
Jason Dring 
<jasondring@mac.co
m>

11/07/2008 03:41 PM

To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
cc:

Subject: GW Forest Plan Revision

To Whom It May Concern:

I write to register opposition to the two proposals to build private, for-profit industrial 
scale wind turbine projects on public national forest land on the wilderness ridge top of 
Great North Mountain in the GW National Forest.  As a child, my father and I often hiked 
upon the ridge top where some of the best views of the Shenandoah Valley, my family’s 
ancestral home, exist.  As an adult, I mountain bike on the same ridge any time the 
weather is appropriate.  Over the years I’ve encountered hundreds of hikers, bikers, 
bird-watchers, who are enjoying one of the last quiet places on the East Coast.  These 
uses, plus hunting, are consistent with the intended public use of protected national 
forest lands. 

The proposal to build 131 enormous 45 story tall wind turbines on the ridge top would 
irrevocably ruin views of the mountain from beautiful, rural Shenandoah Valley, and 
degrade wildlife habitat for forest animals and for birds, bats and eagles - all for the 
private profit of a few out of state investors who want to use free public land to cash in 
on federal subsidies for a project that will produce little electricity only intermittently 
(when the wind blows) to be sold to people who don't even live in the valley.  

Massive industrial wind turbines are very disruptive and not appropriate for all locations.  
Wind studies affirm that ideal locations are the North American continental wind corridor 
from Texas north through Utah, and on each coast.  In Virginia the coast represents 
over 80% of the ideal wind for power production, while Appalacian ridge lines contribute 
only moderate winds for industrial power production. The only possible reason this 
project is proposed by out of state investors is that the land is public - so the investors 
don't have to buy it, and don't have to pay taxes on it, and it represents a quick and 
easy way for them to cash in on federal subsidies.  

UVA environmental science professor Rick Webb notes that wind on the Appalacian 
ridge tops is so unsuited to power production that turbines would have to be built on 
virtually every Appalacian ridge top from Virginia to Georgia in order to produce the 
equivalent power of one coal plant.  With the very small payback a project of this size 
will produce, combined with the enormous damage it will wreak on the wilderness forest 
the forest service should reject the proposals outright.  This proposal is completely at 
odds with the stewardship purpose of national forests and a completely inappropriate 
use of public land for private profit.

Please help conserve the forest so that I may someday enjoy it with my newborn son.

Sincerely,



Jason Dring, 

Washington, DC









mwgatewood@gmail
.com

11/16/2008 07:20 
AM

To: Mailroom_R8_George_Washington_Jefferson@fs.fed.us
cc:

Subject: [WebEmail] Forest Plan revision



##  Begin Transmission  ##
USDA Forest Service - National Web Site Email Response Form.
==============================================================================
======

Posted on Sunday, November 16, 2008 at 7:20 Hours (Server time).

From: Mark Gatewood
Email: mwgatewood@gmail.com

Telephone Number: 540 332 7850

Street Address:
204 Seawright Springs Road
Mount Sidney, Virginia  24467

Message Subject: Forest Plan revision

Message Contents:

November 15, 2008

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

Dear Planning Team:

 The Southern Shenandoah Valley Chapter of the Potomac Appalachian 
Trail Club endorses the proposal submitted by Friends of Shenandoah Mountain 
on October 30, 2008.  This proposal calls for the Forest Service to recommend 
in the new plan:
•  Shenandoah Mountain National Scenic Area 
•  Skidmore Fork Wilderness
•  Little River Wilderness
•  Bald Ridge Wilderness
•  Lynn Hollow Wilderness
•  Laurel Fork Wilderness
•  Kelley Mountain National Scenic Area

As you know, our chapter maintains trails in the Shenandoah Mountain area.  
Our members have individually adopted Grooms Ridge Trail, Jerrys Run Trail, 
Shenandoah Mountain Trail from Rt. 250 to Rt. 95, and North River Trail.  We 
have also worked on Bald Ridge Trail.  In addition to our work as volunteers, 
we choose to hike in the Shenandoah Mountain area, in Laurel Fork and in the 
Kelley Mountain area because they are some of the most special places in our 
region.  As active volunteers and as people who enjoy hiking in these areas, 
we are very much in favor of all these proposals.  We have looked at the 
boundaries carefully and support the boundaries shown on the maps that 
accompany the proposal.  We are also in favor of the Ramseys Draft Wilderness 
boundary adjustment that would make the Shenandoah Mountain Trail a shared-use 
trail as a part of a larger protection strategy that would involve National 
Scenic and Wilderness designations.

We’re also residents of the Shenandoah Valley and understand the role of the 
adjacent federal lands in providing us with clean, abundant water for present 



and future needs.  This alone would argue for the strictest protection of the
higher mountain watersheds.  With these areas protected, everyone wins – 
recreational users from bear hunters to mountain bikers, community planners 
and developers, and proponents of regional tourism.

As a hiking organization, we are in favor of protecting the wild character of 
the places we enjoy.  The proposal by Friends of Shenandoah Mountain was 
developed in a collaborative way, and we have been involved in discussions 
about it over the past few years.  We ask that you give it serious 
consideration as you decide which areas should be recommended for permanent 
protection.

Thank you for considering our comments, and thank you for the work you do to 
balance the many wishes and needs of forest users.

Mark Gatewood
President
Southern Shenandoah Valley Chapter
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Bart Koehler 
<bart.koehler@yahoo.
com>

11/25/2008 05:35 PM

To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
cc: bart.koehler@yahoo.com

Subject: Comments on George Washington National Forest Plan Revision  
from TWS

11/25/08

Dear George Washington National Forest Planners:

On behalf of The Wilderness Society, our nationwide membership and 
especially our Virginia members, I wanted to strongly support a proposal 
submitted to you by the Friends of Shenandoah Mountain, which would 
provide lasting protections for the Shenandoah Mountain Region.  Ultimately 
this proposal should be enacted into law by Congress.

This particular proposal is primarily focused on the George Washington 
National Forest lands located between highways 33 and 250, West of 
Harrisonburg, Virginia.  It includes a significant National Scenic Area, plus 
several small but vitally important new Wilderness Areas within the NSA 
itself.  It also includes an addition to the existing Ramseys Draft Wilderness, 
as well as definable, manageable and logical boundaries throughout.  Again, 
this would be located within the proposed NSA boundaries.  Furthermore, 
this proposal urges special protections for Laurel Fork Wilderness, and Kelly 
Mountain NSA ---- both of which are outlying areas beyond the Shenandoah 
Mountain NSA proposal.  

I know you have the details included in the well-written, and completely 
research letter sent to you by the Friends of Shenandoah Mountain.  
Therefore, I won't repeat them here.  I would say, however, that this is a 
well-reasoned, balanced, and responsible proposal that is truly home grown 
in nature.  The proposal strives to keep this mountain massif "like it is" for 
today and for future generations, while allowing for a myriad of multiple 
uses (including Wilderness, mountain biking, hunting, hiking, fishing, 
horseback riding, etc....) to continue into the future.  Important roads and 
motorized camping areas and other notable areas will remain open for the 
public's long term benefit and enjoyment.  There is remarkable local support 
for this proposal from a broad spectrum of forest users and interested 
groups. Local folks have worked very hard for many years to put this 
compromise proposal together, and I truly believe that it is fully deserving of 
your strongest support.

With that said, I will close by saying that The Wilderness Society, our 
members nationwide, and especially our Virginia members are honored and 



proud to support the homegrown compromise land protection proposal 
submitted to you by the Friends of Shenandoah Mountain. 

Best regards,

Bart Koehler
Senior Wilderness Campaigns Director
The Wilderness Society's Wilderness Support Center
Box 21836, Juneau, Alaska  99802

PS* Please note:  As you know, Wilderness is a recognized multiple use by 
the Multiple Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, which directs management of 
our national forests.  Section 2 of this Act makes it abundantly clear that 
wilderness is a multiple use.*



PAT CHURCHMAN 
<patchu2@verizon.ne
t>

11/26/2008 02:02 PM

To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
cc:

Subject: see attached letter

To Planning Team:
I am enclosing a letter for your consideration.
Thank you.

Pat Churchman



Restoring Creation House Church: -Worship Leader, Lynn Cameron and Pat Churchman, Mission Leaders, Charles Churchman, 
Nurture Leader, Jane Alberico-Fellowship Leader, Bill Sanders-Session Contact, Ramona Sanders - Pastoral Leader 

November 25, 2008 

Planning Team 
George Washington National Forest 
 
Dear Planning Team: 
 
 Restoring Creation House Church, a group associated with Trinity Presbyterian Church of 
Harrisonburg, is writing to endorse the Shenandoah Mountain proposal submitted by Friends of 
Shenandoah Mountain in a letter dated October 30, 2008.  It is appropriate that we write this letter at 
Thanksgiving, as we are thankful for the mountain massif called Shenandoah.  During the 15-year 
history of our house church, we have enjoyed Shenandoah Mountain many times and in many ways.  
We have hiked and picnicked as a group in the Hone Quarry area and at Braley Pond.  We have 
admired the glorious sunset from Reddish Knob.  We have taken the young people from our church on 
backpacking trips and day-long bushwhacking hikes to enable them to experience and celebrate the 
magnificence of God’s creation.  We have taught our youth how to maintain trails by leading worktrips 
on Grooms Ridge Trail.  We have wandered up streams with toddlers and their families and eaten our 
lunch while perched on streamside rocks so that the children of our Church can discover interesting 
creatures, splash their bare feet in invigorating cold mountain water,  and play joyfully in God’s amazing 
creation.  We enjoy Shenandoah Mountain every day as we look to the west at the beautiful ridgeline, 
and we especially enjoy the pure water our community receives from streams that flow from the 
mountain.   Even as we grow older and less able to walk the steepest trails, we are grateful for the 
mature forests, the diversity of life, the beauty, and the opportunities for recreation, solitude, and 
spiritual renewal that Shenandoah Mountain offers. 
 

We are thankful for all the many ways that Shenandoah Mountain enriches our lives, and we 
fully support designation of Shenandoah Mountain as a National Scenic Area with core areas as 
Wilderness.  The areas recommended for Wilderness by the group make sense to us, as they are 
some of the wildest places left in Virginia.  We are especially enthusiastic about supporting Laurel Fork 
as a Wilderness proposal.  We’ve worshipped by the beautiful beaver dam on Buck Run, and we had a 
memorable backpacking trip with our youth on Locust Springs Trail.   This area is so outstanding that iit 
deserves strong and permanent protection.  It is one of the most diverse and unspoiled places that we 
know of in Virginia.  We also favor protection of Kelley Mountain as a National Scenic Area.  This 
seems to make sense given its location next to Sherando Recreation area and the Blue Ridge Parkway 
and its popularity with mountain bikers. 

 
It’s important to us that Shenandoah Mountain, Laurel Fork, and Kelley Mountain are protected 

so that future generations can enjoy them as we have.  We also believe that they should be protected 
for their own sake.  As Martin Luther said, “God is wholly and personally present in the wilderness…” 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the upcoming forest plan, and thank your for 

considering our comments. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

Pat Churchman 

Mission Leader 

 

Restoring Creation  
House Church 

Trinity Presbyterian Church Phone: (540) 434-9556 
 
725 South High Street Fax: (540) 434-1105 
Harrisonburg, VA 22801  





"Jill Keihn" 
<jkeihn@shentel.net>

12/03/2008 10:09 AM

To: <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us>, 
<kovercash@fs.fed.us>, <klandgraf@fs.fed.us>

cc: "Jill Keihn" <jkeihn@shentel.net>, "Chris Price" 
<cprice@shentel.net>

Subject: Resolution for Drinking Water Resource Management

Karen:
As mentioned during out telephone call today, a proposed resolution entitled “George 
Washington Forest Management Plan Resolution for Drinking Water Resource 
Management” (below) has been introduced to several localities within our planning district 
commission’s region.  Thus far, two localities (Page County and Warren County) have adopted 
the resolution; however, numerous others (town of Front Royal, City of Winchester, etc.) have 
expressed concern.  Two key areas of concern seem to be the time commitment required by the 
jurisdictions to attend additional meetings and the redundant tasks asked of the F.S. which are 
currently being conducted by my office in response to the DEQ regional water supply plan 
mandate.  I would like to know the official position of the U.S. Forest Service in response to the 
proposed resolution.  I am unsure of the origin of the resolution but it appears to be passed by 
private organizations including the Shenandoah Valley Network, Inc. and Scenic 340, Inc.
Please advise me as to your position so I can make an informed recommendation for our 
localities.  
In addition, it would be helpful if you or your staff could attend next week’s Regional Water 
Resources Policy Committee meeting to discuss the resolution and answer questions by our 
localities along with those raised by the localities to our south.  Both areas will be represented in 
the meeting.  As we discussed during our conversation, I will send you an invitation to the 
RWRPC meeting requesting your attendance.
Thank you,
Jill
 
Jill Keihn, Natural Resources Program Manager
Northern Shenandoah Valley Regional Commission (NSVRC)
103 East 6th Street
Front Royal, VA 22630
Tel: 540-636-8800 ext 209

 
George Washington Forest Management Plan

Resolution for Drinking Water Resource Management
 

 
WHEREAS, the U.S. Forest Service is in the process of revising its 1993 Land and Resource 
Management Plan for the George Washington National Forest.
 
WHEREAS, the U.S. Forest Service’s agency-wide strategic plan seeks to achieve six goals, 
including “Improve watershed condition.”  
 
WHEREAS, the provision of clean safe drinking water is one of the primary benefits that the 
George Washington National Forest provides to the communities that surround it.
 
WHEREAS, approximately 44 percent of the land in the George Washington National Forest lies 



within watersheds that provide public drinking water to more than 260,000 Virginia residents in 
22 adjacent communities, by means of reservoirs and surface waters.
 
WHEREAS, drinking water sources within the George Washington National Forest serve an 
estimated 20,124 residents in Augusta County and the City of Staunton, 52,635 residents in 
Rockingham County, the City of Harrisonburg and the towns of Bridgewater and Broadway, 
8,452 residents in the Shenandoah County towns of Strasburg and Woodstock, 12,500 residents 
in Front Royal and 41,840 residents in Frederick County, the City of Winchester and 
Middletown. 
 
WHEREAS, the watersheds of the five reservoirs in the George Washington National Forest 
provide drinking water for almost 100,000 people, including the Staunton and Elkhorn Lake 
Reservoirs, serving the City of Staunton and some Augusta County residents, and the Switzer 
Lake Reservoir, serving the City of Harrisonburg and some Rockingham County residents.
 
WHEREAS, the watersheds of surface waters that flow from the George Washington National 
Forest, such as the North River and the North and South Forks of the Shenandoah River, provide 
drinking water to an additional 165,000 people in communities including Bridgewater, 
Broadway, Front Royal, Harrisonburg, Middletown, Strasburg, Winchester and the surrounding 
counties.
 
WHEREAS, the greatest threats to water quality within the George Washington National Forest 
are ground disturbing activities, such as timber harvesting and road construction, which result in 
erosion and sedimentation. 
 
WHEREAS, under the 1993 George Washington National Forest Management Plan most of the 
land in drinking water reservoirs watersheds (72 percent) is managed without ground disturbing 
activities and the U.S. Forest Service reports that water quality in the reservoir watersheds is 
substantially better than in surface watersheds in other parts of the George Washington National 
Forest.
 
 
WHEREAS, the 1993 George Washington National Forest Management Plan permits ground 
disturbing activities on most of the land (64 percent) in surface watersheds that provide drinking 
water through river intakes. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that the undersigned hereby support the following revisions 
to the George Washington National Forest Management Plan to ensure the quality and quantity 
of drinking water sources within the forest boundaries:
 

•        The U.S. Forest Service shall formally identify all the drinking watersheds serving 
reservoir and surface water resources within the George Washington National Forest.

 
•        The U.S. Forest Service shall establish management objectives that encompass the 
health of the entire drinking watershed, in order to ensure that conditions within the 
watershed will maintain, protect and enhance drinking water quality.



 
•        The U.S. Forest Service shall gather more information to describe and assess watershed 
conditions, develop a plan to systematically monitor water resource programs and obtain all 
data pertinent to water quality and watershed conditions, in cooperation with other agencies, 
organizations, local communities and volunteers.

 
•        The U.S. Forest Service shall seek to communicate more effectively with the localities 
that obtain drinking water from sources within the George Washington National Forest in 
order to ensure that the drinking watersheds are managed effectively, appropriately and for 
the public good.

 
•        The U.S. Forest Service shall work with local communities, agencies and the larger 
public to establish policies and develop management plans for the drinking watersheds to 
permanently maintain, protect and enhance drinking water quality.    

 
 
 
Adopted by:    _________________________
 
Signature:         _________________________
 
Date:  _______























Planning.comments.f
orm@svinet2.fs.fed.u
s

12/06/2008 07:43 AM

To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
cc:

Subject:

Submitted by: William L. Braford<br>At: wlb@bluechipforestry.com<br>Remark: 
Vegetation Management: I am concerned about the low rate of final harvests.  
We are entering a second or third 10 year age class that may show up 50, 100, 
300 or 500 years from now with a noticeable age class deficiency due to a lack 
of forest regeneration during the years surronding the year 2000.  At best we 
might hope to get back to a scheduled harvest rate in another series of 10 
year age classes.  I believe that we need to manage our forests to keep them 
healthy and productive.  Good intentions to provide for old growth forests on 
our entire forest may well result in the opposite effect for future 
generations. If, for example, we are hit with castastrophic event such as a 
windstorm or insect outbreak that affects older, larger and less vigorous 
trees we could be left with one 0 -10 year age class over a gigantic area.  We 
would then lose the old growth, most of the timber value and will be faced!
 , again, with too large of a percentage of one age class.   
<br>



"chris solloway" 
<solloway@gmail.co
m>

12/06/2008 03:09 PM

To: jsmalls@fs.fed.us, kovercash@fs.fed.us
cc: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us

Subject: Proposed Wilderness Designation for Big Schloss

Dear Jim and Karen,

I'm writing to record my formal support for designating the Big Schloss area 
as part of wilderness designation under the George Washington National 
Forest "Forest Plan Revision" process.  While I support designated wilderness 
status for all areas described by the Wilderness Society as "Virginia's 
Mountain Treasures," the Big Schloss area has a special place in my heart as 
I've spent much time hiking the area and have become acquainted with it's 
features (both wild and man-made).   I feel the area serves not just as one 
of Virginia's "treasures" but, indeed, as one of America's "treasures" as well.  
While the bulk of federal wilderness lands are located in the Western US, 
there is a woeful shortage of these protected areas in the Eastern US (an 
astonishingly low 4% of lands currently are protected under a wilderness 
designation in the GWNF).   I believe that the values associated with 
low-impact recreation on these lands, as well as the aesthetic and moral 
implications of keeping these lands wild, tip the scales toward formal 
wilderness designation.  

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me should 
you require additional information.

Sincerely,

Chris Solloway
6403 W. Halbert Rd
Bethesda, MD 20817
301.320.0247





























Lynn Cameron 
<camerosl@jmu.edu>

12/19/2008 03:18 PM

To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
cc:

Subject: comment on GW plan revision

Dear Planning Team:

    I am writing to make a correction regarding a Wilderness boundary shown on 
the map that accompanied comments submitted by Friends of Shenandoah Mountain 
on October 30, 2008.  Our map showed Puffenbarger Pond and its access road as 
being within the boundaries of the proposed Lynn Hollow Wilderness.  This was 
an oversight on our part.  The boundary should exclude Puffenbarger Pond and 
its access road.  We plan to submit a corrected map soon.

Thanks.

Lynn Cameron
Co-Chair
Friends of Shenandoah Mountain
(540)234-6273
5653 Beards Ford Rd.
Mt. Crawford, VA 22841
--
Lynn Cameron
Coordinator of Library Instruction
Liaison Librarian for Psychology Carrier Library
James Madison University
Harrisonburg, VA 22807
(540)568-3826

"I only went out for a walk, and finally concluded to stay out till sundown, 
for going out, I found, was really going in"
- John Muir (1838-1914)



Lynn Cameron 
<camerosl@jmu.edu>

12/19/2008 05:07 PM

To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
cc:

Subject: comment on GW plan revision

Dear Planning Team,

  Please accept the attached letter from Friends of Shenandoah Mountain 
indicating which groups collaborated in developing the Shenandoah Mountain 
Proposal.  This letter is a supplement to the comments we submitted on October 
30, 2008.

Thank you.

Lynn Cameron
Co-Chair
Friends of Shenandoah Mountain
--
Lynn Cameron
Coordinator of Library Instruction
Liaison Librarian for Psychology Carrier Library
James Madison University
Harrisonburg, VA 22807
(540)568-3826

"I only went out for a walk, and finally concluded to stay out till sundown, 
for going out, I found, was really going in"
- John Muir (1838-1914)



December 19, 2008 
 
 
Planning Team 
George Washington National Forest 
 
 
Dear Planning Team: 
 
 I’d like to clarify that the Shenandoah Mountain Proposal described in a letter 
dated October 30, 2008, from Friends of Shenandoah Mountain is the result of several 
years of collaboration by the following groups: 
 
Virginia Wilderness Committee  Shenandoah Valley Bicycle Coalition 
Sierra Club – Virginia Chapter  Charlottesville Area Mountain Bike Club  
Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition Virginia Bicycling Federation 
The Wilderness Society   International Mountain Biking Association 
 

Facilitated by Bart Koehler of TWS Wilderness Support Center, members of 
these organizations hammered out an agreement on a protection strategy for 
Shenandoah Mountain, Laurel Fork and Kelley Mountain that we all enthusiastically 
support.  As an outcome of this collaborative effort, Friends of Shenandoah Mountain 
was formed to protect and promote ecological and recreational values of the 
Shenandoah Mountain area.  We are actively seeking support for the Shenandoah 
Mountain Proposal from other organizations and businesses.  You may hear directly 
from those who endorse the proposal, and we will also keep you informed as we learn of 
new endorsements. 
 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Lynn Cameron    Thomas Jenkins 
Co-Chair     Co-Chair 
Friends of Shenandoah Mountain  Friends of Shenandoah Mountain   
5653 Beards Ford Rd.   375 E. Wolfe St. 
Mt. Crawford, VA 22841   Harrisonburg, VA 22802 
(540)234-6273    (540) 437-9000 
camerosl@jmu.edu    tj@shenandoahbicycle.com 
 
 



















Doug and Sue 
<ds.norton@yahoo.co
m>

12/26/2008 12:15 PM

To: jsmalls@fs.fed.us, kovercash@fs.fed.us
cc: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us

Subject: comment letter on Big Schloss wilderness designation proposal

Karen, for the record this is my revised letter replacing the email of early December 
in which I incorrectly described mountain biking uses as allowable.  Thank you for 
clarifying.  Please discard my original letter and use this one instead. 
  
The letter below still supports wilderness designation while also emphasizing that a 
slightly expanded list of allowable uses such as mountain biking and equestrian trail 
maintenance could be supported by a much larger coalition of users while still 
maintaining large forest patches that we need to protect. 
  
Thanks, 
  
   Doug Norton 
  
  
(Updated letter of December 26, 2008) 
  
  
Dear GWNF Planners, Ranger Smalls, and Ms. Overcash: 
  
As an avid user of the GWNF for 25 years I was pleased to note that the Forest 
Service is considering candidate areas for wilderness designation in connection with 
the GWNF Forest Plan Revision.  I am writing specifically to support and strongly 
encourage the designation of the Big Schloss parcel as wilderness.  
  
I know and appreciate National Forests as multiple use areas.  I regularly hold a 
wood harvest permit for the GWNF.  Yearly, I buy a forest fishing stamp and 
frequently fish Little Stony Creek, whose watershed lies mostly within the Big 
Schloss candidate wilderness parcel.  I camp, hike, ski and photograph throughout 
the GWNF.  I have volunteered in stream restoration, improved GWNF-bordering 
habitats I own, and conducted stream invertebrate censuses in the area.  I have 
cleaned up after abusive users in the Lee District and occasionally have reported 
enforcement-worthy problems to the USFS.  Also, I have hosted joint field training 
courses (free) in the GWNF with USFS, EPA, State, and county conservation 
personnel, and shared monitoring data with state and USFS personnel.  But above 
all, I enjoy the Lee District of the GWNF as one of the most important areas in my 
life for these many reasons and many uses.  I find that wilderness designation 
would be compatible with almost all of my uses, and abundant non-wilderness lands 
exist locally for those uses of mine that are not allowable. 
  
Why is wilderness designation a good idea in general?  As a lifelong professional in 



environmental assessment and management at the landscape and larger scales I 
offer the following reasons: 
  
- Total forest acreage is important for many reasons, but total CONTIGUOUS forest 
is far more important and far more threatened as widespread fragmentation 
reduces the size of remaining large areas of habitat.  
- Contiguous patches of thousands of acres in size support threatened interior forest 
bird species, large mammals such as bear, and recreational use opportunities that 
could realistically be lost easily in the American east. 
- Wilderness designation targets large remnant tracts of habitat and ensures they 
are not further reduced or fragmented.  The Eastern US remnant wilderness is 
woefully underprotected.  There is no agency that manages all wilderness, but it is 
part of USFS’ duty to designate and manage some wilderness.  USFS manages 
more wilderness than any other agency. 
  
Specific to the Big Schloss parcel, I offer the following additional reasons why I 
would strongly encourage wilderness designation: 
- the relative fame of the Big Schloss landmark and the breathtaking views still 
available from Big Schloss would be great reasons for protecting the forest that 
makes up those views.   
- the area is well-known by passive recreationalists from a three-hour accessible 
travel radius that encompasses a population of over 5 million people. 
- the Big Schloss parcel is significantly larger as a contiguous roadless patch than 
most other eastern forest wildernesses or candidates. 
  
- a significant proportion of the parcel constitutes the Little Stony Creek upper 
watershed, which feeds a special regulations native trout stream.  My personal 
monitoring data of water temperature over several years confirm that this trout 
population’s survival depends on the maintenance of watershed forests that buffer 
the stresses of summertime heat.  A forested upper watershed will be increasingly 
important to the survival of Appalachian strain brook trout regionally as global 
climate change continues. 
- above all, based on work by landscape analysis researchers I know personally, the 
middle Atlantic highlands forest (of which the Big Schloss parcel, and the GWNF, is 
a part) is the largest remaining contiguous temperate forest on the planet (yes you 
read that right --- on the PLANET).  We face an overwhelmingly important 
opportunity to maintain large areas of this forest by favoring the protection of 
contiguous patches wherever possible as a land management strategy while 
directing consumptive uses to the abundant edges and already fragmented areas. 
Overshadowed by all the public attention lavished on stopping tropical 
deforestation, we are risking the degradation of a major part of a globally important 
jewel in our own back yards if it is fragmented by timber sales, wind power 
development, and road intrusion; 
- recent timber sales below road 92 suggest that timber interests might want to 
purchase extensive cuts in the upper watershed of little stony creek if allowed. 
Current economic hardships may just add fuel to that fire, but if so the related loss 
of multiple other uses would far outweigh the economic value of more timber 



harvest from an unusually large forest patch for the eastern US.  We cannot afford 
short-term “stimulus” uses of public lands that only slightly benefit the very few. 
- the current uses of the proposed area would for the most part be able to continue.  
Trail maintenance with chainsaws may be prohibited, but the trails would continue 
to exist and be accessible for a variety of users. 
- another risk associated with non-designation may involve increased pressure from 
ridgetop wind power development, which, despite its importance to domestic energy 
generation, has no place in scenic landmarks or as an intrusion deep into globally 
significant remaining contiguous forests.  Wind power instead should be positioned 
closer to or on already-cleared areas such as valley fills or mountaintop removals. 
- with only 4% of GWNF land in wilderness, a variety of passive forest uses for the 
public in the GWNF are under-supported.  Even with Big Schloss designation the 
total in wilderness would still be well less than 10%, which leaves the full 
complement of other multiple uses amply provided for across 90% of the rest of the 
GWNF. 
  
I’ll offer a final thought about the Big Schloss wilderness proposal – I am aware that 
some significant part of the opposing views on wilderness designation are from 
mountain biking and equestrian groups.  This seems a shame given how close to 
completely compatible these forms of passive recreation come to the other, fully 
compatible wilderness uses.  I’ve never felt the least conflict with either group, and 
have heard that they too are mostly supporters of maintaining intact forests and 
non-consumptive uses.  The two problems appear to be trail maintenance with 
chainsaws, which violates wilderness rules but significantly improves biking and 
equestrian experience in forested trails, and bicycle access being prohibited in 
wilderness areas.  Ongoing dialogue between equestrian, biking and wilderness 
groups is commendable and I wish them success in seeking compromise routes, 
uses and boundaries. 
  
Regarding this conflict among near-compatible views and uses, I wouldn’t propose 
to alter wilderness rules, as there is a place for purely ‘untrammeled’ areas, but I do 
see an undeniable need, and opportunity, for a designation category that would 
fully protect forest yet allow an expanded slate of compatible uses (wilderness with 
a small versus capital W?).  My point about maintaining the middle Atlantic 
highlands forest could be achieved without wilderness were such a designation to 
exist, but in the current absence of anything close, there is no alternative but to 
support the wilderness proposal strongly.  Please consider what strong user 
alliances could easily be built around other near-wilderness levels of protection, 
simply by establishing a category of management that allows wilderness uses plus 
mountain biking and chainsaw use for trail maintenance sufficient to support 
non-motorized biking, equestrian and hiking activities. 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important matter.  Please feel 
free to contact me if you have any questions: 
  
email               ds.norton@yahoo.com 
mail                Doug Norton 
                        1545 Millertown Road 



                        Edinburg, VA 22824 
cellphone            703-725-5531 
  
                                                                        Sincerely, 
  

Douglas J. Norton 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 



"Pete Bsumek" 
<pkbsumek@gmail.co
m>

12/30/2008 03:10 PM

To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
cc:

Subject: Planning Process: Joint Letter on Wind Development

Dear Planning Team,

Please see the attached (pdf) letter regarding wind energy development on 
or near the GWNF.

Thank you,

Pete Bsumek
Executive Committee

Shenandoah Group-Sierra Club



 
  

December 29, 2008 
 
 
George Washington Plan Revision 
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA 24019 
 
 
Dear Planning Team: 

 
We are currently aware of two areas in or near the George Washington National 

Forest that are being assessed by government agencies as potential sites for industrial 
wind energy development.  The first is “the Shenandoah Mountain Project.” This site, 
addressed in a November 2007 US Fish and Wildlife Service letter, has been mapped as 
stretching from south of VA 33 between Skidmore Fork and Dry River roadless areas all 
the way up to the West Virginia/Virginia border in Rockingham county and Hardy 
County, West Virginia.  This project appears to encompass both public and private land.   

 
The second is the “Church Mountain Project.”  This site appears to be entirely on 

land in the George Washington National Forest from Church Mountain to Great North 
Mountain in the Lee Ranger District in Rockingham, Shenandoah, and Hardy (WV) 
Counties.  Based on information the proponent provided to the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), this wind project as currently proposed would entail 131 turbines, 
each 440 feet tall, along 18 miles of ridgeline. 

 
As with all development projects, and especially with regard to energy 

development projects that are in or adjacent to our national forests, it is important that all 
potential adverse environmental impacts are thoroughly considered in the siting and 
permitting processes.  A rigorous analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts is 
just as important in cases where development projects are assumed to be “clean 
technology”—such as the industrial wind energy development projects that are proposed 
for land on or near the George Washington National Forest.   

 
 Therefore, in this letter we offer the following observations, concerns and 

objections related to the previously mentioned industrial wind energy development 
proposals.  We also hope that our assessment of the issues related to industrial wind 
development in these two cases can help guide decision makers and stakeholders from 
government agencies, business and industry, and the general public as we all attempt to 
balance our need to develop more sources of renewable energy and our need to maintain 
healthy forest environments both today and tomorrow.  

 
We start by noting that there is now a clear scientific consensus: global climate 

change is real, it is happening now, and if unchecked, it will significantly impact all 



forms of life.  Sea levels are rising, weather patterns are changing and ecosystems are 
being disrupted and degraded. We also note that an often overlooked, yet alarming, 
impact of global climate change is that it exacerbates other environmental stresses, such 
as deforestation and toxic pollution, that are already threatening a worldwide mass 
extinction of flora and fauna by the end of this century.  Communities, industry and 
wildlife will all need to find ways to respond and adapt to climate change. 
 

Reducing greenhouse emissions is the best way to limit the impacts of global 
warming.  To do so Virginians will need to vigorously pursue policies that encourage 
conservation, energy efficiency, and a shift to renewable forms of energy such as wind 
and solar power.  We support clean renewable energy development, including wind and 
solar, in Virginia.  At the same time, we have serious reservations regarding the use of 
our limited national forest land as the location for these projects.   
 

Because many wind projects tend to be large industrial developments, choices 
regarding wind energy development can be complex.  Wind energy development is not 
environmentally neutral.  Consequently, all decisions regarding proposed wind 
developments should be carefully considered.  These considerations are especially 
important where our public lands are concerned and in cases where our public lands 
would be adversely affected by development projects on private lands.  Careful 
consideration should also be given to cases where development on private land will 
significantly impair important environmental resources. 
 

When evaluating proposals for wind energy development in, or near, our national 
forest lands the issue of habitat protection is a chief concern.  It is important to remember 
that our native flora and fauna are threatened not only by climate change, but also by the 
accelerating degradation and destruction of their habitat. The science is clear on this 
point.  Wildlife will have the best chance to adjust to a changing climate if we protect the 
habitat that they have left, and limit and eliminate non-climate environmental stresses 
such as habitat fragmentation, over-harvesting of timber, invasive species, disruptive 
human activities and pollution.  
  

Thus, it is imperative that global climate change be addressed in ways that do not 
further eliminate, reduce or degrade wildlife habitat.  In addition, because forests 
sequester carbon and are therefore important in mitigating climate change, and because 
forests confer many other benefits such as providing communities with clean water, fresh 
air, and recreational opportunities, we do not support industrial-scale energy alternatives 
that destroy, or substantially fragment existing forests. 

 
In particular, we are concerned that the development of industrial wind facilities 

(it generally requires 2-5 acres of cleared land for each industrial sized wind turbine), 
transmission-line corridors, and corresponding access roads will result in the loss, 
degradation, and fragmentation of forest habitat; erosion and sedimentation of streams; 
potential continuing, long-term wildlife fatalities and injuries, and noise and light 
pollution of surrounding areas.  The lack of reliable information regarding the impact of 
industrial wind development on migratory bird and bat populations along the ridge-tops 



of the Alleghany Highlands is reason enough for serious concern and should give plenty 
of reason for caution and careful study.    

     
The Appalachian Mountains in Virginia are well documented as having many 

globally unique, rare, threatened or endangered plant and animal species and 
communities, for which our public lands are becoming the last refuge from human 
development.  Development projects on ridge-top forests can prevent wildlife from 
moving to higher elevations in response to global warming.  In addition, the 
fragmentation of habitat can speed up the rates of warming in our forests making it 
difficult for many species to adapt to warmer temperatures, and hinder the ability of 
wildlife to migrate to other latitudes or longitudes in response to a changing climate.  In 
this scenario extinction may be the inevitable result for many of our native flora and 
fauna.   

 
Virginia’s healthiest future lies in implementing policies for energy conservation, 

increased efficiency, such as implementing green building design standards at every 
governmental level, and the responsible development of renewable energy.  Responsible 
development of renewable energy should begin with the promotion of decentralized 
energy generation that uses locally available renewable resources such as solar and 
small/appropriate-scale wind mills for individuals, farms and businesses, and 
communities.  Larger-scale renewable development, such as industrial wind power 
arrays, should be concentrated and confined to areas that are already disturbed such as 
agricultural land, and areas that are already degraded such as cleared forestlands with 
substantial roads.  In addition, most experts agree that the greatest wind energy resources 
in Virginia will be found offshore.  We encourage and support an immediate and 
thorough analysis of these offshore options. 

 
As we move forward with renewable energy development in Virginia it is 

important that we do not repeat the mistakes of the past.  For too long, energy 
development has occurred without thoughtful public deliberation, without appropriate 
transparency in the processes that enable meaningful public involvement in decision-
making, and without credible environmental review.  It would be ironic indeed, if 
Virginians, in attempting to do the right thing, were to rush into renewable energy 
development without fully taking into account the impact that our decisions will have on 
our environments, our public lands and our communities.  We should all remember that 
the industrial development of our national forests is not something that can easily be 
undone. 

 
 Therefore, it is imperative that all sites associated with the “Shenandoah 
Mountain Project” and the “Church Mountain/Great North Mountain Project” proposals 
be subject to thorough site-specific environmental review. These sites should also be 
subject to preconstruction monitoring for avian and bat use consistent with guidelines 
recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  Protection of state or federal 
endangered and threatened species is assumed.  Significant adverse impacts to 
populations of sensitive wildlife species must be avoided. 
 



 Consistent with our previously stated concerns about industrial scale wind energy 
development in or near our national forest land, we offer the following objections and 
concerns with regard to the previously mentioned proposals. 
 
Shenandoah Mountain Project: 
 
1.  The national forest land in this area is unsuitable for industrial wind development 
because of (1) all the national forest land above 2900 feet is in the Shenandoah Mountain 
Crest Zone (Many groups find all national forest land unsuitable for industrial wind 
turbine siting.); and (2) the important recreation assets including trails and the High Knob 
Lookout; 
 
2.  From the cleared private land north of the Cow Knob summit north along the VA/WV 
border ( approx 7.5 miles) and into WV to Reynolds Knob 
 
This private ridgeline may be suitable for wind turbine placement because there are fewer 
national forest resources in play and because of existing road and power line access. The 
ridge top is cleared and mostly in pasture land. Because the surrounding national forest 
land is already fragmented by private land and the existing power line particularly on the 
eastern slope, this site is acceptable for wind development as long as (1) federally or state 
listed species are protected, and bird and bat populations, or other sensitive wildlife 
populations are not significantly adversely impacted; (2) compliance with the 
Conservation Agreement and the accompanying Conservation Assessment and 
Management Measures (1/25/94) for the Cow Knob Salamander is assured;  (3) adjacent 
national forest resources are protected during the construction  and ground disturbing 
phase, and erosion and sedimentation is properly controlled on the private land site; and 
(4), any forest disturbance is minimized. 
 
3.  South of Route 33 
 
This area is unsuitable for industrial wind turbine development even on the thin strip of 
private land, because of the following important adjacent national forest resources: the 
inventoried roadless area, High Knob, bordering the ridge line on both sides; the 
proposed wilderness area, Skidmore Fork, on the eastern side of the ridge: the 
Shenandoah Mountain Trail running near the ridge line; and the historic High Knob 
Lookout providing views of the surrounding national forest for miles in all directions. 
 
4.  From Route 33  approximately six miles north to National Forest land  
 
This thin strip of private ridge-top is unsuitable for industrial wind turbine development 
due to the following adjacent national forest resources: 
 

• Uninventoried roadless areas on both sides of the ridge line included as Mountain 
Treasures in the 2008 TWS publication (Dunkle Knob- 8398 acres and Wildcat 
Ridge-8522 acres) that should be formally inventoried roadless areas. 

 



• The adjacent national forest land in this area is unfragmented and serves as a core 
part of the Shenandoah Crest Zone for which the Forest Service and FWS have a 
formal management agreement to protect rare species. 

 
• The Great Eastern Trail (an extension of the Shenandoah Mountain Trail) is 

designed to continue north from Route 33 up to the national forest land on the 
ridge and then cross to the east to run through the Beech Lick Knob roadless area. 

 
• The area north of Route 33 is in the immediate viewshed of the restored, historic 

High Knob Lookout, which provides dramatic views of the surrounding national 
forest land in the area.  (The thin strip of private ridge top with some clearing 
north of 33 prior to the national forest land is within five miles of the High Knob 
Lookout.) 
 
 
 

 
 
Church Mountain / Great North Mountain Project 
 
This area is unsuitable as a site for industrial wind turbines:  
 

• The entire site is on National Forest land.  (Many groups oppose siting industrial 
wind turbines on National Forest land). 

 
• The ridge-top is forested and unroaded except for one road that crosses the ridge 

east to west. 
 

• The entire site lies within two uninventoried roadless areas that have been 
identified as special “Mountain Treasures” in the “Virginia’s Mountain 
Treasures” report issued by the Wilderness Society in 2008.  Only Route 720 
running east to west separates the two areas, Church Mountain and Falls Ridge.  
These areas should be inventoried roadless areas.  

 
•  The ridge top is the site of existing hiking trails and is part of the Great Eastern 

Trail being established by a variety of user groups as an alternative to the 
Appalachian Trail, running west of the AT from the Alabama/Florida state line to 
New York State.  The areas are also home to a number of side trails connecting to 
the ridge around Orkney Springs and Liberty Furnace. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Ernie Reed, Council Chair 
Heartwood 
POB 1011 
Alton, IL  62002 
lec@wildvirginia.org 
 
David W. Carr, Jr., Public Lands Director 
Southern Environmental Law Center 
201 W. Main Street, Suite 14 
Charlottesville, VA  22902-5065 
dcarr@selcva.org 
 
Mark Gatewood, President 
Southern Shenandoah Valley Chapter of Potomac Appalachian Trail Club 
mwgatewood@gmail.com 
 
Lynn Cameron and Pat Churchman, Mission Leaders 
Trinity Presbyterian Restoring Creation House Church 
camerosl@jmu.edu 
patchu2@verizon.net 
 
Charles K. Price, Chair 
Virginia Chapter - Sierra Club 
422 E. Franklin St. 
Richmond, VA 23221 
fewmit@comcast.net 
 
Laura Neale, President 
Virginia Wilderness Committee 
423 Sheep Creek Lane 
Fairfield, VA 24435 
lneale@rockbridge.net 
 
David Hannah, Conservation Director  
Wild Virginia  
POB 1065 
Charlottesville, VA  22902 
dhannah@wildvirginia.org 
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