was cut over. Only small isolated pockets of forest survived harvest or clearing.  This documented land history is 
the reason that there are no substantial old growth forest or exceptional quality natural areas within the project area.  Forest Service past actions have 
included timber harvest, road construction and stand improvement.” (Stateline Botanical Report, pages 9 and 10).  See also Comments 1
6, 11-2, 11-3, 11-4, 11-6, 11-9, 11-10, 11-16, 11-17, 11-22, and 11-23 above. 

Comment 36-14 
“Strong evidence suggests that stands 401-3, 401-4, and 401-7 reflect the characteristics of old growth communities and would suffer dramatic 
impacts, not considered in this EA, as a result of the Proposed Action. As explained in the attached comments, Joshua Kelly, an old growth 
researcher, spent seven days surveying the Project Area and found that stands 401-3, 401-4, and 401-7 contain valuable old growth habitat and 
resources. Based on his survey and core samples, Mr. Kelly found that trees of 150 years age are common in the canopy of these stands and that 
characteristics of Class B+ old growth are common throughout the area. Mr. Kelly also found that snags or standing dead trees are common, that the 
canopy was uneven aged, that past presence of humans was not evident, and that pit and mound formation and course wood debris in all stages of 
decomposition are common throughout these stands. Mr. Kelly recounts the results of core sample taken by him which identified multiple trees in 
excess of 120 years old.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 11-2, 11-3, 11-4, 11-6, 11-9, 11-10, 11-16, 11-17, 11-22, and 11-23 above. 

Comment 36-15 
“Furthermore, Mr. Kelly found that these three stands form a large, contiguous patch of old growth community with over 50 acres of Class A old 
growth on adjoining private land. Addition of these three stands to the Forest Service’s proposed small patch designation for compartment 401 would 
provide the greatest benefit to wildlife and ecological communities dependent on large tracts of contiguous old growth habitat. The EA does not 
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mention the cumulative effect of dividing this large, contiguous patch of old growth. Neither does the EA consider the impact of logging on the 
character of old growth habitat on adjoining private land, whether caused by ground disturbance, tree falls, later tree falls, or other disturbances.” 

Agency Response 
See Comment 36-14 above.  Portions of Section 3.1.2 have been clarified. 

Comment 36-16 
“For these reasons, the small patch designation for compartment 401 should be amended to incorporate all Forest Service lands, from ridgeline to 
ridgeline, in the unnamed tributary of Mill Creek that contains Stands 401-3, 401-4, and 401-7. This designation would provide a greater diversity 
of habitats than the designation proposed in the EA (stands 401-5 and 401-6). Under the Proposed Action, one of these old growth stands is slated 
for harvest under the two-age regeneration method leaving only a 15-20 ft2 basal area per acre. Accordingly, the EA should be withdrawn and 
revised to reflect a ‘hard look’ at the old growth resources affected by the Proposed Action, including their old growth characteristics.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 11-16, 11-22, and 36-10 above. 

Comment 36-17 
“IV. THE EA FAILS TO ANALYZE, CONSIDER, AND DESCRIBE ADEQUATELY THE IMPACTS OF THIS 
TIMBER SALE ON THE PROPOSED SUGARLOAF NATURAL HERITAGE AREA. The EA entirely fails to consider or 
disclose the impact of the Proposed Action on the proposed Sugarloaf Natural Heritage Area, a heritage resource slated for designation as a heritage 
area by the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources. The proposed Sugarloaf Natural Heritage Area is never named 
or described in the EA. The EA dismisses as a non-key issue the potential impact of the Proposed Action on ‘heritage resources’ with only a cursory 
explanation that the issue is ‘[n]on-key due to site-specific field verification and avoidance.’ EA at 9.” 

Agency Response 
Section 1.7.2.4, Chapter 1 disclosed that heritage resources are a non-key issue for the reasons stated—field review and 
avoidance. “Heritage” here refers to cultural or anthropogenic resources; not natural heritage areas as proposed by the state. 
This has been clarified in the EA.  See also Comments 1-6 thru 1-12. 

Comment 36-18 
“Correspondence in the Forest Service’s files reveal that, after objection from NCDENR about the impact of the Proposed Action on the Sugarloaf 
Natural Heritage Area, the Forest Service proposed alterations to the boundaries of the heritage area, to which the state agreed. Even under the 
revised boundaries suggested by the Forest Service, however, the Proposed Action would subject portions of the Sugarloaf Natural Heritage Area to 
two-age regenerative harvests. The Forest Service’s plan to log this heritage resource directly contradicts the representation in the EA that such 
resources have been identified and avoided.” 

Agency Response 
See Comment 36-17 above. 

Comment 36-19 
“The EA provides no description of this heritage resource and no consideration of deleterious effects on the resource caused by logging within its 
boundaries and on adjacent land. The EA’s willful blindness concerning the likely impacts of logging on the proposed Sugarloaf Natural Heritage 
Area swept this significant issue under the rug in violation of NEPA. Seattle Audubon Society v. Moseley, 798 F Supp. 1473, 1479 (W.D. 
Wash 1992), aff’d sub. nom. Seattle Audubon Society v. Espy, 998 F.2d 699 (9th Cir. 1993). By pretending that these impacts would not occur, 
the EA ignored some of the most significant impacts raised by the proposal, dodged any balancing or other consideration of these impacts against the 
alleged benefits of the Proposed Action, and nullified reasonable alternatives that would achieve most or all of these benefits but carry fewer impacts.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-6 and 36-17 above. 

Comment 36-20 
“V. THE EA FAILS ADEQUATELY TO ANALYZE THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF THE STATELINE 
TIMBER SALE ON SENSITIVE AND FOREST CONCERN SPECIES. The EA also lacks adequate population monitoring data 
on Sensitive (S) and Forest Concern (FC) species and lacks adequate explanation for its conclusions about these species. The case of Sierra Club v. 
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Martin, 168 F.3d 1 (11 Cir. 1999), sets forth clear duties for the Southern Region of the Forest Service to collect population and inventory 
information and data. The agency has failed to meet these duties in preparing the Stateline timber sale.” 

Agency Response 
Analysis Areas 11 and 12 were extensively surveyed for snail species by Robin Sither in 1994 and the Stateline project area was 
surveyed by Sandy Florence in the spring/summer 2004.  The identification of the Sensitive or Forest Concern snail species 
was confirmed by a recognized malacologist, John Slapcinsky on June 21, 2004.  The determination of effects by the proposed 
action is documented in the project phone log and the wildlife report, pp. 5-7.  The explanation of the determinations reached 
in the wildlife analysis is found in the response to Comment 36-21.  Botanical surveys were completed in 1990 and 2004 by 
botanists and a determination of effects on sensitive species was based on these surveys and other existing information in the 
area (see botanical report and BE).  There are no Sensitive species or their habitat within the aquatic analysis areas.  No Forest 
Concern species listed in the Aquatics Report have been documented by either USFS surveys conducted for this proposal or 
by the North Carolina Department of Natural Resources Division of Water Quality.  Odonate surveys have also been 
conducted by the USFS under contract with Virginia Commonwealth University’s Aquatic Macroinvertebrate Laboratory.  
These surveys indicate none of the listed Forest Concern odonates have been found in this section of the French Broad 
watershed. 

Comment 36-21 
“The EA discloses that, under the Proposed Action, thinning in stands 401-5 and 401-6 will have direct negative effects on individual Ventridens 
coelaxis, a sensitive snail species. EA at 58. Without disclosing supporting data or cumulative impacts studies, the EA concludes that the thinning 
action will not eliminate snail species or snail habitat and will not cause a trend to federal listing or a loss of viability across the forest. EA at 60. 
This halfhearted dismissal of cumulative impacts falls short of the ‘hard look’ required under NEPA. Consideration of cumulative impacts requires 
‘some quantified or detailed information,’ general statements and perfunctory analysis do not suffice. Kern v. U.S. Bureau of Land Management, 
284 F.3d 1062, 1075 (9th Cir. 2002). The Stateline EA is deficient because its general statement concerning cumulative impacts provides no 
useful information and fails to take a ‘hard look’ at cumulative impacts to this sensitive species. Hughes River Watershed Conservancy, 81 F. 3d at 
443.” 

Agency Response 
The wildlife analysis discloses the population numbers of the evaluated Sensitive and Forest Concern snail species within the 
Stateline analysis area.  Dr. Ron Caldwell, Cumberland Mountain Research Center and John Slapcinsky, Florida Museum of 
Natural History are two of the few recognized and published malacologists in the southeast United States.  Both individuals 
were consulted on the potential effects by the proposed action alternative to the snail species found during surveys.  They 
determined that neither snail habitat nor populations would be altered substantially when a forested area was thinned; only 
individuals may be killed during logging operations.  They concurred with the gastropod determination made in the WILDA 
(pp. 5-7) for the Stateline proposed action. 

Comment 36-22 
“In addition, Joshua Kelly found Hydrophyllum macrophyllum within the Project Area during his survey, as explained in his attached comments. 
The Forest Service must work with Mr. Kelly to confirm the presence of Hydrophyllum macrophyllum in the Project Area and, at a minimum, 
mitigate the impacts to this forest concern species by preserving a buffer of undisturbed forest around sites where it is found.” 

Agency Response 
The botanical report for the Stateline project stated: “The local population of Hydrophyllum macrophyllum in the Stateline analysis area is 
probably within stands 1, 2, 3, or 4. An unsuccessful attempt was made to relocate the local population of Hydrophyllum macrophyllum. This 
element occurrence of Hydrophyllum macrophyllum was contributed by botanist Karin Hieman in 1990. In  recent (May 2004) phone conversations 
she did not remember the details of the location of Hydrophyllum macrophyllum on Sugerloaf Mountain other than it may be “two small 
populations”. Josh Kelly, reported “small numbers” in stands 401-5 and 401-9. It was to late in the season to verify these location or populations. 
It is not at all clear if these populations were the ones found by Karin Hieman.  Possible effects to Hydrophyllum macrophyllum: Any action 
alternative that contain stands 401-5 and 401-9 (alternative B or D) of this proposal may have direct and possible indirect effects to individuals and 
the local population of Hydrophyllum macrophyllum.” The report concluded that: “The local (Sugerloaf) population of Hydrophyllum 
macrophyllum seems to be small and scattered. One recent unconfirmed report (Josh Kelly’s) and an old report (Karin Hieman’s) of Hydrophyllum 
macrophyllum existing in very small populations is all that is known of this species on Sugerloaf mountain. Significant damage to all the individuals 
of Hydrophyllum macrophyllum may cause the loss of the local Sugerloaf Mountain population. However, regardless of the status of Hydrophyllum 
macrophyllum on Sugerloaf Mountain, because of the number of other Forest populations, out of activity sites, this local population does not greatly 
contribute to the total Forest population of Hydrophyllum macrophyllum.  The proposal, regardless of the alternative chosen, is not expected to have 
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an significant effect upon the Forest viability of  Hydrophyllum macrophyllum. This proposal will affect only one of twelve known populations within 
the Forest. The planned actions will not viability of Hydrophyllum macrophyllum across the Forest. There are no project recommendations specific to 
protect the viability of Hydrophyllum macrophyllum.” 

Comment 36-23 
“Even if Hydrophyllum macrophyllum is not found within the Project Area, the EA concedes that it is found within the analysis area but fails 
entirely to analyze potential impacts to this forest concern species resulting from the Proposed Action. EA at 53, 59. NEPA requires the Forest 
Service to consider both direct and indirect effects ‘which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still 
reasonably foreseeable.’ 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b). The Stateline EA is deficient because the Forest Service failed entirely to consider indirect impacts 
to Hydrophyllum macrophyllum within the analysis area.” 

Agency Response 
Possible direct and indirect effects and a Forest viability analysis was completed for Hydrophyllum was completed (botanical 
report, pages 12 and 13). 

Comments 36-24 – 36-37 
These comments are an attachment of Joshua Kelly’s Sugarloaf Mountain Old Growth Analysis. 

Agency Response 
See Comments 11-13 – 11-26 above. 

Letter 37 – Dr. Jim Petranka 

Comment 37-1 
“My concern is that government agencies are not planning sufficiently for the long-term impact that future population growth will have on national 
lands in the southern Appalachians.” 

Agency Response 
Future population impacts are best addressed at the Forest plan level and are outside the scope of this project. 

Comment 37-2 
“I had a chance to spend a day in the field examining areas that would be affected by the proposed Stateline Project alternative B.   Although I feel 
that many aspects of this management plan are sound, I am opposed to timbering in some areas near the proposed future old-growth site in 
compartment 401. Furthermore, I am recommending that this future old-growth area be expanded and/or receive greater protection because of its 
biological importance.  The proposed old-growth site in Compartment 401 (sugarloaf) is an exceptionally biodiverse area that is best used for 
preserving regional genetic stock, and for conducting research, educational activities, and nature study.  I am concerned about the rectangular (linear) 
shape of this site and the high ratio of edge-to-core habitat with respect to old-growth or future old-growth.  The proposed timbering in 401-5, 401-7, 
and 401-9, and the associated road reconstruction, will further compromise the quality of the site.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 11-22 and 11-23 above. 

Comment 37-3 
“Given the small amount of timber that will be removed relative to the length of proposed road reconstruction, a more cost effective and biologically 
sound management strategy is to provide protection (no timbering or road reconstruction) for land that adjoins the future old-growth site to the 
southeast (uphill). The old existing remnants of the roadbed could be converted into a hiking trail with a loop through the site for foot travel and 
nature study.  I would like to see the width of the future old-growth site approximately doubled to improve the edge/core ratio.  If the upper section is 
not designated as future old-growth, it should at least be managed to minimize disturbance in order to provide a buffer to old-growth below.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 11-3, 11-4, 11-5, and 11-22 above. 

Comment 37-4 
“I do not recall any efforts in the proposal to improve the area for recreational use.  This would be an excellent site to establish a low-impact trail 
system for foot travel and nature study.  It is one of many that will be needed to handle future demands associated with population growth.  I 
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encourage you to consider a modification of plan B that addresses the issues raised above, and that reflects the unprecedented need to think decades 
ahead to adequately address problems associated with North Carolina's future population trends.” 

Agency Response 
The proposal is located within Management Area 3B which places an emphasis on timber production—the purpose of the 
project was not recreation enhancement (Section 1.4, Chapter 1). That said there are indirect benefits to recreational hunters 
following habitat enhancement as a result of the action alternatives.  There are currently many opportunities for recreation 
within the two analysis areas.  Analysis Area 11 is comprised of MA 3B lands; MA 4A lands which permit timber production, 
modified to emphasize visual quality and wildlife habitat; and MA 14 lands, the Appalachian Trail.  Analysis Area 12 is 
comprised of MA 2C lands which provide visually pleasing scenery; MA 3B lands; MA 4C lands which place an emphasis on 
visually pleasing scenery and habitats for wildlife requiring older forests; MA 4D lands which emphasize high quality habitats 
for wildlife requiring older forests and freedom from disturbance from motorized vehicles; MA 5 lands which provide large 
blocks of backcountry where there is little evidence of other humans or human activities other than recreation; and MA 14 
lands. Approximately 75% of the two analysis areas are currently within management areas that do not provide for timber 
production (MA 2C, MA 4C, MA 5, and MA 14).  The remaining ~25%, of which the proposal is located, does permit timber 
production (MA 3B, MA 4A, and MA 4D), and of that only about six percent is proposed for harvest under Alternative B, the 
maximum harvest proposal.  See also Comment 37-1 above. 

Letter 38 – Patsy Beyer 

Comment 38-1 
“I would like to speak in favor of keeping roads and logging out of the proposed Significant Natural Area on Sugarloaf Mountain and the National 
Forest in Shelton Laurel.  We need to keep as much undisturbed natural forest as possible in the U.S. and in the world.” 

Agency Response 
Preference is noted.  See also Comment 1-2 above. 

39 – Lee Collins (Telephone Contact) 

Comment 39-1 
Mr. Collins contacted the District office to express concern for the proposal and requests it not go forward. 

Agency Response 
Preference is noted. 

Letter 40 – Robert Eidus 

Comment 40-1 
“I would encourage the Forest Service in the Significant Natural Area on Sugarloaf Mountain to be free of roads and logging and on other logging 
and road building in the National Forest in Shelton Laurel to abandon these plans.” 

Agency Response 
Preference is noted. 

Letter 41 – Benn Prater: Southern Appalachian Biodiversity Project 

Comment 41-1 
“Purpose and Need: Overall we disagree with the Purpose and Need identified for the Stateline Project. The justification for action is to 
balance age class, improve wildlife habitat, eliminate invasive exotics, close renegade OHV trails, and improve water quality.  On the surface each of 
these appears to be a welcomed improvement.  It is our opinion that the methods proposed to accomplish these goals will likely result in the exact 
opposite being accomplished.” 

Agency Response 
The effects analysis in Chapter 3 of the Stateline EA disclosed that the objectives of the proposal (Section 1.4, Chapter 1) 
would be met without causing the degradation respondent believes would occur. 
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Comment 41-2 
“Balancing age class: We would be the first to support efforts to increase diversity in the forest in terms of species and stand structure.  The need 
to balance age class distribution seems to be faulty when one considers the current status of the forest stands within the project area.  The stands 
scheduled to be ‘balanced’ are excellent examples of healthy old growth communities.  It is true that these older age classes dominate the landscape of 
Sugar Loaf Mountain but rather than seeing this as unbalanced, these forest should be celebrated as being a large intact old growth forest 
community.” 

Agency Response 
An analysis on age class was completed and disclosed in Appendix B.  It clearly shows that the Forest Plan standards for early 
successional habitat in Management Area 3B (Forest Plan Amendment 5, page III-31) are not being met and the proposal 
would meet the Forest Plan (Table B-6, Appendix B). 

Comment 41-3 
“To disrupt the integrity of this area would cause irreparable harm.  If one were to examine these stands in the context of the region it would be easy 
to see that overall these stands provide a desirable age class that is lacking across the landscape. The Stateline Project is myopic in scope and if 
implemented will result in the destruction of some of the most valuable types of forests in the Southern Appalachians.  The ‘need’ to balance age class 
is unwarranted considering the scale of the project.  At such a small scale the need to balance age class is unjustifiable. Diversity in stand conditions 
and forest structure is readily available across the forest outside the analysis area.  To isolate the habitat needs for all species within the context of the 
Stateline Project is ludicrous.  Old growth is something to be protected not diminished.” 

Agency Response 
The effects analysis in Chapter 3 does not conclude “irreparable harm” would occur under the action alternatives.  Balancing 
age classes is warranted because little to no early successional habitat is currently present in the two analysis areas and at least 
125 acres is needed with no more than 560 allowed total in the two areas (Table B-1, Appendix B). 

Comment 41-4 
“Improve Wildlife Habitat: The best approach to improving the quality of wildlife habitat would be to not implement the Stateline Project.  
There is absolutely no scientific basis for the need to increase the proportion of early successional habitat.  While the notion is written in the forest plan 
we would argue that the proposed increase in early successional habitat is little more than a cleverly disguised excuse to log our National Forest.  Can 
the Forest Service honestly say that what we need more of are white tail deer?  This is absurd.  Yes, early successional habitat is important for a wide 
variety of species.   None of these species however, are in jeopardy of extinction.” 

Agency Response 
Wild turkey and white-tailed deer were not analyzed as Management Indicator Species (MIS).  Rather the majority of MIS and 
Birds of Concern evaluated for this project were interior or mature forest dependent; black bear, Jordan’s Salamander, 
ovenbird, and Acadian flycatcher.  The wood thrush, another mature forest species, has been shown to utilize early 
successional habitat during its fledgling stage, otherwise it too is a mature forest inhabitant (Rivera et al, 1997, and Anders et 
al, 1998). Keith Watson, U.S. Fish and Wildlife  Service Migratory Bird Biologist, stated “[a]n increase of early successional habitat at 
high elevations was desirable to improve conditions for Golden-winged warbler and other species of early successional high elevation habitat that are 
experiencing decline”. Dessecker and McAuley, 2001, documented the importance of early successional habitat to ruffed grouse 
and Beeman and Pelton, 1980, documented the seasonal foods and feeding ecology of the black bear requires soft mast and 
early successional habitat.  This project will, to a limited extent, provide that early successional habitat a diverse range of 
terrestrial species require at some stage in their life cycle that will ensure that NFMA requirements for maintaining diverse 
habitat and species across the planning area are met. 

Comment 41-5 
“Wild turkey, ruffed grouse, and white tail deer should not be the principle species considered in the justification for implementing intrusive 
management activities.  There is absolutely no scientific or biological justification for the increase of early successional habitat.  Rather, the clouded 
language surrounding the EA’s justification for increasing this habitat is merely a subversive plea to increase the amount of timber coming off the 
forest. Continuing to justify logging through wildlife habitat improvement is dishonest and irresponsible. The Forest Service seems bent on only 
managing for wildlife only when it is convenient for them to do so.  I have included an excerpt from an essay written on the topic of sacrificing old 
growth for early successional habitat.” 

Agency Response 
See Comment 41-4 above. 
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Comment 41-6 
“Early Successional Habitat vs. Old Growth by Dave Martin 
The reason we are experiencing a decline in early successional habitat is because our forests are slowly recovering from the widespread clearcutting that 
took place in the first half of the century when timber barons were running rampant through the Southeast. A second wave of widespread logging 
under the Reagan administration contributed to an increase of this habitat as well. During these times, there was an unnatural surge in disturbance-
dependent species such as the Golden Winged Warbler, and the Ruffed Grouse. In reality, a decline in disturbance-dependent species populations is 
actually an indication of a slow return to healthy native forests. Whether or not one considers an abundance early successional habitat important to 
overall forest health is largely a matter of interpretation. The Forest Service maintains that this habitat type plays a vital role in supporting healthy 
populations of certain species. We at the Chattooga Conservancy feel that while this fact may be true, forest-wide health must reflect a healthy native 
ecosystem, where one finds a balance of many species indigenous to that area. Dr. Odum astutely described this balance when he said, “An ecosystem 
is a functional unit. It’s not simply a piece of land. When applying ecosystem management, you need to think not only about what’s inside the 
boundary, but what’s going in and what’s coming out. In other words, an ecosystem is an open-ended functional unit.” We are concerned that the 
Forest Service is only considering the need of the disturbance-dependent species, and not how their proposed project will affect the “open-ended 
functional unit” that is a native ecosystem of the upper Chattooga watershed. Many species, equally as imperiled as the Golden Winged Warbler, 
depend on contiguous interior old growth forest—an ecosystem which is far more scarce in the Southern Appalachians than early successional 
habitat.” 

Agency Response 
NFMA requires viable populations of existing native and desired non-native vertebrate species be maintained in the planning 
area (Forest) as per 36 CFR 219.19.  Whether the Chattooga Conservancy agrees with this law is an issue outside the scope of 
this decision.  The Nantahala & Pisgah National Forests Land and Resource Management Plan was developed to adhere to 
NFMA and other laws, such as the Endangered Species Act.  According to the 2003 Monitoring & Evaluation Report for the 
National Forests in North Carolina, a total of 655 acres of early successional habitat was created during the past year.  This 
represents 0.05% of the total National Forest System lands.  The Nantahala & Pisgah National Forests is aging with more old 
growth and mature forests occurring at a greater rate.  Litvaitis et al (1999) discusses the vegetative history throughout the 
northeastern United States and the subsequent change in wildlife species and populations, and concludes that in all regions of 
the northeast, efforts to acquire, restore, and manage native shrublands should increase.  This vegetative history of the 
northeastern portion of the United States mirrors the southern Appalachian region as far as historical vegetative conditions.  
The lack of early successional habitat is a concern expressed from a wide variety of wildlife species proponents, such as 
Partners-in-Flight, North Carolina Wildlife Resource Commission, United States Fish & Wildlife bird biologists, as well as 
Forest Service wildlife biologists. 

Comment 41-7 
“Eliminating Invasive Exotics: We support the eradication and control of all non-native invasive species.  This biological pollution is an ever-
growing threat to the integrity of our National Forest.  Unfortunately, the Stateline Project will involve the use of toxic chemicals to treat the invading 
species. The use of herbicides is justifiable in situations where the invasives have become noxious and impact to other organisms will be minimal but 
the Stateline does not meet these criteria.  There is a glaring contradiction in the proposal to effectively manage for invasives.  The habitat the many 
invasive species depend on includes open well light areas often with disturbed soil.  This type of habitat will increase if the proposal is implemented. 
Constructing roads and opening the canopy through logging will lead to a sharp increase in the number and prevalence of invasives in the project area. 
If it is the goal of the Forest Service to control exotic invasives the obvious answer would be to eliminate road building and logging activities.  Simply 
recognizing the problem and then blatantly ignoring the source is not what we consider to be sound management.  The Forest Service is fighting a 
losing battle against invasives if it continues to exacerbate the problem with a complete disregard for the source.” 

Agency Response 
Potential impacts from herbicide use were determined to be a non-key issue due to prescribed application and past analysis 
(Section 1.7.2.7, Chapter 1).  Specific mitigation for herbicide application was also disclosed in Appendix F.  Proper handling, 
application, and adherence to mitigation would reduce potential adverse effects to humans and the environment.  To meet 
objectives disclosed in Section 1.4, Chapter 1, openings and disturbance would occur and it is no surprise that there is real 
potential for invasive exotic vegetation to become established as a result.  This is why the proposal was designed with invasive 
and competing vegetation control measures (Section 1.3, Chapter 3).  Eliminating road building and harvesting would not 
allow all of the objectives to be achieved (see also Section 2.3.1, Chapter 2).  The No Action Alternative also addresses part of 
this comment. 
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Comment 41-8 
“Close OHV Trails: Other than invasive species intrusion one of the other apparently insurmountable threats to our National Forest is the 
illegal and renegade use of OHV’s.  The use of OHV’s within the Stateline Project area is absolutely out of control.  On one of our sight visits to 
the area we were repeatedly forced of roads and trails by speeding ATV users.  ATV use has become an epidemic which degrades habitats and the 
experiences of non-motorized users.  We applaud the resolution to curb the problem.  However the issue is complicated by the lack of enforcement that 
can be done.” 

Agency Response 
See Comment 20-1 above. 

Comment 41-9 
“Unless all ATV use is banned from the forest the problems they cause will continue.  Closing one trail merely provides the incentive to create a new 
one. By allowing access you provide these reckless individuals with plenty of opportunity to disrespect the forest and its visitors.  There is also a 
substantial safety and liability issue related to OHV use.  In the past the biggest threat one faced in the woods was poison ivy or a snake bite.  
Today one has to be cautious so they are not run over by a speeding ATV.  A better solution needs to be considered.” 

Agency Response 
Closing the Forest to ATV use is best addressed at the Forest Plan level and is outside the scope of this proposal.  See also 
Comment 20-1 above. 

Comment 41-10 
“Improving Water Quality: Like reducing the illegal use of OHV’s, the improvement of water quality is a noble pursuit.  The proposed 
activities to improve water quality are appreciated but do not completely solve the problem.  The Stateline Project will involve road rehabilitation while 
simultaneously allowing more roads to be built.  Like the invasive species problem, this is another example of treating the symptom and not the 
source. Water quality can not be protected as long as roads are continually built in our National Forests.  Roads are the largest source of non-point 
source pollution and until an end is put to their construction water quality can not be properly protected.  We oppose the construction of all new roads 
in the project.” 

Agency Response 
Road construction was identified as required to access specific stands for meeting project objectives.  Following scoping in 
spring 2004, the public commented similarly on adverse effects of road construction, leading to development of Alternative C.  
Alternatives B and D proposed some level of road construction and reconstruction and effects to water quality and aquatic 
habitat disclosed that stream crossings may contribute sediment; however the proposal was designed to be “least impacting on the 
project areas aquatic resources” (Section 3.3.3.1, Chapter 3) and that, “It is very unlikely, given the location and types of management proposed, 
any long-term effects on aquatic species or habitat would be measurable, and therefore contribute to cumulative effects.” (Section 3.3.6, Chapter 3). 

Comment 41-11 
“Old Growth Habitat: The Stateline timber sale is located on Sugar Loaf Mountain.  This is an area that is rich in biodiversity and scenic 
beauty.  During each of the visits that we have made to the timber sale area we have been pleased to find some relatively undisturbed pristine old 
forest stands.  It is unfortunate that the preferred alternative for the Stateline Project jeopardizes these ecologically significant forest communities. We 
disagree with the intent outlined in the EA to log within stands that are vitally important habitat for such a wide variety of species.  These stands 
include 401-11, 401-9, 401-7, and 402-3.” 

Agency Response 
The stands proposed for harvest by the action alternatives are not pristine and had been logged 60-70 years ago (Appendix C, 
page 67).  See also Comments 11-2, 11-3, and 11-4 above. 

Comment 41-12 
“These four stands exhibit exceptional characteristics of high elevation Northern hardwood community types including rich cove, submesic oak, 
montane acidic cliff, and rocky seeps.  The proposed actions within these stands will reduce the basal area to 15-20.  This reduction will effectively 
eradicate the structural integrity and outstanding biological character of these old growth stands.  Such a drastic reduction from approximately 120 
BA to 15-20 BA will have severe detriment to the health and ecology of the area.  The reduction of basal at the extent and magnitude proposed in 
Alternative B would rapidly facilitate the intrusion and establishment of shade intolerant species which will consume the forest floor and quickly 
dominate the understory in a few short years.” 
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Agency Response 
See Comments 1-17 and 36-12 above. 

Comment 41-13 
“A perfect example of what these stands will be reduced to can be found across stands 401-16 and 401-17 which are currently overrun with vines. 
These stand conditions are a direct result of management activities carried out some 25 years ago.  It is obvious that the desired future condition was 
not attained in these stands.  Instead the Forest Service will now spend tax payer dollars to enter these unnaturally overgrown stands and apply 
herbicides in an effort to clean up the mess that was exacerbated and artificially created by irresponsible silvicultural practices.  If the goal of the 
Forest Service is to successfully regenerate oak and hickory, while maintaining or improving forest health, the last thing that a manger should do is 
drastically reduce basal area thereby increasing competition with oak saplings exponentially.” 

Agency Response 
It is not the goal of this proposal to regenerate oak and hickory.  That said, extensive competing vegetation are not a goal 
either, thus the control measures (manual and chemical) proposed by the action alternatives. 

Comment 41-14 
“Oak regeneration is a very tedious process that can only be achieved through natural regeneration or the often uneconomical mimicry of canopy gap 
creation through group selection methods.  Neither of these methods are considered in the proposal.  The cycle of logging followed by herbicide and then 
more logging is a costly and ecologically unsound method of forest management.  The Forest Service has consistently resolved to log and then treat with 
herbicides once vines and non-merchantable species begin to threaten the integrity of the residual timber on the stand.  This type of management is 
extremely artificial in nature and treats the symptoms of flawed management rather than the source which is ill-prescribed silvicultural methodology.  
The eventuality in this is an inescapable perpetuation of artificial management and unhealthy forest devoid of diversity.  A more detailed description of 
the old growth communities found within and around the project area can be found appended to this document.  Josh Kelly a botanist from Western 
North Carolina and has spent an extensive amount of time investigating the old growth communities of Sugarloaf Mountain.” 

Agency Response 
Group selection harvesting was considered but eliminated from detailed study because, “[f]rom a landscape perspective, the project 
area has been historically harvested using even-aged methods—decreasing opportunities to change the harvest pattern during this entry and begin group 
selection harvest methods across the landscape.” (Section 2.3.3, Chapter 2).  See also Appendix D, Appropriateness of Harvest 
Methods. 

Comment 41-15 
“Scenery & Heritage Resources: This project will undoubtedly degrade the view shed which is still affected by past management activities.  
The Forest Service is mandated to protect the visual quality of the Appalachian Trail Corridor yet this project will undoubtedly impact the resource. 
The AT is an important recreational resource and degrading the area viewshed cannot be calculated mathematically.  This is a matter of aesthetics, 
emotions, and experience.  How does a person hiking a portion of the AT respond to hearing logging trucks, and watching the canopies collapse?  
This experience cannot be quantified nor can the pleasure of enjoying a seemingly pristine resource and communing with nature.  The scenic resource 
must be protected as mandated by the Forest plan.  The best “mitigation” is prevention.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 4-1 and 26-1 above. 

Comment 41-16 
“It has been discovered that the area within the Stateline Project was once considered as a candidate for a State Natural Heritage Site.  We can 
understand why but cannot understand why the Forest Service chose to ignore this fact.  Instead of protecting an area within an area managed for 
timber a proposal was made to designate the Natural Heritage Area alongside the AT in a corridor already protected.  This is an unacceptable 
sacrifice of a vanguard heritage area for the sake of timber.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-6 thru 1-12 above.  The proposed co-location for the state’s Natural Heritage Area and the 106 acres of 
small patch old growth is not located along the AT and is not located in a management area unsuited for timber 
management—the proposed co-location is within MA 3B, which effectively removes the 106 acres from the suitable timber 
base. 
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Comment 41-17 
“Water Quality Aquatic Resources: The entire timber sale is oriented within the headwaters of tributary streams.  The tributaries feed into 
streams which are already categorized as degraded due to past activities including road construction and illegal OHV use.  The Stateline Project 
proposes to protect water quality by increasing the amount of roads in the area and removing vegetation.  To say that their [sic] will be no impact to 
aquatic resources is ignorant. The downstream effects of logging activity will impact drinking water and economically important fish habitat.  The 
project proposes riparian buffers and the like but there is no mention of how the countless seeps and springs will be protected.  The forest floor 
throughout the Stateline Project is moist with deep well drained soils.  Compaction of soils and damage to headwaters through logging and road 
construction will lead to the destruction of important habitat and will choke streams with sediment impairing water quality for many years.” 

Agency Response 
The EA stated that, “Sedimentation of aquatic habitats within the aquatic analysis area could result in the loss of clear-flowing spring habitats 
and valuable headwater stream origins.  Aquatic species utilizing these areas (such as the dragonflies) could be locally lost.  Spawning areas for fishes 
occupying downstream reaches (rainbow trout and blacknose dace) could also be temporarily reduced due to sedimentation.  Stream gradients and flow 
regimes within the analysis areas may not be dynamic enough to rely on natural flushing to occur.  Therefore, any losses have the potential to be 
permanent.” The EA also stated that, “Stream crossings have been designed so that they are least impacting on the project areas aquatic 
resources.  Streams will be crossed perpendicular to their channel so the access road enters the riparian area, crosses the stream, and exits the riparian 
area.  Road drainage will be designed so it flows off the roaded area and enters into vegetation rather than directly into project area streams.” 
(Section 3.3.3.1, Chapter 3).  The analysis shows the Agency understands the potential for adverse effects as a result of new 
road construction, and designed the proposal to reduce adverse effects as much as possible (Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.4, Chapter 
2). 

Comment 41-18 
“Economics: The estimated return on the project is around $12, 000.  It seems fiscally irresponsible to spend close to $250,000 dollars to 
generate an income that doesn’t even cover the salary of a modestly paid employee.  If I owned a public company and I told my shareholders that I was 
going to spend $250,000 of their investment to destroy our capitol and make a profit of $12,000 they would quickly show me the door.  The Forest 
Service is asking the public to support just such a business venture.  As the co-owners of our National Forest we demand that our tax dollars not be 
wasted while simultaneously watching our natural heritage be destroyed.  The Stateline project is an economic and ecological atrocity and we refuse to 
accept the Stateline Proposal as an example of the best Forest Service can do.  The National Forest Service should be the national leader in forest 
management. Sadly, even industrial forest operations perform more sustainable management than many of our National Forests.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-5, 5-1, 11-11, and 19-1 above. 

Comment 41-19 
“National Forests generate vast economic benefits simply by existing as natural ecosystems.  When forests are logged, these benefits are lost, resulting 
in externalized costs to communities, businesses, and individuals that derive economic benefits from unlogged forests. By law, the United States Forest 
Service must fully account for all benefits and all costs of natural resource management decisions and make those decisions in a manner that 
maximizes net public benefits.  These requirements appear frequently in the Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act (‘MUSY’), the Forest and 
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 (‘RPA’), the National Environmental Policy Act (‘NEPA’), the Administrative 
Procedure Act (‘APA’), the National Forest Management Act (‘NFMA’), the Global Climate Change Prevention Act (‘GCCPA’), and Forest 
Service Regulations and Rules.” 

Agency Response 
The proposal meets required laws and regulations.  Many of the economic considerations the respondent requests (Economic 
Analysis) are best addressed at the Forest Plan level and are outside the scope of this project level analysis (Financial 
Efficiency) – see also Section 1.7.2.6, Chapter 1.  According to Forest Service Handbook 2409.18, Chapter 10, Section 13, a 
Financial Efficiency Analysis is defined as an analysis that provides, “[a] comparison of anticipated costs and revenues that are part of 
Forest Service monetary transactions.  This analysis may be required at Gates 1 and 2 (FSM 2432.12 and 2432.22c).” An Economic 
Efficiency Analysis is an analysis that, “[u]ses the cost and revenue estimates included in the financial efficiency analysis, and adds other 
economic costs and benefits that are not part of Forest Service monetary transactions.  This analysis is not required, but may be useful and 
appropriate, especially where timber sales are designed primarily to achieve forest stewardship objectives (sec. 26).  Completion of an economic efficiency 
analysis is strongly recommended where substantial non-market costs and/or benefits are anticipated as a result of the project.” A Financial 
Efficiency Analysis was completed fro this project and was disclosed in Appendix E. 
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Comment 41-20 
“In making the site specific decision to implement the Stateline Project the Forest Service failed to incorporate information about the economic value of 
unlogged forests. These include the economic benefits associated with: 1) Recreational opportunities and tourism; 2) Commercial and recreational 
fisheries within the boundaries of the Pisgah National Forests and downstream and offshore; 3) Habitat for important game species and hunting both 
within and Outside of the Pisgah National Forests; 4) Water for cities, industries, businesses, and individual households Downstream from the 
Pisgah National Forests; 5) The regulation of water flowing through rivers and streams, including Flood control; 6) Non-timber forest products such 
as wild mushrooms, herbs, and Medicinal plants; 7) Mitigation of global climate change through absorption and storage of Vast amounts of carbon; 
8) Enhancing the quality of life of neighboring communities; 9) Harboring biological resources that either have value now or have as Yet unknown 
but potentially large economic and social value;1 0) Harboring biological and genetic resources that can improve the Long-term productivity of all 
forest land; 11) pest-control services provided by species that prey on agriculture And forest pests, and; 12) Pollination services provided by species that 
pollinate important Forest and agricultural crops.” 

Agency Response 
See Comment 41-19 above. 

Comment 41-21 
“The Forest Service Has Failed to Incorporate Externalized Costs into Timber Sale Planning Decisions at the National, Forest, and Site Specific 
Level.  The Stateline Project fails to incorporate information about externalized costs passed on to communities, businesses, and individuals when 
National Forests are logged. These include the direct, indirect, and cumulative economic costs associated with: 1) Lost recreational opportunities and 
decreased tourism; 2) Degraded commercial and recreational fisheries within the boundaries of the Pisgah National Forest and downstream and 
offshore; 3) Degraded habitat for important game species and loss of hunting opportunities both within and outside of the Pisgah National Forest; 4) 
Increased pollution of water for cities, industries, businesses, and individual households downstream from the Pisgah National Forest and increased 
costs of water filtration; 5) Increased flooding and disruption of the normal flows in rivers and streams; 6) Loss of non-timber forest products such as 
wild mushrooms, herbs, and medicinal plants; 7) Exacerbation of global warming through release of greenhouse gasses; 8) Diminished quality of life 
of neighboring communities; 9) Loss of biological resources that either have value now or have as yet unknown but potentially large economic and 
social value; 10) Loss of biological and genetic resources that can improve the long-term productivity of all forest land; 11) Diminished pest-control 
services provided by species that prey on agriculture and forest pests; 12) Diminished pollination services provided by species that pollinate important 
forest and agricultural crops; 13) Lost jobs and income associated with timber production on private lands that is displaced by Pisgah National 
Forest timber sales; 14) Lost jobs and income associated with the production of alternative and recycled products that is displaced by subsidized 
Pisgah National Forest timber sales; 15) Death, injury, and property damage associated with logging on the Pisgah National Forest, and; 16) 
Increased risk of wildfires caused by adverse changes in microclimate, increased human access, and slash generated by timber sales.” 

Agency Response 
See Comment 41-19 above. 

Comment 41-22 
“These externalized costs are generated by National Forest logging in every part of the nation, including the Pisgah National Forest.  The Forest 
Service has extensive literature and sources of data that it can rely upon to quantify the magnitude of these externalized costs at the national, forest, 
and project level.  Failure to incorporate externalized costs into the Stateline Project violates numerous statutes, regulations, and rules governing 
Forest Service management activities.” 

Agency Response 
See Comment 41-19 above. 

Comment 41-23 
“Conclusion: Each of these concerns is well founded and based on organized research and expertise.  We at SABP feel that until each of these 
issues is effectively and completely resolved that no action must take place within the Stateline Project area.  There is too much at stake and it would 
be wrong to sacrifice endangered species, ecosystem health, clean water, scenery, and old growth in order to generate an insignificant profit of less than 
12,000 dollars.” 

Agency Response 
See Comment 41-19 above.  The BE and effects analysis in Chapter 3 did not conclude endangered species, ecosystem health, 
clean water, scenery, and old growth would be “sacrificed” should an action alternative be selected.  Quite the opposite was 
concluded—Forest Plan standards would be achieved and natural resources would be maintained or improved. 
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Comment 41-24 
“The National Survey on Recreation and the Environment Public Survey Report conducted from November of 2001 to April of 2002 indicated the 
following top five issues relating to National Forest that the public felt were most important.  They were ranked as follows: 1) Protecting sources for 
clean water; 2) Passing along National Forests for future generations; 3) Providing Protection for wildlife and habitat; 4) Providing places that are 
natural in appearance; and 5) Protection of rare or endangered species.  The Stateline Project does not fulfill one of these objectives effectively.  This is 
what the public wants from their National Forests.  It is time that the National Forest Service provides these things.  Our National Forests are a 
valued resource for many reasons and timber is only one at the bottom of a long list.” 

Agency Response 
The Forest Service disagrees with the respondent.  The analysis in the EA concluded the proposal would maintain water 
quality (Section 3.3.3.1, Chapter 3); ensures natural resources are protected (e.g. closing 18 miles of illegal OHV trails and 
improving about 1,000 feet of a tributary stream to Mill Creek, Section 1.3, Chapter 1); protects and enhances wildlife habitat 
(Sections 1.3 and 1.7.2.1, Chapter 1; Section 2.4, Chapter 2; and Appendix A); sets aside 106 acres of land suitable for timber 
production for small patch old growth—the 106 acres would also serve as a state registered Natural Heritage Area; and 
ensures threatened, endangered, and sensitive species populations are not harmed (Appendix A). 

Comments 41-25 – 41-38 
These comments are an attachment of Joshua Kelly’s Sugarloaf Mountain Old Growth Analysis. 

Agency Response 
See Comments 11-13 – 11-26 above. 

Letter 42 – Frank Heatherington 

Comment 42-1 
“I would prefer Alternative A-No Action, because the other alternatives as currently proposed would cut or damage old growth and other wet forest 
areas, and because I support, strongly, the proposed designation of Special Interest Botanical Area and addition to the Registry of Natural Heritage 
areas for the identified Significant Natural Heritage area on Sugarloaf Mountain.” 

Agency Response 
Preference for Alternative A is noted.  The proposal does not harvest areas currently designated by the Forest Service as old 
growth, and in fact proposes to designate 106 acres of small patch old growth to accommodate the 12,200 acre large patch old 
growth already located in Analysis Area 12. 

Comment 42-2 
“I am against road building in the National Forests because it chops habitat for wild life into pieces, and many of these roads around here seem not 
to be built well, and fall off of their mountainsides. When they do, and indeed, the process of building roads, I have seen, always creates erosion which 
ends up in the creeks. It will also invite more invasions by non-native species of plants, which you will then want to kill with herbicides. Did the 
United States Government learn nothing from Agent Orange?! What does it take to get your attention?” 

Agency Response 
There may be some fragmentation of habitat caused by roads, but the analysis concluded that, “Individuals will be negatively affected 
by harvesting but not likely to cause a trend to federal listing or a loss of viability across the Forest.” (Stateline Wildlife Analysis Report, 
pages 5 and 6).  Road construction has been designed to reduce potential for adverse effects as much as possible (Sections 
2.2.2 and 2.2.4, Chapter 2).  Herbicide use would be used under approved methods and per risk assessments (Section 1.7.2.7, 
Chapter 1 and Appendix F). Agent Orange was a herbicide developed for military use. Chemically, the product was a 50/50 
mix of two herbicides, 2,4-D (2,4-dichlorophenoxyacetic acid) and 2,4,5-T (2,4,5 trichlorophenoxyacetic acid). These 
herbicides were both developed as weed killers in the 1940's, and were effective against broad leaf plants and several crops.  
Since 1976, the herbicide 2,4,5-T has no longer been approved for use in the United States and 2,4-D would not be used with 
this proposal (Sections 2.22, 2.2.3, and 2.2.4, Chapter 2). 

Comment 42-3 
“Please, we must leave the old growth forest as undisturbed as we possibly can, and not cut it down so someone may make a profit from it. My 30 
year-old daughter will be coming out to Appalachia this winter from the South West US, and is looking forward to hiking in Eastern old growth 
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forest for the first time in her life. Will she be able to find any to show her children?  Please, sir, I vote for Alternative A. Leave the old growth 
alone.” 

Agency Response 
Your concerns are noted. There will be old growth retained in the project area following implementation of any of the 
alternatives.  See also Comment 11-2 above. 

Letter 43 – Ed Stein 

Comment 43-1 
“The proposed ‘timber stand improvement’ for 401-15, -16,-17,-18, -20, bears testimony to previous actions to ‘manage’ these tracts of forest. I 
found massive blankets of wild grape and other vines carpeting what was left of the tree canopy in 401-16 and 401-17. It is as thick as kudzu. In 
other areas, 401-17 I believe, there are sections where the forest has never recovered from previous management and the results are treeless views as one 
would expect on the Blue Ridge Parkway. I noted some big trees, tulip poplar mostly, amidst these units and expect these are the ‘money trees’ for this 
cut. If they go, that’s the end of the original canopy here. Halfway down FS 275 I began to see sections of the roadbed eroding and some areas 
slumping, indicating they are slowly succumbing to the hydrology and grade of slope here. I saw three vigorous streams that flow in all seasons that 
should not have been diverted through culverts… they required bridges. In fact, the whole construction of FS 275 and the timber sales it facilitated 
are on topography too steep for timber management, in a very wet watershed more appropriate for conservation than timber management.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-15, 9-1, 16-3, and 41-7 above. Forest Service specialists have not come to the same conclusion as the 
respondent that bridges are required in place of existing culverts on FSR 275.  The land is not too steep as to preclude existing 
forms of logging equipment—the land is suitable for timber production as allowed under Forest Plan general forest and MA 
3B standards and guidelines.  See also Comment 1-2 above. 

Comment 43-2 
“In unit 401-20 there is a precipice obscured by rhododendron. About 30’ from the north side of the road there is a section of cliffs that drop straight 
down at least 50’. This feature is not clear on the topo of the proposal, and it’s not obvious until one is dangerously close to it. It is unsuitable for 
timber management here.” 

Agency Response 
Stand 401-20 is proposed for cable logging due to the steeper slope.  A rock outcrop may cause a portion of the stand to 
remain unharvested. 

Comment 43-3 
“The easternmost side of 401-20 has recovered somewhat with good species diversity and variable canopy… if this area is logged for the big trees, the 
smaller second growth will be damaged or destroyed by the activity. Then you’re back to what you’ve got with the vines and invasives…” 

Agency Response 
Harvesting would damage some residuals, but trees marked for retention would require protection from logging damage where 
practicable as per the timber sale contract. 

Comment 43-4 
“The proposed road reconstruction from FS 275 up to unit 401-5 goes straight up the slope. The term ‘reconstruction’ is misleading in that there is 
no road here, just a trail. To make matters worse, it parallels a stream! The other section of ‘reconstruction’ would follow the current ORV trail that 
basically follows the ridge top through 401-15, another badly placed feature that is currently funneling sediment into the mudhole at the end of FS 
275. I shall inform you here that a new illegal ORV trail is freshly established off the current trail. This trail is located within 50 yards up the 
ORV trail from the end of FS 275, bearing due south. I followed it for several hundred yards and it appears to lead to Big Knob. ORV riders have 
traveled vertically up the slope creating twin ruts in the topsoil as far as I walked. The vascular plants torn up here by this intrusion had not yet 
wilted. This was on 8-25-04.” 

Agency Response 
The term reconstruction refers to the fact that the existing grade was previously used to harvest stands in the area and would 
be “reconstructed” to ensure harvesting related activities could occur within Stands 401-5 and 401-7 depending on an 
alternative that proposed harvest within them was selected.  See also Comment 20-1 above. 
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Stateline Response to Comments 

Comment 43-5 
“After seeing the condition of previously managed units along FS 275, and in light of the extremely wet conditions on the slopes of Sugarloaf 
Mountain and it’s degree of slope or gradient, I must request that you go with “Alternative A” and simply do no more damage to this watershed. I 
can understand the need to eliminate the vines and invasive plants in previously managed units, by hand, with minimal use of herbicides, since there 
are livestock and wells down slope. To continue to repeat the practices that invite the same conditions elsewhere on Sugarloaf Mountain is inexcusable. 
The existing ORV trail that leads up to 401-11 and 401-9 is enough negative impact… the construction of roads across these headwaters will 
dump sediment into the streams, just as the current FS 275 and ORV trail do. The trail likely provides a pathway for invasive species of plants, 
hung up on the undercarriages of ORVs. Why further facilitate this with roads?  Then of course there’s the issue of controlling the weeds and new 
growth that will result from activities in units 401-5, 401-11, and 401-9.  I don’t suppose the Forest Service is considering the cumulative effects of 
herbicide spraying as you move your operations up the slopes of Sugarloaf Mountain… or cumulative sedimentation in the many streams here.” 

Agency Response 
Preference for Alternative A is noted.  See also Section 1.7.2.7, Chapter 1; Section 2.3.1, Chapter 2; and Table 3.3 and Section 
3.3.6, Chapter 3. 

Comment 43-6 
“I would suggest that when planning future timber sales that someone consult a topographic map and check for water courses more carefully, along 
with gradient, so that the conditions here are not duplicated elsewhere.” 

Agency Response 
Topographic maps, aerial photos, GPS, GIS, and extensive field reconnaissance went into developing the action alternatives. 

Comment 43-7 
“Because the negative effects of accessing the timber on Sugarloaf Mountain cannot be mitigated, and due to the increasing backlog of existing FS 
roads in need of repair, and in light of the decreasing acreage of contiguous tracks of old growth timber, I must request again that you consider 
“Alternative A”. The Stateline Project is not a suitable use of these public lands.” 

Agency Response 
Preference for Alternative A is again noted.  The effects analysis in Chapter 3, the project file, and the Appendices do not 
support the respondent’s conclusion of expected adverse effects. 

Comment 43-8 
“I have spent the last eight years exploring USFS lands and timber sales in the southern Appalachians. I do not claim to be a trained biologist or 
forester, but I do have some experience witnessing various aspects of forest management… and mismanagement. I am a volunteer board member for 
the Southern Appalachian Biodiversity Project and am active in other organizations. As a local resident and frequent user of our local Nat’l Forest 
lands, I would hope that my opinions and observations might take precedent over those who may have a singularly extractive point of view on public 
lands management. Thank you for your time and attention!” 

Agency Response 
Comments received from individuals are equally weighed and reviewed—there is no “precedent” given one group or 
individual over another.  NEPA requires the Forest Service to consider and respond to comments received to, “[f]oster excellent 
action” [40 CFR 1503.4 and 1500.1(c)].  The twin objectives of NEPA are to consider and inform—it is about substance of 
comments/concerns and not precedence. 

Letter 44 – Michael Millington 

Comment 44-1 
“I am writing you concerning your proposed alternative B – the Stateline Project.  I oppose your use of herbicide to control the invasives and 
undesirables that will take off after the logging disturbances.  Noxious invasives followed by toxic control all for a small short term economic ‘gain’.  I 
disagree. This proposal is noneconomic.  It is shortsighted.  I understand some – the pressure you receive to make some significant cuts – this area of 
upper Shelton Laurel should not be considered for economic short term gain.  Too much road building in too much steep terrain which remains wet 
and subject to disturbance erosion.” 
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Stateline Response to Comments 

Agency Response 
Herbicides are only proposed on a limited amount of acres within the project area – less than 249 acres total in Alternative B 
(1.3% of the two analysis areas), less than 139 acres in Alternative C (0.7% of the two analysis areas, and less than 216 acres in 
Alternative D (1.1% of the two analysis areas).  See also Comments 19-1, 29-2, 41-7, 41-14, 42-2, and 43-5 above. 

Comment 44-2 
“The State of North Carolina has determined that Sugarloaf has significant Natural Heritage full of rare plants and diverse animal communities – 
more roads and herbicides are not going to preserve this history.  I suggest a longer view be taken regarding the Stateline Project – My alternative 
would favor shrinking the cut – and cut only to improve the Natural Richness of this area.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-6 thru 1-12 above.  Alternatives C and D each propose a reduction in harvest and road activities than 
Alternative B. 

Letter 45 – Abby Gage 

Comment 45-1 
“I am writing to urge you to reject Alternative B in the State line Project.  The forests of Sugar Loaf have significant ecologically sensitive plant 
species and they need to be protected from intensive timber harvest.” 

Agency Response 
The botanical analysis performed for the Stateline Project indicate that all alternatives, “[w]ill have no known effects to any T.&E., 
S. and FC. plant species because there are no known T.&E., S. and FC. plant species in, or near enough to be affected by, timber harvesting, road 
construction or other activities proposed.” (Stateline Botanical Report, page 10, project file).  The biological evaluation (BE) located 
in Appendix A stated on page 61 that the proposal, “[w]ill have no effect upon any species that is federally listed as Endangered or 
Threatened.”  In addition, the BE disclosed specific mitigation on page 58 for a regionally sensitive plant, “All Silene ovata 
populations that are found by the fall surveys should be excluded from the proposed activities. This will avoid all undesirable direct effects to Silene 
ovata. An 80 foot buffer is recommended around potential populations of Silene ovata that are in proposed activity areas. This buffer is meant to 
exclude all timber harvesting and road construct activities including felling and skidding directly near the known populations. This would greatly 
reduce the risk of undesirable and accidental direct effects to Silene ovata. The buffer will be maintained during all phases of project implementation.” 
Botanical surveys in August/September 2004 did not locate populations of Silene ovata; no mitigation for Silene ovata will be 
proposed (see also Section 2.4, Chapter 2).  The proposal would protect “rare” plants as much as practicable. 

Comment 45-2 
“We do not need the new roads, on Sugar Loaf or Mill Creek.  Please scale back this project. Look to the future.  This land will be more valuable 
as wild land than a few board feet of timber.  Consider a compromise such as the one reached at Bluff Mountain.  Put in some trails and a parking 
area.  Make the area more accessable [sic] to the people of this country.” 

Agency Response 
New roads are not proposed in the Mill Creek drainage (Compartment 402).  Two “scaled back” alternatives were fully 
developed and analyzed in response to public input – Alternative C and Alternative D (Sections 2.2.3 and 2.2.4, Chapter 2). 
See also Comments 1-5, 6-3, 7-2, 10-6, 11-5, 16-3, 19-1, 41-18, and 41-19 above concerning economics.  A compromise was 
reached in Bluff Mountain for specific reasons that may or may not be relevant to the Stateline proposal.  Developing the area 
for increased trail, parking, and access was not part of the purpose and need for the proposal and as such, is outside the scope 
(Section 1.4, Chapter 1). 

Comment 45-3 
“Please don’t sell our heritage. We can’t buy it back. Don’t log Sugar loaf.  Scrap the State Line cut.” 

Agency Response 
The No Action Alternative addresses this comment. 

Letter 46 – Rodney Webb 
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Stateline Response to Comments 

Comment 46-1 
“The need for the project seems excessive and politically motivated. The decision to log 276 acres on the Appalachian Ranger District stems from 
political pressure on the district and the ranger to produce more timber volume. This is evident from the fact that a sale of this proportion has not been 
proposed on the Appalachian District in Madison County since the highly controversial Bluff Mountain Timber Sale. Also the excessiveness of the 
project is reflected in the preference to select an alternative that is at the upper end of the limit for early successional habitat for the analysis area. A 
more reasonable approach to only use existing roads and to create early successional habitat on a smaller scale leaving greater than 15-20 basal area 
and utilizing small group selection might have been a less controversial and less expensive proposal. However, this decision was not arrived at using 
pre-existing data that thoroughly examines past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions and thus has drawn much needed attention.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 5-3, 10-6, and 14-1 above.  An alternative to the proposed action that addresses some of the respondent’s 
comment was developed in detail (Section 2.2.3, Chapter 2) while others were considered but eliminated from detailed study 
(Sections 2.3.2 and 2.3.3, Chapter 2). Existing data and new data were used to develop the proposal and alternatives. 

Comment 46-2 
“A letter writing campaign originating from somewhere outside Madison County and aimed at Secretary of Agriculture Ann Veneman demonstrates 
that economic and political forces are allying to bring attention to Ranger Bradley and his lack of performance in producing only 100,000 board feet 
of timber for fiscal year 2004. His personal response to at least ten letter writers from as far away as Statesville, NC was that he was currently 
proposing the Stateline Timber Sale in Madison County and that the matter was open for comment (see Attachment A, project file letter dated April 
2, 2004 to Mr. Buddy Hermric from Paul Bradley). Meanwhile Ranger Bradley failed in his duties to alert the local public and adjacent 
landowners to the proposed activities early in the process (see previous scoping comments, March 17, 2004, and Attachment B, ‘Other Items,’ Report 
from IDT Field Trip, Oct. 20, 2003, by Michael Hutchins), and even failing to mail a copy of the EA or to notify county co-chair of the North 
Carolina Alliance, Carol Diamond, even after her involvement in the process (see Attachment C, Attendance sheet for March 4, 2004 meeting and 
timely comments during the scoping process.)” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 5-3, 10-6, and 14-1 above. The scoping notice was mailed in February 2004 to individuals who had shown past 
interest in similar projects or requested to be on the mailing list.  It was an oversight on our part that Ms. Diamond was not 
mailed a copy of the EA when it was available for review as she had responded to the scoping notice and attended the public 
open house. 

Comment 46-3 
“Additionally there was a failure to publish any notice in the local newspaper, the News Record & Sentinel, as was requested at the meeting held on 
March 4, 2004. Although the project file shows a copy of the EA to have been mailed to the editor, Fred Hughes, and notes from the meeting 
indicate publication in the Madison County paper was identified as an issue, apparently no effort was made by the Forest Service to send a press 
release or public notice directly to the paper. The paper did carry a story on the public hearing held at Laurel VFD in the June 9th edition, but this 
hearing was actually prompted by the March 4 meeting of concerned residents and not an original intention of the agency for this project. No mention 
of the EA’s release was made in the News Record & Sentinel until August 15, 2004, in which Mary Kelly submitted an editorial (See also Mtn. 
Express Aug. 18-24, 2004 Attachment D).” 

Agency Response 
See Comment 1-13 above. 

Comment 46-4 
“This editorial points out some of the most controversial issues around the shortcomings of the EA and the BE, primarily the failure to 
protect a Significant Natural Heritage Area. The article points out what should have been an issue receiving greater attention in both the 
EA and the BE: Digging through the ‘project record’, I found a February letter from the North Carolina Natural Heritage saying the 
forests on Sugarloaf have been identified as a ‘Significant Natural Heritage Area’, one that harbors a rich diversity of rare plant and 
animal communities… ‘among the best examples known in this portion of the state.’ The state biologist said, ‘The Stateline Project as 
outlined has significant conflict with Natural Heritage resources.’ New and reconstructed logging roads ‘would be detrimental to the 
ecological value’ of this special natural community and would open the area up for an invasion by the uncontrollable weeds that now 
follow bulldozers everywhere they go.” 
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Stateline Response to Comments 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-6 thru 1-12 above. 

Comment 46-5 
“The fact that the EA barely mentions that the Sugarloaf Natural Area exists (one sentence of the BE on pg. 51 and one paragraph in the Old 
Growth Analysis, pg. 67) or that the Sugarloaf Natural Area is proposed to be reduced in size and contains proposed harvest units is discouraging 
and undermines the trust and credibility of the Forest Service. Public lands identified as Significant Natural Heritage Areas should receive greater 
respect and should not be casually swapped with other lands, especially those that are un-inventoried, i.e., the Big Flat Area. Such negligence should 
be grounds for a lawsuit and likely will be if it does not receive greater attention in the revised EA.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-6 thru 1-12 above. 

Comment 46-6 
“The EA and the BE fail to provide quantitative data as demonstrated by notes from biologists that employees are shaping inventories 
to comply with pre-designed activities rather than designing activities around knowledge gained by data collection. The agency is also 
required to maintain biological diversity and viable populations of Forest fauna and flora.  36 C.F.R. Section 219.26 requires the 
Forest Service to gather and keep data, as it states in relevant part: ‘Forest Planning shall provide for the diversity of plant and animal 
communities and tree species consistent with the overall multiple use objectives of the planning area.  Such diversity shall be considered 
throughout the planning process.  Inventories shall include quantitative data making possible the evaluation of diversity in terms of its 
prior and present condition.’” 

Agency Response 
The BE concluded that there would be no effect to federally listed endangered or threatened species and may impact 
individuals of sensitive species Ventridens coelaxis and Corynorhinus rafinesquii but is not likely to cause a trend to federal listing or 
a loss of viability (Appendix A, page 61).  This conclusion was based on field reviews (Appendix A, pages 51 and 52) and 
dialogue with outside professionals (WILDA, pages 5, 6, and 15, and BOTA, page 16). 

Comment 46-7 
“A prime example showing a lack of data or to consider native diversity ‘throughout the planning process’, is found in the notes from biologist Sandy 
Florence, 6/21/04 (Attachment E): ‘Therefore, as much information I can gather to demonstrate the population habitat (p. andrewsae) outside our 
activity areas, the better. I really should take the time to sample in cove’s [sic.] outside the units to show the populations are found throughout c-
401&402.’” 

Agency Response 
Sandy Florence stated on September 7, 2004, that in telephone conversations with Mr. John Slapcinsky and Dr. R. Caldwell 
they both believe that if a harvest unit proposes to log a particular stand and adjacent stands of similar forest types are not 
going to be logged, population viability should be maintained in the area. 

Comment 46-8 
“Following that memo was this one from Florence dated 7/01/2004 (Attachment F): ‘I surveyed all the stand “locations”. As the boundaries of 
the stands were not flagged, I could not survey areas of similar habitat “outside” the stand/cutting unit. Those surveys would confirm the snail 
populations are outside the cutting unit as well as I predicted but without the stands being actually laid out, there was nothing I could do after the 
sending you and Linda the message a couple of weeks ago regarding this issue.’” 

Agency Response 
See Comment 46-7 above. 

Comment 46-9 
“This was a reply prompted by a memo from Zone NEPA Coordinator Michael Hutchins 6/30/2004 claiming that ‘additional surveys’ to be 
completed. Obviously, according to the project record, the Forest Service has failed to properly conduct surveys within the project area and has 
submitted faulty biological data in the BE and EA. Additionally the BOTA on pg. 10 falsely states that no North Carolina State Natural Area 
will be unaffected by logging and road construction because, “None are known within the project area,” (Attachment. G, BOTA, pg. 10), even after 
receiving and having correspondence with North Carolina Natural Heritage Program biologists Michael Schafale and Ann Prince on the matter.” 
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Stateline Response to Comments 

Agency Response 
See Comment 46-6 above.  As stated further in the BOTA on page 16, “There are no known research Natural Areas (RNA) or 
botanical special interest areas recognized by the current Forest Plan within the Stateline analysis area.  Therefore, this proposal will have no effect to 
any of these areas.  However, there is a proposed North Carolina natural “inventory areas” within the project area. These inventories were conducted 
by the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program and published in “A Natural Areas Inventory of the French Broad Ranger District, North 
Carolina (Hieman, 1995).” 

Comment 46-10 
“Also no mention was made of a survey of the unnamed tributary to Mill Creek that originates in stands 402-28 and 402-3a and flows through the 
Webb property. No acknowledgement of impacts from past or proposed activities is mentioned and the map on page 43 of the EA fails to recognize 
it. Other areas lacking inventory are in Analysis Area 11- the newly acquired lands south of compartment 401. No activities should be proposed for 
this Analysis Area until more data is collected and new acquisitions are inventoried. Lack of information regarding the condition of this land should 
have also been recognized before an effort was made to modify the Sugarloaf Natural Area and include the Big Flat site. The failure to find 
Hydrophyllum macrophyllum and Silene ovata within the project area further shows a lack of detailed surveys. Silene ovata is likely found in stand 5 
(positive identification pending flowering stage).  The search for snail species should have been conducted in May.” 

Agency Response 
No crossings would be installed in UT 4 Mill Creek or UT 5 and they would be protected with a 100 foot buffer on either side 
of the stream in Stands 402-28 and 402-3.  No adverse impacts to the aquatic resources within these two stands are expected 
as a result of project activities.  Some data was collected in the uninventoried lands in an attempt to classify forest type and age 
in 2003 (stand delineation) but it has not been summarized or entered into the continuous inventory of stand conditions 
(CISC) database.  This information was considered unnecessary for the timber sale proposal because the lands were purchased 
for Appalachian Trail acquisition and thus would not be scheduled for harvesting. Silene ovata has been reviewed in the field 
since the EA went out for public comment as disclosed in the EA on pages 58 and 59 and was not located (see also Comment 
45-1 above).  Hydrophyllum macrophyllum was not located during the Forest Botanist’s field review in spring 2004.  There 
were two small populations located in 1990 by a State employed Botanist somewhere between the gate on Forest Service Road 
275 and the ridgeline—however this individual could not accurately disclose their locations to the Forest Botanist (BOTA, 
page 12).  The potential populations located by Joshua Kelly will be flagged and monitored for effects.  Records show the 
population viability of this species is maintained across the planning area.  This species is only identified during a short spring 
growing season and does appear to respond positively to disturbance.  The snail surveys did take place in May – May 18 thru 
June 2, 2004 (WILDA, page 3). 

Comment 46-11 
“The Forest Service is required to obtain and maintain current inventory data and use accurate scientific information. This may require the 
preparation of special studies or inventories. Data shall be periodically evaluated for accuracy and effectiveness. The Forest Service is required to 
continually monitor and evaluate their management activities, 16 U.S.C. § 1604(g) and 36 C.F.R. § 219.11(d).  If monitoring, evaluation, or 
public comments indicate a need to amend the Forest Plan, the Forest Plan can be amended, 36 C.F.R. § 219.10(f).  Management plans must 
insure research on and (based on continuous monitoring and assessment in the field) evaluation of the effects of each management system to the end 
that it will not produce substantial and permanent impairment of the productivity of the land, 16 U.S.C. § 1604(g)(3)(C). The Forest Service 
should review the option of amending the management plan to take the Sugarloaf Natural Area out of MA 3B and seek greater protection of this 
significant site.” 

Agency Response 
See Comment 46-6 above.  Removing MA 3B lands from the suitable timber base is best addressed at the Forest Plan scale 
and is outside the scope of this project. 

Comment 46-12 
“The upper slopes of Sugarloaf Mountain on both public and private land represent an outstanding example of older and mature Northern 
Hardwood and Rich Cove forest types. The unique soil types and extreme richness support a unique and irreplaceable understory that would be 
threatened by invasive exotic plant species (Attachment H, Natural Heritage Program Letter, from Michael Schafale to Paul Bradley, Feb. 19, 
2004). The proposed logging and roadbuilding activities would indeed proliferate the already existing problem of invasive exotics. This would cause a 
foreseeable need for increased herbicide use in the area and an uncalculated cost for this project.” 
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Stateline Response to Comments 

Agency Response 
Michael Schafale and Anne Prince of the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources reviewed the 
area for the first time in April 2004 and were accompanied by District Ranger Paul Bradley and Forest Botanist Dave Danley. 
In a letter dated July 2, 2004, Mr. Schafale stated, “I have visited the Sugarloaf area with Dave Danley, we have reviewed his proposal for a 
modification of the significant area boundary and for a new natural area at Big Flat.  Our primary objection of the timber sale was its impact on one 
of the few known Northern Hardwood Forest communities in this part of the forest, along with other rare species and communities on the site.  The 
Big Flat site appears to be a comparable or better example of Northern Hardwood Forest, not previously known to us.  The other features of concern 
at Sugarloaf would be protected within the modified boundary.  The proposed modified Sugarloaf natural area still includes one proposed timber sale 
area included in alternative B.  We would encourage selection of an alternative that removes this unit of the sale.  If the modified Sugarloaf site and 
the Big Flat site as indicated by Dave Danley are excluded from timber sales, the concerns we raised earlier are allayed.” 

Comment 46-13 
“The proposed activities provide an excellent opportunity for such species as Microstegium vimenium and Alliaria petiolata to thrive, which would 
require the more controversial and less controllable streamline spraying methods, especially in moist and wet area where these species concentrate. The 
presence of these species, especially M. vimenium, would likely be established within disturbance areas before the project could be completed and would 
therefore need additional treatment for eradication while activities are still be conducted This foreseeable expense has not been calculated in the cost of 
the sale. Additionally the potential for the spread of Paulownia tomentosa and Ailanthus altissima are highly likely to spread throughout activity 
areas, as well as the native grapevine. These species will compete with and damage future hard mast producing stock and other native tree species, as is 
already occurring within the project area.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 9-1, 11-15, 32-1, 41-7, 41-13, and 44-1 above. 

Comment 46-14 
“Neither does the current FLMP nor the VEG-EIS adequately address the modern and updated threat posed by invasive exotic plants (SAMAB 
effort to coordinate multi-agency monitoring and eradication efforts). The presence and proliferation of these non-native plant species is already 
recognized within the project area, thus the need for at least 5 acres of herbicide treatment. The EA should pay greater attention to this issue with an 
analysis of each alternative as to which will have a greater potential to cause the spread of invasive exotics, e.g., Alternative B is more likely to cause 
an increased occurrence of invasive exotics than Alternative C based on amount of proposed acres slated for harvest/disturbance activities and the 
amount of road building. The growing concern of invasive exotic plant species constitutes a reasonable and foreseeable impact for the Stateline Project 
and should be identified as a ‘Key Issue’ in the EA. Further study on the matter should be conducted within the project area before any decision is 
released.” 

Agency Response 
The Agency agrees that invasive exotic species pose a real threat to native populations, but does not agree that eliminating 
harvesting and road building is part of the solution.  Active management is required to begin turning the corner on controlling 
invasives. The Agency believes that the proposal does have potential to allow additional invasive species to become 
established, thus the need for control measures such as herbicides. 

Comment 46-15 
“The Key Issue of Old Growth is inappropriately addressed in the EA and the BOTA. Danley wrongly states on pg. 9 of the BOTA that most of 
Sugarloaf Mountain was either cleared for pasture or cut over. However adjacent private lands hold a contiguous area of approximately 75 acres of 
‘Class A’ old growth as inventoried by Josh Kelly, July 2004. Kelly also recognizes about 35 acres of ‘Class B’ old growth within proposed activity 
areas 401-7 and 9. Kelly also cored some trees within the project area and found that trees over 200 years of age were present throughout parts of 
these units whereas the Old Growth Analysis in Appendix C states, “Field work in 2004 also indicates stand ages between 60-70 years after 
several trees were bored in stand 401-7 and 401-3.” In a phone conversation with Kelly, Dave Danley admitted that it had been several years since 
he had bored any trees on Sugarloaf Mountain and there is some question as to where those core samples were taken. Despite the July 2, 2004 letter 
from Michael Schafle to Michael Hutchins that concerns may be allayed (Attachment I), there is now an indication that the Natural Heritage 
Program may have a renewed and greater interest in protecting the Sugarloaf Natural Area from further fragmentation with the additional 
recognition of 75 acres of land likely never disturbed by logging or grazing activities (see Attachment J, photo of primary forest on adjacent private 
land).” 

Agency Response 
Dave Danley bored several trees in the project area during spring 2004 and stands by his statement in the EA and BOTA 
concerning average stand ages in 401-3 and 401-7.  See also Comments 11-2 and 46-12 above. 
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Stateline Response to Comments 

Comment 46-16 
“The proposed logging activities, primarily the use of the 2-Age method, would cause resource damage to soil productivity on steep slopes. The result is 
likely to be similar to what is occurring in stands that were harvested during the last entry using even-aged methods. These stands are not 20-30 years 
from hard mast production and are not achieving their desired future condition, as stated in past documents and Forest Plans. These stands are 
largely dominated by tulip poplar, red maple, Fraser and cucumber magnolia and basswood with oaks maintaining very little of the present 
component. Conducting proposed TSI activities to favor hard mast producing species in stands 401-15, 16, 17, and 402- 27 and 28 will continue to 
maintain early-successional habitat characteristics in the project area despite the ‘age’ of the stand. This should be considered when assessing the 
‘balance of age class’ in the analysis areas. Additionally stand 401-11 is extremely saturated with seeps, springs, and feeder streams, dominated by 
birch and maple and should be excluded from any even aged activities.” 

Agency Response 
Conducting TSI in stands 401-15, 16, 17, and 402- 27 and 28 will not change the age of the stands—existing trees will be 
released.  The purpose of this activity is to improve timber quality, select high quality timber-producing species for the future, 
and reduce competition from vines.  Comment is noted on stand 11.  

Comment 46-17 
“An alternative utilizing existing road networks and other harvest methods such as small group selection and thinning outside stands in the 
Sugarloaf Natural Area should have been developed. Such an alternative would have generated less controversy, been more economically viable, 
possibly provided a sale for local logging crews and sawmills (within Madison County), causing fewer impacts to the viewshed and generally would be 
less impacting on the overall quality of life in the local community. Additionally a comparison of impacts incurred in the last entry should be compared 
to more sustainable methods that better maintain existing flora and fauna. Failure to consider such an alternative, which would still meet the 
objectives of the Forest Plan, shows a lack in developing a ‘full range’ of alternatives for the project. The EA is further contradictory by stating that 
the group selection method is inappropriate when timber value is low and slopes are too steep, yet all stands are recognized as high quality timber and 
only two stands 401-18 and 20 require cable logging (EA pgs. 71-73).” 

Agency Response 
An alternative that proposed group selection harvest was considered but eliminated from detailed study as per 40 CFR 
1502.14(a) (Section 2.3.3, Chapter 2). 

Comment 46-18 
“While the BOTA does list Panax quinquefolius and Allium tricoccum among the plants found in a survey within the project area, it failed to 
mention the importance of these plants within the local economy. The existence of these species within activity areas should be an issue of concern as 
other botanists within the Forest Service are concerned about over harvesting, loss of habitat, and are attempting to track the amount of these species 
harvested from the forest. The failure of botanist Dave Danley to mention the abundance of these species in the project area shows a lack of recognition 
for the uniqueness of the area and a lack of professionalism to protect these declining species.” 

Agency Response 
These two species are present within the activity areas but Forest Botanist Dave Danley believes the proposal would not have 
a significant impact to availability of the products in the analysis areas. 

Comment 46-19 
“Just as the EA draws attention to the impacts of illegal OHV use within the analysis areas, it fails to see how its own activities will have ongoing 
impacts beyond implementation of the project. Blowouts on system roads such as the one near the first stream crossing on FS 275 (which is expected 
to be repaired before the end of this month), and the one found within the first mile and a half on FS 3512, which is not mentioned in the EA, will 
continue to be commonplace following heavy rain events. While the EA does review the effects of past floods, it fails to acknowledge how proposed 
activities would negatively contribute to future floods that seem to be occurring with increasing frequency, possibly due to climate change. The proposed 
road construction and reconstruction will increase runoff in such events, threatening to increase damage to resources in the forest and property 
downstream within the watershed. Road failures on system roads in remote areas often go for long period of time without repair- continually causing 
sediment flows long after the major event that caused them. Likewise the creation of a more extensive road network within the project area will likely 
lead to greater illegal OHV use and related erosion and invasive plant impacts. The expense of enforcement, repairs, and the spread of invasive 
exotics caused by OHV often go unrecorded.” 

Agency Response 
Comparing illegally developed routes to routes planned by natural resource professionals to be located in the best possible 
locations and implemented by licensed contractors using best management practices (BMPs) is not a fair comparison.  The 
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slide on FSR 275 occurred as a result of heavy rain eroding a cutbank.  The road was never made unpassable and repairs are 
expected to be completed fall 2004.  There is a cutbank on FSR 3512 that periodically slumps into the ditch and plugs the 
culvert. Repairs are made as soon as possible when this occurs and should take place this year, depending on available 
funding. This slump is now disclosed in the BE.  This road was also never made unpassable as a result of the slump. The EA 
disclosed the Hickey Creek flood event in the analysis area and the slide on FSR 275 in the project area (Sections 3.3.1 and 
3.3.6, Chapter 3 respectively). The Agency does not disagree that roads will have slumps and slides occur to them after heavy 
rain, however repairs are made as soon as possible when damage occurs.  See also Comment 20-1 above. 

Comment 46-20 
“In our meeting with Forest Service personnel on March 4, 2004 the subject of American Chestnut trees was broached and a discussion ensued about 
the efforts made to plant seedlings in C-402 and their consequent failure. There are American Chestnut trees up to 4” in diameter (large enough to 
produce seed) showing good health and vigor- in planned disturbance areas. No mention was made in the EA that such specimens exist within the 
project area, their potential contribution to chestnut recovery or any attempt to protect them during prescribed activities. It is very disappointing that 
this topic was enthusiastically discussed at the March 4 meeting, but was not addressed in the EA.” 

Agency Response 
Establishing chestnut was not part of the project proposal and was thus not carried forward to the EA.  The Agency’s 
recollection of the March 2004 meeting was that a general discussion concerning chestnut and its establishment ensued; no 
agreement to adding establishment to the proposal was made. 

Comment 46-21 
“After receiving and reviewing the EA I was appalled that the preferred alternative still included stands 401-7,9, and 11. These stands comprise 
perhaps the areas of greatest controversy for this project. Comments to develop other alternatives following the ‘Open House’ on June 2 were ignored as 
evidenced by the fact that no new alternatives were developed following that meeting and the controversial preferred alternative remains unaltered.” 

Agency Response 
Alternatives were developed and analyzed in detail that addressed the purpose and need and responded to key issues (Sections 
1.4 and 1.7.1, Chapter 1 and Section 2.2, Chapter 2).  Alternative C addressed concerns raised during scoping and at the June 
2004 open house, i.e. Stands 401-7, 401-9, and 401-11 are not proposed for harvest under it, as well as Stand 401-5 (Table 2.5, 
Chapter 2). 

Comment 46-22 
“While I do appreciate the switch to manual methods from herbicide methods for conducting TSI activities in the stand bordering my family’s property 
and other existing harvested stands, I do still have concerns for the continued use of herbicides as a routine method for timber management. The Forest 
Service should be looking to avoid using herbicides on National Forests whenever possible. Michael Hutchins told me at the open house, June 2, that 
he was shocked to see how much herbicide application takes place in the Southern Appalachians. He said an EIS was required anytime herbicides 
were used on public lands in Western states.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 19-1, 29-2, 41-7, and 42-2 above.  Mr. Hutchins does not recall saying he was “shocked” by herbicide use in 
the Southern Appalachians.  He did state that herbicide use is more controversial where he has worked out west and his 
experience with using it required an EIS [due to “significance” as per 40 CFR 1508.27(b)(4)].  He also stated that a project of 
this size (<260 acres of harvest) would not be as controversial where he worked out west (9,800 acre timber sale in Alaska, 
6,700 acre salvage sale in Oregon, and 2,200 acre and 2,700 acre timber sales in Idaho).  Controversy of proposals is relative to 
the publics affected.  Mr. Hutchins’ point at the meeting was to inform people that what is controversial in one area may not 
be controversial in another. 

Comment 46-23 
“Perhaps the biggest shock of the EA process was the discovery of the Sugarloaf Mountain Natural Area reduction and swap. This issue should 
have received far more attention and likely will as the EA process continues. Hopefully the Forest Service will see the error in its ways and further 
legal measures will not be necessary to resolve this issue.” 

Agency Response 
See Comments 1-6 thru 1-12 above. 
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Comment 46-24 
Comment 46-24 is a summary of areas the respondent believes the EA is lacking. 

Agency Response 
See Comment 46-1 thru 46-23 above. 

Comment 46-25 
“While politics and philosophies of different stripes may guide land management concepts and practices throughout different eras, it should be noted 
that demands for natural resources are currently at an all time high and the demand will likely increase if trends continue. However this should give 
public land managers reason to consider the values of these resources beyond any short-term financial gain and consider them as greater assets also in 
high demand- based on the water quality, wildlife, diversity, recreational experiences, scenic beauty, and the serenity they provide- values which have no 
numerical qualification. The politics driving the ambition behind the preferred alternative for the Stateline Project are not compatible with local needs. 
Implementing the Stateline Project will not begin to solve local problems in the community or alleviate poverty. The schools will still have to struggle 
with funding issues despite any dollars that might trickle down through system. The political and economic interests driving this project, i.e., the one-
sided interpretation of the Forest Plan, do not have the best interests of the local community in mind, or the interests of forest health.” 

Agency Response 
The proposal has been designed to meet the project’s purpose and need (Section 1.4, Chapter 1) and not political needs.  The 
Agency is charged with meeting the Forest Plan’s goals and objectives, part of which entail timber harvesting (Forest Plan 
Amendment 5, page III-1). See also Comment 1-2 above. 

Comment 46-26 
“I submit these comments representing my own views. There are many friends, neighbors and family members who feel similar about the issues that I 
have raised. The difference in ability to respond to the EA is primarily about time and priorities- most people feel that commenting on Forest Service 
projects is a waste of time because, ‘the Forest Service is just gonna do what they want to anyway.’ Most people would just rather sign a petition and 
hope that helps the issue go away (see Attachment K). I feel that, ‘silence equals consent’, and to not comment gives the agency my approval. As a co
founder and member of the Southern Appalachian Biodiversity Project, former representative for the Native Forest Network, and member of the 
Western North Carolina Alliance I feel a deep need to protect native diversity of our region and pursue more sustainable approaches to living. My 
views are largely in line with these organizations, but I do not represent them on an official level.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. The Agency does not believe its core mission is to do what it wants.  Public involvement is an integral 
part of managing public lands and has been an important part of the Stateline project. 

Comment 46-27 
“It is recommended that Ranger Bradley reconsider the proposed Stateline Project for the reasons listed above and that the proper data is collected in 
the analysis area beginning immediately and following into next summer before any further logging or roadbuilding activities are proposed in either 
Analysis Area 11 or 12.  Thank you again for receiving my comments. I hope they are well received and considered at a greater level of awareness.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted.  See also Comments 46-6, 46-7, 46-9, 46-10, and 46-11 above. 

Letter 47 – Brian Cole: US Fish and Wildlife Service 

Comment 47-1 
“As stated in our earlier letter, we support the maintenance of early successional stage habitats, particularly for many of the Neotropical migratory 
birds known to be in decline and, as with other projects we have recently commented on, we are pleased to see that the USFS is actively controlling 
invasive exotic species and planting warm-season grasses where fescue and other invasive plants have traditionally been used.  We are, however, 
concerned about the amount of aquatic impacts associated with the preferred alternative and the lack of mitigation for these impacts.” 

Agency Response 
Mitigation is prescribed to reduce or eliminate impacts when there is potential for impacts to occur (40 CFR 1508.20).  No 
specific aquatic mitigation was prescribed because the project was designed to reduce potential for impacts to occur (Section 
2.2.2 and 2.2.4, Chapter 2).  The proposed crossings are in headwater, unoccupied tributary streams. 
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Comment 47-2 
“As detailed in Table 3-10 of the Environmental Assessment, Alternative B, the preferred alternative, results in the most serious aquatic impacts 
and specifically states that this alternative ‘May suppress local habitat in Hensley Branch and UT (unnamed tributary) to Shelton Laurel Creek.  
Approximately 180 linear feet of stream bottom will be in culverts.”  In addition to the loss of 180 feet of streams, the Environmental Assessment 
also highlights the impacts of roads and culverts by stating the following: ‘Sedimentation of aquatic habitats within the aquatic analysis area could 
result in the loss of clear-flowing spring habitats and valuable headwater stream origins.  Aquatic species utilizing these areas (such as the dragonflies) 
could be locally lost.  Spawning areas for fishes occupying downstream reaches (rainbow trout and blacknose dace) could also be temporarily reduced 
due to sedimentation.  Stream gradients and flow regimes within the analysis areas may not be dynamic enough to rely on natural flushing to occur. 
Therefore, any losses have the potential to be permanent.’” 

Agency Response 
Alternative B has more potential to impact aquatic habitat and species than the other action alternatives due to the increased 
number of stream crossings and road use.  However, the 180 feet is the maximum amount that could be impacted and to place 
that in perspective, it only amounts to 1.7% of the total 1.97 miles of stream in Hensley Branch; 0.67% of the total 5.04 miles 
of stream in the project area; and 0.28% of the total 12.22 miles of stream in the two analysis areas (See Table 3-7, Chapter 3 
and Comment 47-3 below). 

Comment 47-3 
“Though many of the impacts associated with the stream crossings are, in part, mitigated by the restoration work also proposed with this project (the 
closing of 18 miles of illegal OHV trails and the rehabilitation of about 1,000 feet of an old access road near stand 402-6), we are concerned, with 
reference to the above aquatic habitat impacts and losses, that the USFS has determined that, ‘No special mitigation is required. Project design 
features for protection of Aquatic resources are sufficient to protect all Regionally Sensitive species.’” 

Agency Response 
The determination is based on two important factors, 1) the impacts would occur to unoccupied tributary streams higher on 
the hillside and not larger occupied streams in river bottoms, and 2) Forest Plan standards and BMPs would be adhered to 
during project implementation (see also Comments 20-1, 47-1 and 47-2 above). 

Comment 47-4 
“The Environmental Assessment states that to lessen the impacts to project area streams, the bottoms of culverts will be placed below the streambed to 
provide substrate for aquatic organisms.  Though this method is considerably better than leaving the bottom of the culvert exposed, we recommend a 
spanning structure that avoids in-stream impacts.  If a spanning structure is not possible, we recommend using a bottomless box culvert or arch culvert 
that would allow the passage of aquatic organisms and would create minimal disturbance to the riverbed and channel.  The road crossing design 
should consider allowing for lateral movement of the stream (i.e., should be wide enough to prevent impacts to natural channel geomorphology 
[dimension/pattern and profile]).  Most culvert crossings disconnect the stream channel from its floodplain.  Using a stream simulation model is 
recommended in the design stage (based on channel bank-full dimensions plus some floodplain).  Culverts have many inherent problems.  Culvert 
construction in stream channels can result in the loss of spawning habitat, mussel bed habitat, and rearing habitat; the loss of primary production in 
the barrel (due to lack of sunlight); and a reduction in invertebrate numbers.  Also, if it is necessary to realign the channel for construction, 
pools/riffles can be lost, and a shortened channel leads to an increase in water velocities and bed instability.  If the culvert is undersized, it will create 
bed instability upstream.  Increased velocity in the barrel will cause downstream bank erosion and channel scour.  If the stream channel is already 
unstable, construction of a culvert can accelerate channel migration.  Using culverts also necessitates the management of debris and bed material so 
that the material is allowed to pass unhindered through the culvert or is immediately removed if it cannot pass through the culvert.  Debris trapped 
behind culverts causes backwater areas upstream and increases the potential for culvert failures.” 

Agency Response 
These types of crossings are uncommon for these types of streams (unoccupied headwater streams) and are expensive to 
implement.  It is believed that sinking the pipes into the substrate would off-set possible adverse effects of the crossings in the 
first place, as well as matching the pipe to the 50-year flood event and/or to the channel bankfull width. 

Comment 47-5 
“The Environmental Assessment concludes that the proposed project will have no effect on any species that is federally listed as endangered or 
threatened.  We concur with your assessment and believe the requirements of section 7 of the Act are fulfilled.” 

Agency Response 
Comment is noted. 
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