Comments on the George WashingtonNaﬁonai Forest Plan Revision
11 March 2007

Mark Gatewood

204 Seawright Springs Road
Mount Sidney, VA 24467
540 248 0442
mwgatewood@gmail.com

Please make these comments a part of the administrative record for the George
Washington National Forest Plan Revision.

I have lived in Augusta County since 1988. The presence of the George Washington
National Forest and Shenandoah National Park was a factor in our decision to accept a
job and move here. I am currently president of the Southern Shenandoah Valley Chapter
of the Potomac Appalachian Trail Club (PATC) and am a member of the Virginia Native
Plant Society (VNPS) and the Augusta Bird Club. In the early 1990s, 1led a team of
volunteers from the VNPS in creating a plant inventory on the Augusta Springs
Watchable Wildlife Area as the Forest Service was developing a trail and visitor facilities
there. Under a Volunteer Agreement with the North River Ranger District, 1 iead a smail
crew maintaining trails in the Ramseys Draft Wilderness Area. With my PATC chapter, I
have assisted in scouting the route for the Great Eastern Trail along Shenandoah and
North Mountains.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Forest Plan Revision. Ilook forward to
working with you to see this project to its conclusion. Also, please know that you can
expect continued involvement in Forest operations by the organizations mentioned above.

The George Washington National Forest has the opportunity to restore and
maintain a large swath of the physical and cultural landscape of the Appalachians. 1
can’t speak for the whole forest, only those parts I know.

1. Shenandoah Mountain Shenandoah Mountain is a biological treasure. Its
northern hardwoods and laurel thickets above 2,500 foot elevation provide nest
sites for rare to uncommon birds including black-throated green, Blackburnian,
cerulean, black-throated blue and Canada warblers and winter wrens. Golden-
crowned kinglets, red-breasted nuthatches, brown creepers and red crossbills,
northern birds which occasionally wander south along the Appalachians, find
winter feeding areas in the conifers of Shenandoah Mountain. (Source: Birds of
Augusta County, Virginia, 1998; personal observations). It should be noted that
the cerulean warbler is losing nesting habitat in the southern Appalachians due to
mountaintop removal for coal extraction; it remains a rare nesting summer
resident in the mountains of western Augusta County.

Shenandoah Mountain will achieve national prominence with the development
of the Great Eastern Trail, a new long-distance hiking trail stretching from New



York to Florida and incorporating the existing Shenandoah Mountain Trail.
Because of its biological and ecological significance, Shenandoah Mountain
should be given the highest level of protection.

Recreation Recreation on the national forest is a major contributor to local
economies, yet the forest’s recreation budget continues to decrease. Look at the
license plates in the parking lot at Mountain House (gateway to Ramsey’s Draft
Wilderness) on a summer weekend; people from all over the Mid-Atlantic states
come to the GW. As Shenandoah Valley communities work to promote tourism
as an economic force, visitors to the GW may find trails closed, picnic areas not
mowed, toilets not cleaned.

Organized groups of horseback riders, hikers and mountain bikers are stepping
into the breach to help with trail maintenance. These groups are in for the long
haul, willing and able to be partners with the Forest Service in recreation
management, but the Forest Service must recognize the importance of recreation
to the local economy and restore the recreation budget.

Invasive exotic plants The drafi plan wisely includes the control of invasive

~ exotic plants such as tree-of-heaven, garlic mustard, autumn olive and others as a

major strategic element. Fast-spreading non-native plants have the potential to
choke out native plants and make areas of the forest unsuitable for desired game
and non-game wildlife species. Invasive exotics thrive on disturbed soil; they use
roads and trails as pathways into new areas. Consider a best management practice
requiring logging operators, trail crews and excavating contractors to thoroughly
clean their equipment, roiling stock, tools — even the soles of their shoes — before
coming on a new job, to avoid tracking in seeds of invasive plants. While the
Virginia Native Plant Society is able to offer consultation and monitoring on a
volunteer basis, the Forest Service must develop professional expertise in dealing
with exotics. Once invasives become entrenched, only a chemical- and labor-
intensive program of eradication will offer any hope of control.

Watershed protection Future population and economic growth in the
Shenandozh Valley relies upon a continued source of clean water. Augusta
County relies for its water supply on the water that flows out of the mountains and
into our reservoirs, wells and springs. All land-disturbing activities on the forest
should be considered with respect to their impact on watersheds. Adopt and
enforce the most stringent best management practices to protect water quality.

The designation of wilderness and roadless areas on the national forest confers
the highest possible level of protection on watersheds; consider designating these
areas as investments in the future of communities downstream from the forest.

Clearcutting and logging Logging is part of the Appalachian culture; mills are
important contributors to local economies. Logging that takes place on the
National Forest should be of showcase quality and should earn money for the



Forest. Subject clearcuts to the highest standards of best management practices to
protect water quality and control erosion. Restrict clearcuts to elevations below
2500 feet. Avoid clearcutting on slopes greater than 15%.. Consider the scenic
impacts of clearcuts; a recent cut is in clear view from the Chestnut Ridge section
of the Wild Oak National Scenic Trail.

Cc: Elwood Burge, District Ranger
North River Ranger District



George & Frances Alderson

112 Hilton Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21228

March 13, 2007

Forest Plan Revision

George Washington National Forest
5162 Valleypointe Pkwy

Roanoke VA 24019

Dear Forest Service:

Please include this letter as our comment on the “need for change” in the forest plans for
the GW and Jefferson National Forests, as we will not be able to attend the public
meetings. I (George) visited the GWNF several times and know many who live closer to
the forest and go there often. In Maryland we have no national forests, so we depend on
those in our neighboring states as a source of wilderness and other wild places.

We ask the Forest Service to give a high priority to the following:

e More wilderness areas are needed on the GW and Jefferson to protect wild places
with the most secure protection available, under terms of the Wilderness Act.

¢ Protect all roadless areas under the terms of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule
(regardless of whether the rule remains in force).

o TIdentify all old growth stands and protect them.

e TIdentify the oldest stands of second-growth and manage them for older ages,
aiming for 200 to 300-year old stands in the long run. These older stands have
important benefits for watershed and wildlife values.

e In all forest management, use native species and native ecosystems of the region
as your fundamental goal. Avoid using non-native species for reforestation.

e Identify those areas most appropriate for nonmotorized recreation, and prohibit
ATVs and other off-road vehicles from entering those areas. If lands are needed
for ORVs, keep these well separated from nonmotorized areas, so the noise and
impacts will not contaminate lands where nonmotorized visitors go in search of a
quiet, natural forest.

¢ Identify watersheds that are municipal water sources, and protect these against
commercial logging, road-building, and other surface disturbance.

Thank you for considering our views. Please put us on the notification list for future
public participation. We can be reached at the above postal address or by email at:
george7096(@comcast.net.

. Sincerely,

r
George & Frances Alderson
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343 BETHEL GREEN ROAD TELEPHONE
M fSTAlIJN'l]' kEGlNiA 24401 , (540} 885-3008
1T CH o 2

Drear Ms Hyzer

Enclosed are the materials 1 spoke with vou about at the forest
plan meeting in Lexington, VA.

I am & general farmer, with pasture. cropland. woodiands and raise
Christmas trees as well. My original concern with National Forest
management was the effect that timber and pulp harvest had on the
srice that I am offered for my timber. The timber industry reacts
as any commodity does to supply and demand. The USFS and the VDOF
have both told me that the percent of wood coming from national
forest is so little that it doesn’'t have any effect on market
price., Vet if this was true why is the timber industry and icggers
fighting to cut as much as possible from the national forest?

The oil industry sella approx. 9 million barrels of oil a day but
their analvst sayv it is the last 100.000 barreis that set the
srice. Timber works the same way, the small percent that you all
are cutlting from the national forests actis as & cushion to help
keep the general market price low. not only for what is bought from
vou, but for the whole private market in the state and thus ny
timber. Dr. Sullivan a forestry economics Prof. from VA Tech spoke
with me about this and he added: That in a counly such as Augusta
where there are a lot of nationatl forest acres 1 can also suffer
from excess “opportunity” for tracts of timber offeved to the
industryv. This can have a very serious economic effect on private
woodlot bids in counties with national forest timber availiable.

Now after rtesearching USFS management it appears logeing on the
scale it has been carrvied out in the past is simply not needed for
our public forests., The report 1 am sending you from Quentin Bass.
an emplovee of the USFS$., provides credible evidence that our
national forest do not need to be logged and intensively managed as
thev have been in the last century. This drive for pven—aged and
contrived successional forests has onlv been carrvied out in the
20th century for the benifit of the timber industry. Thus it geems
to be in the best interests of the general public as well as
private woodlot owners for the USFS to Keep intact old mature
Torests and restore woodlands that have been mis-managed in the
past through c¢learcuts and burning. From what ! heard at the
revision plan workshops the >en1f1L from recreation in our Torests
will outweigh all the timber ysmes Lhe USHEES has had for decades




George Washington Plan Revision

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, Virginia 24019-3050

Both the old George Washington Plan and the newer Jefferson Plan leaves a
lot to be desired. They both set up to much of the public land in a
Preservation mode of management. We don’t need any more areas set up as
Wilderness or Wilderness Study areas. Therefore do not in the revision add
any more such areas. Also the so called “Roadless Areas” are a joke. They
are no more than designated wilderness areas which did not follow the law
concerning the establishment of wilderness areas. Only Congress can
designate wilderness areas. Therefore if the powers to be insist on keeping
the areas designated as “Roadless” then the management of such areas must
direct that timber harvest and other active management of the resources in
those areas be permitted and directed. Many of these areas contain old roads
and even some more developed roads. They have not lost the characteristics
of roads. Therefore basically they are not roadless. Helicopter logging can
be permiited in these areas which would improve the habitat for many
species of wildlife while keeping the access as at present. Also the forest
could use temporary roads into these areas to assist in the needed active
management. More than prescribed fire is needed in these areas. They
should not be managed the same as designated wilderness areas.

A BoX 335
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Thank you,
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George Washington Plan Revision

George Washington & Jefferson National Forest
5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, Virginia 24019-3050

It seems like every time a National Forest Management Plan is revised or
prepared every effort is made to eliminate the sale of timber. Evidently

. many think the National Forest is a National Park or at least want the Forest

managed like a Park. These National Forests were set up to provide for the
flow of clean water and to provide timber for the needs of the citizens of the
nation. That was the reason Virginia gave the Federal Government
permission to purchase land for the National Forest. Recreation and
wilderness management was added later but for the last 20 years
preservation management appears to have been set up as the primary
management direction for this public land. This is wrong and was a major
mistake. Preservation was not the intent of the establishment of these
forests. This land has a large negative impact on the local government’s tax
base. In addition the Forests provide little to the local economy except
through the sale of timber products. It is time for the Forest Service to
provide for a balance and needed form of management of all the resources.
The sale of more timber will provide for better wildlife habitat, better deer,
turkey and grouse hunting, more jobs and a healthy forest for the future
generations. No more preservation set asides.

Loggers must pay to harvest trees on the national forests, hunters and
fishermen must buy a national forest stamp to hunt and fish, utility
companies must pay for the use of land for right-of-way corridors, and fees
are also charged for special events. I feel it is time for those who hike, bird
watching, disperse recreation users and similar users also pay a fee. This
money collected would be used to improve the conditions on the forest. If
they are not willing to pay a fee to get a user permit then such areas as
wilderness and preservation areas should not be provided.

Thanks for giving me chance to comument.

Bt/ Sor B
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George Washington National Forest Plan Revision

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, Virginia 24019-3050

To improve the wildlife habitat according to the report of the monitoring of
what happened to various species over the last 14 or 15 years it is very
apparent that more timber must be harvested over the entire forest. The
sales are needed to provide more early succession habitat and reduce the
amount of old growth. These sales must be dispersed over the entire forest.
This is also important to improve the economy in the local areas. Jobs are
needed in the forest zone of influence and timber harvest will provide many
of the needed jobs.

Also the Forest needs to divest itself of the isolated tracts of land that can
never be made a part of the main forest holdings. They have been on the
land exchange plan for years and little progress on this has been made. Itis
very important that this type of land be placed back in the local tax base.
The best and quickest way to accomplish this is to seek approval from
Congress to sale this land on the open market and fair market value. The
money derived from the sale then should be used for one of three things:
(1) Buy land that would fill in private land that has National Forest
land on at least three sides.
(2) Build an office for the James River Ranger District.
(3) Purchase right-of-ways to provide management access into those
areas where such access in needed.

This should be one of the priorities in the revised plan along with an
assigned annual sale volume of 50 to 60 million board feet. In conjunction
with these objectives do not set any land in a preservation type management
area. Do away with the remote or back country areas along with so called
roadless areas. Put the entire forest under active management except for the
existing designated wilderness areas.

Thank you for giving my comments consideration as you proceed to revise

the plan that never worked.
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George Washington National Forest Plan Revision
5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, Virginia 24019-3050

Forget the old George Washington Plan and the Jefferson Plan. They leave a lot to be
desired and I would think you would have learned a lot over the last decade and a half.
By using the old plans as a guide you are not following the new process as you should.
This revision is not to make decisions but instead is to give guidance. Hopefully it won’t
waste the tax dollars like the old process, so enjoyed by the radical environmental
movement, did. '

The monitoring done under the old plan clearly shows that more timber harvest 1s needed.
The monitoring points out some alarming trends for the resources on the forest, especially
wildlife. The population of deer, grouse and many songbirds are on an alarming
downward trend. This must be reversed and the revision must provide for this. Itis very
apparent that the old plan did not provide for enough harvest of timber. It the harvest of
timber had been at a level it should have been then the above population frend would not
have taken place. To correct this trend it is crucial that you provide for the sale of
between 50 and 60 million board feet of timber a year. I know your budget is low and
not where it should be but it will rebound in a few years. It always has and the revised
plan must prepare for when that takes place. Budgets are not static, they have their ups
and downs, but you must provide a strategic plan that takes that in consideration and be
prepared for the future.

Timber harvest is very important to the local economy of these rural areas. The harvest
of timber provides good jobs with good pay and benefits. It is not seasonal like
recreation and tourism. Recreation and tourism does not provide good full time jobs,
they are seasonal and at best minimum wage. Due to the age of the forest it cannot wait
for more harvest of timber forever. You must provide for a better and more balanced age
class distribution. This can only be obtained through timber sales. Prescribe burns will
not correct this situation. Such fires will not provide the habitat that deer, grouse and
many song birds require. I ask that the George Washington again become an active
managed forest and part of the local economy. This public land has a very negative
impact on the local tax base since the local governments cannot access taxes onit. To
compensate for this it is imperative that more timber is sold from this land.

Please keep my comments upper most in your mind as you work on the Revision.

TUEEE BRT CoeG/vG
/OGS Adecen  BRAvU RD.
CACLE Rouc , d. JY08Y



George Washington National Forest Plan Revision
5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, Virginia 24019-3050

Dorn’t use the Jefferson plan as a guide in the preparation of the George Washington plan
revision. As the saying goes one size don’t fit all. There are many differences between
the land area of the Jefferson and the land area of the George Washington, therefore
forget what is in the Jefferson Plan. The Jefferson Plan don’t fit the resources and
location of the George Washington. The Jefferson Plan also has too many management
areas which are also fragmented into smaller areas. Such designations would give poor
directions for the management of the George Washington. Also under the new process
such decisions are not to be made in this revision. The Revision is said to be a strategic
plan and only should give broad directions. Leave the details to the development of a
project under the NEPA directions. Therefore if management area designations are to be
used then they should be large areas and not a bunch of small areas scattered over the
forest. Make such areas contiguous and with a land mass of at least 100,000 areas in a
location. Don’t make any wilderness study areas in the revision. There are enough
designated wilderness areas in Virginia.

If one must have designated wilderness areas that are established by Congress then they
must be managed as wilderness. Keep the “wild” uppermost in the management of these
areas that are presently designated as wilderness. Eliminate all trails into and through
these areas. Do not establish any trails in these areas. Those who want such areas should
be prepared to bushwhack into and through such areas. If a fire occurs in these areas then
watch it but let it burn. Spend no tax dollars in the suppression of such fires in these
areas. If a fire burns out of the wilderness area then that is soon enough to take action, do
not take suppression action while the fire stays within the boundary of the wilderness
area. If Wilderness arcas are to be areas where man is the visitor the arcas must be
managed as natural and wild. Tax dollars are not to be wasted on these areas. Let nature
take its course in these areas — fires, disease, storms, insects, etc.

Thanks for consideration of my thoughts and comments.

/)gdfﬁr—
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GEORGE WASHINTON PLAN REVISION

Thank you for the effort to hold the public workshops. It was good to get people
together discussing their views of the forest. Unforfunately, many have little
knowledge of the biological or workings of the forest and the laws that the GW
must operate under. They are so focused on their wants for the forest.

#1. What do I like about the current management:

® The forest is available for so many uses by man and animals when so much of
the country is being lost to development,

™ The future vision of the forest is excellent and hopeful.

#® There are still dedicated professionals who see the whole forest and are
devoted to providing best management practices on the forest for many uses.

# With funding and personnel constraints- many of the recreation facilities are
still being kept up and even improved — e.g. Sherando Lake.

#2. What do I think needs to be changed how the GW is managed.

& The forest is an aging forest with 45% over 100 years. Many tree species are
reaching maturity or are over mature. The forest is vulnerable to disease and
insect attack.

® There has been a drastic drop from 640,000 acres of land suitable for
commercial timber harvesting to 333,000 acres. This leaves a huge land base
for over-mature timber. Presently only about 800 acres is being regeneraied
per year. This is unacceptable.

® FElimipating so much land from harvesting is damaging to animal, bird and
plant life that depend upon early success ional forest for part of their habitat.
Commercial harvesting to create more acres of younger stands, spread out in a
planned fashion is a must for future management. The revised plan must raise
the acres of regeneration to at least 4,000 acres per year to achieve 10%

B 1o 14% early success ional habitat.

Roadless Areas- The RARE 11 standards for inventorying roadless areas was
flawed. Many areas contained old roads and even working roads. Some had
boundaries along open roads and lands easily available for management.
Some areas surround suitable commercial land and block access. The revised
plan should review these roadless area segment that are not really roadless and
return them to the suitable timber base.

® The revised plan must consider how the forest can contribute to clean fueis for
the future. This is a Forest Service wide priority. Bio-fuels from wood chips
and waste is coming on line. The forest will be needed to help supply some
amounts of low-grade trees for bio-fuels. This could be used as a management
tool to help economically thin younger age stands for future growth,



® Add to the plan- Elizabeth Furnace and Camp Roosevelt CCC Camp to the list
of historical sites.

-- The plan’s vision of the George Washington NF. is wonderful but, will not be
reached until we have a more balanced approach, based upon the Multiple Use
Act. Additional on-the-ground professionals with the knowledge and fortitude
will be needed to carry it out. ‘



February 1, 2007

Editor

Northern Virginia Daily
152 N. Holliday St.
Strasburg, Va. 22657-0069

Sir

More than 19 million Americans safely participate in target shooting. Their
numbers break out into subsets of people who enjoy shooting handguns, shotguns and
rifles. Add special-interest shooters such as muzzleloader enthusiasts, and the total
number of active shooters jumps even higher! Target shooting varies from leisurely
hobbies and collegiate athletics to the Olympic games.

Surveys show nearly 80 percent of Americans support hunting, although less than
10 percent actually participate. These 18.5 million hunters contribute more than $30
billion annually to the U.S. economy and support more than 986,000 jobs. They are the
primary supporters (more than $1.5 billion per year) of conservation programs that
benefit all Americans who appreciate wildlife. The average American hunter spends over
$17.000 on hunting equipment during their lifetime.

Fircarms-related accidents have declined sharply even as gun ownership in
American is rising. More than half of all households now own firearms, yet accidental
fatalities are at an all-time low—down 60 percent over the last 20 years. For decades, the
firearms industry has emphasized education to ensure the safe and responsible use of its
products. This effort and those by other organizations are why the shooting sports and
hunting are rated among the safest forms of recreation. Some 40 mullion people of all
ages safely participate in these activities.

When buying hunting-related equipment, apportion of the excise tax goes to the
Federal Assistance in Wildlife Restoration Program and about $4 million each year in
Virginia. The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries has the support of 19
non-profit conservation organizations dedicaied to conservation and education. All
support safe and responsible firearms handling and shooting. Hunters and fishers must



purchase a license along with a National Forest Permit before they can participate in their

sport.

In conclusion, I am in favor of a shooting range in Shenandoah County. 1 feel the

Lee Ranger District of the National Forest is a suitable location for a shooting range
within the thousands of acres they possess.

%,fﬂ/gﬁf

Paul B. Racey

1171 Edinburg Gap Road
Edinburg

February 1. 2007



Citizens Task Force on National Forest Management
2428 Guilford Avenue
Roanoke Virginia 24015

March 20, 2007

Maureen Hyzer, Supervisor

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

Re: George Washington Plan Revision

The Citizens Task Force has the following comments on the 2-15-07 draft
Comprehensive Evaluation Report.

CHAPTER 1 Report Purpose

General Comments:
The provision of the 2005 planning regulation pertaining to preparation of the
Comprehensive Evaluation Report states:

(1) Comprehensive evaluations. These evaluate current social, economic, and
ecological conditions and trends that contribute to sustainability, as described in
§ 219.10. Comprehensive evaluations and comprehensive evaluation reports musi
be updated at least every five vears to reflect any substantial changes in
conditions and trends since the last comprehensive evaluation. The Responsible
Official must ensure that comprehensive evaluations, including any updates
necessary, include the following elements:

(i) Area of analysis. The area(s) of analysis must be clearly identified.

{ii) Conditions and trends. The current social, economic, and ecological
conditions and trends and substantial changes from previously identified
conditions and trends must be described based on available information,
including monitoring information, surveys, assessments, analyses, and other
studies as appropriate. Evaluations may build upon existing studies and
evaluations.

The draft CER dated 2-15-07 does not provide sufficient information about the current
social and economic conditions and trends that contribute to sustainability. While
interesting, the information in the appendix B about County Comprehensive Plans does
not provide the required analysis. Information from the Southern Appalachian
Assessment should be utilized in the analysis of social and economic conditions and
trends that contribute to sustainability.



The information in the CER about ecological conditions and trends that contribute to
sustainability is scattered under various Issue topics. It would be helpful to have that
information organized into a coherent picture so it is easier to evaluate. Information from
the Southern Appalachian Assessment should be utilized in the analysis of ecological
conditions and trends that contribute to sustainability.

CHAPTER 2 New Laws, Regulations, Policy, or Emerging Issues

In addition, we would like to have the George Washington Forest Plan be more
similar to the plan on the Jefferson to make management of the two Forests more
compatible and easier to understand. (p. 3)

Comment: The draft plan that is posted on the GW web site is a radical departure from
the Jefferson Plan in most aspects. The current 1993 Plan is far more similar in both
form and substance to the 2004 Jefferson Plan. However, we strongly support revising
the draft GW Plan to make it more similar to the INF Plan.

The Jefferson Forest Plan was revised in 2004. That revision process was conducted
in conjunction with the revision of Forest plans on four other Appalachian Forests
and followed the Southern Appalachian Assessment. (p. 3)

Comment: A glaring omission from the discussion in this chapter about sources for the
Comprehensive Evaluation Report, specifically regarding “a need for change” in the GW
Plan, is the Southern Appalachian Assessment. The Southern Appalachian Assessment
was a multi-agency effort, with major leadership and participation by the Southern
Region of the U.S. Forest Service, to review the available scientific information and
develop a conceptual framework of the Southern Appalachian bioregion.

From this review, analysis, and synthesis, the Forest Service derived 12 issues that were
salient for the revision of Southern Appalachian Forests that were undertaking Plan
Revision. The Regional Forester had determined that these Forest Plans should be
revised in concert so the management of the National Forest lands, a significant portion
of the Southern Appalachians, would be consistent and coordinated. The Southemrn
Appalachian Assessment consciously included the area covered by the George
Washington National Forest within the bioregion. There was some discussion whether
the George Washington and the Pisgah/Nantahala Forests should also revise their plans
jointly with the other Southern Appalachian Forests, but it was decided that the GW had
completed a lengthy revision in 1993 and the Pisgah/Nantahala had completed a
Significant Amendment at about the same time.

The scientific basis that the SAA established for viewing the ecosystem remains solid. In
a few Instances, science may have filled out or modified the SAA synthesis, but the SAA
remains an important compendium and synthesis of best available science for the region.
Moreover, the decision to coordinate the management of the individual National Forests
within that région remains salient for all the Southern Appalachian Forests--even more so
for the George Washington National Forest, which is administered jointly with the



Jefferson NF. In the ideal world there would be only a single management plan for the
George Washington and the Jefferson National Forests, but an historical accident in Plan
revision timing resulted in two Plans instead of one. However, this accident should not
be allowed to determine disparate management direction for the two Forests. Within the
constraints of the new planning rule, the revised GWNF Plan should be as consistent with
the Jefferson Plan to the fullest extent possible.

The GW staff has largely used the existing 1993 Plan issues as the framework for
examining the “need for change”. See Chapter 3 of the CER. We believe this framework
is inferior to the framework of the SAA in determining what issues are relevant to
examine in the revision. While there is substantial overlap in the issues, we urge that the
Forest staff carefully review the SAA to see what additional information is relevant and
what additional issues should be examined to determine a need for change. While the
framework of the 1993 Plan may be a starting point for evaluating “need for change,” it is
not a sufficient framework.

CHAPTER 3 Evaluation of Existing Issues

ISSUE 1 Biodiversity
A. Fragmentation

However, the steep declining trends shown by USGS BBS data in populations of
northern flicker across the larger regions of the Blue Ridge Mouniains and Ridge and
Valley Regions, which are year-round residents, indicates a marked decrease in the
type of habitat they rely upon, especially open woodland habitat and the ecotone
habitat berween forested and patches of early successional woody or grassy/shrubby
habitat. An increase in management activities such as prescribed fire and timber
management is needed to restore open woodland habitat and create early
successional habitat .(p. 11)

Comment: The northern flicker was selected as an indicator of cavity nesters, not early
successional habitat or open woodland. To suddenly use this species as an indicator for
early successional habitat is a dubious use of this indicator species. Morcover, the
decline in northern flicker populations across the larger regions of the Blue Ridge
Mountains and Ridge and Valley Regions is not mirrored on the GW. Instead thereis a
slight increasing trend on the GW. (p. 11) 1t is unclear how the writer of this section of
the CER leapt to the conclusion that there should be an increase in management activities
such as prescribed fire and timber management to restore open woodland on the GW. At
best, it could be inferred from the data that the management of the GW is providing an
improving habitat for cavity nesters, while those cavity nesters are finding a decline in
this habitat on lands outside the GW.

The CER identifies the following Tentative Options or Proposed Actions for Change
on page 11:

C-1. Add an objective for open woodland restoration.



Comment: Creation of open woodland habitat is not a response to a fragmentation issue
in the 1993 GW Plan.

Open woodland restoration may have some value as wildlife habitat for a select few
species and for deer that have reached pest numbers in some forest areas. It duplicates
some of the habitat provided by grassy wildlife openings. This habitat has some value for
demonstrating an historical biological landscape. Moreover, this type of habitat is also
generally perceived as aesthetically attractive to most forest visitors. It does have
associated with it high maintenance costs for protecting the trees and stabilizing the size
and quality of the understory. However, considering declining budgets for active
management for wildlife, aesthetics, and historical habitat restoration, there should be
careful analysis to calculate how much of this habitat can be created and maintained over
time with funds likely to be available. We believe the acreage in an objective for open
woodland restoration should be modest. We suggest that no more than one area be
established per district. We urge this area be shown on the Forest map as a special area,
with an identification number of 9H, which is used in the INF Plan for Management,
Maintenance and Restoration of Forest Communities.

Characterized by an open mature tree canopy and a stable understory of native
grasses, forbs and shrubs, larger patches of open woodlands are needed fo
provide habitat needs for an increasing number of species that are declining in
population, or are already rare and/or endangered across the forest.

By not providing for open woodland restoration, the plan would not be able to
provide an important habitat component for these species. Interior, unfragmented
habitat would continue to be provided to support those species that need it. Open
woodland habitat and early successional habitat would continue to decrease and
contribute to a continuing downward trend in the northern (commony flicker. (p.
12)

Comment: As already noted, the population of northern flickers appears to be increasing
on the GW, not decreasing. If there is an indicator species that supports the claim that
open woodlands are needed “to provide habitat for an increasing number of species that
are declining in population, or are already rare and/or endangered across the forest”, the
evidence should be included in the CER. The claim that a population decline for the
northern flicker indicates the need for more open woodland habitat should dropped.

B. Old Growth
The CER outlines the following Tentative Options or Proposed Actions for Change:

C-1. Adopt the Region & guideline and its ages; Remove acres of old-growth forest
tvpes 1, 2a, 2b, 2¢, 5, 10, 22, 24, 25, 28, and 37 occurring on lands suitable for
timber production from suitable base. Al OGFT 21 on suilable acreage will be
inventoried for old-growth characteristics prior to any timber harvest project.
(similar to current Plan). All other existing potential old growth is allocated to a
network of small, medium, and large patches for developing or restoring old growih
conditions.



C-2. Adopt the Region 8 Guideline and its ages; Remove acres of old-growth forest
types 1, 2a, 2b, 2¢, 5, 10, 22, 24, 28, and 37 occurring on lands suitable for timber
production from suitable base. All OGFT 21 and 25 on suitable acreage will be
inventoried for old-growth characteristics prior to any timber harvest project. All
other existing potential old growth is allocated to a network of small, medium, and
large patches for developing or restoring old growth conditions,

C-3. Adopt the Region 8 Guideline and its ages, Remove acres of old-growth forest
types 1, 2a, 2b, 2¢, 5, 10, 22, 24, 28, and 37 occurring on lands suitable for timber
production from suitable base. OGFT 21 and 25 on suitable acreage will not be
inventoried for old-growth characteristics since acreage and paiches existing and
developing will be enough to meet late successional or old growth needs and no
inventory or analysis will be done prior to any timber harvest project.

C-4. Defer all Plan allocations until we have a better inventory on where existing
old growth exists on the Forest. Follow Jefferson Forest Plan process of looking at
old 1930's aerial photography along with ground-truthing inventory. From that,
create a GIS data base inventory of known existing old growth. Continue to
inventory all stands using the RS criteria and follow Region 8 process at the site-
specific timber sale project level for newly identified old growth.

The Forest has identified C-3 as its proposed action.

Comment: We would have thought the intense conflict during the last decade over cutting
old growth on the GW would have been sufficient to convince staff that there was a need
for a change in the GW plan direction that allowed the cutting of some old growth types,
on a case-by-case basis. A more prudent approach was adopted during the development
of the Jefferson Plan. We strongly urge that you adopt the following course of action
based on the INF management direction:

C-5 Adopt the Region 8 Guidelines and its ages. All acreage currently identified
through the Regional guidelines should be mapped and included in Special Area 64,
6B, or 6C, depending on the fovest type identified, and managed under guidelines
adopted from the standards from the JNF prescription. Additions to the inventory of
old growth should occur when identified through additional field work. A map
showing areas generally suitable for a network of large, medium, and small patches
should be included in the plan.

C. Conversion
The CER says no change in the plan is warranted (p. 24).

Comment: We agree that no planned conversion to pine should be allowed, and that the
revised plan should have a guideline that reiterates the 1993 plan guidance that planned

pine conversion is not appropriate for the Forest.

D. Riparian Areas



The CER identifies the following course of action on page 34:

C-1. Adopt as guidelines the Jefferson Forest Plan Riparian Corridor and Forest-wide
Channeled Ephemeral standards (consistent with the Federally Listed Fish and Mussel
Conservation Plan} into the plan and have them applicable across the entire George
Washington National Forest.

Comment: We concur, rebuctantly. The direction for riparian areas developed by the
Southern Appalachian Regional Riparian Team was superior to that that finally adopted
in the Plans for several Southern Appalachian Forests, including the Jefferson. However,
the value of moving forward by adopting direction for the GWNF that is consistent with
the existing INF direction outweighs the value of reopening the debate.

E. Management Indicator Species (other than TES):
The CER identifies option C-1 on page 48, which would modify the Forest Plan by:

a) Creating new SBA(s) to profect the newly found eastern tiger salamander
populations. See SBA map elsewhere in this report.

b) Increasing the prescribed fire objective on the Forest to begin to restore the
Yellow Pine Community Type.

Comment: We believe the Forest should also add a provision to create areas to protect
and actively manage ash trees, based on new expansion of the ash borer and related
disease.

Comment: We agree that new populations of eastern tiger salamanders should be
included in a Special Biological Area. We suggest this area be identified with a number
of 4D, consistent with the numbering for Special Biological Areas on the JNF.

Comment: We also urge that newly discovered populations of the Cow Knob salamander,
as noted on page-43 of the CER, should be included in a the Special Area that has already
been established for Cow Knob salamanders.

Comment: The restoration of the Yellow Pine Community Type should be an important
desired condition for the new GW Plan, as it was for the 1993 GWNF Plan. However,
we disagree strongly that the fire objective on the Forest should be increased. The
managers of the GWNF did not use the allocation for prescribed burning under the
existing 1993 Plan to regenerate Yellow Pine Community type, even though this was
identified as an important goal. In the revised Plan, the regeneration of yellow pine types
should be identified as the priority for prescribed fire, to be accomplished before
prescribed fire for other goals is undertaken.

F. Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species.



The CER recommends the following change on page 53:
C-1. Modify the Forest Plan by:
a) Creating new SBA(s) to protect the shale barren rockcress. See SBA map.
b) Creating new SBA(s) to protect the Northeastern bulrush. See SBA map.

¢) Make an adminisirative change by delineating the Primary and Secondary
Cave Protection areas (as shown in the Forest's 1998 Indiana Bai Amendment)
and correspondingly, adopt the Jefferson Forest Plan direction for these
special areas.

Comment: We agree. The areas should be identified on the GWNF map with numbers
consistent with those used on the INF.

G. Unique Natural Communities
The CER recommends the following change on pages 54-55:
C-1. Modify the Forest Plan by:

a) Designating 83 SBAs and expanding the boundaries of 13 existing SBAs a
Jor a total of 49,584 acres of new SBAs, with acknowledgement that
some or most of these may be in already protecied areas such as
Wilderness, Mt. Pleasant National Scenic Area or other unique areas of
the Forest such as the existing Cow Knob Salamander Conservation
area.

b) Removing Big Levels, Laurel Run, Maple Flats, Shale Barren Complex,
Skidmore, and Slabcamp/Bearwallow from further consideration as
Research Natural Areas.

Comment: We support delineation of Special Biological Areas on the Forest map.
Mapping seems generally helpful in protecting the unique natural communities from
activities in the surrounding area. It is generally helpful to map these areas, even when
nested inside other areas with more restrictive management direction, such as wilderness
areas.

Comment: Although not stated in the CER, it is our understanding that approximately 1/3 of
the area recommended by Natural Heritage was rejected by the Forest Service. All areas
recommended by Virginia Division of Natural Heritage for Special Biological Areas should
be included.

Comment: Further discussion should occur with the public before the six areas listed in b)
are removed from further consideration as Research Natural Areas. Special delineation
of Ramsey Draft natural area should be made for intensified work and a sub-plan



developed to further integrate the efforts of the research arm of the USFS into the
guidelines and into production of research results information of use to staff and the
public.

Issue 2 Below Cost Timber Sales
According to the 1993 GW Plan:

A review of concerns that fall under the Below-Cost Timber Sale issue reflect its
Complexity. Concerns expressed by the public include: (1) opposition to below-
cost timber sales, (2) effects of timber harvesting on local communities and
economies; (3) role of the Forest's timber program in the local timber market;
(4) multiple-use benefits from timber harvesting, (5} failure of the Forest to
provide a legitimate rationale for below-cost sales; (6) compliance with a
Department of Agriculture decision on the analvsis needed to support a IForest
Plan with below-cost timber sales, (7} the amount of land that will be deemed
suitable for timber management, and (8) timber harvest levels. (Plan, p. 1-4)

This, along with analyses of past and projected budgets and alternative funding scenarios,
should be the framework for the analysis for this issue.

A. Efficiency of Timber Sale Program
On page 57 the CER asserts that this is no longer an issue:

Since TSPIRS was abandoned we have no longer specifically tracked the cosits
and benefits of the timber management program in a formal manner, Rather than
funding a continued paper analysis of actual and estimated costs and benefits, we
have focused on funding management activities that are conducted in a cost
efficient manner to achieve the Forest's goals and objectives.

Comment: Just because the Forest Service wants to stop thinking about the Below Cost
Timber Sale issue doesn’t mean the issue goes away.

The assertion that the timber harvesting is a cost-efficient means of achieving the Forest’s
goals and objectives is unsupported in the CER. During the revision, this assertion needs
analysis fo see if it is true. If the Forest’s goals and objectives are unique or separate from
those of national and regional policy and can be stated in measurabie terms, then means
can be devised for expressing cost effectiveness and thus accountability. If high cost
effectiveness can be described, even if different from national norms, and it can be
achieved more efficiently through some other means, then we should use that means
rather than continuing to rely on timber harvesting. Moreover, the management of areas
for timber production should take place only if the revenues are greater than the costs.
Production of other forest benefits (e.g., wildlife and its forage; songbird species needs)
can be achieved through tree removals but the net cost of these removals should be noted
as costs of achieving those benefits.



B. Rural Development
The CER recommends the following change on page 57:
Is a Change in the Plan warranted? No, yet we are just changing the focus.

Comment: The entire discussion in this section 1s garbled and needs to be rewritten so it
makes clear whether or not a change should be made in the Forest Plan. A major change
should be made to address the essential role of local people in providing services for the
Forest users, providing essential workers within the forest for development and
maintenance, and healthy vigorous communities for Forest staff. The issues to be
addresses include:

. Role of Forest quality and use in stabilizing rural private land values
. Unauthorized off-road vehicle use of the land

. Urban residential area expansion and fire risks

. Minorities use rates

. Intemational emphasis, ecotourism, and vital user base

. Employment and community stability

. Inadequate ecological knowledge use

. Growing energy challenges (wood use and air pollution)

9. Vertebrate damage and risks to towns-people;

10. Invasive species problems and boundary conditions

11. Political support for Eastern Forest management and programs

12. Admixture of Western Forest problems and policies with Eastern conditions
13. Unstable artesian and groundwater supplies

14, Excessive wilderness uses

15. Needs for River initiatives

16. Multi-agency conglomerates

17. Improving State-and-private linkages

18. Improving Research Station, university/college, and Forest linkages

GO ~3 O Lh b W b

C. Suitability (Review)
The CER recommends the following change on page 5%:

C-1 Strive to maintain existing amount 0f" forest generally suitable for timber
production to between 350,000 to 370,000 acres.

Comment: Under the current (1993) Plan, only the suitable acres in the 91,000 acre MA
17 are managed specifically for timber production. Since the CER has recommended
eliminating MA 17 and rolling it into a general forest area with no clear focus on timber
management, the proposed Plan now has 0 acres generally suitable for timber production.
The map showing areas generally suitable for timber production needs to be corrected to
reflect this fact.



It may be more helpful to focus on the acreage available for timber harvest, on which
timber harvest is a tool to achieve other multiple use goals, usually the creation of desired
habitat for wildlife. However, if the Forest supervisor and staff believe that this
significant increase to as many 370,000 acres should be managed for timber production,
we would be interested in analysis in the planning process that shows why this is
desirable or economically feasible given declining budgets. Asserting this objective
before any analysis has been done strongly suggests the revision is driven by a political
agenda rather than analytical planning.

The imbalances started from brief but intensive harvesting over such an area can have
well-known major adverse ecological impacts in the region of the Forest.

D. Allowable Sale Quantity
The CER recommends the following change on page 61:
C-1. Modify the Forest Plan by:
a) Creating a new volume objective,

b) Making administrative corrections in wording to eliminate all reference to
the ASQ in the current Forest Plan by replacing discussions relating to ASQ
in the current Forest Plan with similar discussion as it relates to LTSYC.
LISYC will be computed for this Forest Plan Revision as the revision
process moves forward. We have no proposal for LTSYC at this time,
although it is unlikely that it will increase over the curvent LISY and may
decrease as and if the amount of suitable timberland decreases.

Comment: A calculation of LTSYC is required by the NFMA, but it is a wasteful,
useless exercise for informing plan reviston for the GWNF. It should be done in the
guickest and least-costly method available to comply with the letter of the law.

A volume objective for the GW has some utility for budgeting. However, the volume
objective should be informed by a carefu! analysis of budget trends and national wood
production. The long-term trend in volume output in terms of budget dollars (corrected
for inflation) suggests that an achievable timber volume objective is substantially lower
than the level of timber harvesting that has occurred on the GW over the last five years.
It is critical that the desired conditior for the GWNF lands be formulated to reflect this
lower level of funding and a clear explanation of the intended exceptions presented.

E. Salvage
The CER recommends the following change on page 63:

C-1. Modifv the Forest Plan by revising or adding guidelines similar to the
following to appropriate forest or special area direction:
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o Special Biological Area (Old GW MA 4-58): Ground-based systems could be used
Jfor the salvage of dead, dving, or damaged trees along open road systems. For
that part of the area not accessible by existing roads, salvage activities should
only accomplished by helicopter with no new road or landing construction.

o Scenic Corridor or Viewshed (Old GW MA 7-14).; Salvage of dead, dying and
damaged trees can occur to provide for scenic rehabilitation and public safety
using ground based or helicopter logging.

0 Remote Backcountry Area (Old GW MA 9-12): Salvage of dead, dving, or
damaged trees can occur from perimeter roads using helicopter logging with no
new permanent or temporary road or landing construction within the area.
Salvage and firewood gathering from system interior roads can occur using
ground based methods without additional road construction. Landings can be
provided adjacent to existing roads.

Comment: Salvage in ANY area, including Special Biological Areas, Scenic Corridors
or Viewsheds, and Remote Backcountry Areas should take place only if it positively
contributes to the Desired Condition for those specific areas. Guidelines pertaining to
salvage in those areas should specifically link salvage to achieving those desired
conditions. Helicopter logging seems unlikely when there is a declining local forest
economy, when there are increasing energy and financial costs, and when there 1s
increasing concern for global warming and low-risk water resource management.

Issue 3 Forest Access
A 1. Forest Roads in Wildlife Management Areas

On pages 66-67, the CER recommends option C-5 from the following list of
possible changes:

¢. Tentative Options or Proposed Actions for Change (If the Revised Plan
identifies distinct wildlife emphasis areas like MA 14 and MA 15)

C-1. Adopt as George Washington Plan objectives the Jefferson Plan standard.

C-2. Reallocate the eleven MA 14 polygons that exceed Plan standard 14-7 io
Management Areas that have no open road density objectives. Reallocate the
fifteen MA 15 polygons that exceed Plan standard 15-5 to Management
Areas that have no open road density objectives.

C-3. Remove the existing standards 14-7 and 15-5 and adopt as a guideline the
language from the Revised Jefferson Plan that says “existing open public
roads are maintained at current density levels to provide for public access
and safety.”
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C-4. Reassign GW standards 14-7 and 15-5 as objectives in MA 14 and MA 15
and leave the road density figures alone.

C-5. Remove the existing standards 14-7 and 15-5 and create guideline that
roads should be closed during nesting and brooding rearing seasons and
then can be opened during fall hunting seasons. (See also Wildlife discussion
at the end of this report.)

Comment: Road density and road management should remain part of the desired
condition for areas specifically managed for bear, turkey, and grouse. This should be
discussed further during the revision process. A decision regarding which option to adopt
should follow this discussion and analysis, not precede them.

A 2. System Roads Across the Forest
The CER recommends the following change on pages 68-69:
C-1. Delete road construction as an objective of the Plan.
Comment: An important component of plan revision is to determine what road network Is
needed to achieve the desired condition of various parts of the Forest. After the needed
road network has been determined, we will have a clearer sense whether or not to set road
construction objectives and concomitant maintenance plans and budgets.

B. Licensed OHV Use

On page 69 the CER recommends that no changes be made in the Forest Plan
regarding this topic. However, the CER also states:

As an administrative action, the list of OHV roads that appears in the Plan will be
deleted as these roads will be shown in the future on the Forest's Travel
Management map, which is slated for completion by the end of calendar year
2007.

Comment: The list should also occur in the Forest Plan and the routes shown on a map
showing travel-ways generally suitable for Licensed OHV Use.
C. Non Motorized Trails
On page 71 the CER recommends that no changes be made in the Forest Plan
regarding this topic. However, the CER also states on page 70 that the current

plan:

...identifies approximately 300 miles of potential trail to be constructed and 92 miles
reconstructed over the course of the planning period if funding allows.
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Comment: The CER also notes that some trail construction and reconstruction projects
have been completed. During the plan revision, an analysis and discussion should take
place to describe the uncompleted projects that should be carried forward as objectives.

D. Access for Persons with Disabilities
The CER recommends the following change on page 73:
C-1 Modify the Forest Plan by:

a) Adding a guideline that references Forest Service policy (FSM 2330} on
universal access

b) Making administrative corrections by adding legal references io ABA of 1968
and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and removing the ADA reference and outdated
terminology such as the word "handicap” and all its variants.

Comment: We concur with these proposed changes.
Issue 4 All Terrain Vehicle Use

On page 74 the CER recommends that no changes be made in the Forest Plan
regarding this topic. However, the CER reports on page 74:

The Rocky Run Area received significant flood damage in 1996 (Hurricane Fran)
to the lower Rocky Run Trailhead and access trail. This access has been closed
since that time and a decision has not been made on its reestablishment. The
proposed system on the Deerfield District did not become established due
primarily to the lack of sponsorship from any ATV organizations. The Taskers
Gap/Peters Mill Run and South Pedlar Areas continue to function. Both areas
require frequent maintenance which is typically beyond the capability of the
Jorest trail maintenance funding level and has been done through special regional
and national allocations and Virginia Recreation Trails Fund grants.

Comment: From the CER information, it seems to us that a review of the ATV direction
is warranted during revision of the Forest Plan.

Issue 5 Roadless Area Management
A. Existing Inventoried Roadless Arcas
The CER recommends option C-3 from the following list on page 78:

Under all following options we believe that the Priest (5276 roadless ac.),
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Three Ridges (4,702 roadless ac.), and Mt. Pleasant (8,905 roadless ac.) should
be dropped from the roadless inventory because these areas are now
congressionally designated areas. Therefore there are now 21allocati

C-1. Adopr the 2001 Roadless Rule as a guideline; yet leave the existing
management area allocations as identified and delineated in the 1993 GW Forest
Plan

C-2. aj Remove the three Special areas designations (Laurel Fork, Litile River,
and Big Schloss) and Prescription 12B — Remote Backcountry);

b) assign the remaining 21 roadless . he three Special areas designations (Laurel
Fork, Little River, and Big Schloss and assign them to existing GW Remote
Highlands (Management Area 9 or Prescription 12B — Remote Backcountry), b)
assign the remaining 21 roadless areas to existing GW Remote Highlands Area 9.
¢.) Add a guideline that the inventoried roadless areas be managed under the
2001 Roadless Conservation Rule or whatever rule is in effect.

C-3. Modify the Forest Plan by:

a) Identifving a special area (Remote Backcountry) that includes: a) the three
special area designations (Laurel Fork, Little River, and Big Schloss); bj the
existing GW Remote Highlands area (Management Area 9 or Jefferson
Prescription 12B — Remote Backcountry); and c) the portions of the 21
inventoried roadless areas not currently in GW Remote Highlands area.

b} Adding a guideline for this special area that inventoried roadless areas will be
managed under the current roadless policy and direction.

¢) Adding a guideline that where conflicts occur between management of
inventoried roadless areas and known locations of special botanical - zoological
areas, the biological values will be addressed firsi.

C-4. Allocate roadless areas that allow road construction and timber harvesting .
to Management area direction that avoid new road construction and
reconstruction and cutting, sale, and removal of timber as per the table discussed
above. See table on following pages. The areas proposed for change are also
highlighted on the linked map.

Comment: Create an option C-5 that creates a new special area (identified as 12 D)
which has a desired condition and guidelines that embody the direction in the 2001
Roadless Rule. Assign all existing roadless areas {(minus the areas designated by
Congress) to this new special area.

As noted in the discussion in the CER, the 2001 Roadless Rule is currently the law of the

land regarding management of inventoried roadless areas. As the CER also notes, the
bulk of the inventoried areas on the GW are managed under direction that is not
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significantly different from that in the 2001 Roadless Rule. It makes sense to make the
management of inventoried roadless areas consistent with the 2001 Roadless Rule
because no matter how the court cases are eventually decided, it avoids having to make
amendments to the Plan in the future and it entails foregoing few administrative
management options now. :

B. New Potential Wilderness Area Inventory

Although the CEF does not explicitly recommend an option for changing the
Forest Plan, it does state on page 84:

The Forest has begun looking for potential wilderness areas (in addition to the
current roadless inventory). We are reviewing the Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum inventory. If additional potential wilderness areas are found, we will
propose them for further study.

Final agency guidance (Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1909.12 Chapter 70) on
identifying potential areas was just released on January 31, 2007. We should
have areas preliminarily identified and posted to the World Wide Web before the
scheduled March public meetings. Whether these preliminary areas should be
added to the inventory would depend on our ensuing evaluation.

The agency wants to hear from people on what areas they wish us to consider for
Congressional Wilderness designation and areas they wish us to consider as
potential wilderness areas.

Comment: This discussion is confused and needs to be rewritten. The process for
identifying areas to be included on an inventory of potential wilderness (formerly called a
roadless area inventory) is specified in FSH 1909.12 chapter 70. The agency has the
responsibility to conduct this inventory process, and while collaboration with the public
in conducting this inventory is appropriate, the GW staff has the duty to review all areas
of the Forest for potential wilderness areas, not just those recommended by the public.
Moreover, areas that meet the inventory criteria are automatically placed on the inventory.
The statement in the CER that they would be added to the inventory only depending on
some ensuing evaluation is wrong. It is correct that areas that have been identified as
potential wilderness should be evaluated according to criteria in the FS Handbook to see
which of them should be recommended to Congress for legislative designation.

Contrary to the statement in the CER, the Forest has not posted a map showing the results
of its potential wilderness inventory before the first round of March meetings. This
should be done ASAP.

Issue 6 Special Management Areas

A. Wilderness
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The CER recommends the following change on page 83:

C-1. Include Wildland Fire Use as a suitable use within wilderness and adopt as
a guideline Jefferson standard #FW-140 that says: "FW-140: Lightning-caused
fires may play their natural ecological role as long as they occur within
prescribed weather and fuel conditions that do not pose unmitigated threats to life
and/or private property, particularly to property within the wildland/urban
interface zone.”

Comment: Wildland Fire may be a “generally suitable use” within wilderness areas, but
this is a determination to be made area-by-area in the planning process.

B. Wild and Scenic Rivers
The CER states on page 86 that no changes are needed.
Comment: Further review of this topic is needed before we can comment.
C. Important Scenic and Recreational Areas
The CER states on page 87 that no changes are needed.
Comment: Further review of this topic is needed before we can comment. The
Appalachian Trail and new biodiversity survey interests need to be included and planned
assistance and limitations stated.
Issue 7 Acsthetics

The CER recommends the following change on page 90:

C-2. Adopt as guidelines the Jefferson Revised Forest plan approach of using scenic
classes and adopiing scenic integrity objectives.

Comment: This inventory needs to be completed ASAP. SIOs are an important
component of the Desired Condition statement for various areas of the Forest.

Issue 8 Vegetation Manipulation

The discussion in the CER for this issue misses the most important dimensions as
outlined in the 1993 Plan:

Public comments over vegetation manipulation reflect concern over how timber
and other vegetation is manipulated.
By far, the most controversial manipulation is clearcutiing. Comments addressing
the clearcutting controversy can be divided into four areas of public concern
e Clearcutiing should be eliminated or severely curtailed as a harvest method
o Clearcutting should be relied on as the primary harvest method or at least

16



retained as one of the tools used to achieve management objectives.

e Clearcurting must be shown - through site specific analysis = to be the
optimum harvest method for achieving management objectives This analysis
s a requirement of the National Forest Management dct (NFMA)

s Methods other than clearcutiing, such as shelterwood, group selection and
single-tree selection, should be relied on. (FEIS, p. 1-5)

The issue does not go away just because it is not discussed in the CER. We recommend
that each of these be addressed in a positive fashion along with silvicultural policies.

The CER recommends the following change on page 91:

C-1. Add a new Desired Condition that states: A blight-resistant American
chestnut (Castanea dentata) returns to the Forest as a dominant species.”

Comment: A decision to make this a desired condition of the GWNF should take place
only after test plantings are made and, if successful, a subsequent assessment of the costs

involved in returning the chestnut as a dominant species to the Forest shows that feasible.

An ash tree mitiative should be proposed

Issue 9 Resource Sustainability
A. Ecosystem Management
The CER states on page 92 that no change in the Forest Plan is needed.
Comment: We disagree strongly. See the discussion under Chapter Two (above) for our
comments about role of the Southern Appalachian Assessment in “driving” some aspects
of the “need for change” in the GW Plan revision. We recommend a statement be
included in the CER of the local interpretation and consequences of following
“ecosystem management” on the GWNF, and differences citizens might see from
“multiple use” policies of the past.
B. Extirpated Animal Species
The CER states on page 92 that no change in the Forest Plan is needed.
Comment: We agree with the conclusion in the CER, based on the information provided.

C. Soil Productivity

The CER recommends the following change on page 94:
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C-1. Modify the Forest Plan by deleting George Washington Plan standard #216
and adopting as a guideline Jefferson Forest Plan forestwide standard FW-5 that
says: "On all soils dedicated to growing vegetation, the organic layers, topsoil
and root mat should be left in place over at least 85% of the activity area and
revegetation should be accomplished within 5 years."”

Comment: The National Forest Management Act standards regarding soil productivity
and revegetation should be cited and hyperlink established. Restoration initiatives for
roadsides, mine scars, and borrow pits should be stated. A new GIS-base initiative for
describing the soils of the Forest and relating them to potential tree production, erosion,
runoff, riparian stability, groundwater recharge, and susceptibility to pollution should be
stated. :

D. Water Quality
The CER recommends the following change on page 100:
C-2. Designate the same locations above as reference watersheds; acknowledging
they lie beneath other existing and compatible Plan management areas (as in the
Jefferson Forest Plan).
Comment: These areas should be included in the Forest Plan and delineated on a Forest
Plan map. A clear baseline should be established so that change in water quality
throughout the forest and how it may be contributing to rural communities can be
established.
F. Herbicides
The CER states on page 102 that no changes are needed in the Forest Plan.

Comment: We believe that the use of herbicides should be included in the Monitoring
section. Include new EPA statements about herbicides in environments.

The planned relations between herbicides and invasive plant species should be noted.
G. Fire
The CER recommends the following change on page 105:
C-1. Modify the Forest Plan by:
a) Identifying that Wildland Fire Use is a generally suitable use everywhere on
the George Washington National Forest, acknowledging that the safety of
firefighters and general public and the protection of life and property are the

highest priorities: and if a lightning fire breaks out, procedures in the Wildland
Fire Use Implementation Procedures Reference Guide will be used.
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b) Increasing the prescribed fire objective to an annual program of 10,000 to
15,000 acres on the GW.

c) Identifying a forestwide desired condition by adopting Jefferson Forest Plan
goal #18 that says "Fire regimes are within their historical range as defined by
condition class #1. Condition class is a function of the degree of departure from
historical fire regimes resulting in alterations of key ecosystem components such
as species composition, stand structure, successional stage, stand age, and
canopy closure. Fire regimes in Fire Condition Class #1 are within historical
ranges. Vegetation composition and structure are intact. The visk of losing kev
ecosystem components from the occurrence of wildland fire remains relatively
low."

Comment: The prescribed fire objective should be determined only after agreement on
the desired condition for specific areas (various areas) of the Forest, analysis of
complying with the air quality constraints, and demonstrating the feasibility of funding
various levels of a prescribed fire program.

Additions for integrating wildfire prevention and control with national security plans for
fire containment should be made.

H. Air
The CER recommends the following change on page 107:
C-1. Modifv the Forest Plan by:

a) Making administrative changes to some existing standards and eliminate rhose
that ave already addressed in laws, regulatzons or policy.

b) Adopting as guidelines the following Jeﬁ‘erson Plan standards:

1. Adopt as guideline Jefferson Plan Standard FW-142 that states: "Best
available smoke management practices should be used to minimize the
unfavorable effects on public health, public safety and visibility in Class I areas
(James River Face Wilderness and Shenandoah National Park) from prescribed
fire. (FSM 5144 and Region 8 Supplement)"

2. Adopt as guideline Jefferson Plan StandardFW-143 that states: "Prescribed
burning conditions indicate that smoke can be carried away from non-attainment
areas with a forecasted Air Quality Index (AQL) of Code Orange or higher.
Prescribed burning should not be conducted in any area that is forecasted with an
AQI of Code Red or higher.”

Comment: Smoke from some prescribed fires is already a health issue for people living
close to the Forest and at some distance. Impacts on public health need to be addressed
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for existing and any increased level of burning, whether from forest fires or from
increased wood use for industrial or household energy.

Issue 10 Minerals and Energy
A. Federal Minerals
The CER states on page 110 that no changes are needed in the Forest Plan,

Comment: Given fossil fuel limitations and international changes, comments seem
warranted about resisting new efforts for more extraction, opening areas, costs fo citizens,
and impairment of historical uses of the land. Potential activity on mineral extraction and
its impacts on the Forest seem essential in a long-range plan such as this.

B. Groundwater and Karst
The CER recommends the following change on page 111:

C-1. Modify the Forest Plan by rewording GW foresiwide standard #15 to a forestwide
guideline that says "Significant and potentially significant caves on the Forest are
managed in accordance with the Cave Resources Protection Act of 1988 (16 U.S.C.
4301-4309} 1o protect them through regulating their use, requiring permits for removal
of their resources, and prohibiting destructive acis. Caves entrances are natural or
naturally appearing”,

Comment; This seems reasonable. Guidelines for building roads and active logging
(pollution, soil disturbance, compaction, in karst topography are needed to complement a
Forest groundwater plan. Protecting through education, signs, and enforcement, and then
also removing waste and refuse from sinkholes (when discovered) is needed as part of
this plan for enhanced water quality.

C. Private Mineral Rights on Public Lands
The CER recommends the following change on page 112:
C-1. Adopt as a one guideline Jefferson Standards FW-151 & FFW-229 that says:
"Where reserved or outstanding mineral rights are involved, the mineral owner
should be encouraged to implement all surface-disturbing activities ouiside

riparian areas.”

Comment: We agree that all surface-disturbing activities should be implemented outside
riparian areas. Where this is impossible, then superior stream crossing techniques need to
be stated as required.

D. Geologic Hazards

The CER recommends the following change on pages 117-18:
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C-1. Modify the Forest Plan by:

a) Modifying to a Desired Condition the intent of Revised Jefferson Forest Plan
Goal 31 (page 2-53) that states "Manage geologic resources to provide multiple
public benefits. Manage geologic hazards to protect public safety and facilities
while integrating the keystone role of these natural disturbances in riparian and
watershed management, Integrate geologic components (processes, structures,
and materials) in management of riparian areas, watersheds and ecosystems.”

b) Adopting as a Guideline the Revised Jefferson Forest Plan Forest-wide
Standard FW-216 (p. 2-53) that states: "Trails, roads, other facilities, and
activities should be located and designed to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential
geologic hazards.”

Comment: Consistency with the INF on this (and most issues) is desirable. A clear link to
karst topography above is needed.

E. Wind Energy Development
The CER recommends the following change on page

C-1 Identify the Forest as generally suitable for locating wind energy
development (commercial wind farms) outside of the following special areas:
Wilderness or wilderness study areas; special botanical, zoological, geological,
or research natural areas; Shenandoah Mountain Crest (Cow Knob Salamander
Habitat); both Indiana Bat protection areas; Appalachian Trail corvidor, remote
backcountry areas; Mt. Pleasant National Recreation Area; and Big Schloss,
Laurel Fork, and Little River Special Areas. Lands under this option are
displayed on the attached maps for the half of the GW. The Forest is assuming
that only Department of Energy wind power North half and South classes se areas.
In agddition,

1. If and when an application is received and, during site-specific analysis,
consider designating as a special area the wind energy site.

2. For commercial scale requests, adopt as guidelines those guidelines developed
by BLM, followed by any nationally Forest Service-developed guidelines. These
will be incorporated into the planning process as they become available.
Guidelines for development of wind energy on land generally suitable could be
developed based upon the best information and science available on the effects of
wind farms on key environmental resources such as avian threat views from
certain roads and trails, and other environmental considerations such as noise.

Ideniify as generally suitable for locating wind energy development (commercial

wind farms) the entire National Forest outside of Congressionally-designated
areas. The Forest also recognizes that only Department of Energy wind power
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classes 3 or greater would be generally commercially feasible in these areas. In
addition the sub-options 1 and 2 would still pertain.

Do not address in the Revision effort acknowledging that agency enough about
this subject as it pertains to eastern United States. Agency would address through
site-specific analysis as proposals are received.

Comment: While we recognize the likely salience of this issue for management of the
GWNF over the next 15 years, this topic needs further analysis and discussion before a
recommended course of action can be agreed to. A key area of potential conflict that
needs specific comment is the already experienced death of significant numbers of bats
and migratory birds at wind energy collecting devices.

We believe there is an additional issue that should be addressed in the CER:

With reduced fossil fuel supplies and availability, how will the GW respond to a
national request for participation in a biofuel supply buildup as part of a national
energy supply initiative,

Issue 11 Forest Pests and Invasive Species
A. Population Control
The CER states on page 121 that there is no need to change the Forest Plan.

Comment: In light of the developing threat to the GW from a variety of forest pests and
invasive species and the emphasis placed by the Chief on dealing with forest pests and
invasive species, we would have expected a call for much more robust discussion
regarding changes in the Forest Plan. We think more analysis and discussion should take
place during the revision regarding this topic.

The topic have always included disease vectors but now must address increased incidence
of insect-bome disease for people living at the edge of the Forest, and also persistent
problems with large carnivores, with deer effects on forests and rural-urban landscapes,
auto strikes, bird roosts and others. Revised policy discussions (planned) with evolving
state and federal wildlife agencies about “wildlife” or “wildlife habitat” controls and to
whom does the wildlife responsibility belong seem needed.

B. Intervention Treatments
The CER recommends the following change on page 122: -

C-2. Modify the Forest Plan by
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a) Making an administrative change to the heading of this issue to read “Forest
Pests” and globally, throughout the Plan, substitute “forest pests” for “gypsy
moth.”

b) Establishing a Forestwide Desired Condition that states: “A forest _
environment is provided where damage to natural resources from forest pests
(any non-native invasive species including plants, animals, insects, and/or
diseases) are minimized when such damage preventis the attainment of other
natural resource objectives

Comment: See comment under 11 A. above.
C. Silvicultural Practices
The CER recommends the following change on page

C-2. Make administrative corrections by broadening titles and appropriated guidelines
that refer only to gypsy moth to refer to pests and diseases.

Comment: See comment under 11 A, above.

Issue 12 Adequacy of the Revision
The CER states on page 124 that topic does not need to be addressed.

Comment: While the adequacy of the 1993 revision may be moot, the adequacy of this
revision certainly 1s an issue that needs to be address. While we recognize that the initial
draft is merely that—an initial draft—it is not adequate for staff guidance, for public
comment, for general accountability, or for a clear view of what we and others of the
public can expect from the Forest in the near or distant future.

Issue 13 Mix of Goods and Services
| A. Developed Recreation
The CER recommends the following change on page 127:
C-2. Make an administrative change by removing the listings to individual
developed recreation facilities and discussing that the developed recreation

program in expansion and/or new construction of facilities will be dealt with by

site specific analysis and completed only to the extent that funding and staffing
levels allow.

Comment: We think the current Plan addresses the management of developed recreation

better than the proposed option. There 1s utility is specifying the areas in the Forest Plan
and developing an overview of needed expansion {or contraction) of facilities. Other
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Forests have closed recreation areas. This is a local concern and need to be addressed
specifically. That is part of the strategic nature of planning.

B. Dispersed Recreation

The CER three options for change on page 130 but does not select one as the
preferred option.

C-1 No change. Continue to use the existing GW Plan adopted ROS classes by
applying them to identified areas of the Forest.

C-2. Remove the SPM 1, SPM2, and Roaded Modified designations from the GW
Plan, thereby collapse the GW ROS classes into the basic inventory classes; and
provide suitable uses and associated guidelines on road construction and
management by SPM and SPNM classes in the Plan.

C-3. Complete a new inventory of ROS on the GW and adopt the inventory in
place of the 1993 adopted ROS classes. Incorporate into plan direction a desire
that the acres of SPNM and SPM will be maintained (where it is within our
management control). This could be done with a guideline on road construction
or using the SP2 Class concept from the Jefferson Plan. The SP2 Class concept
creates a buffer area around SPNM and SPM areas were permanent road
construction is limited to protect against loss of SPNM and SPM areas.

Comment: A new ROS inventory needs to be completed ASAP. Option C-3 offers the
most consistency with the INF (and other Southern Appalachian Forests), which should
be a prime consideration in revising the GW Plan.

C. Wildlife
The CER selects option C-2 as the preferred option for change on page 134:
C-1. Modifv the Forest Plan, as appropriate by:
d) Adopting Jefferson Revised Plan Goals 1, 2, 6, 8, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 18.

e)‘Adopting and modifving Jefferson Revised Plan Objectives 8,01, 12.02, 12.03,
12.04, 12,05, 13.01, 18, 01, 18.02, and 18.03.

) Adopting as guidelines Jefferson Revised Plan Forestwide standards F'W- 32,
FW-33, and FW-77.

2) Adopting as desired conditions, objectives, and guidelines the Jefferson
Revised Plan Management Prescriptions 841, 8B, 8C, 8E1, 8E6, and 10B.

h) Increasing the prescribed burn objective.
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i) Adding an objective for open woodland restoration, specifically for wildlife
purposes.

J) Adding an objective for blight resistant American chestnut restoration,

C-2. Merge GW Management Areas 14, 15, 16, 17, and 22 (Jefferson
Prescriptions 841, 88, 8C, 8E1, 8E6, and 10B) into one area and modifv the Plan
under C-1 options above, as appropriate given the merging.

Comment: It is vitally important that the revised GW Plan retain arcas delineated for
management of select, very important, typically game wildlife species. These areas
should be numbered to be consistent with the INF numbering system. The size and
location of these special areas for wildlife management should be informed the iocation
of wildlife management areas in the current GW Plan, but it may be necessary to revise
the boundaries. Specifically, the areas currently labeled MA 15 should be reduced in size
so the habitat objectives can be fully achieved, especially in light of the levels of funding
likely to be available. We firmly believe that it is bad wildlife management to disperse
management activity over a large area when the financial resources are adequate to only
meet half of key habitat objectives; it is much better wildlife management to fully meet
the objectives in a smaller area. Clear analyses of likely demand are needed. Tmay be
that as hunters decrease in numbers, the population and habitat needs are already or soon
will be met by existing and successional changes.

There is a strong need to stop generalizing “wildlife” and to develop species-specific
strategies not only for the major game species but for most of the other fauna. Many of
the practices can and do overlap for some species. Many do not. It is costly and mis-
management of resources to fail to set precise objectives for each major species or
species groups with similar needs, (including numbers and locations), attend to the
dynamics of the habitat for each species {succession and transition or vield-like curves),
and measure the returns to people in units of quality-weighted recreation hours, game
harvested, and other gains such as increased income to stores, motels, etc. Equally

mmportant, continuing “net” analyses, the costs and losses and risks from animals to
people needs to be included.

P. Land Ownership
The CER recommends the following change on page 136:
C-1. Modify the Forest Plan by
a) Making administrative correction by removing all reference to Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF) as the funding source for land

acquisition since no funding is available for land acquisition.

b) Deleting land program objectives for an exchange and acquisition program
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and replacing with language that states exchanges and acquisitions of land will
be accomplished as funding is available.

Comment: As was done in the INF {and other SA Forests) Plan revision, the parcels
identified as available for trade should be delineated and identified with a number 0. The
management of these areas should be custodial.
E. Special Uses
The CER states on page 137 that no changes are needed in the Forest Plan.
Comment: This seems reasonable based on the discussion in the CER.

F. Grazing

The CER recommends option C-2 on pages 138-39 as needing change in the
Forest Plan:

C-1. Remove pastoral settings and cattle grazing as a desired condition and
replace the desired condition to be one of a bottomland hardwood forest along
the South Fork of the Shenandoah River.

C-2. Change the desired condition to include having bottomiand hardwood forest
as well as pastoral setting (managed through grazing, burning, mowing, or hay
fields), and bring any grazing program in line with the Jefferson Plan and
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) praciices by:

a) Adopting as desired conditions and objectives Jefferson Plan Goal 28 and
Objectives 28.01.

b) Adopting as a guideline Jefferson Plan Forestwide range standard FW-212.

¢) Adopting Jefferson Plan Management Prescription 7G (Pastoral Landscapes)
desired condition statements as they pertain to pastoral settings and grazing.

d) Adopting as guidelines Jefferson riparian standards 11-38 through 11-40.

e) Creating an objective that the existing four grazing allotment plans be revised
over the next 10 years.

C-3. Do nothing. Leave pastoral settings and grazing as is in the Plan.
Comment: The cost of administering the grazing program is greater than the benefits.
The Plan should call for phasing out the allotments and allowing the land to revert to

bottomland hardwood forest. Special provisions should be included for grazing animal
use in understory development, fuel removal or modification, and select recreational
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resource enhancement. Grazing under bidded concessions should be allowed for select
areas.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Comprehensive Evaluation Report.
The announced time frame for completion of the CER is April/May. We urge that your
team begin work on the next iteration of this important document as soon as possible so
the public can collaborate in its completion. Please contact us if you have any questions
about our comments or we can provide additional information to elaborate on the points
above. '

Sincerely,

Robert H. Giles, Jr.

James E. Loesel

Ce: Chuck Myers, Regional Forester
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Conduct of the Hearings:

1. The power-point presentation was very well done, It provided the rather
heterogeneous audiences with 4 common starting point and gave a clear picture of how
the planning process was to continue. It is hardly the fault of the local Forest Service
leadership that the planning process has been overtaken by events.

2. The leadership of the small groups varied enormously. In the best-run groups
there was skillful drawing out of the various points of view and rapid, accurate recording
of opinions. In some groups, however, the facilitator almost lost control, and it was
difficult to make sure that one’s views were accurately represented. If unskilled people
are to be used in such roles in the future, it would be a good idea to invest in some
advanced training from a professional facilitator.

3. Ibelieve that the atternpt to keep the facilitators from interacting with
participants was a mistake. The reluctance of the facilitators even to answer questions on
matters of fact made it hard for the participants to counter the misinformation that was
widespread in many groups.

4. In view of the impact of the recent court decision on the planming process, it is
to be hoped that the Forest Service will keep all interested parties informed in a timely
manner about changes to the process and to the schedule of hearings.

Issues:

I. General: Inthe VWC Position Paper presented at the hearings, we outlined
our interests in Special Management Arcas, old growth, logging, roads, roadiess areas,
and wilderness. That document contains a list of areas that are suitable for consideration
as Wilderness Study Areas and National Scenic Study Areas. At this stage of planning 1
should like to expand on only one aspect of these proposals.

2. Shenandoah Mountain: The block of land lying along Shenandoah Mountain
between US 33 and US 250 represents one of the largest virtually continuous National
Forest holdings in Virginia. It also has many special areas already designated within it,
the Ramsey Draft Wilderness, the Little River Special Management Area, and areas
where protection of the Cow Knob Salamander is a major consideration. We propose
that this entire area be considered for special treatment focusing on conservation and
recreation. It should be studied for multiple recreational uses to accommodate a number



of user groups such as hunters, fishermen, hikers, campers, mountain bikers, bird
watchers, horseback riders, etc. We believe that this recreational program would be
compatible with a conservation agenda with a focus on rare species such as the Cow
Knob Salamander. Wilderness should be an integral part of the mix. We would
particularly suggest the evaluation of Little River, Skidmore Fork, and a Ramsey Draft
Addition for designation as Wilderness Study Areas. We look forward to a full
discussion of this proposal during the session (presumabiy 0 be rescheduled) to be held
on wilderness this summer.



New Forest Plan

I appreciate the opportunity to provide input for the George Washington Forest
Plan Revision. I attended the meeting in Lexington this past month and gave some input
then but I would like to expand on my comments.

The primary idea I presented was to provide more hunter access in the way of
4WD roads than is currently in place. I have been hunting and fishing in the GWNF for
more than 40 years and during that time I have seen a constant reduction in the number of
hunter access roads every year. In 2005 I gathered information to present to nry
congressman Bob - Goodlatte, addisssing my concerss over the road situation. 1 ‘had
previously contacted the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheri¢s and found
that in 2004, there were 125,000 National Forest Stamps sold in Virginia. As I'm sure
you know, this stamp is required for a person to hunt or fish in the National Forest. I also
provided him a topographic map of part of what used to be the Pedlar Ranger District
near Snowden, VA where T had highlighted roads that I have personally driven on in the
past that are now closed as well as the one road that is currently open. I gave District
Ranger Annie Downing a copy of this same map at the meeting in Lexington. These
roads were actually 4 wheel drive trails that were low maintenance, non-graveled trails,
many of them one-way, that we used for hunting access. The Forest Service provided
very little maintenance as we kept these roads passable ourselves using picks, shovels,
and chain saws.

It is some of these roads that I would like to see re-opened. It is not so much to
provide a way to gef to a hunting area as it is to provide a way to retrieve the game that is
harvested. Unless you have had to remove a large deer on bear you don’t know what is
involved. It is a very strenuous feat and to move one even a little way uphill takes a great
deal of strength.

I have been told that the reason these roads have been closed is the high cost of
maintenance. Even though hunters and fishermen are the only group of Forest Users [
know that have to purchase the National Forest Stamp for undeveloped facilities, if
money were the problem, then establish a road use permit that everyone, including trail
bikers and joy-riders, driving on these roads would have to purchase. When I was
preparing my report for Mr. Goodlatte, I circulated a petition over a two week period
during the firearms hunting season, stating that the undersigned were not satisfied with
the hunter access to the National Forest. Although the number of signatures is not very
large, these were only the people I saw while hunting in a relatively small part of the
Forest and 100% of them did sign the petition. I have attached those signed petitions in a
pdf file.

I think the key to establishing these trails and keeping the maintenance low is to
make them one-way. The majority of the damage I have seen comes from people joy-
riding and mud bogging. It is my experience that these people do not like to go on one-
way roads because it makes them feel trapped and they are afraid of being caught.



We, the undersigned, do not believe that the U.S. Forest Service is providing adequate vehicle access to

the National Forest and request that they open many of the old traiis they have closed in the past 20 years.
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We, the undersigned, do not believe that the U.S. Forest Service is providing adequate vehicle access to
the National Forest and request that they open many of the old trails they have closed in the past ?0 years.
| INAME (Please Print) Hometown Phone (optional) " Emai {optional)
14l Linde Cvo@(‘i‘wh iLunCh@\dJ‘zs} 401 -3853
2} %ﬂ/’ﬁf' W C/;a(\/{‘?: 6’&.0%’0{"( J (‘f{@[tf -3¢ 7
3 Remani e oot Lynchbus
4\ linda, Hleod, Luhchbum
5 ﬁm Cedishan” f—-yncx’% éuf;) A3%G-2¥ 5}
6, /% C/E‘,w‘?gf Am A 239 ~n 447
7 Domew Lol liom s f"im,af -
8 ’:’»mmﬁm %"x‘"'%‘féﬂ i inéiﬁ " M{f@ﬂmﬁ AP
9 N il o st | Ghodhuy Lls 7Y
ﬂm/ﬁf‘*“ {i\‘j‘?m& ' C\/Mc,fiéw’&- il v g s
11 De0 i Oenand Lyneh éw@ U3y i Do
12 (Q ij’ (Dzbosna [ gk Z;w 19 G-
13/ pymmre Hall g o Lot b P
urRoBERT  MALIEG | LNnCHRRG BE237 g0
15
16
L7
18
19
20
21 ]
22
23 §
24 ]
25 e e
26
27
28
29 I
30 |
31 o
32
33
341 - o
35 _
36 é
37
40 :




We, the undersigned, do not believe that the U.S. Forest Service is providing adequate vehicle access tce-
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Hardy County Historical Society

PO Box 4
Moorefield WV 26836

March 30, 2007

Jim Smalls, District Ranger-Lee District

George Washington Plan Revision

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valley-Pointe Parkway

Roanocke, VA. 24019

Dear Ranger Smalls;

The Board of the Hardy County (West Virginia) Historical Society requests that the preservation of the
Capon Furnace and its site be given a priority in the new Forest Plan presently being developed. The goal is
to provide for enhanced understanding of the historical significance of the iron industry in early 19th century
Virginia now West Virginia and to add to the sites that would be of interest to the tourist traveling through and
staying in Hardy County.

The furnace and property is owned by the National Forest Service and is in need of repair and clean-up. The
furnace was built circa 1832 by James Sterrett who also owned Columbia Furnace and Powell Fort Furnace in
Shenandoah County. The Capon Furnace is still standing although the stone work is beginning to fall and
trees and vines are growing over and in the furnace. Some years ago, the Lee District placed signs at various
points on the property to give visitors a “self-guided” tour and an explanation of what activity occurred at a
particular place. These signs were vandalized and then removed.  The vandalization was indeed unfortunate,
but we are asking that the signs be replaced.

One of the members of the Society is doing extensive research on the history of the iron industry in Hardy
County. The intent is to have the material published within the next two years. 'We would be happy to meet
with you to discuss this project and how the Historical Society can work with the District to make the Capon
Furnace historical site better known and accessible to visitors to Hardy County, West Virginia and the
Naticnal Forest.

Sincerely yours,
Phoebe Fisher Heishman
President




201 West Main Street, Suite 14

S OUthem Charlottesville, VA 22902-50865

Environmental 434-577-4090
Fax 434-877-1483

.&y L&W C@ﬂt@f SouthernEnvironment.org
March 27, 2007

Ken Landgraf

George Washington and Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

klandgrafiefs.fed.us

BY EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL

Re: Public Meetings on George Washington National Forest Plan Revision

Dear Mr. Landgraf:

Thank you for a good discussion vesterday about the format and topics for the
upcoming public meetings regarding the revision of the George Washington National
Forest (GW) management plan. We appreciate the efforts of you and all the GW staff to
conduct the first round of meetings earlier this month, and were glad to see the strong
turn-out for those meetings. We hope this active public participation continues, and think
that holding a meeting in Staunton, as you mentioned, will help.

Format of Public Meetings

As we discussed yesterday, we have a number of suggestions regarding the format
of future public meetings. We believe these steps are essential to the ° collaborative
process currently requzred by the NFMA planning regulations, 36 C.E.R. § 219. 9.! So
far, these meetings arc missing several of the hallmarks of a truly collaborative process.
There are several useful collaboration manuals which could guide this process, for
example, the University of Virginia’s Institute for Environmental Negotiation’s -
collaboration guide (see below).

s Clearly Define the Goals — The ultimate goals for the public process and for each
meeting should be clearly stated at the outset of each meeting. For example, the
purpose of “collaboration” is to work to meet the goals of all diverse group
members. See UVA’s Institute for Envtl. Negotiation, Collaboration: A Guide
For Environmental Advocates, at 5 (June 2001), available at
http//www.virginia.cdu/ien/publications.htm. Is this the Forest Service’s goal for
the outcome of these public meetings?

I ‘While we disagree with many aspects of the revised NFMA planning regulations, including the lack of
an EIS under NEPA, the Forest Service currently is operating under them:. We submit these suggestmns 0
that the current process may be as constructive as possible,
NC/SC Office: 200 West Franklin Street, Suite 330 ¢ Chapel Hill, NC 27516-2559 = 919-967-1450
GA/AL Office: The Candler Building ¢ 127 Peachtree Street, Suite 605 » Atlanta, GA 30303-1840 » 404-521-9300
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e Smaller Groups — Based on our experiences in the last meetings, the “breakout™
groups should be limited to 10-12 participants, to ensure everyone has the
opportunity to state their interests and concerns. To further the Forest Service’s
stated goal of participants talking with one another, the meeting format should
provide for and encourage meaningful discussion among participants. Groups
larger than 10-12 people ran out of time for discussion, and were limited to a
“round-robin” opportunity to state concerns in the abbreviated “bumper-stickers’
requested by Forest Service staff. These issues are too complex for a “bumper-
sticker” approach. Each small group discussion should include a task or a series

-of questions for the group to address, in order to spark meaningful discussion. It
is also important to allot ample time for each session, so discussions can develop.
An hour to an hour and a half would be an appropriate starting point for the next
round of meetings, then participants can assess the time needed for future
SEeSSIONS.

3

e Forest Service Should Participate — This would bring a significant stakeholder,
and the decision-maker, to the table and allow agency expertise to inform the
discussion. Participation in the “issue” meetings by appropriate resource
specialists will be essential.

e Professional, Independent Facilitation — Each breakout group should be facilitated

by atrained, professional facilitator who is independent from the participants.
This is essential to the success of any collaborative process. A trained facilitator
would be better able to move the discussion and to record accurate yet concise
comments. At the previous meetings, comments frequently were recorded
inaccurately or their meaning was lost once shortened to “bumper-stickers.”
Finally, because the identity of the commenter is relevant, comments should be
attributed to the person and/or organization.

Issue Meetings

We understand that you plan to have a public meeting on Wildemess Area
recommendations and another meeting on Roadless Area management. We strongly
encourage you to stick to this plan. We also understand that you plan to have meetings
on vegetation management (including timber and fire), and on access issues (roads and
trails). We look forward to participating in these meetings as well.

We believe that the following topics also are of great importance and that a
meeting should be dedicated to each of these topics:

s (01d Growth

e Recreation



e Forest Restoration — How will the forest plan contribute to the restoration of
resilient, fully-functioning natural systems on the GW, including restoration
forestry and restoration of soil and water?

e Invasive Species
e Special Biological Areas — Ensuring that all rare habitats and species are included.
e Watershed management

o Project-level Collaboration and Analysis — A stated goal of the planning process
is to build constituencies around arcas and issues, to encourage public
participation to follow through to the project level where environmental analysis
will be conducted. How will the forest plan provide for and contribute to
collaboration at the project level and to needed analysis at a broad scale
(landscape or watershed level)?

e The next round of public meetings on the need for change may well lead to the
identification of additional issues that warrant dedicated meetings. For example,
management of aquatic species, wildlife and native plants may need a meeting.

It is important to give notice of public meetings and plan revision interdisciplinary
team (IDT) meetings well in advance. The Forest Service should publish now a tentative
schedule for public and IDT meetings through the summer, with flexibility to add
meetings if needed. Similar schedules were made available in advance during the recent
revision of the Jefferson and four other forest plans.

Given the importance of making each public meeting productive, to capitalize on
limited time, we urge the IDT to address these suggestions as soon as possible, so that
there is time to make arrangements to improve the structure of the next round of
meetings. We hope you can add a discussion of the format and issues for the public
meetings to the agenda for the next IDT meeting this Thursday, March 29.

Several of us plan to attend the IDT meeting on Thursday. We look forward to
discussing these issues further with you and the plan revision team. Thank you for your
consideration. Please give me a call if you have any questions.

Sincegely, .

4

Sarah A. Francisco, Staff Attorney
Southern Environmental Law Center

Sherman Bamford, Public Lands Coordinator
Virginia ForestWatch
National Forests Chair, VA Chapter of the Sierra Club



I. James Murray, President
Carol Lena Miller, Organizer
Virginia Wilderness Committee

David Hannah, Conservation Director
Wild Virginia

Ernie Reed, Council Chair
Heartwood

Hugh Irwin, Conservation Planner
Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition

Mary C. Krueger, Forest Policy Analyst
The Wilderness Society

Tammy L. Belinsky, Senior Staff Attorney
WildLaw

~ (signatures and contact information available upon request)

ce: Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor
Dave Plunkett, GW Plan Revision IDT Leader



CLUB

FOUNDED 1892

Virginia Chaprter

George Washington Plan Revision :
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Roanoke VA 24019-3050

: omments-soutkem;geemewaslxmgtonqeffersan@fs fed.us
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Dear Supervisor Hyzer:
‘Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revision Plans for the GW&J National Forests.

Governor Kaine has petitioned for increased environmental protection of more than 380K acresof
undeveloped roadless land in the GWJ, He says, “These roadless areas will continue to provide vibrant
wildlife habitat, outstanding recreation opportunities, and clean drinking water for Virginians, now and
into the future. I look forward to working with the Forest Service to develop rules that will achieve the
strongest, long-term protection of the maximum amount of undeveloped acreage in our national forests.”
We must work together to draft a rule for conserving roadless areas. Your pdf maps show an
unacceptable area that you permit roaded. We must not allow the devastation in and near our
inventoried and uninventoried roadless areas to be opened to degradation of our headwater streams and
the Toss of the biodiversity of our habitat and flora and fauna, Additionally, these areas oust not be
opened for off road vehicles.

The Woridwatch Institute Vital Signs 2007 says “that beyond their commercial value, forests provide
myriad ecological services. including habitat for diverse species. ¢rosion control, and regulation of the
hydrological cycle. They are an important sponge for atmospheric carbon and therefore vital in the effort
to stabilize the climate. As forested area contracted between 1990 and 2005, the carbon storage capacity

.- of the world’s forests declined by more than 5 percent.” The Worldwatch Institute indicates global forest
area contracted by 65 miilion hectares, a continuation of decades-long trend of forest loss in much of the
world--offset by plantation forests and regrowth.  These plantation pines, cherry and other single-type
do not provide the proper undergrowth, insects and birds to sustain a good balance for nature.

The Sierra Club is a proponent of “Ending Commercial Logging” in our National Forest and public lands.
Ninety-five percent of the nation’s native forests have been logged. Most of the remaining five percent
lie on public lands, but are subject to taxpayer subsidized logging. This practice must end on public
land. As we look at the economic values, the private landowner who holds timber rights on private lands
should be ensured his return on investment, not see the timbering interests with subsidized purchases and
" forest service roadbuilding and restoration undercut the private mills. In the Southeast, subsidies make it
difficult for private landowners to compete in the high-quality mature sawtimber market. As a result,
chip mills, which produce material for wood pulp from trees of any age and are fed almost exclusively by
private lands have proliferated. 'We have also noted large land sales of timber for speculation. '
Virginia does not have a Timber Severance Tax like West Virginia does ($2.97M collected in 2002), so
" sales of timberland for speculation is more inviting. If the National Forests no longer sold timber, the
restricted supply would increase the value of sawtimber. Private landholders would then have the
economic incentives to use selection management on long rotations to produce solid wood products

> sy
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instead of turning over the land for development or for 3d party investment. Virginia Forest Export
News suggests that local forest product companies need to consider the opportunities of engaging in the
wine cooperage business utilizing growth of white oak, with 20% of the forest inventory in Virginia.

Subsidized timbering of our Natural Heritage Forests for exportation has contributed to loss of livelihood
of forest products such as Bassett, Rowe, and Lane Furniture have been closed due to cheap imports.
Lumber veneer and log exports are the most significant wood product categories being shipped overseas.
Virginia Forest Export News reports that 2006 is-on pace to set records for Virginia wood exports. At
$134 million, the value of primary and secondary wood exports for the six months of 2006 were the
highest export total ever tallied. Of wood exports in 2005, VA based companies were $218.6M with the
highest importers from Norfolk, Virginia District ports to China at $82.8M, ltaly at $68.8, Spain at $79.4.
Logging of Virginia hardwood and old growth public lands should not be a part of this equation. They
report that the Far Eastern Market Report indicates that by 2031 China will have used up the world’s
total forestry resources. While China strives to replenish it’s depleted forests, they are beset by drought.

Qur Chapter has sponsored hiking trips for our members to the Hoover Sale “Tour de Cut” and have been
appalled by the lack of concern for old growth mesophytic forests and loss of our hardwoods, logging
roads over our headwater streams, siltation and loss of our prime recreation fishing. The rights to log
Hoover Creck were sold to Jayfor Logging Company for an average of about two thousand dollars an acre
with an average of 450 board feet of lumber per tree. The sale was misrepresented by the FS as dry-
mesic oak forest--whereas, scientists documented a diversity of species not typical of this type. The
NEPA process used and the EIS were flawed. This process must not be streamlined and fast-tracked by
the FS. Forest Service sales must continue to be an open process with input from many public sources.

Recreational Bass and Trout streams have been polluted in the Shenanadoah Valley. We must have
protections. We have reviewed the FS pdf on areas Suitable for Utility, Energy Corridor and Wind
Energy and find this unacceptable on public lands.. We are in total opposition to the Healthy Forest
Initiative, wherein top quality mature hardwoods are sacrificed to allow the loggers to make profit of the
smaller, but not as profitable understory trees. In our hikes, our members have witnessed the fire-
promoting slash that is left in the wake of the logging operations. We totally oppose this method of fire
prevention. HFI must be applied to at risk forest communities, more suitable for Western states wherein
the forests are not moist and diverse as in the Eastern States. Sales of public land within or near our
noninventoried and inventoried roadless areas is totally unacceptable since it promotes at risk
communities. Curtail these sales.

The Sierra Club has co-sponsored the attached publication Forests for the Future: A Citizen® Vision for
the George Washington National Forest. We recommend a “good faith” voluntary moratorium on all
logging and roadbuilding (except when needed for human safety and rare, threatened or endangered
species) in areas identified in “Virginia’s Mountain Treasures,” existing old growth, and areas
recommended by the Virginia Division of Natural Heritage for designation as Special Biological Areas
for the duration of the GW plan revision process. Below are the talking points of this vision. The Sierra
Club would like to be considered for any further public dialog as the Revision Plan progresses. Please
keep us informed at the address sited below.

Sincerely, / WQ C) /g@

Diana C. Parker, Virginia Delegatc 27 March 2067

Southern Appalachian Highlands Ecoregion

Virginia Chapter Sierra Club

10700 Chalkley Road, Richmond VA 23237-4048 804-748-7842 erthshr{@comecast.net



Attachments: Forests for the Future A Citizen’ Vision for the George Washington National Forest
Hoover Creek Sale in George Washington: Sierrans gather for the “Tour de Cut” in George

Washington National Forest’s meseophytic old growth.

Please include the following points as the Vision of the Virginia Chapter for the public record:

make restoration and sound, ethical management a budgetary priority;

manage our GWNF, which are public lands, for values and resources that are not ordinarily
available or protected on private lands;

identify all lightly roaded or mostly intact mature forest areas, old growth, uncommon forest
types, special ecological areas and conditions, rare species locations, intact watersheds, drinking water
sources, and trail sites, and strictly protect them all from logging, road construction, drilling, mining,
grazing, and other development;

manage for early successional habitat on public forest lands in a way that does not jeopardize the
integrity of large, intact, older forest areas;

protect existing mature and old-growth forests from logging and other harm;

use natural disturbance regimes as models in managing forests for biological diversity and permit
natural disturbance events where possible;

cut back on intentional burns and allow lightning ignitions to burn in a contained manner;

connect and enlarge mature forest patches wherever possible through road decommissioning and
other restoration efforts;

protect all 65 identified Virginia Mountain Treasure areas from logging, road construction, gas
drilling, and other forms of harmful development;

position managed habitats close to existing early successional land uses, such as on private lands,
to lessen the impacts of fragmentation across the landscape;

if early successional habitat actually needs to be fabricated, recut sites that were cut in the recent
past; '

focus on providing habitat for species that require large home ranges, have limited ability to
disperse, are sensitive to disturbances onsite, move between different habitats, or are incompatible with
edge effects;.

close and obliterate roads, plant American chestnut, combat hemlock wooly adelgid and
ailanthus; and

ensure that sources of clean water are strictly protected.
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A Citizens Action Plan for the George Washington National Forest

Although the Citizens Action Plan for the George Washington National Forest is

currently in draft form. Here are some of the major concerns and recommendations the
Plan will identify:

Major Internal Threats to the Health and Stability
of the George Washington National Forest

In addition to the current external threats of air pollution, water pollution, acid rain, and
climate change, serious preventable inside pressures threaten the health and future of our
GWNF, most stemming from current policies of the Forest Service. Some of the major
threats include:

» Commercial Logging. Since 1993, the Forest Service has logged an average of
23.5 million board feet each year. :

- » Old Growth Logging. The Forest Service continues to log meplaceabie old
growth sites, some over 150 years old.

» Excessive road building. Over 2,606 miles of Forest Service, local, state, and
federal roads pass through the forest. New roads continue to be built every day.

» Off-road Vehicles. lllegal use of off-highway vehicles (OHVs) is a growing and
serious threat to the health and future of our GWNF.

» Invasive Species. Poor management has created conditions that are ideal for
invasive species overgrowth.

» Energy Development. Developing natural gas and wind energy can permanently
alter ecosystems and the landscape.

» Mismanagement. Current management is frequently cost intensive, energy
intensive, and at cross purposes with the prime directive of conservation.

Specific Recommendations of the Citizens® Action Plan

More than ever, we depend upon our natural wild places to clear our minds, refresh our
spirits, and restore our souls. When our valuable resources are harmed, we all suffer the
losses of clean water, scenic beauty, recreation, and livelihood. To protect our
irreplaceable wildlands, the Citizens” Action Plan calls upon our Forest Service, public
servants entrusted with the stewardship of our George Washington National Forest, to

» make restoration and sound, ethical management a budgetary priority;



manage our GWNF, which are public lands, for values and resources that are not
ordinarily available or protected on private lands;

identify all lightly roaded or mostly intact mature forest areas, old growth, uncommon
forest types, special ecological areas and conditions, rare species locations, and intact
watersheds, drinking water sources, and trail sites, and strictly protect them all from
logging, road construction, drilling, mining, grazing, and other development;

manage for early successional habitat on public forest lands in a way that does not
jeopardize the integrity of large, intact, older forest areas;

protect existing mature and old-growth forests from logging and other harm;

use natural disturbance regimes as models in managing forests for biological diversity
and permit natural disturbance events where possible;

cut back on intentional burns and allow lightning ignitions to burmn in a contained
manner; :

connect and enlarge mature forest patches wherever possible through road
decommissioning and other restoration efforts;

protect the over 60 identified Virginia Mountain Treasure areas from logging, road
construction, gas drilling, and other forms of harmful development;

position managed habitats close to existing early successional land uses, such as on
private lands, to lessen the impacts of fragmentation across the landscape;

“if early successional habitat actually needs to be fabricated, recruit sites that were cut
in the recent past;

focus on providing habitat for species that require large home ranges, have limited
ability to disperse, are sensitive to disturbances onsite, move between different
habitats, or are incompatible with edge effects;.

close and obliterate roads, plant American chestnut, combat hemlock wooly adelgid
and ailanthus; and

ensure that sources of clean water be strictly protected.



| Hoover Creek Sale in George Washington

ierrans gather for the “Tour de Cal” in George

| Washington National Forest’s mesophytic old growth.
 The sales is planned by the FS for within the year.
Jefferson Forest Plan Revision Citizen’s Workshop

Staffed Stations (**see below)
e Handout explaining stations (also contact pesson {greeter]
to answer questions about stations)
E Meeting information available;
. Draft Forest Plan inforimation
+  Forest«wide Standards
s Prescriptions and Standards
*  Management Area Direction
§ Black & White “Alternative I” Maps on 11x17 * paper
*Alternative I with overlays at Forest-wide scale {1:168959)
*+  Roadless Overlay
o ROS Overlay
¢ Management Direction underlying “Alternative T at District scale
22 (1:63360)
v e Timber suitability
¢  Scenic Integrity Objectives
»  Old growth forest
e Mineral leasing and private rights
s Options for wildlifc habitat
Effects Analysis
«  Age Class Distribution
+  Probable Timber Outputs
. Roads Analysis
*  Areas where site~specific roads apalysis is required
e Areas with No new road construction/reconstruction
: »  Areas where decommissioning is emphasized
] Inventory Information
o Eligible W/S Rivers
e  Transportation Systems
e Trail System
e Priority Conservation Watersheds
«  Roadless Arca Evaluations
s Forest community types
¢  Threatened, endangered, sensitive, and focally rare spe-
¢ies Hst
¥ August 24, 2802 Agenda:
 8:30 — 8:40 a.m. Welcome from Bill
g 8:45 — 9:45 a.m. Forestwide Discussion s
! ORJECTIVE: Discuss broad Forestwide changes based on the 2RI . z
; effects analysis. o Dave Muhiy, Regional Appaiachian SAHE Coordinator , Aubrey
Glen Besa, Regional Director and Virginia Cowles, Biologist Aubrey 13:20 — 11:45 a.m. District Breakout Groups Neas, and Tvla Matteson; The Hoover Creek endangered mesa-~
Neas 14:20 — 16:30 p.m. Large Group Discussion phytic (moist ) old growth forest below the glacier level at perma-




Office of the Governor Timothy M. Kaine FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE  June 21, 2006
Contact: Kevin Hall Phone: (804) 225-4260 Cell Phone: (804) 393-5406

Internet: www.governor.virginia.gov
GOVERNOR KAINE ANNOUNCES FEDERAL APPROVAL OF STATE FOREST PROTECTION PROPOSAL

~ State continues to seek maximum protection of 380,000 acres of forest area ~

RICHMOND - Governor Timothy M. Kaine today announced that the U.S. Department of Agriculture has accepted
Virginia’s petition seeking increased environmental protection of more than 380,000 acres of undeveloped roadless
land in the George Washington and Jefferson National Forests. This federal approval initiates a process for the
federal government and Virginia to work together to draft a rule for conserving these roadless areas.

In March, Governor Xaine asked that the U.S. Forest Service manage Virginia's roadless areas according to the
terms of the national 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule, which prohibited new roadbuilding in these natural
areas unless necessary for public health and safety. The 2001 rule was replaced by the Bush Administration last
year with a state-by-state petition process tequiring governors to petition for more, or less, protection than specified
under existing forest management plans. '

Virginia has the most roadless acreage of any state in the East. These remate areas on the publicly owned national
forest - 22% of the state’s national forest - provide some of Virginia’s premiere outdoor recreation, wildlife habitat,
and clean water, and are increasingly important for tourism.

“T believe that, by moving toward the more balanced management of these areas envisioned under the 2001 rule,
these roadless aveas will continue to provide vibrant wildlife habitat, outstanding recreation opportunities, and clean
drinking water for Virginians, now and into the future,” Governor Kaine said. “I look forward now fo working with
the Forest Service to develop rules that will achieve the strongest, fong-term protection of the maximum amount of
undeveloped acreage in our national forests.”

Virginia’s petition noted that, over time, Virginians have sent approximately 90,000 comments to the Forest Service
supporting full protection of roadless areas. It cited a U.S. Forest Service estimate that demand for backcountry
recreation in the national forests is projected to increase 170% by the year 2050. The petition also said that
Virginia’s national forests already have 3,000 miles of roads, with an accompanying maintenance backlog estimated
at $20 million. ' ‘

The USDA has also accepted petitions by the governors of North Carolina and South Carolina, who also sought full
protection consistent with the 2001 rule for the roadless areas in their states.

#i#



4

Kf’gf‘agm& me% imm%g’ﬁmw@} . is %ii;ﬁg{ a im& %@?ﬁm
| iizdw dm% par mi% in the follow ?‘%W mamgm s:“mi

B """" - POW mms%;;_:__ -3 % 6 mm _____
. CHEST wmam 4207 Acres
' R f%\zﬁ 5;‘:'"' | 2 ? }ai ﬂ@%f@a
MM m 6,32

6 f%ma%

; ;?ms;m mﬁ% %mm %% o %Z’% ‘% H0 pam acre Jincludi ing atl img%@
* “Tractsrange from: 4610 3 7@%’5 acres n'size. Many of thesestracts
have extensive river igemmm ‘others have excellent dev éf%é}pméﬁm |
g}@’mmm "All have been well- ﬁmmw@ timberland tracts with
ﬁ“{m%; recreational value. The Ei&aﬁ§§§f%¥%f ofithese tracts have ‘ot
 been on the market for more i%mﬁ 50 y 4TS, |

| | Mﬁ mwmm on ﬁ%m@ Em@@ |
Cmm@ David Hardey or Vernon Ward at 804- 385- ’?’?5%”?
or Pat Patton at 91 2-4717-1000 i |




JAMES %‘ Nﬁﬁ&%ﬁ%ﬁd COMPANY

Southern Timberland Activity

This issue was delayed slightly in order to incorporate Iate-breaking news on timbesland 1ransactions.

OVER TWO MILLION ACRES CHANGING HANDS IN 1090
An uausnally large number of timberland transactions over 100,000 acres have occurred this year in the South,

with a couple more still in the works. Here is the year in review:

January )
Kimberly-Clark announced an agreement to sell the remainder of its imberland assets (529,000 acres) in the

Southeast. That deal later fell through (but see June).

Alliance Forest Products announced it would sell its 370,000 actes of timberland acquired with its purchase of
Kimbesly-Clark’s Coosa Pines mill in central Alabama.

March
The St. Joe Company announced a plan to sell 800,000 acres of timberland in northwest Flotida in 106,000 acre
increments. The frst block of 100,000 acres was to go on the martket immediately.

April

Chesapeake Corporation announced it had agreed to sell 278,000 acres in Virginia, Maryland and Delawate to
the Hancock Timber Resource Geoup and had agreed to sell its building products business to St Laurent Pa-
perboard. The combined sales price was reported as $186 million. This rurns out to be the lowest price per
acre for timberland of any of the major transactions. If no value is assigned to the building products business,
the per acre value of the imbedand would be $670 per acre. If $30 million is (asbitrarily) chosen as the value
of the building products business, the per acre value of the timbetland would be $560. In August, Hancock
Timber announced that 'The Conservation Fund would purchase 76,000 acres of the timberland on the Del-
matva Peninsula.

May

Bear Island Paper announced the sale of 82,000 actes in Virginia to Virginia Forest Investments LLC for ap-
proximarely $80 million. Within a few wecks, Virginia Forest Investments had purchased another 26,000 acres
from Bear Island. {The price for this second block was not published).

June
Kimberly-Clark announced a new agreement to sell 460,000 acres of timberland in Alabama, Mississippi and
Tennessee to Joshua Management LLC of Brookhaven, MS for approsimately $400 million. An additional

69,000 acres were sold to vadous conservation groups and state agencies.



July

The St Joe Company announced that it had sold 13,275 acres of timberland to the State of Florida for just un-
der $750 per acre. However, it withdrew the rest of its dmbesland from the market. The company cited weak
market conditions due in part to the large supply of timberland on the market. The company’s press release did
not ¢leatly indicate whether this was a temporary withdrawal or if it would develop a new strategy for its tim-
berland holdings.

Smurfit-Stone Container announced that i had sold 980,000 acres in Florida and Georgia to Rayonier for §725
million. This property consists of 820,000 acres of fee land and 160,000 acres of leases.

Orciober
Bowater announced that it had sold 133,000 acres in Notth and South Carolina t0 Wachovia Timberland In-
vestment Management for $163 million.

News was received as this newsletser was being written that Packaging Corporation of America {a former or
soon-to-be former subsidiary of Tenneco) had closed on the deal to sell 244,000 acres in the Mid-South to For-
est Systems LLC. The price was not disclosed.

News was also recetved that Alliance Forest Products has agreed to sell 412,000 acres in Alabama fo the Han-
cock Timber Resource Group for $312 million. This deal includes 374,000 acres of fee land and 40,000 acres

of leases.

Stifl in the Works
Gilman Paper is selling 100,000 actes in southeast Georgia/ northeast Florida,

"This list does not inclade numerous transactions in the 20,000-100,000 acre range, with several more currently
in the works. The table below summarizes the eight major Southesn sales which have closed or for which

agreements have been announced so far this year.

Seller Buyer Acres $/Acre

Alliance Forest Products Hancock Timber Resource Group 412,000 $ 752
Bear sland" Virginia Forest Investments LLC 128,000 $ 959
Bowater Wachovia Timberland 133,000 $ 1,226
Cht::sapaakf:2 HHancock Timber & The Conservation Fund 278,000 < % 670
Kimberly-Clark Joshua Management LLC 460,000 $§ 870
Packaging Corporation of America Forest Systems LLC 244.000

St. Joe’ State of Florida 13,725 $ 743
Smurfit-Stone Rayonier 980,000 740
Total 2,236,725

'$/Acre price was for an initial purchase of 82,000 acres; the price for the additional 46,000 acres was not disclosed.

“Published purchase price includes building products faciities soid to third party.

87,000 acres were withdrawn from the market after this initial sale.

Table 1—Southern Timberland Transacions Over 100,000 Acres in 1999




VOLUME DISCOUNTS OR MARKET GLUT?

Back in 1996 and 1997, I had a rule of thumb that southern pine plantations were worth about $1,000 per acze.
This vatied for an individual propetty by location, local markets, property size, timber inventory, etc., etc., but it
was 2 reasonable starting place for looking at the wotld. Table 1 shows an average price of under $1,000 per
acre for the 1999 transactions—sometimes well under. When I heard of all the land on the market early in the
year, I expected to see low per acre prices because I expected the titnberland buyers would not be able to as-
semble enough funding to buy everything being offered. The low prices in Table 1 support my hypothesis.
However, some of these latge transactions are ey Jarge. Tt would not be a surprise to find that these very large
transactions sold at some volume discount. On the other hand {says the economist}, one of the reasons for a
volume discount in timberland is that there are fewer players who can handle the large transactions. But three
of the buyers in this year’s fransactions are new names in the business—these compantes are less than a year old
{(some of the principals in these companies have been around for years). There are now more players at this
scale than there used to be. More players would suggest there should be less of a volume discount than there
used to be and that the lower per acre prices are caused by an oversupply of timberiand on the market.

So which is it: volume discount or market glut? I welcome your opinions.

NO RESPECT FOR INDUSTRY TIMBERLAND OWNERS

Une of the interesting aspects of this summer’s timberland transactions is that most have involved forest in-
dustry companies selling to non-industry investors. The single exception was the largest transaction—the
nearly 1 million acres purchased from Smurfit-Stone by Rayonier. It is widely held in financial cerders that for-
est products companies should not own timberland, and the stock masket’s reaction to this transaction clearly
iitustrates that this belief is strongly held. News wires casried press releases on July 29 and stock market reac-
tion was swift. On Fuly 30, The Wall Street Journal reported the transaction and noted that Rayonier shares had
fallen §1.50 per share while Smurfit-Stone had sisen $0.0625 on the day of the announcement.

The two charts below show what has happened to both companies” share prices since then. Rayonier shares
Figute 1) have fallen steadily {until the company announced in eardy October that it was moving to Jacksoaville,
Plosida—is there a connection here?). In contrast, the now timbertand-less Smurfit-Stone has more closely
followed the market as 2 whole (Figure 2). (Given the recent downturn in the market, its shares are now lower
than they were at the titne of the timberland transaction.)

Note hawever, that Smutfit-Stone was not rewarded (in the form of increased share prices) for selling off its
timberiands. This is not an unusual reaction. In a presentation to the Southern Forest Feonomics Workers in
April T showed that buying, holding, or selling dmberland generally has no noticeable impact on stock prices of
forest products industry companies. The only people on which it has a significant impact ate the poot pro-
curement foresters who st get wood 0 the mill without the benefit of a timberland base.

While stock prices do not appear to change, is a company selling timberland better off than a company that
keeps timbetland? Instead of a billion dollars worth of dmberland, it has a billion dofiars i cash—-doesn’t that
look better on the balance sheet?
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George Washington Plan Revision

George Washington & Jefferson National Forest
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, Virginia 24019-3050

I don’t believe the Jefferson National Forest should be used as a base document for the
revision. The Jefferson plan has too many management areas that can only lead to
confusion and a lack of overall balanced management. This can only lead to appeals and
lawsuits which run up the operation costs. In my opinion the Jefferson Forest Plan is not
a good or balanced plan for the management of the public land. The Revision for the
George Washington National Forest should stand on its own and not be laid over the
Jefferson Plan. Such a broad brush approach will not provide a good and balance plan.
One size does not fit all. The old plan for the George Washington was a much better plan
than the Jefferson yet it still left a lot to be desired in management Direction. Both of
these plans had to much of a preservation slant in their directions.

The management of the public land has not been balanced under the existing plans. The
habitat for various species of wildlife has deteriorated under those plans. Active
management has been lacking on both the George Washington and Jefferson plans. More
emphasis must be placed on the management of the timber resource if there isto be a
balance in the management of this public land. Irecommend that the plan provide for the
sale of 60 million board feet of timber a year in various types of sales that include
clearcuts, shelterwood cuts and thinnings. In addition there must be a balanced in type of
logging sales between helicopter and ground based logging. Many small loggers cannot
afford the sales that require helicopters or skyline systems. Such sales only benefit a few.

Thank you for consideration of my thoughts on this important task.

Goonflor $ Btacor



GEORGE WASHINGTON-JEFFERSON NATIONAL FOREST PLAN REVISION 2007
COMMENTS FROM WEST VIRGINIA SCENIC TRAILS ASSOCIATION (WVSTA)
By Doug Wood

First and foremost, thanks for the opportunity to comment on the plan revision. We will
be unable to send a representative to any of the public meetings, so | hope these written
comments will be helpful as you steer your way through the revision process.

As Trail Coordinator for Section 4 of the Allegheny Trail, I am responsible for the
segment of the Trail that passes through the Eastern Divide Ranger District of the Jefferson
Forest unit and the James River District of the George Washington unit. A portion of that
segment is not yet completed, and our association has been working with various Forest Service
staff persons over the decades to find the best way to put the trail on the ground. Recently, the
Great Eastern Trail (GET) organizing committee (the American Hiking Society and several local
trail organization partners http://www.greateasterntrail.org/ ) has become very interested in this
incomplete portion of the Allegheny Trail. Together, the GET committee and the WVSTA will
be working toward development of the GET and the Allegheny Trail through the two ranger
districts. Our hope is that we can count on the George Washington-Jefferson National Forest
staff to cooperate with us in this worthy endeavor. Signs of that potential cooperation have
already surfaced in the districts, so we hope to build upon the good relationship developed over
the Allegheny Trail in the past, in order to move forward on the Great Eastern Trail in the future.

The gap in Section 4 of the Allegheny Trail is approximately 10 miles in length.
Volunteers have been assessing best potential routes based upon topography, land ownership,
scenic views, sensitive plant communities (avoiding them), and potential trailhead locations.
Most of this 10-mile stretch could lie on Forest Service property. A few miles of treadwork will
be needed. Several miles of brushing and blazing will be needed. Our volunteers are poised to
flag potential routes, but it will be fruitless to proceed, if there is no money in the district budgets
for reviewing the flagged routes. Once a route through the Forests is approved, WVSTA
volunteers are committed to physically developing the Trail in the gap. We will also assist in
fundraising for trail improvement projects approved by the Forests. The WVSTA asks the
George Washington-Jefferson National Forests to:

1 - include completion of the Allegheny Trail as one of its goals in the revised Forest Plan, and
2 - budget moneys for environmental review of potential routes for the Trail.

If there is anything else we can do to assist the agency in fulfilling these requests, please
feel free to contact me at 304-926-0499 ext. 1091 during weekdays 6am-3pm, or evenings at
304-755-0440. You may also contact me by e-mail. | will follow up this e-mail message with a
letterhead copy with my signature.


http://www.greateasterntrail.org/

3/19/07

The Fort Valley Hunt Club Inc. owns a piece of property, 17 acres and a Cabin, off of Mooreland
Gap Road in Shenandoah County. The club was incorporated in 1949, 1 first started coming to
the cabin as a guest in 1976 when the forest was pristine, and basically a wilderness. There was
much wildlife and the hunting was superb. Tam now one of the Officers of the Fort Valley Hunt

Club.

Since the fire in the early ‘80’s the mountain has changed for the worst, in my opinion. First it
was Commercial Horseback riding from Fort Valley Riding Sables, who illegally cut trails
through the Forest and they put our property on their scenic riding trail. With the heip of Mr.
Coleman and Mr. Buck, they put a stop to the Commercial Horseback Riding due to illegally
cutting trails through the GWNF. A special thanks to those guys.

Now we have to endure ATVs and Dirt Bikes. When the ATVs and Dirt Bikes first started, the
sport was not as popular, and it was not as much of a nuisance. Now ATVs and Dirt Bikes roam
the mountain at will which spoils hunting trips, the fellowship we enjoy, and the quict
peacefulness of our property and the Forest. 1 understand that ATV and Dirt Bike Riders are
supposed to ride on designated trails, but they wonder off their course daily. Many times we have
experienced vandalism to our property as a direct result of ATV traffic. Mr. Smalls and Mr. Buck
visited our property once to see the damage they had caused, and thanks to them, were able to
close some trails that led directly to our property. The both have listened to our concerns over the
years. | appreciate what they have done for us.

There is no doubt that there is a correlation between the decline of wildlife i.e. deer, grouse, wild
turkeys, etc. duc to their habitat being destroyed because of destruction of ATVs and Dirt Bikes.
[ understand the concept of the Land of Many Uses; however, I feel the ATV trails have gone too
far. There is irreversible erosion that has taken place and it must be stopped. Noise pollution is a
factor from riders who do not obey the law of having noise suppressors on their ATV or Bike.
The litter, noise, and damage that are caused are senseless and disturbing, especiaily if you own
property close to these trails.

If ATVs and Dirt Bikes are here to stay, 1 suggest constant law enforcement to keep riders on
their designated trails and to obey noise ordinances. I suggest that NO MORE TRAILS BE CUT,
since they have enough already. Tougher penalties and higher fines for those who violate should
be considered. Also, ATV and Dirt Bike Riders should buy a permit. 1 think anyone who uses
the GWNF should help fund the upkeep of the forest. Also, stop ATV, Dirt Bike, and Horse
Traffic during all of Deer Season, which is afair compromise; since they could ride the rest of the
year. Deer hunting season starts in the middle of October for Bow and runs through early January

for Muzzleloaders.

Please let me know if you have any questions or if I can be of assistance. Thank you for your
consideration!

“DDnai(.i C. Biaﬁkenship
PO Box 231
Woodstock, VA 22664

540-975-1387



March 5, 2007

Dear Forest Service,

I would briefly like to write with concerns regarding the George Washington Plan
Revision that is being discussed in public forums this week.

T am a dentist in Richmond Virginia who will be relocating to the area in May. [ was
fortunate enough to be offered a job in Augusta county to provide medicaid dental care to under-
.. served children in the region, but originally learned of the area. fhrough visiting forest such as

o  George Washington. Both of these factors brought me her(,

As a conservationist, I am concerned with the long term preservation of thls beauuful
treasure, but as a park user, I am also concerned about long term access issues, in particular, that
of cyclist.

Recently my hip was shattered in an automobile accident which unfortunately left me
with a permanent limp, an artificial hip, and an inability to hike long distances. Ironically, I can
still ride a bicycle with no impediment whatsoever. Since my accident, my mountain bike in
many ways has become my wheelchair, and it has become a way to still visit and enjoy such
arcas. I am also a nature photographer, and since I can no longer carry heavy photographic
equipment on my back, need to be able to carry camera equipment in bags mounted on the bike.
In a very real sense, mountain bike access makes the difference between me being able to use the
parks, or having to stay out.

For the past several weeks 1 have been in a state of learning about how w11demess
designation benefits the wilderness, but have been concerned about it’s exclusion of non-
motorized vehicles such as bicycles. Although {to the best of my knowledge) the current forest
revision plan doesn’t recommend any new wilderness study areas other than the St. Mary’s
addition, | feel it is important to note that there are groups pushing for the inclusion of area’s
such as Kelly Mountain, Ramsey’s draft addition, and the Little River district. Theses areas are
all beautiful areas that I learned about through cycling, and want to document through
photography. If in the future they where proposed before congress as wilderness areas, I would
simply lose access to them.

Basically, although this letter does not address any particular issue written in the current
forest plan per-se, I do want to take the time to thank the forest service for allowing cyclist in the
current areas, and if future re-designations of land status do occur, to encourage inclusion of
“scenic areas” to preserve biking access as well as protecting land. In this sense, the current bill
regarding Jefferson National forest is a success, and I would like to see that type of cooperation
in the future (if not a rewording of the wildemess’s current exclusion of bicycles-which would
solve the entire 1ssue). I feel that cycling is a low impact activity that distributes forest users over
a greater section of trail (as opposed to short distance hikers getting bottlenecked at/overusing
the trailhead), and allows people who cant hike long distances (such as myself) to enjoy the forest
without having to resort to maintaining and transporting horses (and the subsequent high carbon
dioxide releasing trucks and trailers necessary to haul them to the forest). [ have also noticed
that at least in Richmond, cyclist are some of the most volunteer orientated of the park users, and
are willing to donate extensive amounts of time and effort to forest upkeep. In short, cyclist are a



low impact, environmentally friendly resource that will help the common cause of preserving
this land. I have decided to move here and provide health care in large part because of the forest.
Please include cyclist in the future of George Washington National Forest.

Sincerely,
Ron Spilters D.D.S.
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Wild Virginia
raises these procedural issues in the
2007 George Washington Forest Plan Revision:

I The Planning Process Is in Violation of Existing. Law

The Forest Service claims that the GW Forest Plan and Planning Process
are exempt from the 25 year old law that mandates that
e the public be involved at each point of the planning process,
e the Fish and Wildlife be consulted regarding rare, threatened and
endangered species,
¢ abroad range of alternatives be created and analyzed,
* cumulative review of projects under the plan be analyzed, and
¢ the plan be subject to public appeal when it fails to adhere to the
National Environmental Policy Act
Although Defenders of Wildlife v. Johanns (the illegality of new planning
rules) and Defenders...v. Kimbell {the illegality of categorically excluding
the forest plan from the National Environmental Policy Act) have yet to be
decided, the process is being hastened before a ruling can be rendered

2. The Process Marginalizes Forest Users

No public meetings are scheduled for Staunton (the home of the Deerfield
Ranger District for decades), Charlottesville (the largest urban area in
proximity to the GWNF) or Washington DC (the GWNF is the closest

Nationat Forest to our Nation’s Capitol) '

3. The Process Makes the Forest a Moving Target, and

Roadbuilding, logging and other projects are allowed to happen during the
planning process, effectively changing the face of the forest throughout
the process making it impaossible to create a plan for the forest “as it

stands”

4. The Plan Makes Iiself Irrelevant and Unaccountable.

The plan defines itself as providing “broad guidance” and as making no
decisions that can be “meaningfully evaluated.” It avoids substance,
clarity and accountability in favor of vague and unenforceable

suggestions.
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Anne Nielsen Please make comments part of your permanent record

661 Silver Lake Road

Dayton, VA 22821
Tel.(540)867-5125

Email; Ireenielsen@vahoo.com

Tam a forest user. Tam an Emeritus Professor of Biology from Blye Ridge Community College. I often
took students into the GWNF for field trips, and also on occasion on cleanup days. The College and 1 had
an agreement with the GWNF and the Forest Service to allow collection, ynder strict conditions, of
seedling and sapling trees and shrubs for the BRCC Arboretum, which L, my students and friends initigted
and carried to the first 500 specimens. US Forest Service personnel Surveyed the arboretum for the first
map, which is still in use, T have lived here since 1970, and my family, friends and | have often visited
the forest for camping, hiking, bird walching, and wildflower celebration, Iam active in the road survey
effort by the Shenandoah Chapter of the Virginia Native Plant Society, a cooperative effort with the North
River District Office in which our members identify both invasive plants and significant native plant
populations deserving of protection from broadcast spraying,

The following gre areqs of special concern to e

3. Increase Sunding for Iypw enforcement. The pressures from those who would misuse the forest are of
growing concern. Both the safety of the forest and jts human users are at stake. One man cannot, and
should not be expected to do this job, no matter how heroig the attempt,

4. Protect all inventoried readless areas, and inventory other significant areas thar should be includeqd
The GW/J National Forest is a green, mostly healthy istand in the midst of ever accelerating development,
As our population bressures increase, its value to society for recreational use will be appreciated steadily
more. Recreational arcas will need special Protection for both its human users (from disruptive and
possibly criminal infringements, such as meth manufacturers and lawless ATV users), and the natura]
areas in which they are found, , as it is known that roads are the major routes for invasive Species.

5. Avoid building new roads wherever possible, In order to minimize forest fragmentation, with ajl that
implies concerning forest health, try logging on existing roads. This will reduce the cost to the USFS of
logging contracts and reduce the impact of logging on other species,

6. Add more trails Jor non motorized recreational users, particularly loop trails of vatying lengths that
take visitors into the forest. Consider traj head marking in such a way to make them readily
recognizable, but Jess accessible to motorized traffic, such as narrow Openings guarded by large trees or
boulders. As eastern population pressures continue, the demand for another long trail through the
mountains will increage, Compared against jts long history, the ATT is practically a highway, and
damage to the trail and the ecosysterns through which is Passes is increasing, | Support preserving and
promoting the Great Eastern Trail corridor through the GWNF.

7. Invent, initinte, and promote programs that wijl bring children into the JSorest. Bven in the
Shenandoah Valley out poputation is increasingly urban, The children in particular have very little
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crucially important groundswell in the March-April 2007 issue of Qrfon. Then tell us what you think,
and ghare what's happening In your school, neighborhood or town to gat kids back {o nature.

|COMMENT ON THIS ARTICLE

As a boy, | pulled out dozens—perhaps hundreds—of survey stakes in a vain
effort to slow the buildozers that were taking out my woods to make way for a new
subdivision. Had | known then what i've since feamed from a developer, that |
should have simply moved the stakes around to be more effective, | would surely
have done that too. So you might imagine my dubiousness when, a few weeks
after the publication of my 2005 book, Last Child in the Woods, | received an e-
mail from Derek Thomas, who introduced himself as vice chairman and chief
investment officer of Newland Communities, one of the nation's fargest privately
owned residential deveiopment companies. “/ have been reading your new book,”
he wrote, “and am profoundly disturbed by some of the information you present.”

Thomas said he wanted to do something positive, He invited me to an envisioning
session in Phoenix to “explore how Newtand can improve or redefine our
approach to open space preservation and the interaction between our
homebuyers and nature.” A few weeks later, in a conference room filled with
about eighty developers, builders, and real estate marketers, | offered my
sermonette. The folks in the crowd were partially responsible for the problem, |
suggested, because they destroy natural habitat, design communities in ways that
discourage any real contact with nature, and include covenants that virtually
criminalize outdoor play-—outlawing tree-climbing, fort-building, even chalk-
drawing on sidewatks.

I was ready to make a fast exit when Thomas, a bearded man with an avuncular
demeanor, stood up and said, “f want you all to go into small groups and soive the
problem: how are we going to build communities in the future that actuaily connect
kids with nature?” The room filled with noise and excitement. By the fime the
groups reassembled to report the ideas they had generated, | had glimpsed the
primal power of connecting children and nature: it can inspire unexpected
advocates and lure unlikely allies to enter an entirely new place, Call it the
doorway effect. Once through the door, they can revisualize seemingly intractable
problems and produce solutions they might otherwise never have imagined,

A half hour after Thomas's challenge, the groups reported their ideas. Among
them: leave some land and native habitat in place (that’s a good start); employ
green design principles; incorporate nature trails and natural waterways; throw out
the conventional covenanis and restrictions that discourage or prohibit natural
play and rewrite the rules to encourage it; allow kids to build forts and tree houses
or plant gardens; and create small, on-site nature centers.

“Kids could become guides, using cell phones, along nature trails that lead to
schools at the edge of the development,” someone suggested. Were the men and
womern in this room just blowing smoke? Maybe. Developers exploiting our
hunger for nature, | thought, just as the y market their subdivisions by naming their
streets affer the trees and streams that the y destroy. But the fact that developers,
builders, and real estate marketers would approach Derek Thomas’s question
with such apparently heartfeit enthusiasm was revealing. The quality of their ideas
mattered less than the fact that they had them. While they may not get there
themselves, the people in this room were visualizing a very different future. They
were undergoing a process of discovery that has proiiferated around the country
in the past two years, and not only among developers.

For decades, environmental educators, conservationists, and others have worked,
often heroically, to bring more children to nature—usually with inadequate support
from policymakers. A number of trends, including the recent unexpected national
media attention to Last Chifd and “nature-deficit disorder,” have now brought the
concerns of these veteran advocates before a broader audience, While some may
argue that the word “movement” is hyperbole, we do seem to have reached a
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fipping point. State and regional campaigns, somefimes called Leave No Child
inside, have begun to form in Cincinnati, Cleveland, Chicago, the San Francisco
Bay Area, St, Louis, Connecticut, Florida, Colorado, Texas, and elsewhere. A host
of refated initiatives—-among them the simple-living, walkable-cities, nature-
education, and land-frust movermnenis—have begun to find common cause, and
collective strength, through this issue. The aciivity has aftracted a diverse
assortment of people who might otherwise never work together.

In September 20086, the National Conservation Training Center and the
Conservation Fund hosied the Nationaf Dialogue on Children and Nature in
Shepherdstown, West Virginia. The conference drew some 350 people from
around the country, representing educators, health-care experts, recreation
companies, residential developers, urban planners, conservation agencies,
academics, and other groups. Even the Walt Disney Company was represented.
Support has also come from religious leaders, liberal and conservative, who
understand that all spiritual life begins with a sense of wonder, and that one of the
first windows to wonder is the nafural world. “*Christians should take the lead in
reconnecting with nature and disconnecting from machines,” writes R. Albert
Mehler Jr., president of the Scuthern Bapfist Theological Seminary, the flagship
school of the Southern Baptist Convention.

To some exient, the movement is fueled by organizational or economic self-
interest, But something deeper is going on here. With its nearly universal appeal,
this issue seems fo hint at a more atavistic motivation. It may have something to
do with what Harvard professor E. ©. Wilson calls the biophilia hypothesis, which
is that human beings are innately aftracted to nature: biologically, we are all stiii
hunters and gatherers, and there is something in us, which we do not fully
understand, that needs an occasional immersion in nature. We do know that when
people falk about the disconnect between children and nature—if they are old
enough to remember a fime when outdoor play was the norm--they aimost
always tell stories about their own childhoods: this free house or fort, that special
woods or ditch or creek or meadow. They recalil those “places of initiation,” in the
words of naturalist Bob Pyle, where they may have first sensed with awe and

" wonder the largeness of the world seen and unseen. When people share these
stories, their cutfural, political, and religious walls come tumbling down.

And when that happens, ideas can pour forth-——and lead to ever more insightiul
approaches. It's a short conceptual leap, for example, from the notions generated
by Derek Thomas's working group o the creation of a fruly sustainabie
deveiopment like the pioneering Village Homes, in Davis, California, where
suburban homes are pointed inward toward open green space, vegetable gardens
are encouraged, and orchards, not gaies or walls, surround the community. And
from there, rather than excusing more sprawl with a green patina, developers
might even encourage the green redevelopment of portions of strip-mall America
into Dutch-style eco-communities, where nature would be an essential strand in

the fabric of the urban neighborhoad,

In similar ways, the leave-no-child-inside movement could become one of the best
ways to challenge other entrenched conceptions—for exampie, the current, test-
sentric definition of education reform. Bring unlike-minded people through the
doorway to talk about the effect of society's nature-deficit on chiid development,
and pretty soon they'll be asking hard questions: Just why have school districts
canceled field trips and recess and environmental education? And why doesn’t
our school have windows that open and natural light? At a deeper level, when we
challenge schoolis to incorporate place-based learning in the natural world, we will
heip students realize that school isn't supposed fo be a polite form of
incarceration, but a portal fo the wider world.

All this may be wishful thinking, of course, at least in the short run. But as Martin
Luther King Jr. often said, the success of any social movement depends on its
ability to show a world where people will want to go. The point is that thinking
about children’s need for nature helps us begin to paint a picture of that world—
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which ig something that has to be done, because the price of not painting that
picture is too high.

Within the space of a few decades, the way children understand and experience
their neighborhoods and the natural worid has changed radioally. Even as children
and teenagers become more aware of global threats to the environment, their
physical contact, their infimacy with nature, is fading. As one suburban fifth grader
put it to me, in what has become the signature epigram of the children-and-nature
movement: “| like to play indoors better ‘cause that's where all the electrical
outleis are.”

His desire is not at all uncommon. In a typical week, only & percent of children
ages nine to thirteen play outside on their own. Studies by the National Sporting
Goods Association and by American Sports Data, a research firm, show a
dramatic decline in the past decade in such outdoor activities as swimming and
fishing. Even bike riding is down 31 percent since 1995. In San Diego, according
to a survey by the nonprofit Aquatic Adventures, 80 percent of inner-city kids do
not know how to swim; 34 percent have never been to the beach. In suburban
Fort Collins, Colorado, teachers shake their heads in dismay when they describe
the many students who have never been to the mountains visible year-round on
the westem horizon.

Urban, suburban, and even rural parents cite a number of everyday reasons why
their children spend less time in nature than they themselves did, including
disappearing access to natural areas, compefition from television and computers,
dangerous fraffic, more homework, and other pressures. Most of all, parents cite
fear of stranger-danger. Conditioned by round-the-clock news coverage, they
believe in an epidemic of abductions by strangers, despite evidence that the
number of child-snatchings (about a hundred a year) has remained roughly the
same for two decades, and that the rates of violent crimes against young people
have fallen to well below 1975 levels.

Yes, there are risks outside our homes. But there are also risks in raising children
under virtual protective house arrest: threats to their independent judgment and
value of place, to their ability to feel awe and wonder, to their sense of
stewardship for the Earth—and, most immaediately, threats to their psychological
and physical health, The rapid increase in childhood obesity leads many health-
care leaders to worry that the current generation of children may be the first since
World War Il to die at an earlier age than their parents. Getting kids outdoors
more, riding bikes, running, swimming—and, especially, experiencing nature
directly—could serve as an antidote to much of what ails the young.

The physical benefits are obvious, but other benefits are more subfle and no less
important. Take the development of cognitive functioning. Factoring out other
variables, studies of students in California and nationwide show that schools that
use outdoor classrooms and other forms of experiential education produce
sighificant student gains in social studies, science, language arts, and math. One
2005 study by the California Department of Education found that students in
outdoor science programs improved their science testing scores by 27 percent.

And the benefits go beyond test scores. According to a range of studies, children
in outdoor-education setfings show increases in self-esteem, problem solving, and
motivation to leam. “Natural spaces and materials stimulate children’s limitless
imaginations,” says Robin Moore, an International authority on the design of
environments for children’s play, learning, and éducation, “and serve as the
medium of inventiveness and creativity.” Studies of children in schoolyards with
both green areas and manufactured play areas have found that children engaged
in more creative forms of play in the green areas, and they also played more
cooperatively. Recent research also shows a positive correlation between the
length of children’s attention spans and direct experience in nature. Studies at the
University of lllinois show that time in natural settings significantly reduces
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symptems of attention-deficit (hyperactivity) disorder in children as young as age
five. The research also shows the experience helps reduce negative stress and
protects psychological well being, especially in children undergoing the most
stressiu} life events.

Even without corroborating evidence or institutional help, many parents notice
significant changes in their children’s stress levels and hyperactivity when they
spend time outside. “My son is still on Ritalin, but he’s so much calmer in the
outdoors that we're seriously considering moving to the mountains,” one mother
tells me. Could it simply be that he needs more physical activity? “No, he gets
that, in sports,” she says. Similarly, the back page of an October issue of San
Francisco magazine displays a vivid photograph of a small boy, eyes wide with
excitement and joy, leaping and running on a great expanse of California beach,
storm clouds and towering waves behind him. A short article explains that the bay
was hyperactive, he had been kicked out of his school, and his parents had not
known what to do with him—but they had observed how nature engaged and
soothed him. So for years they took their son to beaches, forests, dunes, and
rivers to let nature do its work.

The photograph was taken in 1907, The boy was Ansel Adams.

Last spring, | found myself wandering down a paih toward the Milwaukee River,
where it runs through the urban Riverside Park. At first glance, there was nothing
unusual about the young people | encountered. A group of modern inner-city high
school students, they dressed in standard hip-hop fashion. | would have expected
to see in their eyes the cynicism so fashionable now, the jaded look of what D. M.
Lawrence long ago called the “know-if-all state of mind.” But not today. Casting
their fishing lines from the muddy bank of the Milwaukee River, they were
laughing with pleasure. They were totally immersed in the fishing, delighted by the
iazy brown river and the landscape of the surrounding park, designed in the late
nineteenth century by Frederick Law Olmsted, the founder of American landscape
architecture. Ducking a few backcasts, | walked through the woods to the two-
story Urban Ecology Center, made of Jumber recycled from abandoned buildings.

When this Milwaukee park was established it was a tree-ined valley, with a
waterfall, a hill for sledding, and places for skating and swimming, fishing and
boating. But when adjacent Riverside High School was expanded in the 1970s,
some of the topography was flattened to create sports fields, Industrial and other
poliution made the river unfit for human contact, park maintenance declined, and
crime became a problem. Then, In the early 1990s, something remarkable
happened. A retired biophysicist started a small outdoor-education program in the
abandoned park. A dam on the river was removed in 1997, and natural water flow
flushed out contaminants. Following a well-established pattern, crime decreased
as more people used the park. Over the years, the outdoor-education program
evolved into the nonprofit Urban Ecology Center, which annually hosts more than
eighteen thousand student visits from twenty-three schools in the surrounding

neighborhoods,

The center’s director, Ken Leinbach, a former science teacher, was giving me a
tour. "Many teachers would like to use outdoor classrooms, but they don’t feel
they're trained adequately, When the schools partner with us, they don't have to
worry about fraining,” he said. An added benefit: the center welcomes kids from
the surrounding neighborhood, so they no longer associate the woods only with
danger, but with joy and exploration as weil. Later, we climbed to the top of a
wooden tower, high above the park. Leinbach explained that the tower creates the
impression that someone is watching over the kids—literally.

“From up here, | once tracked and gave phone reports to the police about a driver
who was trying to hit peopie on the bike path,” he said, looking across the
freetops. “Except for that ingident, no serious violent crime has ocourted in the
park in the past five years. We see environmental education as a great toof for
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urban revitalization.” Even as it shows how nature can be better woven into cities,
the Urban Ecology Center also helps paint a portrait of an educational future that

many of us would like to see: every school connected 1o an outdoor classroom, as
school districts pariner with nature centers, nature preserves, ranches, and farms,

{0 create the new schoolyards.

Siich a future is embodied in the nature-themed schools that have begun
sprouting up nationwide, fike the Schiitz Audubon Nature Center Preschool,
where, as the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel reported in April 2008, “a 3-year-old
can identify a cedar tree and a maple—even if she can’t teil you what color pants
she’s wearing. And a 4-year-old can tell the difference between squirrel and rabbit
tracks—even if he can't yet read any of the writing on a map. Young children learn
through the sounds, scents, and seasons of the outdoors.” Taking cues from the
preschool’s success in engaging children, an increasing number of nature centers
are looking to add preschool programs not only to meet the demand for early
childhood education but aiso to “create outdoor enthusiasts at a young age,” the
Journal Senfinel reported. And their success points to a doorway into the larger
challenge—to better care for the heaith of the Earth.

Studies show that almost to g person conservationists or environmentalists—
whatever we want to call them—had some transcendent experience in nature
when they were children, For some, the epiphanies took place in a national park;
for others, in the clump of trees at the end of the cul-de-sac. But if experiences in
nature are radically reduced for fufure generations, where will stewards of the
Earth come from? A few months ago, | visited Ukiah, California, a mountain town
nestled in the pines and fog. Ukiah is Spotted Owl Central, a fown associated with
the swirling controversy regarding logging, old growth, and endangered species.
This is one of the most bucolic landscapes in our country, but local educators and
parents report that Ukiah kids aren’t going outside much anymore. So who will
care about the spotted owl in ten or fifteen years? .

Federal and state conservation agencies are asking such questions with particular
urgency. The reason: though the roads at some U.S. national parks remain
clogged, overall visits by Americans have dropped by 25 percent since 1987, few
people get far from their cars, and camping is on the decline. And such trends
may further reduce political support for parks. In October 2006, the superintendent
of Yellowstone National Park joined the cadre of activists around the country
calling for a no-child-left-inside campaign to make children more comfortable with
the outdoors. In a similar move; the.U.S.Forest:Servicesis laurching More Kids in-
& Woods whichwouldfund local efforis:-io get children outdoors.

Nonprofit environmental organizations are aiso showing a growing interest in how
children engage with nature. In early 2006, the Sierra Club intensified its
commitment to connecting children to nature through its inner City Outings
program for at-risk youths, and it has ramped up its legisiative efforts in support of
envirenmental education. The National Wildlife Federation is rolling out the Green
Hour, a hational campaign to persuade parents to encourage their children to
spend one hour a day in nature. John Flicker, president of the National Audubon
Society, is campaigning for the creation of a family-focused nature center in every
congressional district in the nation. “Once these centers are embedded, they're
almost impossible to kill,” says Flicker. “They heip create a political constifuency
right now, but also build a future politicai base for conservation.”

Proponents of a new San Diego Regional Canyonlands Park, which would protect
the city’s unique web of urban canyons, have adjusted their efforts to address
these younger consfituents. “in addition to the other arguments to do this, such as
protecting wildlife,” says Eric Bowlby, Sierra Club Canyons Campaign coordinator,
“we've been talking about the health and educational benefits of these canyons to
kids. People who may not care about endangered species do care about thelr
kids' health.” For conservationists, it could be a small step from initfatives like
these to the idea of dedicating a portion of any proposed open space to children
and families in the surrounding area, The acreage could include nature centers,
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which ideally would provide outdoor-oriented preschools and other offerings, Of
course, such programs must teach children how to step lightly on natural habitats,
especially ones with endangered species. But the outdoor experiences of children
are essential for the survival of conservation. And so the truth is that the human
child in nature may be the most important indicator species of future sustainability.

The future of children in nature has profound implications not only for the
conservation of land but also for the direction of the environmental movement. If
society embraces something as simple as the health benefits of nature
experiences for children, it may begin to re-evaluate the worth of “the
environment.” While public-health experts have traditionally associated
environmental health with the absence of toxic poliution, the definition fails to
account for an equally valid consideration: how the environment can improve
human heaith. Seen through that doorway, nature isn't a problem, it's the solution:
environmentalism is essential to our own well-being. Howard Frumkin, director of
the Nafional Center for Environmental Health, points out that future research
about the positive health effects of nature should be conducted in collaboration
with architects, urban planners, park designers, and landscape architects.
“Perhaps we will advise patients to take a few days in the country, to spend time
gardening,” he wrote in a 2001 American Journal of Preventive Medicine article,
“or fwe will] build hospitals in scenic locations, or plant gardens in rehabilitation
centers. Perhaps the . . . organizations that pay for health care will come to fund
sych interventions, especially if they prove to rival pharmaceuticals in cost and
efficacy.”

Here's one suggestion for how to accelerate that change, starting with children:
nationally and internationally, pediatricians and other healih professionals could
use office posters, pamphlets, and personal persuasion to promote the physical
and mental health benefits of nature play. Such publicity would give added muscle
to efforts to reduce child obesity. |deally, health providers would add nature
therapy to the traditional approaches to attention-deficit disorders and childhood
depression. This effort might be modeled on the national physical-filness
campaign launched by President John F, Kennedy. We could call the campaign
“Grow Qutside!”

in every arena, from conservation and heaith to urban design and education, a
growing children-and-nature movement will have no shortage of tools to bring
about a world in which we leave no child inside—and no shortage of potential far-
reaching benefits. Under the right conditions, cuitural and poiitical change can
occur rapidly. The recycling and antismoking campaigns are our best examples of
how social and political pressure can work hand-in-hand to create a societal
transformation in just one generation. The children-and-nature movement has
perhaps even greater potential—because it touches something even deeper
within us, biologically and spiritually.

In January 2005, | attended & meeting of the Quivira Coalition, a New Mexico
organization that brings together ranchers and environmentalists to find commeon
ground. The coalition is how working on a plan to promote ranches as the new
schoolyards. When my turn came to speak, | told the audience how, when | was a
boy, | pulled out all those survey stakes in an attempt to keep the earthmovers at
bay. Afterward, a rancher stood up. He was wearing scuffed boots. His aged
jeans had never seen acid wash, only dirt and rock, His face was sunburned and
creased. His drooping moustache was white, and he wore thick eyeglasses with
heavy plastic frames, stained with sweat. “You know that story you told about
pulling up stakes?” he said. ‘1 did that when | was a boy, too.”

The crowd laughed. | faughed.

And then the man began to ory. Despite his embarrassment, he continued to
speak, describing the source of his sudden grief: that he might belong to one of
the last generations of Americans to feel that sense of ownership of land and
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nature. The power of this movement lies in that sense, that special place in our
hearts, those woods where the bulidozers cannot reach. Developers and
environmentalists, corporate CEOs and coflege professors, rock stars and
ranchers may agree on litile else, but they agree on this: no one among us wants
to be a member of the last generation to pass on to its children ihe joy of playing
outside in nature,
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Toward a Superior GWNF Plan, 2007

The following comments are dedicated to the improving the continual superior
management of the George Washington National Forest, a priceless resource for the
people of the region, the nation, and people of the world.

Plans
I have a home tornado plan. I plan to get up at 6am. I plan to have a committee meeting

at 3:30pm. I have a financial plan for my children. My plan: If energy costs increase then
L'l implement strategy A, if not, I shall adopt strategy B. I plan for my children to
harvest these trees I planted 5 years ago. I have plans drawn for my funeral

These are all “plans™ and reasonable people recognize the differences. The plans for the
National Forests have been described and specified in federal law and the nature of the
plan and the specifics of what is required cannot be revised as intended by agency heads
and now emerging through the GW National Forest Comprehensive Evaluation Report,

the CER.

I expect the staff within the plan of the George Washington National Forest, after much
expensive planning on how to map, write, and publish such a “plan,” to answer the
following questions clearly within sections of draft documents and the final document
called the plan. Questions can be re-phrased as issues or problems or as stimulation for
needed inclusions. Where a question may not seem appropriate, the intent is to express a
thoughtful and sincere citizen request to have the expected answer or its equivalent
response included in the new plan. I do not request the waste of time required for a
lengthy staff-person response. The questions suggest that the answers are not now seen
(or adequate) or available in the public documents available to me.

1. Are the NFMA planning regulations fulfilled to the letter and intent of the
regulation that require that public participation “shall be used early and often
throughout the development of plans...”; (36 CFR 219.6(c)? (The intent is “to
acquire information, provide an opportunity for the Forest Service to understand
public concerns and values, and to inform the public of Forest Service planning
activities, programs, and proposed actions (36 CFR 219.6(a). Are “dispersed,
timed, small-group, break-out sessions” the tested best techniques?

2. How are the rich data base and maps of the Southern Appalachian Assessment to
be used and integrated into the plan and that united with data and work for the
Jefferson National Forest?

3. Has the decision to coordinate the management of the individual National Forests
(GW, Jefferson, and others) been changed and if so why? Cannot the decision be
re-stated and the meaning of “coordination” be made explicit so that such
progress can be evaluated by the public?

4. How will the Southern Appalachian Assessment be continued, updated, and
improved, and provisions in early reports and revisions implemented? What are
the milestones or “markers” that the public can expect to see over the next few



years? Inventory plans? Mapping plans? Site index and productivity studies and
mapping plans? Integration of Appalachian Trail studies? Decided measures of
biodiversity, monitoring, and timing of reports on such achievement or lack
thereof?
Does recent work on the Appalachian Trail as central to a biodiversity monitoring
project fit into your plan or detract from it? What are your criteria for such a
decision and investment (or non-investment)?
Watershed functions, timber production, and abundance of wild animals are all
more related to stand age than to type. Can we see the Forest inventory (not
necessarily the maps themselves) (readily gotten from GI Systems and reported-
to-be-available data)) of all acres of (1) all 10-year age classes, of (2) all types,
(3) within reasonable access to all useable public roads within the Forest, (4) on
slopes less than 15%, (5) not in intensive recreation areas, (6) not in high visual
quality space, (7) not in riparian zones, (8) not adjacent to private-land homes at
the Forest edge, and (9) not in designated wilderness or roadless or research
areas? Then why not show us the harvest schedules (planned) on these areas that
will achieve desired timber production, desired terrestrial faunal production
(initially deer, bear, turkey, grouse, “understory songbirds,” “overstory
songbirds™), and minimized vertebrate pests? Why would this not be a good basis
for all of us to see what is on the Forest and what will change over the next 50
years and provide the schedule and planning base for outfitters, private land
owners, loggers, motels and commercial activities, etc.? What more or else would
they need for their planning for stabilizing rural development near the Forest?
By what legislative provisions are National Forest planning requirements relaxed?
“In 2006, following years of controversy and high costs of preparing and defending plans
for national Forests, that agency announced “Long-term management plans for national
forests will no longer go through a formal environmental impact statement.” The agency
said that “writing the 15-year plans had no effect on the environment, making the impact
statements unnecessary.” Their conclusion was based on changes to forest planning rules
made in 2005 and a past U.S. Supreme Court ruling that says a plan is a statement of
intent and does not cause anything to happen! The definition or the logic is so
astoundingly muddled that it discourages discussion. The Forest plan is required by law
and the judgment of whether it is an acceptable or not has to entail documenting what its
impacts will be. The agency just wanted no further planning, at least in the way it was
then done. If it truly “had no effect on the environment” then [ agreed ... lets’ stop. But I
disagreed that plans, even poor one, among the dozens that | had studied, have no effect.
(The effects could have been on the users...on the environment ... or the budgeted
support ...or aliens.)” (Giles, in preparation)
_ Since old-growth issues remain critical for scenic, riparian, roadless and wild
faunal resources and these issues are continually spoken in all public inputs to the
USFS, why are they ignored? Cannot we accept that the old-age classes are
valuable to the future forest, fo wild fauna — from very small to very large — and to
many people? Must we continually discuss this issue? Aren’t old growth stands
few because of past human behavior and don’t they need special attention,
consideration for light treatment, and continual study?
What are “late successional or old growth needs”? How can we know whether

they have been met? (C-4 oldgrowth)



10.

11.

12.

3.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Can’t planned pine conversion and plantations be accommodated on some
specially-selected GIS-designated areas?

What is the Forest’s staff definition of “fragmentation” (the definitions vary) and
how will it be measured and compared to the existing conditions? What is the
criterion for excellent fragmentation? Or lack of it?

What can’t the direction for riparian areas developed by the Southern
Appalachian Regional Riparian Team be adopted? What are the limitations and
hardships for this Forest? Hasn’t enough time and investment been made?

Given the historical and current importance of the Forest as a watershed, can’t we
have presented at least annually a comprehensive water budget of the forest
including comparisons of current with past budgets, at least to confirm the
assertions of the importance of the Forest to high quality, lasting groundwater
supplies and stable wild brook trout environments?

Since studies show how variable each watershed is, then are “reference
watersheds” now of much value and what are the plans for gaining information
about streamflow and runoff under new climate change influences?

Can’t the endangered faunal and plant species be listed, including the new ones,
areas specifically designated as specifically as possible on GIS maps, and
species-specific plans “demanded” from the USGS and others for this Forest?
Why must we do publically-specifed, species-specific work (within the planning
process) when the management of endangered species is mandated under more
than 15 federal and state laws?

Why can’t endangered-species maps of a general nature even groups of species)
be provided so that areas of probable adverse impact can be avoided or at least
personnel put on notice of potential species impacts?

Can’t “indicator species” be dropped after years of confusion, abuse, and multiple
conflicting publications and disagreement on that now-meaningless topic. Can’t
we specify our species resource objectives and enumerate precisely our best
current knowledge of how to achieve them?

Why can’t a part of the plan address how to get and integrate the work of the
regional research components of the National Forest System into management of
the GWNF? How can the vast expenditures of this research group and others of
the National Forest System be brought to benefit the resources of THIS Forest and
its present and future people?

Why cannot staff (regional etc.) be helpful in forming volunteer local study
groups to investigate, characterize, and help understand and predict the unique
special ecological communities of this Forest? Might a part of the plan address the
intended steps to do so?

Isn’t “below-cost” timber sales now a very old conflict and cannot a new
approach be used to help the public understand the economics of the total Forest,
all resources, all people, discounted over 150 years with specific limits? Why
must it be brought up again? Cannot a new and well-informed presentation of the
economics of the total system, not just one commodity of the Forest... as if
addressing just one monetary aspect of the happy family life? Can’t total benefits
and total costs be described? Won’t the Forest win in such an evaluation?



21

22,

23.

24,

25.

26,

27.

With daily news releases about “out-sourcing” of Forest work, why not include
your plans for this, whether it does...and does not... occur? Can’t it have major
impacts on required funds, staffing, facilities, and other public investments?
Saying it may not be known is a truism, but isn’t that true for all “planning”
statements?

With returning troops, isn’t some comment about their role in the Forest of the
near future (work force, etc) an essential for a comprehensive plan?

How will you actively support and promote ecotourism and adventure tourism for
the counties and region of the Forest?

Isn’t it true that while the former objective of the USFS being community
stabilization has been reduced, it remains essential for the Forest to have people to
meet its many managerial needs, user rates, fire fighting needs, logging, and user
support services? Can’t these be addressed specifically as the quest of “rural
stabilization and development” by means of a creative program of work and local
regional activity within the Forest?

How do you plan to work with the Appalachian Regional Commission to develop
coordinated and creative assistance programs for the people of the region?

Can’t a poorly planned schedule of harvesting trees (timber production) result in
low profits, excessive deer forage, boom and bust songbird populations for
tourists and recreationists, and stressed and diseased trees in the future? Can’t you
be more specific about how you intend (plan) to harvest what trees on what
schedules that will reduce these problems for the future — for staff and public?
How do you intend to quell public outcry over timber harvesting on over 300,000

- acres when in the past few years only 90,000 acres are harvested? Why is there

28.
29.

30.

31,

32.

such a major increase and can it be accommodated by current staff?

Will staff increase in the near future when messages of staff cuts are now evident?
Why are public technical documents seemingly ignored about the imperfections
of a “sustained yield” policy when sustained profits are desired? Don’t we know
that some sales are now not bid? Don’t we know that all yield will not clear a
profit? Don’t we acknowledge of past high-grading of timber? Can’t the
universities and consulting foresters and public assist you in communicating to
upper levels of the USFS (who have not seen conditions on the ground) the
realities of cost effective timber harvesting for timber production and the many
other well-quantified forest benefits for which we, the citizens, all yearn?

Must we have extended conversations, even litigation, over high-energy-cost
helicopter harvesting of timber on otherwise inaccessible, fragile, steep slopes
with unusual or unique ecological communities? Can’t we spend tax-payer time
on planned, scheduled, informed harvesting of trees profitably from the
accessible, non-fragile areas of the forest?

What is your plan for unifying the Jefferson and George Washington Forests. . .all
aspects? Why is this not in “the Plan.” Isn’t the present arrangement confusing to
the public, cost ineffective, causing staff conflicts, overlaps, inefficiencies, and
great uncertainty for the good of this or the combined Forest? Can’t a single
superior unified excellently-managed national Forest emerge?

Isn’t access one of the dominant dimensions of modern forest management for all
resources ... recreation, fisheries, timber production, ecotourism, invasive specics



33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

control, and fire control, wildlife management, etc.? Why is not the
transportation/roads system (existing and scheduled) not emphasized in the Plan?
Since off-road vehicle use is a recognized soil, water, and land use problem, why
is not it addressed in terms of staff and enforcement needs, signage, publications,
mapping, critical areas, and undercover enforcement activity for the near future?
Trail building and maintenance are not unexpected costs of providing major year-
around access to the potential benefits of the Forest, and so why should not
alternative funding sources be sought if there are doubts about funding adequacy
for these structures? What are the plans for the trails system under different
funding scenarios, including seeking supervised volunteers?

Now that loss of soil fertility is recognized as resulting from salvage and timber
production, and that dead and down logs contribute to watershed, wildlife,
recreation, and ecological community benefits (including increasing tree rooting
structures for moisture and mineral uptake), and that increasing forest soil
richness seems unlikely in the near future, isn’t a “leave” policy desired for the
new plan?

Why is “if funding allows™ included in the CER statement about trails? Isn’t this
true for almost the entire plan and thus how are funds to be allocated to trails
building and maintenance as compared to roads, inventory, law enforcement, and
other forest activities?

Aren’t non-vehicle trails essential to inspecting and understanding the forest, fire
control, as well as to a host of other Forest use-rates? What are plans for all-
terrain vehicles use as related to global warming, gasoline use, and funding for
enforcement and supervision ... and returning post-war troops?

Where is “within the wildland/urban interface zone™ and can it be mapped for
insurance purposes, private home site selection, and placement of fire fighting
staff and equipment? Can’t likely expansions of the zone be mapped as well for
the planning period?

Following national trends in closing National Forest recreational areas because of
budget cuts, what are the planned, sequenced closing plans and listed priorities for

- closing or limiting use of GW Forest recreational areas?

40.

41.

42,
43.
44.

How do the scenic integrity areas overlap the planned timber production mapped
areas? Where are the “view-from” spots and routes? What resources must be
foregone if each of 3 levels of scenic areas is imposed on harvesting over the
planning period?

Can’t planned ecosystem management be addressed to include (a) recent
definitions and understanding, (b) monitoring of sites, (c) planned changes in
biodiversity indices (actual and desired levels), (d) integrating research results, (e)
the role of the coyote, uncontrolled deer populations, and the ash borer, and (f)
restoring large-wood-debris or its function in headwater channels?

When will mapping the soils of the forest be completed and reports available?
What is the planned sequence for archacological studies on the Forest?

Are fire control plans now well coordinated with national security plans,
especially as related to rural water supply watersheds on the Forest? If not, are

there plans to do so?



45. What are your plans to increase firewood sales and sale areas in the face of rising
fossil-fuel costs? Have you related such plans to ecosystem management, salvage
policies, as well as to smoke and air quality resulting from such use near the
Forest?

46. Can a plan be made to inventory and report on key geologic structures, partially to
support ecotourism and partially to avoid conflicts with or damage from other
uses and user groups?

47. If a major wind-energy device(s) is installed on the Forest, will it be made
inoperable during nociurnal migration periods of birds to avoid their deaths
(already reported at many such sites)? Planning for and gaining approval for such
a statement is needed, at least for birds.

48. Given sister-agency cutbacks in expert personnel, how will Forest staff plan to
address vertebrate pest problems (coyotes, bears, bird roosts, groundhogs, rabbits,
squirrels) on the Forest and resulting to others from animals from within the
Forest?

49. What are your plans to work with and complement the efforts of the regional land
Trusts as they seek conservation easements, etc.? Trust lands adjacent to the
Forest (or with in-holdings) can greatly benefit the Forest in many ways.

50. If agency and thus Forest funds are drastically cut, can the proposed plan be
implemented? What parts will you implement under 4 likely funding levels?
None?

Robert H. Giles, Ir., Ph.D.

Professor Emeritus

Formerly,Virginia Tech College of Natural Resources
Blacksburg, Virginia 24060

rogiles@vt.edu
540-552-8672



My name is Rick Layser. | am an Executive Director of the Virginia National Wild Turkey
Federation and Volunteer Habitat Pro-Staff member.

The National Wild Turkey Federation supports conservation of the wild turkey and
preservation of the hunting tradition. The NWTF has over a half million members. Over

seven thousand of these members reside in Virginia.

The NWTF would fike to see the national forests managed in accordance with the
recommendations of Department of Game and Inland Fisheries Wildiife Biologists.

These recommendations include:

1. Create and maintain balanced forest age classes:
5% herbaceous grassfforbs,
10% early successional forest, <10 years old,
15% young forest habitat, 10-40 vears old,
60% mast producing habitat, 40-120 years old,
10% old growth, 120 years and older.

2. Create more early successional habitat.

Many wildlife species, which require this type of forest habitat, are in serious decline
(American Woodcock, Yellow-breasted Chat, Golden-winged Warbler, Prairie
Warbler, Chestnut-sided Warbler, ect.). In addition, turkeys, deer, grouse and guail

and other game species will benefit,
2. Allow timber harvest on more acres of the GWNF.

All acreage within the general wildlife habitat designations should be available for
timber harvest, prescribed burning, and active wildlife management.

3. Utilize prescribed fire as a tool to create wildiife habitat on the GWNF.

4. Incorporate new scientific research findings when developing management
Guidelines. The Cooperative Alleghany Bear Study, Appalachian Cooperative
Grouse Research Project, Turkey Dynamics Study, Turkey Gobbler Study and
numerous songbird studies have revealed new information, which needs to be

incorporated in the GWNF plan revision.

3. Open road densities should be increased. Open road densities should be determined
by biological concemns and the needs for hunter access. You can only drag a

harvested deer so far.

6. Cooperate with the VADGIF to meet habitat goals in Virginia’s 2006-2015 Deer
Management Plan, 2001 Bear Management Plan, and Virginia’s Wildlife Action Plan.

Rick Layser

148 Troxel Gap Road
Middlebrook VA, 24459
540-886-1761



Robert Fener
1011 Swapping Camp Road
Amberst, Virginia 24521

USDA Forest Service March 2, 2007
GW and Jefferson National Forests

5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, Virginia 24019-3050

In reference to the planning process for the George Washington National Forest I would
like the administrative record to reflect the following:

Decrease the use of below cost timber sales as a tool for restoration of species that are
already thriving. For example grouse, turkey and deer. Edge effect and fragmentation
are aiready in abundance.

Strive to get to an overall older forest. The Forest Service has a continuity of ownership
that the private sector does not enjoy. The idea that an 80-125 year old tree needs to be
removed because it’s too old is absurd. Do you really believe that we will be using wood
for paper, shipping pallets etc., 125 years from now?

Stop fragmentation with all the “temporary” roads and wildlife areas. Nature has
survived for 12,000 years here and the supposed fire models of the colonial days are not
born out with science.

Make tourism and recreation be the principal use of the forest.

Emphasis should be placed on roadless and wilderness areas and water quality.

Thank you for allowing me to comment upon these matters.

Sincerely, .

Robert Fener
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--The G.W, Is the largest public land holding in the
Commonwealth with over 1 million acres & the 1993
Plan significantly reduced the land available for active

habitat management.

--The final revised Jefferson Environmental Impact
Statement predicted that ali game species except
turkeys would decline under the revised plan & the
hunter satisfaction would go down in all cases (even
turkeys) which we would not want to see on the G.W.

--The 1986 Plan called for 640,166 acres as suitable for
timber harvest and the 1993 Plan said only 333,000

acres were suitabile,

-In the start of the 1993 Plan approx 3,000 acres plyr
were being harvested & up until now it is down to only

800 acres plyr.

--Reduction in timber harvest has resulted in
predominantly forests mature that are 40% over 100 yrs

old & 88% 70 yrs old.

--This reduction has serious implications for wildlife
populations that require younger habitat conditions
such as the American woodcock, yellow-breasted chat,
golden-winged warbler, prairie warbler and chestnut-
sided warbler to name a few.

—-Further evidence of the need for increased management for
early-successional wildlife is provided in several documents



from the professional wildlife community (all enclosed). In
November of 1999, the directors of 5 southern Appalachian
states, including Virginia, sent the Regional Forester a letter
expressing their concern over the lack of active wildlife
management on national forests and the negative effects that it
had on meeting statewide wildlife management objectives.
They also expressed their concerns that the Forest planning
process placed too much emphasis on setting aside large blocks
of land that excludes wildlife management.

--In April of 2000, the Chair of the Migratory Shore and
Upland Game Bird Working Group (International Association
of Fish and Wildlife Agencies) sent a letter to the Regional
Forester urging the Forest Service to “address the declines of
early-successional forest habitat and dependent wildlife,
including woodcock and neotropical songbirds, through
appropriate forest habitat management preseriptions”,

--In June of 2000, the Board of Game and Inland Fisheries
passed a resolution opposing policy that would decrease timber
harvest and public access on federal lands, and noting that
such policies are particularly devastating to ruffed grouse and

American woodcock.

--In November of 2002, the Southeasten Section of the Wildlife
Society passed a resolution stating that “early-successional
flora and fauna are in need of management to maintain viable
populations on national forests” and urging the Forest Service
to “resume a well balanced vegetation management program,
where it does not now occur, to include timber harvest,
prescribed fire and other appropriate management practices
on all national forests”. The resolution was enclosed with a

letter to the Regional Forester.



--Bob Duncan, Director of the Wildlife Division for VDGIF,
also has testified before Congress that “Appropriate timber
harvests produce a variety and abundance of habitats for
wildlife more economically than is obtainable through other
direct habitat improvements. An equitable distribution and
diversity of habitats on national forests is an important
consideration for Virginians”. Mr. Duncan also noted in his
testimony that “Given the current conditions of forest stands
on these forests, habitat diversity will continue to decline unless
timber harvests occur”. Recent habitat data and the proposed
plan suggest that these broadly held concerns regarding early-
successional habitat have been largely ignored by the Forest.

—The forest is maturing faster than natural disturbance
is creating young forest hence commercial timber
harvesting which has long been recognized as the
primary method to create wildlife habitat should looked

upon as the viable source solution.

—Early successional habitat conditions (less than 10 yrs
old) & 3 to 5% herbaceous habitat is more ideal brood &

songbird habitat.

~-4,000 to 5,000 acres p/yr would equate to 400,000 to
500,000 acres on a 100 yr rotation.

--The Plan should include research findings such as
Cooperative Bear Study, Appalachian Cooperative
Grouse Research Project, Turkey Population Dynamics
Study and more.

--Need a diversity of vegetative stages dispersed across
the landscape such as 3 to 5% herbaceous grass/forb



habitat, 10 to 15% early successional forest, 15 to 20%
young growth (10 to 40 yrs old), 60 to 70% in mast
producing habitat (40 to 120 yrs old}), and 10 to 15% in
old growth/ late successional (120+yrs).

--To create & maintain early successional habitat there
must be some clear cutting & prescribed burning

thereafter.

--Prescribed burning historically played an important
roll by the Indians & settlers to create habitat in forested

landscapes for wildlife.
--Proven fact that burning does regenerate oaks,

--Fire should be used in conjunction with active timber
management program to achieve the desired future
condition for wildlife.

--Fire should be seasonal due to nesting & brooding
seasons.

--Recreational access roads should have limited
disturbance of wildlife species during breeding, nesting
and brooding rearing seasons because of the serious
impact of survival rate of the young.

--Road density issues with the goal of seasonal closure
to protect wildlife during such times are important but
equally important are the later hunting, fishing and
trapping seasons which must be considered also.

--Protecting the Threatened & Endangered Sensitive
species habiat such as the Indiana bat, Cow Knob



salamander, tiger salamander, wood turtle, James River
Spiny mussel and more.

--To maintain all designated wilderness& inventoried
roadless areas as mature forests for species required
this habitat which thrive there.



Trails designed for any motorized vehicles such as ATVs, dirt bikes and OHVs
may not be permitted within one mile of any residences, schools, medical
facilities, churches or similar properties. (Trails 553 A and 553B are estimated by
the Forest Service to be within one-half mile of me and my neighbors. I do not
know how close Trail Numbers 553C and 553D are to other residences on Hickory

Lane.}

# By USDA administrative regulation or by legislation, no new trails intended
for ATV/OHV use should be allowed within one mile of the types of
properties mentioned above. Furthermore, all current trails closer than one
mile should be closed and returned to nature. For example, closing Trails
553A and 553B would eliminate less than two miles of frail. The Forest
Service estimates a total of forty miles for Taskers Gap and Peters Mill trails.

The standards for muftling should be reduced. Current regulations for the Forest
Service limit noise to 90 decibels. The standards are based on whether a vehicle
has not been modified and adheres to manufacturer’s standards. This also assumes

that all vehicles are regularly and properly maintained.

¢ By USDA administrative regulation or by legislation, the allowed decibel level
should be lowered to 80 or 85 decibels. Because of the definition of decibel,

any reduction would make a considerable difference.



3/3/67

Dave Plunkett

Planning Team Leader

George Washington Plan Revision

George Washington & Jefferson National Forest
53162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

Dear Sir,

I'am writing to you to express my interest in the drafting of the new management plan for
the GWF as regards the Great North Mountain area within the Lee Ranger District. [
have been going there for recreational purposes for nearly thirty years, and have hiked
and mountain biked nearly every trail between Falls Ridge and Laurel Run in the south
and the County Line/Tuscarora Trail in the north. My children’s first big hikes were up
the Mill Mountain Trail to Big Schloss, and I mountain bike within the area frequently.

Great North Mountain is an hour and a half from my door in Arlington, and I consider it
one of my top recreation destinations. Ihope that access to its trails, in particular for
mountain bikers, be maintained in the new plan at the current level. To have a network
of trails available to me where I can link together long epic rides is of immeasurable
value. Since Christmas I have ridden on Great North Mountain four times, and have two
trips lined up with friends for March. I look forward to many more years of riding and
enjoying this area, and thank you for your past and future stewardship of this valuable

recreational resource,
Sincerely yours,

Patrick Phillips

1710 N. Nelson St.
Arlington, VA 22207

Email; philfam@verizon.net
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Wild Virginia Mol
raises these procedural issues in the \
2007 George Washington Forest Plan Revision:

1. The Planning Process Is in Violation of Existing Law ey
bio gmRIEH ST
"The Forest Servrce claims that the GW Forest Plan and Plannmg Process
are exempt from the 25 year old law that mandates that CANBRAY BE Sunhedl
¢ the public be involved at each point of the planning process IR YO
¢ the Fish and Wildlife be consulted regarding rare, threatened and
endangered species,
¢ abroad range of alternatives be created and analyzed,
¢ cumulative review of projects under the plan be analyzed, and
o the plan be subject to public appeal when it fails to adhere to the
National Environmental Policy Act _
Although Defenders of Wildlife v. Johanns (the illegality of new planning
rules) and Defenders...v. Kimbell (the illegality of categorically excluding
the forest plan from the National Environmental Policy Act) have yet to be
decided, the process is being hastened before a ruling can be rendered

2. The Process Marginalizes Forest Users

No public meetings are scheduled for Staunton (the home of the Deerfield
‘ " Ranger District for decades), Charlottesville (the largest urban area in

A REE—D proximity to the GWNF) or Washington DC (the GWNF is the closest

- National Forest to our Nation’s Capitol)

3. The Process Makes the Forest a Moving Target, and

Roadbuilding, logging and other projects are allowed to happen during the
planning process, effectively changing the face of the forest throughout
the process making it impossible to create a plan for the forest “as it

stands”

4, The Plan Makes Itself Irrelevant and Unaccountable.

The plan defines itself as providing “broad guidance” and as making no
decisions that can be “meaningfully evaluated.” It avoids substance,
clarity and accountability in favor of vague and unenfos‘ceabl

suggestions.

Brivied on jfft Poot Consunity Waste Paper



GWNF PLAN REVISION - 2007

Some talking points to be considered

activities of the National Forest. This public land belongs to all the citizens and not
Just a few that lives in an urban setting. Therefore it behooves the forest to utilize
all communication techniques to reach as many of the interested people as possible,
By not responding to requests o telling people it is on the internet is not adequate jn
dealing with the public as a whole op this or any other issue. This js extremely
important in the development of a Forest Management Plan that will give directions

for the next ten or fifteen yeays.

In general the new Process is an improvement over the old process. It took from
eight to ten years to preduce a plan under the old process. It was out of date and
obsolete before jt ever was approved. Then that obsolete plan wag expected to
Provide sound decisions for another 10 to 15 Years. It led to the waste of millions of
dollars of tax dollars in preparation and appeals and lawsnits, Under the old

The new process wil] Supposedly fast track the preparation of the revised Man and
provide management guidance for another 10 to 15 years. Supposedly it wil] not
make site specific decisions. This js not an entirely valig statement since some
decisions are made such as areas suitable for timber management, areas to e
studied for wilderness designation along with other zoning like decisions, Of course
some of these are mandated by law hut others are not, In this revised plan it should
not designate areas to a special management area unless the Management Area is
directed by law. Examples of such would be “Roadless Area designations, Remote
Back Country Areas, Mountain Crest Areas and Dispersed Recreation Areas. If the
revision sets Up management areas outside those required by law then NEPA



involvement was not adequate when this was being considered. Poor maps were
provided to the public and meetings were held at the last minute and as such the
public input was slanted toward preservation. Any Executive Order can be changed
by any fature President. The roadless area issue is at present being challenged in
various courts. This was a process that does no more than establish wilderness

sales should be laid out and harvested in these areas. The habitat for various
species of wildlife must be considered as well ag disease and insect infestations in
these areas. If it js desirable not to construct specified roads into and through these
areas then one of two vegetative manipulations must be considered: (1) Use
temporary reads and when the sale or other management activity js completed close
and plant trees or seed fo grass the road bed making a linear wildlife opening, (2)
Only use helicopter logging to log in these designated areas. Helicopter logging

contain specified roads, Thus these are not roadless in the true sense of the word,
Timber management and vegetative manipulation in these areas need to be

permitted.

The volume to timber harvested from the GWNF needs to be increased in order fo
maintain a healthy forest and provide the habitat needs of many species of wildlife,
This is evident when one examines the monitoring reports for the last decade. Thege
reports shows the forest iy getting much older and now the forest has moved into an

has been decreasing alarmingly over the last 15 years. The same is true for ruffed
grouse. The monitoring of song birds that require early successional habita¢ also
shows drastic reduction in population levels. This is alarming. This is a direct
result of a decrease in the quality of habitat for those Species that require carly
successional habitat, This decrease in quality of habitat is a direct result of not
harvesting enough timber distributed over the entire forest for the last 15 to 20
years. This is further pointed out in species like the pileated woodpecker, which
require old growth habitat, whose populations are and have been increasing at an
accelerated rate, Conversely those species that require early successional habitat
populations have been decreasing at an alarming rate, This shows that the Forest
habitat has not been managed under a balanced system. The 1993 plan went too



the stockholders of the Forest and resource management have been severely
reduced. The Forest Service mission statement of “Managing the land and its
resources while serving the people” is not being met. The public in the areas of
closed districts and the resources in those areas are already showing evidence of
being neglected, Timber harvest is an mmportant tool to restore, sustain, and
enhance habitat for a wide variety of both plant and animal species. Of the
1,061,125 acres of the GWNF approximately 65% to 67% is classed as unsuitable
for timber management. This will not restore, sustain or enhance the balance in
wildlife habitat conditions that is needed, This imbalance will lead to rapid spread
of disease and insect infestations over the entire forest. The only areas that should
be classed as unsuitabje for timber management should be the designated wilderness

In addition a balance needs to be planned and offered between conventional, skyline
and helicopter timber sales. Many small timbep harvesting companies who depend

competition for the sales and results in Iower bid prices. For every million board
feet of timber offered in helicopter and skyline sales the Forest needs to offer
million board feet in Separate sales for conventiona] logging,

The sale of timber from National Forest is very important to the local economies of
the rural area where the forest is located. The harvest and sale of timber brings

went into effect six Years age 25% of the revenue obtained from timber sales on
National Forest Iang went to help these rural counties fund the public schools. With



Many think tourism is the answer to the economic situation in the counties where
national forest land jg located, They point to designated wilderness areas, trails like
the AT, dispersed recreation and developed recreation as having a positive impact
on the local economical situation in these rural counties. However these areas bring
very little money into the counties where they are located ang Provide few good
jobs. Some areas receive little or no uge such as the Rich Hole Wilderness Area and
the Rough Mountain Wilderness Area. The people who yse such areas bring their
food and equipment with them when they visit such areas. The only areas that

Sherando Lake and Trout Pond which fall under the heading of destination areas
and their impact is Seasonal. They provide few Jjobs in these rura} areas. Timber
sales bring more dollars into these rural counties than any other activity on national
forest land., Tourism is not the answer to the economic woes of the counties where
national forest land js located. Trails, wilderness areas and other such management
areas have virtually no impact on the loca] ccononiies of the counties where nationa]

forest land is located.

The only activities, other than timber sales, which have a positive impact on the

economic situation in thege counties are hunting and fishing and duye to the quality
of the habitat on national forest today it i

that can improve the quality of wildlife habitat on the public land. The hest and
most economical manner to do this is through timber sales,

There are enough designated wilderness areas on the GWNF. In the plan revision
no additional areas should be designated as “wilderness study areas”, Additional

requirement or need, The forest does not need more thag 35 percent of the land
base in Management prescriptions that lead to old growth. This will more than meet



the old growth requirements and those areas classed as wilderness or classed in 3
preservation mode shouid count toward this amount of olq growth. In addition to
get proper distribution of age classes of timber over the forest it is necessary that
Some areas that may be classed as old growth be harvested,

the leaf on season which runs from late April to November, There should not be
any large unmanaged zones along such trails and roads (state and forest service)
classed as scenic. The plan should provide for a variety of visual experiences for
those hiking, riding horses, or driving on roads and state highways that go through
the national forest, The Forest Planner must remember that a National Forest is
not a National Park and thus should resist any and all efforts to make the revised

plan a preservation plan,

)

racts of national forest Jand. Thijs should be restricted to those isolated tracts
that cannot the consolidated with the main holdings or contribute toward the
mission of the Forest Service. These isolated tracts shoulq be sold on the epen

exchanges. That is not working anymore. The money derived from such sales
should then be used to purchase land under a willing buyer willing seller basis
such as inholdings in Iarge tracts for consolidation purposes. In addition such
revenues derived from such saleg could be used to either purchase or build an office

the GWNF can be logged without causing damage to other resources by use of
today’s knowledge and equipment. More timber must be harvested to stop the
deterioration of the timber and wildlife resources. In the revised plan the amount of
land classified as suitable for timber management must be increased. The acres of
suitable land should not be any less than 300,000 to 600,000 acres. As the age of the
timber gets older it deteriorates and begins to fall apart, This also leads to a change



m timber types from the oak - hickory forest to a maple, gum, and birch forest.
Timber type conversion should net be permitted. Conversion to other timber types
is not desirable from a wildlife habitat viewpoint and would have a very negative
impact on several species of wildlife. It is also not desirable for the wood using
industries. To reverse this trend it is imperative that more timber is sold in order to
create a balance in age class distribution. The aging timber is also more valnerable
to gypsy moth and other insects and diseases. An increase in the harvest of timber
will reduce the vulnerability of the timber to such.

The decline in the yellow pine species is due primarily to age of the trees and not the
lack of fire. As these trees get older it is only natural they are more vulnerable to
insect attacks such as the southern pine beetle. The majority of the pines that are
native to this area do not need fire to open the cones. The range of white pine is
increasing due to the decrease in fire but this is not all bad. Better planning must be
used in the determination of where prescribe fire is planned. To me it is not a good
policy to use prescribed fire in recreation areas like has been done in the Lake
Moomaw area in the past. Actually fire is not natural over most of the GWNF.
Natural fires in this area would be caused by dry lightning storms which are the
exception and not the rule. A study of fire history shows such fires only eccur on
certain areas and not over the entire forest. The early settlers set fire to burn these
mountains for various reasons; such fires were not natural and should not be used
as justifications to increase prescribe fire. The Native Americans did set fire in the
major valleys, like the Shenandoah Valley, but did not set fires in the mountainous
areas. The use of fire needs to be re-evaluated, especially the locations and amount.
Such fires can have a detrimental impact on the wildlife and timber resources.
Before prescribe fire is used it must be determined if it is suitable for the areas
under consideration and backed by historical information. Tt should never be used
in or near developed recreation areas or areas of dense housing. What counts is the
work that is done on the ground and not what is on the paper. A meore active
management mode must be implemented on the GWNF than what has been used

over the last 10 to 15 years.

The Below Cost Timber Sales issue should not be used in an effort te reduce the
ameunt of timber harvested on the National Forest. The benefits derived from an
active timber sale program far outweigh the cost of the program. It benefits wildlife
and other resources as well as the local rural economy. It is the added costs to
satisfy those opposed to timber sales that created the Below Cost Issue in National
Forest management. If timber is below cost then all other management activities
are also below cost and at a much higher level. There is nothing in the law that
requires any program to make a profit. However if certain groups demand that
timber must make a profit then all resources must be required to show a profit,

In our review of the documents concerning the revision we found a statement that
said the work on the Highlands Scenic Tour was completed. I don’t know where
this information came from or how provided it but it is far from being completed.
The only work that has been accomplished to date on the Highlands Scenic Tour has



been on one overlook, one short trail, entrance station and partial signing of the
area. Much additional work is needed to bring this area to its full planned
development and vision. It has the potential to provide much information and
education to the public on the management of national forest land. It can help this
rural area in its economic development efforts. The original concept and
development has hardly been started. The Forest Service needs to insure that in the
revised plan it is highlighted and the needed improvements are planned and then
implemented.
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George Washington Nationa!l Forest Plan Revision HJ&-'A)QL
Information comgplied by Richard Edwards, IMBA Trail Specialist

The GWNF is ravising the forest plan that will guide management of the forest for the next
decade. This is your opportunity to offer feedback to the Forest Service about how the forest
is managed.

Betaited information about the planning process, a timetine, and the current GW and Jefferson
plans are available at http://www.fs.fed.u5/r8/gwj/pr0jects~plans/index.shtmi

The injtiat round of public workshops includes a shart presentation on the planning process
and the new 2005 planning rules. This is followed by break out sessions moderated by Forest
Service staff that record comments.  You will be asked to comment on what you like about
the current plan or forest management and why you fike it. Then you will asked what you
dislike about the current plan or forest management and why. This is also an opportunity to
recommend changes in management. The comments will be comptied and become part of
the public record,

** During the public workshops **

Please stay calm and don‘t get angry. Emotions have run high at socme of the
meetings and those that got strident have not added credibiiity to their issues.

Make sure what is recorded on paper accurately reflects your comment.
They are looking for concise “bumper sticker” comments. During previous
meetings many comments underwent transiation during the recording process and
the written comments didn't reflect the speaker’s intent.

Due to the size of the breakout groups you will probably be able to only
comment on one like and two distikes, The Forest Service has requested that
additional comments be submitted in writing.

Do you like that fact that you can work on vour trails??
- tell them to continue to promote working relationships with trail users and include
shared use trail education

Not happy when the fire bulldozer ran along the Shenandoah Mountain Trail
(Southern Traverse)?
- ask for better fire suppression that will not employ trails as fire lines

Afraid of having Whetstone Ridge or Big Schloss closed to bikes?
- tell thermn you would like special place like this to be protected while allowing for
bicycle use to be continued on the trails

Want more trails like Braley's to create connected singletrack foops?
- teli them you want more loop trails that connect

If you have any questions about the current pian or the planning process and what the
implications might be for mountain biking please contact Rich Edwards or Chris Scott for more
information.

Chris Scott {chrés@mountaéntour‘ing.com] Virginia IMBA representative
Rich Edwards [rich@imba.com] IMBA Traii Specialist



volunteers on trajl management.
Why:
@ Provide chainsaw training and certification
o Volunteer agreements

Recommendations‘{msﬁkes

L. Protect the Shenandoah Mountain area as a special area, pPossibly as a Mationaj

Scenic Area.
WHY

Mississippi,
2. Adopt GE (Great Eastern Trail) corridor as a shared use trunk (connector) trail.
WHY,»%T‘he GET trait Proposes using the Sherandoah Mountain Trail, North Mountain
and other trails to create a continuous corridor that connects all the western
districts of the Gw national forest,
= Provides a long distance pike packing and touring route through westarn
Virginia. .

mountain bikers, and equestrians,
- Will result in new shared use trajl development to complete the corridor.

3. Protect Harrisonburg's drinking water supply by creating a wilderness area above

the Skidmore Reservaoir,
WHY: - Protect the Skidmore Fork watershed
- Protect a source of drinking water for Harrisonburg and Rockingham county.

- Improved water quality redyceg water treatment costs

~ Encourage use of forests by kids and less fit hikers and bikers by offering
less challenging Opportunities that Ffequire lessg climbing.

- Increase recreation tourism through improved traiis,

- Dispersing use Ensures that in 10 years there is stiil a backcountry

experience available that offers solityde.
- 5hort conneciors couid create loops out of existing trails and administrative

roads,



initial comment period. Comments may be submitted later as well, but the earlier the
better, '

Please send your comments to:

George Washington Plan Revision
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests

5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roancke, Virginia 24018-3050

Suggested written comments: (These are recommended comments that focus on
recreation, cycling, and responsible forest management. You should decide which of these is
personally important to You and include those in your letter, Remember that the planning
team wants to know why you betieve these suggestions are important., These may also he
mentioned during the public workshops if time allows.) .

* Ilike the economic benefit of trails and outdoor recreation
o Tourism ~hikers, trai runners, cyclists, birders, hunters, and fisherman travel
hundreds of mifes to recreate in the GW. They contribute thousands of doflars

ta the local economies.
o Improved quality of life increases the ability of local business to recruit high

quality employees, Ex. SRI, Merck
o Increased property vatue for valley residents
o Damascus and Asheville are great examples of the economic benefit of traiis

and outdoor recreation opportunities,

* Ilike the emphasis on shared use trai opportunities,

» "I dislike the lack of funding for outdoor recreation, when it is an important econemic

engine for locai economies
o Studies of other mth destinations show an average of $200 per visitor spent

during an avernight stay.
©  Arecent survey indicated that 80% of mtb enthusiasts participate in at least

one overnight destination mth trip a year.
o The survey respondents indicated that scenery, challenge, and exercise were

the main reasons for travel

¢ Idislike the lack of trail loop opportunities. | would like more loop apportunities, There
are many places where a short one or two mile onnector would create 3 much larger

loop using existing roads and trails,

¢ I dislike how the trails are permanently altered by fire management,
©  Hand built singletrack trails have been bulldozed into 8 wide fire breaks with

no restoration, Ex. Hone Quarry, SMT
o Trails are a facility and if damaged during fire management they should be

management budget,
o Trails have a construction cost of $15,000 to $30,000 per mile.
° Any recreation facilities, including trails, damaged during fire management ops should
be restared to brevious or desijred condition with fire Management funds. This cost

should be part of the fire management cost analysis. I
i



I dislike that many of our trails have unsustainable alignments and use old extraction
routes. These do little to showcase the landscape of the forest and often resuit in
resource damage from erosion taused by poor design. Please replace these
unsustainable trails with sustainabie shared trails that reduce maintenance cost and
provide a higher quality recreation experience. Build more sidehill singletrack

All new trails or roads shouid be follow sustainable design principals. This includes
following contour alignments, average grades under 10%, and frequent grade
reversals, :
o This will result in reduced maintenance costs and reduced resource impact.,
o This will increase the trails sustainable carrying capacity, improve accessibility,
and create a higher quality recreation experiences.

Increased shared use 100p opportunities,
Manage "Remote Backcountry Areas” in the draft GW pian as per the 12C prescription
used in the current Jefferson plan,

o 12C Natural Process in Backcountry Remote Areas, “Management of these
area emphasizes a wilderness-like remote recreation experience where
mountain bikes are aflowed and chainsaws may be used to maintain trails,
Areas are 2,500 acres or greater in size, unless the area is adjacent to a
wilderness or other backcountry recreation area. Existing roads are
dec:ommissioned.”, D 41 Summary of the Final E1S and Forest Plan.
management bulletin R8-MB 115D

o Depiction of the proposed “remote backcountry areas” can be found on th
"special areas” map on the plan revision document page, :
http://www.fs.fed.us/r&/qwi/forestpIan/revisio‘n/suitab!e—use—maDs/smecjal—
areas?. pdf

o This management prescription seems to most closely provide the wilderness
experience many mountain bikers desire, Bikes are not allowed i Federa|
Designated Wilderness.

Increased novice or teast challenging trails on forest edge to provide positive front
country trail experiences.
Health benefits
Focuses use on edge of forest, leaving core for primitive recreation,
Develop or relocate parking areas on edge of forest when possibie to reduce
vehicle traffic and shorten drive to forest. Reduce potlution.

Manage all Inventoried Roadless Areas under the 2001 roadless rule.

Increase funding for recreation trails to reflect their benefit to the local economies,

Adopt GET (Great Fastern Trail}y corridor as a shared use trunk trail that connects the
western GW ranger districts.

Provide viewshed protection for Natiocna) Recreation Trails in GW, such as the Wiid Cak
trail, and the proposed Great Fastern Trail,

Seasonal road closures during wet seasens or freeze thaw to reduce road maintenance
costs,
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Good to hear from you. It appears that folks are using the deer trends and population objectives out of context and without needed

background. It wiil help to go to the Virginia Deer Management Plan and the GWNF Comprehensive Evaluation Report. I will point out the
relevant info beiow

Keith:

Looking at the Comp Eval Report on the USFS website { hittp://www.fs.fed. us/r8/gwi/forestplan/revision/cer-home.shtml), you will see on
page 44-46 the info on deer. The second paragraph shows how deer trends were computed info using info we provided. Note that 9
counties showed a 10 yr {1996-2005) trend of stable while 4 counties showed decrease (one of these is Rockingham, though the specific
county names are not shown in this document). Also, note the last sentence of that paragraph saying that our data has suggested a dedline
since 2000, The paragraph under the harvest graph on page 45 talks about the need for more active habitat management to meet deer
population obiectives.

Population objectives shown in our Deer Management Plan are tQ be updated every 2 vears, as needed, beginning this year, so some of them
are likely to change before the GWNF Plan gets finalized (we will make sure this gets noted in that document). I hope I have explained this
well enough in the earlier email. Also, it is important to note that the public land objectives shown in the draft plan online right now were
generally to stabilize, and no where in the state was the objective to decrease on public lands. On private iands, yes, on public iands, no.
Anyone that refers to the private land obiective in these meetings needs 1o be correcied.

Page 48 in the Deer Plan (http://www.dgif. virginia.gov/draftdeerplan/2006draftdeerplan.pdf) explains why the objective was stabilize on
public 1ands. This is important. We wish we could always give folks more deer where they want them on public lands, but the biggest
constraint is habitat, Without aggressive active management (timber, fire, efc.) over large areas of the National Forest, we will not be abje to
address demand far higher deer numbers without increasing damage to the understory.

"Despite apparent stakeholder desires for higher deer populations on most public lands, the 2006
deer population objectives (Figure 24) generally promote the stabilization of population growth.
Unless biological carrying capacity is increased on public lands via significant landscape-level
habitat improvements, it will likely be impossible to stimulate meaningful deer population
growth in these arcas. Without significant habitat improvements on public lands, even the
modest deer population growth that could be achieved with conservative harvest regulations
could compound ecosystem impacts and damage concerns of adjoining private landowners.”

Pages 22-23 and 52-53 contain a discussion of deer habitat needs. A common theme is the need for more active management for early
successional habitat. It should he clear that deer managers do not think current habitat management practices are sufficient to meet the
stakehelder demands. See the strategy on page 53: ™

a. Support habitat management objectives on public lands which seek

to manipulate vegetation for early successional wildlife.™

I think we can ali agree that a portion of the deer herd on NF and private land is a "shared" deer herd. It is interesting that someone used
this idea to argue against active management on Nat For. We don't have specific data for the area in guestion, but movements of 0.5 -1 mi
either way from the boundary would be in keeping with what we know about deer behavior. Deer generally don't leave their home range for
new food sources, but adjust the core of their home range in response to food conditions. In a good mast year, they probably spend a lot of
the fall on Nat Forest. However, throughout much of the year when mast is not available, they likely forage more on private lands within
their home range where habitat is more preductive.  Increasing browse/understory (through fire and timber) within this zone on Nat For, deer
would certainly spend more time foraging there and would have better cover from predators. For deer that live within the interior of the Nat
For., they "live and die" by the conditions there and cannct depend on adjacent private lands for forage. Iam not telling you anything you
probabily don't already know, but I hope this helps.

One more thing. Many folks will see less need to justify early successional habitat management for deer than the whole host of bird species
{songbirds and game birds) that are declining. That's OK and suits us that are concerned about all species. Managing for habitat diversity
will benefit deer, too, but deer does not need to be the driver.

Please let me know if you need anything else. Good fuck tonight!

3/13/2007



RE: George Washington National Forest
Second Mountain Road Project
(Off-highway-vehicle trail)

File Code 2410

Good Afternoon,

My name is Sandra ', Morris and what a privilege it is to once again be able to
exercise my freedom to speak on the subject of revisions for George Washington
National Forest. I’'m speaking as a landowner and by request of the majority of
. landowners of Rawley Springs Retreat Estates, which subdivision adjoins the George
Washington National Forest.

The revision that we request is the permanent closure of a gate at the south end of
- FDR 502, which gate adjoins a private subdivision named Rawley Springs Retreat
Estates. '

I have been communicating for the last 22 years to the North River District
rangers our problems with reference to this gate and have recetved their sympathy and
vague solutions to a major problem suffered by 20 landowners within the subdivision of
Rawley Springs Refreat Estates.

Our major problem is the public using the road, which runs through Rawley
Springs Retreat Estates to access George Washington National Forest.

Twenty-two years ago this problem existed. Today this problem is unbearable in
more ways than one.

Our biggest challenge is the financial cost of maintaining the road. The
landowners within the subdivision (with the exception of one party) have done all road
maintenance to this road by our private funds. We have never and do not presently
receive any County, State or Federal funding for this road.

The State of Virginia Department of Transportation thinks it has transportation
woes; it needs to wear the shoes we have worn for the last twenty-two years.

We were informed recently that the Rockingham County Board of Supervisors
had a closed-door meeting with regard to our road. They were unwilling to take over the
maintenance of this road for public access to the George Washington National Forest, but
would, on the other hand, like the road open.

Yes, we understand their position and we understand any similar positions with
regard to a “free ride” at the cost of the owners of property within Rawley Springs
Retreat Estates. Little do the users of our road realize who is paying for their “free ride™,
whether they be hunters, ATV enthusiasts, butterfly observers, hikers, bicyclists, mud-
bogging participants, photographers, wild game watchers, rare plant lovers, legal and
illegal off highway vehicle users.

The road through our subdivision is costing the property owners huge financial
difficulties just for us to maintain a driveway to our properties, not including the cost of
providing a road to connect the George Washington National Forest.

We have some other concerns and abuses suffered by residents of Rawley Springs
Retreat Estates whenever the gate at the south end of FDR 502 remains open, to-wit:



1.} Our homes and cabins are vandalized

2.) Illegal unloading of ATV’s on our private properties

3.) Tllegal usage of alcohol and drugs

4.) Local students who party ioud and use our privately funded road to gain
access to George Washington National Forest

5.) lllegally built and left behind unlawful campfires near our properties; thereby
threatening our properties for destruction

6.) Poaching is a problem and is encouraged by quick access to US Route 33
through our subdivision.

7.) Constant usage of our road to gain access quickly (egress and ingress) to
George Washington National Forest——using our privately funded road will
save most users about 12 miles of travel

8.) Litter daily

9.) 330 dirt bikers using our road to gain access once Sunday afternoon after the
area had received approximately 3 inches of rain within a 24 hour span

10.)  Jeep clubs (Mr. Paxton) pawing and digging their way across and through
our privately funded road to gain access to the George Washington National
Forest for the purpose of vehicle mud baths and bogging.

A few questions and answers:

(Q) Do the majority of landowners within Rawley Springs Retreat Estates
believe George Washington National Forest has been a good
neighbor?

{A)No.

(Q) Do the majority of landowners within the Rawley Springs Retreat
Estates believe George Washington National Forest has the ability to
become a better and concerned neighbor?

(A) Yes.

(Q) How do we think they could become a better neighbor to the residents
and adjoining landowners of Rawley Springs Retreat Estates?

(A) By requiring the public to use existing accesses provided by George
Washington National Forest. The George Washington National Forest
has established an access road to access the ATV trail just off of US
Route 33 West and just west of FDR 502. This access was partially
destroyed by a flood and has not been re-opened due to funding
difficulties by George Washington National Forest. Public access to
Rocky Run ATV trail and other users of the forest is provided this
very day at Clines Hacking Trailhead without restrictions. The
George Washington National Forest needs to continue using this
access. If George Washington National Forest doesn’t have the
funding—how do they comprehend that the 20 landowners owning
property within the Rawley Springs Retreat Estates has the funding to
provide an access into the George Washington National Forest. Our
road and driveways were also washed out during the same flood.



Surely any user of the road through our private subdivision would voice
their opinion to leave this access gate open because they are not being affected in
any manner EXCEPT for a “free ride”.

With over 1.1 million acres of land and hundreds of access roads into the
forest for all types of recreational activities, the time is NOW for the permanent
closure of the gate located at the south end of FDR 502, which gate adjoins a
privately funded road located within Rawley Springs Retreat Estates,

This revision is one revision that is very long overdue.

Thank You!

- Sandra F. Morris
113140 Spotswood Trl.
Elkton, VA 22827




The West Virginia Bear Hunter’s Association

March 6, 2007
To Whom it May Concern:

The West Virginia Bear Hunter’s Association strongly opposes the
proposal to expand Wilderness Areas in our national Forests by over 30,000
acres. At present, we have over 78,000 acres of wilderness ateas in West

Virginia alone. How much do we need?

The groups pushing for this Legislation evidently will not be satisfied
until they take all our National Forest away from us and have it all become
designated as Wilderness Areas. Then, I suppose, they will want to move us
off our land and make the entire State of West Virginia a Wilderness Area.

It is a small percentage of the public that want any Wilderness Areas and
even a smaller percentage that will even use it. Senior Citizens or Handicapped
people like me cannot use these areas at all. We feel that National Forests
should be for everyone and not just a select few. The groups wanting these
changes are very selfish. They know only a very few people will use these areas
and that is what they want.

Attached is a Fact Sheet supplied by the West Virginia Department of
Natural Resources containing twenty one facts regarding Wilderness Areas and
why we should not expand Wilderness Areas in the State of West Virginia.

Thank you very much for your concern in this matter.

Sincerely,
(e

Gagydchapp, Presidén

West Virginia Bedr Hunter’s Association
3449 Teays Valley Road

Hurricane, WV 25526
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HISTORICALLY SPEAKING -- THINGS THAT YOU CANNOT DO IN
‘ WILDERNESS AREAS

Wildetness is created by an act of Congress and can not be changed without federal legislation.
Other management prescriptions can be changed or modified through the Forest Service
planning process, Historically speaking, Congress does pot remove land from Wildemess

ciemgnauon

Wilderness simply stated means 10 active management of forest types, tree species or the
enhancement or development of important wildlife babitats. _

Wildc;ness laws and regulations on federal lands ofien provide exceptions for doing various
activities, iowever, history shows that nearly all management activities are virtually forbidden,
or are only allowed at the discretion of the Forest Supervisor. Historically, Forest Supervisors
do not appmvc the various activities.

Foms‘c manag,emem is not allowed 10 be used a¢ a tool 1o oreate and perpetuate diverse wildlife
habitats. Active management of important mast producing (nut and fruit) free species that are

‘critical to game popul ations throughout the fall and winter morths is prohibited.

No copimercial timb-e:_r harvcst is allowed.

Several thousand acres of high elevation nationsl forest lands recommended for Wildemess
have black cherry as their principle mast producing species. Black Cherry needs even aged
management and openings to flourish. Most of the black cherry stands on the forest are aging
and in decline. Many trees are approaching 90 to 110 years of age wblch is conmdered old,

- and this species will start-to die-cut over the mext 20 years.

Active management of 1mportant timber types (i.e., oak-hh,kory, mixed hardwoods, northern
hardweods) to perpetuate these important forest communities is prohibited. There would be
no dispersed age classes of these forest types or a continuous supply of important and eritical
mast producing mwee species.

Combating nonnative, invasive forest insect and disease problems, will be difficult to
implement under Wildemess designation. Currently, many of the recommended Wilderness
areas have such problems, e.g. beech bark scale dxsaasc and hemlock wooly adelgid is killing |
nearly all the American beech and eastern hemlock they infect. Integrated Pest Management

~ methods to protect Wilderness attributes and adjacent land values and lendowner safety is

permitied,

Vegetation rnanagcmem can not be used 1o create vistas (viewing areas) or alter the natural
environment.

Wheeled vehicles cannot be used at anytime i.e., carts, wagons, mountain bikes, eic.. ... only

. horse or foct fravel is permitted. Motorized vehmles motorized equipment, motor boats and

other forms of motorized use ar mechanica! transport are not allowed,

No groups targer then ten mdwzduais at a time may enter a Wilderness area.
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19,
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No permanent structures can be constructed in Wilderness areas — such as limestone treatment
facilitics used to restore trowt sreams, without federal legislation,

Use of standing timber for fuel wood (includes standing dead trees) is prehibited. Only dead
and down wood may be used for fuel.

For existing wildlife openings and trail maintenance only hand tools are allowed.
The collection of any forest product is prohibited (i.e., mushrooms, ginseng, ete.).

Fish stocking is aflowed only in those streams or portions of strearns where a history of such
use exists. Siocking must be by non-mechanical means only, e.g. horseback and backpack.
Fish can be stocked by helicopter, provided they don’t land.

Limestone (fines) weatment of trout streams shall only be allowed where existing roads
provide access, or through delivery by other feasible means consisient with the desired
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum. Limestone could be delivered by helicopter or into a feeder
sharme] adjacent to 2 Wilderness boundary.

Search and Rescue — Motorized use and mechanized transport may be used for life-threatening
situations in search and rescue operations — but is up to the discretion of the Forest Supervisor.
Howsver, in reslity Forest Supervisors do no necessarily allow this, even in removing a
deceassd person deep within a Wilderness area. Historical example — On July 20, 2003 the
Monongahela National Forest denied permission for rescuers to remove a deceased person
from the Dolly Sods Wildemness by wheeled motorized vehicles. A total of eight people were
used fo carry out the deceased over a distance of fhwee miles taking over 2 V5 hours!

Wilderness standards dictate that wildfires will be suppressed. Prescribed fire can oceur but
only with an approved burn plan. Historically, prescribe fire has never been used in any
designated Monongshela Wilderness Area.

Tractors, tractox/plows, tracked or wheeled motorized equipment, chainsaws, portable pumps
or fire retardants from aircraft can not be used for fire suppression unless approved by the
Forest Supervisor.

Permits can not be obtained for the storage of personal property, equipment or supplies.



| WEST VIRGINIA WILDERNESS FACTS
1) Monorzpheln Natinng!ﬁjargsﬁ

Size - over 919,000 sores

?) Five existing Wilderness areas:

a. Cranberry. Wildemness — 35,864 acres
b Dolly Sods Wilderness — 10,2158 acres
¢. Laurel Fork North Wilderness — 6,055 acres
d. Laurel Fork South Wilderness — 5,997 aores
g. Otter Creek Wilderness — 20.000 ascres

Total 78,131 acres

3} Recommended Wilderpess ~ ! nonzahels Natio DXes
a. Cheat Mountain - 7, 955 acres

b. Cranberry Expansion - 12. 165 acres
¢, Pry Fork - 761 aores
¢ Roaring Plains West 6,825 acres

Total 27,706 acres

4) Jefferson National Forest
a. Mountain Lake Wilderness - 2,528 acres in West Virginia

In Wilderness Areas - Effects on Forest and Wildlife Resources
a. In Wildemess, natural succession of less desiruble tree species (such as red maple or sugar
maple, over-topping and killing black cherry) seversly hinders available food sources to

wildlife during fall and winter months,

b, Wildemess prohibits the creation of any new early successional habitat such as wildlife
operings, lnear wildlife openings (such as seeded log roads), cui-back edge borders,

savannahs or water holes,

¢, Actlve forest and wildlife management are inextricably woven fogether in regard to
silvicultural treatments, forest age class distribution and diversity of hebitat types to benefit
wildlife populations within forest ecosysterns and across the forest landscape. Wildermess

designation prohibits these practices.
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For over a decade, the issue of below-cost timber sales has been the center of efforts to

reform management of the Forest Service's timber program. From 1990-92 alone, the Forest
Service reported that the program lost nearly $440 million.

Some environmentalists suggest that the solution is either to stop selling federally owned
timber altogether, or to raise the price of Forest Service timber so that it meets the costs
incurred in producing it. Neither expedient is necessary. The key to rationalizing the Forest
Service timber program is to cut costs, not raise prices. A comparison of timber sales
between state and national forests in Montana clearly shows that the Forest Service is losing
money on timber sales because its methods are extremely wasteful.

I have examined three distinct growing regions in western Montana over the period 1988-
92. In all three, the state of Montana was able to profit selling its timber, while the Forest
Service continued to lose money.

In northwest Montana, the state grossed $2.39 for every dollar spent selling and growing
timber, while the nearby Flathead National Forest failed to break even, grossing only 75
cents for every dollar spent. Similarly in southwest Montana, the state grossed $1.98 for
every dollar spent, while the Bitterroot National Forest, grossed only 44 cents for every
dollar spent.

Even in the dryer, less productive region of central Montana, the state grossed $1.07 for
every dollar spent, while Gallatin National Forest grossed a paltry 23 cents.

Overall, the state’s timber sales earned nearly $14 million in income from 1988-92, while
the 10 national forests in Montana showed a cumulative loss of $42 million. This is
startling, especially when we consider that the state harvested one-twelfth the volume of
timber harvested by the Forest Service during this period.

The explanation for this variance cannot lie in natural differences. State forest lands are
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often located right next to national forests in western Montana. In addition, timber surveys
by the Forest Service conclude that state and national forest have similar growing potentials.
Nor is the difference in the demands of management. Both state foresters and the Forest
Service must carry out similar duties. Both prepare and administer sales and environmental
assessments, build roads, prepare sites for reforestation, and supervise stand improvements.
Both are required to integrate timber sales with other uses such as public recreation,
livestock grazing, and wildlife habitat.

But the state manages to carry out its forest responsibilities at substantially lower cost. For
example, in the northwest region Montana spent an average of $66 per thousand board feet
of harvest to manage its timber program from 1988-92, while Flathead National Forest,
located right next to some of Montana's forests, spent 60 percent more-$106 per thousand
board feet. Elsewhere, the cost picture is similar: in Montana's central region, the state's
costs averaged $80 per thousand board feet of harvest versus $133 on nearby Gallatin
National Forest.

The state also manages its labor far more efficiently than the Forest Service. To harvest a
given volume of timber, the state used 4.5 hours of labor in central Montana, while the
Forest Service used 11.6 hours on Gallatin National Forest.

But it isn't only costs that are out of line. State forests also manage to pull in much higher
revenues than their national counterparts. Over the past five years, Montana reaped an
average of $134 per thousand board feet of harvest, compared with $75 for the national
forests in the state. In the central region, the state received an average of $85 per thousand
board feet of harvest, while nearby Gallatin National Forest managed only $31.

There are many reasons for the differences in revenue. Among them are the quality of the
timber sold, the yield per acre, the severity of the restrictions on timber companies, and the
amount of mitigation and enhancement activities required. In the Gallatin forest, it seems
there was an unusually high volume of salvage timber sales from 1988-92. Salvage sales
typically involve selling dead, diseased or burned timber, and naturally they fetch lower
than normal prices.

Some might attribute the Forest Service's higher costs and lower revenues to a greater
emphasis on maintaining environmental quality. But a 1992 statewide audit of recent
harvests ranked the state highest in protecting watersheds among all landowners, including
the Forest Service. The audit, requested by the Montana legislature, was conducted by an
interdisciplinary team of experts in hydrology, forestry, soil, and biology, and several
representatives of environmental groups.

Montana also does a substantially better job of sustaining its quality timber, that is, its trees
that are alive and free of disease. Timber surveys by the Forest Service indicate that
Montana's state timberlands are closer to their timber-growing potential than nearby
national forests. In the national forests, more trees have aged and succumbed to disease.

How is it that two different agencies with such similar lands, similar duties, and with the
same market have achieved such drastically different results? The answer to this question

will reveal the most sensible policy for managing the sale of federal timber.

1 believe the answer lies in the fact that Montana's State Forestry Division has a
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constitutional mandate to make money for public schools. The Forest Service has no similar
mandate, and no real incentive to control costs because if it loses money selling timber, the
difference is merely offset with congressional appropriations.

An ideal solution for introducing efficiency to timber sales would be to shift ownership of
the forests to private hands. Barring that, the solution to below-cost timber sales doesn't lie
in weaker environmental standards. Nor is i, as some have recommended, to stop selling
timber in money-losing forests such as those in Montana. The solution is to introduce the
Forest Service, if it is to continue to control those forests, to the profit motive and the
discipline of efficiency. Toward this end I recommend the following options:

+ Allow each national forest to keep a share (preferably a large share) of the profits from timber
management.

¢ Determine budget appropriations for each forest unit on the basis of net revenues from logging
operations instead of harvest targets.

e Earmark net revenues from timber management for a purpose with an identifiable constituency,
e.g., endangered species preservation, wilderness preservation, or education.

o Allow other users and outside sources to bid on timber sales and have the option not to harvest.

¢ Allow outside sources to bid competitively for support functions such as environmental
assessments and reforestation.

e Award bonuses to personnel who carry out innovative and cost-effective approaches to timber
management and environmental protection.

While those are only initial steps, I believe they provide a basis for restoring fiscal
accountability to the Forest Service's timber program. While there is no economic excuse
for below-cost timber sales, there is also no economic justification for not selling timber
that can make money.

Regulation is published four times a year by the Cato Institute. Editorial and business
offices are located at 1000 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., 20001. For
subscription information, please write to Circulation Department, Cato Institute, same
address, or call (202) 842-0200.
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