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The Nature Conservancy in Virginia Tel (540) 839-3599
Allegheny Highlands Office Fax (540) 833-3598
12181-A Courthouse Hill Road

Warm Springs, VA 24484

August 7, 2008

Maureen Hyzer

Forest Supervisor

George Washington and Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019-0019

Dear Maureen,

In April 2007, Brad Kreps submitted several documents to you summarizing key results of our
preliminary analysis of optimal management strategies on the George Washington National
Forest (GWNF). These documents included recommendations for protecting and managing five
large contiguous areas of forest habitat (i.e., what the Conservancy refers to as ‘matrix forests’),
significant species, natural communities, caves, and aquatic systems, as well as our initial
comments and reactions to the Draft Conservation Evaluation Report.

Since that time, the United States Forest Service suspended preparation of the revised GWNF
plan when the 2005 planning rule was enjoined and our own Brad Kreps relocated to the
Conservancy’s Clinch Valley Program in Abingdon, VA. Revision of the GWNF plan resumed
with publication in the Federal Register on June 24, 2008 and I have been hired to serve as the
Allegheny Highlands Program Director to replace Brad in that capacity and in serving as our
representative to the Forest Service during the plan revision process.

I am taking this opportunity to resubmit our comments on the Draft Conservation Evaluation
Report (enclosed) and express my desire to continue the close working relationship that I know
Brad and others have developed with you and your staff in recent years. I have attended several
of the recent public workshops since the planning process has resumed and plan to remain an
active participant throughout the entire process. The Conservancy has enjoyed the strong
partnership that our organizations have developed to conserve and sustain the incredible
biological diversity found in western Virginia and eastern West Virginia and we look forward to
expanding our collaboration and success.

1 hope to meet you in person sometime soon, but in the meantime, please do not hesitate to
contact me if you have any questions about our comments or need further information.

Sincerely,

Y SN
Marek Smith @
Director, Allegheny Highlands Program
540-839-3599
marek_smith@tnc.org

@ 100% post-consumer materials
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Lynn Cameron To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us

Al <camerosl@jmu.edu> cc:

Subject: Comments on GW Plan
08/07/2008 08:11 AM

Dear Planning Team,

Please accept the attached comments from the Southern Shenandoah Valley
Chapter of the Potomac Appalachian Trail Club which is based in the
Harrisonburg-Staunton-Waynesboro area.

Thanks.

Lynn Cameron

Conservation Committee

SSVC-PATC

Lynn Cameron

Coordinator of Library Instruction

Liaison Librarian for Psychology Carrier Library
James Madison University

Harrisonburg, VA 22807

(540)568-3826

"1 only went out for a walk, and finally concluded to stay out till sundown,

for going out, I found, was really going In"
- John Muir (1838-1914)
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August 7, 2008

George Washington Plan Revision

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

Dear Planning Team:

The Southern Shenandoah Valley Chapter of the Potomac Appalachian Trail Club
would like to comment on the draft plan for the George Washington National Forest.
The George Washington National Forest is our favorite place to hike, and many of us
volunteer to maintain trails in the North River and Lee Districts. We have invested a
great deal of sweat in the area, whether hiking or working on trails, and we care deeply
about how it is managed. We offer the following comments:

1.

We would like to see areas included in Virginia’s Mountain Treasures protected
from logging, roadbuilding, gas leasing, wind turbines, and other forms of
development that would mar the natural character of these special places.
Please recommend more areas for Wilderness. The George Washington
National Forest currently has only 5% Wilderness compared to the national
average of 18%. We would particularly like to see the following areas as
Wilderness:

Skidmore Fork

Little River

Ramseys Draft Addition

Laurel Fork

Beech Lick Knob

Benson Run

Even if all these areas were added to the Wilderness system, we would be still
below the national average.

Shenandoah Mountain from Rt. 250 to Rt. 33 is of such significance that it
deserves special protection . Please consider some special designation for this
area that would permanently protect its tremendous ecological and recreational
values. It would make an excellent National Scenic Area with core roadless
areas within designated as Wilderness areas.

The ecological and recreational values of the mountain ridges in the George
Washington are too special to be developed for commercial purposes. We ask
that you remove the ridgelines from “suitable” and make them “unsuitable” for
wind development.

We would like to see more short, easy loop trails for families. Children need
appropriate trails where they can learn to appreciate nature. The Braley Pond 3-
mile loop is a good model. H. R. 3036 and S.1981, the No Child Left Inside Act,
will provide for increased environmental education opportunities for children.
Today's little hikers may be tomorrow's public lands advocates. USFS needs to
build constituency by creating opportunities for outdoor experiences.

~®Po0oTp



6. Please protect the entire Great Eastern Trail corridor and its viewshed from any
form of development that would have a negative impact on scenic, recreational,
and ecological qualities. This trail, unlike the Appalachian Trail, will be shared
use. We have a rare opportunity to connect existing trails to make this happen.
Let’s not spoil this opportunity.

7. Please take measures to protect the water supplies which the communities of the
Shenandoah Valley will need to ensure their inevitable future growth and
development.

Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Conservation Committee
Southern Shenandoah Valley Chapter of Potomac Appalachian Trail Club

Mark Gatewood
President
mwgatewood@gmail.com
(540) 248-0442

Mt. Sidney, VA

Lynn Cameron

5653 Beards Ford Rd.
Mt. Crawford, VA 22841
(540) 234-6273
camerosl@jmu.edu

Michael Seth

1036 Meadowlark Drive
Harrisonburg, VA 22802
(540) 438-1301
sethmj@jmu.edu
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Charles Price, Chair
Virginia Chapter - Sierra Club
422 East Franklin Street, Suite 302
Richmond, VA 23219
*If you have any questions about this letter, contact
*(804) 358-0256
Aug. 8, 08
George Washington Plan Revision
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, VA 24019 _
comments-southern-georgewashington-ieferson@fs, fed,us

To Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor, and Planning Staff:

The following are comments on proposed Comprehensive Evaluation Report (CER), Draft Plan, and other issues
and analysis related to the George Washington National Forest (GWNF) plan revision and the process for the
GWNF Plan Revision. These comments are submitted on behalf of Virginia Chapter-Sierra Club.

The Virginia Chapter of Sterra Club supports and incorporates herein by reference the comments of the
Southern Environmental Law Center, The Wilderness Society and others, with the exception of the wind energy
position.

We support clean renewable energy development, including wind and solar, in Virginia. At the same
time, we have serious reservations regarding the use of many key areas of our limited national forest land as the
location for these projects.

Because wind projects tend to be large industrial developments with inevitable adverse impacts, choices
regarding wind development can be complex. Wind energy development is not environmentally neutral.
Consequently, all decisions regarding proposed wind developments should be carefully considered.

While we do not rule out the opportunities for wind development on all public {ands, recognizing the
extraordinary natural resource value of our Appalachian forests, we do oppose development in protected areas
such as national and state parks, national monuments, wilderness areas, wildlife refuges, designated roadless
areas, critical habitat and designated habitat recovery areas for wildlife, areas of cultural significance, sacred-
lands, and other areas that have special scenic, natural or environmental value. In these areas, it is inappropriate to
build wind turbines, roads, transmission lines, or any other structure related to wind development. Very limited
exceptions may be appropriate when a more damaging impact from an alternative approach can be avoided or
mitigated. For example, a carefully placed on-site wind turbine would minimize and might even eliminate the
need for building roads and transmission lines into a service facility in a park.

Sincerely yours,
Cuerley Prire

Charles Price

SE



Sherman Bamford

Virginia Forest Watch

P.0. Box 3102

Roanoke, Va. 24015-1102

{540) 343-6359"

bamford2@verizen.net
*If you have any questions about this letter
Aug. 8, ‘08

George Washington Plan Revision

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests

" 5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019
comments-southern-georgewashinglon-jefferson@is fed.us

To Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor, and Planning Staff:

The following are comments on proposed Comprehensive Evaluation Report (CER), Draft Plan, and other issues
and analysis related to the George Washington National Forest (GWNF) plan revision and the process for the
GWNF Plan Revision. These comments are submitted on behalf of Virginia Forest Watch.

VAFW supports and incorporates herein by reference the comments of the Southern Environmental Law
Center, The Wilderness Society and others, with the exception of the wind energy position. Global climate change
is a significant and potentially lite-altering phenomenon for alt forms of life. Rising temperatures are impiicated in
rising sea levels, rapid changes in habitat and potential worldwide extinctions of flora and fauna. At the same
time, accelerating destruction of wildlife habitat is also a global crisis.

It is therefore imperative that global climate change be addressed in ways that do not further eliminate or
reduce wildlife habitat. .

In particular, Virginia Forest Watch opposes the current trend in industriai-scale wind turbine development
on public lands, like the GWNF. We request that the FS oppose industrial scale wind factories on national forest
ridges given the numerous environmental disturbances including habitat destruction, forest fragmentation, bird
and bat fatalifies, and lack of scientific data on impacts to wildfife.

The development of wind factory sites, transmission-line corridors, and very wide access roads result in
the loss, degradation, and fragmentation of forest habitat; erosion and sedimentation of streams; continuing, long-
term wildlife fatalities and injuries; noise and light pollution for large swaths of surrounding areas; and permanent
net-loss o forested carbon storage.

The Appalachian Mountains in Virginia are well documented as having many globally unique, rare,
threatened or endangered plant and animal species and communities, for which public lands are becoming the
last refuge from human development. The development of ridge-top forest habitats will prevent species from
moving to higher elevations in response to global warming, which leaves them no alternative except extinction. In
addition to environmental concerns, Virginia Forest Watch objects to exploitation of public lands for private profit.

Sincerely yours,
R TPSENL S £ Y
Sherman Bamford
Public Lands Coordinator, Virginia Forest Watch



Lynn Cameron To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
T <camerosl@jmu.edu> cc: Pat Churchman <patchu2@verizon.net>

Subject: Forest Plan Revision comments
08/08/2008 11:07 AM

Dear Planning Team,

Please accept the attached comments on the revision of the George
Washington National Forest Plan. These are from Restoring Creation House
Church, a group of about 15 Trinity Presbyterian Church members, with a
mission to protect and restore the environment.

Thank you.

Lynn

Lynn Cameron

Coordinator of Library Instruction

Liaison Librarian for Psychology Carrier Library
James Madison University

Harrisonburg, VA 22807

(540)568-3826

"1 only went out for a walk, and finally concluded to stay out till sundown,
for going out, I found, was really going In"
- John Muir (1838-1914)
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Restoring Creation
House Church

Trinity Presbyterian Church Phone: (540) 434-9556

725 South High Street Fax: (540) 434-1105
Harrisonburg, VA 22801

August 8, 2008

George Washington Plan Revision

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

Dear Planning Team:

Trinity Presbyterian Restoring Creation House Church, based in Harrisonburg, is
a group whose mission is to protect God’s creation and foster a love of nature in our
church and community. We have been following the revision of the George Washington
National Forest Plan and would like to submit some comments for your consideration.

“The earth is the Lord’s and all the fullness therein.” Psalm 24:1 We would like
to see some additional areas designated as Wilderness where natural forces of change
can take place. Currently there is very little Wilderness here in the Shenandoah Valley
area. We have taken children from Trinity Presbyterian Church to Ramseys Draft
Wilderness and were pleased to be able to show them the glory of God’s creation there.
They enjoyed turning over rocks in the stream and seeing toad eggs and salamanders.
We ate our lunch as we sat by the beautiful stream. These are the times and places that
make lasting memories that can help children develop a love of nature. We think some
good candidates for Wilderness would be:

Skidmore Fork — This is a beautiful area with old growth forest, an abundance of
salamanders, and a crystal clear stream that helps supply pure water for the City of
Harrisonburg.

Little River — This unspoiled watershed offers a wonderful opportunity to enjoy the
beauty and fullness of God’s creation close to Harrisonburg. There aren’t many
watersheds like this one without a road along them. We like this area because it is so
large and wild and because it is surrounded by a large expanse of forestland. Two of
our members have been responsible for maintaining a trail in the Little River area. On
several occasions, our house church and youth from Trinity have devoted a full day to
working on this trail. Some of the youth learned to dig and saw for the first time. What a
great experience!

Ramseys Draft Addition — We would like to see Ramseys Draft Wilderness expanded.
We took our youth on a backpacking trip upstream from Braley Pond before they were
confirmed. The trip was very meaningful to them; it's been 10 years and they still talk
about it when they come back to Trinity. We would like to see the whole area east, west
and north of Ramseys Draft added to the Wilderness.




Laurel Fork — Our house church has met and worshipped near the beaver ponds on
Buck Run. We think this is one of the most special places in Virginia. Itis so unique and
beautiful with the beaver ponds and spruce forest. The son of one of our members told
his parents he would be engaged to marry along Laurel Fork. He chose this location to
make the announcement because it is such a special place. On a recent backpacking
trip down to Laurel Fork, two of our members were delighted by fresh beaver activity,
salamanders scurrying every direction, and numerous songbirds, including hermit
thrush, scarlet tanager, indigo bunting, and cedar waxwing. What a rich abundance of
wildlife! This area should be at the top of the list for Wilderness designation.

Some areas are very special, but are not really fully suitable to be designated as
Wilderness. Perhaps National Scenic Area status would serve to protect them. Here
are some areas we would like to see protected in this way:

Shenandoah Mountain from Rt. 250 to 33 — This are is probably one of the most
unique and special places in Virginia because it is such a large tract of relatively
undisturbed forest. We feel blessed to live close to this wonderful area. We enjoy
picnicking in Hone Quarry, where we recently took communion, and going to Reddish
Knob for the panoramic view and the sunset. Some of our members have been going to
this popular mountaintop for more than 50 years. We would like to see this whole area
protected from logging, additional roadbuilding, gas and mineral development, and wind
development. We look forward to having this unique area available for our Church
youth and families to be able to enjoy and share with their children. We think this area
would make an ideal National Scenic Area with some of the core areas within
designated as Wilderness.

Kelley Mountain_ - This beautiful area is adjacent to St. Marys Wilderness, but it's very
popular with mountain bikers. For this reason, there would probably be a great deal of
opposition for Wilderness designation. Perhaps Scenic Area status would protect the
area, while still allowing mountain bikers to enjoy riding there.

Southern Massanutten — This area offers beautiful streams and many recreational
opportunities. Its close proximity to Harrisonburg makes it an ideal place to go for a half
day experience in the National Forest.

In addition to the Wilderness areas and Scenic areas that we have
recommended, we would like to see all the Virginia’s Mountain Treasures protected from
logging, roadbuiding, gas and mineral development, and wind development. Our house
church has played an active role in the development and promotion of Virginia's
Mountain Treasures.

We appreciate the trails that the National Forest provides and use them as much
as we can. Some of our members are getting older now, though, and we wish there
were more short loop trails. Also, short loop trails would provide wonderful
opportunities for our younger children. One of our goals is to help our children develop a
love of nature. Short trails would offer real benefits to many forest users.

We are concerned about recent reports in the media that wind turbines have
been proposed along Shenandoah Mountain and vicinity in Rockingham and
Shenandoah counties. Although we support wind energy in general as a clean
alternative, we do not support it in ecologically sensitive areas that are also prime



recreation areas for the public. The proposed sites would obliterate trails and would
involve extensive clearing and excavation for wind turbine foundations and
access/maintenance roads. We are opposed to industrial wind development on National
Forest land. Having said this, we devote ourselves to promoting conservation and
energy efficiency in our homes, churches, and neighborhoods. We are also actively
requesting legislation to establish Virginia tax incentives for residential wind and solar
installations. We are not naive about our nation’s need for energy and the need to
move away from oil, but we think the costs would far outweigh the benefits of developing
the ridgelines on National Forest land in western Virginia. Perhaps offshore sites would
offer more reliable wind and fewer ecological and social impacts.

One value that is among the highest that the National Forest can provide is
protection of water quality. We hope that the new plan will provide protection of the
water supplies for the communities of the Shenandoah Valley. This is indeed serving
the public good.

We thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Lynn Cameron

Mission Co-Leader
5653 Beards Ford Rd.
Mt. Crawford, VA 22841
(540) 234-6273
camerosl@jmu.edu

Pat Churchman
Mission Co-Leader
3619 Mallard Drive
Bridgewater, VA 22812
(540) 828-6073
patchu2@verizon.net
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<Ineale@rockbridge.n To: <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us>
et> cc

Subject: GW Revision Comments
08/08/2008 11:24 AM

Please find my comments attached, Thank you , Laura Neale

030708 GWCommentsLM.doc
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Laura Neale

423 Sheep Creek Lane
Fairfield VA 24435
August 8, 2008

Ms. Maureen Hyzer, Supervisor

George Washington and Jefferson National Forest
George Washington Plan Revision

5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

Dear Ms. Hyzer,

Please accept a few comments | am submitting about the next George Washington
National Forest Plan. | have a number of concerns, but overall wish to say that it seems
to me that given the increasing pressure on all of our public lands due to the many forces
created by a growing population, the management of the national forest needs to, with
deliberation, grow into its future role as a repository of natural resources and natural
cycles. Our country may look to these protected areas someday for insights into natural
phenomena in ways in which we cannot now understand. National Forest leadership
involved in plan revision can fulfill its mandate of multiple uses and protect this resource
simultaneously by incorporating protection-based vision into all of its recommendations.

Please protect all roadless areas as they are by adhering to the 2001 Roadless Rule, and
add all roadless areas that meet these criteria into the roadless inventory. If there is a
“close” call, always bias towards protection.

Do not build any more roads. Forest fragmentation’s negative impacts on forest
dependent wildlife are well documented. Consider closing system roads which see low to
nonexistent public use, and restoring lands to pre road status.

Oppose all industrial wind on national forest lands. It is NOT an appropriate use of
Southern Appalachian ridges for numerous reasons — incontrovertible is the destruction
of ridge top habitat. Many additional negative impacts include destruction to flying fauna
— definitive bat mortality data, “hidden” (unavailable to scientists) Neotropical migratory
bird fatality data, and definitive raptor fatality, and forest fragmentation re construction of
roads to reach ridges.

Protection of watersheds is more important than ever as communities surrounding our
forests continue to grow, and will become ever more dependent on the natural water
purifying capabilities of forestlands.

Please recommend that ALL areas recommended by the Virginia Division of Natural
Heritage be designated as Special Biological Areas. It would seem to me that if
naturalists — botanists, zoologists, SCIENTISTS who work for the state of Virginia take
the time to inventory National Forest lands that their efforts be respected by the US



Government. Thousands of acres recommended by the DNH have been denied this
special status. My belief is that areas need to be recognized as SBA’s no matter what
management designation may be or will be in place that may offer some form of
protections. Also, existence of an SBA that protects a certain rare plant community or
one rare plant or one rare bacterium or whatever does NOT preclude designation of
similar areas. There is no such thing as exact duplication of a selected land’s attributes.
Also, if an area has been selected by the DNH and most of the land is owned privately,
but a portion of it is on the National Forest, it would seem to give greater cause for that
public land to be given SBA status. All Va DNH lands need to be recommended as
Special Biological Areas.

Protect and preserve all mature forest AND all old growth forest for the many flora and
fauna dependent upon this habitat. Let naturally occurring forces create the light gaps
required for the early successional growth required for certain species and life stages of
other species. Let trees fall and rot and contribute life-giving substrate for bacteria and
fungi, and let the life forces fully cycle. The National Forest is an island amidst a sea of
habitat fragmentation, destruction and introduction of non-native crops and invasives.

Create forest wide invasive plant suppression/eradication strategies.
Protect all of the areas in the Virginia Mountain Treasures.
Recommend Wilderness designation for all of those areas recommended by the

Virginia Wilderness Committee, and recommend National Scenic Areas for those areas
recommended by the Virginia Wilderness Committee.

Respectfully,

Laura Neale



<Amy.Ewing@dgif.vir To: <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us>

s ginia.gov> cc: <Al.Bourgeois@dgif.virginia.gov>,
<John.Kleopfer@dgif.virginia.gov>,
08/08/2008 12:30 PM <Rick.Reynolds@dgif.virginia.gov>,

<Chris.Burkett@dgif.virginia.gov>
Subject: GW Plan Revision

We received notice of the availability of the most recent working copy
of the Land Management Plan for the George Washington National Forest.

Staff from our Wildlife and Fisheries Divisions have participated in
public scoping meetings and have provided comments to the Forest Service
regarding this plan and other plans and programs associated with the
National Forest. We recommend continued coordination with our agency
including the Wildlife, Fisheries and Wildlife Diversity Divisions. We
recommend consideration of all comments received to date from our agency
including recommendations on forest management, wildlife habitat
protection and management, consideration of state and national wildlife
management plans and directives, and the protection of imperiled
wildlife and their habitats (particularly state threatened wood turtle).

We would be happy to assist the Forest Service with such initiatives.
Please feel free to contact us (see contact information below) for
guidance or information. We recommend that future drafts of the land
management plan or other documents in need of review be provided to our
Environmental Services Section in our Richmond Office at 4010 West Broad
Street, Richmond, VA 23230 as well as to our Region IV office at 517 Lee
Highway, Verona, VA 24482.

Region 1V office: 540-248-9360

Wildlife Division: Al Bourgeois, Jay Jeffreys
Fisheries: Larry Mohn

Wildlife Diversity: Rick Reynolds

State Herpetologist (wood turtle): J.D. Kleopfer, 804-829-6703
Wildlife Action Plan Coordinator: Chris Burkett, 804-367-9717
Thank you.

Amy M. Ewing

Environmental Services Biologist

Virginia Dept. of Game and Inland Fisheries
4010 West Broad Street

Richmond, VA 23230

804-367-2211

amy.ewing@dgif.virginia.gov



"Ernie Reed" To: <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us>
<lec@wildvirginia.org cc:
> Subject: Draft CER Comments

08/08/2008 01:30 PM

Dear Maureen, Dave, Ken and all,

Attached are comments sent on behalf of Wild Virginia. They are in addition to comments which we have
filed jointly with SELC and other groups.

Enjoy!
Best,

Ernie Reed, Vice President, Wild Virginia

03 08 August & final cer comments wild wa.doc
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"JPL" To: <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us>
<jplynch@crosslink.n cc: "JPL" <jplynch@crosslink.net>
et> Subject: "Comment on George Washington Plan Revision"

08/08/2008 03:31 PM

Dear Sirs;

Please accept the following comments pertaining to the George Washington Forest Plan Revision.
1. I 'am concerned with the increasing use of OHVs in our national forests. | realize that citizens have a
right to use them, but | believe that their use should be restricted to forest roads and other trails
specifically built and maintained for their use. | also request that consideration of noise pollution be given
to where and when OHVs are allowed to be used.
2. The roadless areas in the forest that are not on the inventory of roadless areas need to be added.
3. I request that no industrial wind turbine facilities be approved at this time. The technology is too much
in its infancy, there are large scale wind facilities being proposed in areas of the US that are more
conducive to such use (e.g. the Great Plains), and the ridge tops of the Blue Ridge and Appalachian
Mountains are just to great a resource to risk.
4. Water quality is mentioned in the plan for both surface and ground water (aquifers). | would like to see
more done with monitoring the quality of water that flows out of the forest. Both surface and ground
water. As you know, one of the most important reasons for having our national forests is for protection of
water supply.

Thank you.

James P. Lynch
8263 Oakwood Drive
King George, VA 22485

540-775-7002
iplynch@crosslink.net

Jim Lynch



Peter Paul van Dijk To: <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us>

<p.vandijk@conserva cc: Anders Rhodin <RhodinCRF@aol.com>, Michael Smith

tion.org> <m.smith@conservation.org>, Don Church
<d.church@conservation.org>, Steve Krichbaum

08/08/2008 04:16 PM <loki4@rica.net>, Lisa Handy <l.handy@conservation.org>

Subject: GW Plan Revision - perspective on Wood Turtles

Dear Supervisor Hyzer and Colleagues,

It is my pleasure to submit the attached comments on the Comprehensive Evaluation Report for the George
Washington Plan Revision, George Washington & Jefferson National Forests.

Yours sincerely,
Peter Paul van Dijk

Peter Paul van Dijk, Ph.D.

Director, Tortoise and Freshwater Turtle Conservation Program

Center for Applied Biodiversity Science (CABS),

Conservation International

2011 Crystal Drive, Suite 500

Arlington, VA 22202, USA

email <p.vandijk@conservation.org>, phone (+1) 703.341.2679, fax (+1) 703.979.2873
www.conservation.org - www.biodiversityscience.org - www.biodiversityhotspots.org

Gu_Plan_Revision_PPvD_Comtnents_ 080307 pdf
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George Washington National Forest - Supervisor’s Office
5162 Valleypointe Pkwy.

Roanoke, VA 24019

888-265-0019

540-265-5173
comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us

Arlington, VA
August 8, 2008

to: Supervisor Maureen Hyzer, Officers Kenneth Landgraf, JoBeth Brown, Dave Plunket,
and other concerned officers

regarding: Comments pertaining to the Comprehensive Evaluation Report (CER) for the
George Washington Plan Revision, George Washington & Jefferson National Forests

Dear Supervisor Hyzer and Colleagues,

I read with interest the notice <http://edocket.access.qpo.gov/2008/E8-14292.htm> on
resumption of planning for the GWNF and Jefferson NF management plans, and
associated documents at the Forest Service website, at
<http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/gwj/forestplan/revision/index.shtml>

I note particularly your view that changes to the 1993 Plan are warranted, and
wholeheartedly support the proposed action to support option C1, designating 83 new and
13 expanded Special Biological Areas (Draft CER, page 60). | also note that the draft
CER (page 58) notes the Wood Turtle’s listing as a Virginia State threatened species, and
that the habitat management strategy for this species will inform the GW-JNF Planning
process.

The significance of the Wood Turtle, particularly its populations in the GWNF, is
considerable. Across its range, the species’ conservation status is cause for significant
concern, being under a variety of impacts ranging from habitat loss and illegal collection
to accidental mortality on roads and trails and in agricultural areas adjoining forest.
Moreover, the GWNF hosts the southernmost viable population of this species, a relictual
occurrence from a more southerly distribution during glaciation periods (Amato et al.,
2008). At a time when local effects of global warming are becoming quite apparent, this
urges particular care for this population, in the form of maximally safeguarding its habitat
from thermal and hydrological extremes.

2011 Crystal Drive, Suite 500, Arlington, VA 22202 T (703) 341.2400 F (703) 553.0654
www.conservation.org newmember@conservation.org
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I note that the Special Areas map shows one proposed SBA located in the headwaters
above a wood turtle population, which may benefit this species. However, based on
published and unpublished information shared by colleagues, there exist 8 streams in the
northern GWNF that contain wood turtle populations; none of these appears to be
proposed as SBAs. | encourage you to carefully consider the merit and feasibility of
extending SBA recognition and protection to these Wood Turtle sites, preferably as
integrated interconnected clusters of SBAs to reflect the movement patterns of this
species. Should this prove not feasible at this moment in time, | urge you to at least
address the conservation needs of this sensitive species by means of appropriate
restrictions on extraction, recreation and other impacts in and above all habitat areas still
inhabited by this species. The Wood Turtle needs and deserves all the help it can get.

I commend you for the care and attention you provide for planning the future
management of this magnificent forest, and encourage you to weigh its irreplaceable
natural heritage features heavier than destructive exploitative pressures that can be
absorbed in other locations.

Yours sincerely,
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Peter Paul van Dijk, Ph.D.

Director, Tortoise & Freshwater Turtle Conservation Program

Center for Applied Biodiversity Science at Conservation International
p.vandijk@conservation.org 703 341 2679

2011 Crystal Drive, Suite 500, Arlington, VA 22202 T (703) 341.2400 F (703) 553.0654
www.conservation.org newmember@conservation.org




"Sarah Francisco" To: <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us>
o i <sfrancisco@selcva.o cc: "Sarah Francisco" <sfrancisco@selcva.org>
rg> Subject: GW Plan Revision

08/08/2008 05:15 PM

Please find attached an electronic copy of the comments of the Southern
Environmental Law Center, The Wilderness Society, the Southern
Appalachian Forest Coalition, the Virginia Wilderness Committee and Wild
Virginia on the George Washington National Forest plan revision. Please let
me know if you have any questions or difficulty with the attachment. A
complete hard copy (with supporting documents) also was sent today by
U.S. mail.

Thank you.

Sarah A. Francisco

Staff Attorney

Southern Environmental Law Center
201 West Main Street, Suite 14
Charlottesville, VA 22902

(434) 977-4090

(434) 977-1483 (fax)
SouthernEnvironment.org

This information is intended for the use of the addressee and may contain information that is privileged and confidential. If you are
not the intended addressee, any copying or other dissemination of this message or any attachment is strictly prohibited.

Comments an GW Plan Revision Aug & 2008 pdf
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
Comments of the Southern Environmental Law Center, The Wilderness Society, the
Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition, the Virginia Wilderness Committee and Wild
Virginia re: George Washington National Forest Plan Revision — Need for Change and
Draft Comprehensive Evaluation Report, submitted August 8, 2008
(attachments submitted on enclosed CD-ROM and
incorporated in comments by reference)

1. Mark Miller for The Wilderness Society, Virginia’s Mountain Treasures: The
Unprotected Wildlands of the George Washington National Forest. A report by
the Wilderness Society (Hard copy only).

2. Petition of the Governor of Virginia to the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture for
Protection of National Forest System Inventoried Roadless Areas in the
Commonwealth of Virginia. (Pursuant to 36 C.F.R. §§ 294.10-294.18, effective
5/13/05.) Submitted by Mark Warner, Governor of the Commonwealth of
Virginia, December 22, 2005,

3. Ben Beach, Bart Koehler, Leslie Jones, and Jay Watson (eds..) The Wilderness
Society, “The Wilderness Act Handbook,” Chapter 3: Designating New
Wilderness Areas, April 2004, (Hard copy of relevant excerpts included.)

4. Doug Scott, Campaign for America’s Wildemess, “Solitude, *Sights & Sounds’
and The Wildemess Act: What Can Qualify for Designation as Wilderness?”
(April 2003)

5. USDA Forest Service, Recreation Opportunity Spectrum User’s Guide (ca. 1982)
(relevant excerpt only).

6. Jefferson National Forest Process Paper, Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS)
{(undated).

7. H. Ken Cordell and Christine Overdevest, Principal Authors, “Footprints on the
Land: An Assessment of Demographic Trends and the Future of Natural
Resources in the United States,” (methods of analysis and “hotspot” maps for
forests, public lands and Wilderness only) (Hard copy included).

8. Roger B. Hammer and Volker C. Radeloff, SILVIS Lab, Dept. of Forest and
Wildlife Ecology, Univ. of Wisconsin, Madison, and USDA Forest Service
Northern Research Station, Maps of Virginia Housing Density Change 1940 -
2030. (Hard copy included.)

9. Gregory H. Aplet, The Wilderness Society, et al., “Wilderness Attributes and the
State of the National Wilderness Preservation System” in I Ken Cordell, John C.



10.

11

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

i8.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Bergstrom, and J.M. Bowker, The Multiple Values of Wilderness, (2005), pp. 91-
111; Plate 14. (Hard copy included.)

Randall S. Rosenberger & Donald B.K., English, “Impacts of Wilderness on
Local Economic Development,” in H. Ken Cordell, John C. Bergstrom, and J.M.
Bowker, The Multiple Values of Wilderness, pp. 181 — 204 (2005) (Hard copy
inciuded).

Ietter from Steven Krichbaum, Wild Virginia, to Bill Damon, Forest Supervisor,
George Washington-Jefferson National Forest, Re: Plan Amendment for '
Paddy/Cove Runs Special Interest Areas — Biologic (March 16, 2004).

Letter from Steven Krichbaum, Wild Virginia, to Bill Damon, Forest Supervisor,
George Washington-Jefferson National Forest, Re: Plan Amendment for
Paddy/Cove Runs Special Interest Areas — Biologic: Forest Service Response
(May 21, 2004).

Letter from Larry Smith, Natural Area Protection Manager, Virginia Department
of Conservation and Recreation, to Bill Damon, Forest Supervisor, George

Washington-Jefferson National Forest (June 11, 2004).

Steven Krichbaum, Wild Virginia, Cove Run Special Biological Area: Site Report
(September 2006).

Steven Krichbaum, Wild Virginia, Paddy Run Special Biological Area: Site
Report (July 2005). '

Wild Virginia to Maureen Hyzer, GW/JNF Forest Supervisor, re Paddy Run/Cove
Run SBA (Oct. 9, 2006).

Map of Proposed Paddy Run Special Biological Area by Wild Virginia.

Map of Paddy Run Special Biological Area by Virginia Division of Natural
Hertage.

Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture, “Eastern Brook Trout: Status and Threats”
report for Virginia (2006). (Hard copy included.)

Fred Huber, Dawn Kirk, & Mike Donahue, “Conservation and Management of
Forest Riparian Habitat Associates” (August 28, 2001).

USFS, Draft Riparian Corridor Prescription (February 1, 2001).
Hugh Irwin, Susan Andrew & Trent Bouts, Southern Appalachian Forest

Coalition, “Return the Great Forest: A Conservation Vision for the Southern
Appalachian Region” (2002).



23.

24.

25.

26.

27,

28.
29.

30,

31.

32.

Quentin Bass, Forest Archeologist, Cherokee National Forest, “The Forest
Ecosystem and the Effects of Land Use Patterns in the Southern Appalachian
Physiographic Province, Inclusive of the Cherokee National Forest.” (Hard copy
included.)

H.B. Avres & W.W. Ashe, “The Southern Appalachian Forests,” U.S,
Department of Interior, U.S. Geological Survey, Professional Paper No. 37,
(1903} (a joint report of the DOI USGS, the Bureau of Forestry of the USDS, and
the Geological Survey of N.C. to the U.S. House of Representatives, 5gh
Congress, Doc. No. 409) (relevant excerpts only).

W.W. Ashe, “Reserved Areas of Principal Forest Types As a Guide In
Developing An American Silviculture.” Journal of Forestry.

Jason A. Lynch and James S, Clark, “Fire and vegetation histories in the southern
Appalachian Mountains: The historical importance of fire before and after
European/American settlement, A report submitted fo the George Washington &
Jefferson National Forest” (April 20, 2002).

William A. Patterson 1l and Andrea Stevens, “The History of Fire and Vegetation
in the Appalachian Mountain Region of Virginia: A Piece in the Puzzle We Call
Ecosystem Management, A Report Submitted to the George Washington National
Forest” (September 1995).

USDA Forest Service, Briefing Paper, “Summary of conclusions from Historical
Ecology and Climate Change Workshop” (April 28, 2008).

Excerpts from Donald Edward Davis, Where There Are Mountains: An
Environmental History of the Southern Appalachians (2000).

Charles W. Lafon & Henri D. Grissino-Mayer, “Fire Regimes and Successional
Dynamics of Yellow Pine (Pinus) Stands in the Central Appalachian Mountains:
Final Report to Joint Fire Science Program,” Project Number 01C-3-3-09
(November 2005).

Excerpts from Susan Herrod Julius & Jordan M. West (eds.); Linda A. Joyce,
U.S.D.A. Forest Service (Lead Author, National Forest System) “Preliminary
review of adaptation options for climate-sensitive ecosystems and resources: Final
Report, Synthesis and Assessment Product 4.4” Report by the U.S. Climate
Change Science Program And the Subcommittee on Global Change Research
{June 2008) (Introduction & Executive Summary). (Hard copy included.).

Excerpts from Susan Herrod Julius & Jordan M. West (eds.); Linda A. Joyce,
U.8.D.A. Forest Service (L.ead Author, National Forest System) “Preliminary
review of adaptation options for climate-sensitive ecosystems and resources: Final
Report, Synthesis and Assessment Product 4.47 Report by the U.S. Climate



33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

Change Science Program And the Subcommittee on Global Change Research
(June 2008) (Summary of Chapter on National Forest System). (Hard copy
included.)

Excerpts from Thomas R. Karl, Gerald A. Meehl, Christopher D. Miller, Susan J.
Hassol, Anne M. Waple, and William L. Murray, (eds.). “Weather and Climate
Extremes in a Changing Climate; Regions of Focus: North America, Hawaii,
Caribbean, and U.S. Pacific Island.” Synthesis and Assessment Product 3.3:
Report by the U.S. Climate Change Science Program and the Subcommittee on
Global Change Research (June 2008) (Introduction & Fxecutive Summary only).
(Hard copy included.)

Lara Hansen and Jennifer Biringer, World Wildlife Fund, “Buying Time: A
User’s Manual for Building Resistance and Resilience to Climate Change in
Natural Systems™ (September 2003) (Publication overview only) (Hard copy
included.). '

Society for Ecological Restoration International (“SER”), Science & Policy
Working Group, The SER International Primer on Ecological Restoration,
available at www.ser.org/pdf/primer3.pdf (2004);

Andre Clewell et al., SER, Guidelines for Developiﬁg and Managing Ecological
Restoration Projects, available at
www.ser.org/pdf/SER _International Guidelines.pdf (Dec. 2005).

Dominick DellaSala et al., A Citizen’s Call For Ecological Forest Restoration:
Forest Restoration Principles And Criteria, Ecological Restoration 21:1 (March
2003).

USFKS Southern Region, Southern Appalachian Ecosystem Restoration Focus
Areas (Feb. 2008) (Hard copy included).

Hermann Gucinski et al. eds., USDA-FS, Pacific Northwest Research Station,
Forest Roads: A Synthesis of Scientific Information, General Technical Report;
PNW-GTR-509,

Letter from Thomas A. Chapman, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, to Ms. Wendy
Tidhar, WEST, Inc., Re: Proposed Construction and Operation of a Wind Power
Facility, in Pendleton and Hardy Counties, West Virginia (November 16, 2007).

Letter from David W. Carr, Jr. and Sarah A. Francisco, Southern Environmental
Law Center, to Linda Brett, Acting Supervisor, George Washington and Jefferson
National Forest, Re: Wind Turbine Proposal for Church Mountain, George
Washington National Forest (May 13, 2008).



42.

43,

44.

45.

46.

47,

SELC Comments on the Forest Service Proposed Rule on National Forest
Planning: 67 Fed. Reg. 72770 (Apr. 7, 2003).

SELC Comment on NEPA Documentation Needed for Developing, Revising or
Amending Land Management Plans: Categorical Exclusion, 70 Fed. Reg. 1062
(Jan. 5, 2005) (Mar. 7, 2005).

SELC Comment on Proposed National Forest System Land Management
Planning Directives (June 21, 2005).

SELC Comments on Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement for the 2005 National Forest System Land Management Planning Rule
(June 11, 2007) (on behalf of SELC, Cherokee Forest Voices, Georgia
ForestWatch, Heartwood, SABP, Virginia ForestWatch, Western North Carolina
Alliance, and Wild Virginia).

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 2005 National Forest
System Land Management Planning Rule (Oct. 22, 2007) (on behalf of SELC, the
Clinch Coalition, Georgia ForestWatch, SABP, Virginia ForestWatch, Western
North Carolina Alliance and Wild Virginia).

Karen L. Mayne, U.S. FWS, to Robert T. Jacobs, Regional Forester, Re: 2003
Revised Jefferson National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan,
Virginia, West Virginia, Kentucky, (January 13, 2004) (transmitting biological
opinion). .



Steve Krichbaum To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
<loki4@rica.net> cc:

Subject: plan revision comments
08/08/2008 09:35 PM

please see attached word document

DCER comtnents 2008 SK
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"JPL" To: "JPL" <jplynch@crosslink.net>,
<jplynch@crosslink.n <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us>
et> cc

Subject: Re: "Comment on George Washington Plan Revision"
08/08/2008 11:02 PM

| would like to add one more comment. There has been a lot of news this week about drug cartels
growing marijuana in national forests. Planning should consider ways to nip this in the bud, as well as all
other illegal activities that take advantage of our forest resources.

Jim Lynch

————— Original Message -----

From: JPL

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

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2008 3:31 PM

Subject: "Comment on George Washington Plan Revision"

Dear Sirs;

Please accept the following comments pertaining to the George Washington Forest Plan Revision.
1. I 'am concerned with the increasing use of OHVs in our national forests. | realize that citizens have a
right to use them, but | believe that their use should be restricted to forest roads and other trails
specifically built and maintained for their use. | also request that consideration of noise pollution be
given to where and when OHVs are allowed to be used.
2. The roadless areas in the forest that are not on the inventory of roadless areas need to be added.
3. I request that no industrial wind turbine facilities be approved at this time. The technology is too
much in its infancy, there are large scale wind facilities being proposed in areas of the US that are more
conducive to such use (e.g. the Great Plains), and the ridge tops of the Blue Ridge and Appalachian
Mountains are just to great a resource to risk.
4. Water quality is mentioned in the plan for both surface and ground water (aquifers). | would like to
see more done with monitoring the quality of water that flows out of the forest. Both surface and ground
water. As you know, one of the most important reasons for having our national forests is for protection of
water supply.

Thank you.

James P. Lynch
8263 Oakwood Drive
King George, VA 22485

540-775-7002
iplynch@crosslink.net

Jim Lynch



Sherman Bamford To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
e <bamford2@verizon. cc: Sherman Bamford <bamford2@verizon.net>
net> Subject: GWNF Plan Revision comments 2

08/08/2008 11:38 PM

Sherman Bamford
Virginia Forest Watch
P.O. Box 3102
Roanoke, Va. 24015-1102
(540) 343-6359*

bamford2@verizon.net

*If you have any questions about this letter
Aug. 8, '08

George Washington Plan Revisiond

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests[]

5162 Valleypointe Parkway[l

Roanoke, VA 24019
comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us

To Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor, and Planning Staff:

The following are comments on proposed Comprehensive Evaluation Report (CER), Draft
Plan, and other issues and analysis related to the George Washington National Forest
(GWNF) plan revision and the process for the GWNF Plan Revision. These comments are
submitted on behalf of Virginia Forest Watch and Virginia Chapter-Sierra Club.

CER:

The CER makes numerous assertions and statements without explaining what references
support these claims. The reference list(s) are inadequate. We cannot evaluate or make
comments on the CER and Draft Plan until we are provided with these references. Up to
date science is not incorporated into this document. The FS has not taken the “hard look”
at issues as required by NEPA. An interdisciplinary approach is not taken. This is arbitrary
and capricious and in violation of the APA, NEPA, and NFMA. We would be happy to
comment further once we are provided with citations for all unreferenced claims made in
the CER.

For example, including, but not limited to p. 35 para. 3 sentence 2; p. 50 para.
1 sentence 13&14; p. 50 para. 2 sentence 12; p. 47 para. 1 sentence 2; p. 47 para. 1
sentence 4; p. 63 para 3 all; p. 64 para 4 sentence 1; p. 64 para 5, sentence 3; p. 65 para
1 sentence 1; p. 67 para 2, sentence 1;
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L. Preston Bryant, Jr. \ zu@;;-;;b.;’,,:;. Joseph H. Maroon
Secretary of Natural Resources "h.;’fﬂ;:fgnj'rpfw Director

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION
203 Governor Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219-2010

(804) 786-6124
August 8, 2008

Ms. Maureen Hyzer

Forest Supervisor

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway,

Roanoke, Virginia 24019-3050

Re: George Washington Plan Revision
Dear Supervisor Hyzer:

The Natural Heritage Program of the Department of Conservation and Recreation places great value on
our working relationship with USFS staff in Virginia and we appreciate the opportunity to provide further
comment on the ongoing George Washington land management planning. We have reviewed the Draft
Comprehensive Evaluation Report (CER) and the initial working copy version 1 of the Proposed George
Washington Revised Land Management Plan and offer these comments on key strategies that the Forest
Service could pursue to identify and manage the outstanding natural heritage resources and biological
diversity that exists on the GWNF. These comments are prepared in response to a review of the initial
working copy version 1 of the Proposed George Washington Revised Land Management Plan but are
relevant also to material presented in the draft CER. Also presented here is a very brief overview of the
Virginia Natural Landscape Assessment which we recently developed, which we believe is a very
relevant conservation planning tool to assist your forest planning efforts.

Chapter 1: Forest-wide Desired Conditions by Resource Areas

Rare Communities - Much more information should be presented here. The occurrences of both rare
natural community types on the GWNF as well as the exemplary occurrences of more common types
should be presented in the final land management plan. There are numerous occurrences of rare natural
communities and exemplary occurrences of common natural communities of Virginia on the GWNF. A
list of the natural heritage resources, including the rare and exemplary natural community occurrences,
known to occur on GWNF lands is attached. The desired future condition that the “rare ecological
communities are sustained” is laudable, but not clear as a stated intent or course of action.

Wildlife and Fish Habitat, Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat, Species of Concern Habitat, and
Species of Interest Habitat — A list of species that are of concern to the GWNF should be presented in the
plan. For what species does this desired future condition apply? The Forest Service should give
consideration to all species listed as endangered or threatened, or are monitored, or considered of special
concern by the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries and the Natural Heritage Program of
the Department of Conservation and Recreation. The GWNF land management plan should contribute to
the species conservation and recovery goals of the Virginia Wildlife Action Plan and the Virginia Natural

State Parks ¢ Soil and Water Conservation ¢ Natural Heritage » Outdoor Recreation Planning
Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance « Dam Safety and Floodplain Management ¢ Land Conservation



Heritage Plan. There is a conspicuous absence of a commitment to manage, conserve and recover state
endangered and threatened species and globally rare species which should be a stated commitment in the
next iteration of the draft management plan.

There is a statement that should be explained regarding desired non-native species on the Forest. Which
non-native species are desirable and why are they favored over native species?

Recreation — Developed and Disbursed — Include within this desired future conditions the statement that
recreational uses do not occur unmanaged in sensitive habitats and within special areas on the GWNF and
control and enforcement actions will be pursued to protect these areas from those activities.

Vegetation, Old-Growth and Forest Health — We applaud your desired condition for a well-distributed
and representative network of old growth forest. To achieve that, we urge that the final plan present your
identified network of old-growth forest areas, their geographic distribution and how well this network
represents the natural forest types that occur on the GWNF.

Partnerships — Much more discussion will be needed here. The GWNF is a major landowner/manager in
Virginia and the extensive land base supports numerous opportunities for natural resource based
recreation, conservation and other activities. As such, the GWNF should be a partner assisting with the
accomplishment of numerous local, regional, state and recreation and conservation national plans. It is
advised that the role of the Forest Service as a partner in the most prominent of those plans be discussed
in the final land management plan.

Botanical — Zoological Areas — Through the work of Virginia Natural Heritage program scientists and our
partners about 110 natural heritage conservation sites have been identified on the GWNF. Information on
these sites and their boundaries has been shared with the Forest Service through a series of natural
heritage technical reports and staff meetings. These sites were most recently presented to the Forest
Service in 2005 in support of their designation as Special Biological Areas or other special area
designations. A list of those conservation sites is attached. New natural heritage conservation sites can
be identified at any time. The information on natural heritage conservation sites and their boundaries is
also subject to frequent change. For these reasons, it is advised that the next forest management plan be
flexible to allow designation of new special biological areas during the course of implementation of the
management plan and to allow adjustment of SBA boundaries to reflect our most current knowledge of
the sites.

On the subject of Special Biological Areas are two issues that warrant additional discussion. One is the
series of natural sinkhole ponds that occur along Coal Road. These ponds on the GWNF are part of a
larger series of natural sinkhole ponds that occur in parts of adjoining Augusta County and Rockingham
County. The ponds are quite limited in number and are mostly in private ownership. The ponds occur in
landscape that is very fragmented by land ownership and land use and are extremely threatened due to the
lack of legal protection and their inherent vulnerability. The ponds and the species that are dependent
upon the ponds are quite sensitive to disturbance from motorized vehicles, draining, filing, fragmentation
and other threats.

Because of the high number of rare species and rare natural communities that occur at these ponds and the
diversity and quality of ponds along Coal Road on the GWNF, several SBAs have been recognized. The
draft CER recognized three existing SBAs, with proposed boundary expansions, a newly proposed SBA
along the Coal Road corridor. However two additional natural heritage conservation sites located along
Coal Road between Maple Flats and Grassy Pond have been nominated for SBA designation by DCR.
These conservation sites are not listed as new SBAs in the draft CER. Serious consideration should be
given to designate the Shenandoah Acres conservation site (423 acres) and Falling Rock Creek



conservation site (305 acres) (see attached map) as new SBAs. These conservation sites and all forest
service land between the existing and proposed SBAs here should be considered for classification under a
single management designation and be managed under a uniform and biologically compatible regime.
The biological significance of this area and the opportunity we currently have through this planning
process to designate protected corridors between the series of ponds, riparian areas and upland hardwoods
should cause us to reconsider the General Forest land classification for the Coal Road corridor. The
General Forest classification would allow future outcomes such as land sales to occur here that would be
detrimental to this natural system of ponds and the species that move between the ponds. This is the only
opportunity remaining in Virginia to manage a large association of sinkhole ponds and adjoining upland
habitat and to protect this significant component of Virginia’s natural heritage.

A second issue related to appropriate and compatible management of the special biological diversity on
the GWNF is the management of wood turtle habitat. We have proposed two SBAs for wood turtle
habitat on the GWNF, Paddy Run and Sours Run. Neither site has been recommended for that special
designation. Management of lands that support wood turtle habitat but designated for some other primary
use creates the situation where wood turtles are managed as a secondary or tertiary resource. This is
likely to lead to degradation of habitat quality and connectivity. We recommend that greater
consideration be made to manage and recover state listed species and globally rare species such as the
wood turtle in the final forest management plan. We would be glad to discuss with forest service staff
and staff of the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries how that can be accomplished.

Chapter 2: Strategy

Land Ownership and Special Uses - The proposed revised land management plan allows uses within
SBAs which are not compatible with biological diversity protection. For example, it appears that salvage
harvest, foot races and horseback endurance events are permitted with SBAs. Closer attention on what
activities are appropriate and compatible with the biological protection goals within the SBAs will be
needed in the final forest plan. We would be glad to work with you on that.

It is apparent that the proposed GWNF revised land management plan is a very preliminary document that
has been distributed to present the format and general content of the final plan. Sections important to the
DCR Division of Natural Heritage include threatened and endangered species habitat, rare communities,
special areas and cave and karst lands. Our staff welcomes the opportunity to work with the Forest
Service to identify the management issues within these broad natural resource topics for inclusion in the
final plan.

Virginia Natural Landscape Assessment

The Natural Heritage Program of the Department of Conservation and Recreation has developed a
conservation planning tool that is very relevant to the land planning activities on the GWNF. We would
be pleased to present this project to you. The result of this effort clearly identifies the state-wide
significance of the natural lands on the GWNF. This project, the Virginia Natural Landscape Assessment
(VaNLA, http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural _heritage/vclnavnla.shtml), has identified and prioritized
natural lands in Virginia and has identified corridors connecting the natural lands.

Using land cover data derived from satellite imagery, the VaNLA identified large patches of natural land
with at least one hundred acres of interior cover which we call ecological core areas. Ecological cores are
essential for sensitive species that are adversely affected by edge effects, such as brood parasitism by
brown-headed cowbirds and excessive predation by edge-inhabiting predators that can inhibit their ability
to survive and reproduce. In general, ecological cores that are large and deep provide the best insulation
from edge effects. The ecological cores identified through this project were classified into five categories
of ecological integrity: C1 — Outstanding; C2 — Very High; C3 — High; C4 — Moderate; and C5 — General.



The GWNF supports the most significant concentration of ecological cores in Virginia. The GWNF
contains or intersects almost 30% (33 of 111) of Virginia’s ecological cores ranked C1 for outstanding
ecological integrity, representing 34.4% of the area (976,931 of 2,610,088 acres) of all C1 ecological
cores in the state. Included in this assemblage is the largest C1 ecological core completely within
Virginia, as well as 11 of the 21 largest C1 ecological cores in the state. Also included is the largest
ecological core ranked C2 for very high ecological integrity and 9 of the 15 largest C2 ecological cores in
Virginia. GWNF ecological cores contain two of the highest biodiversity ratings for non-riverine rare
species in Virginia, exceeded only by an ecological core in Shenandoah National Park. Five GWNF
ecological cores are among the six deepest in the state, meaning they have potential for exceptional
interior cover. Also, the close proximity of most GWNF ecological cores to one another means they
likely function in aggregate to provide habitat and to perform ecosystem services at the highest level.
One of these ecosystem services, maintaining water quality, is prominent in GWNF ecological cores since
they contain 13 of the 28 longest stretches of forest interior streams in Virginia.

The biodiversity potential, healthy wildlife populations and ecosystem services of large ecological cores
make them the highest priority targets for conservation. USFS should strive to maintain the high natural
integrity of ecological cores in order to retain these benefits not only for plant and animal populations
they support, but also for the ecosystem services they provide.

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on your planning products to date. The Natural Heritage
Program looks forward to a close working relationship and continued input as your efforts advance.

Sincerely,

Larry Smith
DCR, Natural Area Protection Manager
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Sherman Bamford To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
<bamford2@verizon. cc: Sherman Bamford <bamford2@verizon.net>
net> Subject: GWNF Plan comments 3

08/09/2008 12:01 AM

Sherman Bamford
Virginia Forest Watch
P.O. Box 3102
Roanoke, Va. 24015-1102
(540) 343-6359*

bamford2@verizon.net

*If you have any questions about this letter
Aug. 8, '08

George Washington Plan Revision

George Washington & Jefferson National Forests]

5162 Valleypointe Parkway[]

Roanoke, VA 24019
comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us

To Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor, and Planning Staff:

The following are comments on proposed Comprehensive Evaluation Report (CER), Draft
Plan, and other issues and analysis related to the George Washington National Forest
(GWNF) plan revision and the process for the GWNF Plan Revision. These comments are
submitted on behalf of Virginia Forest Watch and Virginia Chapter-Sierra Club.

p. 70 para 1:

This is a good justification for scaling back OHV trails, esp. those where damage is occurring
or maintenance costs are high.

p. 75, para 1: All roadless areas, including the remaining 11% of IRAs (and other areas that
meet roadless criteria) should be formally protected in the new Plan Rev, consistent with
the 2001 roadless rule.

p. 84, para. 3: When will the areas preliminarily identified as “potential wilderness”
(roadless) be posted to the www? This information was to be posted about 15 months ago,
and upon our last review of the GWINFs website, we could find no listing or maps. We will
comment on these areas once they are posted. All Virginia Mtn Treasure areas should be



considered for possible inclusion in the roadless inventory.

p. 86 para 6: the 1993 W&S survey was not comprehensive. Other waterways need to be
examined.

p. 92 para 9: the FS should actively work with the state and USFWS to promote the
reestablishment of all appropriate extirpated species.

p. 94 para 3: 16 acres out of 1.8 million acres of NF is totally inadequate and need to be
increased.

Sherman Bamford
Public Lands Coordinator
Virginia Forest Watch (VAFW)
PO Box 3102
Roanoke, Va. 24015-1102
(540) 343-6359
bamford2@verizon.net
www.virginiaforestwatch.org




. "Kim Clanton" To: <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us>

3 <clanton1@mgwnet.c cc:
om> Subject: Emailing: comments on plan revisionfor GWNF

08/09/2008 12:57 AM

Your message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments:
comments on plan revisionfor GWNF

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent
sending or receiving certain types of file attachments. Check your e-mail
security settings to determine how attachments are handled.

comments on plan revisionfor GWMNF.doc

S


kovercash
Sticky Note
the attached comments are on the following pages


-George Washington National Forest Office of the Supervisor
5162 Valleypointe Pkwy
Roanoke,Va.24019

From Shay and Kim and Kim Bass Clanton
65 Clayton Mill Rd. Deerfield,Va 24432

Phone 540 939 4738
To Supervisor Maureen Hyzer,Kenneth Landgraf,Dave Plunket,and all

concerned,

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the revision of the George
Washington National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.

Our land and home borders the George Washington National Forest at the base
of Walker Mountain in the Deerfield area.

Our comments pertaining to the Draft Comprehensive Evaluation Report
(CER)for the George Washington National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan areas follows.

In the Plan revision the Forest Service should :

Ensure that all riparian areas,sources of clean water and Brook Trout streams
are strictly protected from activities such road building and logging or any activity
that is damaging to these irreplaceable resources.

Backcountry recreation and wilderness conditions should be emphasized since
these places are in increasingly short supply

Protect all existing old growth and mature forest, since these places are rapidly
disappearing and increasingly important as critical habitat for songbirds, black
bear and a diversity of life and for hiking camping hunting and fishing

Strictly protect all areas identified as GWNF Mountain Treasures for the above
reasons

Strictly protect all Special Biological Areas

Fully protect and buffer rare and sensitive habitat conditions such as springs
,seeps rock outcroppings, steep slopes,sensitive soils and rare forest types
Strictly protect all rare threatened and endangered species

Halt the below cost timber program that squanders millions of tax dollars



IF early successional forest must be fabricated for wildlife,recut sites logged in
the last 30 years

Implement selective road closures for restoration of remote interior forests and to
help prevent the spread of invasive species such as the Hemlock wooly adelgid

Reduce dependence on prescribed burns and allow lightning fires to burn in a
contained manner....fully recognize the role natural disturbances play in
promoting forest diversity and forest health.

Work to identify and designate and protect areas that qualify for wilderness study
and Wild and Scenic River allocations

Examine withdrawing consent for oil and gas leases as well as commercial wind
development across the whole national forest but especially in all Special
Biological and sensitive areas.At the very least there should be no surface use
stipulations and no road construction in Special Biological Areas,Appalachian
Trail and other recreational trail areas,Wilderness study areas,near endangered
species and Wild and Scenic River designations.Examine and study in detail the
options for managing the forest in the light of gas and oil and wind development

Prepare a full EIS in support of plan revision

There are several places that we know and love that we believe should receive
strict protection ,They are:

Sideling Hill(dramatic rock outcrops and outstanding recreational trail as well as
great hunting and very few roads Diverse native wildflowers and native medicinal
plants such as black cohosh and ginseng)

Walker Mountain(Springs and Seeps and sinkholes some natural wetlands and
ponds.. James River Spiny Mussel present according to Mark Healy .Threatened
by too much logging.)

Benson Run ,Shenendoah Mountain(diverse native wildflowers and native
medicinal plants,remarkable beauty ,brook trout stream Panther seen recently on
Shenendoah Mountain

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
Sincerely ,Shay ,Kim ,and Kim Bass Clanton



"Jim Hutzler" To: <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us>

<pcc7407@verizon.ne cc:
t> Subject: No wind turbines or other industrial installations in our National

Forests!

08/09/2008 11:10 AM

No wind turbines or other industrial installations in our National Forests!
Our National Forests were never intended to be used for industrial purposes.
Money interests are chomping at the bit for every little remaining scrap of
natural and beautiful America. It is time to say NO NO NO. For God"s sake,
STOP THE MADNESS!

Jim Hutzler

Alexandria, VA



Planning.comments.f To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
- orm@svinet2.fs.fed.u cc:
s Subject:

08/09/2008 02:07 PM

Submitted by: Diana Parker<br>At: erthshr@comcast.net<br>Remark:

- Please oppose industrial scale wind factories on national forest ridges
given the numerous environmental disturbances including habitat destruction,
forest fragmentation, bird and bat fatalities, and lack of scientific data on
impacts to wildlife.

- Protect all roadless areas more than they are now, and add un-inventoried
roadless areas to roadless inventory, utilizing the definition from 2001
Roadless Rule.

- Protect watersheds in order to ensure high quality water for all the
communities that utilize these watershed for their drinking water.

- Do not increase fragmentation by building more roads. 1800 miles of system
roads in the GW is more than the budget can support for maintenance. Work
towards closing roads that are no longer needed (this does NOT mean roads that
are popular for recreational use and access).

- Protect and preserve mature forest for neo-tropical bird species, and other
wildlife species that require mature forest habitat. Improve inventory of old
growth, and protect old growth.

- Request that Forest Service limit surface occupancy to companies owning
mineral rights for gas and oil leasing.

- Finally, request Wilderness designation on the Lee District for Three High
Heads and Little Stony. On the Pedlar District for Adams Peak, Three Sisters,
and Wilderness additions St Mary’s. On the North River District for Beech Lick
Knob, Skidmore Fork, Little River, additions to Ramseys Draft Wilderness,
Crawford Mountain and Jerkemtight/Benson Run. On the Warm Springs District
request wilderness for Laurel Fork, Little Allegheny Mountain and the Rough
Mountain addition. Finally, on the James River District request Wilderness for
Oliver Mountain, The Rich Hole Wilderness addition and Snake Run Ridge. .

<br>



Planning.comments.f To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
orm@svinet2.fs.fed.u cc:
s Subject:

08/10/2008 06:38 PM

Submitted by: David Burns<br>At: david@thesolesource.net<br>Remark: Please do
not allow the construction of industrial wind mills in the national forest. |1
think private land should be considered but not our national forest.<br>



Planning.comments.f To: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us
orm@svinet2.fs.fed.u cc:
s Subject:

08/11/2008 08:22 AM

Submitted by: Lynn Cameron<br>At: camerosl@jmu.edu<br>Remark: Planning Team,

I heard the deadline for comments was August 8, but I was unable to find
this on your plan revision web page. Will you continue to accept comments
after August 87

Thanks.

Lynn Cameron
<br>
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"George Alderson” To: <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us>
i <george7096@verizo cc:
n.net> Subject: George Washington Plan Revision

08/16/2008 07:43 AM

To the Forest Service:

This message will supplement our letter dated March 13, 2008, concerning
the GWNF plan revision.

Our letter urged that the plan should provide protection for additional
wilderness areas. We specifically ask the Forest Service to include the

following areas as wilderness: Ramseys Draft Addition, Skidmore Fork, Little River, Laurel
Fork, Beech Lick Knob, and Benson Run.

I (George) visited the Ramseys Draft area some 30 years ago, before part of it was designed as
wilderness. Its wild qualities and remoteness make it an excellent candidate.

Please keep us informed as the planning process moves forward. Thank you for considering these added
comments.

Sincerely,

George & Frances Alderson

112 Hilton Avenue

Baltimore, MD 21228

E-mail: george7096@verizon.net
Tel: 410-788-7096




Shrine Mont

August 28, 2008

Supervisor Maureen Hyzer

George Washington National Forest
5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, VA 24019-3050

Re: George Washington National Forest Plan Revision

Dear Supervisor Hyzer,

This letter is submitted to you on behalf of the Board of Directors of the Shrine Mont
Corporation, the owner and operator of Shrine Mont located in Orkney Springs, Virgima.
Shrine Mont 1s a camp and conference center of the Episcopal Diocese of Virginia.
Shrine Mont conducts a wide variety. of activities, including summer camps, conferences
and retreats. Other organizations also use Shrine Mont for an assortment of public
events. The Shrine Mont property includes a number of historic buildings, including the
Orkney Springs Hotel (the “Virginia House™) which appears on the National Register of
Historic Places. The property encompasses these buildings together with a total of
approximately 1,000 acres adjoining the George Washington National Forest.

Because of the proximity of Shrine Mont to the George Washington National Forest, our
camps and other activities make use of the Forest in a variety of ways. These activities
include trail hiking for youth camps, families and guests; overnight camping for youth
camps; and study programs focusing on forest ecology. Because Shrine Mont relies on
the National Forest in conducting its programs, and-because activities in the Forest affect
the essential character of the facility, Shrine Mont intends to participate actively in the
Forest Service’s process to revise the George Washington National Forest Plan. Below,
we provide information regarding Shrine Mont, its activities, and 1ts use of and interest in
the George Washington National Forest. We also provide certain preliminary
recommendations to the Forest Service regarding the Revised Plan. We intend to
continue following the plan revision process and we will provide additional input as the
process moves forward. We would also appreciate being advised of opportunities for
participation in the plan revision process by organizations such as ours and of any
impending decisions or actions by the Forest Service which could affect the use of the
George Washington National Forest or the essential character or nature of Shrine Mont.

eront.com.




History of Shrine Mont

An excellent history of Shrine Mont, The Cathedral Shrine of the Transfiguration and
Shrine Mont by George J. Cleveland, describes in detail the evolution of what is now
called Shrine Mont. We will provide a copy of that publication to you separately. The
town of Orkney Springs, in which Shrine Mont 1s located, was established in 1808. Tt 1s
believed that the site was near the location of a former Indian settlement. Initially, the
town of Orkney Springs was laid out in a fort-like configuration owing to the unsettled
and potentially dangerous nature of its location. By the late 1820s, the natural springs
were recognized for their medicinal qualities. Also by this time, a log hotel and a number
of other buildings had been erected to accommodate visitors to the springs. Construction
of the oldest of the present Shrine Mont buildings (the Maryland House) was commenced
prior to the Civil War but the war interrupted its construction and it was completed after
the war. By 1873 the present Pennsylvania House had been constructed. Seven detached
~ two-story cottages were built during his time and remain in use today. By 1876, a hotel
had been in built on the present site of the Virginia House. Many additional homes and
cottages were built in the vicinity of the springs and are included. in the Shrine Mont
property today. Throughout the remainder of the 19" century and the 20™ century, Shrine
Mont continued as a place of rest, relaxation and healing. In August 1976, Shrine Mont
was designated for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

In the latter part of the 19" century, Shrine Mont became a place of focus for the
Episcopal Church in Virginia. The Church and clergy acquired a number of buildings in
the early part of the 20" century. In 1925, construction of the current Cathedral Shrine
was completed and the Shrine was consecrated on August 6, 1925, Following the
consecration of the Shrine, additional land was purchased and buildings were built or
acquired. This process continues today with additional construction and, importantly,
continuing repair and restoration of the existing facilities.

‘The Shrine Mont Program

Shrine Mont is used for a wide variety of programs conducted by Shrine Mont as well as
for activities conducted by other groups. Shrine Mont holds an extensive series of
summer camps, including St. George's Camp, St. Andrew'’s Camp, St. Sebastian's Sports
Camp, the Senior High Youth Conference, St. Elizabeth’s Camp, Explorers Camp, Music
and Drama Camp, and Art Camp. More¢ than 850 young people attend or work at these
camps each summer. The camps provide an opportunity for many young people to
experience and learn to appreciate a rural setting, the beauty of nature and the strong
bonds which develop through sharing these experiences. In addition, Shrine Mont is used
as a retreat and conference location by the Diocese of Virginia, by more than 100
churches of the Diocese and by churches of other denominations, as wetl. The facility 1s
also used to stage a number of popular and well-attended public events. Among these are
the Shenandoah Valley Music Festival, the Bishop’s Bluegrass Festival, the Tee with the
Bishop Golf Tournament and a variety of other activities.”



For many years, Shrine Mont has been called “A Place Apart.” This is a reference to the
essential rural and wild character of Shrine Mont and its surrounding area which has -
existed for 200 years since the site was first identified for the location of a town, and soon
after that, as a destination for healing, relaxation and retreat. The activities conducted at
Shrine Mont today are an outgrowth of those early visits to the healing springs and they
continue to rely upon that essential character in maintaining Shrine Mont as “A Place
Apart.”

Shrine Mont’s Relationship with the George Washington National Forest

The Shrine Mont property adjoins the George Washington National Forest. Many of the
activities conducted at Shrine Mont, including its summer camps, conferences and
meetings, make use of the Forest itself. Summer campers hike in the Forest and enjoy
nature studies there. In particular, Explorers Camp, St. George’s Camp, Senior High
Youth Conference and St. Andrew’s Camp all utilize the Forest for hiking, carmnping and
nature studies. Our camps are excellent stewards of the Forest——they stay on the trails at
all times, they pack out whatever they carry in and they pick up litter left behind by
others. As able, given the age of the campers, they will also do some trail maintenance
and remove debris from storms. Other Shrine Mont groups make use of the Forest by
hiking and nature studies. Shrine Mont also relies upon the existing character of the
Forest as a rural and undeveloped area to make its programs attractive. The introduction
of incompatible activities in the Forest could change this essential character and would
directly impinge upon Shrine Mont’s programs and its mission to serve as “A Place
Apart” from the hustle and bustle of today’s world.

Shrine Mont’s Preliminary Recommendations Regarding the Revised Plan

Shrine Mont recommends that the Forest Service incorporate within its Revised Plan
guidelines and conditions which will maintain and improve the character of the George
Washington National Forest as a rural and undeveloped area. Shrine Mont is particularly
concerned that the Revised Plan not contemplate or permit uses of the Forest which are
incompatible with this essential quality. Such incompatible uses would include but are
not limited to the erection of large wind turbines along the ridges in the Forest,
particularly on the North Mountain ridge in Shenandoah County. The construction of
such turbines will not only directly affect the use of the Forest by Shrine Mont
participants but also will impinge upon the essential essence of Shrine Mont iiself by
severely compromising the view from the Shrine Mont property, introducing non-natural
noises which would be perceptible from Shrine Mont and its environs, and impacting the
thousands of Shrine Mont guests who enjoy recreation in the Forest every year.



Shrine Mont will continue to foliow the Plan Development process and will participate
by making additional recommendations as the process evolves. We appreciate very much
the opportunity to share our views and we would welcome any inquiries you might have.
We would also like to invite you to visit Shrine Mont, and will contact you in the near
future to arrange a visit and tour.

Sincerely,

The Board of Directors
Shrine Mont, Inc.

The Rt. Rev. Peter James Lee, President of Shrine Mont
Bishop of the Episcopal Diocese of Virginia

Mr. Kevin Moomaw, Executive Director, Shrine Mont

Mr. Joseph Paxton, Broadway VA — Vice-President
Ms. Joan Albiston, Charlottesville VA

Mr. I. Dixon Edge, Esq., McLean VA

Mr. Fred Forstall, Fairfax, VA

Ms. Barbara Levy, Potomac Falls, VA -
Ms. Kate Parthemos, Richmond VA

Ms. Janet Peyton, Richmond VA

Ms. Betsy Poist, Charlottesville VA

The Rev. Deborah Rutter, Front Royal, VA
Mr. Thomas von Hemert, Crozet VA

Mr. Douglas Wheeler, Arlington VA



Robert Fener
1011 Swapping Camp Road
Ambherst, Virginia 24521

George Washington National Forest September 11, 2008
Plan Revision

5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanocke, Virgima 24019

Thank you for allowing me to comment regarding the George Washington National
Forest’s new Plan. I am stating the following in writing for the administrative record on
the off chance that I cannot comment in person.

I had the dubious honor of attending one of the work sessions at the Hot Springs
Church. Seated with me was a gentleman who swore he’d kill anyone who harmed his
hunting dog yet wanted more logging to subsidize his hobby of grouse killing. ITronically
he was a farmer but couldn’t set aside any of his own land for grouse habitat. Another
gentleman, complained that because of gated roads he was only able to kill ten Bobcats.
In keeping with the aim of civilized interaction I kept my comments to myself regarding
mental illness. If this is the norm for hunters, then it would be fitting in a Forest Plan that
encompasses multiple usages to have a NO KILL area. We use wilderness and old
growth designation to minimize the impact of logging, we should do the equivalent for
the fauna that are constantly being harassed and murdered.

When the grouse start killing the bobcats, then we can come up with a humane
relocation plan.

Thank you once again for allowing me to comment under NEPA.

Sincerely,

Robert Fener




September 13, 2008
To Whom It May Concern,

Thanks for this opportunity to express some thoughts and desires for the updated comgprehensive G. W.
N. Forest plan. | have had the pleasure of riding the local trails on horseback since | was a young lady.
As a horsewoman { would like to encourage more trails for equestrian use.

I am concerned about sharing these trails with bikers. | predict a fatality when a silently but rapidly
moving biker bears down cn a horse ¢limbing a trail. Even the most well trained horse is a flight animal
that will react unpredictably when frightened. | am aware that both riders and hikers want and deserve
access to these public lands, but there is a real safety issue involved. The only thought is that perhaps
the bikes could be fitted with a device that would emit sounds in a frequency that was inaudibie for
people but that could be heard by horses so they would be forewarned of approaching bikers.

t believe user fees shouid be enacted for bikers, hikers and horseman; they ail cause erosion and shouid
share the cost of maintaining the trails. Easier methods for adopting a trail would be nice. Being able to
use chainsaws would make work much more manageable. It sure would be nice to adopt a trail under
the guidance of a Forest Ranger. To be heid accountable to one knowledgeable staff member couid
provide a nice working relationship between user volunteers and staff. | weuld love to meet and tank te
people who clear and maintain the trails we use. How about a volunteer appreciation picnic with slides?
Il donate the barn for such a get together in my district.

Sore of the trail heads are inaccessible due to development {Big Run} and others lack adequate parking
off the road. s there anything that can be done about these probfems? | sure do miss the Ramsey's
Draft ride. | guess wilderness means no cutting of downfall with chainsaws so trails are virtually
impassable on horseback.

It is unfortunate that it is difficult to stay out of earshot of motorized vehicles. Less ATV trails would
make the trails less noisy. 1t would be nice to push some trails deeper into the forest and further away
from roads and all of the noise that accompanies cars, trucks and motocycies.

! don’t think the G.W.N.F. should allow wind turbans to be built on our public land. There are enough
private lands to provide sites for wind generated power. Let’s protect the birds and animals that need
the forest as a habitat.

Feel free to contact me regarding these comments.

Sincerely, -

¢

S 2 ; j
A

Dolly Frazier

Z ﬁ%f Fraze~@Ed Conda SE et/
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My name is Rick Layser. | am an Executive Beard member of the Virginia National Wild
Turkey Federation and an NWTF Habitat Pro-Staff member.

The National Wild Turkey Federation supports conservation of the wild turkey and its habitat
and preservation of the hunting tradition. The NWTF has over 580,000 members. Over
seven thousand of these members reside in Virginia and even more hunt in Virginia.

There are already 290,000 acres of the George Washington National Forest that have been
removed from consideration for active wildlife management. The draft plan has identified an
additional 130,000 acres for wilderness consideration. That is 42% of the GWNF. This is
unacceptable. There should be no more acres removed from active wildlife management.

Large blocks of old geriatric forest are wildiffe wastelands. There is little food or cover at the
level that birds and animals live. Most wildlife need a diverse habitat including small blocks of
herbaceous grass and forbs, early successional habilat, young forest, and old forest. This
kind of habitat is not available where aclive wildlife management is excluded. The American
Bird Conservancy and the National Audubon Society both have named loss of early
successional Eastern deciduous forest as one the most threatened bird habitats. The
National Wild Turkey Federation has determined that early successional habitat is critical for
the recruitment of turkeys.

Roadless areas go right up {o roads. In existing roadless areas, there should be a significant
setback from all roads. These areas can be managed for wildlife from existing roads. Why
exclude these areas from management?

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

These recommendations include:

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

This cannot be done with the current and proposed wilderness areas.
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 tooi to create wildlife 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.

5. Open road densities should be increased. Open road densities should be determined
by biological concerns and the needs for hunter access. You can only drag a
harvested deer so far.

6. Cooperate with the VADGIF 1o meet habitat goals in Virginia’s 2006-2015 Deer
Management Plan, 2001 Bear Managament Pian, and Virginia’s Wildlife Action Plan.

Rick Layser

148 Troxel Gap Road
Middiebrook VA, 24459
(H) 540-886-1761

(C) 540-490-0350
rglayser@earthlink.net
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George Washington National Forest - Supervisor’s Office
5162 Valleypointe Pkwy.

Roanoke, VA 24019

888-265-0019

540-265-5173
comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us

to: Supervisor Maureen Hyzer, Kenneth Landgraf, Dave Plunket, and all whom this
concerns

re: Comments pertaining to the “Preliminary Draft Working Paper August 21, 2008
Potential Wilderness Inventory” and “Final Process Paper of August 21, 2008
George Washington NF Potential Wilderness Area Guidance” and GWNF Plan
Revision '

*H%%% Tt is good to see that the GWNF planners included more areas in the draft “Potential
Wilderness Inventory” than were in the previous roadless area inventories (e.g., Scaffold Run
(Galford Gap), Dunkle Knob, Little Mare Mountain, Toms Knob (Potts Mountain), Archer
Knob, and Beech Lick Knob).

wakick Tt {9 also good to see that the Forest Service significantly expanded the size of some of the
areas listed in the draft “Potential Wilderness Inventory” over the dimensions used in the
previous roadless area inventories (e.g., Oak Knob, North Massanutten, Beards Mountain, Little
Allegheny, High Knob (the Dry River portion), Jerkemtight, and Little River).

#HkE* Re-egxamination and re-inventory of some of the listed areas are necessary as the currently
used boundaries do not include all the qualifying acreage; i.e, the expansion of the Elliot Knob.
Three Sisters, Beech Lick Knob. Big Schioss, Jerkemtight, and Beards Mountain potential
Wilderness areas. The areas used by the Forest Service are significantly smaller than the areas of
the same name mapped in the GWNF “Mountain Treasures” publication (in possession by the

agency).

*awkE% S0 far, the FS has failed to inventory 33 Mountain Treasures as “potential wilderness™:
West Back Creek Mountain, Back Creek Mountain, Warm Springs Mountain, Fore Mountain,
Short Mountain, Longdale Furnace, Mud Run Mountain, Snake Run Ridge, Slatey Mountain,
Jerrys Run, Panther Knob, Signal Corps Knob, Sideling Hill, Walker Mountain, Hankey
Mountain/Trimble Mountain, Hogpen Mountain, Little Cow Knob, Wildcat Ridge, Feedstone
Mountain, Kretchie Mountain, Broad Run, Jonnies Knob, Great North Mountain (on Lee RD),
Falls Ridge, Church Mountain, Cove Mountain, Long Mountain, Catback Mountain, Short Horse




Mountain, Southern Massanutten, Signal Kinob, The Friar, and Whites Peak. These areas total
approximately 210.000 acres (~20% of the Forest).

Most if not ALL of these areas meet the qualifications for being inventoried as “‘potential
Wilderness” and should be added to the official “inventory of potential Wilderness”.

#ksx The FS failed to inventory 2 previously “inventoried roadless areas™ (listed in the 1993
GWNF FEIS, the 1997 SAA, and the 2000 RAC FEIS) as “potential wilderness™: Southern
Massanutten and The Friar. These areas meet the qualifications for being inventoried as
“notential Wildemess” and should be added to the official “inventory of potential Wilderness”.

**#8% According to at least one court judgment, identification of areas in an “inventory” is
merely an initial step that may do little to actually protect Forest lands: “Congress has provided
that potential wilderness areas will not be afforded special protection based solely on their status
as potential wilderness areas until they are recommended for wilderness designation in a Final
Revised Forest Plan, accordingly, no legal consequences will flow from an area's inclusion or
exclusion from a preliminary roadless inventory.” Judge James C. Turk's August 17, 1998 ruling
in Shenandoah Ecosystems Defense Group et al. (Case Number 98-0388-R in Western District
of Virginia)

Also see pg. 18 of Guidance: “the presence or absence of an area on an inventory 1s of
little concern to Congress. In the current bill before Congress, Stone Mountain was not part of
the Jefferson Roadless Inventory, but was recommended for wilderness in the Forest Plan and is
proposed as wildemess. Lynn Camp Creek was not included in the Jefferson Roadless Inventory,
was not recommended for wilderness, but is proposed as a Wilderness Study Area. James River
Face Wilderness Addition was in the Jefferson Roadless Inventory, was recommended for
wilderness in the Forest Plan, but is not included for wilderness designation in the bill.”

Of course, the above quote from the Turk ruling fails to reflect that placement into a
“roadless area” inventory (or perhaps now a “potential wilderness area” inventory) is an
important factor. Numerous federal court rulings have made clear that developments such as
timber sales in an inventoried roadless area are significant actions that demand the preparation of
an EIS. And a court this year also extended such consideration (i.e., significance and the need for
an EIS) to roadless areas that the FS had failed to inventory. It is not clear that the same
“roadless” arguments would apply here to “potential wilderness areas” inventoried or
uninventoried (assuming the NFMA regulations currently being used are allowed to stand).

Taking the Turk ruling at face value, if is thus essential for the FS to formally
“recommend” as many areas as possible for “Wilderness” designation in the Final Revised
Forest Plan; otherwise their Wilderness values, qualities, benefits, and opportunities are not
necessarily protected. This recommendation is a separate issue from which areas
conservationists, other members of the public, or legislators eventually decide to include or
exclude in a Wilderness bill before Congress.




wkierkk Al of the 37 areas identified by the Forest Service (see “Preliminary Draft Working
Paper August 21, 2008 Potential Wilderness Inventory™) should be recommended for Wilderness
designation in the Final Revised GW National Forest Plan. These areas all meet the criteria for
such recommendations. '

wkkiH% In addition to the above 37 preliminarily identified areas, many other GWNF Mountain

Treasures should be recommended for Wildemess designation. In particular, the FS should
inventory as “potential Wilderness” and recommend for Wildemness designation the following
Treasures that have significant amounts of “semi-primitive” ROS lands {according to the 1993
GWNF Revised LRMP “Transportation Network and Recreational Opportunities” map): Wildcat
Ridge (SPM 1 & 2), Hogpen Mountain (SPM 2), Hankey Mountain (SPM 1}, Church Mountain
{SPNM & SPM 2), Falls Ridge (SPM 2}, Long Mountain (SPM 2), Great North Mountain (SPM
2), Jonnies Knob (SPNM), Catback Mountain (SPM 2}, Signal Corp Knob (SPM 1 & 2), Short
Horse Mountain (SPM 2). Southern Massanutten Mountain (SPNM and SPM 2), Warm Springs
Mountain (SPM 2), Slatey Mountain (SPM 2}, Panther Knob (SPM 2), and Short Mountain
{SPM 2) [16 areas]. Some boundary adjustments may be helpful (such as using the utility line as
the northern boundary at-Great North Mountain).

*wwkkk The FS should also inventory as “potential Wilderness” and “recommend” for
Wilderness designation the following Mountain Treasure areas that can be preserved due to the
content and context of their physical terrain and natural conditions (their locations are
conducive to the perpetuation of wilderness values): Little Cow Knob, Kretchie Mountain,
Walker Mountain. Sideling Hill, Back Creek Mountain, West Back Creek Mountain, Broad Run,
Snake Run Ridge, Mud Run Mountain, The Friar, and Whites Peak [10 areas]. These areas are
regaining a natural, untrammeled appearance; human alterations existing in the areas are
being affected by the forces of nature rather than humans and are disappearing or muted.
Some boundary adjustments may be helpful (such as perhaps moving the boundary about two
miles north of the southern tip of Walker Mountain).

**%%% The Forest Service apparently has not properly determined “semi-primitive” allocations.
Some lands the agency designates SPM or RN should be SPNM but have not been so allocated.
Similarly, some lands designated RN should be SPM, and some considered to be SPM 1 might
actually be SPM 2.

##**%% The FS should also examine the Big Ridge area (with SPM 2) in Highland County north
of rt. 84 as a potential Wilderness area; also the McGraw Gap area (Pine Spur Ridge) south of
Douthat State Park, east of FDR 125, and north of Smith Creek and FDR 336; and the Bear
Wallow area on the JRRD northeast of Rich Patch, west of rt. 633, and mostly in Botetourt
county. : :

Fekd* | have made no direct mention above of Feedstone Mountain, Longdale, Jerrys Run, Fore
Mountain, Cove Mountain, and Signal Knob Mountain Treasures. All these should also be




included in the GWNF “potential Wilderness inventory”. These may also be recommended as
Wilderness in the Plan. 1 have visited some but not all of these areas. Perhaps these areas can be
preserved due to the content and context of their physical terrain and natural conditions (their
locations are conducive to the perpetuation of wilderness values). For example, Cove Mountain
are not easily accessible and offer remote conditions. And they are regaining a natural,
untrammeled appearance in that human alterations existing in the areas are being affected by the
forces of nature rather than humans and are disappearing or muted (this is the case at Signal
Knob and Feedstone Mountain). '

##2%% | helieve ALL the GWNF Mountain Treasures provide ample opportunities for solitude; 1
have not visited all of them so for some I cannot say for sure. However, I have experienced
feelings of solitude, a high degree of naturalness, opportunities for unconfined
backcountry-type or primitive recreation, and isolation from human activities in the
following GWNF Mountain Treasures: '

Scaffold Run. Paddy Lick, West Back Creek Mountain. Back Creek Mountain. Little Mare
Mountain, Warm Springs Mountain, Short Mountain, Longdale Furnace, Fore Mountain, Toms
‘Knob, Snake Run Ridge, Slatey Mountain, Jerrvs Run, Adams Peak, Whites Peak, Signal Corps
Knob, Benson Run, Archer Knob, Sideling Hill, Walker Mountain, Hankey Mountain/Trimble
Mtn.. Shaws Ridee. Beech Lick Knob. Hogpen Mountain, Broad Run, Litile Cow Knob, Wildcat
Ridge, Feedstone Mountain, Dunkle Knob, Kretchie Mountain, Jonnies Knob. Big Schloss (such
as at Little North Mountain and north of Halfmoon Mountain), Great North Mountain (on Lee
RD). Falls Ridge, Church Mountain, Catback Mountain, and Signal Knob, as well as all of the
roadless areas inventoried in the 1993 Plan FIS. and Big Ridge in Highland County.

ik [ gm not aware that any “exercising of rights™ as regards minerals/gas (e.g., the NEPA
process has not concluded) is occurring on any of the GWNF Mountain Treasures. If any leasing
occurs in any Treasure the area under lease should have a "No Surface Occupancy” (NSO)
stipulation. Therefore, Mountain Treasure areas shall still qualify for the “inventory of potential
Wilderness” even if it has the presence of a Federal lease. Even if an area is under other lease
stipulations such as "Controlled Surface Use” or standard lease stipulations, an area still
qualifies for the “inventory of potential Wilderness™ as no current on-the-ground activities are
occurring.

The existence of private mineral rights leases is a factor that may be used to evaluate
“potential” areas for “recommended Wilderness” status in the revised Plan, but it is not proper to
use the presence of leases to deny the placement of areas into the “inventory of potential
Wilderness”™. '

So as to avoid setting up conflicts, no mineral/gas leases should be sold in any area of the
Forest while the Plan is under revision,

Public involvement, disclosure of effects, and NEPA analysis occurs at both the Forest
Plan level and the project specific level (such as when a permittee submits a drilling plan).

wkiks I any of the areas named in previous sections above are not recommended as Wilderness
in the revised Plan they should be allocated to one (or more) of the following Management Areas
as used in the current GWNF Plan: MA 1 Minimal Level Management, MA 2 Migration
Corridors, MA 3 Sensitive Watersheds/Municipal Watersheds, MA 4 Special Interest Areas
(including RNAs), MA 9 Back Country/Remote Highlands, or MA 21 Special Management



Areas; and/or to one {or more) of the following Management Prescriptions as used in the current
JNF Plan: 0A Custodial Management, 4B Proposed Research Natural Areas, 4C1 Geologic
Areas, 4D Botanical and Zoological Areas, 4E1a Cultural and Heritage Areas, 4F Scenic Areas,
9A2 Reference Watersheds, 9A4 Aquatic Habitat Areas, 9F Rare Communities, or 12C Remote
Backcountry Recreation — Natural Processes. And/or the agency can design a new special
MA/MP (that designates sites as unsuitable for “timber harvest” and “production”, road
construction and reconstruction, and mineral development) that can be applied to Mountain
Treasures.

*#%** The agency needs to consider and evaluate in detail allocating a new Special Area
designation to Mountain Treasures that the FS does not recommend as Wilderness.

kaekk The agency needs to consider and evaluate in detail an alternative/option recommends as
Wilderness all the areas in the “inventory of potential Wilderness”.

F#k®* The agency needs to consider and evaluate in detail an alternative/option recommends as
Wilderness all (or portions of all) of the Mountain Treasures.

*#x%% The agency needs to consider and evaluate in detail an alternative/option that applies “no
surface use” stipulations to all the Mountain Treasures (subject to existing rights).

*w%E¥ The agency needs to consider and evaluate in detail an alternative/option that withdraws
consent (for mineral development) to all the Mountain Treasures (subject to existing rights).

###%+ The agency needs to consider and evaluate in detail an alternative/option that applies “no
- surface use” stipulations to all the areas in the “inventory of potential Wilderness™ (subject to
existing rights).

##kx#k The agency needs to consider and evaluate in detail an alternative/option that withdraws
consent (for mineral development) to all the areas in the “inventory of potential Wilderness™
(subject to existing rights).

#rxk* The agency needs to consider and evaluate in detail an alternative/option that considers as
not suitable for wind energy development all the Mountain Treasures (subject to existing rights),

*xx#* The agency needs to consider and evaluate in detail an alternative/option that considers as
not suitable for wind energy development all the areas in the “inventory of potential Wilderness”
(subject to existing rights).

“3. Electronic installations, such as cell towers, television, radio, and telephone repeaters, and
the like, provided their impact is minimal. . . . These sites provide valuable communication and
service throughout the GWJIEFF NF and the eastern United States. Thus their impacts are not
considered minimal.” - pg. 4 of Guidance

FRd** The FS has defined minimal impacts out of existence and thereby improperly biased the
identification of potential Wilderness Areas, By this specious logic NO site would have a



minimal impact, no matter how small the specific installation area involved.

“With private land comes it [sic] inherent need for electrical power lines, telephone lines, water
and sewer lines, and road access, all improvements that become permanent on the land and these
improvements then come into conflict with potential wilderness designation.” - pg. 5 of
Guidance .

##34% Thig “inherent need” is not true. Many private lands exist without these developments.

“Areas that have been prescribed burned are not land that is ‘regaining a natural, untrammeled
appearance’ (Handbook at Chapter 71.12 (1)).” - pg. 7 of Guidance

**#%% Thig {5 unreasonable and nonsensical as the agency states elsewhere that the burning 1s
needed for the Forest to regain a natural appearance. :

“The Forest Service has made it a priority to reintroduce fire into fire dependent
ecosystems to help promote ecosystem health. Prescribed fire is viewed by the land management
agencies as an agent of change that helps ‘mother nature’ return an ecosystem to its historic
range. . . . By increasing the Forest’s prescribed fire objective, the Forest can begin to move
towards a Condition Class 2 and eventually condition class 1 where we are within the natural
historic range of vegetation and fuel composition as the result of more frequent and lower
severity fires.” - GWNF DCER pg. 104

“In the evaluation consideration should be given to adjusting the boundary about one-half mile
from the road that provides access to the historically harvested areas due to the established
pattern of use. We believe one-half mile is generally the maximum length of any single
temporary road constructed to access a cutting unit.” - pg. 8 of Guidance

*#*k%%% Thig rationale is contradictory and spurious. A multitude of EAs and FONSIs state or
imply that logging sites and “temporary” roads swiftly regain a natural appearance and are areas
where the forces of nature are operant. The FS takes great pains to tell the public that these
management actions {viz., “cutting units” and “temporary roads”) have NO significant impact.
Multitudinous EAs inform the public that the effects of these management actions are minimal,
soon dominated by the forces of nature, and quick to disappear. There should be NO required
boundary adjustments due to logged-over tracts or the construction of “temporary” roads
(assuming that the amounts are within the 20% guideline). As the FS EAs asseverate, the human
alterations at these sites are being affected by the forces of nature and are disappearing or muted.
“It is clear that in the opinion of Congress, once any human management activity is halted, areas
on this Forest quickly regain a natural, untrammeled appearance and that the improvements
quickly disappear or are muted.” {(Guidance at pg. 17)

“Primitive is defined as ‘pertaining to an early age; characterized by simplicity’ (Webster’s
Dictionary 1976). Primitive recreation in wilderness has largely been interpreted as travel by
non-motorized and non-mechanical means (such as horse, foot, canoe) that reinforces the
connection to our American heritage.” - pg. 9 of Guidance

#sx4% ATL the GWNF Mountain Treasures provide ample opportunities for a recreational
experience that meets this criterion of “primitive” (i.e., travel by non-motorized and non-
mechanical means).

. the ROS system) represents an indicator that can be used to measure solitude. The semi-



primitive core, for the purposes of this review, is a way to measure the amount of area that is
secluded from the influences of other people.” - pg. 10 of Guidance

k*kx% The ROS system is merely one way to examine solitude; it is NOT the sole or even best
way to measure or evaluate this condition, and should not be construed or used as such. Presence
of a “semi-primitive” core gredter than or equal to 2,500 acres is NOT a necessity for identifying
areas that could provide “opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of
recreation”.

“As described below, the development of lands around the Forest are expected to increase
substantially. . . . This is especially important on the GW since it is projected to have the most
area of increases in housing density on adjacent lands of all national forests or grasslands, with
projected changes on more than 1.4 million adjacent private rural acres.” - pg. 11 of Guidance
**%%% This contradicts statements in virtually EVERY TIMBER SALE EA I have seen in
the past 18 years in which the FS states that conditions on private lands are expected to
remain the same (so then cumulative impacts of the logging are not a significant concern).
So not only are conditions on private lands changing, but they are changing “the most . . . of all
national forests”. How could this have gone unnoticed over all these years? The answer of course
is that it honestly could not. That such a flagrant and expedient contradiction is used now after all
these years is reprehensible. Whoever is responsible for such contemptuous behavior towards the
public has no business working for this agency, and certainly has no right to suck tax-dollars out
of my or anyone else’s pockets. If any of you ever wonder how it is that so much of the public
has so little trust in this agency, things like THIS are the reason why.

“Long, narrow areas are more difficult to preserve . . .” - pg. 11

kxkk* This rationale of course biases the selection process against virtually an entire
physiographic province (viz., the Ridge and Valley; as mentioned below, this is also the name of
an ecological “section” and “subsection”). Outside of Shenandoah Mountain, the mountains in
this province (wherein lie most GW National Forest lands) are typically “narrow linear” ridges.
Here it is difficult for roadless areas or potential Wilderness areas to not be more-or-less long
narrow areas.

A hierarchical order of defining and mapping ecosystems has been developed by Bailey
et al (1994} and Avers ef al (1994); also see Keys et al 1995. The ecological units composing
this nested hierarchy are identified at all levels by the integration of biological and physical
components of the environment. The scale of these units ranges from the global and continental
(made up respectively of Domains and Divisions) down to land units of hundreds to less than fen
acres in size (Landtypes and Landtype Phases).

In this classification, all or much (depending on the scale of the unit) of the GWNF area
lies within the Central Appalachian Broadleaf Forest - Coniferous Forest - Meadow Province
(M221), Northern Ridge and Valley Section (M221A), Ridge and Valley Subsection (M221Aa),
and Appalachian Narrow Linear Mountains Landtype Association (M221Aa03),

“Trregular borders of an area would also make it much more difficult to preserve.” - pg. 11
*H%%% Thig is not necessarily so. Irregular boundaries could make it more difficult for evenly

patterned developments to occur along the length of the boundary on adjacent lands.

“In addition to adjacent deveiopment, these types of boundaries often result in illegal ATV.use



and development of other types of user-created trails.” - pg. 11

#x%%% That there exist criminals who may not respect Wilderness Areas is a very poor excuse for
not inventorying/evaluating/recommending/designating such Areas. This amounts to allowing
the ignorant/apathetic/arrogant/malignant to dictate what should or should not be protected.

“Areas that are located along the side of ridge would be much harder to preserve.” - pg. 12
**%#% Thig is absurd on its face. Thunder Ridge WA 1s an obvious example that comes to mind.
And numerous other WAs certainly include the sides of ridges. Such sites are not “much harder
to preserve” unless the FS makes them so (such as, e.g., putting timber sales immediately
adjacent to their boundaries).

*+%%% At various locations throughout this Guidance the FS appears irrationally concerned with
private lands adjacent to the National Forest. Certainly there are or can be problems with
developments on private lands. However, it is improper to assume a priori that private lands
adjacent to potential Wilderness Areas area a problem. The FS must recognize that not all
adjacent private land-holders are a menace. Such is certainly not the case on the GWNF. Some
private individuals or entities manage their land at least as well as, and sometimes better than, the
Forest Service.

“4. The location of the area is conducive to the perpetuation of wilderness values. Consider the
relationship of the area to sources of noise, air, and water pollution, as well as unsightly
conditions that would have an effect on the wilderness experience. The amount and pattern of
Federal ownership is also an influencing factor. _
Guidance: This criteria is considered through the semi-primitive core attribute discussed earlier.
This semi-primitive core helps to separate the sights, sounds, sources of pollution and other
activities originating outside an area and thus provides an indicator for solitude and unconfined
recreation.” - pg. 14 of Guidance

#+x%% Oceurrence of a “semi-primitive core” should NOT be the exclusive method used to
determine the attainment of this criterion. An area may be sufficiently separated from sources of
noise, air, and water pollution, as well as unsightly conditions without having a “semi-primitive
core”. Much depends on the topographic and geographic context of the area, as well as the
amount and pattern of Federal and private ownership. An area without a “semi-primitive core”
may be farther from sources of noise, air, and water pollution, as well as unsightly conditions
than an area with such a core; “semi-primitive” condition in large part merely depends upon
distance from roads in the Forest. An area, be it small or large, may be closer to such roads. and
therefore not be considered “semi-primitive”, vet due to its terrain and landscape context actually
be more remote from significant sources of noise, air, water pollution, and unsightly conditions
than some other areas said to contain “‘semi-primitive” lands. Examples are the Little Cow
Knob, Kretchie Mountain, Back Creek Mountain, Broad Run, The Friar, and Snake Run
Ridge Mountain Treasures; due to their landscape location and ownership patterns these areas
are shielded from or remote from significant sources of noise, air, water poliution, and unsightly
conditions, even though they do not have a so-called “semi-primitive core”. (And the ROS
designations used by the FS may not be accurate.) The geographic locations and contexts of
these areas are conducive to the perpetuation of wilderness values. These areas can be preserved
due to the content and context of their physical terrain and natural conditions. These same factors
and rationale apply to areas that contain “semi-primitive” lands that are not included in: the FS’




inventory of August 21, 2008, such as Great North Mountain, Jonnies Knob, Slatey
Mountain, Warm Springs Mountain, and Short Mountain MTs.

w#k#% It anpears the GW staff are improperly considering “sights and sounds” from outside
areas, such as housing development on private land, in deciding whether areas qualify for the
inventory. Congress has strongly and clearly expressed that the Forest Service should not use
this “sights and sounds” criteria to identify potential Wilderness areas.

##%%+ The FS has devised inventory guidance that is inconsistent with the will of Congress.

See “71.12 Par. (4) (1995 R8 Guidance) Areas have semi-primitive (SP) core solitude
greater than 2500 acres on NFS lands or otherwise provide solitude (e.g. topography).
Eliminates smaller and/or narrower areas with small SP cores (limited solitude). Smaller or
narrower SP core areas often indicate private land influenced core.” (Guidance at pg. 19)

Congress has made it clear that designation of Wilderness Areas 1s not dependant on even
the presence of “semi-primitive” ROS lands, let alone the possession of a “semi-primitive core”
of 2500 acres. See, e.g., pg. 17 of Guidance (section rubric “Congressional Designations”).

The FS is unwilling to inventory small narrow areas, areas with irregular boundanes, or
arcas with appendages (see pp. 11-12 of Guidance). However, Congress regularly designates
small and/or narrow areas as Wilderness (see Guidance pg. 17). Beaver Creek Wilderness on
Kentucky’s Daniel Boone NF is perhaps the epitome of a small, narrow Wildemness Area with
appendages and an frregular boundary.

 The FS appears to be improperly concerned about private lands bounding areas; see, e.g.,
pg. 12 of Guidance. However, see pp. 17-18 of Guidance regarding Congressional Wildermess
designations.

Degree of remoteness is another filter that the FS is improperly applying. It 1s not clear
how the FS defines “remote” or “remoteness”. However, Congress regularly designates
Wilderness Areas close to significant developments, even adjacent to Interstate highways (e.g.,
Rich Hole and Kimberling Creek WAs). See pg. 17 of Guidance.

In formulating this “inventory of potential Wilderness™ the Forest Service is using a version of
the NFMA regulations that have been found to be illegal, and that is currently the subject of yet
another lawsuit. Use of these Bush regulations is improper and unreasonable and an abuse of
discretion. These illegal regulations do not properly and adequately implement the NFMA. For
instance, they fail to sustain the Forest’s diversity and fail to ensure the protection of viable
populations of flora and fauna.

Steven Krichbaum
September 14, 2008
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<cliffandoma@ntelo  Subject: PAO web page feedback

s.net>

09/16/2008 09:44
AM

Sept. 16, 2008
TO: Planning staff GWNF

} recently attended the meeting at Turner Ashby High School in regards fo your proposal to identify
370,000 acres as potential wilderness study areas. | happened to notice that the criteria for selecting
these areas only considered the resource activities that have taken place since the 1993 plan went into
effect. All management activities occurring before 1993 were ignored. Since 1993 your on the ground
resource activiies have been drastically reduced. Therefore, all of your criteria for determining what is
suitable for wilderness study areas is extremely biased.

in my 30 years of interaction with the GWNF(timber, buyer, citizen activist, hunter, fisherman, etc.) 1 have
never seen such a ludicrous and unprofessional manipulation of data to achieve a prejudiced agenda.



i have several specific questions which | would ask that you provide a clear and concise answers. 1)
When identifying these potential wilderness study areas, why did you identify only the activities that
occurred in the last 15 years and totally ignored all management prior to the current plan? 2) Whatis the
justification for shutting off all management activities on one third of the GW. 3) Why is the vast majority
of the GWNF being managed(?) for old growth? 4) Why does wildemess and old growth have
unmitigated priority compared to timber harvesting and early successional wildlife habitat .

Your response would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Ciiff Rexrode



Kenneth To dennisiabare@earthlink.net,

_ Landgraf/RB/USDAFS Al.Bourgeois@dgif virginia.gov

i 09/17/2008 02:58 PM ¢C Karen B Overcash/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Carol H
d Croy/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES

hce
Subject Fw: GW Plan

Dennis,

| received your email about our plan revision meetings on potential wilderness areas. Dave
Plunkett retired a couple weeks ago. Karen Overcash is now taking on Dave's duties in plan
revision. Let me try to answer your guestions.

Let me start with the clarification that the Forest does not have a wilderness "proposal.” One
the requirements of our planning regulations is "afl NFS lands possessing wilderness
characteristics must be considered for recommendation as potential wilderness areas during
ptan development or revision.” This is just about the same language that we have had in our
planning regulations since 1982. So every time we revise, we are required to inventory all the
lands on the forest that meet the definition of wilderness and then evaluate those areas to
determine which, if any, areas we may want to recommend to Congress for wilderness
designation.

We have completed the inventory and identified 370,000 acres of land in 37 areas that are now
on our Potential Wilderness Area inventory. As we move through the process we will evaluate
each of these areas. One of the purposes of the meetings last week was to hear from people
about the factors we should consider in the evaluation. We asked 3 questions at the meeting:
1) What are the characteristics that make this area a good wilderness ? 2} What are the resource
uses that might be foregone if this area became wilderness?; and 3) If not wilderness, how
would you like to see this area managed?. We provided maps of each of the areas which
displayed many of the factors that we thought people would be interested in while discussing
the issues. One of the things on the maps was timber harvest that has been conducted since
the plan was last revised in 1993 (thus the display of areas harvested in the past 15 years).
This does not mean that we would not consider other factors or that we will limit ourselves to
iooking only 15 years back. We were asking for public input on what we should consider and
how those factors affect each area. | hope that the person who reported to you raised the
issue of grouse hunting as a conflicting use for the area that was being discussed. The intent
of the meetings if for people to find out from others how these areas are currently being used.

We will be having meetings to discuss where and how much timber management needs to be
conducted on the forest and we will also discuss prescribed fire use for habitat management.
At those meetings it would be entirely appropriate for you 1o raise the question "In light of severe
paucity of early successional habitats, the habitat age-class that is in the shortest supply on this forest
and which has been damaging wildlife and local economies due to a shortage of forest products, this
meeting and this plan proposes to discuss to place up to 370,000 acres into timber management
classifications” Our current plan has about 350,000 acres of land identified as suitable for
timber harvest. In our Draft Comprehensive Evaluation Report we recommend that we strive to
maintain the existing amount of suitable acreage on the forest.

Again, the 370,000 acres of Potential Wilderness is not a proposal. [t represents all of the
areas that we have to evaluate for wilderness. We can also consider these areas for other types
of management (within the confines of other requirements - like the 2001 Roadless
Rule-pending its final resolution in the courts). We are asking people how they want to see



each of these areas managed.

The maps, a paper on how we completed the inventory and data on the areas is on our website.
http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/gwj/forestplan/revision/index.shtmi

if t haven't answered your gquestions, or if you have more, please contact me.

Ken Landgraf

Planning & Forest Ecology Group Staff Officer

George Washington and Jefferson National Forests

(540) 265-5170

e-mail: klandgraf@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Kenneth Landgraf /R8/USDAFS on 09/17/2008 02:01 PM -

~ Carol H Croy/R8/USDAFS

- To Kenneth Landgraf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
p- 09/17/2008 01:02 PM cc

Subject Fw: GW Plan

A message forwarded from Al Bourgeais concerning the GW Plan, in case you have not received.
the email sent to Dave Plunkett

Carol Hardy Croy, Ph.D.

Forest Wildlife Biologist

George Washington and lefferson National Forests

5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

540.265.5136

540.265.5145 (fax)

carolcroy@fs.fed.us

- Forwarded by Carol H Croy/R8/USDAFS on 09/17/2008 01:00 PM -----

<Al.Bourgeois@dgif.virgi &
nia.gov> To <rgsbank@comcast.net>, <carolcroy@fs.fed.us>,

09/15/2008 10:36 AM <kenl&ngraff@fs.fed.us>, <cdbrutonnwif@wilkes. net>
cc

Subject FW: GW Plan

I'm not sure if Dave plunkett is retired yet or not, so I'm passing this along. Carol
- please be sure that Ken Langraff sees this incase I don't have his correct e-mail
address.

Enjoy, Al



Al Bourgeois

District Wildlife Biologist

VA Dept. of Game & Inland Fisheries
P.O. Box 996

Verona, VA 24482

Phone: (540) 248-9381

Cell: (434) 981-6540

From: Dennis Labare {mailto:dennislabare@earthiink.net]

Sent: Friday, September 12, 2008 10:08 PM

To: David Plunkett

Cc: Bourgeois, Al; Jane Hogan; Hon. Matthew J. Lohr; Sherry Crumley; Bruce Ingram; Cliff and Oma
Rexrode; Paul R. Howe; Randy Bush; Busch, Rick; Dr. Michael D. Zagata, Ex. Dir. & CEO

Subject: GW Plan
Dave:

You may remember me as a grouse hunter and orgamzer of a coalition of sportsmen's, ef¢, groups that
are working with VDGIF in supporting a good plan for wildlife in the current cycle. We spoke at several of
the prewous meetings, those prior to all the lawsuits. ‘

I've just heard a disturbing report from my brethren, so I'm writing you for some explanations and
clarifications. I'm currently at my summer home in Maine, thus my absence from the meeting, and won'
return until November, so I'm trying to keep up via this medium and the phone.

Yesterday, as | am told, one of two meetings were held to discuss forest plan issues. Out of this, I've
learned there is some sort of extremely large "wilderness® proposal. Here is an excerpt from an e-mail
from a colleague who attended last evening's mesting.

"Went to a USFS meeting last night Therme was the proposal to put 370,000 acres of the GW in
Wilderness Study Areas. The one thing that caught my attention was only considering cut areas that
have been done since the current plan started in 1993. Ignoring all cutting and abandoned roads made
before 1993. For instance, several areas | have grouse hunted for over thirty years that have had
periodic cutting for the fast forty years are now considered OK for potential wilderness because the
reduced cutting of the last 15 years only shows a minimal amount of disturbance during that time, |
strongly objected to this criteria that igniores the historic management and use of large areas.

Alf of the maps with the 370,000 acres outlined, showed the cut areas for the last 15 years. If if was cut
16, 17, 18, etc. years ago nothing showed on the maps. If the GW gets away with this bullshit the other
forests will follow suit. I'm really frustrated with guiless USES."

Dave, this is very troubling. My question fo you is this: Why is such a proposal out there in the first place,
as if its somehow an automatic that any such thing is being considered and where does such a number
derive? Why is the guestion not, say, "In light of severe paucity of early sUccessional habitats, the habitat
age-class that is in the shortest supply on this forest and which has been damaging wildiife and local
economies due to a shortage of forest products, this meeting and this plan proposes to discuss to place
up to 370,000 acres into timber management classifications”. Tell me, Dave....Why not?



I will tell you this - the FS is in for a huge fight if this wilderness thinking has become normative on this
plan and may include legal as well as political action. There is simply no scientific ar economic basis for
this kind of aver the top destructiveness to the forest.  If such a thing as this extremism should seem to
prevail, | and others can only conclude that the FS has become nothing more then a pawn of the
exiremist preservationist agenda that is killing the national forest system in so many places and is just
murder on dozen's of wildlife species.

So, perhaps we can have a conversation here as to how such a thing can be avoided - the fight and the
ridiculous notion of tying up 370K acres of the public's fand to be essentially useless. I'm sure | don't
have to tell you that wilderness is less then 3% of the annual visitation on all eastern NFs including the
GW. Very simply, according to the FS's NVUM, this prescription hotds virtually no interest among the
public as they have expressed their visitation preferences and expenditures in the survey. This begs the
question: Why does the FS ignore its own data and propose such contrary land use prescriptions?

I've posed severai questions here and | would inciude among them those of my colleague, that will give
you plenty to which you may respond, so I'll stop and ook for your considered reply.

Thanks for your time.
Best,

Dennis



. COUNTY OF AUGUSTA, VA,

‘ BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

LARRY C. HOWDYSHELL GERALD W. GARRER
North River Middle River

WENDELL L. COLEMAN B

TRACY C. PYLES, JR. JEREMY L. SHIFFLETT

Pastures Wayne
Beveriey Manor PATRICK J. COFFIELD - COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
_ NANCY Tl’%YLOR SORRELLS DAVID R. BEIYELER
Riverhaads South River AUGUSTA COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER

P.O. BOX 590, VERONA, VA 24482-0590
(540) 245-5610 FAX (540) 245-5621
coadmin@co.augusta.va.us

08-189
Septiember 25, 2008

VIA FAX

The Hon. James Webb

U.S. Senate

Russell Senate Office Bullding, Courtyard
Washington,.DC 20510

The Hon. John W. Warner
U.S. Senate
225 Russell Building

- Washington, DC 20510

The Hon. Robert W. Goodlatte

U.S. House of Representatives
2240 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Gentlemen:

The George Washington National Forest occupies approximately 196,000 acres of land
in Augusta County, which is more acreage than any other county in Virginia. We also have
16,392 acres of wilderness, which is more than any other county has in Virginia. The George
Washington National Forest is in the process of revising its forest plan. The iast revision was
done in 1893,

On September 21%, our Board of Supervisors received a presentation by the Forest
Service concerning the updated pian. The Forest Service is receiving input from the public at
this time. The plan maps that were provided to us show another 99,000+ acres as potential
wilderness areas in the County. These areas (as shown on the map) are adjacent to private
tand, adjacent to public roads, and would make up approximately 51% of the 196,000 acres
within the county as potential wilderness areas.

There is also a potential wilderness area that incorporates Elliott’s Knob. This location
contains a major communication facility that a number of different government agencies use o
provide coverage for emergency services, public TV, and other communication services.

The Board outlined some concermns about additional wilderness area in Augusta County:

. ' Waynesboro: 942-5113
Verona: 245-5600 TOLL _FREE NUMBERS From Bridgewater, Grottoes, Harrisonburg,
From Deerfleld: 939-4111 Mt. Solon & Weyers Cave: 828-6205



1. In case of a forest fire, there is no way to fight a fire in a wilderness area. If the
wilderness area is adjacent to private land, it becomes a real problem to County property
owners.

2. Access. |n this day and time when the baby boomers are reaching retirement, they
may not be able to access the wilderness area by foot. Many individuals enjoy traveling into the
National Forest with 4-wheel or other types of transportation that can assist them in enjoying the
beautiful mountains and forest.

3. And finally, once an area is designated wilderness, it cannot revert back to any
other use. ' _

The decision on wilderness designation is left in the hands of Congress, and Congress
needs {o understand all the issues involved with wilderness designation.

At its September 24" meeting, the Board of Supervisors took action to send this letter
and oppose any additional wilderness designation within Augusta County.

I would like to personally thank you for your service to the Commonwealth of Virginia
and, if we can be of assistance to you, please do not hesitate {o contact me.

I oD B ln

David R. Beyeier Chalr
Augusta County Board of Supervisors

ec: Elwood Burge, District Ranger
Nerth River Ranger Dist., Harrisonburg VA
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
PABLO CUEVAS
Election District Mo, 1
FREDERICK E. EBERLY
Elction Dlricl Mo, 2
DEE E. FLOYD

Egction Disinct No. 3

WILLIAM B. KYGER, JR.

Election District No. 4

ROCKINGHAM COUNTY A ot

JOSEPH &, PAXTON
County Administraos Scptember 26’ 2008

Elwood Burge, District Ranger
U.S. Forest Service

North River Ranger District
401 Oakwood Drive
Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Ken Landgraf, Planning Staff Officer
U.S. Forest Service

Supervisor’s Office

5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, VA 24019-3050

Dear Gentlemen:

As you are in the process of revising the George Washington National Forest
Land and Resource Management Plan, commonly referred to as the Forest Plan, the
Rockingham County Board of Supervisors reiterates its position with regard to those
lands located within Rockingham County.

During its September 24, 2008 meeting of the Rockingham County Board of
Supervisors, the Board reaffirmed its opposition to designating any portion of County
land located within the Forest as “wilderness areas.”

The Board does not wish to restrict access to the many people who use the Forest
for recreation as noted in its earlier actions from January 2008 and May 1991, where they
passed resolutions opposing the Wilderness Area designations.

I have included copies of those resolutions and cite the recent action taken by the
Board as further evidence they do not recommend the proposed restrictions be placed on

users of the Forest by designating them as “wilderness areas.”

Thank you for your time and attention to this issue.

Sincerely,

Frclosures

JSP/gs
POST OFFICE BOX 1252, HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA 22803

TELEPHONE {540) 564-3027 « FAX (540} 564-3017
Website: www.rockinghamcountyva.gov



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
PABLO CUEVAS

Fectinn Districl Na. ¥

FREDERICK E. EBERLY

Election District Mo, 2

DEE E. FLOYD

Blzction District Ne, 3
WILLIAM B. KYGER, JR.
Elzction Dislrict Ne. 4

MICHAEL A. BREEDEN

Lizctian Distict No. 5

JOSEPH 5. PAXTON

County Acministrator

RESOCLUTION - NATIONAL FOREST WILDERNESS AREAS.

On motion by Supervisor Eberly, seconded by Supervisor Kyger and carried by a vote of
5 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN - AYE; CUEVAS - AYE; EBERLY — AYE;
FLOYD - AYE; KYGER - AYE; the Board adopted the foliowing resolution:

RESOLUTION
EXPANSION OF WILDERNESS AREAS IN NATIONAL FOREST IN ROCKINGHAM
COUNTY

WHEREAS, the George Washington National Forest represents a substantial portion of
land area within the County of Rockingham; and

WHEREAS, the National Forest is a significant natural resource providing a diversity of
recreational and extractive uses which benefit both County residents and people outside the

County; and

WHEREAS, the National Forest Service has the appropriate authority to manage the
forestiand for multiple use and a procedure for involving the public in the determination of
appropriate management methods; and

WHEREAS, through the cooperative involvement of both the National Forest Service
and local County cilizens, the forestland is being appropriately utilized while ensuring long-range
protection of the forest resources; and

WHEREAS, it is the opinjon of the Rockingham County Board of Supervisors that, at
this time, designation of national forestland within Rockingham County as wilderness by the
United States Congress would not increase protection of the forest resource and would severely
limit public input into future management of such areas designated as wilderness;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Rockingham County Board of
Supervisors hereby urges that the United States Congress not designate any National Forest lands
within Rockingham County as wilderness areas.

00000000000

I hereby certify thai the foregoing is a resolution adopted by the Board of Supervisors of
Rockingham County, Virginia, at a meeting held on January 8§, 2008.

Given under my hand this 18th day of September, 200,
ChuBE

(Gretchen M, Sal!bh? Deputy Clerk

POST OFFICE BOX 1252, HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA 22803
TELEPHONE (540} 564-3027 +» FAX (540) 564-3017
Website: www.rockinghamcountyva.gov



BOARD OF SUPERVISCRS
PABLO CUEVAS

Elaction District Mo, +

FREDERICK E. EBERLY

Slection District Mo, 2

DEE E. FLOYD

Section District No. 3

WILLIAM B. KYGER, JR.

Cieotion District No, 4

MICHAEL A, BREEDEN

Election Oistiict No. §

JOSEPH S, PAXTON
County Adminisirator

COUNTY NOT BE DESIGNATED AS "WILDERNESS AREAS."

The Board received a resolution from the Planning
Commisgsion recommending that the Board recommend to the U.S.
Congress that National Forest lands within the County not be
designated as "Wilderness Areas." On motion by Supervisor
Couch, seconded by Supervisor Ahrend and carried by a vote
of 5 to 0, voting recorded ag follows: CUEVAS - AYE; AHEREND
- AYE; COQOUCH - AYE; KYGER - AYE; HULINGS - AYE; the Board
adopted the following resolution and asked that both the
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors resolutions be
forwarded to Virginia's Senator Charles Robb and Senator
John Warner.

RESOLUTION NO, 15-91

WHEREAS, the (George Washington National Forest
represents a substantial portion of land area within the
County of Rockingham; and

WHEREAS, the National Forest is a significant natural
regource providing a diversity of recreatiocnal and
extractive uses which benefit both County residents and
pecple outside the County; and

WHEREAS, the National Forest Service has the
appropriate authority teo manage the forestland for multiple
use and a procedure for involving the public in the
determination of appropriate management methods; and

WHEREAS, through the cocoperative invoivement of both
the National Forest Service and local County citizens, the
forestland is being appropriately utilized while ensuring
long-range protection of the forest resources; and

WHEREAS, it is the opinicn of the Rcckingham County
Board of Supervisors that, at this time, designation of
national forestland within Rockingham County as wilderness
by the United States Congress would not increase protection
of the forest regource and would severely limit public input
into future management of such areas designated as
wilderness;

POST OFFICE BOX 1252, HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA 22803
TELEPHONE (540) 564-3027 « FAX (540) 564-3017
Website: www.rockinghamcountyva.gov



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Rockingham
County Board of Supervisors hereby urges that the United
States Congress not designate any National Forest lands
within Rockingham County as wilderness areas.

00000000000

I hereby certify that the foregoing is the Resolution adopted by the Board of
Supervisors of Rockingham County, Virginia, at a meeting held on May 8, 1991.
Given under my hand this 26th day of September, 2008.

Cal. QoL

Grdtchen M. Sallah, Deputy Clerk




fé.:{.%iilﬁ:ﬁ‘eh %“"i‘ j}\“z%
@gwmﬁ mm&wqu‘%‘w\ M 1 %’%

Rpesdhe VA Zup 4 - 3050
,'Dé?{:@p s i-kw}%cm -

e Tan jt’wa . ‘%\ m&uai’i\g «,uhK{d;}d ‘Tﬁ }%éiﬁi@ﬂ
ﬁtmk {reNe Gleatye um o Sl wg Senl ek M;«W;L
:?ﬁzf%jﬁ g AeS \\{g( ﬁ:_:& m.EL ﬁg-{n\ ‘Viizd\@ﬂi‘u A

ﬁz_r VNS TN N T \c{ﬁ_\c{i{m VAL C

PR arl _fmwﬁ,;wk E (_,wfﬁki\ C‘{WW\& Cl L &T& ‘%Q
* Rk &m oA, Loadless cugal
Q);mj@@w c}‘“‘ Q\?Wpé [y Q{:ﬁ{,\xm (> fot
@L;%eﬁ%xk ,;V( Yy </(?\MWM} é&%& U

?L&Juww NIV Y q\wm e

\(&m«ﬁé x AQ@ML x?%wh (NS Mtﬁj AN

A



S L
p T E

e

=
< w;% ﬂ/&fjﬂﬁfzf %/Mf“ "

g,éf:; . _r»!" fi-




b
AAex
M

COMMENTS ON GW. POTENTEAL WILDERNESS

Designated Wilderness is a valuable resource to this nation and world.
The present 107 million acres contain some extraordinary examples of
wilderness character. Few countries in the world can afford the luxury
“of designating so many acres to Wilderness.

However, The GW’s 45,000 acres of designated Wilderness are

probably the best quality that meets the Wilderness standard and that

_number 1s. sufﬁc;ent I would not support adchtlonai Wﬂdemess for the

following teasons: =~ =

M The potential inventoried wilderness are inferior as quality
Wilderness (except Laurel Fork-- But it can be managed without
designation).

B Additional Wilderness will restrict forest management for fire,

-~ timber; wildlife, insect epidemics, and transmission lines.

@ Wilderness restricts the wide range of recreational users who want
designated trails and jeep roads and presently use these areas.
Hunters will not be able to extend their range when access is
closed.

B Much of the inventory lands is where the timber is becoming over
mature and needs regeneration for the health of the forest and
wildlife.

M Tourist and local recreational use will normally not increase with
Wilderness designation nor would it be desirable in most cases.

M The Forest Service does not presently have the resources to
manage the existing Wilderness as required, much less take on
more.

These potential wilderness areas should be dropped from the plan

And reevaluated for their proper management area role.

n




	20080807_the Nature Conservancy_Smith

	20080807_Southern Shenandoah Valley Chp of Potomac AT Club_Cameron

	2008_0808_Sierra_Club_Va_Chpter_Price

	2008_0808_Bamford

	2008_0808_Cameron

	2008_0808_Neale

	20080808_VDGIF_Ewing

	20080808_Wild Virginia_Reed 
	2008_0808_Lynch

	20080808_Conservation International_Dir Tortoise Conserv Program_van Dijk

	20080808_SELC_TWS_SAFC_VWC_WildVa_Franc
isco
	20080808_Krichbaum_CER Comments

	2008_0808_Lynch

	20080808_Va Forest Watch_Bamford

	20080808_VDNH_Smith

	20080809_Va Forest Watch_Bamford 
	2008_0809_Clanton

	2008_0809_Hutzler

	2008_0809_Parker

	2008_0810_Burns

	2008_0812_Cahoon

	2008_0816_Alderson

	2008_0828_Shrine_Mont

	2008_0911_Fener

	2008_0913_Frazier

	2008_0913_Layser

	2008_0914_Krichbaum
	2008_0917_Rexrode

	2008_0917_LaBare

	2008_0922_Stalbird

	2008_0925_Augusta_Co_Brd_Supervisors

	2008_0925_Yarsinske

	2008_0926_Rockingham_Co_Brd_Supervisors

	2008_0927_Matthews

	2008_0927_Matthews

	2008_0929_Huppuch



m Southern 201 West Main Street, #14

Charlottesville, VA 22902-5065

Environmental (434) 977-4090
(434) 977-1483
L) LaW Center SouthernEnvironment.org

August 8, 2008

Maureen T. Hyzer

Forest Supervisor

George Washington and Jefferson National Forests

5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, Virginia 24019
comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us

BY USMAIL —CERTIFIED MAIL, RETURN RECEIPT
REQUESTED AND BY E-MAIL

Re: Comments on the George Washington Nationa Forest Plan Revision — Need for Change
and Draft Comprehensive Evaluation Report (73 Fed. Reg. 35632, 6/242008).

Dear Ms. Hyzer:

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the George Washington National Forest
(“GW") plan revision. Please accept the following comments on behalf of the Southern
Environmental Law Center, The Wilderness Society, the Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition,
the Virginia Wilderness Committee and Wild Virginia

There are anumber of significant needs for change from the 1993 plan. The revised plan
should identify and protect the many areas of biological and/or recreational importance not
adequately protected under the 1993 plan, including: al inventoried roadless areas; the many
uninventoried roadless areas; areas identified in The Wilderness Society’ s new report Virginia' s
Mountain Treasures: The Unprotected Wildlands of the George Washington National Forest
(attached); new special hiological areas, including all of those recommended by the Virginia
Division of Natural Heritage; and all remaining old growth forest. There also isastrong need to
recommend substantial new Wilderness designations.

We request that the GW defer timber sales, road construction and other development in
the GW Mountain Treasure areas during plan revision, so the Forest Service and the public can
fully consider the appropriate future management for these fine areas.

We want to be clear that we appreciate the opportunity for early comment on the draft
Comprehensive Evaluation Report and the initial working draft revised forest plan. Weredlize
these are very preliminary drafts and we hope our comments are useful as GW staff continue to
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develop these planning products. As discussed further below, both still need a great deal of
work. The draft CER reflects and documents very little consideration of scientific authorities,
does not consider most issues in adequate detail, and, overall, needs to be brought up to a
scientifically rigorous and defensible level, which in many instances will require achangein
course from the initial draft revised plan.

A number of topics which are highly relevant to the social, economic and ecological
sustainability of the GW are absent from or insufficiently considered in the draft CER, including:
considering the Forest Service's historic records of land inventory and acquisition and
subsequent studies which show that the natural Southern Appalachian forests are all-aged forests
which regenerate primarily through canopy gaps, not through successional stages; planning for
ecological restoration; recognizing the effects of climate change and planning to enhance the
resilience of the GW’ s species and ecosystems to those effects; identifying priority watersheds
which require particular management to protect their high quality or to restore them; and
identifying and planning to achieve an economically and environmentally sustainable road
system.

Finally, we want to state our objection to the decision to proceed with GW plan revision
under the 2008 National Forest Management Act (NFMA) forest planning regulations, which we
believe violate multiple laws and which The Wilderness Society and others again are challenging
in court. Further, we continue to believe that the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
requires an environmental impact statement (EIS) for the revised GW plan and that the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires the GW to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) regarding the plan revision. Because the GW is proceeding with forest plan
revision under this new framework, however, we want to participate constructively, while
reserving these objections.
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|. Special Areas: Roadless Areas, Virginia’s Mountain Treasure Areas And Wilder ness
Recommendations

Inventoried roadless areas and the areas identified in the new publication “Virginia's
Mountain Treasures. The Unprotected Wildlands of the George Washington National Forest,” by
Mark Miller for The Wilderness Society (“GWMT”), should be managed to protect and to
enhance their outstanding opportunities for backcountry recreation, scenic beauty and important
ecological values. Inventoried roadless areas, and all GWMT areas which meet roadless criteria,
should be managed according to the 2001 Roadless Rule. Furthermore, Forest Service recreation
demand projections and other pressures document a growing need to make substantial
recommendations for new Wilderness areas on the GW.

A. Note On Terms

As part of the revision of the NFMA regulations, the directives for the roadless inventory
and wilderness eval uations were significantly changed. See 72 Fed. Reg. 4478-4481 (2007);
FSH 1909.12, Ch. 70. The revised directives replaced the term “roadless areas’ with the term
“potential Wilderness areas,” narrowed the criteriafor such areas, and perpetuated
misinterpretations of The Wilderness Act and misunderstandings about which lands can be
recommended for Wilderness designation.

The term “roadless areas’ has been used for decades and is well-understood by the
public, which participated in record numbers during rulemakings and other decisions regarding
these areas and overwhelmingly supports their protection. This change in terminology islikely
to cause confusion. Moreover, the term “potential Wilderness areas’ focuses attention solely on
whether to recommend Wilderness designation, wrongly implying that these areas have no
independent status or value if not recommended for Wilderness. Thisis not consistent with (1)
the public’s view of roadless areas as special areasin their own right; (2) the Forest Service's
special rules for roadless areas since the late-1990s; or (3) the findings of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule
regarding the important values of roadless areas (see summary of those findings and regulatory
definition of roadless area characteristics at 66 Fed. Reg. 3244-47, 3272-73 (Jan. 12, 2001)).

For these reasons, we will continue to use the term “roadless areas’ when we refer to
these areas. We will refer to the areas identified in the FEIS for the 2001 Rule as inventoried
roadless areas or “IRAS’ and to other areas that meet roadless criteria as uninventoried roadless
areas. The GW should do the same.

B. Management of Roadless Areas

Thereis aneed for change to protect all roadless areas from logging, road construction
and other actions which jeopardize their roadless status and erode their roadless values. The
revised plan should manage all inventoried roadless areas, and all areas meeting roadless criteria,
under the reasonable provisions of the 2001 Rule, 66 Fed. Reg. 3272-73. These protections were
found after extensive study to be necessary to fully protect these areas and their important social
and ecological values. Seeid. at 3244-47.





Under the 1993 Forest Plan, 77% of inventoried roadless areas are open to new road
construction that would not be allowed by the 2001 Roadless Rule. Draft CER at 76. Under that
plan, timber sales occurred in four inventoried roadless areas: Crawford Mountain, Elliott Knab,
Gum Run and Little Allegheny. Draft CER at 79-81. The draft CER raises the option of
changing the boundaries of these areas to exclude the logged portions. These boundaries should
not be adjusted. Eastern roadless areas may include some recently timbered lands. Management
needs to change to stop “whittling down” the size of our remaining roadless areas.

The drafts CER and plan propose to identify roadless areas as Remote Backcountry-Non-
motorized specia areas (not suitable for timber production or harvest). Thisisagood start.
However, the GW should adopt a standard that all inventoried roadless areas, and all other areas
meeting roadless criteria, be managed according to the 2001 Roadless Rule. This should be
considered as an option in the CER.

The Remote Backcountry areas as drafted would not comply with the 2001 Rule. The
draft plan would allow activities, such as salvage logging off existing roads, not permitted by the
2001 Rule. Itisnot clear whether the plan would allow temporary roads prohibited by the 2001
Rule.

We also are concerned that some proposed desired conditions for Remote Backcountry
could be used to justify tree cutting for inappropriate reasons, beyond the exceptions in the 2001
Roadless Rule. Natural forest conditions, i.e. pre-European settlement conditions before large-
scale ateration of the Southern Appalachians by logging, burning and mountain farming, are
appropriate reference conditions for the GW’ s forests and should drive the desired conditions for
roadless areas and Remote Backcountry areas. Some proposed desired conditions may not be
natural for most of the GW. For example, we question whether “ open woodlands” are naturally
occurring communities on any significant portion of the GW. As discussed further below, the
draft CER and draft plan only vaguely define these “open woodlands” and no scientific
authorities are cited to support claims about their natural extent and alleged decline. Draft CER
at 11-12. The GW should remove this language from the desired conditions or clarify that, while
these conditions may develop naturally, land managers should not mount a campaign to try to
create them in roadless areas.

C. The 2001 Roadless Rule

The 2001 Rule is now in effect nationwide and on the GW, Californiaex rel. Lockyer v.
USDA, 459 F. Supp. 2d 874 (N.D. Cal. 2006)," and the Revised GW Plan should be consistent
with it. Such consistency would provide certainty through the planning process and beyond and
maintain the status quo that has been in place since the 1998 moratorium on road-building in

! This case, brought by the states of California, Oregon, New Mexico, and Washington (supported by Montana and
Maine), and by The Wilderness Society and 19 other conservation organizations, challenged the state petitions rule,
which replaced the 2001 Roadless Rule. On September 20, 2006, the court threw out the state petitions rule because
its adoption violated NEPA and the ESA, reinstated the 2001 Roadless Rule nationwide (except in the Tongass NF),
and enjoined the Forest Service from taking any action contrary to the 2001 rule without completing the analysis
necessary for new rulemaking. 1d. The Forest Service's appeal of that decision is still pending and the 2001
Roadless Rule remainsin effect.





roadless areas. Consistency with the 2001 Rule also would comport with the efforts of
Virginia's citizens, Governors, state agencies and federal representatives to protect roadless
areas. We will briefly summarize those efforts.

The 2001 Roadless Rule, 66 Fed. Reg. 3244-73 (Jan. 12, 2001), received more public
comments than any other rule in the history of federal rulemaking. Over the past few years, the
rule has been supported by more than 3.5 million comments, including about 90,000 from
Virginians.

When the state petitions rule temporarily replaced the 2001 Roadless Rule, then-Virginia
Governor Warner filed the first petition in the nation, requesting that Virginia' s roadless areas be
managed according to the 2001 Roadless Rule. See Petition of the Governor of Virginiato the
U.S. Secretary of Agriculture for Protection of National Forest System Inventoried Roadless
Areas in the Commonwealth of Virginia (Dec. 22, 2005) (“Petition”) (attached). Governor
Kaine supported the Petition and the USDA accepted it.

The Petition found that it isin the Commonwealth’ s best interest to protect roadless
areas, because of their “important recreation and tourism opportunities, clean water, wildlife
habitat, and scenic beauty in western Virginia,” and the support for such protection by citizens
and state officials with relevant expertise. Petition at 1. Protecting roadless areas furthers the
goals of Virginia swildlife plan, which identified habitat destruction and fragmentation among
the top 10 threats to terrestrial species and recommended conserving mature forests, maintaining
large patches of habitat, and improving links between habitats. Va. Dept. Game & Inland
Fisheries, Virginia s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (CWCS), pp. 3-27-28, 10-
2-3, available at www.bewildvirginia.org/wildlifeplan/virginia-wildlife-action-plan.pdf (2005).
The Environmental Services Section of DGIF supported the “*full and compl ete protection of the
roadless areasin Virginia.'” Petition at 6.

At the Congressional level, Virginia Senator John Warner is an original co-sponsor of the
Roadless Area Conservation Act of 2007 (S. 1478), which would essentially codify the 2001
Rule. Senator Warner’ s bill is supported by Virginia's second senator, Senator Jm Webb, while
acompanion bill in the House (H.R. 2516) is supported by nearly 150 members, including
Virginia Representatives Rick Boucher, Jim Moran and Bobby Scott.

D. Identification of Roadless Areas Not Y et |nventoried

Among other requirements, the GW plan must coordinate and provide for wilderness, as
well as outdoor recreation, watersheds, wildlife and fish, range and timber. NFMA, 16 U.S.C. §
1604(e)(1); 8 1604(g)(3)(A). The 2008 forest planning regulations direct that “all NFS lands
possessing wilderness characteristics must be considered for recommendation as potential
wilderness areas during plan development or revision.” 36 C.F.R. § 219.7(a)(6)(ii). The process
for making wilderness recommendations is a two-step process: first, an inventory of roadless
areas and, second, an evaluation of each area and a decision whether to recommend it for
Wilderness designation.
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Thereisaneed for change by identifying all of the areas that meet the criteriafor
roadless areas, managing them consistently with the inventoried areas, and evaluating them for
Wilderness recommendation. Many qualifying areas have not yet been recognized and are
vulnerable to logging and road-building which would degrade their roadless status and character
before they have been fully considered by the agency and the public.

The updated inventory of roadless areas has not yet been released to the public. We look
forward to commenting on it when it is available. In the meantime, the draft CER solicits public
input regarding the inventory. Draft CER at 84. Many of the GWMT areas, which we provided
in draft form to Ken Landgraf on February 7, 2007, meet the criteria for Eastern roadless areas.
We request that the GW staff carefully review al the uninventoried GWMT areas for their
qualification as roadless areas. Many of these uninventoried areas are large (greater than 5,000
acresin size).

Areas that should be added to the inventory include but are by no means limited to:

= BeechLick Knob — 17,152 acres. North River District. GWMT p.32.

= Little Allegheny — 15,991 acres. Warm Springs District. GWMT p.68. Little Allegheny
IRA should be expanded to include almost 6,000 acres of uninventoried roadless land
west of the IRA.

= Church Mountain — 12,506 acres. Lee District. GWMT p.28.

Benson Run — 10,729 acres north of Jerkemtight IRA. North River District. GWMT

p.53.

Snake Run Ridge — 8,166 acres. James River District. GWMT p.88.

Fals Ridge— 7,738 acres. LeeDistrict. GWMT p.26.

Short Horse Mountain — 7,242 acres. Lee District. GWMT p.94.

Paddy Lick — 5,444 acres. Warm Springs District. GWMT p.65.

Mud Run Mountain — 4,303 acres. James River District. GWMT p.83.

Great North Mountain — 6,681 acres. Lee District. GWMT p.24.

Jonnies Knob — 2,499 acres. Lee District. GWMT p.22.

Kretchie Mountain — 6,677 acres. North River District. GWMT p.35.

Scaffold Run — 6,111 acresin VA, additional acreage in WV on the Monongahela NF.

Warm Springs District. GWMT p.63.

= Wildcat Ridge — 8,522 acres. North River District. GWMT p.37.

= Dunkle Knob — 8,398 acres. North River District. GWMT p.38.

= TomsKnob - 7,879 acres. James River and Eastern Divide (JNF) Districts. GWMT
p.84.

Based on conversations with GW planning staff about the inventory work to date, we are
very concerned that the GW is repeating errors made in past inventoriesin Virginia and
throughout the Southern Appalachians that excluded qualifying areas. Such errors included:
counting unimproved roads towards road density; focusing on whether areas provide “ solitude”
to the exclusion of other wilderness values described in The Wilderness Act; arbitrarily
quantifying and improperly measuring the amount of solitude deemed to be adequate; and
considering “sights and sounds’ from outside areas.





1. Forest Service Criteria for Roadless Areas

From the 1970s until recently, the Forest Service Handbook (FSH) set basic criteriafor
roadless areas. Areas qualified for the inventory if they met one or more of the following
criteria

1. They contain 5,000 acres or more.

2. They contain less than 5,000 acres but are manageable in their natural condition, are
self-contained ecosystems, or are contiguous to existing wilderness or roadless areas.

3. They do not contain improved roads, except as permitted in areas east of the 100"
meridian (where roadless areas contain no more than 1/2 mile of improved Forest
Service roads per 1,000 acres). FSH 1909.12, Ch. 7.11; Ch. 7.11b (1992).

“Improved roads’ were “roads maintained for travel by standard passenger-type vehicles.
.. FSH 1909.12, Ch. 7.11(3) (1992).

The forest planning directives adopted as part of the revision of the NFMA regulations
drastically changed the Handbook for roadless inventories and Wilderness evaluations. See 72
Fed. Reg. 4478-4481 (2007); FSH 1909.12, Ch. 70.

2. Road Density

In asignificant change, the new directives replaced the term “improved road” with
“forest road,” as defined by 36 C.F.R. § 212.1.> We disagree with this change since it sets an
unreasonably stringent criterion for the designation of roadless areas. We continue to believe
that only improved roads maintained for travel by standard passenger-type vehicles should be
counted towards the road density of Eastern roadless areas. Therefore, the following roads
should not be counted towards the road density:

= Maintenance Level (ML) 1 and 2 roads. By definition ML 1-2 roads are not maintained
for passenger vehicle traffic, as ML 1 roads are closed to al traffic and ML 2 roads are
not open to passenger cars. FSH 7709.58, Ch. 12.3(2)(a).

= Roadswhich are closed to the public year-round (even if open to administrative use),
since such roads are not actively maintained for travel by passenger vehicles.
Ch.12.3(2)(b).

= Roadsimpassable by standard passenger cars due to on-the-ground conditions, regardless
of classification on paper.

Counting all Forest Service system roads towards the road density cap, including even
rough, unsurfaced and revegetated primitive roads, rather than counting only well-devel oped,
well-established improved roads, would unreasonably limit the pool of Eastern areas considered

2 “Forest road or trail. A road or trail wholly or partly within or adjacent to and serving the National Forest System
that the Forest Service determinesis necessary for the protection, administration, and utilization of the National
Forest System and the use and development of itsresources.” 36 C.F.R. §212.1.
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for recommendation to Congress. Such an outcome would contravene Congress' finding, in the
Eastern Wilderness Areas Act, that there is an “urgent need” to designate the areasin the Act, as
well as other similar areas in the East, in order to secure a wilderness resource in the populous
and rapidly developing East. Eastern Wilderness Areas Act of 1975, Pub. L. No. 93-622, 88
Stat. 2096 (1975). Making the roadless criteria so stringent that it would exclude many
outstanding areas would defeat this call for more Eastern wilderness.

Further, in hearings on that Act, Congress recognized that while “‘[i]t cannot be
guestioned that National Forest lands in the East have felt the impact of man . . . many of these
areas have been restored or are in the process of restoration to a primitive and natural
condition.”” The Wilderness Society, The Wilderness Act Handbook, at 24-25 (2004) (relevant
excerpts attached) (quoting Senate Report 93-803 [to accompany S.3433, the Eastern Wilderness
Areas Act] (May 2, 1974). The Forest Service even acknowledged that Eastern areas “ have
shown high recuperative capabilities.” FSH 1909.12, Ch. 71.12 (2007). Congress already has
designated many Wilderness areas in the East with unimproved roads within them, which are
serving astrails or returning to natural conditions.

Road density for specific uninventoried areas is discussed further below.
3. Solitude

The GW is using the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (“ROS’) inventory to identify
“potential wilderness areas.” Draft CER at 84. We understand from GW staff that they are
using the 2,500-acre semi-primitive non-motorized (SPNM) “core of solitude,” at |east to some
extent, to screen possible new, uninventoried areas. An SPNM *“core” should not be a
requirement for roadless areas.

The focus on solitude and an SPNM *“core” isamajor flaw in the inventories performed
so far in the Southern Appalachians. The Wilderness Act defines wilderness, in part, as areas
which have “outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of
recreation.” 16 U.S.C. 8 1131(c)(2) (emphasis added). Y et Forest Service planners have
focused solely on whether areas possess what they view as adequate opportunities for solitude,
without considering recreation opportunities and other wilderness values, an arbitrary and
capricious interpretation and application of The Wilderness Act. See, e.9, The Wilderness Act,
16 U.S.C. § 1131(a) (policy); (c) (definition); 8 1133(b) (direction to land management
agencies); see generally Doug Scott, Campaign for American Wilderness, Solitude, ‘ Sights &
Sounds' and The Wilderness Act: What Can Qualify for Designation as Wilderness? at 2-5
(April 2003) (attached).

Thisfocus on solitude led planners to try to quantify opportunities for solitude using the
ROS criteria, despite the fact that the ROS was not devel oped for that purpose and is not used by
Congress to evaluate proposed Wilderness areas. Scott at 7. Planners deemed a*“core” of SPNM
necessary for sufficient opportunities for solitude and improperly used that criterion as a screen.
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While we disagree with the use of ROS for this purpose, we have analyzed the GW's
ROS? for a sample of the uninventoried areas, in order to respond to the information the GW
planners are using. Our analysis shows that lands meeting the definition of SPNM are not
identified as SPNM in the GW’s ROS and that SPNM is not the only ROS class that provides
solitude.

For example, the interiors of four uninventoried areas (Beech Lick Knob, Benson Run,
Short Horse Mountain and Paddy Lick) are assigned to Semi-Primitive Motorized subclass 2
(SPM2). SPM2 provides the same type of recreation opportunities as SPNM in situations where
motorized access by the public is “highly restricted or nonexistent” but existing roads may be
“maintained and infrequently used for administrative purposes.” 1993 FEIS for Revised GW
Plan at G-4. By definition, SPM2 areas possess a high degree of naturalness, opportunities for
unconfined backcountry-type recreation, a high probability of isolation from human activities,
and feelings of solitude. 1993 FEIS at G-4-5.

With minor exceptions, the few roads in these areas are closed to all use or are for
administrative use only. These roads receive little or no vehicle use and do not intrude on the
remote backcountry experience in the heavy forest cover and rugged mountains of the GW. If
the ROS classes are used at all to measure and evaluate opportunities for solitude, staff should
view the SPM2 areas as providing sufficient solitude.

Further, it appears that the “core” of these areas should have been assigned to SPNM, not
SPM2. Itisdifficult to tell from the ROS maps exactly how the classes were determined, but the
classifications as SPM1 or SPM2, instead of SPNM, seem based on the presence of closed and
administrative-use-only roads. According to national ROS guidelines, however, such roads
should not be considered in drawing SPNM boundaries. The guide defined SPNM, in part, as
follows:

“An area designated at |east ¥>—mile but not further than 3 miles from all roads, railroads
or trails with motorized use; can include the existence of primitive roads and trails if
usually closed to motorized use.” USDA Forest Service, ROS Users Guide, p.18
(undated; circa 1982) (emphasis added) (attached).

The Jefferson NF, during plan revision, adopted avery similar definition of SPNM:

“An areadesignated by aline generally 1/2 mile from any road, railroad, or trail open to
public motorized use. (The guideline for applying the 1/2 mile criteria[sic]is to use 1/2
mile except in those areas where topographic or physical features closer than 1/2 miles
adequately screen out the sights and sounds of humans and make access more difficult
and slower e.g. aridge 1/4 mile from the road, use the ridge in this case).

Any roads, railroads, or trails within the SPNM areas will have the following
characteristics:

a. Closed to public motorized use, and

% 2007 GIS layer of the ROS for the GW.
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b. Are revegetated, or in the process of revegetating (when revegetated will harmonize
with the natural appearing environment). Some examples: old logging roads, old railroad
beds, old access routes to abandoned campsites, temporary roads, and gated F.S. roads
that are used for occasional administrative access.” Jefferson National Forest Process
Paper, Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS), at 2 (undated) (emphasis added)
(attached).*

Therefore, SPNM areas can include system roads closed to the public but open to
administrative use. The boundaries of SPNM areas should not be pulled back from such roads.

For example, the following uninventoried roadless areas seem to meet the naturalness
criteriafor roadless areas and for SPNM, have less than 2 mile of publicly open or improved
road per 1,000 acres, and contain a*“core” interior of at least 2,500 acres which should be
SPNM.> These areas and others like them should be added to the inventory:

Beech Lick Knob — 17,152 acres with 6.01 miles of open system road (most open
seasonally) and 6,380 acres of SPM2. Because the old road within the SPM2 areais
permanently closed with tank traps, has no bridge over Root Run, is not maintained or open to
administrative use, and is impassable, the SPM2 acreage should be reclassified to SPNM. Other
roads in the central part of the area are open to administrative use only and SPNM boundaries
should not be pulled back from them either.

Benson Run — 10,729 acres with 3 miles of open system road (most open seasonally) and
5,141 acres of SPM2. Adjacent to the Jerkemtight IRA (separated only by a closed road) and
could be combined with Jerkemtight to form a 31,988-acre area, as mapped in GWMT. Because
most spur roads are closed and other roads are for administrative use only, the core should be
reclassified to SPNM.

Short Horse Mountain — 7,242 acres with no open roads and 4,381 acres of SPM2. The
SPM2 acreage should be reclassified to SPNM.

Paddy Lick — 5,444 acres with no system roads of any kind and 2,792 acres of SPM2.
Since the area has no roads, the SPM 2 area should be redesignated as SPNM.

Mud Run Mountain — 4,303 acres with no open roads and 2,929 acres of Semi-Primitive
Motorized subclass 1 (SPM1). SPM1 is defined as providing motorized access to the public,
1993 FEIS at G-5, yet the one road within Mud Run Mountain is a closed road which is not open
even to administrative use, much lessto the public. Thereis no apparent rationale for
designating the area SPM 1. The area should be designated SPNM.

* The Jefferson planners did not necessarily follow this guideline, however.

® Please note that much of the following discussion is based upon information contained in the GW’s 2007 GIS data
for roads and ROS. The GIS data may not always accurately portray conditions “on the ground,” but thisis the best
information we have at this time about road density and SPNM. We assume the Forest Serviceis using this
information to identify any uninventoried roadless areas, so we want to addressiit.
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Although less than 5,000 acres, Mud Run Mountain is still substantial in size at 4,303
acres. The area stands off by itself, separated from other ridges, and occupies an entire block of
Forest Service ownership, therefore, it is manageable in its natural condition.

Snake Run Ridge — 8,166 acres with 0.14 mile of seasonally open road. Almost entirely
designated Roaded Modified (RM). In the 1996 Southern Appalachian Assessment, the areawas
classified as“ Semi-primitive Natural Appearing,” which is analogousto SPNM or SPM2. RM is
defined as providing motorized access to the public without difficulty or challenge (1993 FEIS at
G-7) but, except for a0.14 mile spur which is open seasonally, the area has no roads open to the
public. It has closed roads which are not open to administrative use and two other roads which
are open only to administrative use. The area should be reclassified at least to SPM2, if not to
SPNM.

Little Allegheny — 15,991 acres. The Little Allegheny IRA consists of 10,109 acres on
the east and west slopes of Little Allegheny Mountain. The roadless area should be expanded to
include amost 6,000 acres of uninventoried lands to the west, around Wildcat Ridge. There are
no Forest Serviceroads in the Little Allegheny IRA (FEIS to 1993 Revised GW Plan at C-93)
and there are no roads open to the public in the additional areato the west (GW/IJNF Motor
VehicleUse Map (MVUM), Map 17, available at
www.fs.fed.us/r8/gwj/maps _brochures/mvum.shtml (2008)).

Falls Ridge — 7,738 acres. The area has no roads open to the public. MVUM, Maps 5-6.

Church Mountain — 12,506 acres. Except for aroad to an inholding, there are no roads
open to the public. MVUM, Maps6 & 8. A good portion of this area was designated as SPNM
in the 1993 plan. See Map of the GWNF, North Half, 1993 Revised LRMP, Transportation
Network and Recreational Opportunities.

Great North Mountain — 6,681 acres. There are no roads open to the public within the
area. MVUM, Map 4. Great North Mountain and Jonnies Knob (see below) were part of the Big
Schloss RARE Il roadless area. Great North Mountain inexplicably was dropped from the
inventoried Big Schloss roadless area between the draft and final revised plan in 1993, see FEIS
for 1993 Plan at C-15, and should be returned to the inventory.

Jonnies Knob — 2,499 acres. Except for atiny spur of closed road off FSR 93, there are
no roads whatsoever in the area. Most of the area was designated by the Forest Service as
SPNM in the 1993 Revised GW Forest Plan. See 1993 Map of Transp. Network and Rec.
Opportunities.

Kretchie Mountain — 6,677 acres. No roads open to the public. MVUM, Map 9.

Scaffold Run — 6,111 acresin VA, additional acreage in WV on the Monongahela NF.
No roads open to the public. MVUM, Maps 15 & 16.
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Wildcat Ridge — 8,522 acres. According to the GW/INF MV UM, the area contains 3
miles of road open during hunting season. MVUM Map 9. Therefore, the area has less than %2
mile of improved/publicly open road per 1,000 acres (open road density %2 mile/1,420 acres).

According to the Feb. 2007 map of Special Areas on the GW, amost the entirety of
Wildcat Ridge lies within the Shenandoah Crest SBA for the Cow Knob Salamander. This SBA
encompasses the Laurel Run SBA. Wildcat Ridge also contains the Laurel Run Research
Natural Area, which was designated by the Chief of the Forest Service. The SBA and RNA are
contiguous with the Shenandoah Crest SBA around Cow Knob, north of the Wildcat Ridge area,
and around Middle Mountain along the southern boundary of Wildcat Ridge.

We do not believe the grassy wildlife openings in the northern part of the area, off of FSR
597, prevent the areafrom being inventoried as roadless. However, if the Forest Service viewed
them as an impediment, the boundary of the area could be adjusted to exclude the northern
corner and, thereby, exclude the largest openings.

Dunkle Knob — 8,398 acres. According to the MVUM, this area contains only about %2
mile of open road, so it falls well below the road density limit. MVUM Map 7 & 9. Almost
2,000 acres along the upper slopes of the area lie within the Shenandoah Crest SBA for the Cow
Knob Salamander.

The recent Dice Run timber sale in the Dice Run/Round Knob part of the area should not
prevent the area from being inventoried as roadless, since no new permanent roads were
constructed for the sale and since Eastern roadless areas may include some recently harvested
land.

Toms Knob — 7,879 acres. There are no roads open to the public within Toms Knob.
MVUM Map 33 & 34. The Potts Mountain Jeep Road forms one boundary of the area (between
Toms Knob and the Barbours Creek Wilderness) and would remain open if the areawere
inventoried as aroadless area.

Although atimber sale has been planned for Toms Knob, it is our understanding that it
has not been sold. The project should be placed on hold so the area can be considered during the
planning process. While planning the timber sale, the Forest Service stated: “Since the area
currently qualifies for inclusion in the roadless inventory, it will still qualify for inclusion after
project activities are complete.” EA at 68. It should be so included now.

4. Sghts and Sounds
We understand from GW staff that they are considering “sights and sounds” from outside
areas, such as housing development on private land, in deciding whether areas qualify for the
inventory. Congress has strongly and clearly expressed that the Forest Service should not use
this“sights and sounds’ criteriato identify potential Wilderness areas.

First, thereis no mention of “sights and sounds’ in The Wilderness Act. Although the
Act defines wilderness, in part, as “an area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval
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character and influence,” 16 U.S.C. § 1131(c), the legidlative history of The Wilderness Act and
subsequent statements made in the Congressional record by legislators involved in the passage of
the Act show that Congress did not intend agencies to consider sights and sounds from outside
areas when deciding whether to recommend them for designation. See generally Scott at 10-14.°

The Endangered American Wilderness Act of 1978 implicitly rejected the use of “sights
and sounds’ by designating a number of Wilderness areas near major cities. See Pub. L. No. 95-
237, 92 Stat. 40 (1978). The House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, chaired by Rep.
Udall, who was involved in the passage of The Wilderness Act, reported the bill with a
reprimand for the use of “sights and sounds’:

“‘Further, many areas, including the Lone Peak [U.T.] and Sandia Mountain [N.M.]
proposalsin H.R. 3454 [the Endangered American Wilderness Act which designated
those areas and others], received lower wilderness quality ratings because the Forest
Service implemented a ‘ sights and sounds’ doctrine that subtracted points in areas where
the sights and sounds of nearby cities (often many miles away) could be perceived from
anywhere within the area. This eliminated many areas near population centers and has
denied a potentia nearby high-quality wilderness experience to many metropolitan
residents, and isinconsistent with Congress goal of creating parks and locating
wilderness areas near population centers. The committee is therefore in emphatic support
of the Administration’s decision to immediately discontinue this ‘ sights and sounds
doctrine.”” The Wilderness Act Handbook at 25-26 (2004) (citing House Report 95-540
[to accompany H.R. 3454, The Endangered Wilderness Act of 1978], 95" Congress, July
27,1977, p.5) (emphasis added).

During the Senate hearings, the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture said that “*thereisno
reference in the Wilderness Act to criteria for wilderness that includes such things as the sights,
sounds and smells of civilization which is aset of criteriawhich has been misapplied to
wilderness areas.’” Scott at 12 (quoting Hearings before the Subcommittee on Parks and
Recreation of the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, U.S. Senate, on S. 1180, Sept.
19-20, 1977, Publication No. 95-88, Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, p.41).

So, in 1977 the Administration admitted it should not apply the “sights and sounds”
criteriaand told Congress it would stop using it. This should have been the end of the matter.
Y et apparently GW planners are still using the sights and sounds doctrine today to screen
roadless areas. The GW must stop using this criterion.

E. Wilderness Recommendations

Thereis aneed for change to recommend that Congress designate new Wilderness areas
on the GW. The revised plan should make ample recommendations for additional Wilderness, in

® Asexplained in Scott’s paper, an earlier version of The Wilderness Act contained the phrase “ primeval
environment and influence.” Senator James Murray, the lead sponsor of the bill, substituted the word “ character”
for “environment,” explaining that “‘[t]he word ‘ character’ is substituted because ‘ environment’ might be taken to
mean the surroundings of the wilderness rather than the wilderness entity.’” Scott at 11 (quoting S. 3809, 86™
Congress).
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order to (1) meet the documented, strong and growing demand for recreation in wilderness-type
settings, such as hiking, camping, backpacking, fishing, hunting and viewing or photographing
nature; and (2) to preserve wilderness lands, secure large tracts of intact wildlife habitat, protect
streams that provide drinking water to local communities and refuges for brook trout, and
preserve the many other important ecological, scenic and social values of these areaswhileit is
still possible to do so.

1. Need and Demand For Wilderness

Nationally, an average of 18% of National Forest |lands are designated Wilderness. This
provides a good frame of reference for considering the need for new Wilderness on the GW,
where currently only 5% is Wilderness.

The demand for non-motorized recreation on the GW is strong and rising. According to
the 2000-2004 National Survey on Recreation and the Environment (NSRE), there are about 9.2
million people living in what the survey considers the GW’s“local area” of 131 counties roughly
75 miles (1.5-2 hour drive) from the GW. K. Cordell (USFS, SRS), et a., Participation in
Outdoor Recreation Activities by People Living Near The [GWNF, VA], available at
www.srsfs.fed.us/trends RECUPDATES/NFR8/geowash.html (June 2006).”

These residents are visiting wilderness and participating in wilderness-compatible
activitiesin large numbers. For example, the NSRE found that 35.2% of nearby residents (or
over 2.5 million people) visited awilderness or primitive areain the last year. 1d. Day hiking
was the most popular activity — 38.3% had been day hiking in the last year. 1d. Viewing and/or
photographing the natural world is very popular as well, as 63% viewed/photographed natural
scenery, 49% viewed/photographed wildlife, 48% viewed/photographed wildflowers or trees,
and 33% viewed/photographed birds. Id.

National Forests provide a niche for backcountry recreation that often cannot be provided
on other public lands. Christine Overdevest and H. Ken Cordell (USFS), [GW] Recreation
Realignment Report, at 4 (2001). Many of the most popular and fastest growing recreation
activities identified by Overdevest and Cordell are especially suited to National Forests, and
Wilderness areas often provide outstanding opportunities for them, such as viewing/
photographing nature, day hiking, backpacking and primitive camping. Seeid. at 14-16, 41-42.
Although that report did not predict future recreation demand for the GW, on the Jefferson
National Forest the number of people visiting Wilderness is expected to rise by 171% by 2050,
asisthe number of people participating in backpacking. FEIS for 2004 INF Revised Forest
Plan, at 3-280-81. Because the rates of participation are similar for both forests, similar
increases can be expected on the GW.

" Note that the GW has the second-largest local area population of the national forests in the Southern Appalachian
mountains. See Recreation & Tourism Statistics, available at www.srs.fs.fed.us/trendsRECUPDATES/
NFstrecstats.html (largest is Chattahoochee NF with local area population of amost 9.6 million people, duein large
part to proximity to Atlanta). The GW receives amost 4.2 million visitors ayear, second in the Southern
Appalachians only to the National Forestsin NC. See Revised Visitation Estimates, National Visitor Use
Monitoring Round 1 Output, available at www.fsfed.us/recreation/programs/nvum/revised vis est.pdf (2006).
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Backcountry areas, however, are under increasing pressure from land development and
population growth around the forest and the resulting demand for avariety of uses on the forest.
In 1975, Congress recognized these pressures and the “ urgent need” to designate wildernessin
the populous and growing East. See Eastern Wilderness Areas Act of 1975, Public Law 93-622
(1975). These pressures have only grown since.

For example, research shows that Virginia's public lands, and Wilderness areas in
particular, are under moderate to heavy pressure from multiple sources, including industry,
population and recreation. See H. Ken Cordell and Christine Overdevest, Principal Authors,
Footprints on the Land: An Assessment of Demographic Trends and the Future of Natural
Resources in the United States (“hotspot” maps attached and available at
www.srs.fs.usda.gov/trends/hotspots.html). Forecasts for dramatic increases in housing density
in Virginia and the southeast generally by 2030 illustrate similar pressures. See housing density
maps by SILVIS Lab, Dept. of Forest and Wildlife Ecology, Univ. of Wisconsin —Madison,
available at http://silvis.forest.wisc.edu/housing.asp (attached).

A comparison of the wildest lands in the East with actual Wilderness designations shows
that Virginiais blessed with some of the wildest lands remaining in the East, but that many of
those lands are not protected with Wilderness designation. Gregory H. Aplet (TWS), et dl.,
Wilderness Attributes and the State of the National Wilderness Preservation System in Cordell
(USFS) et d., pp.105-106, Plate 14 (attached).

These trends indicate a clear and pressing need to recommend and secure the best
Wilderness candidates now, while it is still possible.

2. Public Support for Additional Wilderness

Polls aso show public support for additional Wilderness. Nationwide, 60% of American
residents believe there is not enough designated Wilderness within the National Forest system.
Rudy M. Schuster (SUNY, NY), et a., The Social Vaue of Wilderness, in H. Ken Cordell
(USFS), et d., The Multiple Values of Wilderness, p.123 (2005) (citing The Mellman Group
poll, April 2001). 70% of Americans residing in the South favor designating additional
Wildernessin their own state. 1d. p. 122 (citing the 2000-2001 NSRE). A 2005 poll found that
65% of likely voters across the country favored designating more Wildernessin their state and,
most recently, a July 2008 poll found that 87% of likely voters believed that protecting public
land as designated Wilderness isimportant. See Campaign for America s Wilderness' summary
of the polls at http://www.leaveitwild.org/news/rel eases/1124 (July 2008).

3. Economic Benefits of Wilderness to Local Communities

The designation of additional Wilderness would promote outdoor recreation-based
tourism and contribute to the social and economic sustainability of communities around the
forest, aswell as to the sustainability of the forest’s ecological systems. See 36 C.F.R. § 219.10
(forest plans should contribute to social, economic and ecological sustainability).
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Research in the Appal achians has shown a significant correlation between acres of
Wilderness and growth in population, employment and income. Randall S. Rosenberger
(Oregon State Univ.) and Donald B.K. English (USFS, Washington, D.C.), Impacts of
Wilderness on Local Economic Development, in Cordell et al., p.191 (attached).
Nonmetropolitan Appalachian counties with Wilderness “had larger growth rates for population,
employment and per capitaincome than counties without Wilderness.” 1d.

4. Draft CER Must |dentify and Analyze These Trends

The draft CER did not identify, disclose and analyze any of the trends and projections
relating to Wilderness, such as those for recreation, growth pressures, public opinion, economic
benefits, and benefits to ecosystems and ecosystem services (like drinking water). Nor did the
CER assess the need for additional Wilderness designations that flows from these demands. The
CER must “evaluate current social, economic and ecological conditions and trends that
contribute to sustainability. . ..” 36 C.F.R. § 219.6(a)(1). Thesetrends are clearly relevant to the
role of the GW in sustaining social and economic systems, 8 219.10(a), providing for diversity of
plant and animal communities, 16 U.S.C. 8§ 1604(g)(3)(B), and sustaining ecological systems, §
219.10(b), and must be considered.

5. Recommendations for Wilderness And National Scenic Area Designations

For these reasons, we request that the GW recommend the following areas for Wilderness
designation:

Laurel Fork Little Allegheny
Three High Heads® Rough Mountain Addition
Beech Lick Knob Rich Hole Addition
Stony Creek Snake Run Ridge
Skidmore Fork Oliver Mountain
Little River St. Marys Addition
Ramseys Draft Addition Adams Peak

Lynn Hollow Three Sisters
Crawford Mountain

Benson Run

Jerkemtight

The GW also should consider identifying certain areas as scenic or recreation areas
devoted to avariety of recreational uses (including those not permitted in Wilderness such as
mountain biking and some large group activities) and to the protection of fish, wildlife, plants
and rare natural communities, without logging, road-building and other resource extraction. The
revised plan should identify the following national scenic areas (NSA):

Big Schloss NSA® Beards Mountain NSA
Kelley Mountain NSA Southern Massanutten NSA

8 Three High Heads and Stony Fork are located within the Big Schloss area.
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Dolly Ann NSA

F. Virginia s Mountain Treasure Areas

The publication Virginia's Mountain Treasures. The Unprotected Wildlands of the
George Washington National Forest describes 63 special areas totaling about 602,432 acres (just
over half the forest). The GWMTs include the inventoried roadless areas (about 241,900 acres)
and about 360,100 acres of additional special areas. These largely unroaded and undeveloped
areas provide clean drinking water to local communities, clear cool streams for native brook
trout, and prime areas for recreation, such as hunting, fishing, mountain biking, hiking,
backpacking and viewing nature. GWMT pp. 15-16. They contain some of the last stands of old
growth forest in the GW, habitat for rare species, many special biological areas, and relatively
unfragmented tracts of mature forest which benefit species such as the Cerulean Warbler and
Black Bear. Id. In an effort to identify and protect large, connected corridors of
wildlife habitat, the areas were chosen in clusters on the landscape. 1d.

As recommended in the publication, the Forest Service should defer timber sales and road
construction in these areas while the plan is being revised. All areas which meet the roadless
inventory criteria (or the “ potential Wilderness area’ criteria) should be recognized and managed
consistently with the 2001 Roadless Rule. All GWMTs should be unsuitable for timber
production or large-scale timber harvesting. Suitable candidates should be recommended for
Wilderness or National Scenic Area designations and other areas should be protected with
appropriate management designations such as remote backcountry, special biological areas,
recreation or scenic areas, drinking water supplies or high quality waters.

Many GWMT areas or portions of areas are proposed for allocation to lands suitable for
timber production, timber harvest and road construction. These and other GWMT areas should
be placed in specia areas that are not suitable for logging and road-building:

= Beech Lick Knob = Little Mare Mountain (12,587 acres,

= Benson Run surrounds west side of Douthat State

= Short Horse Mountain Park, while the Beards Mtn. IRA

=  Mud Run Mountain surrounds the east side. Contains many
= Paddy Lick trails, some of which tie in to Douthat).
= Snake Run Ridge = Short Mountain (4,647 acres between

» FalsRidge Rough Mountain and Rich Hole

= Church Mountain Wilderness areas)

There are several inventoried roadless areas (IRAS) which are expanded in GWMT by
drawing the boundaries out to more logical and identifiable features such as roads, the Forest
Service ownership boundary or powerlines. In most cases, the larger GWMT areais unprotected
in the draft plan but should be protected with the IRA, for example:

= DryRiver * Beards Mountain

? Should encompass two new Wilderness areas, Three High Heads and Stony Creek, which lie within Big Schloss.
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= Ramsey’sDraft Addition (Bald = Dolly Ann
Ridge/Lynn Hollow) (recommended = Rough Mountain Addition
boundary on the east side of the =  Mill Mountain
GWMT goesto the roads, beyond the = Little Allegheny (should be expanded
current IRA) to include almost 6,000 acres around
= Jerkemtight/Benson Run Wildcat Ridge)
=  Crawford Mountain = Three Sisters
= Elliott Knob »= Big Schloss

G. Shenandoah Mountain Special Area

Shenandoah Mountain is the largest and least fragmented continuous block of 1and
remaining in the Central Appalachians. GWMT at 15. The central part of the mountain between
Routes 250 and 33 (see GWMT p.40) encompasses five roadless areas, the Ramsey’ s Draft
Wilderness, and several GWMTs. Thereisaneed for change to recognize the mountain, and
particularly this central area, as a unique and important area and to manage the entire area
accordingly. The GW should consider this central areafor complementary special management
designations, including recommending outstanding candidates for Wilderness designation and
making other designations appropriate to the various recreational uses there, as well asto the
drinking water sources, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plants and animals, old growth forest and
other specia biological areas.

Several GWMT areas there are proposed for the suitable timber base, for example: Broad
Run, Shaws Ridge, Hankey Mountain, Benson Run and Signal Corps Knob. These areas should
not be suitable for timber production, timber harvest or road construction, except for certain
portions of Signal Corps Knob and Benson Run. Signal Corps Knob and Benson Run should be
unsuitable for timber production and road construction. Most of these two areas should be
unsuitable for timber harvest, except for the south-eastern part of Signal Corps Knob and the
north-eastern corner of Benson Run (east of the Shenandoah Mtn. Trail), near the Hodges Draft
Road, where timber harvest or vegetation management to promote grouse could continue from
existing roads.

Il. Special Areas: Special Biological Areas

Thereis aneed for change to designate as Specia Biological Areas (SBAS) all areas
recommended for such designation by the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation,
Division of Natural Heritage (VDNH). It isnot clear from the discussion in the draft CER
whether the Forest Service adopted all the areas VDNH recommended.

Even without this information, it is apparent that three areas, in addition to those
proposed, should be designated as SBAs. The first concerns the several SBAs north of the
Kelley Mountain Roadless Area. These SBASs protect the Shenandoah Valley sinkhole ponds.
Thereis aneed for change to expand the SBASs (or to designate a special area of some other
kind) to protect the forest that surrounds and connects the ponds/SBAs. Thiswould enable
management of the entire area to be more consistent and comprehensive and would protect
linkages between the ponds. Thisisthe only opportunity on the Nationa Forest to protect this
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type of habitat, and efforts to protect Valley sinkhole ponds on private land have been difficult,
expensive, and at timesimpossible. Thereis precedent for this type of larger conservation area—
the Shenandoah Crest SBA, which protects the Cow Knob Salamander and its habitat.

Second, an SBA is needed to protect Wood Turtles and their habitat in the Paddy
Run/Cove Run area. Wood Turtles are a Virginia-listed Threatened species and are ranked by
Nature Serve as S2 — Imperiled in the state. The Paddy Run/Cove Run area, where the Wood
Turtle population is centered on two small watersheds composed almost entirely of National
Forest land, represents the best opportunity for a viable population of Wood Turtles over the long
term. Theturtles habitat on private land in Northern Virginiais under extreme pressure from
development and their protection on private land cannot be ensured. The Paddy Run/Cove Run
area represents the best opportunity to secure (or at least promote) the continued existence and
sustainability of Wood Turtles through the protection of the turtles and their habitat. For further
explanation, see attached letters from Steven Krichbaum to Bill Damon, Forest Supervisor, dated
3/16/2004 and 5/21/2004.

The Draft CER states that a habitat management strategy is being developed by the Forest
Service and the Virginiaand West Virginiawildlife agencies and claims that “[t]he strategy will
be used to provide information for the planning process.” Draft CER at 53. The CER and the
plan, however, do not reflect any information about Wood Turtles or any habitat management
strategy and, in fact, provide no evidence of the required planning to ensure the sustainability of
the Wood Turtle, avital element of the GW’s native diversity. See NFMA, 16 U.S.C. §
1604(g)(3)(B) (provide for diversity of animal communities); 2008 NFMA Regulations, 36
C.F.R. 8 219.10(b) (sustain ecological systems and support diversity of native animal species).

As explained above, protection of Wood Turtles in a Paddy Run/Cove Run SBA is
essential to provide for the continued existence of this speciesin the state of Virginiaand the
USFS Southern Region. In addition, the Wood Turtle should be a species of concern in the
revised plan, since additional provisions beyond the general plan components are needed to
provide appropriate ecological conditions for this species. See 36 C.F.R. § 219.10(b)(2).

Steven Krichbaum developed and proposed an SBA in the Paddy Run areafor the Wood
Turtles. See Letter from Wild Virginiato Bill Damon, Forest Supervisor (3/16/2004); Steven
Krichbaum, Paddy Run Site Report (7/2005); Map of Proposed Paddy Run SBA by Wild
Virginia (attached). That proposal was endorsed by the Virginia Division of Natural Heritage.
See Letter from Larry Smith to Bill Damon, Forest Supervisor (6/11/2004) and VDNH map of
Paddy Run SBA (2006) (both attached).

Thereis afurther need to extend the SBA beyond Paddy Run to Cove Run, which also
supportswood turtles. A small finger ridge at the VA/WYV state line separates the two streams,
with Paddy Run flowing into Cedar Creek and Cove Run flowing into West Virginiaand Waites
Run. See Letter from Wild Virginiato Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor, re Paddy Run/Cove
Run SBA (10/9/2006); Steven Krichbaum, Cove Run Site Report (9/2006) (both attached).
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The Forest Supervisor’s response to Wild Virginia' s October 2006 |etter stated that the
GW would consider the information in the plan revision. The draft CER and plan, however,
reflect no such consideration.

We understand that wood turtles also have been found in other areas of the GW (Steven
Krichbaum, 412 Carter Street, Staunton, VA 24401 (540) 886-1584) can provide further
information about specific locations). These areas also should be considered for designation as
SBAs. Further, the occurrence of Wood Turtlesin these areas demonstrates the need to
designate the turtle as a“ species of concern” and to adopt specific additional provisionsin the
revised plan (i.e. standards) to protect them in areas of the GW that may not be designated SBAs.

Third, VDNH recommended the Forest Service designate a Peters Mountain North SBA.
This recommended SBA is described in the VDNH report cited in the draft CER and linked to
from that document. Seel.T. Wilson, VA DCR, DNH, Biological Diversity Protection on the
GWNF, First Supplement, Natural Heritage Technical Report 00-10, Unpublished report
submitted to the USDA Forest Service, at 74-75 (2000).

This report explained that Peters Mountain North “encompasses an unusually large
contiguous stand of old-growth oak-dominated forest. The old growth occurrence occupies
approximately 3,600 acres on the crests and middle to upper side slopes of the northernmost
ridge of Peters Mountain.” Id. at 74. On April 2, 1996, Natural Heritage wrote to Ranger Snow
describing the 3,600-acre area as “one of the largest known contiguous occurrences of
Appalachian oak forest in old growth condition in Virginia and perhapsin all of the central
Appalachians.”

VDNH proposed a 4,051-acre SBA to include a buffer around the old growth and arare
mountain pond community which supports alarge population of the federally endangered
Northeastern Bulrush. “Logging or road construction would destroy the integrity of this
unusually large stand of old-growth forest.” 1d. Y et the draft plan proposes to allocate the entire
VDNH-recommended SBA to “general forest” suitable for timber production and harvest, road
construction, wind energy development, and available for oil and gas leasing without surface
protection. The area should be designated an SBA. The Snake Run Ridge GWMT area
encompasses this SBA, another reason to protect the entirety of Snake Run Ridge as a special
area.

Regarding the management of SBAs, SBAs are identified as unsuitable for timber
production, timber harvesting and road construction. They should continue to be so identified.
They also should be unsuitable for salvage harvesting, temporary road construction, and
construction of wind generation sites. Any oil and gas leasing should be with “no surface
occupancy.”

[11. Special Areas: Old Growth

There are two primary needs for change regarding old growth on the GW. Thefirst isthe
need to change to stop logging existing old growth. The Southern Region has summarized the
rarity and significance of existing old growth forest as follows:
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“The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Southern Region, recognizes old-
growth forests as a valuable natural resource worthy of protection, restoration, and
management. Old-growth forests provide a variety of values, such as biological
diversity, wildlife habitat, recreation, esthetics [sic], soil productivity, water quality,
aquatic habitat, cultural values, and high-value timber products. Old-growth
communities are rare or largely absent in the southeastern forests of the United States.
Existing old-growth communities may represent around 0.5 percent (approximately
676,000 acres) of the total forest acreage (approximately 108,400,000) acresin the
Southeast (Davis 1996).” USDA-FS, Southern Region, Guidance for Conserving and
Restoring Old Growth Forest Communities on National Forestsin the Southern Region:
Report of the Region 8 Old-Growth Team, Forestry Report R8-FR 62, at 1 (June 1997)
(hereinafter “ Guidance”).

Given therarity and biological and social importance of old growth forests, the GW
should stop cutting them down. The revised plan should prohibit timber production, timber
harvest and other destruction of all existing old growth, not merely within some types of old
growth viewed as being more rare.

Old growth should be designated as a protected special area. There are known patches of
old growth on the forest, for example, the Peters Mountain North site discussed above and others
identified by Natural Heritage. The GW should survey the forest for existing old growth (similar
surveys were performed on the Jefferson National Forest for its plan revision) and all existing
old growth found should be protected. Existing old growth found at the project level also should
be protected.

Second, there is a need for change to establish the old growth network required by the
Guidance. The CER correctly identifies aneed for change to incorporate the Guidance into the
revised plan. However, the CER deals primarily with age trends of the forest and management
categories consistent with future old growth. The CER does not address the need to build an old
growth network of existing and future old growth. The underlying assumption behind the CER is
that unsuitable lands and lands in management categories not intended for timber management
constitute an adequate old growth network. This is not aworkable or adequate approach for a
number of reasons.

The Guidance directed the forests in the Southern Region to “develop a network of old
growth areas of various sizesand . . . develop management prescriptions for these areas.”
Guidance at 15. “National forest landsin the Southeastern United States will contain a mix of
large-, medium-, and small-sized old-growth areas. The national forests in the Ozark/Ouachita
Highlands and the SAA [Southern Appalachian Assessment] areawill contain amix of all three
sizes.” Guidanceat 16. The network “will provide the ecological integrity of old growth
communities, the representatives of the 16 identified old-growth forest community types, and an
adequate distribution of these community types.” Guidance at 15. In designating old growth
patches, the agency must consider the representation of the old growth community types, the
distribution of patches across the landscape, and linkages between patches. Guidance at 18.
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Thereis aneed to make the GW’ s old growth network an explicit network of large,
medium, and small old growth patches of existing and future old growth. Scientific issues and
guestions about the old growth network can only be addressed if the network is explicit.
Generalized reference to unsuitable lands does not allow significant scientific issuesto be
addressed. Significant old growth factors, including distribution, representation and connectivity
that the Guidance singled out to be addressed cannot be ensured and adequately dealt with within
the catch-all of unsuitable lands. This difficulty in dealing with an undefined network is also true
for other implicit old growth issues, such as the quality of old growth and sufficiency of the
network. For example, unsuitable land is not necessarily in the backcountry, where old growth is
particularly important. One of the most compelling rationales for protecting old growth and
promoting its development is the need for forest with developed structure, e.g. den trees, for bear
and other species.

Not all unsuitable lands are managed with goals conducive to perpetuation or
development of old growth. Some unsuitable land can credibly be counted as future old growth,
but the blanket inclusion of all unsuitable land as future old growth is not supported by the
management direction for some of these areas. Management for some unsuitable areas allows or
encourages vegetation management incompatible with old growth, including logging for a
variety of purposes. The 2008 NFMA forest planning regulations attempt to do away with much
of the timber “suitability” concept and the draft plan proposes to make the vast majority of the
GW suitable for some form of timber harvest. Additionally, plan designations have alife of 10-
15 years, relatively meaningless in terms of perpetuating and creating old growth 100+ years old.
There is nothing to assure that management designations will be consistent when plans are
revised. The old growth network needs to be designated and tracked so that it can be considered
explicitly in plan- and project-level planning, and patches ostensibly planned for old growth
management do not “fall through the cracks’ without consideration every time the
suitable/unsuitable lands are changed.

Even if the unsuitable areas receive old growth-compatible management during this
revised plan and in future plans, with these divergent purposes playing out over the long-term, it
is unreasonabl e to assume that old growth will be perpetuated or created in unsuitable lands any
predictable manner.

Designation of an explicit old growth network is the first step in tracking and cataloging
areas with old growth values. Without an explicit network, accurate long-term tracking of old
growth areasis not feasible. Tracking these areas as old growth is necessary to perpetuate these
areas and to make them identifiable for study and research.

V. Special Areas: Water Resour ces

A. Priority Watersheds

Thereis aneed for change to identify priority watersheds which need special
management, to designate them in the plan as specia areas, and adopt corresponding goals,
objectives and standards to protect and/or restore them. The Jefferson National Forest did
something similar initsrevised plan.
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Except for five small reference watersheds covering 10,474 acres in inventoried roadless
or designated Wilderness areas, there is no watershed-specific analysisin the drafts. Thereis
hardly any suitability direction for watersheds and the objectives for streams and watersheds are
very general.

Priority watersheds should include: watersheds that supply drinking water; high-quality
watersheds, watersheds supporting the federally Endangered James Spinymussel and other
Proposed, Threatened, Endangered, Sensitive, Locally Rare and at-risk aquatic species; intact
native brook trout watersheds identified by the Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture (see attached
EBTJV VA Report); and watersheds which need restoration, such as watersheds of impaired
streams listed under section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act and watersheds with reduced native
brook trout populations.

B. Rivers Eligible For Designation Under The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act

The special areas surrounding eligible Wild and Scenic rivers (a corridor of 1/4 mile on
each side of the rivers) should not be generally suitable for timber harvesting, salvage logging
and new road construction, as the draft plan proposes.

C. Riparian Prescription

The GW proposes to use Riparian Prescription 11 from the Revised Jefferson Plan. Draft
CER at 34. Theinitial draft plan, however, does not include that prescription and does not
contain specific direction regarding the size of the riparian corridor and the amount or type of
vegetation management, timber harvest, heavy equipment operation, and building of skid trails
and roads (temporary and permanent) that can or cannot occur within it.

Moreover, there are anumber of problems with the Jefferson’ s riparian prescription, as
described at length in our administrative appeal of the Revised Jefferson Forest Plan. These
problemsinclude: lack of minimum width of riparian corridor; width of corridor too narrow to
fully protect riparian and aquatic ecosystem functions, which, according to USFS scientists, ™
include protection of in-stream and terrestrial habitat; overbroad allowances for timber harvest in
the riparian corridor; lack of limits on prescribed fire in riparian corridor; and insufficient
protection for intermittent and ephemeral streams. The GW should rectify these problems before
adopting ariparian prescription.

The work done by the regional teams circa 2000-2001 to develop ariparian prescription
for the five national forests in the Southern Appalachians revising their forest plans (prior to the
political decision in late 2001 to shrink the riparian corridor) also is highly instructive and
relevant and should be considered. See Draft Riparian Corridor Prescription (Feb. 1, 2001); Fred
Huber, Dawn Kirk, Mike Donahue, Conservation and Management of Forest Riparian Habitat
Associates, (Aug. 28, 2001) (both attached).

19 See “Conservation and Management of Forest Riparian Habitat Associates,” by Fred Huber, Dawn Kirk, Mike
Donahue (Aug. 28, 2001). This paper contained a number of relevant findings regarding riparian habitat, isa
component of the best available science on this matter, and must be considered.
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We aso note that one problem with the direction proposed is the guideline that disturbed
soils be revegetated two weeks after disturbance. Soils should be revegetated immediately.

V. Ecological Sustainability

The ecological sustainability analysis component of the CER is not yet available, making
it difficult to comment on the need for change to improve ecological sustainability and making it
impossible to comment fully on the draft CER. However, we do want to highlight afew relevant
resources and issues the GW should consider in analyzing and providing for ecological
sustainability and to point out several immediately identifiable needs for change.

A. Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition’s “ Return the Great Forest”

SAFC’ s Return the Great Forest: A Conservation Vision for the Southern Appalachian
Region proposes a network of landscape-scale conservation areas across the region (attached and
available at www.safc.org/resources/documents/safc_cv.pdf). The Shenandoah Mountains,
Allegheny Mountains and Glenwood conservation areas are located within or partially within the
GW. Return the Great Forest is a highly relevant and well-supported proposal which should be
considered in identifying special conservation or remote recreation areas. In many cases, these
conservation areas encompass inventoried and uninventoried roadless areas, special biological
areas, old growth, important wildlife habitat and connections between habitats, as well as other
biologically important resources.

B. Historical Records and Subseguent Studies of Natural Processes in the Southern
Appalachian Forests

The Forest Service' s own historical records of inventory and acquisition of the national
forest land in the Southern Appal achian mountains and subsequent studies show that the natural
forests of the region are uneven-aged (“all-aged”) forests of usually permanent canopy types
determined by site, which regenerate through gap-phase dynamics, rather than through
successional stages. These records also show that fire played arelatively minor rolein the
development of these forests, being limited to lightning-ignited fire on dry ridges and upper
south- and west- facing slopes. By any measure, these historic records provide significant
information and valuable insights into the natural ecologic processes of the GW’ s forests and the
types of trees and forest cover these processes create, information and insights that have been
confirmed by subsequent studies performed for the Forest Service in the Southern Appalachians.
A report summarizing and explaining these records and corroborating information has been
released since the 1993 GW plan revision, as have other studies. Thereisaneed for change to
recognize and openly consider this information and to reflect it in the revised management plan.

1. Historical Records, Reports and Supporting Studies
During the recent plan revisions for five forests in the Southern Appalachians (including
the Jefferson), Quentin Bass, Cherokee National Forest archaeol ogist and member of the plan

revision Interdisciplinary Team, compiled, summarized and analyzed the Forest Service's
historic records of inventory and acquisition of much of the national forest land in the Southern
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Appaachians, aswell as anumber of the agency’s own ecological studies of these lands from the
time of acquisition. See Quentin Bass, The Forest Ecosystem and the Effects of Land Use
Patterns in the Southern Appalachian Physiographic Province, Inclusive of the Cherokee
National Forest (hereinafter “ Forest Ecosystem”) (attached).

Because the GW/INF planners are familiar with these studies, we will summarize them
only briefly. The Forest Ecosystem report featured the Forest Service' s own records of
inventory and acquisition, records made by foresters who actually walked over the land and
recorded what they saw, including the types and qualities of the trees there, trandlated this data
into detailed “ site-type” maps of al inventory and acquisition units, and published ecological
studies. Forest Ecosystem at 28-46. This highly reliable information became the legal record
supporting the acquisition of each tract. 1d. at 8. An examination of these site-type maps reveals
aclear, documented pattern of canopy types and species permanently associated with site types,
illustrating that the canopy types of this region are composed of mixed, uneven-age species that
are the biological product of the site and its permanent characteristics (slope, elevation, aspect
and edaphic (soil and water quantity and quality)). Id. at 46.™*

In summary, these records, studies and reports support the following fundamental points:

1. Uneven-Age Forests. In genera, the natural forests of the Southern Appalachians
do not pass through successional stages such as early, middle, and late. To the contrary, the
forests that existed prior to large-scale logging and other exploitation at the turn of the 20th
century originally were an uneven-aged or “all age” forest which reflected a state of dynamic
equilibrium and maintained itself through single-tree falls or small disturbances, a process
known as “gap phase reproduction”;

2. Diverse Trees And Canopies Determined By Permanent Site Characteristics, Not By
Succession. The natural forest types of the Southern Appalachians and the resulting terrestrial
and aquatic plant and animal species are determined by the permanent environmental
characteristics of the land itself, not by successional changes over time. These natural forests
therefore consisted of permanent canopy types that reflected the characteristics of each particular
growing site, including the slope, elevation, aspect, soil, and water quality and quantity (for
example, the Forest Service documented 56 natural canopy typesin the Southern Appalachians).
Asthese qualities varied from site to site, the resulting forests were composed of mixed tree
species that graded into numerous permanent canopy types across the landscape; and

3. Limited Role of Fire In These Natural Forests. Fire, both natural and aboriginal,
generally was not a dominant force in shaping the moist natural forest ecosystems of Southern
Appalachian forests (the majority of the forest and the focus of most silvicultural activity where
large trees occurred). Fire played arole on dry ridges and south slopes, but these fires were

! Regarding the importance of site-type maps, W.W. Ashe, who performed many early surveys of the Southern
Appalachians for the USGS and the USDA-FS, believed knowledge of original forest type for a given site was
critical to sound silviculture and, therefore, that it was essential to map original forest types to obtain “fundamental
data” upon which later foresters “ can base their work . . ..” W.W. Ashe, Reserved Areas of Principal Forest Types
As A Guide In Developing An American Silviculture, J. of Forestry (attached).
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limited by the increasingly moist conditions as fires burned down from the slopes. The Southern
Appalachians did not have the large landscape fires that are typical of western national forests.

Thisinformation is consistent with other studies and ecological research, including
studies performed for the Forest Service:

(1) H.B Ayres and W.W. Ashe, The Southern Appalachian Forests, U.S. Dept. of Interior,
U.S. Geologica Survey, Professional Paper No. 37 (1905) (ajoint report of the DOI USGS, the
Bureau of Forestry of the USDA, and the Geological Survey of N.C. to the U.S. House of
Representatives, 58th Congress, Doc. No. 409) (relevant excerpts attached);

(2) Jason A. Lynch and James S. Clark, Fire and vegetation histories in the southern
Appalachian Mountains: The historical importance of fire before and after European/American
settlement, A report submitted to the GW& INF (April 20, 2002) (attached); and

(3) William A. Patterson |11 and Andrea Stevens, The History of Fire and Vegetation in
the Appalachian Mountain Region of Virginia: A Piece in the Puzzle We Call Ecosystem
Management, A Report Submitted to the GWNF (Sept. 1995) (attached).

As noted by Dr. Jonathan Evans, Assistant Professor of Biology at the University of
the South:

“[Mr. Bass] argues that the Southern Appalachian forest are characterized by: 1)
permanent, uneven-aged forests; 2) a diverse tree composition determined by site
characteristics and not by succession following large scale disturbance events; 3) a
gpatially and temporally limited role for fire in determined structure and composition of
most forest communities in the Southern Appalachians.

| concur with all three of these premises and moreover these ideas are by no means
unique to [Mr. Bass| but indeed represent the prevailing paradigm that has been
established by many important scientific studies conducted in this region over the last
fifty years. [Mr. Bass's| major contribution here is not that these ideas are new but that
the Forest Service's own historical forest inventory data clearly supports what is
essentially well established ecological theory.”

Dr. Evans cited multiple sourcesin hisletter, and numerous additional sources confirm these
fundamental points.

All of thisinformation will be hereinafter described as the “records and reports.”

2. The Records and Reports Are Highly Sgnificant And Relevant To The
GW Plan Revision And Must Be Publicly Disclosed And Considered.

The information brought to light from these records and reports concerning the

underlying biology of these all-aged forests and the limited role of fire in determining them
plainly is significant and extremely relevant to sound planning under the NFMA and NEPA.
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Thisinformation is highly relevant to the Forest Service's fundamental view of forest processes,
aview intertwined with many aspects of the plan revision, such asthe analysis of the need for
change, the CER, the development of options, and the development of desired conditions and
management goals, objectives, guidelines and standards. They are particularly relevant to the
need for and impacts of proposed logging to regenerate the forest and to rotate large blocks of
“early successional habitat” through the forest. This information should be thoroughly addressed
in an EISfor the revised plan (EIS requirement discussed further below).

In the development of land management plans, the NFMA requires the Forest Service to
“use a systematic interdisciplinary approach” which integrates consideration of “physical,
biological, economic, and other sciences.” 16 U.S.C. § 1604(b). The plan must coordinate and
provide for various natural resources, including wildlife and fish, and “provide for the diversity
of plant and animal communities,” 8§ 1604(e)(1), (9)(3)(A), (9)(3)(B).

The 2008 NFMA regulations require plans to “ contribute to sustaining native ecological
systems by providing appropriate ecological conditions to support diversity of native plant and
animal speciesin the plan area,” to “provide the characteristics of ecosystem diversity in the plan
area,” and to adopt plan components “needed to provide appropriate ecological conditions for
specific . . . species. . ..” 36 C.F.R. 8 219.10(b). “The responsible official must take into account
the best available science.” §219.11(a).

As these records and reports illuminate these native ecological systems, conditions and
characteristics of the GW’ s forests and natural habitats for wildlife, fish, plants and other species
(often with detailed records by USFS foresters of their first-hand observations of intact natural
systems), they are highly relevant to the development of a plan that meets these statutory and
regulatory requirements and are a magjor part of the best available science on these topics.

Moreover, the 2005 planning directives instruct planners to consider them:

“Useinformation from different kinds of historical records such as those contained in the
journals and photographs of early explorers, other historic accounts, and early surveys
and inventories to make judgments about the past range of conditions.” FSH 1909.12,
Ch. 43.13(2)(b)(3) (emphasis added).

“Ecosystem characteristics include the structure, composition, and processes of the
biological and physical resourcesin the plan area. ... The primary approach for
evaluation of characteristics of ecosystem diversity is estimating the range of variation
that existed under historic disturbance regimes and comparing that range to current and
projected future conditions.” FSM 1921.73a (emphasis added).

A briefing paper from arecent Forest Service workshop on the appropriate role of
historical ecological datain land management planning explained that “the Planning Rule's
emphasis on management toward desired conditions necessarily requires knowledge of the
history of those lands and waters within our stewardship” and cited FSM 1921.73(a). Summary
of Historical Ecology and Climate Change Workshop, April 2008, available at
https://wwwnotes.fs.fed.us'wo/emc/imi/IMI_OPEN_TeamRoom.nsf/785C8D8CD58640A 88725
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7130005F4E34/D1AEAB0BO1EOB1128525743B0076746F?0OpenDocument (attached). The
workshop concluded, in part, that “[u]nderstanding historical ecosystem dynamicsis critical to
understanding potential future ecosystem behavior.” Id. The records and reports must be
publicly disclosed and considered in developing the plan for contributing to ecosystem diversity
on the GW.

3. The CER's Claims About The Natural Role of Firein the GW s Forests Are
Overbroad, Unsupported By cientific Citation And Refuted By the Records And
Reports Discussed Above.

The draft CER makes extremely broad allegations about the natural role of fire across the
GW and claims thousands of acres must be burned annually to replicate natural fire. See Draft
CER at 101-106. All but one of these assertions are unsupported by any scientific citation.
There is no documentation that the CER used the best available science on thistopic, as required
by the 2008 NFMA regulations, 36 C.F.R. § 219.11(a)(1).

The draft CER states that “[p]rescribed fire is used only under appropriate conditions and
in appropriate sites.” Draft CER at 102. Those sites, however, are never defined. Rather, the
CER goes on to make a series of overbroad and unsupported claims about fire, for example:

= “Fire playsan important and critical role in influencing vegetation and the lifecycles of
trees and plant communities’ (p.102). Which tree and plant communities and in what
ways?

= “Many species are dependent on fire” (p.102) and “Many of GWNF ecosystems are
dependent on fire” (p.104). Which ones, how are they dependent and to what degree?

= “Every 5-9 years, fire regenerated the forest” (p.104). This suggests the entire 1.06
million acres of the GW was regenerated by stand-replacing fire every 5-9 years, a
wholly unsupported and clearly erroneous claim that we hope was unintentional.

= “[F]ire has shaped vegetation patterns and wildlife distributions in the National Forest”
(p.104). Which vegetation and which wildlife in which parts of the National Forest, how
and to what degree?

At times, the drafts gear the fire discussion towards dry ridgetop pine forests, suggesting
an appropriate distinction from more moist forests. See, e.q., Draft CER at 42-43 (discussion of
yellow pine community) and at 103-104 (discussion of fire-scar research in pine communities).

Other sections, however, discuss fire in broad forest types, including more moist
hardwood forests, for example, the objective to burn 10,000-15,000 acres per year across the
forest, including in “mixed mesophytic” and “mesic oak” forests (Draft Plan at 53), and the
prescribed burn cycles for “Dry-Mesic Oak Forest” and “Dry-Mesic Oak-Pine Forest” (Draft
Plan at 55). If the GW intendsto limit the fire discussion to dry or xeric ridgetop pine forests, it
must say so consistently.
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Additionally, we can find no limits in the draft plan on the severity/intensity of prescribed
fire, although the draft CER seems to be discussing less severe/intense ground-level prescribed
fire, not crown-level or stand-replacing fire. See Draft CER at 104. This should be clarified.

As asidenote, how were the acreage objectives for prescribed burning (10,000 to 15,000
acres per year) and for open woodland “restoration” (burn 6,000 acres a year) developed and
what are they based upon?

4. Historic Records and Subsequent Studies Show Fire Played A Limited Natural
Role In The Southern Appalachians

In support of the claim that fire played a significant role in shaping the ecosystem of the
Southern Appalachians and the GW, the CER pointsto lightning-ignited fire and intentional
burning by Native Americans. Draft CER at 103-104. The records and reports discussed above
show that neither had a significant effect on the entire ecosystem of the Southern Appalachian
mountains as awhole, but rather that lightning-ignited fire played alimited role in the
development of certain forests on dry ridges and upper south- and west-facing slopes.

In addition to the agency’ s own records (see Forest Ecosystem report), studies performed
directly for the Forest Service over the past decade call into question the premise that fire played
awidespread role in shaping these forests prior to the impacts of European settlement and prior
to European studies. Perhaps foremost among these studies is the Lynch and Clark report cited
above.. Although this recent research was submitted directly to the GW/Jefferson, it is absent
from the draft CER.

Lynch and Clark studied charcoal and pollen depositions at ten sites throughout Virginia,
North Carolina, Maryland, and Tennessee, and found no consistent pattern of historical fire nor
any strong connection between historical incidence of fire and the establishment of oak-
dominated forests. Lynch and Clark at 5, 7-8. Some sites showed greater incidence of fire
consistent with the possibility of local Native American settlements, whereas other sitesin
equally oak-dominated forests showed little incidence of fire prior to European settlement. |1d. at
5-9 and Figures 5-9. They found low background levels of charcoal at most sites and an
estimated minimum period between peak fires at all sites of 50-100 years. “Many periods of low
fire importance occur at all sites with vegetation dominated by oak species...” Idat 7. The
paper directly states that fire actually “may have delayed the establishment of the oak dominated
deciduous forest” at one site where the oak forest did not arise until 1,000 years later than at a
comparable site, where fire was “unimportant” during thistransition. 1d.

Similarly, The History of Fire and Vegetation in the Appalachian Mountain Region of
Virginia: A Piece of the Puzzle We Call Ecosystem Management, by Patterson and Stevens
(1995) (attached), found distinct differencesin historical fire patterns at different sitesand a
relative lack of fire prior to European settlement at one of two sites studied. Again, this paper,
which was written for the GW, is absent from the draft CER.
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The Forest Ecosystems report, written by a Forest Service archaeol ogist on a subject
sguarely within his expertise, summarized the extensive knowledge of Native American
populations, settlements and practices in the Southern Appal achian province, and concluded:

“there is no ethnographical, historical, archaeological, or direct biological evidence that
indicates the intentional or even unintentional burning of significant portions of the
Southern Appalachian forest ecosystem by Indian societies. . . Rather, the body of
information presented here indicates that, while the principal Indian ateration of the
Southern Appal achian ecosystem was indeed through the use of fire, this was restricted to
the immediate vicinities of their riverine-sited villages for land clearance for crop
cultivation. . . . Indian burning of the forest ecosystem would have occurred not in the
documented areas where fire-tolerant canopy species are documented, and where
lightning-generated fire occurred, but principally in the vicinities of a limited number of
Indian settlements located in alimited number of river valleys. Considered within the
vast scale of the area involved, this would not have significantly effected the overall
composition and regime of the Southern Appalachian forest ecosystem.” Forest
Ecosystem at 66.

Permanent Native American settlements in the Southern Appalachian province “were
limited in number and located, without exception, on the aluvia bottoms of the river valleys, not
in the drier sites of the upper slope/pine slope and ridge site types where these fire-tol erant
canopy species are located and documented.” Forest Ecosystem at 59. The “vast mgjority” of
Native American archaeological sitesin the mountains, outside these permanent settlements,
“represent . . . essentially the same activities, specifically, temporary occupation sites that reflect
hunting and gathering activities” and do not indicate application of fire on theland. Forest
Ecosystem at 55.

It isimportant to distinguish between the possible use of fire by Native Americansin the
Coastal Plain and the Piedmont versus the Southern Appal achian mountains. As stated in Forest
Ecosystem:

“Another areathat presents a difficulty for the argument that aboriginal societies
significantly altered the forest landscape through the use of fireisthat thereis no
ethnographic evidence for such activity for the entire Southern Appalachian
Physiographic Province. Review of the ethnographic record for the entire southeast for
early historic evidence of aboriginal burning of the forests, intentional or otherwise,
resulted in the documentation of nine examples of intentional aboriginal burning of the
forest between 1606 and 1776. . . [internal citations omitted]. All of these examples
occurred on the coastal plain of Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Florida.”
Forest Ecosystem at 61.

Donald Edward Davis book about the environmental history of the region, while focused
on the Appalachians south of the GW, echoes thisview. See, e.q., Donald Edward Davis, Where
There Are Mountains: An Environmental History of the Southern Appalachians (2000) at 31
(pre-European disturbances were highly localized); at 34 (pre-European settlements restricted in
their ability to alter the landscape and the mountains remained largely unchanged through
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centuries); at 42-43 (European diseases caused native demographic collapse); at 55
(environmental changein late 16th and 17th centuries likely as much ecological recovery as
resource extraction, due in large part to native depopulation); at 79 (early Cherokees depended
on adaptation to the natural world; this was lost as they became acculturated); and at 89-90
(environment near Cherokee villages was altered considerably but much of the wooded upland
unchanged since De Soto; “alarge portion of the Southern A ppal achians remained a contiguous
stand of mature old growth timber until at least the middle decades of the 19th century.”)
(relevant excerpts attached).

5. Fire-Scar Research
The only reference to scientific research in the draft CER’ sfire section is as follows:

“Recent research across the GWJNF using dendrochronology and fire-scarred trees show
that from the early 1700’ s until the 1930’ s 75% of fires occurred in areas dominated by
yellow pine, yellow pine-oak, and oak-yellow pine at alower and upper level of 1 -9
years. These were typically low intensity understory fires but more intense stand
replacement fires occurred approximately 75 to 100 years, likely during times of very dry
fuel conditions.” Draft CER at 103-104.

Thereis no cite provided, but we assume that the CER isreferring to Charles Lafon and
Henri Grissino-Mayer’ sfire scar research. Firgt, it is absolutely critical to recognize that this
research was focused on Table Mountain Pine and other yellow pine forests on dry ridgetops and
west- or southwest- facing slopes. See Fire Regimes and Successional Dynamics of Y ellow Pine
(Pinus) Standsin the Central Appalachian Mountains, Final Report, Principal Investigators
Charles W. Lafon and Henri D. Grissino-Mayer; Federal Cooperators Steven Q. Croy, GW/INFs
and Elaine K. Sutherland, Rocky Mtn. Research Stn., at 1-2, available at
http://web.utk.edu/~grissino/downl0ads/01C-3-3-09 final_report.pdf (attached). Thisresearchis
not representative of fire history across the GW, particularly in more moist forests, and cannot
and should not be used to justify aforest-wide burn program like the one proposed.

Second, because the fire scars did not date back further than the mid-1700s (i.e. the
period of European settlement), we doubt they provide evidence of natural fire regimes prior to
alteration of the forest by Europeans. Asthe report acknowledges, “fire histories compiled for
this project begin during the | ate presettlement/early settlement period. Settlement is thought to
have begun during the late 1700s in the vicinity of most of the study sites.” Final Report at 14.

Moreover, the research showed a sharp rise in fire scars in the mid-late 1800s and early-
mid 1900s. See Final Report at 8-12. These increased burns likely were caused by Europeans,
not by any natural lightning-ignited fire regime nor by indigenous Native American practices.
See discussion of Forest Ecosystem report above.

The combination of mining, logging for fuelwood, land clearing for mountain farming
and grazing, and the industrial logging boom from about 1880 to 1920 removed much of the
entire Southern Appalachian forest. See, e.q., Davisat 105, 165-170, 204, 205. Logging left
large dlash piles which became “avirtual tinder box” and caused “widespread forest fires,” many
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of which “were caused by sparks from the coal- or wood-fired locomotives used to haul
harvested timber.” Davisat 165-169. European settlers also burned land (including high
mountaintops) to clear it for farming or grazing. Ayres and Ashe at 19-21; see also Davis at 100-
108.

When Ayres and Ashe surveyed the Southern Appalachians for the U.S. government in
1900-1901, they documented that the “greater portion” of the New River basin (where several of
Lafon & Grissino-Mayer’s sites were located) already had been cleared and much of the
remaining forest culled and/or burned. Ayresand Ashe at 57-58. Regionally, Ayres and Ashe
estimated that almost a quarter of the Southern Appal achians had been cleared and 80% of it
burned. Ayresand Asheat 17-18.

Viewed against the backdrop of this highly altered landscape, the fire intervals and
intensities shown in the fire-scar research are, at the very least, questionable representations of
natural processes and should not be the sole or primary basis for a prescribed fire program for the
GW, particularly aforest-wide program and particularly if the intent of that program is to restore
fireto its natural role (as the Forest Service stated in the draft CER p.104).

6. Open Woodlands

A common thread throughout the drafts is the reference to * open woodlands’ allegedly
created and maintained by fire. See Draft CER at 11-12, 104, 133-135. The draft plan proposes
to burn thousands of acres ayear to create or “restore” these woodlands and many of the desired
conditionsinclude “woodlands.” See Draft Plan at 13, 23, 41-43, 53-55. In fact, the need to
“restore” open woodlands is one of the major needs for change identified by the draft CER.

Y et the CER and plan never clearly define “open woodlands.” At different placesin
these documents, woodlands are characterized in various ways. At times, the forest typeis
expressed somewhat more specifically, but in most instances the drafts refer generally to “open
woodlands’ or to woodlands in broad categories of forests that would seem to encompass a great
many of the forest types on the GW. See, e.q., Draft Plan at 13, 41-43, 55; Draft CER at 11, 104,
133. We particularly question the proposals for open woodlands in remote backcountry areas, in
Indiana Bat protection areas and in habitat for forest interior birds.

The CER offers no scientific support for its claims that “ open woodlands’ were
“historically present across the GWNF" and have “ declined dramatically” dueto fire
suppression. Draft CER at 12. In fact, the CER tacitly admits that these conditions are not
natural, because they were “historically created and maintained with disturbance regimes such as
prescribed fire and timber treatments,” Draft CER at 12. Again, conditions created through
active management of the GW by the Forest Service during the last century are not historical
reference conditions for natural (pre-European settlement) forest ecology.

In addition to the information discussed above, which shows that fire played a more
limited natural role in the development of the GW’ s forests than claimed in the CER, the
overbroad nature of the woodland proposal can be seen by consulting the descriptions of the
woodland forest communities known in Virginia
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The Forest Service' s Southern Appal achian Assessment (SAA) and the Virginia Natural
Heritage Program’ s “Natural Communities of Virginia,” both highly reputable scientific sources,
describe narrowly defined woodland types which naturally occur on specific types of sites within

the GW. None of these specific community characteristics are acknowledged in the drafts.

The SAA defined “woodland” as “[f]orestland incapable of producing 20 or more cubic
feet of industrial wood per acre per year under natural conditions, because of adverse site
conditions’ and identified several woodland communities similar to those identified in “The
Natural Communities of Virginia.” See SAA, Terrestrial Technical Report at 14, Appendix C,
and Glossary at 288, available at http://samab.org/saa/reports/terrestrial/terrestrial.html (1996)
(glossary not available online) (emphasis added).

The Natural Communities of Virginia defines seven woodland forest communitiesin the
Appalachian Mountain provinces of Virginia (Blue Ridge and Ridge and Valley):

Q) High-Elevation Boulderfield Forests and Woodlands

2 Low-Elevation Boulderfield Forests and Woodlands

3 Pine-Oak/Health Woodlands — Table Mountain and Pitch Pine are usually dominant
species. Note that these are the only woodlands in the Appal achian Mountains where
Natural Communities of Virginia discusses fire as a natural ecological process.

4) Mountain/Piedmont Acidic Woodlands

(5) M ountain/Piedmont Basic Woodlands

(6) Ultramafic Woodlands

@) Montane Dry Calcareous Forests and Woodlands
See VA Dept. of Conservation and Recreation, Natural Heritage Program, The Natural
Communities of Virginia Classification of Ecological Community Groups (Second
Approximation; Version 2.2; available at
www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural_heritage/nctoc.shtml) (2006).*

These seven woodland forest types occur on sites with common attributes: (1) xeric sites;
(2) stressful conditions (rocky sites and dry, shallow soils); (3) most woodlands occur on steep
south- or west- facing slopes, on ridges, or on high-elevation north-facing slopes subject to high
winds and ice storms; and (4) several woodlands occur on specific soils with high levels of
magnesium and iron or calcium. 1d. Three of these types are uncommon. Id.

It would be highly inappropriate to try to create woodlands on sites where they would not
naturally occur and where they must be artificially maintained by repeated burning to try to
mimic the poor conditions of a natural woodland site. The emphasis on prescribed burning and
the suggestion of timber harvest to create and maintain woodlands gives us great concern that the
draft plan is heading in this inappropriate direction. See, e.q., Draft CER at 12, 133; Draft Plan
at 55. Thiswould not be ecological restoration, which by definition strives to reestablish a
resilient, self-sustaining ecosystem which functions without “further human intervention,”
Dominick A. DellaSala, et a., A Citizen's Call for Ecological Forest Restoration: Forest

12 An eighth woodland forest type, Oak-Hickory Woodlands and Savannahs, is known to exist only at two military
base training areas in the Piedmont (Quantico and Fort Pickens) which have been subject to frequent incendiary fires
for at least 50 years. Id.
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Restoration Principles and Criteria, Ecological Restoration, Vol. 21, No. 1, at 16-17 (2003), and
is“self-sustaining to the same degree as its reference ecosystem,” Society for Ecological
Restoration International, The SER International Primer on Ecological Restoration, available at

WWW.ser.org, at 4 (2004).

If the GW wishes to pursue woodland restoration, the CER and plan must clarify, using
precise scientific descriptions of forest community types, what is meant by open woodlands. The
GW must define, and provide scientific support for, the ecological reference condition for these
woodlands. The GW needs to provide specific information about the fire severity and intensity,
ignition method(s) and burn pattern(s) proposed to create woodlands, again with scientific
support that the burning proposed mimics the natural fire regime for that type of site. Any plan
goals and objectives for woodland restoration must be scientifically supported and must seek
only to reestablish forest communities which are ecologically appropriate for the GW and for
each restoration site.

C. Climate Change

In addition to understanding how these forests devel oped in the past, it isimportant to
understand the pressures they will face in the future. The draft CER makes no mention
whatsoever of climate change, perhaps the most significant ecological change facing the GW
over the next 10-15 years. Thisisan enormous gap in the CER.

There is aneed to change to recognize and analyze the predicted impacts of climate
change on the GW and to adopt management goal's, objectives and standards to enhance the
resilience of the GW’ s species and ecosystems to those impacts. Management decisions should
consider the GW’ srole in conserving species and systems in the Southern Appalachians and the
Southeast. The Forest Service also must consider the role the GW playsin reducing or
mitigating climate changes by storing carbon in mature and old growth forests. While this
section devotes further discussion to the predicted impacts of climate change on the GW’s
ecosystems and how the revised plan can and should ameliorate those impacts and enhance
ecosystem resilience, the role of carbon storage in mitigating climate change should not be
underestimated.

1. Climate Change Must Be Considered In the GW Plan Revision

The CER must evaluate “ecological conditions and trends that contribute to
sustainability,” 36 C.F.R. § 219.6(a)(1). Climate changeisahighly relevant and major trend that
islikely to significantly impair the sustainability of the GW’ s ecosystems. The plan must
“contribute to sustaining native ecological systems by providing appropriate ecol ogical
conditions to support diversity of native plant and animal speciesin the plan area.” § 219.10(b).
The NFMA planning directives instruct forests to, “[w]here data are available, consider the
influence of climate change on the characteristics of ecosystem diversity.” FSH 1909.12, Ch.
43.13(1)(a). Managing the GW to maximize resilience is necessary to contribute to sustaining
existing ecological systems and to supporting existing diversity.

The Chief of the Forest Service recently stated that “[r]esponding to the challenges
presented by climate change is one of the most urgent tasks facing the Forest Service. Asa
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science-based organization, we need to be aware of thisinformation and to consider it any time
we make a decision regarding resource management . . . history will judge the leaders of our age
by how well we respond to climate change.” Abigail R. Kimbell, Chief of the USFS, Feb. 15,
2008, letter to Forest Service National Leadership Team, available at
www.fs.fed.us/kidsclimatechange/message.shtml. Guidance is being developed for handling
climate changein forest plan revision. 1d.

2. Climate Change Resources

While that guidance has not yet been released, agreat deal of information is aready
available to the GW planners. We will not attempt to discussit all here but will point toward a
few sources:

(1) TheU.S. Climate Change Science Program (CCSP) integrates federal research on
climate change by 13 agencies, including the USDA and the Forest Service. Two of the
program’s particularly relevant assessments are the Preliminary review of adaptation options for
climate-sensitive ecosystems and resour ces, Product 4.4 (June 2008) (hereinafter “ Adaptation
Options’) (summary brochure, executive summary and summary of chapter on the National
Forest System attached) and Weather and Climate Extremes in a Changing Climate. Regions of
Focus: North America, Hawaii, Caribbean, and U.S. Pacific Islands, Product 3.3 (June 2008)
(synopsis attached). Both reports are available in full at www.gcrio.org/library/2008/.

(2) The World Wildlife Fund, Buying Time: A User’s Manual for Building Resistance
and Resilience to Climate Change in Natural Systems, available at
http://assets.panda.org/downloads/buyingtime.pdf (2003) (hereinafter “Buying Time")
(attached). Thisreport is geared towards natural resource managers.

(3) The Northern Research Station has developed two climate change “ atlases,” available
at www.nrs.fs.fed.ug/atlas/, which predict changes in the range of many bird and tree species.

3. Impacts of Climate Change

Again, we will not attempt to be comprehensive but will summarize afew points
particularly relevant to the GW.

The impacts of climate change are not limited to temperature increases. In general, our
ecosystems are already exposed to a variety of stresses and climate change will exacerbate those
stresses through, among other changes, higher temperatures, less water, changes in frequency of
extreme weather events and severe storms, and spread of non-native invasive species. CCSP,
Climate Change and Ecosystems: Summary of Recent Findings, at 1, available at
http://downl oads.climatesci ence.gov/sap/sap4-4/sap4-4-brochure-FA Q.pdf (June 2008);
Adaptation Options at 3-3 (impacts on National Forests); Buying Time at 11.

Precipitation “over North Americais projected to be less frequent but more intense” and,
in the North Atlantic, “hurricane rainfall and wind speedswill increase. . ..” Id. at 2; see
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generally CCSP, Weather and Climate Extremes in a Changing Climate. As the Southern
Research Station explained in arecent article:

“Prone to natural weather disasters, the Southeast will be further impacted by changesin
temperature and precipitation that alter the frequency, intensity, duration, and timing of
disturbances such asfire, drought, invasive species, insect and pathogen outbreaks, and
hurricanes. . . . Climate change alters the interactions between the ecosystems and the
disturbances by causing disturbances that exceed their natural range of variation. This
variability can cause extreme changes in the structure and functions of our forests.
‘Climate variability causes much more damage than climate change,” says Steve
McNulty, leader of the SRS Southern Global Change Team, ‘and thiswill likely be the
case for the next several decades.” Over the past 100 years, intense precipitation events
have increased across the South. This trend is projected to continue, raising the likelihood
of flooding and erosion.” Livia Marqués, Compass Magazine, Issue 10, published by the
Southern Research Station, available at www.srs.fs.fed.us/compass/issuel0/02fate.htm
(Feb. 2008) (emphasis added).

4. Enhancing Resilience

The CCSP and WWF reports identify and recommend “ adaptation approaches’ to
improve the resilience of forest species and ecosystems to climate changes. The Adaptation
Options report, which devotes a chapter to the Nationa Forest system, notes the importance of
incorporating climate change into forest planning. Adaptation Options at 3-4.

By “adaptation,” the CCSP means “ adjustments in human socia systems (e.g.,
management) in response to climate stimuli and their effects.” Adaptation Options at 1-2. The
“goal of adaptation isto reduce the risk of adverse environmental outcomes through activities
that increase the resilience of ecological systemsto climate change.” 1d. at 1-3. The report
acknowledges uncertainties in these approaches but concludes “it is both possible and essential
for adaptation to proceed using the best available science.” 1d. The GW must take the best
available science into account in revising the plan. 36 C.F.R. § 219.11.

The report identifies seven adaptation approaches.

“Protecting key ecosystem featur es involves focusing management protections on
structural characteristics, organisms, or areas that represent important “ underpinnings’ or
“keystones’ of the overall system. Reducing anthropogenic stressesis the approach of
minimizing localized human stressors (e.g., pollution, fragmentation) that hinder the
ability of speciesor ecosystems to withstand climatic events. Representation refersto
protecting a portfolio of variant forms of a species or ecosystem so that, regardless of the
climatic changes that occur, there will be areas that survive and provide a source for
recovery. Replication centers on maintaining more than one example of each ecosystem
or population such that if one areais affected by a disturbance, replicates in another area
provide insurance against extinction and a source for recolonization of affected areas.
Restoration isthe practice of rehabilitating ecosystems that have been lost or
compromised. Refugia are areas that are less affected by climate change than other areas
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and can be used as sources of “seed” for recovery or as destinations for climate-sensitive
migrants. Relocation refers to human-facilitated transplantation of organisms from one
location to another in order to bypass a barrier (e.g., urban area).” 1d. at 1-3 (bold in
original).

The GW should consider how to implement all of these approaches most effectively and
should provide for that in the revised plan, factoring in GW’ s role in protecting representative
and replicate areas and refugia for the Southern Appal achians and the Southeast.

It is especially important for the GW to consider how the revised plan can reduce
anthropogenic (human-caused) stresses on species and ecosystems, an approach supported by
“considerable scientific confidence in its ability to promote resilience in virtually any situation.”
Id. at 1-4. The Adaptation Options report summarizes how this approach could be pursued on
the National Forest System:

“ Reducing the impact of current stressorsisa“ no regrets’ adaptation strategy that
could be taken now to help enhance ecosystem resilience to climate change, at least in
the near term. Increased effort and coordination across agencies and with private
landowners to reduce these stressors (especially air pollution, drought, altered fire
regimes, fragmentation, and invasive species) would benefit ecosystems now, begin to
incorporate climate change incrementally into management and planning, and potentially
reduce future interactions of these stressors with climate change.” 1d. at 3-4 (italicsin
original).

Similarly, the WWF report recommends that managers:

“1. PROTECT ADEQUATE AND APPROPRIATE SPACE

Ecosystems with high biodiversity and those that maintain crucial structural components
are thought to recover more easily from climatic disturbances. . . . It will become
increasingly important, however, to take into account projected impacts of climate
change when designing new protected area systems, and to expand spatial scales through
buffer zones and corridors to aid species migration. In particular, planners should look
for climate refugia— areas that experience less change than others. Planning reserves
will now require an eye for potentially dramatic future changes in protected areas;
thinking about not only current but future configurations of habitats, communities, and
ecosystems. . . . Protecting not just space but functional groups, keystone species,
climatic refugia, and multiple microhabitats within a biome to provide adequate
representation is essential.

2. LIMIT ALL NON-CLIMATE STRESSES

Climate change is not occurring in avacuum. There are myriad stresses affecting natural
systems, including habitat fragmentation, overharvest, invasive species, and pollution.
A limited body of research on interactions between climate and non-climate stresses
suggests synergistic responses (McLusky et a., 1986). . .. To support ecosystem
resilience you must reduce the number of simultaneous insults faced by that ecosystem.
Fortunately many stressors are more locally controllable than climate change. . . .
Forests could require limiting fragmentation from road construction and logging. None
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of these tasks are easy, but they are approachable on alocal level and they can increase
the overall resilience of the system.” Buying Time at 11-12 (capitalsin original).

5. Recommendations

The expected impacts of severe weather are particularly relevant to the management of
the GW’ s streams and watersheds. The GW needs to plan for the predicted increases in stream
temperatures, intense rain events and floods, and soil erosion and stream sedimentation. See
Climate Change and Ecosystems: Summary of Recent Findings at 3. The revised GW plan
should: (1) develop additional protections for streams and watersheds, to improve the stability of
slopes, stream banks and stream channels during rain-storms and floods; (2) develop additional
protections for soil, to prevent soil loss as much as possible; (3) reduce current sediment delivery
to streams to reduce cumulative increases in sediment; (4) increase shade along streams to lower
or maintain stream temperatures (particularly in native brook trout streams) as much as possible;
(5) identify and protect high-quality representative aquatic systems and refugiafor aquatic
Species.

Asaresult of warming, species ranges are expected to move northward and to higher
atitudes. 1d. at 2; NRS Climate Change Atlases. The GW should consider how species on the
forest are likely to migrate (northward and/or to higher altitudes) and how species south of the
GW arelikely to moveto the GW. The plan should provide for and protect: (1) sufficient north-
south migratory pathways; (2) habitat for species relocating from the south; (3) higher elevation
refugia; (4) large, intact forest areas, in order to reduce current stressors such as forest
fragmentation and pressure from increasing development and dwindling habitat on private land.
It may also be necessary to provide additional protections for species which are already rare and
declining (and their habitat), to make every effort to prevent avoidable impacts to them and to
retain them on the forest.

Finally, the GW should consider climate change when designing the monitoring plan for
the revised forest plan and should include aspects of climate change in the monitoring plan. As
the CCSP explains, “[€]stablishing current baselines, identifying thresholds, and monitoring for
changes will be essential elements of any adaptation approach.” Adaptation Options at 1-5.

D. Ecological Restoration

Thereisamajor need for change to address and provide for ecological restoration in the
revised plan. The CER, however, does not deal with the need for ecological restoration, even
though restoration has been identified as a significant issue in the Southern Region. In fact, the
recently completed Region 8 Strategic Plan identifies Restoration as a primary focus for
activities. The five Southern Appalachian forest plans revised in 2004, including the Jefferson
plan, provided for restoration. What discussion of restoration the CER does contain isin the
context of specific types of projects: e.g. open woodland restoration or chestnut restoration. The
CER needs to address restoration comprehensively, addressing the broad needs for recovering
ecosystems and watersheds.
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Ecological restoration has been defined in the scientific literature, along with guidelines
and parameters. The following resources are particularly relevant and useful: (1) Society for
Ecological Restoration International (“SER™), Science & Policy Working Group, The SER
International Primer on Ecological Restoration, available at www.ser.org/pdf/primer3.pdf
(2004); (2) Andre Clewell et al., SER, Guidelines for Developing and Managing Ecological
Restoration Projects, available at www.ser.org/pdf/SER_International_Guidelines.pdf (Dec.
2005); and (3) Dominick DellaSalaet a., A Citizen's Call For Ecological Forest Restoration:
Forest Restoration Principles And Criteria, Ecological Restoration 21:1 (March 2003) (all
attached).

In brief, ecological restoration is defined as “the process of assisting the recovery of an
ecosystem that has been degraded, damaged, or destroyed.” SER Primer at 3. The primary goal
of ecological restoration isto “enhance ecological integrity by restoring natural processes and
resiliency.” DellaSalaat 16. In addition to active restoration, protecting existing areas of high
ecological integrity and passive restoration (ceasing activities that cause degradation and impede
€cosystem or species recovery) are aspects of ecological restoration. DellaSalaat 17-18.

As SER explained, “[r]estoration attempts to return an ecosystem to its historic trajectory.
Historic conditions are therefore the ideal starting points for restoration design.” SER at 1.
“Natural” forest composition and processes (i.e., conditions prior to significant European
influence) are appropriate reference conditions and goals for restoration. The Forest Service's
historical records and studies of natural processes in Southern Appalachian forests (discussed
above) are highly relevant to identifying natural (reference) forest conditions and processes prior
to European settlement, and the massive alteration of the Southern Appalachians that followed,
and to developing restoration goals for the GW.

Many areas in the GW have been degraded or imbalanced by historical land uses and past
Forest Service management and would benefit from active restoration. Restoration must be
scientifically supported and ecologically appropriate for the site and should seek to reestablish
natural, resilient, self-sustaining conditionsin these areas. Of course other areas will benefit
from protection or passive restoration.

A workshop put on by the Southern Region in December 2007 identified five ecosystem
restoration focus areas for Southern Appalachian forests for which there was very broad
agreement:

Restoration of healthy stream systems within healthy watersheds

Restoration of rare native communities

Restoration of fire-dependent ecosystems

Restoration of diversity in low-diversity forest stands

Restoration of viable native plant communities by controlling invasive species

For further description of these focus areas, see USFS Southern Region, Southern
Appal achian Ecosystem Restoration Focus Areas (Feb. 2008) (attached).

The GW should incorporate these focus areas and the objectives and activities identified
within them into the revised plan’s goals, objectives and standards. Based on these focus areas,
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the revised plan should identify restoration needs and opportunities for restoration work on the
GW and provide direction for it.

Note that restoration work within these focus areas would complement work to comply
with existing laws, policies and other objectives. For example, restoration activities to restore
healthy stream systems and watersheds include “ establishing a sustainable road system that can
be adequately maintained into the future [this includes incorporating appropriate road repairs,
maintenance activities, and closing or decommissioning of roads].” Id. at 2. Thisissueis
discussed further below.

E. Road M anagement

Thereis aneed for change to recognize that the current road system is overbuilt and is
not environmentally or economically sustainable. The system cannot be properly maintained
under present or realistic future budgets and lack of maintenance and/or poor location of existing
roads are causing erosion, sedimentation and other adverse environmental impacts. Thereisa
need for change to stop expanding the road system, since it cannot be maintained even at its
present size. Further, there isaneed for change to identify, and plan to achieve, an
environmentally and economically sustainable “minimum” road system by decommissioning
unnecessary roads or converting them to trails.

There are about 1,872 miles of roads on the GW. Draft CER at 68. 865 miles (almost
half) are closed to the public year-round. 1d. (note different figures at Draft Plan p.21 that need
to be reconciled). As of 2003, the road maintenance backlog for the combined GW/Jefferson
was about $19.34 million and we believe it has only grown. USFS, Fiscal Year 2004 Forest
Service Budget Justification (2003).

For example, the 2003 forest-wide Roads Analysis for the GW (discussed further below)
documented that road mai ntenance needs on the combined GW/JINFs average around
$1000/mile, plus overhead of 27%, totaling $1270/mile/year. Tota funding needed to maintain
the existing permanent road system on the GW/JINFs, therefore, is approximately $3,810,000
annually. Yet in 2000, the Forests received only $2.2 million both for maintenance and new
roads (only about 58% of the amount needed simply to maintain the existing road system).

As documented in “Roads Analysis. Informing Decisions About Managing the National
Forest Transportation System”** aswell asin numerous other studies, roads have greater
environmental impacts than many management practices on national forest lands. These impacts
include erosion, sedimentation, mass wasting, degradation of water quality, atering surface and
subsurface hydrology, constraint on movement of aquatic and terrestrial species, alteration of
physical channel dynamics, isolation of floodplains, constraints on channel migration, constraints
on movement of large wood, fine organic matter, and sediment, acting as vectors for exotic
species and pests, acting as avenues for illegal ORV use, etc.* Therefore, there should be
persuasive reasons to retain roads on the system and funds should be committed to maintain

¥ Roads Analysis: Informing Decisions About Managing the National Forest Transportation System, USDA-FS,
Misc. Report FS-643, available at www.fs.fed.us’eng/road mgt/DOCSroad-analysis.shtml (1999).
14 USDA Forest Service, 1998. "Roads: Science Synthesis." August 24, 1998
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them. The “warehousing” of all the existing roads on the system without maintenance, on the
theory that they may be of use someday, is not appropriate because these roads have ongoing and
significant environmental impacts — nor isit consistent with the agency’ s transportation
regulations, as discussed below. Removing roads from the system (and physically removing,
rehabilitating, stabilizing or providing for natural recovery) where the environmental damage
exceeds the uses and benefitsis an obligation the GW needs to address.

The Forest Service' s transportation regul ations require the GW to use a science-based
roads analysis, with public involvement, to identify the minimum road system needed for the
GW to meet management objectives, reflect long-term funding expectations and minimize
adverse environmental impacts. 36 C.F.R. § 212.5(b)(1). To achieve this sustainable, minimum
system, the GW must identify unneeded roads that can be decommissioned or designated for
other uses, such astrails. See § 212.5(b)(2). Theroads analysis process (“RAP’) provides the
means for identifying the minimum road system, unneeded roads, environmental consequences
of roads and opportunities for decommissioning. See § 212.5(b)(1). The FSM contains ample
direction for roads analysisand instructs staff to use the “Roads Analysis’ guidance document
cited above.

The GW prepared aforest-wide roads analysisin 2003. This analysis, however, did not
identify a minimum road system, as defined by 36 C.F.R. § 212.5(b)(1), and did not identify
specific unneeded roads and opportunities for decommissioning, in part because the analysis was
limited to Maintenance Level (“ML") 3-5roads. The analysis concluded that only the lower-
level ML 1-2 roads normally would be considered for decommissioning, but then did not analyze
those roads. The analysis apparently left the consideration of ML 1-2 roads to roads analysis at
the project or watershed level, where few roads analyses are performed and where the road
system has been retained or further expanded, rather than reduced to a sustainable size. See
Draft CER at 67 (GW decommissions one mile or less ayear; since 1984, road system increased
by huntljgeds of miles and, since 1993, increased by at least 38 miles and perhaps over a hundred
miles).

We believe the ML 1-2 roads (which make up the bulk of the GW’ s road system,
frequently are un-maintained or under-maintained, and often are closed completely or closed to
the public) are probably causing the greatest natural resource damage and present the most
opportunities for decommissioning unneeded roads. For the plan revision, the GW should do a
comprehensive roads analysis which complies with the transportation regulations and directives
and which fulfills the intent to bring the system down to a sustainable size.

The transportation rules came out of the recognition that there are more roads than can be
maintained under realistic budgets. Roads al so were documented to have profound
environmental impacts that had not been fully recognized previously. The documentation of
environmental impacts from roads has only increased. This documentation is particularly striking
for roads that are not adequately maintained. The amount of money for road maintenance

> The draft CER states that the almost 100 mile increase in roads from 2004 to 2006 was due to more accurate
measurements in 2006 using GI S data rather than the Infrastructure database. This seemslike alarge increase.
Does the 2006 mileage include roads or segments of roads not previously classified/authorized? More information
should be provided about which new roads or longer roads were discovered using GIS.
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remains severely limited and the backlog of road maintenance continuesto grow. It is not
responsible or sustainable to continue to add roads to the system when it is clear that this system
cannot be adequately maintained and that there will be environmental impacts from the
inadequately maintained road system.

Contrary to al of thisinformation and direction, the draft plan proposes to expand the
road system by allowing further road construction in most of the forest (Draft Plan at 52) and by
dropping the road density objectives in wildlife-oriented management areas (Draft CER at 66-
67), while doing nothing about the problems of the existing system.

Regarding wildlife, the CER inexplicably claims that the increased numbers of bear and
turkey since 1993, despite the fact that the road density limits adopted to benefit them were never
achieved, indicate a need to change to drop those density limits, even though the CER
acknowledges there may be no connection:

“However, the agency recognizes that roads may or may not be a critical indicator of why
populations have increased. Populations may have increased due to other factors such as
game regulation changes, weather affecting hunter's success, or even the number of
hunters.” Draft CER at 64-65.

The CER'’ sfinding is made without any recognition or consideration of scientific studies
relating roads to negative effects on terrestrial species. For example, Hermann Gucinski et al.
eds., USDA-FS, Pacific Northwest Research Station, Forest Roads: A Synthesis of Scientific
Information, General Technical Report; PNW-GTR-509, available at
www.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/pnw_gtr509.pdf (May 2001) (attached), surveyed the scientific studies
of road effects on terrestrial species, aswell as numerous other road effects.

For terrestrial species, the report concluded that “[c]omprehensive mitigation of the full
array of road-associated effects on terrestrial vertebrates of conservation concern poses one of
the most serious of land management challenges.” 1d. at 35.

These road-associated effects “ on vertebrate popul ations act along three lines: direct
effects, such as habitat |oss and fragmentation; road use effects, such as traffic causing vertebrate
avoidance or road kill; and additional facilitation effects, such as overhunting or overtrapping,
which can increase with road access.” Id. at 33. Specific effects “include habitat loss and
fragmentation, negative edge effects, reduced densities of snags and logs, overhunting,
overtrapping, poaching, collection, disturbance, collisions, movement barriers, displacement or
avoidance, and chronic, negative interactions with people.” 1d. at 33. Researchin theinterior
Columbia River basin out West identified “more than 65 species of terrestrial vertebrates
negatively affected by many factors associated with roads,” and concluded that “ no terrestrial
vertebrate taxa seem immune to the myriad of road-associated factors that can degrade habitat or
increase mortality.” 1d. at 33-34.

In particular, studies have documented the effects of roads on Black Bear, one of the

species for which the 1993 road density limits were adopted. For example, a study of movement
by Black Bear in western North Carolinafound that “bears almost never crossed interstate
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highways, and they crossed roads with little traffic more frequently than those with high traffic
volumes. . ..” Id. at 22 (citing A.J. Brody and M.R. Pelton, Effects of roads on black bear
movements in western North Carolina, Wildlife Society Bulletin 17(1): 5-10 (1989)). Inthe
Adirondacks, “Black bear populations are inversely related to road density. . ..” Id. at 100.

The Jefferson National Forest recognized these effectsin the EIS for its 2004 revised
forest plan, which stated that “habitat remoteness’ is one of the “important habitat elements’ for
Black Bear. FEISfor 2004 Revised INF Plan at 3-144. “Generally, high bear population
densities are associated with areas of low open road density,” although effects do vary based on
the duration and time of year the road is open and the amount and type of useit receives. 1d.

Thereis ahigh degree of scientific confidence in this information about the effects of
roads, particularly at the broad scal e that forest planning can address:

“General effects of roads and road-associated factors on awide variety of vertebrate taxa
are well documented from a broad range of studies conducted in North America, Europe,
and other areas (Bennett 1991, Forman and Alexander 1998, Mader 1984, Trombulak and
Frissell 2000, Vestjens 1973). Reliability of such effects at large, landscape scales, and
for many taxa, is compelling and unequivocal. Reliability of site-specific, small-scale
effects, with focus on single species, isless certain. . . . Despite such limitations, current
knowledge of broad-scale effects on avariety of taxais highly certain and provides an
overarching paradigm from which likely or presumed effects on single species at |local
scales can be inferred. The many factors associated with roads suggests that mitigating
such effects succeeds best at large scales, when focused on multiple species, and when
based on a combination of aggressive road obliteration and protection of roadless areas
(Trombulak and Frissell 2000).” Id. at 35.

The weight of scientific evidence, therefore, provides a compelling rationale for retaining
road density objectivesin the plan to benefit black bear and other terrestrial and aquatic species.

In terms of remote, unroaded recreation, the draft plan also proposesto allow semi-
primitive (SP) areas to be further reduced by road construction around the perimeter. The CER
recognizes the need to “avoid[] loss of opportunities for the activities tied to the more
primitive/remote settings found primarily on the national forest.” Draft CER at 129 (less than
2% of Virginiaasawhole is semi-primitive). The CER points out that the SP areas are at risk
under the 1993 plan, which does not limit road construction adjacent to them, causing “shrinkage
of the semi-primitive ROS classes and their associated settings and opportunities over time.” 1d.
Y et, without any basis, the draft CER rejects the option to protect SP areas from reduction in size
by buffering them from adjacent Forest Service road construction. Draft CER at 130. These
remaining, irreplaceable semi-primitive areas should not be allowed to shrink. The plan should
prohibit road construction that would reduce SP acreage. Thiswould be particularly sensible
given that the GW cannot maintain the roads it already has.

In addition, the plan proposes that “[€]xpansion of existing openings and/or creation of

new openings may occur within and outside semi-primitive core areas.” Draft Plan at 75. First,
itisnot clear what is meant by “opening.” Does the Plan mean wildlife opening/food plot or
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timber cutting or both? Second, since the SP areas are determined partly by their naturalness, we
are concerned that expansion or establishment of openings within SP areas could |ead Forest
Service staff to attempt to shrink the SP areas. Third, the establishment of new openingsin SP
areas, which are by definition remote, could necessitate road construction for access, which
would degrade and potentially reduce the size of SP areas. The plan should provide that any
activities within or adjacent to SP areas may not cause SP acreage to be reduced.

The CER and plan need to address these issues, in order to respond to this need for
change, to consider this significant issue, and to comply with the above-cited transportation
regulations and with the 2008 NFMA regulations regarding economic and ecological
sustainability, 36 C.F.R. § 219.10. The GW also should assess and consider the impacts of
unclassified roads on the forest (old woods roads and outlaw roads) and explain how they will be
addressed.

V1. Timber Program: ldentification of Lands" Suitable” For Timber Production And For
Timber Harvest And Objectivesfor Timber Sales

First of al, we urge caution on the part of the Forest in advancing too far on the topic of
timber suitability, whether for timber production or harvest. The Federal Register notice for the
final planning rule states that the agency intends to engage in notice and comment procedures to
gather public input on applicable handbook and manual directivesto reflect the final rule. Inthe
case of timber management, thiswill affect FSM 1920 and FHS 1909.12, Ch 60. See Federal
Register, Vol. 73, No. 77, page 21478, April 21, 2008. This same caution could be applied to
other parts of the planning process as the agency has committed to a comprehensive review of all
the planning directives implementing the final rule. Id.

A. New Terminology and New Definitions for Old Terms

We have a number of concerns with the proposed direction of timber management on the
GWNF. The agency as awhole has introduced a number of new terms, eliminated others and
redefined still others that have made it even more challenging for the public to understand how
timber resources on the forest might be managed. The GWNF needs to clearly explain the
changes in terminology and their implications. The elimination of the term Allowable Sale
Quantity (ASQ) and its replacement with both Timber Sale Program Quantity (TSPQ) and Long-
Term Sustained Yield Capacity (LTSYC) istroubling. To begin, the CER identifiesthe ASQ as
“an estimate of the quantity of timber that was anticipated to be removed.” Draft CER at 59.
Thisisnot quite accurate. ASQ has always represented the maximum amount of timber that
could be removed (on adecadal basis) while maintaining the LTSY .

The GWNF may have wanted to harvest at that level, but Forest Service budgets never
made that quantity possible. This representation of ASQ as the planned harvest level no doubt
led to concerns from the timber industry and local communities that targets were not being
reached, when a serious and accurate analysis of the likely future funding, Forest Service costs
for offering timber, and other environmental considerations would have shown afar lower
harvest quantity was achievable. An analysis of the graphs on page 60 of the Draft CER that
compared yearly budgets, costs and market conditions would likely bear out this contention. We
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urge the GWNF to not repeat the pattern of the past. An accurate assessment of likely future
funding, staffing levels, agency costs and environmental constraints must be conducted prior to
setting Forest Plan objectives and estimation of the TSPQ. Though the plan overal is meant to
be “visionary”, the objectives should be less so and should reflect accurate estimations of likely
budget conditions. The public deserves areality-based estimation of outputs and products.

The use of dual timber suitability categoriesisaconcern aswell. Timber “production”
and timber “harvest” seem to differ only in the stated reason for offering timber sales. Most of
the National Forest System (NFS) long ago stopped listing timber production as the sole
“purpose and need” for atimber sale project. Since the advent of “Ecosystem Management”, the
Forest Service has transitioned to using other justifications for offering sales, characterizing
timber harvest as an ancillary benefit. The GWNF is no different. Under this new terminology,
agreat many more acres will be available for timber harvest.

A more accurate reading of the proposed suitable acres would list 148,000 acres as the
only acres truly off limitsto logging. Thisthen leaves 917,000 acres suitable for timber harvest.
The Forest has listed 547,000 — 567,000 acres as lands where timber production is incompatible
with desired conditions and objectives. See Appendix C. Review of Lands Not Suited for
Timber Production at 4. These numbers are listed in Appendix C, but no real explanationis
given for how they were all calculated. The math makes sense (i.e. the numbers add up), but
how land was determined to be either compatible or incompatible with timber production or
timber harvest is undisclosed. The figure of 350,000 — 370,000 acres of land where timber
production is compatible with desired conditions and objectives seems to be more alegacy of the
current plan than anything else. Further explanation is needed.

The elimination of management areas (MAS) from the new planning rule makes it
difficult to assess the proposed management of the forest. Management areas provided away to
explain specific types of management goals and to “zone” the forest for those specific uses.

Land unsuitable for timber production usually fell into management areas that focused on goals
such as providing backcountry recreation and more remote interior forest habitat. The
elimination of the management area concept makesit hard for the public to visualize where these
types of experiences and habitat conditions will occur, particularly in the general forest outside
the proposed specia areas. The Forest needsto clearly explain how and where these types of
areas and experiences will be provided and maintained.

B. Mapping Overlaps

Examination of the maps provided muddies the picture even more. The maps “Areas
Generally Suitable for Timber Harvesting for Other Multiple Use Reasons’ and “ Areas
Generally Suitable for Timber Production” are virtually identical. Granted the scale is such that
fine level examination of the detailsis difficult, but careful review shows few areas of difference,
certainly not the hundreds of thousands of acreslisted in Appendix C. Thissimilarity in the two
maps brings up another point. Acresin the land base should fall into one of three categories: a)
not suitable for timber harvest; b) not suitable for timber production, but suitable for timber
harvest; or c) suitable for timber production. The overlap in the timber production and the
timber harvest maps seems to indicate that |and can be both suitable for timber production AND
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suitable for timber harvest. But thisisnonsensical given the definitions for the two categories.
Land cannot be both compatible for timber production and incompatible for timber production at
the same time. Thisoverlap must be corrected.

Another area of overlap in the mapsis of concern aswell. Asnear aswe can tell, the
“Areas Generally Suitable for Timber Harvesting for Other Multiple Use Reasons’ map and the
“Areas Generally Suitable for Specified Road Construction” map are completely identical except
for thetitlein the map key. In other words, areas suitable for timber harvest and areas suitable
for road construction are one and the same. While we are certainly not opposed to all timber
harvest, harvest activities should take place in the context of providing for a variety of resource
values and user experiences. Looking at the map overlap leads one to question whether the
agency istrying to move timber harvest and road construction into areas formerly protected by
various management area designations.

This concern is further fueled by avariety of factors. For example, the GWNF focuses
on creating open woodlands. Whether they would occur naturally has been discussed elsewhere
in this document. Our concern isthat the forest may use these open woodlands, which may not
even be appropriate to this landscape, to try to justify alarge amount of timber harvest.
Secondly, though the Forest now proposes a small amount of logging from areas suitable for
timber harvest, there is nothing in the draft plan to preclude alarge expansion in harvest on these
lands. Current inconsistencies in these numbers would seem to indicate that Forest managers
haven't fully examined how much harvest they are really proposing. The Draft Revised Land
Management Plan at page 54 proposes an annual timber sale program on lands generally suitable
for timber harvest of 0 to 0.25 MMBF on 0 to 25 acres per year. Y et the same draft plan on page
55 details an objective for the creation of a minimum of 25 acres of early successional habitat per
year on lands suitable for timber harvest. Thisinconsistency needs to be resolved. |s 25 acres of
timber harvest the minimum or the maximum?

The GWNF could help to resolve some of these concerns by explaining the most current
Forest Service definitions of the words “scheduled” and “regulated” in relation to timber
production and timber harvest. We know what we think these terms mean given their past
definitions, but given the large number of new terms and new definitions to old terms, an
explanation of the current Forest Service definitions would be useful. What does “scheduled”
mean and does it only apply to lands suitable for timber production and why? The same
guestions apply to the word “regulated.” Does either term limit the Congressional fund codes
that can be used to offer sales for timber production? What other restrictions inherent in the two
terms create a distinction between timber harvest and timber production?

Finally, the Forest has made no estimation of the TSPQ that we know of. We will be
very interested in the quantity proposed and a detailed explanation on how it was calcul ated.
Our interest also appliesto the LTSYC. Thisamount must be recal culated given the time and
changed conditions elapsed since the calculation for the 1993 plan and the new definition for the
term itself.
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V1. Social and Economic Sustainability

A. The Role of Social and Economic Issues in the Planning Process

I ssues of social and economic sustainability have not been presented as clearly and
distinctly as they could and should have been in the CER and Draft Revised Plan. The focus and
placement of this section within the documentsis confusing. “Social and Economic Conditions
and Trends of the GWNF’ appears as Appendix E to the CER rather than in the main body of the
CER. Yet this Appendix contains the same Need for Change analysis sections as the issuesin
the main document. A need for change is even documented. Changesin social and economic
values are described. Appendix E was prepared to “tr[y] to give the information people may
need for a productive dialogue of issues that surfaced at the public workshops in March 2007.”
See Appendix E a 1. It'sclear that there are legitimate issues around this topic that have yet to
be resolved that concern needed area(s) of change.

We can understand leaving large sections of the factual datato an appendix, but the
placement of the whole section here serves as away to dismiss the issue(s) identified. Saying
that the various issues that were the heart of the 1993 plan are covered in the main body of the
CER misses an important overall point. The topic is broken down into constituent parts that in
the end somehow seem to obscure the overall problems are hand. At issue are the changing
needs people have for public lands, changes in the balance between commodity production and
non-priced benefits and the dynamic tension between exclusive proprietary use of national forest
land and the subsequent closure to public access to those lands, making them no longer truly
public lands. It isimportant to recognize the social and economic value of recreation, scenic
views, clean drinking water and other priced- and non-priced ecosystem services/benefits to local
communities, and to consider how Nationa Forest management can enhance those benefits. We
are extremely concerned that the only forest-wide objectives for social, economic and ecological
sustainability are to log and burn thousands of acres of the forest annually.

The need for change must be looked at from an overall standpoint rather than sub-issue
by sub-issue. Perhaps the best way to accomplish this would be to recognize that individual
issue areas in the CER describe the possible range of objectives and outputs within the issue, and
then the social and economic topic should address the suite of possible objectives and outputs
across all issues.

The Forest can’'t be al thingsto all peoplein all places and can’t provide all objectives
and outputs for each resource without risking conflict with other resources, issues, outputs and
objectives. Discussion of thistopic in the CER should address this cross-cutting point. The
revised plan won't be useful to land managers or the public if it doesn’t acknowledge that
peopl€’' s needs have changed, that there are other sideboards (such as agency funding) that will
determine outcomes and that all of thiswill result in changes in the amounts and kinds of goods
and services offered. The plan through its component parts must then describe the likely shiftsin
those goods and services. We fully acknowledge that thisis avery difficult task given the nature
of the new planning process.
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B. The Role of Agency Funding

Aswe reiterate elsewhere, the GW Forest Plan objectives and eventual management
activities must be based on arealistic assessment of likely future budgets and staffing levels. It
isinevitable that the number of agency employees and the budget they have to work with will
shrink given current trends and other pressing needs for U.S. tax dollars. While the agency
creates “visionary” plans, the objectives must be grounded in reality. Thefirst round of Forest
Plans and subsequent plan revisions focused on what might be possible given virtually unlimited
staffing and funding. The agency owes the public a plan during this revision process that clearly
communicates the effects of likely limitations. Realistic objectives can help communicate these
restrictions.

We were both pleased and dismayed to see the emphasis on the role of agency funding in
the recreation discussion in the Mix of Goods and Services section of the CER. Pleased that this
section acknowledged the degree to which avail able funding influenced accomplishment, but
dismayed to realize that other resource areas, such as the road system (which istoo large to be
adequately maintained with the existing, realistic budget) and the bel ow-cost timber program,
didn’t address the same limitations. This must be corrected so that funding issues are addressed
for each resource area and realistic objectives are created.

C. Recreation Constraints

Given the acknowledgement of the effect of limited funding on recreation outputs we
have guestions concerning recreation management on the forest. Isthe GW doing arecreation
infrastructure review? |If so, what stageisit at, will public involvement occur and whenisit
expected to be complete? Isthe GW considering closing campgrounds? If so, which ones and
when? Will public response be sought before decisions are made? While we understand the role
that Congress has in funding the agency and the limitations on moving money between line
items, we believe the GW should not sacrifice recreational facilities for the timber and road-
building programs.

VIII. Special Uses

A. Wind Energy

The draft CER and draft plan propose to designate a substantial portion of the forest (all
general forest areas and some special areas) as suitable for wind energy generation. Draft CER
at 118-120. For the reasons discussed further below, the revised plan should designate the entire
forest as unsuitable for utility-scale wind energy generation, as suggested in option 4 in the CER.
Draft CER at 120.

While we support the development of clean, renewable energy in Virginia, we have
serious concerns about using our limited public national forest land for such projects. Wind
energy installations would occupy entire ridgetops, to the exclusion of other uses. The wind
energy maps for Virginia and neighboring states show that wind resources exist on private
ridgetops throughout the Appalachians. In western Virginia, assuming that national parks and

51





Wilderness areas are off-limits to wind development, more than half of the remaining areas with
class 3+ wind potential are on private land. Thereis no need to allow this development on
national forest land. It long has been the policy of the Forest Service to deny specia uses on
public land that could occur on private land.

Companies aready have expressed interest in two sites on the forest — one on
Shenandoah Mountain, along the VA/WYV line in Rockingham, Pendleton and Hardy counties,
and another on Church Mountain and Great North Mountain, also on the VA/WV linein
Rockingham, Shenandoah and Hardy counties. Initial analysis of those sites has revealed that
construction and operation of the turbines and related facilities, such as access roads, are likely to
cause significant adverse impacts on multiple national forest resources, including birds, bats,
plants and terrestrial animals (some of which are federally protected), trails, other recreation
opportunities and high-quality scenery.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“FWS’) reviewed the Shenandoah Mountain site and
concluded the siteisa“high risk site” due to likely take of protected species, including bats
listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA); migratory birds protected by the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (MBTA); and eagles protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. See,
eq., Letter from FWSto Ms. Wendy Tidhar, WEST, Inc., November 16, 2007 (“FWS Letter”)
(attached).

The FWS summarized the results of a study of two existing wind facilities on
Appalachian ridges similar to the Shenandoah Mountain site, which documented direct kills of
birds and bats by turbines. See FWS Letter at 4-5. In addition, wind turbine operations may
disturb bird and bat migration, breeding, roosting and other behaviors. FWS Letter at 3, 6-9.
Other migratory songbirds and soaring birds, like hawks, which migrate along Appalachian
Mountain ridgelines, are likely to be affected aswell. FWS Letter at 6.

The construction of the turbines and access roads at the Shenandoah Mountain site may
result in the loss of populations of an endangered plant, the Shale Barren Rock Cress. FWS
Letter at 5-6. Although the FWS letter did not address the Cow Knob Salamander, we are
concerned that turbinesin the Shenandoah Crest special biological area could also harm the
salamander, a Forest Service Locally Rare species managed under a Conservation Agreement
between the GW and the FWS.

We believe similar impacts on bats, eagles and other birds could be expected at the wind
energy site proposed on Church Mountain and Great North Mountain in the Lee District. See
Letter from SELC to Acting Supervisor, GWNF, May 13, 2008 (attached).

In addition to impacts on plant and animal species, wind energy facilities in the GW
could significantly impair important recreational and scenic resources on the forest, such asthe
use and enjoyment of ridgetop trails, remote backcountry experiences and high-elevation
lookouts. We are particularly concerned about potential impacts to the Appalachian Trail, the
Shenandoah Mountain Trail, the Great Eastern Trail (which isrouted along Shenandoah and
Great North Mountain) and other trails of national or regional significance.
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These ridgetop areas also serve an important role in mitigating the effects of climate
change, acting as refugiafor species as they escape southern and lower elevation areas and
providing connected corridors for adaptation and migration. National forests must be managed
to provide the public benefits and values that cannot be guaranteed in the long run on private
lands, such as habitat for threatened, endangered and sensitive species, other remote habitats,
recreation, carbon sequestration, etc.

For these reasons, the revised plan should designate the entire GW as unsuitable for
utility-scale wind energy generation sites. There may be rare situations where aridgetop is
already cleared and served by sufficient roads and awind turbine site would not impair national
forest uses, but such arare situation could still be assessed on a case-by-case basis.

Specific areas that must be unsuitable to wind energy generation sites include:
inventoried roadless areas; uninventoried roadless areas; Virginia s Mountain Treasure areas; the
Appaachian Trail and a4-mile buffer (position of the ATC); the Shenandoah Mountain Trail,
the Great Eastern Trail and other significant trails; the areas already proposed for designation as
unsuitable for wind development in the draft CER dated 2/15/ 2007; special biological, botanical
or geologic areas identified by the Forest Service or by the Virginia Division of Natural
Heritage; old growth forest; state- or federally-recognized cultural or historic sites; foreground
and mid-ground (up to four miles) of outstanding scenic resources, such as Reddish Knob and
the High Knob fire tower in Rockingham County.

Since private ridgetops are integrated with important national forest lands in some areas,
the revised plan should also make clear that the GW will ensure that wind projects on private
lands do not adversely impact the key national forest resources discussed above and that the
agency will be actively involved in the permitting process for projects that could affect national
forest resources.

B. Oil and Gas Leasing

There is aneed to change the il and gas leasing decisions made in the 1993 plan and to
adequately analyze the environmental impacts of and alternatives to leasing with surface
occupancy. A number of specia and important areas on the forest are currently available for
leasing with surface occupancy and the draft plan proposes to keep them open. If made
available, these areas should be available only with “no surface occupancy” stipulations.

Private landsin Virginiaand West Virginia provide ample opportunities for oil and gas
leasing and extraction activities. On the other hand, only public lands can guarantee the provision
of wild forests, pristine waters, at-risk species habitat, and opportunities for quiet, backcountry
recreation. Surface occupancy for oil and gas leasing and extraction activities would degrade
these and other public benefits. For that reason, sensitive areas, plan-designated special areas
and Mountain Treasure areas, if made available for leasing, should be available only with “no
surface occupancy” (“NSQ”) stipulations.

The decision whether, and under what conditions, to lease lies with the Forest Service, 30
U.S.C. § 226(h) (1994), and the agency should not allow surface occupancy of public national
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forest land for private oil and gas development when such occupancy is likely to compromise the
agency’ s statutory obligations, such asits obligations under the NFMA to coordinate and provide
for outdoor recreation, wilderness, watershed, wildlife, fish, and diversity of native plant and
animal communities, 16 U.S.C. 8 1604(g)(3)(A), (B), and its obligations under the Endangered
Species Act (“ESA”). Once an areais committed to oil and gas leasing with surface occupancy
and is leased, options for future protection are likely foreclosed and the Forest Service' s ability
to protect other resourcesin those areasis severely limited.

In 2002, the FS issued a public survey which asked the public how important different
aspects of the Forest were; 65% of respondents found it extremely important to restrict mining,
oil drilling, and other mineral removalsin the GWNF. U.S. Forest Service, Summary of Public
Survey Report of July 2002 available at www.fs.fed.us/r8/gwj/forestplan/revision/appendix-
b2.shtml.

1. Oil and Gas Leasing Should Be Restricted to No Surface Usein Sensitive
or Important Areas, Such as Special Areas and Mountain Treasure Areas

The GW Mountain Treasure areas are among the finest selection of wildlands found
within the GW and all of them deserve protection from development. The demand for
recreational opportunities that wildlands offer isincreasing as population increases. Morton,
Peter A. Charting a New Course: National Forests in the Southern Appalachians. The Wilderness
Society, 90 (1994). These natural areas offer a unique opportunity to protect habitat, clean
drinking water, and unsurpassed recreation opportunities. All Mountain Treasure areas should
be off-limits to surface use for oil and gas exploration.

For example, all of the following areas are designated as Genera Forest (GF) in the 2007
GW LRMP or contain portions of GF within their boundaries. These areas are uninventoried
roadless areas or are uninventoried portions of GWMT areas larger than the inventoried area.
GF contains only Standard Use |easing stipulations and would be open for development with
little to no protection. Severa of these areas contain karst features which could be negatively
impacted by open oil and gas drilling. Consent to lease for oil and gas development without any
surface restrictions in areas where karst terrain, steep slopes, specia biological areas, and rare
species locations and habitat are located and in inventoried or uninventoried roadless areas and
other specia areas, such asthe GWMT areas, is not compatible with protection of those
resources and requires environmental analysis. Despite the presence of sensitive and unique
areas in the vicinity where consent for leasing was granted, there was no discussion in the CER
of what appropriate specia provisions might be warranted in areas where such conditions occur.
The following complete areas should be designated as No Surface Occupancy (NSO).

¢ Snake Run Ridge (contains afederally endangered species, VDNH-recommended SBA,
old growth and karst features)
e Mud Run Mountain (contains karst features)
e Portions of:
o Dally Ann (VDNH SBA) (contains karst features)
o BeardsMountain (VDNH SBA)
o Little Allegheny (contains karst features)





Crawford Mountain

Beech Lick Knob

Paddy Lick (VDNH SBA)

Big Schloss GWMT area

Great North Mountain

Church Mountain

Falls Ridge

Kretchie Mountain

Benson Run

Scaffold Run (unleased portions)

O O0O0O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0oODO

Several more areas of GWNF are proposed for designation as special areas but with only
Controlled Surface Use [CSU] stipulations. These areas have been recognized for important
natural qualities that deserve protection, such as the FS-recognized special biological areas. The
federaly listed Indiana Bat secondary protection area and habitat for other listed species are
located within these areas and by law require the highest protection. Recent leasing at Shaws
Ridge gives us concern that nearby areas may be targeted for exploration. The following
complete areas aswell as all GWMTs should be designated as NSO:

e Short Horse Mountain (VDNH SBA)

e Skidmore Fork (Shenandoah Crest SBA)

e Portions of:

Paddy Lick (VDNH SBA)

Beards Mountain

St. Mary’s Addition (VDNH SBA)
Kelley Mountain (VDNH SBA)

O

O OO

Most of the GWMT Allegheny Mountain Cluster containing 41,718 acres (not including
the Laurel Fork area), as well as portions of the Northern Shenandoah Mountain Cluster
containing over 58,000 acres, are located in or near areas believed by the 1993 Plan EIS to have
moderate to high potential for natural gas development. 1d.

According to the 1991 Monongahela National Forest Assessment, the chances of a
producing well are 50% in a“high” area. USDA Forest Service, Environmental Assessment, Oil
and Gas L easing and Development, Monongahela Nationa Forest, E-3 (1991), and gas managers
arelikely to place wells on a one-half mile grid until they discover the edge of agasfield. If
these areas are made available for leasing without protection of the surface, they could be lost as
companies relentlessly drill at half mile intervals searching for resources.

GWNF has not updated its reasonably foreseeable oil and gas devel opment scenario to
reflect new information from the USGS and others concerning potential development in
Marcellus Shale formations in the Appalachian Basin. Areas of the Shale formation reach into
Virginia, so it isreasonably foreseeable that more GWNF leases may be sought. The GW needs
to protect these special areas before leases are awarded. At a minimum, the environmental
impacts of leasing these areas must be considered.
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2. There was inadequate environmental analysisin the GWNF 1993 Plan
FEIS

We understand that the GW does not intend to prepare an EIS for this plan revision,
rather, it will use the new categorical exclusion for forest plans. GW planners al'so have claimed
that they can rely upon the EIS for the 1993 revision to support the oil and gas leasing decisions
inthisrevision. This course would be inadequate under NEPA and arbitrary and capricious. The
1993 FEIS did not adequately consider the impacts of oil and gas leasing, and, moreover,
circumstances have changed and new information has arisen since then, necessitating further
analysis. See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c)(1) (supplemental EIS must be prepared when there are
significant new circumstances or information).

The GW'’ s decision to make land available to BLM for oil and gasleasing necessitates a
full environmental analysis of the likely post-leasing impacts of oil and gas development before
any leases areissued. Upon issuance of afederal lease with surface occupancy, theland is
committed to exploration and development with limited exceptions. These rights include the use
of as much land is “ hecessary to explore for, drill for, mine, extract, remove and dispose of all
the leased resource in leasehold.” 43 C.F.R. § 3101.1-2. The Forest Service has stated that “once
alease isissued the opportunity to deny accessisirreversible for the life of the lease or the life of
the producing field.” February 2003 FEIS on Oil and Gas Leasing in Bridger-Teton at 3-192. By
consenting to lease with surface occupancy, the Forest would permit surface operations
somewhere on each lease area, except for NSO designated leases. 36 C.F.R. 228.102(e)(3). Qil
and gas lease rights severely constrain the agency’s options to limit or prohibit development on
an existing lease to protect other natural resources. Therefore, the environmental impacts of oil
and gas development on lands available for leasing with surface occupancy must be considered
now. See Conner v. Burford, 836 F.2d 1521, 1523 (9th Cir. Or. 1988).

The GW cannot rely upon the 1993 EIS, in part because that EIS was deficient in its
consideration of the impacts of oil and gas leasing on the NF. The 1993 EIS only addressed
approximately 2,000 acres in the western-most portion of the Laurel Fork Roadless Areain any
level of detail. There was no site-specific analysis of other lands, such as Shaws Ridge and the
areas listed above, that may now be targeted for oil and gas development. Toillustrate the
deficiency, the Jefferson National Forest (JNF) 2004 FEIS contained 51 pages of analysis on the
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of federal oil and gas leasing within the NF, while the
1993 EIS only contained ten pages and the 2007 CER contains six. The GW’s decisions will be
unchanged for the next 10-15 years and informed public comments are essential to ensure those
decisions are made correctly. The current 2007 GWNF draft Plan contains little to no acreage
amounts for management areas which in turn gives little to no information on the amount of the
Forest proposed to be open to leasing. The most inadequate analysis within the 1993 EIS
involved:

e Fisheries: The EIS stated gas development would encompass headwaters of six watersheds
(again only within the Laurel Fork area) which contain native brook trout. It stated that the
trout could be affected by sedimentation but waves this off as being insignificant after
unspecified “ standards and guidelines’ arein place later. Id. at 3-80
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e Soils: Soil is affected through displacement and compaction which then make it prone to
erosion and sterilization. The 1993 EIS conclusion the impacts are “insignificant” is not
supported through documented information or even comparison models. The GW should
analyze how much soil compaction islikely to occur, based on the soil profiles and slopes of
areas proposed to be made available for leasing with surface occupancy, with reference to
how effects may change through different periods of the year. 40 C.F.R. 1500.2.

e TES Species: The 1993 EIS only evaluated the potential site-specific impacts on seven
species. GW FEIS at 3-83-84. The EIS failed to consider impacts to species outside Laurel
Fork, such as the Endangered James Spinymussel and other aquatic PETS-LR species. The
Forest Service cannot avoid its duties under the ESA and its other species-related obligations
by saying it will look at the site-specific impacts at the actual lease stage or at the Permit to
Drill stage, because some exploration probably isinevitable at that stage and it istoo late to
avoid all impacts. The 1993 EIS relies on the contention that a BA or BE would be prepared
at the lease stage. Id. at 3-83. Given that the consent to lease decision is the point at which
the Forest Service makes an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources, case law
is clear that the comprehensive biological review must occur at this point. Connor v. Burford,
at 1532-1538; See also Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223, 1228 (9th Cir. 1988).
Many of the areas open for surface use encompass SBAs and impacts to rare species and
communities within those areas could be significant.

The 1993 EIS a so pre-dated the FWS Biological Opinion on the Indiana Bat, the forest-wide
Fish and Mussel Conservation Plan, the Cow Knob Salamander Conservation Agreement,
and the listing of new species under the ESA. Leasing decisions must be reevaluated in light
of those developments.

e Water: The 1993 EIS said mitigation and stipulations could control sedimentation and
accidental spills because the GW would prepare a Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasures Plan for each site. However, the sediment values listed were not explained.
The average amount of sedimentation was not shown relative to any data from the Forest and
it is unknown whether they were developed with a sediment model. Thereis no excuse; INF
FEIS modeled increases five decades into the future.

e Geologic Resources: Effects on geologic resources, karst and caves, are not discussed at all
inthe 1993 EIS. Many areas listed as available for leasing contain karst features needing
additional protections because of the lack of natural filtration of ground water.

e Air Quality: The primary air pollutant from natural gas wells are nitrogen oxides (from
construction phase) and VOCs (from production phase). There were no cal culations of
emissions or analysis of the reasonably foreseeable development scenario. The EIS listed the
impacts as insignificant without explanation. Id. at 3-79 to 3-80.

3. There have not been adequate considerations of alternatives or mitigation

The 1993 FEIS should have analyzed and considered alternative oil and gas development
scenarios. Instead, the EIS considered only whether to lease Laurel Fork, although clearly other
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areas were made available and have been leased. The necessary environmental analysis cannot
be made if thereisalack of alternatives. In Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, the court described
forest plans as being analogous to oil and gas leasing which “ opens the door to potentially
harmful post-leasing activity. . . NEPA therefore requires that alternatives . . . be given full and
meaningful consideration.” 852 F.2d 1223, 1229 (9th Cir. 1988), cert denied sub nom. 489 U.S.
1066 (1989) see also Senville v. Peters, 327 F. Supp. 2d 335, 352 (D. Vt. 2004). Without
evaluation of alternatives at plan level, afull range of alternative management approaches will
never be considered because the plan decisions will constrain the alternatives considered at the
project level. NEPA requires that federal agencies study, develop, and describe appropriate
alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which involve unresolved
conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources. 42 U.S.C.S. 88 4321 et seq. The GW
must fully analyze and consider leasing alternatives now, in an EIS with full public involvement.

| X. The GW Should Not Proceed With Plan Revision Under The 2008 NEM A Requlations
Because Those Rules Violate the NEFM A, NEPA, APA and ESA.

In April, the Forest Service adopted the latest set of regulations for forest planning under
the NFMA (“2008 Rule”). The 2008 Ruleis essentially the same as the 2005 rule invalidated by
Citizens for Better Forestry v. USDA, 481 F. Supp. 2d 1059 (N.D. Cal. 2007), modified by afew
minor changes. See FEIS for 2008 Rule at 26-28.

At every step, we have objected to these regulations. For the reasons set forth in our
prior comments during the development of the 2005 and 2008 forest planning rules and
incorporated herein by reference,™® the 2008 Rule violates the NFMA, NEPA, APA and
Endangered Species Act (“ESA™). The Wilderness Society, the Sierra Club and others who
successfully challenged the 2005 Rule already have challenged the 2008 Rule in court, based on
the inadequacy of the EIS prepared for the rule.

We will briefly summarize the main problems with the 2008 planning rule. First, the EIS
completed to comply with the court order in Citizens for Better Forestry v. USDA violated
NEPA by failing to analyze and disclose the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of
the 2008 Rule on the environment and to acknowledge and compare the impacts of alternative
regulatory schemes. See 40 C.F.R. §1502.14, § 1502.16. Rather, it claimed erroneously that the
rule would have no environmental effects. Likewise, the Biological Assessment of the potential
impacts of the 2008 Rule on species listed under the ESA erroneously claimed the rule would

18 All undersigned organizations incorporate by reference all prior comments on the planning rules and associated
proposals such as the planning CE and directives. The following comments are attached here: SEL C Comments on
the Forest Service Proposed Rule on National Forest Planning: 67 Fed. Reg. 72770 (Apr. 7, 2003); SELC Comment
on NEPA Documentation Needed for Developing, Revising or Amending Land Management Plans: Categorical
Exclusion, 70 Fed. Reg. 1062 (Jan. 5, 2005) (Mar. 7, 2005); SELC Comment on Proposed National Forest System
Land Management Planning Directives (June 21, 2005); SEL C Comments on Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for the 2005 National Forest System Land Management Planning Rule (June 11,
2007) (on behalf of SELC, Cherokee Forest Voices, Georgia ForestWatch, Heartwood, SABP, Virginia
ForestWatch, Western North Carolina Alliance, and Wild Virginia); Comments on Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the 2005 National Forest System Land Management Planning Rule (Oct. 22, 2007) (on behalf of

SEL C, the Clinch Coalition, Georgia ForestWatch, SABP, Virginia ForestWatch, Western North Carolina Alliance
and Wild Virginia).
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have “no effect” on any threatened or endangered species and, therefore, was not adequate under
Section 7 of the ESA and the regulations for consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS).

Second, the 2008 Rule violates the NFMA. The rule attempts to turn forest planning on
its head by taking a*“ plans don’t do anything” approach to forest planning that defeats NFMA’s
purpose of establishing a“minimum” level of natural resources protection below which the
Forest Service may not fall and eliminates the environmental benefits of coordinated resource
planning required by the NFMA.

Among other problems, the 2008 Rule dropped certain natural resource protections from
the regulations and from forest plans (such as those for species diversity and viability) and
eliminated the requirement that plans adopt binding standards and make timber suitability
determinations. Under the NFMA, site-specific projects must be consistent with the applicable
forest plan. 16 U.S.C. 8§ 1604(i). The NFMA intended forest plans to adopt binding standards for
projects. While the 2008 Rule now allows plans to adopt standards, 36 C.F.R. § 219.7(a)(3),
they don’t requireit, in violation of the NFMA. The GW, however, can and should adopt
binding standardsin its revised plan.

Under the 2008 Rule, plans won't make final decisions about suitability even though
NFMA requires that in developing plans “the Secretary shall... determine...availability of lands
and their suitability for resource management” 81604(e) (2). In addition, NFMA regulations
must include guidelines that “require the identification of the suitability of lands for resource
management,” 81604 (g)(2)(A). Since the 2008 Rule admits that final suitability decisions are
deferred to project level analysis, 36 CFR § 219.7(a)(2)(iv), the Rule again violates the NFMA.

For these and other reasons described fully in our prior comments, the 2008 Rule, FEIS
and BA are unlawful and inadequate under the NEPA, NFMA and ESA. A planrevised
according to these regulations would implement and perpetuate these legal violates and would
itself beillegal. Particularly given the pending challenge to the EIS for the rule, the GW should
not proceed with plan revision under the rule until its legal status has been determined.

A. The Draft CER and Initial Draft Forest Plan Do Not Comply with the 2008 NFM A
Rule and its Directives.

While we object to the use of the 2008 Rule at al, we are compelled to point out that the
draft CER and initial draft revised plan do not comply even with the provisions of the 2008
NFMA regulations and the Forest Service' sforest planning directives. An overal problemis
that the planning process is supposed to be based on information derived from multiple sources
and be “based on monitoring, inventory, and assessment information,” FSM 1906 (2006), yet the
GW Draft Plan and CER are deficient in almost every requirement for information,
documentation and evaluation. These deficiencies must be rectified in order to sufficiently
inform the Forest Service and the public and to ensure an adequate forest plan.*’

" Certain sections of the Forest Service' s planning directives will be revised to be made consistent with the changes
between the 2005 and 2008 planning rules. According to the preamble to the final rule, the directiveson EMS
direction (FSM 1331-Environmental Management Systems) and plan consistency (FSH 1909.12 § 11.4) will be
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1. Planning Information Must be Derived from Best Available Science

The GW relies heavily on its 15-year old 1993 Plan revision EIS and the Jefferson Plan
EIS, revised in 2004, for its proposals, but these documents are deficient in a number of respects,
as discussed further below. Neither can be assumed to be the “ best available science” on a
particular issue without investigation and evaluation to determine if there is new or better
information. The mgority of the issues “evaluated” in the CER fall into this category and many
of them are discussed in other comment sections.

Examples of the lack of consideration of relevant scientific information includes the
omission of the analysis of the Forest Service' s historic records and ecological studies (discussed
above). Other problemsinclude the superficial evaluation of fragmentation which never
discussed edge effects from roads and logging sites or investigated those effects on species
populations, which could be significant and cumulative. Draft CER at 7. The CER claims that
“not enough prescribed fire is occurring Forestwide” to restore the yellow pine community, Draft
CER at 43, and yet we understand the GW has burnt riparian areas and mesic hardwood forest
and the draft revised plan does not restrict or even concentrate fireto yellow pine. The GW did
not consider the various types of “early seral habitats’ beyond just logged-over sites. Draft CER
at11.

The options proposed do not reflect the consideration of the best available science and,
therefore, appear predetermined. Nearly every section of the CER creates more questions than it
answers, for example: when and how was the GW examined to determine acreage in each fire
condition class? Draft CER at 102. What are the effects of herbicides on reptiles and amphibians
or insecticides on bats? Draft CER at 101. How, when, and where was old growth identified
(since there has never been an “on the ground” old growth inventory) and how were the numbers
of patches generated? Draft CER at 15. What evidence is there that the entire GWNF burned
“every 5to 9 years’ and where did this figure come from? Draft CER at 104. How were
“estimated T-factors’ for soil determined and are they relevant to GW sites? Draft CER at 94.

2. The Plan and CER Do Not Contain Sufficient Documentation

The agency’ s position isthat it isimpossible to define the “best available science”*® in a

regulation or directive. Cf. Ecology Cir., Inc. v. U.S. Forest Serv., 451 F.3d 1183, 1194 (10th

revised to be consistent with the final rule. National Forest System Land Management Planning; Final Rule and
ROD, 73 Fed. Reg. 21468, 21484 & 21489 (Apr. 21, 2008). The agency also will take a comprehensive look at the
directives for ecosystem diversity and species diversity and may update them to be more “ effective and efficient”.
1d. at 21496. How can the GW plan for these aspects when the final directives have not been released? We will also
note that the agency has not expressed intent to revise the directives on using the best available science or on social
and economic analysis, the directives with which the draft CER and draft plan are most out of compliance, as
discussed further here.

18 According to the FSM, “[s]cience refers to knowledge, information, concepts, methods, and theories based on
organized systems of facts learned from study, observation, and experience. Science is brought into the planning
process through evaluations, other information gathering, and syntheses. The application of sciencein planning
provides the Responsible Official with knowledge, methods, and expert review in order to inform the planning
process.” FSM § 1921.8.
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Cir. 2006)." Asaresult, the agency describes its responsibility to take the best available science
into account as process-based. FSM 1921.84 requires the agency to document how the best
available science was taken into account and directs the Forest Service to maintain and document
its sources of scientific information and maintain them so they can be indexed and applied
throughout the planning process. The indexed documentation must be sufficient to show how
and what information was “ gathered, assessed, synthesized, and applied in the planning process.”
Id. 36 C.F.R. § 219.11(a) (2006). The only sources currently available for the public are those
related to the riparian section, which is not sufficient to inform the public of the basis for other
aspects of the CER and plan.

Section 219.11 requires that the proposed plan document how the best available science
was taken into account in the planning process within the context of the issues being considered.
§ 219.11(a)(2) requires that the proposed plan document that the science was appropriately
interpreted and applied. Some of this consideration may be reflected in the ecosystem
sustainability analysis, which is not yet available. However, the draft CER addresses many
subjects without documenting the consideration of any science relevant to those matters or with
large gaps in the information presented. Examples are provided throughout these comments.
Other examples include the meager two paragraph discussion of fisheries; no discussion of how
restoration of the American Chestnut would be accomplished; no discussion of the numbers,
condition, or distribution of population of sensitive speciesor “localy rare” species, and half a
page of discussion on ecosystem management. The CER seems to be attempting to restrict
analysisto less than what was done in 1993. Draft CER at 92.

Thereis no relationship between local and national arenas in establishing strategic goals
and objectives as required by FSM 1906. The Forest Service Strategic Plan contains the
following goals:

1. Reduce the risk from catastrophic wildland fire.

2. Reduce the impacts from invasive species.

3. Provide outdoor recreational opportunities.

4. Help meet energy resource needs.

5. Improve watershed condition.

6. Conduct mission-related work in addition to that which supports the above
agency goals. Draft CER at 4.

The GWNF stimber objective (350,000 to 370,000 acres generally suitable, Draft CER
at 59), strategic goal 4, and the elimination of road-closing objectives (Draft CER at 64-66) are
likely to impair the achievement of goals 1, 2, 3 and 5.

The Plan contains no evaluation of substantial risks or comparison of changes from the
1993 Plan as required by FSM 1921.83. Thereis no discussion of “unplanned disturbances’ or
consequences of not meeting desired conditions or objectives. The agency isrequired to
consider disturbances “reasonable foreseeable, or ecologically, socially or economically
noteworthy.” FSM 1921.83.

19 “TW]e have not found, nor have the parties cited, any cases that define ‘ best available science’ in today’s context.”
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FSM 1920.3 requires the Forest Service to “evaluate social, economic, and ecological
elements of sustainability” and yet there was no meaningful, detailed discussion of ecological
integrity or ecosystem sustainability beyond it being mentioned as agoal. There was no
discussion of the elements across a small-scale |et alone on the landscape level. The plan failsto
identify opportunities to contribute to overall sustainability, FSM 1921.7, and the CER section
on ecological sustainability, a critical missing piece, is not available yet. Logging and energy
resources are the only contributions to the local area considered, yet they both negatively impact
tourism and recreation activities, which should be a major focus of attention and funding.

The Secretary of Agriculture’s 1997 convention of a 13-member Committee of Scientists
summed up “ecological sustainability” by saying that “[g]iven the complexity of this concept, it
will be difficult to assess with asingle indicator, but rather will require a set of indicators
measured at different spatial, temporal, and hierarchical levels ...” Committee of Scientists,
Sustaining the People’s L ands Recommendations for Stewardship of the National Forests and
Grasslandsinto the Next Century. (March 15, 1999). The GW has alot of work to do to meet
this requirement and no simple one sentence answer will be appropriate.

3. The Plan Makes No Attempt to Provide for the Required Monitoring Program
for the Plan Area, Including EMS Monitoring for Sgnificant Environmental

Aspects

Under 36 C.F.R. 8§ 219.6(b), the plan must describe the monitoring program for the plan
area, be developed with public participation, and take into account: (i) financial and technical
capabilities; (ii) key social, economic, and ecological performance measures relevant to the plan
area; and (iii) the best available science. The GW saysit will work with the public to design this
monitoring program at alater date. Draft CER at 3. The GW needs to begin this process soon
because the monitoring program needs to be included in the final GW Plan.

The 1SO 14001 sets out the use of EMS, which has never been used agency-wide or on
the scale proposed in the new planning rule. Thisisunexplored territory. The EMS must be
complete before the GW may implement projects approved under this Plan. 16 U.S.C. §219.5
(d).” The SO requires independent audits, which mean the monitoring program cannot consist
of broad overarching aspirations, rather, aspects monitored must be objective and assess
compliance with al legal requirements, such asthe NFMA'’slega reguirement to maintain
diversity of species. SO 14001, at vi. The I1SO includes requirements about communications,
document control, and establishment of procedure to monitor key characteristics, and even the
ensuring of available resources (including both financial resources and personnel) to attend to the
EMS. 1SO 14001 § 4.4.1. No excuses will be acceptable for not having the funding or people
necessary to do consistent and auditable monitoring. This program is not something the GW can
fashion together whenever it decides to implement the first project on the Forest; it will take alot
of time and public comment to create an EM S from scratch taking all environmental laws and
national EM S programs into consideration.

2 “No project or activity approved under a plan developed, amended, or revised under the requirements of this
subpart may be implemented until the responsible official establishesan EMS.” 1d.
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4. The GW Plan Does Not Describe the Ecological Rationale for the Plan
Components

The draft CER uses the concept of desired conditions as a default explanation and
rationale for many options chosen. Thereis no in-depth discussion of the reason why the CER
chose one option over another. Usually the rationale is either the DFCs were met and the option
was “no-change,” or the DFCs were not met and explained only by reference to “discussions
throughout this entire report.” Draft CER at 92. Most sections of the CER only included two
options; a*“do nothing” option and the option the GW wants. These are not real options for the
public to choose from. For one example, under the meager discussion of “Fragmentation” the
GW Plan adopts one guideline: “add an objective for open woodland restoration.” Thisisnot an
option, it's a sentence with no information, direction, or consideration of the varying information
and effects of edge effects or natural processes creating early successional habitat within the GW
or the appropriate natural role of woodlands on the GW (as discussed above). Draft CER at 11.

B. The NEPA Reguires The GW To Prepare an EIS for the Revised Forest Plan.

The NFMA explicitly requires that forest planning comply with NEPA, 16 U.S.C. §
1604(g)(1), and NEPA requires an EIS on al major federal actions, including plans, guides,
programs and projects, 40 C.F.R. § 1508.18(b), “significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment”, 42 U.S.C. 8§ 4332(C). The 1982 planning rules recognized the significant impact
forest plans have on the environment and required an EI'S on each forest plan adoption or
revison. See 1982 Rule § 219.10(b). In contrast, the 2008 Rule was accompanied by the
creation of a*categorical exclusion” for forest plans. 36 C.F.R § 220.6.

NEPA requires federal agenciesto take a“hard look” at the environmental consequences
of their actions. Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 350 (U.S. 1989).
NEPA requires afederal agency to prepare adetailed EIS for “al major Federal actions
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.” 42 U.S.C. § 4332 (2)(C). “Major
federal actions’ have been defined to include “new or revised agency rules, regulations, plans,
policies or procedures, and legidative proposals.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.18(a).

An EIS at the forest plan level isvitally important to consider, analyze, and disclose
major, forest-wide issues and obligations, such as species diversity, which cannot be fully
understood, meaningfully evaluated and adequately addressed at the project level, through a
patchwork of projects. The CER isapale imitation of the full NEPA process for plan adoption
and revision. The GW should prepare an EIS for the plan revision.

A CE for forest planning runs contrary to the “twin aims’ of NEPA: “the obligation to
consider every significant aspect of the environmental impact of a proposed action... [and]
ensur[ing] that the agency will inform the public that it has indeed considered environmental
concernsin its decision-making process.” Baltimore Gas and Elec. Co. v. NRDC, 462 U.S. 87,
97 (1983) (citations omitted). NEPA guarantees that “ environmental information is available to
public officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken.” 40 C.F.R. §
1500.1(b). That information must be of high quality because “[a]ccurate scientific analysis,
expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential to implementing NEPA.” 1d. This
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scientific integrity isimperative to ensure there is meaningful informed public participation. An
ElSisthe best way to provide detailed scientific information about the potential decisions and
aternatives. A CER isno substitute and, as discussed above, the draft CER lacks rigorous,
credible, well-supported scientific analysis.

An EIS must provide afull and fair discussion of significant environmental information
and impacts to foster informed decision-making and public participation. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1.
NEPA requires agencies to disclose and respond to the full range of responsible expert analysis
of environmental effects and, if an agency decides that further analysis is not necessary, then the
agency should explain why it was not “necessary or feasible” within the EIS. Seattle Audubon
Soc'y v. Moseley, 798 F. Supp. 1484, 1493 (W.D. Wash. 1992) aff’d, 80 F.3d 1401 (9th Cir.
Wash. 1996). Agencies “shall make every effort to disclose and discuss at appropriate pointsin
the draft statement all major points of view on the environmental impacts of alternatives
including the proposed action.” 40 C.F.R. 8§ 1502.9(a). The agency also must disclose
uncertainties, incomplete information and risks in its chosen approach. See § 1502.22 (when
“evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects’ in an EIS and “thereis
incomplete or unavailable information, the agency shall always make clear that such information
islacking.”).

1. The Forest Service Must Discuss and Consider Direct, Indirect, and
Cumulative Impacts of Its Proposed Management Activities

An EISis necessary to thoroughly analyze, consider and disclose the direct, indirect and
cumulative effects of the revised forest plan. The agency cannot avoid analysis ssmply because
some effects will not occur until projects are implemented and, therefore, may be indirect effects.
Thelaw is clear that indirect environmental impacts need not be certain before they must be
considered as part of an EIS. The definition of indirect effects encompasses effects which are
“later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable” including
“effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use.” 40 C.F.R. §1508.8(b). An
environmental effect is*“reasonably foreseeable” if itis*” sufficiently likely to occur that a person
of ordinary prudence would take it into account in reaching a decision.” Sierra Club v. Marsh,
976 F.2d 763, 767 (1st Cir. 1992).

Moreover, the plan level is the appropriate time to consider cumulative impacts of
management activities on the forest’ s resources. NEPA requires the agency to consider
cumulative impacts and it is more meaningful and efficient to do so in aforest plan EIS. Trying
to evaluate those impacts piecemeal at the project level would be overwhelming and ultimately
inadequate.

Cumulative impact analysis must consider together the impacts of al management
activities proposed in the forest plan and all other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
actions planned by other federal and state agencies and activities on private land. Cumulative
impacts can result from “individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over
aperiod of time.” 40 C.F.R. 8 1508.7. Thisanalysis should recognize that the effect of the
proposed activities, when considered together, may be greater than the effect of each individual
activity. In Sierra Club v. USDA, the court required the Forest Service to aggregate the effects






of atimber program, ATV use, and mineral extraction to determine “whether the sum of these
incremental disturbances will create a significant detrimental effect.” 1995 U.S. Dist. LEXIS
21507, 35-36 (S.D. Il. 1995), aff’d without opinion 1997 U.S. App. LEXIS 14635 (7th Cir.
1997).

The Forest Plan cannot defer the analysis of cumulative effects to future studies at the
project level. NEPA “cannot be fully served if consideration of the cumulative effects of
successive, interdependent stepsis delayed until after the first step has already been taken.”
Thomasv. Peterson, 753 F.2d 754, 760 (9th Cir. 1985); Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain; see aso
Kern v. Oregon Natural Resources Council, 284 F.3d 1062, 1075 (9th Cir. 2002). The agency
must analyze cumulative impacts, including “ synergistic effects from implementation of the Plan
asawhole...” Resources Ltd. v. Robertson, 35 F.3d 1300, 1306 (9th Cir. 1994). For example,
the GW claims that “ sources of stream acidification are beyond the Forest’ s control,” (Draft CER
at 100) yet the cumulative impacts are not; for example, the effects from the proposed Laurel
Road timber sale implementation on the already degraded Laurel Run. See
www.fs.fed.us/sopa/components/reports/sopa-110808-2007-07.html.

2. The Forest Service Must Consider Alternatives for Proposed Actions

The Forest Service must “study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to
recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning
alternate use of available resources.” 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E). This requirement is independent
of the EIS requirement, although an EIS must contain a detailed statement on alternatives to the
proposed action, 42 U.S.C.A. 8§ 4332(2)(C)(iii).

The forest plan stage is the appropriate time to consider and compare broad management
alternatives, especially the balancing of uses and resources across the forest. An EISis essential
to consider alternatives to the proposed action and “present the environmental impacts of the
proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing
aclear basisfor choice” among the aternatives. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. The consideration and
evaluation of alternatives “isthe heart of the [EIS].” I1d. The alternatives analysis must “[d]evote
substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including the proposed action so that
reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.” Id. at 1502.14(b).

The CER's“options’ are no substitute for fully-developed and fully-analyzed alternatives
and comparisons of those alternatives environmental effects. There needs to be afull
consideration of the entire range of reasonable alternatives. Forest plans clearly involve conflicts
concerning alternate uses of available resources like wilderness, recreation, timber, water,
wildlife, fish, etc. The appropriate time for preparing an EIS is before a decision is made, “when
the decision-maker retains a maximum range of options.” Sierra Club v. Peterson at 1414.

3. Forest Plans do not Qualify for a Categorical Exclusion from EIS Analysis and
Documentation

Only categories of actions which “do not individually or cumulatively have a significant
impact on the human environment” may be excluded from NEPA documentation. 40 C.F.R.
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81508.4. The GWNF Plan will govern 1,061,080 acres for the next fifteen years, a scope of
space and time not appropriate for a categorical exclusion (CE). In fact, the scope and timing for
thisforest plan isfar beyond the limited nature of other Forest Service CEs. Thereisno
comparison between aforest plan directing management of over amillion acres of public land
for over a decade, and the repair and maintenance of administrative sites (mowing lawns,
replacing aroof, or painting abuilding). FSH 1909.15, ch. 31.1b(3). The CEQ and case law
make clear that forest plans are “mgjor federal actions” which include federal agency
“programs...plans, policies and procedures’ 40 C.F.R. §1508.18(a) and include the “[a]doption
of agroup of concerted agency actions to implement a specific policy or plan....” 81508(b)(2).

Simply because the agency must also make a second phase of decisions at the project
level does not remove its obligations to prepare an EIS for the forest plan. Courts have made
clear that “[s]ubsequent phases of development must be covered in an environmental impact
statement on the first phase....” Thomas at 759. Past attempts to defer NEPA documentation to
the site-specific stage have failed. For example, in Connor v. Burford, 848 F.2d 1441 (9th Cir.
Mont. 1988) and in Sierra Club v. Peterson, 717 F.2d 1409 (D.C. Cir. 1983), the courts required
an EIS for leases allowing surface-disturbance because the * suggestion that we approve now and
ask questions later is precisely the type of environmentally blind decision-making NEPA was
designed to avoid.” Connor at 1450-51.

The forest plan CE violates NEPA, as would the GW revised plan if the GW uses the CE
to categorically exclude the revised plan from environmental analysis and documentation in an
EIS.

The Forest Service hastried to use Ohio Forestry Ass nv. Sierra Club, 523 U.S. 726
(U.S. 1998) to support its view that forest plans do not require environmental analysis. Thisisa
twisted and wrong reading of Ohio Forestry.

Ohio Forestry did not address the appropriate level of NEPA documentation for the
approval, revision or amendment of land management plans. The holding in Ohio Forestry was
limited to the ripeness of the plaintiff’sNFMA claimsfor judicial review, and the Court stated
that the plaintiff could challenge the plan at alater time. 523 U.S. at 734. Moreover, the Court
noted the distinction between the procedural requirements of NEPA and the substantive
requirements of the NFMA and noted that NEPA claims may be brought immediately. 523 U.S.
at 737.

So, while pre-implementation judicial review of some aspects of aforest plan may not be
available, plans still make reviewabl e decisions which have environmental impacts and trigger
ElSs under NEPA and consultation under Section 7 of the ESA (see further discussion below).

A proposed action may not be categorically excluded from analysis and documentation in
an EISif there are extraordinary circumstances related to it. 40 C.F.R § 1508.4; FSH 1909.15 ch.
30.3 (1). In considering whether to use a categorical exclusion, the GW needs to consider
resource conditions which warrant further analysis. FSH 1909.15 ch. 30.3 (2). The GWNF
contains all the resources the Handbook instructs the agency to consider:

66





a. Federaly listed threatened or endangered species or designated critical
habitat, species proposed for Federal listing or proposed critical habitat,
or Forest Service sensitive species.

b. Flood plains, wetlands, or municipal watersheds.

Congressionally designated areas, such as wilderness, wilderness study

areas, or national recreation areas.

Inventoried roadless areas.

Research natural areas.

American Indians and Alaska Native religious or cultural sites.

g. Archaeological sites, or historic properties or areas.

o

-0

FSH 1909.15 ch. 30.3 (2)

The GWNF and JNF combined contain 27 plants and animals and 26 freshwater fish and
mussel species listed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service as threatened or endangered, not
including species proposed for federal listing, and Sensitive species and habitat.
http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/gwj/about/index.shtml#facts. The Forests are located within four major
watersheds including the Potomac, James, Roanoke, and New.
http://www.dgif.virginia.gov/education/virginia_watersheds.pdf. Regarding drinking water
supplies, “fourteen municipal water suppliesrely directly on the Forest for water.” 1993 GW
FEISat A-25. This probably does not include streams and springboxes that may provide
drinking water directly to homes near the forest.

Approximately 5% of the GW is Congressionally designated Wilderness, the St. Mary’s
Addition was recommended by the Forest Service for Wilderness study, and Congress aso has
designated the 7,695 acre Mount Pleasant National Scenic Area. The GWNF contains 24
inventoried roadless areas made up of 261,233 acres, Draft CER at 75, and many more un-
inventoried roadless areas. The Little Laurel Run Research Natural Area contains 2,000 acres
within the GWNF. GW LRMP at 39. There has been evidence found that the Warwick
Plantation site within the Warm Springs Ranger District was occupied by Native Americans
from the Early Archaic through Late Woodland periods. Since the discovery has just been made,
it is unknown what kind of religious or cultural significance there could be for Native American
history located at the site, not to mention the likelihood that many other cultural sitesin the forest
have not yet been discovered. "Dig" at Warwick Plantation,
http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/gwj/projects_plans/projects/national_forest_scrapbook.shtml#dig_warwi
ck. Finally, there are aso twelve historic sitesidentified as Specia Interest Area-Historic in the
2007 LRMP and probably countless others not yet identified or singled out for historic
protection. Id. at 33.

Although, in the Forest Service's view, the “mere presence of one or more of these
resource conditions does not preclude use of a categorical exclusion,” FSH 1909.15, Ch. 30.3(2),
all being present and the likely significant impacts on these extraordinary resources should. The
existence of a cause-effect relationship between the Plan and the resource conditions, as well as
the degree of potential effect of the Plan, proves that extraordinary circumstances exist and that a
CE isinappropriate. Plan decisions likely to significantly and adversely affect these
extraordinary resources include: the designation of areas suitable and unsuitable for timber
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harvest; determining riparian areas and permissible activities within those areas; oil and gas
leasing designations and degree of surface occupancy?’; designation of special areasincluding
biological, botanical, and geological areas, caves, etc.?; inventory of roadless areas, which has
management consequences for areas included and excluded from the inventory; designation of
areas for wilderness study, which has consequences for areas not designated, since they remain
available for other uses like off-road vehicle use and logging. The decisions made in the revised
plan will have significant long-term effects and cannot just be brushed aside with areference to
the Ohio Forestry case which has been repeatedly misinterpreted by the Forest Service. See
SEL C Comments on NEPA Documentation, at 5 (March 7, 2005) (attached).

The GWNF Plan Revision is undoubtedly a major federal action significantly affecting
the human environment within the meaning of 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C), as shown by the fact that
the plan meets all of the factors of significance outlined in the CEQ regulations:

a. Therevised planislikely to affect “public health and safety” in a number of ways,
primarily by affecting watersheds which provide drinking water to a number of
communities. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.27(b)(2).

b. The GW has a multitude of unique geographic characteristics, including recreation areas,
designated wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, and ecologically critical areas, such asold
growth forest, rare natural communities and riparian areas. 8 1508.27(b)(3).

c. The effects of the plan on the quality of the human environment are likely to be “highly
controversial.” § 1508.27(b)(4).

d. The possible effects on the GW involve “unique [and] unknown risks.” § 1508.27(b)(5).

e. Theaction “may establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects.” §
1508.27(b)(6). The plan sets the precedent for the management of the GW for the next
10-15 years.

f. The plan, the usesit authorizes and the projects implementing it are likely to have a
cumulatively significant effect on the environment. § 1508.27(b)(7).

g. Theplan may adversely affect significant scientific, cultural or historical resources, such
as old growth, rare natural communities and state-designated Natural Heritage sites, as
well as historic or cultural sites eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places. § 1508.27(b)(8).

h. Theaction “may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or its [critical]
habitat.” § 1508.27(b)(9). See further discussion below.

i. Theaction threatens a violation of federal law imposed for the protection of the
environment, namely the violations of the NFMA, NEPA, APA and ESA discussed
above. § 1508.27(b)(10).

C. The ESA Requires the GW to Consult With The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Regarding
The Revised Forest Plan.

We understand that the GW does not intend to consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service
(“FWS’) regarding the plan revision. A letter from the Washington Office of the Forest Service

2 This “opens the door to potentially harmful post-leasing activity. Bob Marshall Alliancev. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223
(9th Cir. 1988)
2 See 70 Fed. Reg. 1063
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to regional foresters directed that “consultation under section ESA 7(a) (2) on an LMP is hot
appropriate” insisting that, by itself, a plan has “no effect on listed species or designated critical
habitat that can be meaningfully identified and evaluated”. Letter from Joel Holtrop to Regional
Foresters Re: Endangered Species Act Consultation under the 2005 NFMA Planning Rule (July
3,2006). To the contrary, Section 7 of the ESA requires the GW to consult with the FWS
regarding the effect of the GWNF Revised Plan on endangered and threatened species.

1. LRMPs Are“ Agency Actions” Triggering ESA 87 Consultation Requirements

Courts have said repeatedly that LRMPs are agency actions requiring consultation with
the FWS. In Lane County Audubon Soc. v. Jamison, the court ruled upon a Bureau of Land
Management Timber Management Plan, which, similarly to the GWNF LRMP, did not designate
specific requirements or boundaries. 958 F.2d 290, 293 (9th Cir. 1992). The court determined
that the “amended plan establishing governing criteria’ was an agency action and that the plan
should not be put into effect until consultation was satisfactorily completed. In Pacific River
Council v. Thomas, the court rejected the argument that LRM Ps were not agency actions but
“merely ‘ programmeatic documents' ” noting that the agency could “ cite no precedent of this or
any other court which lends support to such areading of the statute.” 30 F.3d 1050, 1053 (9th
Cir. Or. 1994). Finally, in Silver v. Babbitt the court held that “[g]iven the importance of
LRMPs in establishing resource and land use policies for the forests in question thereislittle
doubt that they are continuing agency action under 87(a)(2) of the ESA.” 924 F. Supp. 976, 983
(D. Ariz. 1995).

In the ESA, Congress struck the balance by adopting a policy which it described as
“institutionalized caution.” Congress determined that the balance of hardships and the public
interest would tip heavily in favor of the protected species. “[E]xamination of the language,
history, and structure of the [ESA] indicates beyond doubt that Congress intended endangered
species to be afforded the highest of priorities.” Tennessee Valley Auth. v. Hill, 437 U.S. 153,
174 (1978). Section 7 of the ESA affirmatively commands all federal agencies “to insure that
actions authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence” of an endangered species or “result in the destruction or modification of habitat of
such species....” 16 U.S.C. 81536 (1976 ed.). This language admits no exception.

Thisisaccomplished, in part, by consulting with FWS on actions which may affect listed
species. 1d. Adequate consultation at the plan level is necessary to ensure that species are
protected while thereis still flexibility to do so. The purpose of the consultation requirements of
the ESA isto allow an agency to avail itself of “the expertise of [FWS] in assessing the impact of
the proposed project and the feasibility of adopting reasonable alternatives.” Lone Rock Timber
Co. v. United States Dep't of Interior, 842 F. Supp. 433, 440 (D. Or. 1994). Section 7 of the ESA
requires the action agency to consult at the earliest possible time and in a manner that will have
the best chance of ensuring the continued existence and recovery of species.

A Federal agency must initiate formal consultation if it determines that its action “may
affect” any listed species or its critical habitat, unlessit determines through informal consultation
or biologica assessment procedures, with the written concurrence of the Service, that its action
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“isnot likely to adversely affect” such species or habitat. See 50 C.F.R. 88 402.13, 402.14(a),
(b).

Short of formal consultation, the agency must at least prepare a BA addressing each
threatened and endangered (“T&E”) species and circulate the document for public, expert
comment, and FWS concurrence, in order to determine whether to proceed with formal
consultation. Thiswould ensure the GW has the best available data to make the critical decision
about the impacts of the proposed plan on T& E species. “Once an agency is aware that an
endangered species may be present in the area of its proposed action, the ESA requiresit to
prepare a biological assessment to determine whether the proposed action ‘is likely to affect’ the
species and therefore requires formal consultation with the FWS.” Kentucky Heartwood v.
Worthington, 20 F.Supp.2d 1076 (E.D. Ky. 1998) (citing 50 C.F.R. §402.14).

Unfortunately, as discussed earlier, the “no effect” determination of the BA for the 2008
planning rule was completely insufficient to consider the Rul€e' s effects on listed species. 73 Fed.
Reg. 21478 (April 21, 2008). The 2008 NFMA’s BA did say, however, that the plan revision
process is the step where individual issues concerning “ TEP species are first specifically
identified and where desired conditions and objectives are formed”. BA for TEP Species, and
Designated and Proposed Critical Habitat for the NFS 2008 Final LMP Rule (pg. 4).

The Forest Service must identify all specieswithin the plan area. According to FSH
1909.12 § 43.22, the responsible official is required to identify federally threatened and
endangered species, species-of-concern, and species-of -interest whose ranges include the plan
area. The 2007 Plan and CER do not identify any newly listed species, even though several have
been listed since 1993, including the Virginia Sneezeweed and the Small Whorled Pagonia.
Simply pointing the reader to the 1993 Plan Appendix L is not sufficient to inform the
decisionmakers and the public asto the T& E species present within the Forest, to satisfy the
Forest Service's Section 7 obligations or to provide meaningful consideration and provisionin
the revised plan for species diversity, FSH 1909 43.22-43.26.

The revised plan will make decisions which affect listed species. The GWNF completed
aBA in 1993 and found a variety of activities that could have negative impacts on T& E Species.
If the 1993 Revision was found to have negative impacts on species, then clearly the revised plan
will adversely affect T& Es. According to the 1993 GW FEIS, ORV/ATV use can affect the
Northeastern Bulrush and Swamp Pink. Appendix K-5. Anything that may increase
sedimentation can affect James Spinymussel. Id. Peregrine Falcons and Bald Eagles can both be
detrimentally affected by disturbances from recreation or facility development. Appendix K-6.
Virginia Northern Flying Squirrel requires mature forest and “commitments of suitable habitat to
alternate land uses...would be detrimental.” Id. Virginia Big-eared Bat can be negatively
impacted by use of pesticides to fight Gypsy Moth. Appendix K-7. Therevised Planislikely to
adversely affect T& E speciesin amyriad of ways from allowing CSU drilling in SBAsto
opening up forested ridge tops for wind development. Timber harvesting and prescribed fire can
impact old growth habitats while road-building increases fragmentation. The GW must consult
with the FWS to ensure that its actions do not jeopardize any T& E species.
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Regarding the Indiana bat, in 1997 the Forest Service completed a BA of the effects of
the GW and JNF forest plans on the Indiana bat. The agency formally consulted with the FWS,
which issued a Biological Opinion (BO) in September 1997. The 1993 GW Plan and the 1985
Jefferson plans were amended to include provisions required by the BO.

The 16 USCS § 1536 duty to consult can be ongoing”_Envtl. Prot. Info. Ctr. v. Simpson
Timber Co., 255 F.3d 1073, 1076 (9th Cir. Cal. 2001), and the agency isrequired to reinitiate
consultation where:

1. New information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed species or
critical habitat in amanner or to an extent not previously considered;

2. Theidentified action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect
to the listed species or critical habitat that was not considered in the biological
opinion; or

3. A new speciesislisted or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the
identified action. 50 C.F.R. § 402.16 (b)-(d) (emphasis added).

The JNF consulted with the FWS on its plan revision. The JNF prepared a BA in 2003,
which included new information resulting from observations and studies since 1997, and
requested formal consultation with the FWS, which determined that there would be direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts on T& E species within the forest. See Karen L. Mayne, U.S.
FWS, to Robert T. Jacobs, Regional Forester, Re: 2003 Revised INF LRMP (Jan.13, 2004)
(attached). The FWS BO included mitigation requirements to be included into the INF Plan.

The GW proposes to mitigate impacts to the Indiana Bat by adopting the mitigations the
FWS gave JNF in 2003, but this aloneis not sufficient. Draft CER at 54. Mitigation measures
designed for one forest may not be sufficient in another area. Moreover, thisimplicitly
acknowledges that the plan will adversely affect the bat. 1f the FWS determined that the INF
plan would adversely affect the Bat and required mitigation only five years ago, then it islikely
there will be adverse impacts within the GW, too. Formal consultation isrequired. The GW
cannot rely on the 1997 Indiana Bat BA and BO, because new information has arisen since then
and because the changes proposed in the revised forest plan may affect the bat in a manner not
previously considered, for example, the proposal to open previously unsuitable steep slopes to
helicopter logging, the significant increase in total lands where timber harvest or production may
occur, proposed lands suitable for wind energy development and proposed surface occupancy for
oil and gas development.

Finally, consultation with the FWS regarding federally listed bats is needed to assess the
presence of and cumulative impacts from white-nose syndrome (WNS) on bat popul ations on the
GW. Thisdisease, coupled with cumulative impacts from the activities detailed above, would
have significant adverse effects on listed bats should it arrive in the state. At present the
southernmost incidence of the disease is known in southern PA aong the WV border. Ata
minimum, the FWS is likely to recommend avoidance measures and monitoring protocols to
attempt to keep the disease out of VA bat populations and to detect its presence should it arrive.
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Formal consultation is also needed for other listed species. Analysis of federal and state
agency data on captures of Virginia northern flying squirrel (Glaucomys sabrinus fuscus) in WV
shows that the FWS has obscured the lack of credible population data by focusing on mere
persistence over time, calling into question the true size of the population. Further examination
of population data could lead to additional measures to protect the flying squirrel on the GW.

Thereis probably substantial new information since 1993 about the effects of planned
forest management on other species and changesin the revised plan may affect other speciesin a
manner not previously considered. Further, thereisaneed for consultation on species listed
since 1993.

2. “ Project-level” Consultation Alone is Not Adequate to Consider the Effects of
the LRMP

Without consultation at the plan level, the project-by-project approach is a patchwork
method and not comprehensive in determining environmental effects. This method does not take
into consideration the forest-wide impact of activities on T& E species that was the crux of the
ESA. “Loca land management planning efforts may not always recognize the national
significance and value they represent in an increasingly developed landscape.” Cal. ex rel.
Lockyer at 886. Waiting to do analysis on a project by project basisleads to alack of uniformity,
since “forest ecosystems and endangered species do not recognize property [project] lines.” 1d. at
901. If the GW waits until the project level to do ESA analysis, it could easily missthe big
picture. At the plan level, species can be considered as a population and the adequacy of habitat
and threats can be examined at alandscape scale. In the absence of clear, consistent directionin
the plan, project-level consideration of listed species will not be consistent and will likely be
inadequate and superficial. For example, cumulative impacts analysis at the piecemeal, project
level, rather than the plan level, inevitably will be much more limited and ineffective. “Project-
level consultation is not an adequate substitute for plan-level consultation.” Silver at 988.

FWS anticipated the need for “successive biological opinions’ where numerous actions
impact a species. FWS, ESA Consultation Handbook 4-2 (1998). These can be used to monitor
trendsin the species’ baseline, making predictions of the impacts of future actions more reliable.
Since resources are limited, GWNF must consider all potential takers before it startsto “dlice the
pie.” 1f GWNF does not consider this now, during plan implementation it might become clear
that the GW did not meet its obligations to conserve T& E species and to insure that forest
management does not jeopardize their existence. 16 U.S.C. § 1536(a). Limiting evaluation to
“long-term effects are inappropriate where short-term impacts may effect the life cycle and
migration cycle of the species of interest.” Pacific Coast Federation v. NMFS, 265 F.3d 1028,
1037 (9th Cir. 2001). The oppositeisalso true. Looking only at individual projectsignores
broad-scale, long-term impacts and defeats the Congressional purpose for requiring a plan in the
first place.

X. Compliance with Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

The GW contains a number of cultural properties or resources subject to Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 16 U.S.C. § 470f, and the implementing
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regulations adopted by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), 36 C.F.R. part
800, and more are likely to be discovered. Ground-disturbing activities under the revised plan,
such as road construction, may harm these resources.

When a proposed action may adversely effect historic properties because it “may alter,
directly or indirectly,” a property’s historic characteristics, 36 C.F.R. 8 800.5(a)(1), the agency
must consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)/Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer (THPO) to “resolve the adverse effect” by “develop[ing] and evaluat[ing] alternatives or
modifications to the undertaking that could avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects on
historic properties.” 8 800.5(d)(2); § 800.6(a). The GW must analyze, disclose and consider the
likely impacts of the revised plan on cultural resources and consult with the SHPO/THPO
regarding the plan, which public involvement as required by the NHPA and NEPA. In 2006, the
Deputy Chief confirmed that forest plans approved under the 2005 planning rule (whichis
virtually identical to the 2008 rule) are subject to Section 106 consultation. Letter from Joel D.
Holtrop, Deputy Chief for NFS, to Regional Foresters and Directors, Forest Supervisors, Re:
NHPA, Section 106, Consultation in the LMP Revision Process (Dec. 15, 2006).

We request to be a consulting party in the Section 106 consultation.
Xl1. Conclusion

Thank you for your consideration. Please contact usif you have any questions. We look
forward to discussing the GW plan revision further with you and your staff.

Sarah A. Francisco

Staff Attorney

Southern Environmental Law Center
201 West Main Street, Suite 14
Charlottesville, VA 22902

(434) 977-4090

Mary C. Krueger

Forest Policy Analyst
The Wilderness Society
950 Pearl Hill Road
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p. 34 para. 5: We support option C1, strengthened as suggested by Steve Krichbaum, for
the reasons suggested by Steve Krichbaum.

p. 34&35: Existing MISs do not include an adequate range of ecological indicators. Many
species that have specific habitat needs are omitted. See Krichbaum comments. Existing
MISs, even ones that represent important niches across the GWNF, often do not cover an
adequate geographical area to serve as an MIS for much of the GWNF (e.g., salamander
species on the GWNF list). We believe the existing MIS system had, and still has the
potential to be an effective gauge of diversity of plant and animal species on the GWNF.
The GWNF should consider retaining MISs.

Whatever system the FS uses should include an adequate range of ecological
indicators that represent the gamut of habitats on the GWNF, and should cover an adequate
geographical area to serve all of the GWNF.

p. 35 para. 3: the FS should explain how it plans to effectively monitor groups of species for
this NF and how the proposed system will accurately gauge diversity, population viability,
and changes from mgmt activities across all important biological communities of the GWNF.

p. 35 para. 4: If MISs are not used, how will the FS be able to identify a “need for change”,
as suggested in this paragraph, if it no longer has this valuable tool? How will need for
change be determined as part of the feedback loop during the upcoming plan period, or for
the subsequent plan revision(s)? What effective substitute will be used?

p. 35 para. 5 et seq. No mention of white nose syndrome here.

p. 35 para 9: since caves are so rare on the GWNF, the FS should consider additional
measures to protect all caves - with or without TESLR species.

p. 38, para. 1: Are adequate levels of large snags for nesting cavities and large dead trees
being provided for pileated woodpeckers on the GWNF? Pileated woodpecker populations
are not increasing on the GWNF while they are increasing elsewhere in Va.





p. 40 charts: ovenbirds do not show “stable to increasing” populations on the GWNF as
asserted. Declining.

p. 41 chart: Where are all the streams on the GWNF shown in the chart? Is biomass
sampling distributed throughout all the RDs?

p. 42 para. 3: discrepancy between CISC/FS Veg and FI & FS may be indicative of lack of
reliability of CISC/FSVeg for other measures: e.g. old growth, rare forest types.
Information elsewhere in CER and NEPA documents may be inaccurate.

p. 43 para 5: larger special areas need to be identified to protect the new larger range of
the Cow Knob salamander. See also Steve Krichbaums comments.

p. 44, para 2: There should be a moratorium on activities in tiger salamander habitat (and
Big Levels salamander habitat) until studies are complete. The FS has logged close to
sinkhole ponds in the Pedlar RD - in one sale in recent years — Gum Springs, I think.
Salamanders are not adequately protected. See Bamford and Krichbaum comments.

p. 46. Para 1: here the FS admits that burning provides ESH habitat. The FS fails to
account for this habitat in frequent NEPA documents (see numerous EAs and CEs for timber
sales); see also inadequate JNF Plan Rev. The FS fails to account for within-stand ESH, and
instead insists on more logging. ESH acreage from burns must be included in project NEPA
analysis and figures for this CER.

p. 46 para. 3: "“Remoteness” is eliminated as an important habitat component for black
bears. When was remoteness eliminated as an important habitat component? See Steve
Krichbaum references, black bear discussion. See also p. 64, which describes black bear as
a disturbance sensitive species. Why was this aspect of black bear habitat not analyzed?

p. 46, para. 3: The FS fails to mention the fact that den trees make up a large percentage
of bear dens. Large trees need to be better protected to maintain healthy bear
populations.

p.46 para 2 et seq.: - According to data used in the 1993 Marble Valley timber sale EA,
turkey habitat coefficients for wildlife openings are hundreds of times higher than
coefficients for Uremoval cuts. (Geotz and Mcllwane, Wildlife Population Data- Working
Paper) It is not necessary to log large areas for turkey and other game species in this area;
providing a few small wildlife openings is a more efficient method. Additional grass/forb





habitat may be available on private land, too.

p. 48 para. 9: The FS has failed numerous times to recognize and protect the TES species
listed in Appx. L (see numerous comments, appeals by VAFW, Wild Va., and others). There
is a need to provide additional safeguards and better monitoring of the TES species in Appx.
L.

p. 49: charts: the reason for the wide swings in bat populations in the caves needs to be
studied and disclosed.

p. 51 para 2: Why can lakes and riverbodies on and around the GWNF only provide
transient habitat for bald eagles?

p. 51 para. 3 thru 5: -

- According to a study commissioned by the American Fisheries Society Endangered Species
Committee, there are “297 native freshwater mussels [in the U.S. and Canada], of which 213 taxa
(71.7%) are considered endangered, threatened, or of special concern... and only 70 (23.6%) as
currently stable... Freshwater mussels (also called naiads, unionids or clams) of the families
Margaritiferidae and Unionidae are worldwide in distribution but reach their greatest diversity in North
America with about 297 recognized taxa... During the past 30 years, numbers both of individual and
species diversity of native mussels have declined throughout the United States and Canada.
Freshwater mussels (as well as other aquatic species) are emperiled disproportionately relative to
terrestrial species... This alarming decline, the severity of which was not recognized until recently, is
primarily the result of habitat destruction and degradation associated with adverse anthropogenic
activities.” (Williams, Warren, Cummings, Harris and Neves, 1993

- At its peak, the James spinymussel (Pleurobema collina) was distributed from a location a few miles
upstream of Richmond, Va. and throughout the James River basin upstream. Since that time, its
range has been reduced by approximately 90% (Clarke and Neves, 1984) The James spinymussel
now survives in a few tributaries of the James. (Terwilliger, 1990

- Water quality can greatly affect the suitability of mussel habitat. Road construction is one of the
most detrimental activities impacting mussels (Hove and Neves, 1994, see enclosure) A section of
Virginia’s Endangered Species edited by Dr. Neves acknowledged poor logging and roadbuilding
practices within the national forest are a threat to the spinymussel in one watershed. He stated that
“activities in Jefferson National Forest likely to affect the streams in which Pleurobema collina lives
should be monitored by the United States Forest Service.” (Terwilliger, 1990).

- The James spinymussel depends on fish species such as the bluehead chub (Nocomus
leptocephalus), rosyside dace (Clinostomus funduloides), satinfin shiner (Cyprinella analostana),
rosefin shiner (Lythurus ardens), central stoneroller (Camptostoma anomalum), blacknose dace
(Rhinichthys atralulus) and mountain redbelly dace (Phoxinus oreas) in order to reproduce, so
potential impacts to these fish species should have been considered as well. These fish serve as the
prime fish hosts for young developing mussel larvae, called glochidia (Terwilliger, 1990, p. 254; Hove
and Neves, 1994) See also George Washington and Jefferson National Forest T & E Mussel and Fish
Conservation Plan, in your possession, incorporated by reference (Mussel and Fish Conservation Plan),
6 & 31: " The decline of fish host species may present a problem in mussel reproduction.” There is
no monitoring or analysis of impacts to host fish.

- James spinymussel females usually produce significantly fewer glochidia than other mussels. Female
mussels release glochidia during a short period from early June to through late July. Water
temperature and springtime water flows are believed to be important factors as far as James
spinymussel reproduction is concerned. (Hove and Neves, 1994, p. 34 & 37) The timing of activities






and longevity of impacts should be of concern. There is no attempt to mitigate such effects or
monitor such effects over the long term.

- Pesticides and contaminants have long been recognized as a threat to mussels (Williams et al 1993;
see also EPA, "Protecting Endangered Species," EPA Rpt. #21T-3055, June 1992, for example, for the
adjacent county in Va., Craig County) There is no information in the EA on what contaminants from
the sites might flow into waterways inhabited by mussels or the impacts of herbicide release
necessitated by this project, or cumulative impacts. (EA)

The FS should follow all provisions of GWINFs T&E Mussel and Fish Conservation Plan, the ESA, and
James spinymussel recovery plan regarding the protection and monitoring of freshwater mussels. The
FS is required to ." "Maintain a stable and/or increasing population trend for Blackside dace and
James spinymussel."(Conservation Plan) but there are serious doubts evident as to whether this is
occurring. The '99-'00 GWINFs M&E Rpt states "Throughout the Craig Creek drainage, P. collina
numbers are declining (Pers. Comm. Neves 12/5/00)" (p. G-75) (incorporated by reference, already in
your possession, enclosed as an attachment our previous (2”) Little Mountain timber sale appeal).
See also '01-'03 GWINFs M&E Rpt G-67, already in your possession, incorporated by reference. See
also the email from Dawn Kirk (GW&JINFs Staff Fisheries Biologist) regarding her conversation with Dr.
Neves. It appears that Dr. Neves believes that sediment is the probable cause of the decline.
According to the e-mail, [Neves] "said it is a downward trend in Johns Creek and the whole Craig
Creek drainage." Kirk also states that based on the conversation, she does not believe that there is a
viable population of James spinymussels on the Forest or that there ever will be one without "massive
augmentation." (incorporated by reference, already in your possession, enclosed as an attachment our
previous (2”d) Little Mountain timber sale appeal).

The yellow lance, is a G2G3 S2S3 species in Va., and the roughhead shiner, is a G2G3 and S2S3
species. The roughhead shiner is confined to the Ridge and Valley province of the upper James
drainage, Virginia...The contiguity within subpopulations and the sharp limits of the range of the
species indicate that high gradient and small size of stream, turbidity, and siltation variously combine
to effect the tight distribution of the roughhead shiner (Jenkins and Burkhead, 1975a)" Terwilliger
(1991). The roughhead shiner is a sensitive species (R-8 sensitive species list).

- The past and current state of biotic populations and water quality of perennial streams, and
intermittent and ephemeral tributaries, even if a "fishery" may be absent, are important.

- "The effects of sediment delivered to a stream channel diminish as watershed size
increases. Most vulnerable are small sensitive headwaters catchments where concentrated timber
harvest activity can have profound results. . . . After four years, sediment rates are normally back
to predisturbance levels. However, once sediment is deposited in a stream channel, its effects can
persist for decades or even centuries (Frissel, 1996)." (JNF Enterprise TS EA-42; incorporated by
reference) So this project may result in significant impacts to channel condition and population
viability or distribution.

- TESLR Freshwater mussels and other TESLR aquatic species, or impacts to these species,
are not adequately analyzed; these species are not protected.

p. 53, para. 2 and p. 54, para. 5: The FS should consider alternatives that include new
RNAs. RNAs would provide a higher level of protection, which may be warranted in some
cases. FS has arbitrarily and capriciously foreclosed this option.

p. 55 & 56 chart: all areas on VDNH Tech Rpt. 00-10 (and subsequent identification of
SBAs) (incorporated by reference) are not included in this chart (e.g. Paddy Run, Peters Mtn
North and many others). Also need to add areas in WVa





p. 57 para 1 Economic data is swept under the rug with the end of TSPIRS. If the FS does
not have TSPIRS or other information to rely on, the GWNF should collect its own info
regarding below cost timber sales/program and disclose to the public.

p. 58 para 1: the FS should consider how communities would benefit from non-extractive
(amenity) values on NFs, not just extractive values, when establishing partnerships.

p. 58 para. 3: Helicopter logging may be less damaging to soils. However, we are
concerned that, due to fuel costs, the use of helicopters may encourage logging on sites
that are remote, site that have soils that are too steep for logging (or may be prone to
erosion or landslides), and sites with old growth or significant large trees (“high site index
was chosen because of the value of the timber”). Analyze the negative impacts resulting
from the incentive to log in such sites.

We would also like to know what helicopter sales are below cost and what
helicopter sales have not been sold due to high fuel costs.

p. 62, chart: the chart indicates that gypsy moth defoliation may create new ESH habitat in
large amounts. This should be included in ESH figures used in analysis.

p. 62 para 3: The FS says that wood products are not salvaged before value is lost, but we
have seen several timber sales not labeled as salvage in EAs, but labeled as salvage in bid
notices. Is this happening here, and distorting figures?

p. 64, para. 2: MA 14 provides important habitat. The Draft Plan would eliminate this
prescription. Need to develop a special area for this MA that provides remote habitat for
wildlife.

p. 64 para 5: The FS assumes that proposes dramatically loosening road density standards
on the assumption that black bears will not be affected by changes. The agency has no_
idea what adequate or optimal road density levels are in this NF (see p. 64 para 5 sentence
3 "may or may not be a critical indicator”). No scientific research is presented that indicates
at what level of road densities black bear populations in a certain area would be harmed or
reduced. No site-specific analysis of this issue is presented. This is in spite of numerous
activities in and around the NF that may have an adverse affect on black bears (e.g. new
road construction, four-lane highways, residential and other development, etc.),, This is like
playing Russian roulette with bear populations and assuming everything will be fine.





p. 64 et seq: The GWNF’s failure to close needed roads & keep logging in MA 14 at Plan
mandated levels should not be a justification for loosening requirements further. In order
to protect affected resources and recreational values, more road closure and stronger
protection of MA 14 is warranted at this time.

p. 68 para 1 and chart: Now that the FS has “discovered” that it has more miles of rds.
Than recorded, how does it proposed to maintain this higher road mileage? We suggest
that the FS decommission more roads, in order to reduce long-term maintenance costs, and
to abstain from building further roads.

Karst Section:

The possible presence of karst resources necessitates a high level of NEPA analysis and protective
measures. For example, in the Hagan Hall project in this RD, Tom Collins, JNF SO Geologist
recommended that the following mitigating measures be considered in one or more of the action
Alternatives: “no landings or roads in the karst area, no timber ... harvested in the karst area, [and]
no helicopter service area ... in the karst area.” due to the sensitivity and rarity of these terrains on
FS land (Hagan Hall EA Geol. Ex. Cond.-1, already in your possession, this volume is incorporated by
reference in its entirety ) Collins says “Karst and karst ecosystems are unusual, involving a complex
interaction of surface and subsurface processes.” Collins describes how easy it is for surface water,
including sediment and contaminants, to enter ground water in karst terrain. Ground surface also has
the potential to collapse, creating new sinkholes. (Geol. Ex. Cond.-2-3) The mitigation methods do
not avoid all the problems Collins refers to: increased trash at the logging sites, risk of contaminants
from helicopters, chainsaws, etc., damage to the subterranean groundwater system, etc. (Geol. Ex.
Cond.-5 and throughout) Logging and skidding in these areas, esp. near sinkholes, will have
long-term negative impacts to karst. We are concerned that after the project is complete, skid trails
and other logging infrastructure will remain a long-term source of sediment and contaminants that
cannot be mitigated. And there is the potential for sinkhole expansion and new sinkholes near roads,
skid trails, and landings and other disrupted areas. (Geol. Ex. Cond. bottom of p. 2 and top 1/3 of p.
3. Collins defines karst as “a type of topography formed in limestone and dolomite (carbonate
bedrock) by the desolving of bedrock, eroding of underground spaces, and collapsing of the ground
surface. Karst terrane is characterized by sinkholes, caves and underground drainage. Karst lands
are unusual, involving a complex interactionof surface and subsurface process...)” (Geol. Ex. Cond.-2)

-The DNH’s 11/13/98 letter regarding this same karst area in the Hagan Hall raises other concerns
about karst that should be considered in the Back Valley analysis, since there may be karst here as
well: “The springs which feed the fisheries-supporting tributaries to Stony and Staunton Cr. should be
monitored for visual turbidity and temperature over time by Forest Service staff familiar with the
historical range of flow conditions associated with these streams. These streams are most likely
connected to the cave environments in some way and should be assessed during pre-planning,
harvest and post-harvest stages of this project. Field reconnaissance for springs should be focused
along the branches of the Hunter Valley Fault which pass through the project, and concentrate on the
groundwater flows from the surrounding recharge area (see geology map, DMR Publication 80) The
integrity of karst groundwater is vital to the viability of the various aquatic habitats discussed in the
EA. These springs, as well as well as those on down gradient private lands, could exhibit adverse
adverse impacts even though the documented sinkholes are buffered from land disturbing activities.”
(underlining for emphasis)

And in its 11/18/98 comments on the Little Mtn. project, New Castle RD, another project with a
down-gradient karst/cave environment, the DNH recommended “that the pre-harvest site evaluation
include an inventory of sinkholes, springs, and other karst features on both public and private





properties below the 2400 ft. contour elevation... [to be] accomplished through aerial photographic
analysis and field reconnaisance.... A thorough evaluation of the karst areas on and adjacent to the
proposed harvest sites will facilitate the design of effective BMPs and minimize damage to karst and
water supplies.”

“Caves and springs many miles away can be affected by logging 20 or more miles away and in
different watersheds. For example, a timber sale could result in increased water entering a cave and
in @ major storm event, the increased water could result in a flood large enough to kill (i.e., drown) or
harm creatures in the cave. Or it could kill someone exploring the cave. It could also adversely affect
or kill creatures living in a cave or a spring by changing the temperature or increasing the sediment.
The analysis of effects must also consider groundwater and subsurface water flow.” 10/27/98
Heartwood comments on the Hagan Hall project, p. 8. These issues should be considered.

Cerulean Warbler:

- The cerulean warbler, is an area-sensitive bird (Southern Appalachian Assessment,
Terrestrial Report); the cerulean warbler is experiencing the greatest annual decline of any
of the warbler species and this significant decline is continuing. Studies have found
cerulean warblers chiefly in “large tracts of mature, semi-open deciduous forest.” Robbins,
Fitzpatrick and Hamel, 1992. The authors of one study, affirm that there is a “"need to
protect extensive tracts of mature deciduous forest,” especially on publicly owned land.
See also excerpts from the Maple Springs Branch BE on the cerulean warbler (Clinch RD,
GWINFs, already in the agency's possession, incorporated by reference).

- Studies have found cerulean warblers in “large tracts, tall trees, and mature forest.” ."
(Cerulean Warbler Status Assessment April 2000). This habitat and adjacent tracts of
mature forest may provide habitat for the cerulean warbler.

- The Southern Appalachian Assessment Terrestrial Report lists the cerulean warbler among
“area sensitive, mid- to late-successional deciduous forest species” (SAA/TR-70, in the
agency's possession, incorporated by reference). It predicts that “"based on past trends in
land use, it is expected that, over the next 15 years, suitable acreage [for these area
sensitive species] and associated forest interior habitats will continue to decrease due to
loss of forestland to other uses such as agricultural pasture and development.”(SAA/TR-72)
The cerulean warbler is found in a variety of deciduous forest types, usually in extensive
woods. (Brandt, 1947; Peterjohn and Rice, 1991; Andrle and Carroll, 1988; Brooks, 1908;
Mengel, 1965; Cadman et al., 1987; Torrey, 1896; Kirkwood, 1901; Maxon, 1903; Hann,
1937) Most often, its occurrence is recorded in forests with large, tall trees. (Lynch,1991;
Robbins et al, 1989; Wilson, 1811; Oliarnyk, 1996; Mengel, 1965; Andrle and Carroll, 1988;
Robinson, 1996; Torrey, 1896; Schorger, 1927) “A change to shorter rotation periods and
even-aged management,” one of the 6 “chief constraints on the breeding ground” listed in
Robbins et al., 1989. The intensive logging proposed in the Wilson Mtn project will
eliminate older trees in many of the older stands in this PA.

According to USF&WS, "Ceruleans are routinely identified with large tracts, tall trees, and
mature forest. For example, Lynch (1981) indicates minimum habitat requirements of the
birds along the Roanoke River of North Carolina "to include: (1.) a closed canopy, (2.)
presence of scattered, very tall old-growth canopy trees, and (3) good development of
vegetation strata, i.e. distinct zonation of canopy, subcanopy, shrub, and ground-cover
layers." (Cerulean Warbler Status Assessment April 2000). This project has the potential to
alter or degrade these habitat characteristics in the project area through shelterwood
logging, removal of large, old trees that are potential cerulean warbler nest trees in the
course of thinning operations, and through other actions.





“Over the last 40 years, the Cerulean warbler population has dropped almost 82 percent
throughout its U.S. range, making it the fastest declining warbler in the country. To put the
decline in perspective, imagine the current U.S. population, which currently stands at 300
million, plummeting to 54 million by 2047. While 54 million peo still constitute a sizeable
population, the fast plummet in numbers would be an alarming sign that our population was
in danger.

“[N]ew information has come to light about the increasing loss and fragmentation of the
Cerulean’s eastern forest habitat from mountaintop removal mining [which takes place a
short distance from this project, located in the Virginia coalfields region, ed.]. The Cerulean
has declined an average of 6 percent per year over the last eight years, compared to an
annual average of 4.3 percent from 1966 to 2004.

“A recent federal study noted that the loss of habitat for forest birds with core
breeding areas in the Appalachian coalfields has “extreme ecological significance in that
habitats required by these species for successful breeding are limited in the eastern United
States.”

“The Partners in Flight program has identified 15 songbirds with habitat in
these forests as priority species for conservation, with the Cerulean receiving the highest
priority.”

(

http://www.southernappalachianbiodiversityproject.com/index.php?option=com content&ta
sk=view&id=218&Itemid=72)

Because logging and development projects are known to destroy or degrade
the habitat of this exceedingly rare, declining warbler species. Adequate protective
measures must be established.

Herbicides, and other Biocides:

Herbicides, Insecticides, and Pesticides:. The FS should provide for adequate
safeguards to reduce known adverse effects resulting from the application of
insecticides and herbicides.

The insecticides may directly, indirectly, and/or cumulatively harm Endangered
species of Bats and Sensitive species of birds. See, e.g., Linda Butler, 1997,
"Comparative Impact of Gypsy Moth Insecticides to Nontarget Canopy Arthropods:
Bacillus thuringiensis, Dimilin, and Mimic", pp. 74-76 in Hitt, T.P., editor,
Proceedings from the 1996 Central Appalachian Ecological Integrity Conference.
Heartwood, Bloomington, IN. 108 pp.

There is an issue as to how herb

icide and pesticide application will be managed in order to minimize risks to human
and wildlife health and the environment. And there is a possibility that certain





insecticides, herbicides, or pesticides cannot be applied at ANY level such that
adverse affects are avoided EVEN IF risks are minimized. It might be appropriate
not to use these substances at all. These substances need to be identified and
prohibited from use.

A sensible and enlightened plan to reduce and control noxious weeds must

not only eliminate current weed populations, it must actively prevent new
infestations by focusing on the manner in which weeds are spread.

/
The FS is required to comply with presidential
Executive Order

13112. How is the proposal consistent with the following sections of Executive
Order 131127:

Section 5: (b) The first edition of the Management Plan shall include a review
of existing and prospective approaches and authorities for preventing

the introduction and spread of invasive species, including those for
identifying pathways by which invasive species are introduced and for
minimizing the risk of introductions via those pathways, and shall

identify research needs and recommend measures to minimize the risk that
introductions will occur. Such recommended measures shall provide for a
science-based process to evaluate risks associated with introduction and
spread of invasive species and a coordinated and systematic risk-based
process to identify, monitor, and interdict pathways that may be

involved in the introduction of invasive species.

Or,

Sec. 2. Federal Agency Duties. (a) Each Federal agency whose





actions may affect the status of i
{nv
lasive species shall, to the extent

practicable and permitted by law,

(1) identify such actions;

(2) subject to the availability of appropriations, and within
Administration budgetary limits, use relevant programs and authorities
to: (i) prevent the introduction of invasive species; (ii) detect and
respond rapidly to and control populations of such species in a
cost-effective and environmentally sound manner; (iii) monitor invasive
species populations accurately and reliably; (iv) provide for
restoration of native species and habitat conditions in ecosystems that
have been invaded; (v) conduct research on invasive species and develop
technologies to prevent introduction and provide for environmentally
sound control of invasive species; and (vi) promote public education on
invasive species and th

e means to address them; and

(3) not authorize, fund, or carry o
ut actions that it believes are
likely to cause or promote the introduction or spread of invasive

species in the United States or elsewhere unless, pursuant to guidelines





that it has prescribed, the agency has determined and made public its
determination that the benefits of such actions clearly outweigh the
potential harm caused by invasive species; and that all feasible and
prudent measures to minimize risk of harm will be taken in conjunction

with the actions.

Roads and artificial clearings appear to play a role in the known occurrences
of noxious weeds and may play a further role in the presence of yet uninventoried
infestations that are out there. We challenge the FS to give an accurate percentage
of the miles of roads on the JNF that have never had noxious weeds. The DEIS or
Roads Analysis do not do so. Likewise, these infestations on the roads readily
expand into cutting units, especially the more intensive the logging don

e in the particular units. The FS just throws up its hands and accepts that they will
be carrying out management activities that inevitably cause more spread of weeds.
Instead, a genuine prevention strategy is need and this needs to be incorporated
into the Plan Revision.

The premier tool of prevention of new noxious weed invaders deserves the
highest priority. Instead, all prevention strategies assume weeds will invade, then
prescribe expensive control methods of unknown efficacy after the fact.

Without first significantly reducing the type of soil disturbing activities that
facilitate noxious weed invasion, the proposed treatment effects may be negated,
indeed, overwhelmed by the spread of weeds caused by more of the same road
building and logging. By arbitrarily not considering these measures, the FS has
failed to show a genuine, pressing need to risk the ecosystems by applying poisons.

The FS should consider the possibility that app

lications of herbicides and other biocides may increase resistence to these
substances. For example, The Weed Science Society of America confirms that
known cases of herbicide resistance continue to climb exponentially.

How does the FS ensure that spray drift will be adequately controlled, and
will not adversely affect non-target resources, based on the stds. in the Draft Plan?
A number of research papers show that sprayed chemicals, including many of those
being considered for use here, can drift long distances, even under the measures
and conditions proposed. See, for example, Teschke et al. Jan. 2001





'Spatial & Temporal Distribution of Airborne Bacillus thurungentius...' Env. Health
Perspectives:109:47-52; Ntl. Academy of Sciences/National Research
Council/Board on Agriculture/Committee on Long-Range Soil and Water
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Academy Press. p 323-4. U.S. Co

ngress Office of Technology Assessment 1990 "Beneath the bottom line: agricultural
approaches to reduce agrichemical contamination of groundwater" Report No.
OTA-4-418. Washington DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

D. Pimentel April 1999. Speech at NCAMP/Beyond Pesticidesannual conference,
Boulder CO (Dr. Pimentel is a noted researcher on pesticide economics and
resistance at Cornell Univ.).

Dr. Alan Cessna , Env. Canada/Ntl. Water Research Institute Winter 2001 letter to
the J. of Pesticide Reform.

E. Robinson & L. Fox 1978 "2,4-D Herbicide in Central WA" J. of the Air Pollution
Control Assoc.:28:10:1015-20.

Ohio Cooperative Extension Services Bulletin # 816, on pesticide drift.
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Sprays" Env. Toxicol. & Chemistry:12:1977-19809.

W. Whaley 1998 "Canyon Drift and Dispersion of Bacillus thuringiensis and Its
Effects on Select Nontarget Lepidopterans in Utah" Env. Entomology:27:3:539-548

Numerous studies attest to the impacts of herbicide and other substances
on ground water, water resources, and aquatic species. How do the stds.
adequately protect these resources and water quality? How does the FS address
these and other potential adverse effects from numerous sprayed chemicals in
Table 2-6 and its stds.?

See for example,

EPA/OPP, Special Review and Registration Division, Env. Fate & GroundWater
Branch (EF&GWB) undated "Review of Picloram" (prepared for the 1995
re-registation of picloram).

EPA/OPP 1996 (Picloram R.E.D. Factsheet).

Vicky Watson et al. 1989 "Env. Fat

%e of Picloram Used for Roadside Control" J. of Env. Quality 18:198-205.





The Mayeux et al. study cited in Watson et al. 1989.
See the test requirements for registration at 40 CFR 158.240 et seq.

D. Woodward 1976 "Toxicity of the Herbicides Dinoseb & Picloram..." J. Fish. Res.
Board Can. 33:1671-16.

How does the use of herbicides and other biocides contribute to amphibian
deformities? See for example, J. Burkhart et al. Jan. 2000 "Strategies for Assessing
the Implications of malformed Frogs for Env. Health" Env. Health
Perspectives:108:1:83-90.

One of the substances proposed for use (hexazionone) (Draft Plan 2-24) is
closely related to atrazine, which may be implicated in amphibian health problems,
including potential developmental effects. See for example,

D. Crump et al. Dec. 21002 "Exposure to the Herbicide Acetochlor
Alters...Metamorphosis in Xenopus laevis" Env. Health
Perspectives:110:12:1199-1205.

T. Hayes et al. 2002 "Hermaphroditic, Demasculized Frogs After Exposure to the
Herbicide Atrazine at Low Ecologically Relevant Doses" Proceedings Ntl. Academy of
Sciences:99:5476-5480 (lab experiment).

Hayes et al April 2003 "Atrazine-Induced Hermaphroditism at 0.1 ppb in American
Leapord Frogs (Rana pipiens):

Laboratory & Field Evidence" Env. Health Perspectives:111:4:568-575.
F*kxkx See also:

June 19, 2003

Popular Pesticide Faulted for Frogs' Sexual Abnormalities

By JENNIFER LEE

New York Times

WASHINGTON, June 18 — Scientists from the Environmental Protection Agency say
there is "sufficient evidence" to conclude that the country's most widely used





pesticide, altrazine, causes sexual abnormality in frogs.

They are recommending that the agency conduct more research to understand
altrazine's mechanisms and its broader impact on frog populations.

The scientists noted that there had been six studies involving three species of frogs
that show a variety of defects, including frogs with both multiple testes and multiple
ovaries, when exposed to the chemical. The scientists cautioned that the results
from studies of atrazine had not been consistent and that it was not clear at what
levels of exposure those effects occurred or how different frog species were a

ffected.

"Over several studies and environmental conditions and species, atrazine exposure
did appear to be having some impact on gonadal effects," Tom Steeger, a scientist
with the environmental agency's pesticide office, said on Tuesday in a presentation
to an independent scientific panel convened here to assess atrazine's impact on
amphibians.

Scientists hired by Syngenta, a major manufacturer of atrazine, said they drew
different conclusions from available research.

"We see no correlation in the adverse gonadal effects and the introduction and use
of atrazine," Glen Van der Kraak, a professor at the University of Guelph in
Winnipeg, Manitoba, said in a presentation to the panel.

But E.P.A. scientists said many of the industry-sponsored studies had a variety of
problems, including testing conditions that led to high mortality in their frogs. The
four-day hearing by the panel, which ends on

Friday, is an extension of the E.P.A.'s nine-year review of whether atrazine poses
unacceptable risks to the environment and to public health. Later this year, the
panel will make recommendations to the agency on how to proceed.

Atrazine and its byproducts are widely found at low levels in United States waters,
especially after the planting season, when rains wash the chemical out of fields. It is
popular with farmers because it is effective and relatively cheap. Atrazine has been
banned in seven European countries.

Some laboratory studies have linked atrazine to cancer in rats, and some
epidemiological studies show a correlation between exposure and cancer in humans.

The E.P.A. review had been moving toward renewing the agency's approval to use
atrazine. But last year, a scientist at the University of California published two
papers suggesting that low levels of exposure to atrazine, as low as one part per 10
billion in the water, could ca





use tadpoles to develop into frogs with both male and female sexual organs.

The studies, led by Tyrone B. Hayes, were published in April 2002 in the
Proceedings of the National Academy of Science and in October 2002 in Nature
magazine. Dr. Hayes had originally been hired by a consulting concern, Ecorisk, to
conduct studies on atrazine on behalf of a company that is now Syngenta. The
studies ignited a scientific and political debate, and led the environmental agency to
convene the panel to examine atrazine and its effects on amphibians.

Initially, Syngenta said it had been unable to replicate the results of Dr. Hayes's
work in company-sponsored studies. But since then, one of the company studies
was published in a journal, Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry, and its
primary author, Dr. James Carr of Texas Tech University, said the study did result
in some hermaphrodite frogs, though at higher exposure levels than in Dr. Hayes's
studies.

Dr. Haye

s and other Berkeley faculty members present at meetings about his work say that
when Dr. Hayes presented his findings to a panel of university scientists formed by
Ecorisk, some of the panel members tried to delay him from publicizing his initial
findings. Other scientists on the Ecorisk panel say any delay was intended to test
the validity of the data.

Dr. Hayes left the panel in protest in November 2000, stating in his resignation
letter that otherwise "it will appear to my colleagues that I have been part of a plan
to bury important data."

Syngenta has submitted Dr. Hayes's initial work in an interim report to the E.P.A.
The company has not submitted a final report on his research to the agency.

The two papers Dr. Hayes and his co-authors published in 2002 were based on
research done without industry financing.

Tim Pastoor, who is in charge of global risk assessment for Syngenta, said, "There
were absolutely no constraints on any of the panel members on

anything they have found."

But the minutes from a January 2001 Ecorisk panel show Tim Gross, a University of
Florida professor who is also part of the Ecorisk panel, telling Dr. Hayes that the
"results from the contracts are jointly owned" by the company and the scientist.
"Therefore, publication is upon mutual consent," Dr. Gross said in a letter submitted
at the meeting.

He said Dr. Hayes "should be reminded of this, as well as the confidentiality of
these results."





The minutes were submitted to the environmental agency and obtained by the
Natural Resources News Service through a Freedom of Information request.

But today, Dr. Hayes spent several hours presenting his research to the panel.

The atrazine discussion is a high-profile inquiry into the relatively new scientific area
of endocrine disruptors, chemicals that at minute traces can significantly affect
health by interfering with the hormones that regulate biological activity. Several
studies from the last decad

e linked the trace pollutants to declining sperm counts, infertility and various forms
of cancer in humans, as well as genital malformation in wildlife.

What role do these and other chemicals play in amphibian health problems? How
does the FS address these and other potential adverse effects from numerous
sprayed chemicals in Table 2-6 and its stds.?

Picloram is another substance listed on Table 2-6. Hexachlorobenzene
(HCB, a potent and persistent toxin) is allowed in picloram at up to 200 ppm, with
the manufacturer certifying it has no more than 100 ppm. HCB may be implicated
in elevated cancer rates among predators. Other health effects to animals may also
occur. What are the food chain effects of these and other substances (and their
inert ingredients). See for example, U. of Montana/Integrated Plant Management
Committee May 1998 "Mt. Sentinel Vegetation Management Final Plan". See
response to comment #1.8 on p. 5.

EP

A/OPP 1996 Picloram RED.
Jod

Gy Ralph et al April 2003.

Many of the substances proposed for use in Table 2-6 are demonstrated to
have adverse effects on non-target plant species. The chlorinated pyridine family of
herbicides (picloram, triclopyr, etc.) all kill non-target plants. When considering
whether to ban one such substance, picloram (during its re-registration), EPA
calculated that it exceeds the EPA "substantial hazard" level to non-target plants by
up to 13,000(!) times, depending on the application method. the Chief of the
Ecological Effects Branch of pesticide registration recommended against the
re-registration (i.e., a ban) of picloram: "This conclusion is based on the extreme
exceedance of the acute levels of concern for non-endangered and endangered
terrestrial plants." Glyphosate, also proposed for use, has documented
phytotoxicity to a wide array of organisms, including lichens. How does the Draft
Plan





protect non-target plant species from these and other substances proposed for use?

See,

EPA/OPP 1996 "Picloram RED Facts", Wash. DC (the Re-registration Eligibility
Document (RED) factsheet).

J Pesticide Reform, Fall 2002, p.5. Also David Bezdicek, 6/04/2001 "New
Herbicides Found in WSU Compost" Washington State U Compost Facility home
page, index.htm --many other examples exist.

NCAMP/Beyond Pesticides Technical Rpt., May 2002.
EPA/OPP 1995 (Picloram RED).

EPA/OPP, Special Review and Registration Division, Ecological Effects Branch
undated "Review of Picloram" (prepared for the 1995 re-registation of picloram).

Brown et al. 1995.

The FS should address the fact that (1.) there are serious known human
health effects from the substances to be allowed for use, (2.) there are serious
unknown health effects from the substances to be allowed for use, the FS relies on
arbitrary impact thresholds. The FS has not adequately

addressed concerns such as those in items (1)-(3.) above regarding herbicides. A
number of chemical combinations are proposed. The FS should analyze the adverse
synergistic of these chemical combinations on plants, animals, water quality, human
health or other factors.
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comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us

to: Supervisor Maureen Hyzer, Kenneth Landgraf, Dave Plunket, and all whom this
concerns

re: Comments pertaining to the Draft Comprehensive Evaluation Report (“CER” or
“DCER?) for the revision of the George Washington National Forest Land and
Resource Management Plan (“Plan”)

The following are comments, suggestions, recommendations, questions, and discussion
regarding the Draft CER and Draft LRMP for the GWNF. All literature and website citations are
incorporated by reference into this submission. The order of these comments corresponds to the
order of the various issues in the DCER. Numerals following dashes refer to page numbers in the
DCER.

The Forest Service is using a version of the NFMA regulations that have been found to be illegal,
and is currently the subject of yet another lawsuit. This is improper and unreasonable and an
abuse of discretion. These illegal regulations do not properly and adequately implement the
NFMA. For instance, they fail to sustain the Forest’s diversity and fail to ensure the protection of
viable populations of flora and fauna.

The use of a CE for the revision of the GWNF Plan is unreasonable and illegal, as is use
of an EA. An environmental impact statement must be prepared.

The FS is attempting to absolve itself of accountability and responsibility through a big
power grab of discretion. This is abusive, unreasonable, and illegal. The Plan needs to have clear
legally enforceable Standards so that it is clearly disclosed what the agency is allowed to do and
not do. The Plan also needs management area prescriptions so that it is clearly disclosed where
the agency is allowed to do or not do various things.

GWNF DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE EVALUATION REPORT of FEBRUARY 2007

Forest Service Strategic Plan

“The six goals are:
1. Reduce the risk from catastrophic wildland fire.
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2. Reduce the impacts from invasive species.

3. Provide outdoor recreational opportunities.

4. Help meet energy resource needs.

5. Improve watershed condition.

6. Conduct mission-related work in addition to that which supports the above agency goals.” - 4

**%* Timber and road program harms the achievement of goals 1-3 & 5, goal 4 harms the
achievement of 1-3, and goal 6 is a nebulous catch-all for all kinds of undesirable activities - of
course, no mention is made of any of this.

*H#eE% NO mention of ecological integrity and ecosystem sustainability and maintaining viable
populations of native flora and fauna.

*#x%* The goals of the Forest Service need to be re-evaluated and amended to incorporate the
fundamental issues referenced in the preceding sentence.

CHAPTER 3 EVALUATION OF EXISTING ISSUES

ISSUE 1 Biodiversity

A. Fragmentation

*#x%* This is certainly one of the worst sections contained in this Report. The issue is not
actually dealt with directly, instead, it is addressed by circumlocution. The “evaluation” is
superficial, biased, and insufficient; the agency seems solely concerned with sweeping the issue
under the rug, not with forthrightly and fully examining it. This is a complicated, nuanced, and
very significant issue that the FS must do a much better job of addressing. Regarding this issue,
the DCER displays a pattern of omission and disregard. This, coupled with the inherent
impropriety involved with choosing to move ahead with decisions without being reasonably
informed, is simply unacceptable.

*ascE* Amazingly, the agency has written an “evaluation” of anthropogenic fragmentation on the
GWNF that NEVER discusses one of its most pernicious aspects: edge effects, such as from
roads and logging sites. At present there is a grand total of 3,017 miles of permanent roads on the
Forest (see Draft Plan at pg. 21), in addition to who knows how many miles of ‘temporary”
roads. There are also tens-of-thousands of acres of recently logged sites. There are edge effects
and edge habitat associated with all of this that the FS must quantify and comprehensively
evaluate.

*#%4% In this CER the Forest Service utterly fails to fully and fairly analyse and disclose the
scale of forest and/or habitat fragmentation on the GWNF, the mechanisms causing separation of
habitat from non-habitat (i.e., the degree to which connectivity is affected), and the spatial
arrangement of habitat and non-habitat.

*aserk “Science has evolved since 1993 and one of the Chief’s threats deals with loss of forests.
Today, it is this concept that better defines ‘fragmentation’ as associated with permanent loss of
forests rather than temporary change within a forest as they are managed silviculturally.” - 7

*##:#% I do not know where they have come up with this. What scientific citation do they point to
in support of such a position? Science has evolved since 1993, but it certainly has not made the





issue go away. In fact, we have a better understanding of the forms and ways that forest and
habitat and forest fragmentation manifest. The FS here ignores all this and has chosen to define
the issue out of existence. Some fragmentation may indeed be “temporary”, that doesn’t mean it
is nonexistent, nor does it mean its varying effects upon different species and populations may
not be significant and/or long-term (i.€., lasting many decades). Further, the “temporary”
fragmentation from silviculture referred to by the agency are better described as ongoing,
chronic, and cumulative; the FS here is not dealing with this aspect at all. In addition,
fragmentation on the Forest does result from a variety of permanent or maintained
forms/mechanisms (€.g., roads, utility corridors, and game openings).

“Our approach to fragmentation took into account that all ecosystems on the Forest were and are
dynamically affected by natural and man-made forces and that no natural community or habitat
condition is considered never changing.” - 7

*#** This statement of the obvious in no way nullifies the amounts, manifestation, and/or
potential significance of anthropogenic fragmentation that must be fully and fairly addressed.

Forest Interior Habitat
“Forest fragmentation is a function of patch size, isolation of patches, total reserve area, and
linkages among patches.” - 7
*#x%% This 1s the classic view of fragmentation such as takes place in the Shenandoah Valley
where patches of forest are isolated by developed or agricultural lands. This view ignores the
anthropogenic interior fragmentation of mature or old-growth forest that perforates the GWNF.
Fragmentation is a function of the amounts and distributional pattern of disturbance and the
extent of edge effects. See the Citizen’s Vision discussion. The FS is simply refusing to fully and
fairly address this significant issue involving interior habitat.

For an overview of the varying types of fragmentation and their effects see:
Harris, Larry D., and Gilberto Silva-Lopez. 1992. “Forest Fragmentation and the
Conservation of Biological Diversity.” pp. 197-237 in P. Fiedler and S. Jain, editors.
Conservation Biology: The Theory and Practice of Nature Conservation, Preservation
and Management. New York: Chapman & Hall.

*#%4% The Cowbird is not such a good proxy for other bird and/or non-bird species affected by
habitat fragmentation - The main problem for wildlife here is not parasitization, but
predation. What about facilitating predators (e.9., Raccoons, Skunks) to penetrate the Forest?
And invasive species of plants? These are problems with the timber program, Forest roads, and
other management activities that the FS must evaluate.

What studies verify that Cowbird monitoring is reflective of, or is an accurate proxy for,
the affects of mammalian predators? It is not clear at all how Cowbirds are considered to
“represent forest interior bird predation effects.” (GWNF Shady Mountain TS EA) Significant
mammalian predators may exist where Cowbird parasitism is negligible.

*H%E% Wood Turtles and other species are known to use human-modified habitats such as
roadsides and embankments for nesting and other behaviors. This makes them vulnerable to
generalist predators that have increased in the human-dominated landscape and that regularly use
modified habitats (see Mitchell, J. and M. Klemens 2000, and Marchand, M.N. and J.A. Litvaitis
2004).





Abundant populations of generalist predators have become a concern among conservation
biologists and controls may be necessary in some areas (Garrott, R.A. et al., 1993; Congdon et
al., 1993). However, taking such actions is fraught with difficulty and has undesirable ecological
consequences. An alternative approach is to manage landscapes in order to reduce predator
impacts (Schneider, 2001). In other words, halt the fragmentation of habitat where we can and
restore more natural conditions to places that have been developed in the past (through such
actions as road obliteration and revegetation).

See:

Congdon, J.D. et al. 1993. Delayed sexual maturity and demographics of Blanding’s turtles
(Emydoidea blandingii): Implications for conservation and management of long-lived organisms.
Conservation Biology 7(4): 826-833.

Litvaitis, J.A. 1993. Response of early successional vertebrates to historic changes in land use.
Conservation Biology 7(4): 866-873.

Garrott, R.A., White, P.J., and C.A. Vanderbilt White. 1993. Overabundance: an issue for
conservation biologists? Conservation Biology 7(4): 946-949.

Schneider, M.F. 2001. Habitat loss, fragmentation and predator impact: spatial implications for
prey conservation. Journal of Applied Ecology 38: 720-735.

Mitchell, J. C. and M. W. Klemens. 2000. “Primary and Secondary Effects of Habitat
Alteration,” pp.5-32 in M.W. Klemens (ed.), Turtle Conservation, Smithsonian Institution Press,
Washington D.C. 334 pp.

Marchand, M.N. and J.A. Litvaitis. 2004. Effects of landscape composition, habitat features, and
nest distribution on predation rates of simulated turtle nests. Biological Conservation 117: 243—
251.

*x%x% The significance of the loss or fragmentation of habitat varies. Types of forest and
individual patches can be significant. See McShea, W. J., J. Pagels, J. Orrock, E. Harper, and K.
Koy. 2003. Mesic deciduous forest as patches of small-mammal richness within an Appalachian
Mountain forest. Journal of Mammalogy 84:627-643.

##ixx% The CER indicates that fragmentation or edge effects only affect birds, and not
amphibians, reptiles, herbaceous species, etc.; this is erroneous. See, e.g., citations at CER
pg. 29 (different distances for different types of animals). Edge effects can be extensive in space
and time for various organisms. These must be fully considered, estimated, and evaluated.

See, e.0., 40 meters and 92 meters as regards herbaceous plants in Matlack, G.R. 1994.
Vegetation dynamics of the forest edge — trends in space and successional time. Journal of
Ecology 82: 113-123.

Unlike highly-mobile birds, some other species, being poor dispersers, can be
significantly affected. “Because amphibians are considered to be relatively poor dispersers as
compared to other taxa (Semlitsch 2000), any habitat alteration could be extremely detrimental to
them as they may not possess the ability to seek out other suitable habitats within the vicinity of
their mobility limitations.” (Chambers, D. L. 2008. Logging Road Effects on Breeding-site
Selection in Notophthalmus viridescens (Red-spotted Newt) and Three Ambystomatid
Salamanders in South-central Pennsylvania. Northeastern Naturalist 15(1): 123—-130.)

Also see Marsh, D. M., G. S. Milam, N. P. Gorham, and N. G. Beckman. 2005. Forest
roads as partial barriers to terrestrial salamander movement. Conservation Biology 19: 2004—
2008.






Also see, “Literature Synthesis of the Effects of Roads and Vehicles on Amphibians and
Reptiles”, by Kimberly M. Andrews1, J. Whitfield Gibbons1, and Denim M. Jochimsen2
(1Savannah River Ecology Laboratory, University of Georgia, Aiken, South Carolina, 29802,
USA and 2Department of Biological Sciences, Idaho State University, Pocatello, Idaho, 83209,
USA), Federal Highway Administration Publication, FHWA-HEP-08-005, October 2006,
Washington, D.C. 151 pp. Corresponding author: K. M. Andrews (andrews.srel@gmail.com).

*#x%% The FS here fails to fully consider that there is a variety of habitats considered to be “early
seral”, it is not just logged-over sites. The JNF planners also did not differentiate between all the
differing types of esh; see FEIS E-24-27. However, according to FEIS J-72 #328: “Types of
early-successional habitat we have addressed include early successional forests, open woodlands,
improved pastures, permanent wildlife openings, old fields, maintained rights-of-way, and
balds.” _All these types of habitat must be fully and fairly evaluated and quantified in order to
make reasonable objectives, desired conditions, guidelines, and decisions.

*Ax%% There is absolutely NO MENTION of the numbers, acreages, management of, roads
associated with, distribution of, ecotone or edge habitat associated with, and ecological effects of
all (1000? 2000? What figure?) the maintained game openings on the Forest. This issue needs
thorough analysis and disclosure.

*a%:4% There is absolutely NO MENTION of the numbers, acreages, management of, roads
associated with, distribution of, ecotone or edge habitat associated with, and ecological effects
(including fragmentation) of all the units/stands/tracts logged on the Forest in the past 0-40
years. This issue needs thorough analysis and disclosure.

*Ax%% There 1s absolutely NO MENTION of the numbers, acreages, management of, distribution
of, ecotone or edge habitat associated with, and ecological effects of all (over 3000 miles) of the
roads (permanent and temporary) on the Forest. This issue needs thorough analysis and
disclosure.

“Since the 1993 revised GW forest plan, scientific understanding of fragmentation in general and
the effects of fragmentation on various wildlife species has changed . ..” - 11

*a*E* Yes, and it’s a shame the FS seems so intent on ignoring this science (see, €.g., “Our
Land, Our Water, Our Home” citations).

***** The agency does not even seem to recognize that forest fragmentation and habitat
fragmentation are not necessarily the same. A fragmented mature forest is habitat for or actually
can be improved habitat for some species (€.9., Deer, Raccoons, Red Maple, invasive plant
species).

See A.B. Franklin et al. 2002, “What is habitat fragmentation?”, Studies in Avian
Biology 25: 20-29: “[H]abitat fragmentation ... ultimately applies only to the species level
because habitat is defined with reference to a particular species. . . . habitat fragmentation must
be defined at the species level and those levels below (e.g., populations and individuals within
species). . . . Habitat fragmentation is heterogeneity in its simplest form: the mixture of habitat
and non-habitat. ... The key point is whether intervening habitat affects the continuity of habitat
with respect to the species. We argue that habitat fragmentation has not occurred when habitat
has been separated by non-habitat but occupancy, reproduction or survival of the species has not
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been affected. Under this argument, key components in defining habitat fragmentation are scale,
the mechanism causing separation of habitat from non-habitat (i.e., the degree to which
connectivity is affected), and the spatial arrangement of habitat and non-habitat.”

Different species perceive a landscape differently; different species are affected differently by
reductions of and distributions of forest habitat. Generally, distribution and abundance of
smaller, less vagile species may be affected in this Forest as a consequence of reduced
connectivity. See, e.g., D'Eon, R. G., S. M. Glenn, 1. Parfitt, and M.-J. Fortin. 2002. Landscape
connectivity as a function of scale and organism vagility in a real forested landscape.
Conservation Ecology 6(2): 10. [online] URL: http://www.consecol.org/vol6/iss2/art10.

Also see, e.g., Chambers 2008 on differential road effects on the breeding of different
salamander species.

The FS claims “early successional habitat has declined across the GWNF.” - 11

**%%% But the agency has not done a thorough inventory and analysis of early seral habitat
resulting from natural processes. Nor has the agency done a thorough inventory and
analysis of all the esh associated with roads and maintained openings. Also see CER pg. 62
about expecting “increasing mortality” in the Forest. The reasonable basis is lacking for
formulating objectives, desired conditions, and guidelines.

*dx*k What exactly are the quantitative data that are the basis the claim that “early successional
habitat has declined across the GWNF”’?

*a#et% The FS must make estimates of the amounts and distribution of esh due to natural
processes currently existing on the GWNF and thoroughly analyse this. Without fair evaluation
of this habitat the agency’s rational for decision-making regarding the Plan revision is not
clearly and properly disclosed and validated.

#akx®k NO MENTION of effects from Gypsy Moths and their benefits as to providing desired
habitat conditions (such as early seral habitat).

“Open woodlands were historically present . ..” - 12

*##:% Much of this habitat was apparently an artifact of historical colonists and settlers. Neither
the necessity nor wisdom of going against the tidal forces of nature and expending time, energy,
and tax dollars on trying to maintain an artifact of anthropogenic disturbance are apparent. The
agency’s rationale is not clear at all, nor is the basis for the agency’s guidelines, objectives, and
desired conditions regarding such habitat. In addition, such open woodlands are present on the
Forest due to edaphic conditions and natural processes; I have witnessed such occurrences. The
FS makes no mention of this fact, nor of the desirability of simply allowing such habitat to
continue to show up around the Forest without human interference or assistance. How is it that
amounts of such habitat that show up due to natural processes and conditions are not sufficient?

*asckk “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 (common) flicker.” - 12



http://www.consecol.org/vol6/iss2/art10



**%%* What are the bases of these vague assertions? At what levels will “interior unfragmented
habitat” be provided? What condition? Distribution? How is it defined? What levels are
sufficient and how is sufficiency determined? The disclosure and analysis are blatantly
inadequate.

***%% What “decrease” in esh? The FS has not properly considered it nor properly inventoried it.
***%* What “downward trend” in Flicker populations? They are stable on Forest (see CER pg.
10).

***%* In this Draft CER/Plan the Forest Service utterly fails to fully and fairly analyse and
disclose the scale of forest and/or habitat fragmentation on the GWNF, the mechanisms
causing separation of habitat from non-habitat (i.e., the degree to which connectivity is
affected), and the spatial arrangement of habitat and non-habitat. Without fair evaluation
of this habitat and habitat conditions the agency’s rational for decision-making regarding
the Plan revision is not clearly and properly disclosed and validated.

*a#:#% The FS states “A minimum of 20% in late-successional forest types is maintained.”
(DLRMP at pg. 23) How was this 20% figure derived? How is 20% deemed to be sufficient?
Research indicates that the forest ecosystems here would naturally have a far greater percentage
in late-successional stage, somewhere around 90%. Neither the CER nor Draft Plan clearly
disclose the agency’s rationale.

*#x%% The FS states “Early-successional forest habitat occurs on 4 to 16 percent of suitable
timberland.” (DLRMP at pg. 23) How was this 4-16% figure derived? How is 4-16% deemed to
be sufficient or desired? Neither the CER nor Draft Plan clearly disclose the agency’s rationale.

B. Old Growth

“Currently the GWNF Forest Plan states that timber harvesting can only occur within the Dry
Mesic Oak Type (OGFT #21) . . . timber harvesting is not significantly limiting the old growth
forest conditions on the GWNF, and in particular OGFT #21 since it is the most common and
widespread group on the GW.” - 14

**#%* Considering its extreme rarity in the landscape and its ecological importance, ANY
limitation of old growth by logging is significant. As a result of ongoing depredations, old
growth forest habitat is now considered “critically endangered” in the Southeast, with old growth
surveyors and analysts estimating that little more than one-half of one percent of the forest cover
in the southeastern US is in old growth condition. See Southern Forest Resource Assessment,
USDA FS Southern Research Station, GTR SRS-53, pg. 20 (2002), and Noss, R. et al. 1995,
Endangered Ecosystems of the United States: A Preliminary Assessment of Loss and
Degradation, USDI National Biological Service Biological Rpt. No. 28.

“In the absence of fire as a major landscape scale disturbance . . . These forests will be much
more closed canopy and closed understory as opposed to the open canopy and very open
understory that historically existed.” - 14

*#%4% NO mention that historically, due to humans, there was a vast increase in fire ignitions on
the forest. Perhaps there have been too many fires on the forest? It is not even clear what
“historical” time period to which the agency is referring. The FS appears to be saying that the





natural condition is the condition resulting from a great increase in the numbers of, frequency,
and/or scale of human-caused fires on the forest. And the FS treats OG on a stand basis. So why
must fire be of “landscape scale”? NO mention of the quality of the canopy and understory that
is speculated to exist before the historical times.

*asckk Old growth forests may contain open canopy and open understory conditions due to a
number of ecological factors such as soil characteristics, geology, topography, aspect, slope, and
climate/weather conditions.

*adetx And regarding the “landscape”, old growth is extremely rare in the landscape, a fact that
the FS fails to acknowledge. Instead, current amounts are asserted to be adequate and increased
cutting of old growth on the Forest is proposed.

“In 2006 . . .the Dry-mesic oak . . . increased to about 122,000 acres. Of this, about 39,000 acres
occurs on land unsuitable for timber production and 83,000 acres occurs on land suitable for
timber production.” - 15

**%* However, it must be remembered that the rules for “suitability” have changed.

*#x* Discrepancy: 42,044 acres are suitable at pg. 17 using FEIS ages; 45,077 acres suitable at
pg. 19 using R8 OG Guidance ages.

*#s#et* How many acres of Old Growth on the GWNF are “suitable for timber production” under

the current NFMA regulations? How many acres of Old Growth on the GWNF are “suitable for
timber harvest” under the current NFMA regulations?

*#x%* The difference between the two systems is glaring when looking at the amounts of
existing acres found on unsuitable lands: 201,200 acres on unsuitable at pg. 17 using FEIS ages;
145,294 acres on unsuitable at pg. 19 using R8 OG Guidance ages. How much in each of these
two acreage figures is currently considered to be suitable for timber production and for timber
harvest? This is basic information that is lacking in the DCER. This omission serves to prevent
meaningful responses from the public.

*#%% “The Forest has not identified actual existing old growth that has never been harvested.” -
15

*#%% Yes, perhaps this is because the agency has not made an effort to identify such on the
GWNEF. There was no evidence that sites at Hoover Creek or Hematite had ever been
“harvested”. There is a great deficiency in the Forest’s inventory data; reasonable decisions are
not possible and public participation and disclosure is thwarted. Actual inventory work needs to
occur as was done on the JNF. In the interim, ALL possible/potential old growth (based on age
data and/or field work) must be strictly protected from logging and roading.

*#3x But how small are patches identified and used in the old growth inventory? Need to
go down to at least 1 acre in size.

*#%* How were these numbers of patches generated? Are patches simply individual “stands” or
contiguous “stands”? If so, this inventory or analysis that simply relies upon delineated “stands”
is way insufficient.

“Numbers and acres of existing and future patches were derived from FSVEG stand-level data
and analyzed using GIS.” - 23






*asckx More cutting of OG proposed along with less analysis and disclosure - the FS is now
proposing to also cut OGFT 25 (in addition to OGFT 21) on suitable acreage (see proposed
Option C-3) - and it “will not be inventoried for old-growth characteristics since acreage and
patches 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.”

*adetk Option C-3 does not adequately respond to significant public issues and must be dropped
or significantly modified.

“C-3. Adopt the Region 8 Guideline and its ages; Remove acres of old-growth forest types 1, 2a,
2b, 2c, 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 patches 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.”

“The agency would not propose to harvest in any OGFT except OGFT 21, . .. We would
continue to inventory for old growth characteristics in suitable timber stands, even though an
adequate network of growth or potential old growth is already in place.” - 24

k&% This is not true, see OGFT 25 in Option C3.

**%%% How were amounts determined to be “adequate”? What are the criteria? How
determined in light of the fact that they have “not identified actual existing old growth”?
How determined that “acreage and patches existing and developing will be enough to meet
late successional or old growth needs”? How were *“needs” determined and what are they?

**%% One would think the intense conflict during the last decade over cutting old growth on the
GW would have been sufficient to convince the GW staff that there was a need for a change in
the GW Plan direction that allowed the cutting of some forest types of old growth. Instead, here
they are proposing to make the present situation even worse.

*adcksk Usually the FS does not admit that old growth is cut. The stand ages used may be
inaccurate because the oldest trees are not necessarily used to age the site. And when “stands”
that meet the age criterion (e.g., 130 years) are examined during site-specific project analysis,
most of the time they are adjudged to not be old growth (see, e.9., the EAs for the Sugar Tree,
Hematite, and Maybe timber sales). The agency typically denies the existence of old growth
through the simple of expedient of claiming that the entire “stand” (as arbitrarily delineated by
them and by which they inventory the Forests) does not have old growth conditions or that some
human disturbance (e.g., a road or stumps) is present somewhere in the “stand”. This deceptive
rationale was used on the James River RD when old growth with trees 200-300 years old was
recently cut at the Hoover Creek timber sale; also see the Chestnut Oak Knob TS on the NRRD.
The GWNF managers use the Regional Old Growth Guidance issued in 1997 to
inventory old growth on the Forest. This Guidance uses a set of criteria in addition to age to
make determinations regarding the presence of old growth. Some of the criteria are virtually
impossible to achieve on the GWNF, such as having thirty old-age trees per acre. And contrary
to the “Guidance”, during project analyses small tracts of old growth (such as may be smaller
than a delineated “stand”) are not identified, nor are linkages to create an old growth network.





For explication of this important issue see the report “And Still They Fall” at
www.wildvirginia.org or http://www.wildlaw.org/OldGrowthWhitePaper2ded.pdf

Others and I have notified the Forest Service numerous times about deficiencies
regarding treatment of old growth on the GWNF (see, e.g., June 22, 2005 letter to
Supervisor Hyzer). The DCER and DLRMP do not address the deficiencies outlined in the
above-referenced letter and white paper. In fact, the FS proposes to make the situation
even worse by doing away with inventories of OGFTs 21 and 25. Neither the DCER nor the
DLRMP clearly disclose how and where a network of small, medium, and large patches of
old growth is identified and established on the GWNF.
*x*x* ALL possible/potential/actual old growth (based on age data and/or field work) of
any size patch must be strictly protected from logging, roading, and other development.
Examine and develop in detail this option/objective/guideline for managing the Forest.

D. Riparian Areas

Riparian area widths on the GWNF are supposed to be determined by physical and biological
characteristics - 25 - “Streamside management zones were to be applied to both perennial and
intermittent streams.”

*#* NO mention that cutting takes place in portions of riparian areas that fall outside of “SMZs”,
and even inside of them in some cases.

“Springs and permanent seeps were to be protected” - 26 - But they are not; see for
example the Paddy (cutting unit #2) and Slate (cutting unit #3) timber sales where logging
occurred right over top of such sensitive habitats. It is not apparent how the revised Plan
will prevent actions such as the above and protect springs and seeps.

Miles of streams surveyed, percentages below LWD and pool area in table at 26.

On Pedlar in 2005 no streams met DFC for pool area and 75% did not meet DFC for LWD.
Small pieces of debris are important for coagulating to form debris jams - 26.

“no regulation of veg. mgmt. along ephemeral streams” - 27
**%%* This is a major failure of the current Plan.

*#%4% There is a need for LWD augmentation for Wood Turtles, Brook Trout, and a multitude of
other species, and perhaps fabrication of very small open-ground nesting clearings.

“Viewpoint 17:

FS acknowledges that “mgmt. zone widths . . . do not accommodate the more terrestrial riparian-
dependent resources” - 29 -

*** Important - see cites at 29, e.g., Crow et al 2000 recommend 10-300 feet for amphibians -
Wide zones are also important for Wood Turtles.

Ilhardt book (2000) considers intermittent and channeled ephemeral streams to have riparian
areas, in contrast to Plan - see components of riparian areas at 29.
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“most sediment enters streams through these small streams during storms” - 29-30 - refers to
intermittent or ephemeral channels.

Richards and Hollingsworth 2000 state “must protect the integrity and functions of headwater
streams” - 29-30 - Welsch et al 2000 further emphasize - 30

“not discrete boundaries between a perennial, intermittent, and channeled ephemeral stream, they
are all part of a channel continuum” - 30

Int. and eph. control “inputs of sediment, water, woody debris, and nutrients to the rest of the
channel system.” - 30 - These materials are stored and released gradually.

Following logging-over of most of the Forest in the past, “slash and debris would persist for 20
to 50 years in streams before declining to lower levels.” - 30

*** However, it must be remembered that until the very recent past logging took place right up
to streams, thus removing future sources of LWD for many decades, a major degradation from
which the maturing GWNF is just now in the process of recovering.

Wood loading gradually increases as a forest matures (Doloff and Webster 2000), this “process
may require centuries (Hornbeck and Kochenderfer 2000).” - 30

*dxkk All this emphasizes the importance of active LWD augmentation as well as ‘passive’
restoration (full protection of wide riparian zones). See Hedman et al 1996: "Streams draining
late-succesional and old-growth riparian forests displayed a gradual, but significant increase in
[LWD] loading" (Hedman, C.W. et al. 1996. In-stream large woody debris loading and riparian
forest seral stage associations in the southern Appalachian Mountains. Can. J. For. Res. 26:
1218-1227.)

“Managing for big trees in riparian areas can speed the accrual of woody debris to streams,
including intermittent and ephemeral channels (R & H 2000).” - 30

“the importance of allochthonous matter (leaves and wood) increases as stream size decreases.”
- 30

“LWD is important source of habitat complexity” - 30 - also “influences flow velocity,
channel shape, and sediment staorage and routing.” And “dissipates much of the energy in small
high-gradient streams (D & W 2000).” - 30

“Research indicates that one-third of biomass of litter in a stream comes from distances beyond
100 ft.” - 30-31

*xkxk “Welsch et al (2000) recommend riparian forest buffer widths equal to at least two
tree lengths.” - 31

Pauley, T., J. Mitchell, R. Buech, and J. Moriarty (2000) found that “riparian zones associated
with headwater streams . . . support a diversity of salamanders and frogs . ..” - 31.

Pauley, T., J. Mitchell, R. Buech, and J. Moriarty. 2000. Ecology and Management of
Riparian Habitats for Amphibians and Reptiles, in “Riparian Management in Forests of the
Continental Eastern United States”, edited by E. S. Verry, J. W. Hornbeck, and C.A. Dolloff.
Lewis Publishers, CRC Press LLC, Washington D.C.

“No reptiles use these areas for permanent residence . . .” - 31

kaskck 997 But what about Water Snakes, Snapping Turtles, and, to an extent, Wood Turtles?
And for that matter, some populations of Box Turtles, Copperheads, and Queen Snakes may
reside in wide riparian zones. Amphibians certainly use these areas.
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See Semlitsch, R. D., and J. R. Bodie. 2003. Biological criteria for buffer zones around
wetlands and riparian habitats for amphibians and reptiles. Conservation Biology 17:1219-1228.

***%* It is crucial to recognize and address the fact that riparian zones are not just buffers
for aquatic habitat, but are themselves core habitat for various taxa. So the riparian areas
themselves need to be buffered. This is a cogent reason for making the strictly protected
riparian buffer areas as wide as possible (e.g., two tree lengths or 300 feet).

See id. and Crawford, J.A. and R.D. Semlitsch. 2007. Estimation of Core
Terrestrial Habitat for Stream-Breeding Salamanders and Delineation of Riparian Buffers
for Protection of Biodiversity. Conservation Biology 21(1): 159-167.

Also see Burke, V.J. and J.W. Gibbons. 1995. Terrestrial buffer zones and
wetland conservation: a case study of freshwater turtles in a Carolina bay. Conservation
Biology 9: 1365-1369.

*akxk BMPS and Mgmt. zones - 2004 JNF Plan is weaker than 1993 GW Plan for slopes above
45% [these are slopes commonly logged on the GW], 150 feet vs. 200 feet - see Table at 32.
There is no VA BMP for channeled ephemeral streams - see comparison table at 32.

*##:#% Extended corridors based on slope (over 20%) are merely “vehicle exclusion zones, and
does not prohibit timber management.” - 32-33 - and in JNF Plan the 25° zone for “ch. eph.
streams does not prohibit timber management.” - 33

C-1. Adopt as guidelines the Jefferson Forest Plan standards across the GWNF.
*Hx* However, these are weaker in some respects.

***** Suqggest 300 feet no cutting/vehicle buffer for perennial streams, 225 feet for
intermittent, and 150 feet for channeled ephemeral. Examine and develop in detail this
option/objective/quideline for managing the Forest.

***** Suqggest no cutting of steep slopes. Examine and develop in detail this
option/objective/quideline for managing the Forest.

*#%E Water quality is a national issue.
*#%% Culverts serve as barriers to aquatic organisms such as fish and salamanders; more need to
be replaced on the Forest.

E. MIS

***** What species, communities, and/or populations are to be monitored on the Forest
under the new Plan? The Draft Plan & CER are silent on this significant issue.

Winter surveys conducted at 4 caves on or near GW - 36 - in 2005 there were 6,096 bats in
three caves, including 107 Indiana Bats - 36 - indicates an “overall stable to increasing trend
for cave dwelling bat populations on the GWNEF.” - 36
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**#%% This trend is certainly questionable for Indiana Bats. The numbers counted in the caves
have drastically decreased over the years. The planners do not seem to recognize the
precariousness of the species' population on this Forest. Here on the periphery of their range,
the Bats' numbers have plummeted: a net loss of 1300 Bats since counts were initiated in
Virginia winter hibernacula (GWINF Indiana Bat EA-11), a decline of approximately 75% in
this state.

Cowbirds “represent possible effects of fragmentation across the landscape.” - 36 -

**%* But what is the “landscape”? What scale? What about fragmentation within the Forest?
Claim Cowbirds “expected to decrease in the near future as the landscape becomes more
forested.” - 37 -

*#** What “landscape” is becoming “more forested”?

Ovenbirds and Worm-eating Warblers indicate “conditions relative to forest interior habitats” -
38.

**%%977 How is “interior” defined, measured and analysed? The FS presents no clear
guantitative and qualitative evaluation of forest interior habitats on the GWNF. Without
this relevant information it is not possible to reasonably formulate (and comment upon)
guidelines, objectives, and desired conditions.

For Ovenbirds and Worm-eating Warblers the FS refers to maintaining “large tracts of mature
forest, within which there is a mosaic of different forest types and ages ...” - 40 -

**%* Wilderness conditions and natural processes supply this mosaic - The FS says “timber
mgmt. and some prescribed fire” provide it “in addition to natural disturbances and continued
maturation of the forest” - 40

*#%* How it 1s that “natural disturbances and continued maturation of the forest” are not
sufficient for providing the “mosaic”?

***** The discussions in numerous GWNF EAs confine the analysis of affects to Ovenbirds
nesting habitat just to "the number of acres cut.” (EAs) But this is not sufficient as current
scientific knowledge recognizes a potential 600 meter edge effect for bird populations (see
"Roadside Surveys: Changes in Forest Composition and Avian Communities with Distance from
Roads" by P. Leimgruber, W.J. McShea, and G.D. Schnell [submitted to FS], and Wilcove, D.S.
et al, 1986, “Habitat fragmentation in the temperate zone”, pp. 237-256 in Soule (ed.)
Conservation Biology, Sinauer Press, Sunderland MA; incorporated by reference). This edge
effect extends into the forest from roads and cutting sites. The inadequacy of the analysis is
implied when the FS EAs refer to predation and nesting habitat. As the Ovenbirds would no
longer be nesting at the cutover sites, the increased predation would not be occurring there, but
would be elsewhere. So the affects are obviously not confined just to the number of acres cut.
The extent, distribution, and affects on that “elsewhere” are what are not receiving the necessary
“hard look™.

***** Neither the DCER nor the DLRMP address this inadequacy regarding consideration
of management impacts. The revised Plan and final CER (or EIS) must rectify this
deficiency and fully and fairly evaluate and address the management impacts upon interior
forest, habitat, and conditions and the effects of edge.
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In re Brook Trout the FS states that App. G of M & E Reports documents that “timber harvest
and other mgmt. activities did not significantly decrease habitat or populations of brook trout.”
41

A%k What are the bases of these assertions? Are the data from streams and watersheds that
were actually logged during the time Trout were monitored? Are the data from streams and
watersheds where roads were actually constructed during the time Trout were monitored? Were
stocked fish counted as part of the populations?

*ax%% See CER section on LWD loadings - there is a direct correlation of LWD with Trout
populations (see Flebbe, P.A., and C.A. Dolloff. 1995. Trout Use of Woody Debris and Habitat
in Appalachian Wilderness Streams of North Carolina. N. A. Journal of Fisheries Management
15: 579-590. - "[T]rout always used units that had the most LWD [large woody debris]. In the
absence of high fishing pressure, streams with large amounts of LWD appear to support higher
trout density and biomass than streams with little or no LWD.")

*dsk*k What are affects of Trout stocking on other wildlife populations and the indirect effects of

serving to increase recreational use and human presence in areas, such as to Wood Turtles?

kxHkx A glaring omission in the CER: NO DISCLOSURE of affects of acidification upon Trout
or other aquatic life on the GWNF. See Gasper, D. C., 1997, “Forest and Trout Stream Nutrients
in a Period of Acid Rain”, pp. 68-73 in N. Hitt, ed., Proceedings from the 1996 Central
Appalachian Ecological Integrity Conference, Heartwood, IN.

Sunfish: “these populations are heavily manipulated through fishing regulations and harvest
pressure - 41-42 - So the FS recommends they not be Species of Interest.

*#** But the same can be said of Deer, Grouse, Turkey, and Bear; so why should they be
Species of Interest, but not Sunfish?

Yellow Pine Community: claim it “is a fire-dependent habitat type . . .” - 42
**** |5 this dependency true? Is fire necessary for the survival of yellow pine species?

Number of acres of YPFTs “across the GWNF has been decreasing to stable over the past 13
years.” - 42 - “lack of fire coupled with the ever-increasing beetle activity accounts for what
is likely a downward trend . . .” - 42

*#%% But are the present amounts an artifact of the past anthropogenic burning and logging that
was inflicted upon much of the landscape? Perhaps a relaxation to lower proportion is natural
and healthy. And what about effects of global warming? And beetles are independent of fire?
YP “typically found on south to southwest facing ridges and slopes.” - 42

Claim that “Without fire . . . openness of typical yellow pine stands will be lost . . .” - 42

**%* But how typical is this openness? Many YP sites have a thick understory of shrubs; these
species are even listed on page 42 - These brushy areas are “escape habitat” and habitat for
species such as Rufous-sided Towhee.

Refer to “cones of table mountain pine” as reliant on fire - 42-43.

**%% [s this the only species reliant? Is fire actually necessary for TMPine? Apparently not; see
West research in JNF Plan Appeal.

Beetles ignored: “For purposes of this analysis, the amount and distribution of the Y-P
community is most likely to be influenced by . . . absence of fire ...” - 43
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“More than 85% of the Y-P stands on the GWNF are over 80 years old.” - 43 - “no more than
3% has burned over the past 15 years” - 43 -

***** Then why aren’t prescribed burns restricted to or concentrated in these sites? No,
instead the FS is burning riparian areas and vast tracts of mesic hardwoods.

Yet the FS asserts “not enough prescribed fire is occurring Forestwide” - 43

***%* No, the problem is the burning is NOT “targeted at restoring the yellow pine community”’.

Should do this instead of burning salamander and Wood Turtle moister deciduous habitat.
For the YP community the agency admits to “Lack of prescribed fire specifically targeted at
restoring this community type ...” - 48

***%% The revised Plan must contain objectives/guidelines/desired conditions/standards that
explicitly focus and target prescribed fires on the restoring the yellow pine community. The
Draft Plan fails in this regard.

***** The Cow Knob Salamander has been found south of Rt. 250 all the way to Wallace
Peak in Jerkemtight Roadless Area (William Flint presentation at October 2007 VHS meeting)
- This isn’t mentioned, only that 2002-2003 surveys found them down to Hardscrabble Knob
(Ramseys Draft WA) - They have also been found on the Lee RD at Hawk Campground
(recent) and Great North Mountain (historic) (see WV Wildlife Plan at 5E — 10) - 43.

*dx%* The “agency 1s postponing making any proposal to expand the existing CKS SBA until it
meets with the Conservation Team.” - 44 - ???Who and when? What do they
recommend?

***** The Shenandoah Crest SBA should be expanded north and south to incorporate
newly found locations of the Salamanders.

***** The Shenandoah Crest SBA should be expanded down slope to include areas of the
GWNF down to 2600-feet in elevation (the CKS is known to inhabit areas of such elevation).
“FW-177: OHV routes should be selected that avoid sensitive areas including, but not limited to
threatened, endangered, and species of concern habitat, rare communities, and native brook trout
streams.” (DLRMP — 70)

***x*x QHV routes should be decommissioned/removed from the Shenandoah Crest SBA.

Table at pg. 45 shows massive increase in Deer kill; in 1985 around 100,000, then in 2005
around 210,000 - over 100% increase while the numbers of hunters are decreasing, and the
Forest maturing.

***** This information does not support the need to manage for more Deer.

“In 2000 VDGIF and WVDNR estimated deer populations at 49,418 individuals on the
GWNE.” - 45

***** This is 31 deer/sg. mile, which is already too high. - Maryland DCR publication states
that more than 20 per sq. mi. are an ecological problem.

CER states that VA Deer Mgmt. Plan recommends manipulation of public lands for more esh
and to “stabilize deer populations on public lands” - 45-46

*#%4% This sounds preposterous; there are already excessive numbers as regards ecological
health - more esh will lead to more Deer. “Stabilize” at what level? How was the level
determined?

“The White-tail D is a game species . . . therefore population viability is not a concern.” - 46
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**%% Yet apparently our public lands and tax dollars are supposed to be used to cater to the
whims of some members of a special interest group who are killing more Deer than ever; this
Forest should not be turned into a feedlot for a subsidized special interest group. This is a
controversial issue that needs to be fully addressed. And it is certainly not clear that all or even
most Deer hunters are clamoring for more habitat manipulations (such as timber sales).

*HEx At pg. 46 the FS expresses concern about “increasing deer damage to plant communities” -
Unfortunately however, the response is “increased mgmt. to enhance deer forage on the GWNF”.
*xx%% Of course, this “increased management” enhances Deer populations (deer/browse
treadmill), which of course exacerbates ecological damage from Deer, and on and on ad
nauseum - In addition, logging (‘“enhance deer forage™) directly and indirectly damages plant
communities in other ways.

See Rooney, T.P. and D.M. Waller. 2003. Direct and Indirect effects of White-tailed Deer
in Forest Ecosystems. Forest Ecology and Management, 181 (2003): 165-176; and Meier, A.J.,
and S.P. Bratton and D.C. Duffy. 1995. Possible ecological mechanisms for loss of vernal-herb
diversity in logged eastern deciduous forests. Ecological Applications 5: 935-946.)

And the harmful effects of the Deer herd are not limited to plants; see "Herbivores and
the ecology of forest understory birds", 1997, W. McShea in The Science of Overabundance,
McShea, Underwood, and Rappole, editors.

The FS response is the exact opposite of what should be done.

The agency rationalizes this mess with “deer populations can be sustained at levels to meet
public demands for viewing and hunting” - 46.

*#%% What public viewing demands? What data source? Fewer hunters are already killing more
Deer than ever - how easy must it be made for them? What hunting demand? What about the
demand for a quality hunting experience (as opposed to sheer quantity)?

Claim of “noticing a lack of deer ‘sign’ in the woods.” - 46
*#%4% [ see Deer and sign whenever I am out in the Forest, including in Rockingham; I always
see Deer and/or tracks and/or scat when I am in the GWNF.

***** The species monitored in the past are not sufficient for adequately indicating affects
of management. The revised Plan needs to incorporate new/additional monitoring proxies,
such as additional salamander species.

See, e.9., Southerland, M. T., R. E. Jung, D. P. Baxter, I. C. Chellman, G. Mercurio, and
J. H. Volstad. 2004. Stream salamanders as indicators of stream quality in Maryland, USA.
Applied Herpetology 2:23—46; see also Welsh, H. H., and S. Droege. 2001. A case for using
plethodontid salamanders for monitoring biodiversity and ecosystem integrity of North American
forests. Conservation Biology 15: 558-569.

##:#%* The DCER and DLRMP contain NO DISCUSSION on:

Plant species as MIS (except for very rare species with extremely limited distributions such as
the Swamp Pink);

Locally Rare species as MIS;

Invertebrates as MIS;

Small predators (e.g., Raccoons) as MIS;
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Non-game of special interest as MIS except Tiger and Cow Knob Salamanders (with a limited
distribution and therefore of limited utility on the Forest);

Aquatic MIS except Wild Trout; however, the majority of streams on the Forest have NO Trout.
***** The above deficiencies need to be rectified in the revised Plan.

*#x%% The present MIS, except for some TES species, are all large mobile vertebrates. The use
of these species does not accurately gauge the impacts to small site-sensitive species of limited
mobility such as salamanders. Management plans must insure research on and (based on
continuous monitoring and assessment in the field) evaluation of the effects of each management
system to the end that it will not produce substantial and permanent impairment of the
productivity of the land.

Present MIS (outside of the limited ranges of the Tiger and Cow Knob salamanders) do
not allow for the accurate monitoring and assessment of management impacts to salamander
populations. Then some other indicator of effects needs to be used; the current projects’ and
Plan's monitoring proxies are deficient. 16 U.S.C. 31604(g)(3)(C).

**%x% To assess the impacts to fish or aquatic species, Brook Trout and sunfish are used as
MIS on the GWNF (see 1993 LRMP 2 — 8-9). However, according to numerous site-specific
EAs, trout and sunfish do not exist in the project areas (see, €.g., Pedlar RD Shady Mountain
TS EA-43).

As a consequence, there are no MIS in the project areas with which to survey, inventory,
and monitor so as to estimate, gauge, analyze, and assess the affects of the projects and existing
roads upon aquatic populations and communities.

Nor are there any MIS in the project areas with which to survey, inventory, and monitor
so as to estimate, gauge, analyze, and assess the affects of future projects upon aquatic
populations and communities.

Nor are there any MIS in the project areas with which to survey, inventory, and monitor
S0 as to estimate, gauge, analyze, and assess the affects of past projects upon aquatic populations
and communities. There are no aquatic MIS with which to assess the impacts of the previous
logging and "X miles of open unpaved road" there and, consequently, nothing in the
administrative records on the effects (based upon MIS monitoring) of these roads and recent past
cutting upon aquatic populations.

And there are no MIS in the project areas with which to survey, inventory, and monitor
S0 as to estimate, gauge, analyze, and assess the cumulative affects upon aquatic populations and
communities from those projects in conjunction with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions.

The streams and waterways in project areas have aquatic populations and communities
living in them, even if trout or sunfish are not present. These species, populations, and
communities are dependant upon the aquatic habitat in these streams. (And are there populations
of Locally Rare species in these streams ?) And beneficial uses that we gain from the area
streams are dependant upon the existence of these aquatic species, populations, communities,
and diversity.

The FS/DCER are deficient in their consideration and analysis of this issue involving
monitoring inadequacies. The FS/DCER are deficient in their consideration and analysis of
potential impacts of the proposed Plan. The revised Plan must have clear monitoring
proxies/indicators for gauging impacts to the communities and diversity of all the waters on
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the Forest that do not have Trout or sunfish.

***** From the information contained in the Draft CER and LRMP, how the FS intends to
monitor numerous conditions on the Forest and impacts of management activities upon
them remains a mystery.

A decision to implement a Plan without protocols for the proper and reasonable gauging
of impacts of that Plan upon the distribution and viability of salamander populations and other
small site-sensitive species of limited mobility would be an illegal abuse of discretion.

F. TES Species
1. What was the Plan striving for?
Mention of Appendix L in Plan that lists TES species -
*axkk But the GWNF managers fail to mention the removal of many “Sensitive” species from
the list subsequent to adoption of the Plan

***x** NO MENTION of “Locally Rare” species and the FS/Plan’s current failings to
protect them. These species must be fully addressed and the revised Plan must contain
explicit goals, objectives, guidelines, desired conditions, standards that strictly protect their
populations.

***** CER has NO DISCUSSION of the numbers, condition, or distribution of populations
of Sensitive Species. These species must be fully addressed and the revised Plan must
contain explicit goals, objectives, guidelines, desired conditions, and standards that strictly
protect their populations.

**x*x* NO MENTION of the effect of insecticides upon IBats. Impacts from gypsy moth
control are not properly addressed. Pesticides are used on the Forest that are not specific to gypsy
moths. Indiana Bats are known to feed on lepidopterans and other insects affected by these
biocides. The Bats may be directly and indirectly affected (see IBat Plan Amendment EA-12, 71-
73).

See also Butler, L., 1997, “Comparative Impact of Gypsy Moth Insecticides to Nontarget
Canopy Artropods: Basillus thuringiensis, Dimilin and Mimic”, pp. 74-76 in N. Hitt, ed.,
Proceedings from the 1996 Central Appalachian Ecological Integrity Conference, Heartwood,
IN; also see B. Sample thesis cited in Butler 1997.

*H%4% “The Secondary Cave Protection area is generally suitable for expansion or creation of
new permanent openings.” (DLRMP at 45)

#x#%% The Guidelines for the [ifidianaiBal in the DLRMP (see pp. 60-62) and DCER do not
ensure that the Bats and their habitat are sufficiently and properly protected, conserved,
and restored. It requires no pre- or post project surveys and monitoring to identify roost
trees or maternity roosts, nor does it include reasonable means to ensure that Bats are not
being taken or harmed. These significant inadequacies must be rectified in the revised
Plan.
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“8E4-008 and 318. If during project implementation, active roost trees are identified, all project
activity should cease within a 1/4-mile buffer around the roost tree until consultation with
USFWS is completed to determine whether project activities can resume.” (DLRMP — 61)
“8E4-007 and 322. If sites are identified they will be protected and managed. The protection
area will be defined as the maternity roost, alternate roost sites, and adjacent foraging areas. If a
maternity roost is found a radius of 3 km (2 miles) around each maternity site will be protected.
No disturbances that will result in the potential taking of an Indiana Bat should occur within this
buffer. Disturbance includes but is not limited to logging, road construction, or pesticide use. All
other activities within this buffer will be evaluated during project level analysis to determine the
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on Indiana bats.

“8E4-007 and 323. If during project implementation, active maternity sites are identified, all
project activity should cease within a 2-mile buffer around the maternity roost until consultation
with USFWS is completed to determine whether project activities can resume.” (id.)

“325. Monitoring of timber sales and other activities will be implemented as follows:

a) Timber sale administrators or biologists will conduct and report normal inspections of
all timber sales to the Forest to ensure that measures to protect the Indiana bat have been
implemented. Timber sale administrators will conduct normal inspections of all timber sales to
administer provisions for protecting residual trees.” (id.)

The Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis) is listed as “Endangered” under the ESA. They are known to
occur on the GWNF; some winter cave hibernacula are on the Forest. Old-growth conditions
benefit the Bats.

The immediate areas on the Forest around known Indiana Bat winter cave hibernacula are
somewhat protected. But the Bats do not just live in caves. So merely protecting the places they
hibernate is not sufficient; effective conservation demands that their spring/summer/fall habitat
be protected as well. Numerous timber sale sites and other project areas are within the likely
summer range of Bats hibernating in Highland, Bath, or Pendleton counties or elsewhere.

In the spring/summer/fall Indiana Bats use forest areas for roosting, foraging, and
maternity sites. Cutting sites on the GWNF are typically older-aged forests, with the canopy gaps
and snags and trees with exfoliating bark that are the habitat preferred by the Bat. Timber sales
remove the very trees of the species and with the characteristics favored by the Bats.

The “incidental take permit” issued by the FWS in September 1997 allows the “take” of
up to 10 bats on the GWNF annually. By not properly surveying and monitoring sites either
before or after ground disturbing activities, the Forest Service does not reasonably ensure that the
“authorized levels” of “take” are not being exceeded.

The current GWNF Plan has Standards mandating distinct no-disturbance zones around
roost trees and maternity roosts. But this measure is weightless as the Forest Service regularly
fails to determine exactly where the Bats are occupying such trees/habitat at proposed
disturbance sites. The revised Plan must explicitly address this shortcoming.

VNF Squirrel is said to be “restricted to mature red spruce/northern hardwood areas (Laurel
Fork) on the GWNF.” - 50

**xx* The Squirrel uses other forest habitat types aside from red spruce/northern
hardwood areas. See, e.g., Weigl, P.D. 2007. The northern flying squirrel Glacomys sabrinus:
A conservation challenge. Wake Forest University. 39 pp. (submitted to USFWS)
weigl@wfu.edu.
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*#%%* There may be populations of the VNFS on the GWNF on Allegheny Mountain outside of
Laurel Fork. These sites and habitat must be thoroughly surveyed and suitable habitat (occupied
and potential) strictly protected by the revised Plan. As an “Endangered” species and one of the
rarest creatures on the Forest the Squirrel must receive top priority, and this priority must be
extended to recovery of the species, not just to protecting known populations or occupied habitat.
*#x* Suitable high elevation Squirrel habitat was logged at the Mulligan timber sale on the
WSRD.

“FW-39: Northern hardwood and red spruce forests within 1/2 mile of known occupancy of
northern flying squirrels should not be modified by management actions unless compatible with
recovery plan of this species.” (DLRMP — 59)

*as#et* The guideline for the Squirrel should not be restricted to northern hardwood and Red
Spruce forests. Other forests suitable for use by the Squirrels (e.g., upland hardwoods, mixed
mesophytic, mixed oak) within 122 mile of known occupancy of Northern Flying Squirrels
should not be modified by management actions unless compatible with recovery plan of this
species.

*x%%% What is the basis for the 1/2-mile figure? Is not 1 mile more appropriate?

Concerning the James Spinymussel, “viability remains a concern for the JS on the GWNF, yet
management has little ability to affect its overall viability.” - 51

*xkxk Referring to “overall viability” is typical FS tactic of avoiding the issue of affecting its
viability on this Forest.

*Ex%% Significant impacts to the “Endangered” James Spinymussel may occur under
the guidelines/option presented in the DCER and DLRMP. Potential habitat exists in
various project areas. However, there is nothing in various BE/EAs to indicate that surveys
for the James Spinymussel occurred in the project area or downstream from the project area, or
have been incorporated into those analyses. The revised Plan must ensure that special
aguatic surveys needed to detect the James Spinymussel occur at project areas where
there is suitable habitat.

**%** ] am concerned about impacts to the Yellow Lampmussel (Lampsilis cariosa) and
Brook Floater (Alasmidonta varicose).

***** The Green Floater (Lasmigona subviridis) has not been properly considered.
Various sites on the GWNF contain habitat for this mussel. The Terwilliger reference (cited in
GWNF BEs) states: "The green floater occupies very small to small streams, places where other
mussels often are not found." According to Terwilliger, “ it has declined dramatically in
Virginia, probably as a result of habitat loss and water quality degradation.” The Floater is "very
rare" in Virginia (Terwilliger, p. 270). The species may be even more rare than described. For
example, it is listed as an endangered species in neighboring North Carolina. The Green Floater
is at risk here and in other locations throughout its range.

This mussel is a Sensitive species and the Plan requires project-level surveys for
Sensitive species. Various project area and areas in the immediate vicinity contain habitat for
this species. It is known or suspected downstream at project areas.

It is clear that potential habitat for the species in project areas and downstream should be
surveyed and analyzed. However, surveys of streams for this species have not been performed,
nor have viability analyses. The EA did not consider impacts to aquatic MIS at all, thus the
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agency did not consider the effects to or impacts to viability of the mussel. There is no site-
specific MIS monitoring information that would be applicable to the Mussel.

Implementation of the proposed cutting and maintenance of excessive road densities
could negatively affect this species. Harmful sedimentation may settle into stream segments
where they exist here, regardless if it is purportedly immeasurable downstream.

"When adequate population inventory information is unavailable, it must be collected
when the site has a high potential for occupancy by a threatened, endangered, proposed, or
sensitive species." See GWNF Plan. This information, required for a well-informed well-
reasoned decision and to comply with the Plan, has not been gathered here for this species.

There are technically reliable and feasible methods of collecting this information. The
data can be had, the Forest Service has simply decided not to collect it.

Hard data on their population status in this planning area has not been gathered, nor has a
rigorous viability analysis been performed. No minimum viable population has been established
for this species on the planning area (see 1993 GWNF FEIS).

The FS has not properly considered this species, not gathered sufficient monitoring and
survey information, and not ensured population distribution and viability (see DCER and
DLRMP). The same concerns and issues expressed here for the Green Floater apply to the Brook
Floater and Yellow Lampmussel as well.

The revised Plan must explicitly address the potential for project implementation to
result in significant impacts (direct, indirect, and/or cumulative) to the distribution and/or
viability of the Green Floater, Brook Floater, and Yellow Lampmussel. The revised Plan
must ensure that special aquatic surveys needed to detect the James Spinymussel occur at
project areas where there is suitable habitat.

Swamp Pink - only “the majority of the Forest’s SP habitat is in Wilderness or SBAs” - 52.
*#*% So it is not clear that all the populations are “conserved and protected from potentially

damaging activities.” - 52
*#%% Some “SP populations that are currently in MA6 along the Coal Road would benefit from a
change to SBA designation . ..” - 52

**%%* The same is also true for Tiger Salamander. The entire Coal Road corridor should be
designated an SBA (or an expansion of Maple Flats, Loves Run, and Big Levels SBAs to
connect these areas).

Wood Turtle - “a strategy for habitat mgmt. is currently being developed . . . will be used to
provide information for the planning process.” - 52

*H%E% Merely having some “information” is not nearly enough, clear strong action needs to be
taken. The Wood Turtle was formerly a “Sensitive Species”, now “Locally Rare”. The WT is
considered “imperiled” and “declining” in VA and WV, and listed as “Threatened” in VA.
***x*% WT population locations that are currently in lands allocated to MA 15 and 17
(perhaps others) would significantly benefit from a change to Special Biological Area,
Research Natural Area, or Wilderness Area designation.

*H%4% “In cold water habitat, activities that unfavorably affect trout spawning should be avoided
from October 1 to April 1 in brook trout and brown trout streams” (DLRMP — 56). Wood Turtles
are as important as Trout. Neither the CER nor the DLRMP adequately address this
“Threatened” and “imperiled” species. The Revised Plan needs to contain Guidelines, Desired
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Conditions, and Standards that place meaningful spatial and temporal restrictions on
activities in the Turtles’ habitat.

Based on my researches and observations, I firmly believe that current knowledge and
evidence on Wood Turtles and their habitat indicate that Turtles on the GWNF, as well as most
other places, would benefit most from management that allows for the development of wild old-
growth forest conditions (with their full complement of CWD, canopy gaps, niche complexity,
and habitat mosaic) with as little human interference/disturbance/disruption as possible. Though
relatively minor site-specific improvements may be appropriate (€.9., fabrication of very small
sandy/soily nesting sites), heavy-handed management such as logging and burning is not
necessary, and is, in fact, harmful. A prescription of strict protection and allowing natural
processes to operate such as occurs in National Forest Special Biological Areas, Research
Natural Areas, and Wilderness Areas will favor the Turtles. Appropriate habitat restoration
actions include road and trail closures, removals, and relocations, as well as restriction of some
recreation activities and other access.

Virginia’s Wildlife Action Plan states that the Forest Service needs to alter its forestry practices
to protect the Wood Turtle (see VDGIF 2005, available at
http://www.bewildvirginia.org/wildlifeplan/plan). The September 2006 FEIS for West Virginia’s
Monongahela National Forest states: “The commenter states that wood turtles require mature or
old growth forest habitat and that recently logged areas are not good habitat for this species. We
generally agree with this contention . . .” (MNF FEIS 1-126)

“Conservation Actions and Strategies Species-specific actions that are necessary for
wood turtle conservation include better enforcement and prosecution of capture laws (wood
turtle is protected from all unpermitted take by virtue of its State threatened status)
(Herpetofauna TAC 2004). In addition, USFS should be engaged in revising forestry practices in
areas inhabited by the wood turtle, and they (and NPS) should restrict recreational activities in
these areas (Herpetofauna TAC 2004).” (VDGIF 2005)

“Coordinate with Forest Service to identify Best Management Practices to protect wood
turtle sites on their land. Habitat loss due to development is a severe problem for this species and
developers need to be encouraged to follow Best Management Practices when working.”
(WVDNR 2005)

Wood Turtle population locations need to be protected from logging, burning, road
construction, and mineral development, as well as some recreational activities and other
access (e.g., utility maintenance). In the absence of allocating and strictly protecting these
sites as “special areas”, then meaningful protections (Guidelines, Standards, etc.) need to
be in place to restrict the aforementioned harmful activities from occurring within the
Turtles’ core habitat.

The attenuated streamside buffer zones (the terrestrial habitat 33-100 feet from the
stream) normally applied by land management agencies such as the Forest Service, as well as
private entities, are simply inadequate for protecting Wood Turtle populations and their habitat.

Traditionally, the application of riparian buffers has been done in order to protect water
quality and aquatic habitat and populations. However, it is crucial to recognize and address the
fact that riparian zones are not just buffers for aquatic habitat, but are themselves part of the core
habitat for various taxa, including Wood Turtles. So the riparian areas themselves not only need
to be fully protected, but also buffered as well. This is a cogent reason for making strictly
protected wetland buffer areas as wide as possible. See Crawford, J.A. and R.D. Semlitsch 2007,
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Semlitsch, R. D. and J. R. Bodie 2003, Burke, V.J. and J.W. Gibbons 1995, and Wenger, S.
1999.

Wood Turtles roam across a mosaic of habitats and therefore our conservation efforts
must be expansive in scope. “[T]here are individuals that consistently wander great distances (up
to 3 km from a prior winter hibernaculum in Virginia) beginning in mid-May and continuing
through late August or early September. It is also likely that most adult individuals roam up to 1
km from the home creek in search of optimal foraging habitat at some point during the summer.
(VDGIF VFWIS 2004)

Site-specific boundary justification information for designating special protected areas or
mitigation buffers in Virginia and West Virginia is provided by the studies of Dr. Thomas Akre
upon the Wood Turtles on the GWNF. The evidence shows that the mean maximum of turtles’
range from streams here is 350 meters (about 1050 feet) and the maximum distance is 650 meters
(about 2,145 feet). See Akre, T. and C. Ernst. 2006. “Final Report Population Dynamics,
Habitat Use, and Home Range of the Wood Turtle, Glyptemys (=Clemmys) insculpta, in
Virginia”, submitted to the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries October 2006,
contract ed0820ce 080.

For the above reasons, the boundaries for designating special biological areas and/or
strictly protected buffer zones should generally (depending on topography, habitat type,
and land use) encompass those areas within 300-600 meters of both sides of the occupied
waterway. In this way habitat critical to all their life history needs is included (see Burke,
V.J. and J.W. Gibbons 1995).

B. Compton et al who studied Wood Turtles in Maine suggested that buffer zones 300
meters in width from large wetlands, rivers, and streams would enclose 99% of Turtle locations
(Compton, B.W., J.M. Rhymer and M. McCollough. 2002. Habitat selection by Wood turtles
(Clemmys insculpta): an application of paired logistic regression. Ecology 83: 833-843). For a
similar recommendation in a different habitat and forest type see M. Arvisais et al, 2002: “The
wood turtle is easily disturbed and has only a moderate tolerance to human perturbations
(Harding and Bloomer 1979; Harding 1991; Garber and Burger 1995). . . . Recruitment is low in
C. insculpta and survival of the species depends on low levels of adult mortality. Kaufmann
(1992) reported annual recruitment as low as 1%, so even the smallest additional mortality could
jeopardize the survival of wood turtle populations. Human disturbance induces mortality in wood
turtle populations (Garber and Burger 1995). The establishment of protected buffer strips on each
side of streams used by wood turtles would significantly contribute to the conservation of wood
turtle populations.” (Arvisais, M. et al, 2002, “Home range and movements of a wood turtle
(Clemmys insculpta) population at the northern limit of its range,” Can. J. Zool. 80: 402—408.)

The DCER and DLRMP contain NO MENTION of the Shenandoah Mountain (Plethodon
virginia) and Big Levels (P. sherando) Salamanders. Both have limited ranges, with the BLS
being virtually endemic to the GWNF. These species’ habitats need to be strictly protected.

“The Shenandoah Mountain Salamander occurs in mixed deciduous forest interspersed
with Virginia pine and hemlock in which there are numerous rock outcrops.” (WV Wildlife Plan
SE —31) It has been found on South Branch and Shenandoah Mountains. It “coexists with the
Cow Knob Salamander.” (id. at 32)

***** | am concerned about impacts to the Pine Snake (Pituophis melanoleucas). This snake
should be recognized as a species of concern. The Pine Snake may occur at various sites in this
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planning area, including potential cutting and roading sites as they contain suitable habitat. (See
Mitchell, J.C., 1994. The Reptiles of Virginia. Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington D.C.
352 pp. incorporated by reference) Virginia and this project area are within the known range of
this species. They are recorded from Augusta, Bath, Botetourt, Rockingham, Highland, and
Allegheny counties (id. and Mitchell and Reay 1999). This species is one of the most rarely
encountered reptiles in Virginia (see VDGIF at
http://www.dgif.virginia.gov/pinesnake/pinesnake-observation.asp). Intensive ground disturbing
activities (e.¢., logging and road building) commonly occur in the Snake’s suitable habitat on the
Forest: “the habitat is dry, open, and on mountain slopes, ridges, or hills, sometimes with
abundant rock cover.” (Mitchell 1994) Such management operations may harm Pine Snakes or
their habitat; for example, by compressing the substrate the Snakes burrow into.

This species’ habitats need to be strictly protected. The revised Plan must explicitly
address the potential for project implementation to result in significant impacts (direct,
indirect, and/or cumulative) to the distribution and/or viability of the Pine Snake. The
revised Plan must ensure that special aquatic surveys needed to detect the Pine Snake
occur at project areas where there is suitable habitat.

**%%% | am concerned about impacts to the Coal Skink (Eumeces anthracinus).

The Coal Skink may occur at various sites in this planning area, including proposed cutting and
roading sites as they contain suitable habitat. (See Mitchell, J.C., 1994. The Reptiles of Virginia.
Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington D.C. 352 pp. incorporated by reference)

Virginia and this project area are within the known range of this species. The VDNH
records their presence in Rockingham and Allegheny counties and the Forest Service has found
them on National Forest lands in Augusta county (see, e.g., GWNF Deerfield RD Farrow Hollow
and Chestnut Oak Knob timber sale EAs, incorporated by reference).

Coal Skinks are listed as a “Sensitive” species in the 1993 GWNF LRMP and FEIS; they
are also considered “Locally Rare”. In fact, they are considered to be “very rare and imperiled”
in Virginia (see GWNF Deerfield RD Farrow Hollow EA-40, incorporated by reference). They
have only been found occurring at a very limited number of places in the state, and Forest.
Therefore, given these facts and their known presence here, their viability should be a relevant,
even significant, concern for the planners here.

It is not apparent that the Skink are actively and sufficiently searched for at project sites,
nor that the agency adequately consider impacts to them.

The Forest Service’s claim that negative impacts to the tiny lizard would not result due to
their “general mobility of the species” (see GWNF Chestnut Oak Knob EA-35) is objectionable.
There is no evidence or substantiation of this assertion. In fact, it runs counter to known
herpetological research. Such creatures can be expected to have tiny home ranges. And they
cannot reasonably be expected to vacate a site of ongoing logging disturbance and run to a
nearby stand.

Their life history requirements and characteristics greatly restrict their abilities to avoid
disturbance activities or "recolonize" areas. So the MIS (viz., black bears, white-tailed deer,
turkeys, pileated woodpeckers, ovenbirds, and worm-eating warblers) and other birds referred to
in EAs are of limited, even misleading, use for gauging impacts to site-sensitive salamander or
coal skink populations (and because of their limited distributions, the current salamander MIS
apply to only a small portion of the Forest).

Operations could severely harm them on site by altering habitat. This alteration may
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result in higher ground floor temperatures, or change in the moisture regime, or mortality to or
diminishment of their prey. Such changes could result in presently occupied sites becoming
unsuitable. This could significantly effect their distribution or viability. There is no full and fair
analysis of this. Logging operations would severely harm them on site by resulting in direct
mortality. These are very small creatures that are extremely vulnerable to being mortally injured
or maimed by heavy machinery or falling trees. Hiding under leaves or bark or small rocks does
not provide protection from the overwhelming weight of machinery or trees.

The Skinks are very small ectotherms. They are not endotherms such as birds or deer that
can swiftly move long distances. They are not physically or physiologically capable of very
much mobility. The speed or distances with which they are capable of moving are in no way
allows them to avoid logging operations spread over many acres or to avoid the speed of
motorized equipment or falling trees. And the Skinks ability to exhibit mobility by hiding under
leaf litter and debris on the ground does not protect them from the crushing weight of machinery
or trees.

This concern is particularly important given the intent to destroy, degrade, or fragment
Skink habitat on the Forest (such as the mature forest, ground floor, and rocky areas) and this
species’ low dispersal abilities. Populations could be centered, perhaps even be only found at, the
particular places targeted for intense manipulation. They have very small home ranges with
limited abilities of mobility and dispersal. They are susceptible and vulnerable to severe site-
specific harm.

This species’ habitats need to be strictly protected.

**%%% | am concerned about impacts to the Cerulean Warbler.

The Cerulean Warbler (Dendroica cerulea) is known to occur in the Appalachians of
Virginia and on the GWNF, including Shenandoah Mountain. Populations of the Warbler have
declined precipitously. The latest Breeding Bird Survey data and analysis show a continued and
serious decline in Cerulean Warbler populations throughout its range. According to the most
recent BBS numbers, since 1966 Ceruleans have declined by 90% or more in Virginia.
Populations on the GWNF are not in the core of the species range, thus are more vulnerable to
extirpation.

This neotropical migrant is an area-sensitive species associated with large tracts of
mature and old-growth deciduous forest. Many tracts allowed for cutting on the Forest are mixed
mesic and oak forests of the forest types where Cerulean Warblers are known to occur.

Old growth supplies conditions favored by Cerulean Warblers. These include relatively
open ground-floor conditions and multiple canopy layers, as well as large-diameter tall trees
forming a high percent of crown closure and canopy openings from natural disturbance. They are
destroyed, removed or modified by logging operations. Old growth is the condition that
should be promoted on the Forest in the Warblers’ range, not logging schemes that are of no
proven benefit to the Warblers, as well as to a host of other species.

*asckk “Nowhere on the Forest is generally suitable for the commercial collection of moss and
medicinal herbs, including ginseng and black cohosh.” (DLRMP —48) Goldenseal as well as
perhaps other herbs should be included in the collection restriction.
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***x** | am particularly concerned about the harms that Forest management may have on
Eastern Banded (aka “Timber”) Rattlesnakes (Crotalus horridus). This is a species of
viability concern on this Forest and elsewhere throughout its range (see, €.g., 2003 JNF DEIS at
Appendix E). See Reptiles of Virginia by Joseph Mitchell, and “The Timber Rattlesnake: Its
Distribution and Natural History” by W.H. Martin in Conservation of the Timber Rattlesnake in
the Northeast published by the Massachusetts Audubon Society, incorporated by reference. The
Timber Rattlesnake should be a “species of concern”.

The proposed logging operations could significantly affect their distribution and mortality
(road kills and crushing, increased motorized use, draw more people to area, habitat
displacement, etc.). Road construction/reconstruction or opening/improvement would be a very
bad idea for them and may significantly worsen their security and viability. Projects commonly
occur at the time (Spring and Fall) of the denning season, when the Rattlers are closeby their
overwintering den sites. Den sites are known to occur at elevations such as those at project sites
(see, e.g., “2200-2700 feet” BE-2 for the WSRD Open Trail TS).

Den sites are ecologically critical areas, like bird rookeries or Indiana Bat hibernacula.
The snakes are even more vulnerable because unlike birds and bats they cannot fly away. There
is a clear need to establish the locations of hibernacula and what the species’ status is on the
Forest. Harm to a relatively small area could actually affect an area or population for miles
around. If entire cutting units are not dropped, then the den areas should have a 1/4-mile radius
no-disturbance buffer.

This species uses “rock outcrops and cliffs” and is a species of concern in the new JNF
Plan (see JNF DEIS at E-1 & 4). There are large rock outcrops and scree slopes at numerous
project areas. Trees in cutting units are often marked w/ paint right in the scree and all around the
rocks; see, €.9., the Lee RD Laurel Road TS and WSRD Open Trail TS. A Rattlesnake den may
be closeby or in “unit” 2 that may be used by many snakes for miles around.

Individuals of this species congregate in concentrated areas (i.€., den sites) during the
winter and immediately pre- and post-hibernation. Many snakes may travel from a wide area
(from 2.5 miles away and more) when migrating to one of these overwintering sites. Populations
and individuals are especially vulnerable to direct and indirect disturbance during these denning
times. Because of their concentrated distribution at these times, disturbance to a relatively small
area can thus have impacts to population viability reaching far beyond the size of the “project
footprint” itself. And destruction of an ancestral den sight or disturbance to its surroundings,
even if the snakes are not there or are not directly killed, could affect their future survival as
another suitable site in the surrounding area might not be known to or available to them.

Specific project sites, and “cutting units” themselves, may even harbor den sites or be
part of a “den colony”. The road construction/reconstruction, logging, wind development,
and gas & mineral development contemplated in the DCER and DLRMP could foreseeably
significantly harm and/or disturb Rattlesnakes directly, indirectly, and cumulatively. These
impacts may be significant. The habitat at many project areas is already degraded as regards
Rattlesnake population viability. Additional impacts should be strictly avoided.

Neither the DCER nor the DLRMP adequately address this vulnerable species. The
Revised Plan needs to contain Guidelines, Desired Conditions, and Standards that place
meaningful spatial and temporal restrictions on activities in and around the Rattlesnake’s
denning habitat.

The Forest Service should consult with Timber Rattlesnake researcher W.H. Martin of
Harpers Ferry, WV (304-876-3219) for expert input about this aspect of the Plan.
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*#x%* The “Locally Rare” species concept and list came out after the 1993 Plan was
promulgated. The revised LRMP needs to incorporate guidance for “Locally Rare” species. The
DCER and DLRMP fail to adequately address this aspect of ensuring protection of the Forest’s
diversity and viable populations as required by NFMA.

Without revising Plan to require strong protective measures (Guidelines, Desired
Conditions, and/or Standards) for Locally Rare species (significant components of the Forest’s
diversity, communities, and wildlife), the Plan and a decision to implement it would be illegal.

The Wood Turtle and numerous other species were considered “Sensitive” species when
the GWNF Plan was released in 1993. There are clear legally binding requirements pertaining to
the surveying for and protection of designated “Sensitive” species. Then Region 8 (Southern) of
the Forest Service improperly changed their rare species protocols the result of which was many
species (e.g., the Wood Turtle) then being considered “Locally Rare”. Further, since this
occurred approximately ten years ago the FS has never amended or revised the GW Plan to
establish clear Standards and Guidelines requiring the explicit analysis and protection of Locally
Rare species. So such species currently exist in a legal limbo (see, €.9., “There is no current
Forest Service policy requiring monitoring and inventory of locally rare species.” at pg. 32 of
July 2006 Jefferson National Forest Plan Appeal Decision).

The FS must explicitly rectify this shortcoming during this revision process. To not do so
would be an abuse of the agency’s expression. The same concern and issue applies if “Species
of Concern” and/or “Species of Interest” are used instead of the “Locally Rare” label.

“When adequate population inventory information is unavailable, it must be collected when the
site has a high potential for occupancy by a threatened, endangered, proposed, or sensitive
species." See Std. 240 at GWNF LRMP 3 - 149.

To maintain the Forest’s diversity, communities, and sustainability, the Forest
Service/revised Plan must adhere to this directive to collect population inventory data on
sensitive plant and animal species. This standard/guideline should be revised to read
“When adequate population inventory information is unavailable, it must be collected
when the site has a high potential for occupancy by a threatened, endangered, proposed,
sensitive, or locally rare species, or species of concern.”

Contrary to the Plan, however, the Forest Service has failed in the past to collect and
maintain adequate population inventory data on PETSLR species in proposed project areas. The
DCER and DLRMP fail to adequately, properly, and clearly address this issue/concern.

"If the Forest Service cannot provide adequate population information in the EA, it must gather
this information in order to comply with the Forest Plan.” Sierra Club v. Martin, 168 F.3d 1.

G. Unique Natural communities (SBAS)

1. What was the Plan striving for?
Currently 70,000 acres are allocated to MA 4; this includes 38 Biological SIAs, 12 Historical, 2
Geological, 1 Research Natural Area (Laurel Run), and Shen. Mtn. Crest SIA - 53.

*H%E% The 1993 Plan recommended 6 areas for possible RNAs, but the follow-through has been
inadequate.
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*#%:4% The revised Plan should recommend/allocate/protect these 6 areas, as well as others, as
Research Natural Areas.

2. Where is the Plan now?
VDNH recommends that 13 existing SIAs be expanded and 83 new areas be designated that are
not currently designated; these are said to total 62,584 acres - 53.
*** But see tables at pg. 54 (expansions of 4,806 acres) and at pp. 55-56 (new sites total 54,778
acres) - these acreages add up to 59,584 acres.

***x* Judging from the listings on the Tables the FS has not proposed to designate any
Wood Turtle SBAs. This is a major failing. Sites that should be designated as SBAs or
RNAs include Paddy/Cove Runs, Riles Run, Harness Run, Sine Run, Hawk Run, Cedar
Creek, Waites Run, Sours Run, and Shoemaker River.

Allocation of special protective area status to various Wood Turtle locations is supported
and recommended by the Virginia Division of Natural Heritage and the Virginia Department of
Game and Inland Fisheries.

The importance of the Paddy/Cove Runs site in VA and WV is emphasized by Drs. Ernst
and Akre in their Wood Turtle report submitted to the VDGIF:

“VANCE’S COVE, GEORGE WASHINGTON NATIONAL FOREST

Develop and implement a plan to set aside the entire Vance’s Cove region as a special reserve
within the GWNF. Because of its relatively intact forest, remote location, position within the
Cedar Creek watershed, connection to the Capon River watershed, and relatively protected status
inside of the George Washington National Forest, Vance’s Cove probably represents the best
potential for long-term protection of a viable metapopulation of wood turtles. The Forest Service
should consider this contention in all of its plans for development and maintenance of forests and
their infrastructure in the district. The DGIF should use their authority to influence the
development of a special reserve of some equivalent in the Vance’s Cove area.”

*akx “No area from the 1993 plan has been nominated to the Chief of FS to be designated a
RNA.” - 54

c. tentative actions or proposed actions for change

C-1: “designating 83 SBAs and expanding boundaries of 13 existing SBAs for a total of 49,584
acres of new SBAs” - 54

*#%* Should say “83 new SBAs” and total of 59,584 acres (or is it 62,5847).

“Removing [the six areas] from further consideration as RNAs.” - 55

**%* We need more RNAs on the Forest. Such a designation provide levels of protection,
security, and scientific opportunity beyond that offered by Plan-level SIA or SBA designation.

w3k This option is further insufficient as new/expanded SBAs/RNAs for Wood Turtles
and Cow Knob Salamanders are absent; also need to consider locations of Shenandoah
Mountain and Big Levels Salamanders.

*xkxk Although not mentioned in the CER, the Forest Service has apparently rejected many
areas and a significant amount of acreage recommended by Natural Heritage specialists (see list
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from L. Smith). All areas recommended by Virginia Division of Natural Heritage for Special
Biological Areas should be allocated to SBA or RNA prescriptions (unless in Wilderness).

*Ax%E It 1s not apparent that West Virginia has been adequately surveyed or represented for
SBAs. This survey work must be made a priority during the revision process.

*xkx% “The Forest, outside of Indiana bat primary protection areas, is generally suitable for
nonmotorized trail construction or reconstruction.” (DLRMP at 49)

k%% This restriction should apply as well to special zoological — botanical areas. In this way
human-caused alteration of rare communities is not readily evident. Further, this restriction will
help ensure that non-native invasive species are not a demonstrable threat to the integrity of these
natural communities.

***%* Add/amend Guideline: The Forest, outside of Indiana bat primary protection areas
and special zoological — botanical areas, is generally suitable for nonmotorized trail
construction or reconstruction.

***** The salvage logging of dead, dying, or damaged trees is not appropriate in SBAS (i.e.,
“Botanical — Zoological Areas”). This harms the rare community characteristics found at these
sites. Habitat for existing individual plant or animal species that are of national, regional or state
significance is also degraded and/or harmed. Natural disturbances that cause tree death are part
of these ecological systems and maintain habitat conditions. Natural processes and forces of
nature are expected at these sites. Salvage logging impedes or harms these naturally evolving
areas and degrades their natural appearance.

*x%x% Guidelines for “Rare Communities” in the DLRMP only pertain to caves. (see pg. 62)
****% Add Guideline for SBAs: Recreational access through these areas may be restricted in
order to protect zoological or botanical resources.

**%** Add Guideline for SBAs: A high or very high scenic integrity objective should be met
or exceeded across all scenic classes when designing management activities.

Issue 2. Below Cost Timber Sales

A. Efficiency of timber sale program

*H*A%“The timber program on this Forest is used as one of the primary tools to manage wildlife
habitat.” - 57

“Not a goal of this Forest that this revenue [from TSs] offset the total costs. The overall benefits .
.. require the expenditure of funds just as the management of other resources like recreation and
watershed.” - 57

***** The CER utterly fails to evaluate, or even mention, the overall costs and values of the
various harms resulting from the timber sales.

“Since TSPIRS was abandoned” direct logging costs are no longer specifically tracked - 57 -
**% this does not make the public issue go away.

*xkx% If even the direct costs are not tracked it is certainly NOT CLEAR that timber sales are “a
cost efficient manner to achieve the Forest’s goals and objectives.” - 57
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*x%x% This “cost efficient” presumption is in need of much deeper analysis and disclosure.

C. Suitability
“See Discussion in Appendix D.” - 58 - ?7?7? What/where is this appendix?

*#**The FS claims there are no longer “physical barriers” that block logging. Since helicopters
can be used, previously eliminated (from logging) lands now “have been identified as being in
the standard forest land base.” - 58 - ‘“high site index lands (Site Index greater than or equal to
70) . .. [are identified] as now being accessible for helicopter logging.” - “coded as standard
forest land on steep slopes” - 58

*xkxk Steep and remote slopes are now made more vulnerable and available for logging.

**x** Making sensitive and otherwise valuable sites newly available for logging is precisely
the direction we should not be going in the revised Plan.

*®%%% Reducing the amount of Forest land “regulated for sustained timber production” reduces
areas where wildlife habitat and populations can be destroyed or degraded in a non-cost-efficient
manner through taxpayer-subsidized logging. The FS must fully consider and evaluate this point
of view.

*#%* The CER has no clear disclosure as to how “suitability” is now determined under the new
regulations, and how it differs from the old way of determining suitability.

FAsckkx C-1 “Strive to maintain existing amount of forest generally suitable for timber
production between 350,000 to 370,000 acres.” - 59

***** This is indicative of an improper predetermined bias. Even though the public has
barely been engaged in the Plan revision the FS is already striving to maintain the status
guo or even exacerbate the current situation. What is the full and fair rationale for this figure?
What information was used and how exactly did the FS planners determine they should “strive”
for “350,000 to 370,000 acres”? The evident bias is not responsive to national issue or public
opinion/attitudes or public meetings and input; opinion poles show again and again that the great
majority of the public does not want any logging to occur on National Forests. Yet the GW
planners ignore this fact as well as ignore advances in scientific understanding of forest ecology
and harms from logging.

FxAxk “Other’ lands that are generally suitable for timber harvest. These are lands where timber
harvest is an appropriate tool to achieve desired conditions. These lands are not generally
suitable for timber production. Timber harvest may occur, but not on a scheduled or regulated
basis. Timber harvest is compatible with meeting desired conditions and would occur for
purposes other than timber production.” (DLRMP at 47)

According to the table on pg. 47 this amounts to 917,000 acres of the GWNF open to
logging.

“Timber production” is allowed “regardless of site index and slope” and tracts with a site
index of 60 or even 50 “on slopes less than 55%.” (DLRMP at 48).

**%%* |_ow site index lands (below 70) should NOT be suitable for timber production.
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***** Steep slopes should NOT be suitable for timber production.
***** Special habitat conditions should NOT be suitable for timber production.

Special Conditions

Aside from discrete special areas, there are numerous conditions within the general forest area of
the GWNF that need to be given special consideration. Unfortunately, the current Plan allows
these sites to be harmed during management activities such as logging.

Springs and seeps are a component of landscape diversity and are very important for
maintaining the population viability and distribution of salamanders, frogs, toads, crayfish,
turtles, Ruffed Grouse, Turkeys, and other species (see JNF Hagan Hall TS EA-43, 44, 46).

Nor do mitigation measures protect the rock outcrops and rocky slopes in project areas.
These are salient features in or immediately adjacent to numerous cutting sites. They are called
“key wildlife areas” (GWNF Maybe TS EA-5). Just as do riparian areas, these sites provide
special habitat conditions unlike the general forest area (e.g., microclimates, niches). They are
themselves important components of biodiversity and also are important habitats and refugia for
various biota, such as reptiles, amphibians, invertebrates, and lichens.

The GWNF Plan allows most logging to occur “regardless of site index and slope” (see
LRMP A-5). Steep slopes are inherently prone to problems regarding erosion and tree stability.
Extremely steep slopes are intensively logged on a regular basis on the Forest. For example,
slopes approaching 100% were logged as part of the Sugar Tree (Deerfield RD) and Hoover
Creek (James River RD) timber sales on the GWNF.

Many soils on the GWNF are thin, rocky, and of low fertility. Such poor growing
conditions limit the ability of vegetation communities to recover from disturbance. Forests
growing on such low productivity sites are said to have a low “site index”. Logging regularly
occurs at such places on the GWNF.

A basic diversity concern involves the “forest type” of sites. Numerous types are not well
represented on the Forest; and the mature or old growth acreage is even scarcer. For example,
there are only 2239 acres (0.2% of the Forest) of “white pine-hemlock”, “Forest Type 4”, on the
entire GWNF. (FEIS H-3) Because of their rarity and significance to maintaining the Forest’s
diversity, such forest types should not be logged. Yet this is what happened at the NRRD Dice
Run timber sale and other sales on the Forest.

Problem:

The GWNF Plan does not sufficiently protect the Forest’s diversity as it allows special
forest conditions to be harmed. These sensitive sites include springs, seeps, rocky outcrops and
slopes, steep slopes, places with poor growing conditions (low “site indexes”), and unusual or
rare forest types. They need special consideration.

Resolution:

All these special and vulnerable places will be strictly protected under the new revised
GWNEF Plan. The Plan will have explicit guidelines, objectives and DFCs to accomplish this.
These specialized habitats will not be considered “suitable” for logging or other harmful
disturbance. Not only will the particular physical sites be fully protected from harm, but
protective buffer zones around them will also be recognized and implemented. The protective
no-disturbance buffer around springs, seeps, rock outcrops, and rocky slopes should be at least a
tree-height in extent so as to protect their integrity (e.g., protect them from increased
temperatures). A VDGIF biologist recommended that springs and seeps be protected "by a
minimum of 100 feet on each side (preferably 200-300 feet)" (GWNF JRRD Johnson Mountain
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timber sale project file). Steep slopes (40% or over) will not be suitable for logging or other
intense ground disturbance. Places with site indexes below 70 will not be suitable for logging or
other intense ground disturbance. Because of their significance to maintaining NFMA mandated
Forest diversity, rare forest types are not suitable for logging or other intense ground disturbance.

***** The DCER and DLRMP fail to adequately and properly evaluate and disclose the
effects of the timber program on economic values. These economic values can be divided into
eight categories: recreation use benefits, community benefits, passive use benefits [including:
People who do not visit wildlands still value protection of such areas in order to maintain the
opportunity to visit them in the future (called option value). People also gain benefits simply
from knowing that natural areas exist (existence value) and that their protection today sustains
the areas for future generations (bequest value)], scientific benefits, off-site benefits, biodiversity
conservation, ecological services, and educational benefits.

See Loomis, J.B. and R. Richardson. 2000. Economic Values of Protecting Roadless
Areas in the United States. The Wilderness Society, Washington, D.C. 34 + vii pp. Also see
Niemi, E. and A. Fifield. 2000. Seeing the Forests for Their Green: Economic Benefits of Forest
Protection, Recreation, and Restoration. Sierra Club, Washington, DC. 31 pp. Also Niemi, E.
and E. Whitelaw. 1997. Assessing Economic Tradeoffs in Forest Management; General
Technical Report PNW-GTR-403. USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station,
Portland, OR. 78 pp.

D. Allowable Sale Quantity

Long Term Sustained Yield: “LTSY was estimated at 93 mmbf annually for the GW 1993
Revised Plan.” - 59

Grouse used to justify clearcutting (for high stem density) - 59. Yet elsewhere the FS refers to
these post-logging dense sites as openings.

The 2005 regulations discuss LTSY - 60.
“The average volume sold since 1993 has been about 17.1 mmbf” - 60.

3. Did management activities move the Forest towards the Desired Future Condition?
“Management activities did not move towards maintenance of diversity of wildlife and/or
wildlife habitat.” - 61
*HxA%297 This contradicts the statements in every timber sale EA. Every timber sale EA |
have seen in the past 15 years states that the cutting is needed to move the Forest toward the
“desired future condition”. And now here we are told that all these “management activities” that
I and every other tax-payer have been paying for did NOT accomplish what you said they did. So
when did the mendacity/prevarication/equivocation/falsification/sham/flimflam/lie occur, now or
previously? This is no joke. Telling us one thing for years and then turning around and
telling us the opposite because it’s expedient to do so as an excuse to increase or maintain
logging levels is insulting and unprofessional. Who down there in Roanoke is responsible for
this sneer tactic?
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*x%x% Here the FS acts as if only “commercial timber harvest” created “early seral habitat”. This
failure to adequately and properly consider the ecological reality operant on-the-ground in this
Forest results in the formulation of unreasonable and ill-considered objectives, desired
conditions, and guidelines.

“C-1 Modify the Forest Plan by: 1) creating a new volume objective. 2) . . . eliminate all
reference to the ASC...” - 61

4. What are the consequences of not changing?
“Early seral habitat and the species that depend on it may continue to decline. Overall diversity
may not be maintained.” - 61

***** |s there actually a decline in esh considering all the pathogens, maturation and
natural processes? Perhaps esh has even increased in recent history over natural norms
because of human actions and new pathogens. The FS has not estimated and analysed the
presently occurring amounts and trends due to natural processes. For just one example, see
“gypmo defoliation” graph at pg. 62 (thousands of acres) and Figure 2 on 62: “This shows that as
the Forest continues to age we can expect increasing mortality, especially as a result of oak
decline.”

“TIMBER MANAGEMENT

“A Timber Sale Program of 2.6 to 4.2 million cubic feet (MMCF) [13 to 21 million board feet
(MMBF)] is provided annually from lands generally suitable for timber production. This equates
to about 1,000 to 1,800 acres per year.

“A Timber Sale Program of 0 to 0.5 million cubic feet (MMCEF) [0 to 0.25 million board feet
(MMBF)] is provided annually from lands generally suitable for timber harvests to achieve other
multiple use objectives. This equates to 0 to 25 acres per year.” (DLRMP — 54)

**%%% Evaluate the use of a 500-year rotation on “lands generally suitable for timber
production”. This time-frame is based on old-growth characteristics of living trees that inhabit
these ecosystems, the succession and stabilization times of herbal communities, as well as the
time that fallen boles exist as they recompose into soil and other forest attributes. This is a
viable option/alternative that needs to be examined in detail.

E. Salvage

*H%Ek “We believe there is no readily apparent ‘balance’ between ecological processes and social
and economic uses related to the commercial salvage program.” - 63

*#%4% But ecological processes associated with “salvage” conditions are/confer social and
economic benefits. The value of such things as snags, LWD, and soil enrichment needs to be
fully and fairly considered. The agency is apparently insinuating that more salvage logging is
needed to achieve balance.

*H%E “Increasing acres mature and over-mature forests will result in increased incidence of oak
decline (Figure 2 [on pg. 62]) . . . [and] increased vulnerability and susceptibility to many other
insects and diseases . ..” - 63

33





ka%E* An “increase” from what? The amounts present in an artificially regulated, relatively
young, and cut-over forest? The agency’s rationale is not clear, nor is it substantiated with
meaningful facts and information.

*Ax*k “There is aneed . . . to allow increased flexibility in utilizing salvage . ..” - 63

C-1 - ***** The FS wants to modify the Plan to allow salvage logging in SBAs. This is
entirely unreasonable and unnecessary. What is the necessity for doing so?

*x*x** What part of “natural processes” (see MA 4 description) doesn’t the FS understand?
Places cease to be “special” when opened up to the agency’s routine exploitations and
manipulations.

***** The FS also proposes to allow salvage in Scenic Corridors or Viewsheds (MA 7) and
open up “Remote Backcountry Area” (MA 9) to more salvage.

*** |t is not apparent that salvage logging would achieve the DFC for any of these areas.

Not changing “would inhibit the agency’s ability to respond to future unpredictable . . . events . .
- 63

*xkx% Conservationists’ concern is about inhibiting the agency’s abuse of discretion, spending of
tax dollars, and failing to properly consider the public and wild nature.

“SALVAGE

251. The size of openings that can occur for harvesting timber on lands suitable for
timber production as a result of fire, wind, ice, snow, and insect attacks is determined on a case-
by-case basis rather than established opening size limits.” (DLRMP — 65)
***%* The reasons for having opening-size limits apply just as well to “salvage” logging.
The FS here acts as if because it is “salvage” logging then the harms and undesirable effects of
logging large tracts do not exist. But they do. Guideline 251 is unreasonable and needs to be
removed or amended. Size limits for areas of “salvage” logging should be no larger than those
for other intensive logging.

“FW-114: The maximum size of an opening created by one even-aged or two-aged regeneration
cutting is 40 acres in Virginia and 25 acres in West Virginia.”

*#%4%* The harms and undesirable effects from large regeneration cuts occur in Virginia just as
much as they do in West Virginia. The maximum size of an opening created by one even-aged or
two-aged regeneration cutting should be no more than 25 acres in Virginia.

Issue 3. Forest Access

***** The FS fails to address and evaluate the impacts and effects of Forest roads (be they
system, closed, temporary) upon invasive plant species (see Goal #3 at CER pg. 4). The
construction and maintenance of roads on the Forest does not “reduce impacts from invasive
species”, instead it exacerbates them. Decommissioning and revegetating (with native species
such as Chestnut) various roads on the Forest will positively address Goal #3. This option for
achieving desired conditions must be developed and studied in detail.
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**%%% There is NO DISCLOSURE/ANALYSIS of “temporary” roads and their construction
and amounts in this Report. The FS is failing to evaluate, address, and disclose information
on a significant issue, significant management impact, and significant condition present on
the Forest. A reasonable and well-informed decision is not possible if this omission is not
rectified.

Al. System roads in wildlife management areas

“motorized access must be balanced . . .” - 64
A%k What balance is there with over 1800 miles of FS system roads and hundreds of miles of
other state and federal roads and temporary roads and most of the Forest open to road
construction? At present there is a grand total of 3,017 miles of permanent roads on the Forest
(see Draft Plan at pg. 21). There is already an extreme disbalance.

For balance, how about at least 50% of the Forest in protected and restored Wilderness
without roads?
**xx* Strict protection of all the identified GWNFE Mountain Treasures would assist in
moving toward balance. The FS must allow no road construction of any kind in these MT
areas; and various roads currently within the MT areas will be selectively decommissioned,
obliterated, recontoured, and revegetated. Fully develop and study in detail this option for
achieving “balance” on the Forest.

“26 MA polygons (37% of total) exceed open road density standards within MAs 14 and 15.” -
64 - 44 donotexceed - 11 0f23in MA 14 exceed and 15 of 47 exceed in MA 15.
For Bear and Turkey “the agency recognizes that roads may or may not be a critical indicator of
why populations have increased.” - 64-65 - Some other factors are referred to at 65.

*****Road density and road management should remain part of the desired condition for
areas specifically managed for Bear, Turkey, Grouse, and other wildlife. This should be
discussed and considered further during the revision process. A decision regarding which option
to adopt should follow this discussion and analysis, not precede them.

*xkx% Allowable open road densities are much higher in the JNF Plan than the current GW Plan
- see chart at pg. 66 - 0.25 mi/1000 acres in MA 14 vs. 1.25 mi/1000 acres in MA 8C, and 1.00
mi/1000 acres in MA 15 vs. 2.00 mi/1000 acres in MA 8A.

“there is no need to close roads for the sole purpose of providing wildlife habitat for black bear
and wild turkey.” - 66

**%* It should not be construed that these are the “sole” species or this is the “sole” purpose for
road closures.

“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.)”

***** The agency’s proposed option can clearly result in increased roads open to public
vehicles. The necessity or desirability for doing this is not apparent. Such an action may harm
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recreational opportunities for many Forest visitors, as well as harming wildlife and watershed
conditions. The FS must not fail to address these significant issues.

A better option is for the revised Plan to retain the road density standards found in
the current Plan and for the FS to actually move toward achieving them. Examine and
develop in detail this option/objective/quideline for managing the Forest. This is a significant
and national public issue.

Implementation of this option/objective/guideline/alternative/desired condition will help
achieve Forest Service Goals 1, 2, 3, and 5 (see DCER pg. 4).

As Forest Service planner Dale Remington cogently stated in the April 2002 “Roads Analysis”
for the JRRD Johnson Mountain project area in Alleghany County, Virginia: “New road
construction is a very sensitive issue on the George Washington and Jefferson National
Forests, as it is nationally. Public opinion and sediment (sic) is that the Forest currently has
too many roads and that road densities are too high.”

Only two management areas (“MAs”) out of the eighteen currently allocated on the
George Washington National Forest (“GWNF”’) have Standards limiting open road density. The
objective for MA 14 (“Remote Habitat for Wildlife™) is to have no more than 1/4 mile of open
interior road per 1000 acres (see Std. 14-7 at pg. 3-75 of the GWNF Plan; see also Std. 301 at pg.
3-158). For MA 15 (“Mosaics of Wildlife Habitat”) the objective is not more than 1 mile per
1000 acres (see Std. 15-5 at pg. 3-81 of the GWNF Plan; see also Std. 301 at pg. 3-158). Density
ratios are based upon individual management area blocks (referred to as “polygons” in the Forest
Service monitoring reports), not the Management Area as a whole. T

However, temporary, closed-to-the-public, and perimeter roads are not used in the
calculations; which means actual on-the-ground road densities are far greater than those
calculated by the Forest Service. The Forest has no Standards limiting the total road
density or the amount of “temporary” roads in an area. However, even the agency’s lenient
and biased calculations reveal severe problems on the Forest as regards road densities.

The GWNF "Detailed Monitoring and Evaluation Report" for fiscal year 1993 lists
eleven of the twenty-three Management Area 14 blocks and fifteen of the forty-seven
Management Area 15 blocks on the Forest where existing open road densities exceed Plan
Standards (see pp. 29-30 & 33-35). In the last 15 years this situation has not changed (see
DCER pg. 64)

This situation does not involve an insignificant amount of land. The MA 14 tracts that are
out of compliance total approximately 60% (79,000 acres) of the entire Management Area
allocation, while the out of compliance MA 15 tracts total approximately 40% (128,000 acres) of
the entire Management Area. In other words, 207,000 acres, or almost 20%, of the entire Forest
exceed the Plan’s requirements. And the Forest Service has been aware of this since at least
1993. So these are not just a few isolated anomalous problems; the abuse is ongoing and
systemic.

Yet according to subsequent Monitoring and Evaluation Reports, "No open interior
system roads in excess of stated densities were closed" and there is not even "documented
evidence that opportunities were looked for." See, e.g., pp. 54 & 55 at the "Detailed Monitoring
and Evaluation Report" for fiscal years 1999 and 2000.

The fiscal years 1993 and 1994 Reports recommended that the "District Rangers to
involve the public and document in a letter to the Forest Supervisor 1) the results of public
involvement and 2) whether each specific road (identified in the M&E report) will be, has been,
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or can be closed to public motorized use." According to the "Monitoring Action Plan" this was
to be completed by "September 30, 1995". This recommendation has still not been accomplished.
It is apparent that road closure opportunities have not been and are not being fully and fairly
addressed on the George Washington National Forest.

***** The Forest Service needs to disclose to the public the total amount of all roads on all
the Forest polygons and disclose the road density for ALL polygons on the Forest based on
the TOTAL amount of road mileage. Disclosure and evaluation of total amounts and
density are fundamental for well-reasoned decision-making, for rationally formulating
guidelines, desired conditions, objectives, and standards, and for meaningful public
participation.

*xx*%* For the revision of the Plan, Forest Service planners need to fully and fairly
address, evaluate, and disclose road closure opportunities on the George Washington
National Forest. The DCER and DLRMP do not manifest this relevant planning concern.

*xxx% An appropriate place to implement this opportunity is with roads in MA 14 polygons
#9, 56, 59, and 60, and MA 15 polygons # 11, 54, 62, and 65.

A%k It 1s essential that the Service not assume that mere road closures (such as with gates or
humps), as opposed to road obliteration, are effective and provide adequate wildlife security.
Gates can easily be driven around or otherwise breached, evidence of which we have seen over
and over on this Forest. Likewise, not obliterating a road but merely posting and gating it allows
it to still function as an illegal transportation facility. A wealth of information and empirical
evidence show that permanent road barriers and roadbed ripping are more effective than gates
(and less expensive). The Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee recommends the following ways
to close a road effectively : obliterate roads, including scarification, water-barring and
revegetation; pull downfall over the road; reshape a length of the road to natural conditions to
reduce visibility from open roads; remove culverts and bridges (see 1987 Interagency Grizzly
Bear Compendium at pg. 146).

A2. System roads across the Forest

“Roads that serve legitimate access needs . . . were to remain open to public use.” - 67 -
*xkx®k How exactly are “legitimate access needs” defined and determined? Not clear in EIS,
CER, or Roads Analysis Report. When were/are these “needs” determined and by whom?

“The percentage of roads open to the public . . . has since [Plan adoption] remained stable.” - 67
*##:4“The Forest has decommissioned one mile or less of existing roads per year.” - 67

**%*% Meanwhile the FS has presided over the construction of about 30 miles of permanent
roads (and who knows how much of “temporary”) from 1993 to 2006 (see graph on pg. 68).

*Ax%% In 2006 there were 112 more miles of roads in 2006 than 1993 (1872 vs. 1760 miles) -
this “discrepancy” is said to be due to better estimated lengths - 67-68.

***** But were road segments that were previously unclassified added to the inventory?
How many miles? This must be fully disclosed and explained.
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*#%4% The increased mileage is also due to construction; e.g., recent decisions to build roads at
Wilson Mtn. TS on JRRD and Lip Trap TS on NRRD (a place where the FS admitted at EA-16
that there were already “19 miles of unpaved road in the watershed”), and proposed at NRRD
Marshall Run.

Ak “Roads Analysis Report for GWNF . . . and the Revised JNF Plan lead to the
recommendation there is nothing new to incorporate into the Revised GW Plan.” - 68

**x%%999 T don’t understand this statement. In addition, the GWNF RAR is insufficient for
making reasonable decisions about roads on the Forest. The *“analysis” in this Road Report
is perfunctory at best and inadequate for being relied upon for the Plan revision. A more
comprehensive analysis and hard look is needed for properly revising the Plan. A glaring
problem is that the GWNF RAR relied upon in the DCER does not address most of the
permanent system roads on the Forest, and does not address “temporary” (sic) roads at all.

In the “Introduction Abstract” at pg. 3 is : “This roads analysis reviews the existing
condition of the road system on the George Washington National Forest.” However, the very
next sentence reads: “This analysis pertains to only Forest Roads in maintenance levels 3, 4, or 5.
However maintenance level 1 and 2 roads may be used for some specific analysis or to give the
reader the complete picture of the Forest Road System.” But of all the NFS roads on the Forest
only 568 miles are currently maintenance levels 3, 4, or 5 roads (see pp. 5-6). Fully 68.4% of
the roads (1231 miles) are maintenance level 1 or 2 roads (see pg. 6). So this Forest-wide
roads analysis for-the-most-part ignores two-thirds of the existing permanent FS roads on
the Forest.

This is an important factor since the “intended effects of this final [roads] policy . . . are
to ensure that decisions to construct, reconstruct, or decommission roads will be better informed
by using a roads analysis . . . Roads analysis may be completed at a variety of different scales,
but generally begins with a broad forest-scale analysis to provide a context for future analyses.”
(pp- 3-4) Two of the “Objectives of the Forest Scale Analysis” are to “Develop guidelines (or
criteria) for addressing road management issues and priorities related to construction,
reconstruction, maintenance, and decommissioning. Identify significant social and environmental
issues, concerns, and opportunities to be addressed in project-level decisions.” (pg. 4)

However, maintenance level 4 and 5 roads “would not be considered for
decommissioning” and level 3 would only “rarely be considered for decommissioning” (pg. 7).
The only roads that would normally be considered for decommissioning are maintenance
level 1 and 2 roads, but by the agency’s own admission this “Analysis” does not pertain to
those. Such a perfunctory and ommissive analysis cannot possibly achieve the stated
“objectives”. Except for some sections of MA 14 and 15, this analysis simply does not
meaningfully address, provide reasonable rationale for, or identify opportunities regarding
the significant issues of decommissioning and closing and constructing and reconstructing
roads on the Forest.

In addition, site-specific or project-level or watershed scale roads analyses may never
occur. And even if they did, this is a comprehensive issue with cumulative impacts that must be
fairly addressed at the Plan revision level. Individual analyses miss the big picture involved here.

Chapter 7 of the GWNF Report is entitled “Criteria For Addressing Road Management
Issues And Priorities (Step 6)”. Here page 51 states: “Roads analysis below the forest-scale is not
automatically required, but may be undertaken at the discretion of the Responsible Official (FSM
7712.13c). The objective of this chapter is to provide criteria for when a watershed or project
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scale roads analysis will be needed. . . . Based on the information as presented in this report,
consider the need for a watershed or project scale roads analysis within watersheds where
classified road construction or reconstruction is proposed when one or more of the following
exist: . ..”; four criteria follow.

But the criteria to trigger a watershed or project scale roads analysis do not even apply
unless “classified road construction or reconstruction is proposed”. Most projects on the Forest,
including proposed timber sales, do not involve classified road construction or reconstruction.
Most logging is accomplished now with the building of so-called “temporary” roads. Neither the
Analysis nor the Criteria address these roads at all. And an area could have a greatly excessive
road density, but as long as they do not propose to build more permanent roads there, the FS
would not analyze decommissioning and closing roads in order to meet Plan Standards or
address other issues from the public. This is a huge loophole through which the agency can avoid
both meeting its responsibilities and responding to the public. And even if “classified road
construction or reconstruction is proposed”, a watershed or project scale roads analysis is not
required, the FS will merely “consider the need” for one.

See also the JNF Plan appeal from Wild Virginia, Virginia Forest Watch, and WildLaw;
the same issues and concerns apply here.

“Over the next 10 years, 5 to 10 miles of roads (classified and unauthorized) are
decommissioned.” (DLRMP — 55)

**E%% This “objective” is significantly deficient. It is not clear how this quantity was derived.
This issue is not receiving the priority attention that is appropriate. The FS should
decommission 10-20 miles of roads per year over the next ten years in order to make
meaningful progress toward achieving goals, restore wildlife habitat, improve watershed
conditions, increase recreational opportunities, improve forest health, address fragmentation and
other ecological harms, and help stop invasive species. Implementation of this
option/objective/quideline/alternative/desired condition will help achieve Forest Service
Goals 1, 2, 3, and 5 in a cost-effective manner (see DCER pg. 4).

**x*% An appropriate place to implement this opportunity is with roads in MA 14 polygons
#9, 56, 59, and 60, and MA 15 polygons # 11, 54, 62, and 65.

***** Roads facilitate human-caused forest fires - see Roadless Area Conservation FEIS,
USDA FS, 2000.

**x** Some other suggested road segments to be evaluated for decommissioning, closure,
and revegetation: “road” 387 at the ridge crest of Walker Mountain (the portion at the north end
of the Mountain Treasure past the closure; this is a trail, not a road passable by passenger
vehicles), Paddy-Cove road (the portion south of the borrow pit in Frederick County about a mile
in from Rt. 55 that serves to separate Great North Mountain MT from Big Schloss MT), Potts
Mountain “road” between Toms Knob MT and Barbours Creek WA (there are chronic and
expensive problems involved with abuse of this route), FDR 235 and the Root Run “road” inside
Beech Lick Knob MT, “road” 597 at Rader Mountain, FDR 95 from Camp Todd to FDR 85,
FDR 277 at Snake Run Ridge (the portion past the juncture with 277A that crosses two Trout
streams), FDR 173 west of the Shenandoah Mountain crest.

Roads have diverse and systemic harmful effects on terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems, affecting
soils, hydrology, native species, ecological integrity, and recreation. They result in roadkill and
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are pathways for invasive species. Many “closed” roads are inadequately closed, creating
avenues for illegal use. And roads of course are a primary generator of forest fragmentation and
its associated pathologies. (see Trombulak, S.C. and C.A. Frissell).

From 1993 (when the current Plan was adopted) to 2004, 29.7 miles of permanent system
roads were built on the Forest (2005 M&E App. pg. G — 7). From 1984 to 2004 the Forest
Service built 468 miles of permanent system roads on the Forest (id.). There are now around
1900 miles of roads in the Forest Service administered system on the GWNF.

As it does with logging, the FS prefers to use euphemisms to obfuscate their road
building. For most projects, the FS has moved to so-called "temporary" roads. The Forest
Service does not obliterate these roads and return them to forest after they are used for logging.
So although the use of these roads by motor vehicles may be temporary, their presence and
impacts on the ground will persist for decades. The miles of “temporary” roads constructed on
the Forest are not monitored or disclosed, but estimating from project Environmental
Assessments and on-the-ground observations, it appears to be hundreds of miles.

At the same time the FS continues to build more roads on the Forests, they are already
exceeding their own road density requirements. Currently only Management Areas 14 and 15
have Plan Standards that limit road density. The area where the density is excessive totals
approximately 300,000 acres, or around 28% of the Forest. These MAs cover around 507,000
acres. So 53% of the GWNF does not have any Plan Standards limiting road density.

Problem:

There is an excessive amount of road mileage on the Forest and the Forest Service
continues to build still more. At present only two Management Areas on the Forest, MAs 14 and
15, have road density Standards. The national FS Roads Policy is not being implemented. The
FS has not identified the minimum road system needed. The Forest-level “roads analysis”
conducted in 2003 is inadequate for making management decisions regarding the road system on
the Forest and insufficient for addressing issues and concerns raised by the public.

The road density Standards that exist only apply to “open” permanent Forest Service
system roads; meaning that the Forest Plan allows an unlimited mileage of “closed” and
“temporary” roads to be smashed through the GWNF. Plus, perimeter roads do not count in the
calculations. Further, there is no standard that requires road density Standards to actually be met
within any set time (see MA and Forest-wide Standards at the LRMP 3 — 4-158). It must be
remembered that after fifteen years of “striving” on the GWNF, the FS is still not meeting road
density standards on hundreds-of-thousands of acres.

Resolution:

The FS must stop building roads of all types (open, closed, permanent, temporary).

The Plan must establish firm guidelines for limiting mileage and density of all types of
roads in all Management Areas/Prescriptions and for achieving reductions in a timely manner.
Total road mileage, including of so-called “temporary” roads, must be considered and monitored.
Establish comprehensive guidelines for performing site-specific road analyses at all project
areas, regardless of their location or of whether road construction or reconstruction are planned.

During the Plan revision process FS planners must perform a much more detailed and
comprehensive analysis of the road system on the GWNF. Identify the minimum feasible road
system on the Forest. Provide clear guidelines and objectives for clearly identifying road
potential candidates for decommissioning and for integrating this process into all project-level
analyses.
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A high priority for the new revised Plan must be to reduce the amount of roads on the
Forest. The agency must aggressively decommission, close, obliterate, and revegetate roads on
the Forest. This should be done especially in all areas allocated to MAs 14 and 15 in the 1993
Plan and also in all “special areas” Special Biological Areas (MA 4), Special Management Areas
(MA 21), Remote Highlands (MA 9), watersheds providing drinking water, and “Mountain
Treasure” areas identified by the public.

Roads shall be decommissioned, revegetated, recontoured, and obliterated to restore
habitat and watershed integrity, enhance esthetic and recreational benefits, and to meet road
density requirements for wildlife species that favor remote habitat and freedom from disturbance
(e.g., an open road density of no more than one-quarter mile of open road per 1000 acres; see
Standard 14-7 at GWNF Plan pg. 3-75).

Identify the minimum road system needed (see 36 CFR 212.5). Establish clear
unequivocal objectives for when road density Guidelines are to be met. Establish clear
unequivocal objectives and DFCs for limiting “closed” roads. Establish clear unequivocal
objectives and DFCs to limit “temporary” roads. Establish clear unequivocal objectives and
DFCs for when roads will be decommissioned. Establish clear unequivocal objectives and DFCs
on limiting total road mileage and density throughout the Forest.

An objective for the revised Plan is to achieve conditions where the density of open
Forest Service roads is no more than 0.8 miles per square mile across the entire Forest. The
objective over the next 15 years should be to reduce the total road mileage on the Forest to 1984
levels (1330 miles). This work will provide many jobs to local communities. To accomplish this
watershed rehabilitation work, reallocate monies presently spent on administering timber sales.

The Forest Service must fully and fairly analyze the road-facilitated poaching that
the revised Plan would allow.

B. Licensed OHV use

1. What was the Plan striving for?
“planning effort produced a total of 157 miles of featured open roads allocated to OHV use and
identified an additional 60 miles of roads suitable, or at least seasonally, for such use.” - 69 -
This is in MAT11.
*xkx% What has been disposition of the 60 miles of roads?
“without this allocation these roads” are susceptible to upgrading or closure - 69.

Three roads listed in the Plan have been closed - Jerkemtight, Cashew, and Popular Cove - 69.
“No additional roads have been added to the MA 11 allocation.” - 69.

INFRA review: “there are currently a total of 244 miles of roads having an objective
Maintenance Level of 2 — High Clearance.” - 69

*xkx%k What is the relationship between these 244 miles and the 217 miles of featured OHV
roads previously referenced?

*#%% What is the Maintenance Level and Traffic Service Level of the 244 and 217 miles of
roads?

***** The CER and revised Plan need to address getting OHV routes out of the
Shenandoah Crest special biological area.
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C. Non-Motorized trails
1. What was the Plan striving for?
Lion’s Tale (Lee) and Wild Oak (NR RD) are National Recreation Trails.
Plan identifies around 300 miles to be constructed and 92 miles reconstructed.
2. Where is the Plan now?
*#x% Only 28 projects of 75 miles of construction completed, and18 totaling 38 miles of
reconstruction - 70.

*x#x* Hiking and backpacking use appears to be increasing. This appears true throughout the
Forest. I often avoid the AT as do many other people. I notice high recreation use at various trails
and sites; anecdotal reports from other visitors also indicate that they notice increased non-
motorized recreational use at various sites.

D. Access for persons with disabilities

**% “The Plan did not have any objectives related to access for persons with disabilities.” - 72

1. Isachange in the Plan warranted? Yes
b. Why? FSM 2330: “to provide universal access to facilities and programs.” - 73
c. tentative actions or proposed actions for change
C-1 a) references “FS Policy (FSM 2330)” for “providing a guideline” - 73

**%%% Need to do much more. The FS should investigate/evaluate having an interpretive and
wheelchair access trail like Lion’s Tale on every RD and implement such.

Issue 4. ATV Use

The 1993 Plan had 50 miles of ATV routes in 3 areas - 73 - and called for 15 mile system to
be built on Deerfield RD - 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.” - 74

*#%4% Both Taskers Gap/Peters Mill Run and South Pedlar areas “require frequent maintenance
which is typically beyond the capability of the forest trail maintenance funding level . . .” - 74

1. “Did management activities move the Forest towards the Desired Future Condition? Yes”
*aAk 9997 Is environmental damage and/or non-funding a DFC?

2. “Is there a need for change?

a. Is a change in the Plan warranted? No” - 74.
*xxx 929727 But there are continuous problems with ATV areas.

42





*xx*** The FS needs to fully examine and evaluate the option of ridding the GWNF of
ATV playgrounds. Such areas should be on private lands so private citizens can gain financial
profit.

It is “doubtful that any new [ATV] area can be found suitable, including the Archer area on the
Deerfield RD” - 74.

***** The Peters Mill Run ATV road must be significantly pulled back and rerouted far
from Peters Mill Run, a special biological area. The CER fails to make this basic
recommendation.

***** The Archer area on Great North Mountain in Augusta County is not suitable for
ATV use. The revised Plan should drop this area.

Issue 5. Roadless Area Management
A. Existing inventoried roadless areas

There are 241,900 acres of IRAs on GWNF (minus Priest, Three Ridges, and Mt. Pleasant that
were in 1993 inventory) - 77 - 224,569 acres in VA and 17,331acres in WV - 24 officially
“inventoried” roadless areas.

“During the mid 1990s . . . three small timber sales affecting four roadless areas.” - 75
*AAEX9777 What is “small”? These timber sales were hundreds of acres - they were West Dry
Branch in Elliot Knob and Crawford Mtn. on Deerfield RD, Five Wood in Little Allegheny on
WSRD, and Small Salvage in Gum Run on Dry River RD.

A%k Actions such as the above have whittled down Roadless Areas for years. Adjusting
boundaries, as the FS proposes, is a specious way to address the problem. The revised Plan needs
to explicitly prohibit such actions.

*AAEXD?77 After admitting that the VA Governor’s RA Petition identifies 77% of the “i.r.a.s are
open to new road construction that would not be allowed under the Petition”, the FS inaccurately
claims “a comparison of the two sets of exception shows that there is not much difference
between the two.” - 76

Tables on pg. 77 show “timber harvesting allowed for stewardship purposes [defined on 77]” on
5% of RA acres (14,183); salvage logging allowed on 95% of acreage (247,050); permanent road
construction not allowed on 88% of RA acres.

**%% NO MENTION of the inadequate past efforts on the part of the FS that failed to inventory
dozens of qualifying areas (see GWNF Mountain Treasures). A comprehensive re-inventory
needs to occur, not just an “updating”.

This comprehensive new inventory should include significant acreage expansions (see
boundaries in GWNF Mountain Treasures) of the following already-inventoried areas: Dry
River, Ramsey’s Draft Addition (Bald Ridge/Lynn Hollow) (recommended boundary on the east
side of the GWMT goes to the roads, beyond the current IRA), Jerkemtight/Benson Run,
Crawford Mountain, Elliott Knob, Beards Mountain, Dolly Ann, Rough Mountain Addition, Mill
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Mountain, Little Allegheny (should be expanded to include almost 6,000 acres around Wildcat
Ridge), Three Sisters, Kelley Mountain, and Big Schloss.

***** The revised Plan should allocate all of the GWNF Mountain Treasure areas to
management prescriptions/areas that are not suitable for timber production, timber
harvest and road construction. Fully develop and study in detail this feasible option for
managing the Forest. Implementation of this option will achieve or assist in achieving
numerous goals, objectives, and desired conditions.

17,991 acres in IRAs (8%) currently considered “suitable” for timber - 83.

*xkx% But the definitions for and how “suitability” is to be determined are totally different now
(see CER pg. 58) - Here the FS fails to disclose how much acreage in RAs meets the definition
of “suitable for timber production” and “suitable for timber harvest” under the new regulations.

“C-3. Modify the Forest Plan by:

a) Identifying a special area (Remote Backcountry) that includes: a) the three special area
designations (Laurel Fork, Little River, and Big Schloss); b) 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.

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

#akx% FS should use INF prescription 12C for most RA acreage, not just 12B.

*H%4% It is not clear what “the current roadless policy and direction” is - so what can a member
of the public say? Use of this nebulous “direction” also may not address situations and
opportunities on this specific planning area.

*xkxk Giving priority to so-called “biological values” may be used as an excuse for more heavy-
handed FS management, such as fires and dozer-lines and salvage logging. What exactly is
meant by and how exactly does the FS intend to use this term?

*#%4% The Remote Backcountry prescription as drafted would not comply with the 2001 Rule.
The draft plan would allow activities, such as salvage logging off existing roads or “temporary”
(sic) roads, not permitted by the 2001 Rule. Salvage logging and temporary roads are not
consistent with the conditions and opportunities in these special areas and should not be allowed
in roadless areas or remote backcountry areas.

*akxk Option C-4 is stronger than the others.

*H%E% NO strict protection of all RAs proposed or considered - the FS needs to consider
another (fifth) option that does this.

*H%4% Perhaps have another sixth option - Create a new special area (perhaps as 12D) which has
a desired condition and guidelines that embody the direction in and are managed according to the
2001 Roadless Rule. Assign all existing roadless areas (inventoried roadless areas, and all other
areas meeting roadless criteria; minus the three areas designated by Congress) to this new
management area/prescription, except manage portions as per JNF 12C (is this not more
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protective?). The 2001 Roadless Rule is currently the law of the land regarding management of
inventoried roadless areas (see California ex rel. Lockyer v. USDA, 459 F. Supp. 2d 874 (N.D.
Cal. 2006)). The CER claims the bulk of the inventoried areas on the GW are managed under
direction that is not significantly different from that in the 2001 Roadless Rule. So
implementation of this option should not be difficult and would also avoid some future problems.
*axdkE An SPNM “core” should not be a requirement for inventoried roadless areas. This is
misleading distortion is unreasonable and an abuse of discretion. The ROS was not developed for
the purpose of designating solitude and is not used by Congress to evaluate proposed Wilderness
areas. Other SP lands can also supply solitude.

***** The agency must address the issue of uninventoried unroaded lands and uninventoried
roadless areas. The CER utterly fails to consider this significant public and national issue. These
places supply significant ecological, recreational, social, and economic opportunities, conditions,
and benefits without being developed (e.q., without timber sales or road construction). The
agency needs to consider and evaluate in detail allocating a Special management Area
designation for Mountain Treasures that the FS does not place in the roadless area “inventory”.

***** | have experienced feelings of solitude, a high degree of naturalness, opportunities
for unconfined backcountry-type recreation, and isolation from human activities in the
following GWNF Mountain Treasures:

Scaffold Run, Big Ridge, Paddy Lick, West Back Creek Mountain, Back Creek Mountain, Little
Mare Mountain, Warm Springs Mountain, Short Mountain, Longdale Furnace, Fore Mountain,
Toms Knob, Snake Run Ridge, Slatey Mountain, Jerrys Run, Adams Peak, Whites Peak, Signal
Corps Knob, Benson Run, Archer Knob, Sideling Hill, Walker Mountain, Hankey
Mountain/Trimble Mtn., Shaws Ridge, Beech Lick Knob, Hogpen Mountain, Little Cow Knob,
Wildcat Ridge, Feedstone Mountain, Dunkle Knob, Kretchie Mountain, Jonnies Knob, Big
Schloss (such as at Little North Mountain and north of Halfmoon Mountain), Great North
Mountain (on Lee RD), Falls Ridge, Church Mountain, Catback Mountain, and Signal Knob, as
well as all of the roadless areas inventoried in the 1993 Plan EIS.

B. New potential Wilderness Area inventory

*#%% “The Forest has begun looking for potential wilderness areas (in addition to the current
roadless inventory). We are creating the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum inventory. If
additional potential wilderness areas are found, we will propose them for further study.” - 84

**xkx Many GWNFE Mountain Treasures are excellent potential Wilderness Areas. The FS
must evaluate in detail as potential Wilderness all the Treasures during this revision. |
particularly want to bring to your attention: Scaffold Run, Big Ridge, Paddy Lick, West Back
Creek Mountain, Back Creek Mountain, Little Mare Mountain, Warm Springs Mountain, Short
Mountain, Longdale, Fore Mountain, Toms Knob, Snake Run Ridge, Slatey Mountain, Jerrys
Run, Panther Knob, Adams Peak, Whites Peak, Signal Corps Knob, Benson Run, Archer Knob,
Sideling Hill, Walker Mountain, Hankey Mountain/Trimble Mtn., Shaws Ridge, Beech Lick
Knob, Hogpen Mountain, Little Cow Knob, Feedstone Mountain, Wildcat Ridge, Feedstone
Mountain, Dunkle Knob, Kretchie Mountain, Long Mountain, Jonnies Knob, Big Schloss (such
as at Little North Mountain and north of Halfmoon Mountain), Great North Mountain (on Lee
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RD), Falls Ridge, Church Mountain, Catback Mountain, Short Horse Mountain, and Signal
Knob, as well as all of the roadless areas inventoried in the 1993 Plan EIS.

In addition, please examine the Big Ridge area on the WSRD. It is found south of FDR
258 (Ruckman Draft road), west of rt. 600, north of rt. 84, and east of the stateline (or FDR 55 on
the MNF). This area’s hydrologic unit is Back Creek of the James; see the USGS quad map
“Paddy Knob”. The Mourning Warbler, Yellow-bellied Sapsucker, and Red Raspberry are
known from this HU/Q. It includes Little Ridge and Sorrel Pt. Ridge, with elevations from 2000’
to 4000’ asl. Some contiguous unroaded lands (~ 1000 acres) are in the Monongahela NF. Due to
the rugged terrain of the steep narrow drainages, small pockets of old growth have been
protected from resource extraction. This tract is currently allocated to MA 14. Big Ridge
includes significant amounts of SPM2 acreage.

In addition, please examine the Bear Wallow area on the JRRD. This area is northeast of
Rich Patch, west of rt. 633, and is mostly in Botetourt county. It is the northern extension of the
Rich Patch Mountains and includes Shirkey Mill Branch.

**#%* The Scaffold Run area would make an excellent Wilderness. It is located in one of the
most remote areas in the East (based on distance from 4-lane roads, the low population density of
the surrounding counties, and the high proportion of public lands nearby); also see the map
“Earth at Night” produced by the National Geographic Maps for National Geographic Magazine,
November 2004. Scaffold Run lies at the heart of the Central Appalachians with rugged
mountainous terrain all around. The Mountain Treasure is of substantial size (6611 acres) and
there is large tract of contiguous unroaded lands (ca. 3000 acres) on the adjacent Monongahela
NF in West Virginia.

Toms Knob is an excellent Wilderness candidate. It is adjacent to Barbours Creek
Wilderness on the JNF and is well away from major roads and communities. It is of large size
(7879 acres) and has a large area of what should be considered SPNM lands. Along with the two
adjacent JNF WAs, protection of Toms Knob would provide an excellent complex and draw for
recreational visitation to Allegheny and Craig Counties.

Dry River is another Treasure that would make an excellent Wilderness Area. This very
large area (12,939 acres) occupies the steep western slopes of Shenandoah Mountain in West
Virginia adjacent to the stateline. Together with the contiguous 5,703 acre Skidmore Roadless
Area in Rockingham co., Virginia, a Wilderness Area of almost 20,000 acres is possible here.
Dry River contains significant tracts of old growth. Two rare amphibian species occur here, the
Cow Knob and Shenandoah Mountain Salamanders. Black Bears also find remote habitat here.

The Dry River Roadless Area currently inventoried by the Forest Service is ca. 7300
acres in size. However, the Dry River Roadless Area was 16,135 acres in the 1978 RARE II
inventory. So over the years, the FS has diminished the area by 55%. The Forest Service has
conducted multiple road building and logging projects on the lower elevations. A full 52 % of
the present Roadless Area (around 3800 acres) is currently “available for development”. The
Forest Plan allocates the upper portion of Dry River to Management Area 4 "Shenandoah Crest
Special Interest Area" ("unsuitable" for timber production), with the lower slopes in
Management Area 15, "Mosaics of Wildlife Habitat". The great majority of this MA 15 acreage
is considered to be “suitable for timber production using even-aged management”, i.e.,
clearcutting and its variants. The diminishment and degradation of Dry River need to stop under
the revised Plan.
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Little Mare Mountain is another Treasure that would make an excellent Wilderness
Area, particularly the northern portion above road 125-5. This is a very large area (12,587 acres
in total) that is buffered by a large TNC preserve and other GWNF lands. It is located away from
major communities, but closeby a State Park (Douthat). Its environs of Bath County are heavily
forested and have a low human population.

Big Schloss/Great North Mountain is certainly an excellent wilderness candidate. This
is one of the largest roadless areas in the east (the two contiguous Mountain Treasures total
37,885 acres). This Treasure epitomizes the Forest Service’s failure to protect roadless areas
administratively. Roadless Areas on the GWNF previously inventoried in 1978 as part of the
"RARE II" analysis have been significantly diminished in size or damaged to the point that the
Forest Service no longer considers them to be roadless. The Big Schloss area of the GWNF was
36,526 acres in RARE II, including the contiguous Great North Mountain area. But according to
the 1993 inventory for the GWNF FEIS, its acreage has been whittled down to 20,755 (a
decrease of over 40%). This area contains outstanding recreational opportunities as well as
outstanding and diverse ecological attributes. It is at the far north of the GWNF so is within
closer driving distance of Eastern metropolitan areas.

Dunkle Knob is another excellent Wilderness candidate. The DK Mountain Treasure
encompasses a series of knobs on the west flank of Shenandoah Mountain north of US Rt. 33.
Includes Dug, Whetmiller, Round, Dunkle, and Brushy Knobs; also Dice, Wagner, Stony, and
Hawes Runs. Elevations range from 1900 on the west to 3500’asl on eastern boundary.
Beautiful waterfalls and tracts of old growth can be found. The area is characterized by a
diversity of vegetation with a variety of forest types, some very rare on the Forest (unfortunately
cut when the Forest Service decided to implement the Dice Run timber sale here in 2003). Most
of this area is allocated to MA 14, with some upper elevations in MA 4 (Shenandoah Crest
Special Biological Area). Excellent remote habitat for Bears is available here, as well as habitat
for the rare Cow Knob (or White Spotted) and Shenandoah Mountain Salamanders.

Other excellent Mountain Treasure areas to recommend as Wilderness include
Laurel Fork, Beech Lick Knob, Skidmore Fork, Little River, Ramseys Draft
Addition/Lynn Hollow, Crawford Mountain, Benson Run/Jerkemtight, Little Allegheny,
Rough Mountain Addition, Rich Hole Addition, Snake Run Ridge, Oliver Mountain, St.
Marys Addition, Adams Peak, and Three Sisters.

*akexk It appears the GW staff are improperly considering “sights and sounds” from outside
areas, such as housing development on private land, in deciding whether areas qualify for the
inventory. Congress has strongly and clearly expressed that the Forest Service should not use
this “sights and sounds” criteria to identify potential Wilderness areas.

*#%4%* In recent years, scientists, land managers, and policy makers have become more aware of
the importance of landscape "representation" to conserving biodiversity. One way to examine the
adequacy of representation is the inclusion of representative samples of naturally occurring
ecosystems in the National Wilderness Preservation System. Only about 2% of the land area in
the continental United States is protected as Wilderness; the situation in Virginia is even worse,
with a mere 0.8% of the state represented as Wilderness.

Under the Bailey ecosystem classification regime, the GWJINF is part of the ecoregion
called the "Central Appalachian Broadleaf Forest - Coniferous Forest - Meadow Province". The
area of this province is approximately 43,600,000 acres, which is 2.3% of the conterminous U.S.
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land area. Only 0.6% of the province is presently protected as Wilderness. And though the
province represents 2.3% of the U.S. land area, it only contains 0.6% of the National Wilderness
Preservation System. The Wilderness-to-province-area ratio of less than 1 (viz., 0.26) indicates
that this ecoregion is under-represented in the National Wilderness Preservation System and not
well protected (see Loomis and Richardson at pp. 20-23 [TWS, 2000]; also Cordell).

The majority of the GWINF can also be described as part of the "Ridge and Valley"
physiographic or geomorphic Province of the Appalachians. This region, stretching from
Pennsylvania to Alabama, is approximately 29 million acres in size. At present only around
73,000 acres, or less than 0.3%, of this area is protected as Wilderness.

And of the entire 37 million acre "Southern Appalachian" region, only 1.1% (428,000
acres) is currently designated as Wilderness, with another 3.3% as roadless acreage (see SAMAB
SAA Social Technical Report at 178-82).

***xx%k The GWNE planners must fully and fairly, qualitatively and quantitatively evaluate
this issue of landscape representation and Wilderness recommendations.

*dx%* Protecting roadless areas also furthers the goals of Virginia’s 2005 wildlife plan, which
identified habitat destruction and fragmentation among the top 10 threats to terrestrial species
and recommended conserving mature forests, maintaining large patches of habitat, and
improving links between habitats. Va. Dept. Game & Inland Fisheries, Virginia’s
Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (CWCS), pp. 3-27-28, 10-2-3, available at
www.bewildvirginia.org/wildlifeplan/virginia-wildlife-action-plan.pdf .

Issue 6. Special Management Areas
A. Wilderness

F**F* Only around 5% of the GWNF land base (about 55,000 acres) is currently designated as
Wilderness - 84.

“There is no provision in the Forest Plan for allowance of Wildland Fire Use (WFU) in
wilderness. Therefore, naturally caused (lightning) fires continue to be suppressed.” - 85

*#%:4% Here it is made clear that “naturally caused” fires are due to lightning. This is a
significant factor for addressing the agency’s fire rationale and use of “historic” (anthropogenic
or “culturally augmented”) fire regimes.

“There is a need for naturally caused fires to be allowed to serve their role in the shaping of the
wilderness ecosystems. This could happen to a much greater extent if WFU were to be included
in the Forest Plan direction . ..” - 85
**%%* This same rationale and allowance needs to be applied elsewhere on the Forest, not just in
Wilderness, such as in “wildlife management” areas - see pp. 101-106 of CER.

#akexdx The FS must clearly and positively respond to the vast public support for and desire for
more Wilderness Areas on the Forest by recommending a significant amount of acreage as
Wilderness.
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ZOGBY POLL ON WILDERNESS

From The Campaign for America's Wilderness

For Immediate Release: July 21, 2008

Contact: Susan Whitmore (202) 266-0435

See summary of the polls at http://www.leaveitwild.org/news/releases/1124 (July 2008)

Vast Majority of Americans Believe Protecting Wilderness is Important

More than seven in ten likely to vote for presidential candidate who supports wilderness
protection

Washington, DC — Nearly nine in ten Americans believe that protecting public land as part of the
National Wilderness Preservation System is important, according to a new Zogby International
poll of 1039 likely voters across the country. These voters view as “very important” (57
percent) or “somewhat important” (30 percent) the protection of publicly owned land as
wilderness, leaving it just as it is. The support cuts across political parties, regions, age groups,
and ethnic and religious backgrounds. Twelve percent said it was not important to protect the
nation’s wilderness.

When likely voters were asked whether they would vote for a presidential candidate who
strongly supported wilderness protection of public lands, 71 percent said they were “likely” to do
so. Less than two in ten (19 percent) said they were “not likely to.” A clear majority of
Democrats (93 percent), Republicans (81 percent) and those who identified themselves as
Independents (88 percent) say they think protecting public land as part of the National
Wilderness Preservation System is important to them.

“What this polling confirms is that support for protecting public land as part of the National
Wilderness Preservation System is broad and deep across every region of the country,” said
Mike Matz, executive director of the Campaign for America's Wilderness, a public-interest
organization that commissioned the poll. “Americans understand that some places are
irreplaceable and their value for wildlife habitat, importance for clean air and water, and
opportunity as recreation sites are too important to sacrifice to development.”

A Zogby International poll of 1001 likely voters across the country in 2003 found that a strong
majority (65 percent) of Americans favor designating more land as wilderness in their own state,
support that also cut across party lines.

Congress is currently considering more than a dozen wilderness bills which could yet be enacted
this year, adding a significant amount of permanently protected land to the National Wilderness
Preservation System — from Oregon to Idaho to West Virginia.

These new wilderness questions were asked as part of a Zogby International omnibus telephone
poll of 1039 likely voters conducted from July 9-13, 2008, when gas prices averaged $4.10 a
gallon nationally. The margin of error was +/- 3.1 percent. For methodology, contact: Zogby
International's Fritz Wenzel, 315-624-0200 ext. 229, or 419-205-0287 or fritz@zogby.com.
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NEW YORK TIMES EDITORIAL
Two Million Acres of Wilderness
Published: July 21, 2008

“Congress has an opportunity to add significantly to the nation’s store of protected wilderness —
a million new acres at a minimum, and perhaps twice that if everything falls into place. But it
must move quickly. This is an election year, with many other distractions, including an economic
crisis and soaring fuel prices, and there is not a lot of time left to pass legislation.

“So far, this Congress has passed one wilderness bill — setting aside more than 100,000
acres of clear streams, alpine peaks and old-growth forests in Washington State. An additional
900,000 acres of potential wilderness in five states — including 250,000 acres in Colorado’s
Rocky Mountains — would be protected in a bill introduced in the Senate last month by Jeff
Bingaman of New Mexico.

“There are also a dozen other measures at various stages in the legislative process —
including several that would protect large areas in California — and these could conceivably
push the total to two million.

“Wilderness areas are more strictly protected than any other federal lands, including the
national parks. Motorized transport and commerce are forbidden, hiking and fishing allowed.
The wilderness system now covers about 107 million acres nationwide, about half of it in
Alaska, or about 4.8 percent of the nation’s land mass.

“The Bush administration has mainly regarded public lands as a commercial asset,
exploiting them for resources like natural gas. Gale Norton, the administration’s first interior
secretary, actually removed protections the Clinton administration had provisionally given to 2.6
million acres in Utah, while announcing that she had no interest in proposing any new wilderness
lands.

“Still, the administration has not discouraged Congress from making its own proposals,
and President Bush — hoping to improve his slim conservation credentials — has indicated that
he will sign bills that reach his desk. It is now up to Congress to get them there.”

**%x%* The DCER does not properly identify, disclose and evaluate any of these trends and
projections pertaining to public opinion, economic benefits, and benefits to ecosystems and
ecosystem services (like drinking water). Nor does the CER assess the need for additional
Wilderness designations that flow from these demands. The CER must “evaluate current social,
economic and ecological conditions and trends that contribute to sustainability. . ..” 36 C.F.R. §
219.6(a)(1).

B. Wild & Scenic Rivers

“Plan EIS identified and evaluated 14 streams located in or close to the forest.” - 85 - “streams
were broken down into segments”.
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Eligible stream segments “are to be managed to preserve free-flowing conditions and to protect
the outstandingly remarkable values of their segments . ..” - 86

“16 stream segments . . . having at least one outstandingly remarkable value.” - 86

Most are “allocated to MA 10 . .. with 55 miles in the scenic classification and 200 miles in the
recreational river classification.” - 86

“Portions of six stream segments” in other MAs - 86.

“Segment A of the St. Mary’s River is the only stream . . . under the wild classification.” - 86

*Axk “there are no known additional streams on the forest needing evaluation ...” - 86

*#x%* There are some additional waterways, all of which have sections on the GWNF, that the
Forest Service needs to evaluate for inclusion as Wild, Scenic, or Recreational Rivers: Trout
Run, Waites Run, German River, Wilson Creek, Mill Creek (of Maury River), Mill Creek
(of Cowpasture River), Potts Creek, Stony Creek (north of Bayse impoundment), Benson
Run, Big Marys Creek, Stuart Run (with Buck Lick and Bolshers Runs), Jim Dave Run,
Little Back Creek, Crow Run (with Little Crow Run), and perhaps others.

*#x%* The revised Plan needs to have clear guidelines and objectives for the FS to gain WSR
protective status for all the suitable waterways by making recommendations to Congress. All of
the stream segments found eligible in 1993, as well as any new additions, should be formally
recommended for WSR designation when the revised Plan is adopted. The GWNF planners must
also redo the WSR evaluations so as to recognize the “outstandingly remarkable values”
possessed by Passage Creek Seg. B, Cowpasture River Seg. C, the upper part of Cedar Creek,
and St. Marys River Seg. B and recommend these also.

C. Important scenic and recreational areas

“The goal of protecting scenic or recreation purposes remains the same.” - 87

**%* But scenic and recreation areas are not being protected - there is intensive logging next to
trails (e.g., Paddy TS, proposed Back Draft TS), and in MA 13 (e.g., North River TS), and an
equestrian road is to be built into Dolly Ann roadless area that significantly affects and harms the
ROS opportunities and desired conditions there.

*#x%% How will the revised Plan prevent such situations as referenced above for Dolly Ann and
elsewhere from occurring again on the Forest? The CER does nothing to allay these fears.
**x%* The revised Plan must strictly protect Trail corridors. The FS must fully investigate
and evaluate this option. Devise guidelines, objectives, and desired conditions that preclude
timber sales next to Forest Trails.

w3k The entirety of Shenandoah Mountain must be managed as a Special Area (perhaps
as a proposed National Conservation Area).

Shenandoah Mountain
Shenandoah Mountain is perhaps the most important single “special area” on the Forest;
it is certainly the largest. Stretching 60 miles in length and 15 miles in width, Shenandoah
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Mountain occupies almost 400,000 acres of public lands on the North River Ranger District in
Augusta, Bath, Highland, Rockbridge, and Rockingham Counties, Virginia and Pendleton
County, West Virginia.

The crown jewel of the Central Appalachians, Shenandoah Mountain constitutes the
largest single contiguous tract of National Forest in the eastern United States. As such it is of
national significance as one of the largest relatively intact wildlands of any kind in the entire
East.

Here are Wild Trout streams and quality Black Bear habitat, as well as endemic species
such as the Cow Knob Salamander and Shenandoah Mountain Millipede. Here too are tracts of
old growth forest and rare habitats such as shale barrens. In addition to these ecological benefits,
the complex of roadless lands that exists on Shenandoah Mountain is an unparalleled
backcountry recreational resource in the region. Dazzling beauty abounds.

Shenandoah Mountain possesses probably the greatest amount of roadless areas and back-
country recreational lands to be found in any single area between the Great Smoky Mountains
National Park and the Adirondacks. Here are four clusters of Mountain Treasures with twenty-
four individual Treasures totaling around 260,000 acres. Included in these Treasures are 112,000
acres in nine roadless areas “inventoried” by the Forest Service. Here too is the glorious
Ramseys Draft Wilderness Area, as well as eight Forest Plan designated Special Interest Areas —
Biological and the Laurel Run Research Natural Area.

Shenandoah Mountain contains the greatest concentration of old growth on the George
Washington National Forest and in the Central Appalachians, with perhaps around 75,000 acres
in this condition (see maps at pp. 210-11 of Southern Appalachian Assessment Terrestrial
Technical Report and USDA FS "Stands 150 Years And Older CISC" map and CISC “old
growth trend” at App. G-58 of 2004 GW-JNFs Monitoring Report).

On Shenandoah Mountain are headwaters of the James and Potomac Rivers, and of the
legendary and beloved Shenandoah River. Segments of the North River and Cowpasture River
qualify for inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic River System. Watersheds and
impoundments on the Mountain supply the drinking water for tens of thousands of people in
Staunton and Harrisonburg.

Over 200 miles of hiking trails traverse the area. The 20 mile North Mountain Trail, the
25 mile Wild Oak Trail, a component of the National Trails System, and the 40 mile long
Shenandoah Mountain Trail provide outstanding recreational opportunities.

Problem:

Shenandoah Mountain is managed under a hodgepodge of differing management area
prescriptions with conflicting emphases that do not adequately conserve the special values and
conditions found here. The Forest Service does not recognize the significance of the Mountain.
Management decisions and actions damage the Mountain’s significant ecological, social, and
recreational values. We do not want this majestic mountain to change and become more and
more like everywhere else. But that undesirable trajectory is a constant threat under present
management regimes.

Resolution:

Shenandoah Mountain is a natural cathedral of ever-growing importance for the
rejuvenation and inspiration of the human spirit. The entirety of Shenandoah Mountain must be
allocated to management prescriptions that fully and consistently preserve and restore the special
values and conditions found here. In recognition of its critical significance and to effectuate
conservation goals it should be considered and studied for designation as a National
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Conservation Area. The entire area is not suitable for timber harvest, road building, grazing, or
mineral/gas/wind development. The desired future condition for the SM Conservation Area will
be an all-aged forest mimicking conditions of pre-European settlement. The Conservation Area
will be forever wild with minimal development; of course present developed recreational sites
such as Todd Lake and Brandywine will be retained. Land uses here will be compatible with the
maintenance of the species most sensitive to human-caused disturbance. Low-impact dispersed
recreation will be the emphasis. The North River riparian area will be rehabilitated. NCA
designation will increase the potential for remote backcountry non-motorized recreational
experiences in a region close to our largest population centers, a region in which the demands
made upon wildlands are ever growing. All of these management emphases will result in direct
economic benefit to local communities.

k%% In addition to those mentioned at pg. 35 of the DLRMP, “Scenic Corridors” should
include Old Parkersburg Turnpike (rt. 688), Marble Valley - Big River Road (rt. 600 in NRRD),
Wolf Gap Road (rt. 675), Passage Creek Road (rt. 678), Rt. 340, Shenandoah — Warm Springs
Mountains roads (WV rt. 3 — WV rt. 21 — VA rt. 614), Allegheny Mountain road (rt. 600 in
WS/JR RDs), Hematite Road (rt. 159), Boiling Spring road (rt. 18), Vesuvius Road (rt. 608),
Sherando road (rt. 664) (route numbers from 1993 GWNF Plan map). These are all roads that
receive high amounts of regular use for which the GWNF supplies critical aesthetically pleasing
scenery.

*xkx% A criterion for designation of corridors should include the visual middleground, not
just the foreground.

*xkx% “Dispersed Recreation Areas” such as North River and Hidden Valley are important
Special Areas that must NOT be “suitable for timber production”. Timber production harms
dispersed recreational values and opportunities. North River is a significant drinking watershed
(for Staunton).

Issue 7. Aesthetics

“the SMS has adopted scenic integrity objectives (SIO) for each mgmt. area” - 89.
*xkxk But the FS says it won’t be using MAs ? So how are SIOs allocated? Where is the map
showing these different allocations?

Table on pg. 89: 1993 adopted 548,000 acres to “Partial Retention” VQO with SIO of
“moderate” and 88,000 acres to “Modification” VQO with SIO of “low”.

***** S0 636,000 acres of GWNF only have a low to moderate aesthetic objective. The
appearance of the Forest is a significant national and regional issue and very important to the
public (see survey results). Having 60% of the Forest with only a low/moderate scenic
quality objective is insufficient and unreasonable.

The “1993 Plan adopted two short-term VQOs, rehabilitation and enhancement, to be used as
needed...” - 89
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*a%4% These so-called “short-term” objectives can be applied at the discretion of FS bureaucrats
(e.g., for salvage logging), even when they conflict with DFCs; as if visual impacts of logging do
not last decades (long-term). The use of “rehabilitation” does not adequately address long-term
impacts or harm to the public and to the scenery. The revised Plan should cease use of
“rehabilitation” and “enhancement”; fully evaluate this option.

“There is no need for a wholesale reinventory of the scenic resources of the GW, but public input
may result in site specific review and/or change.” - 89

*Ax** Yes there is a need. The FS is not responding to public concerns and significant national
issue. Allocations are not wholly objective, but are discretionary. Merely providing for a possible
site-specific review is not sufficient. At least 3/4 of the GWNF should have SIOs of Very
High or High. The FS needs to investigate and evaluate in detail this option. How are
“concern level” and scenic attractiveness” determined? A public process? If the CER is an

indication, the FS has thus far refused to fully and fairly address “ugliness”, “artificiality”, loss
of “contrast” value (making the Forest more like everywhere else), and harm to visitors.

“When a short term SIO of rehabilitation is assigned, site-specific measures should be utilized
rather than these guidelines to facilitate restoration of the scenic resource.” (DLRMP — 70)
****% No guidelines or restrictions, no disclosure, just total discretion given over to
anonymous bureaucrats. This is improper and unreasonable. The FS fails to clearly disclose
and explain its rationale. How is it that stumps resulting from “rehabilitation” are considered
more visually pleasing than dead trees and/or evident natural disturbances? Signs can be put up
at the Highlands tour and the Coal road extolling the virtues of logging. Then it is also possible
for the FS to erect signs informing the public of the significance and benefits of dead trees and
natural disturbances to forest health. This is a feasible and economic option.

Issue 8. Vegetation Manipulation

*#%:#% No mention of habitat destroyed and degraded for other species, nor of fragmentation and
edge effects, nor of facilitating the spread of invasive species, as a result of vegetation
manipulation. The evaluation must correct this omission and the revision reflect this full and fair
consideration.

***** No mention that a “mosaic” is provided without logging (i.e., “vegetation manipulation”).
The evaluation must correct this omission and the revision reflect this full and fair consideration.
**%k%% The GWNF planners are not properly responding to a national issue, viz., massive
public displeasure with and opposition to the agency’s vegetation manipulations (i.e., the
logging program).

“C-1. Add a new Desired Condition that states: ‘A blight-resistant American Chestnut
(Castanea dentata) returns to the Forest as a dominant species.”” - 91

*#%4% The FS must disclose how much “vegetation manipulation” it will be proposing in order

to “restore” the Chestnut? Logging for chestnuts is mentioned at pg. 133.
**%%* The only change proposed as regards “vegetation manipulation” is for Chestnut.
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***** There are many miles of open, closed, and temporary roads, game openings, and
recent even-age logging sites on the Forest that could and should be used to reintroduce
American Chestnut. Various roads need to be decommissioned, recontoured and revegetated
with Chestnut. The vegetation at various game openings and recent logged-over sites needs to be
manipulated so as to reintroduce Chestnut at these sites. New logging is not needed to restore the
Chestnut to the GWNF.

***** Considering the above, and public opinion, as well as budgetary limitations (and
other public issues), MA 17 (and/or its concomitant management prescriptions if MAs are
not to be used) needs to be need to be totally dropped from the revised Plan. Lands in this
MA need to be allocated to other more protective areas/prescriptions (e.g., MA 1, 4, 8, 9,
21). Examine and develop in detail this option/objective/quideline for managing the Forest.

Issue 9. Resource Sustainability

A. Ecosystem management

*Ax%% There is virtually nothing on ecosystem management here (half-page of 92). Not even a
mention of how ecological classifications (see Section, Subsection, Landtype Association,
Landtype at National Hierarchical Framework of Ecological Units, 1993, USDA FS) are/will be
incorporated into analysis, allocations, monitoring, and implementation.

In fact, the CER illustrates an attempt to restrict analysis to less than was done in 1993. In
addition, the framework of the Southern Appalachian Assessment needs to be used in
determining what issues are relevant to examine in the revision. While there is substantial
overlap in the issues, the Forest staff must carefully review the SAA to see what additional
information is relevant and what additional issues should be examined to determine a need for
change.

##%%% On the ecoregion level, the JNF FEIS documented existing Wilderness Areas within
ecological sections and subsections as though any Wilderness designation within these broad
geographical areas necessarily satisfies representation. Yet the 2004 Jefferson Plan FEIS reveals
the remarkable fact that:

“Cordell (1999) calculated the ratio of wilderness to ecoregion area to determine representation
of wilderness. Province M221" contains .6% of the National Wilderness Preservation System
(NWPS) area and 2.3% of the total land area in the Continental United States area, yielding a
ratio of .26. A ratio of at least 1 would be considered adequate representation. This indicates that
Province M221 is currently underrepresented in the NWPS and thus underprotected.” JNF,
FEIS, App. C, at 225.

One reason the Jefferson recommended Cave Springs (Stone Mountain) is the lack of
Wilderness in its ecological subsection.

' At the regional/national scale, all of the GWN Forest’s designated Wildernesses and inventoried roadless areas lie
within the Province M221, Central Appalachian Broadleaf Forest-Coniferous Forest-Alpine Meadow.
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%44k The GWNF revision planners must consider how and to what extent new Wilderness
Areas might address the under-representation in M221. as well as in the Forest’s Ecological
Sections and Subsections.

***** |nvasive species are inadequately addressed. This is one of the major threats identified
by the FS (see Goals at pg. 4 of CER) yet this is barely evaluated anywhere (see, e.g., the CER
sections on “Fragmentation”, “Forest Access”, “Vegetation Manipulation”, “Fire”, and “Wind
Energy Development™). This is a glaring omission and short-coming that must be corrected for a
well-informed decision.

Stiltgrass is a spreading problem on the Forest. I have seen numerous sites on the Lee RD
overrun with this species.
See: Invasive Grass May Impede Forest Regeneration
[North Carolina] The nonnative invasive grass Microstegium vimineum may hinder the
regeneration of woody species in southern forests. Chris and Sonja Oswalt (Forest Service
Southern Research Station) and Wayne Clatterbuck (University of Tennessee) set up
experiments on a mixed-hardwood forest in southwest Tennessee to study the growth of the
invasive grass under different levels of forest disturbance. “We found that when exposed to
sunlight, Microstegium can grow rapidly, often forming thick organic mats on the forest floor
that directly impede the regeneration of native woody species by blocking sunlight, and
indirectly by blocking seeds from reaching the soil in order to germinate," says Chris Oswalt.
"This grass, which can be easily overlooked in the understory, should be given more attention by
both researchers and land managers."
http://www.srs.fs.usda.gov/newsroom/newsrelease/2007/nr_2007-04-05-invasive grass.htm

“The integrity of rare native plant communities are protected from non-native invasive plant
species such as ailanthus (tree of heaven), kudzu, multiflora rose, and autumn olive. Nonnative
invasive plants are not a demonstrable threat to the integrity of major natural plant
communities.” (DLRMP at 14)

**%%* It is not at all clear how the FS and Revised Plan will address this “Desired Condition”.
How, where, and to what extent do you intend to protect the integrity of rare native plant
communities? How, where, and to what extent do you intend to ensure that nonnative invasive
plants are not a demonstrable threat to the integrity of major natural plant communities?

“FW-88: When seeding temporary roads, skid roads, and log landings when slopes are less than
5%, native grasses and wildflowers beneficial as wildlife foods are favored for use. On slopes
greater than 5%, vegetation that best controls erosion is favored for use.” (DLRMP — 57)

*#%4%* The FS should only use species native to the GWNF area for revegetating sites.

Ecosystem Diversity

In order to manage the Forest the Forest Service often alters the composition, structure,
and processes of terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems through such activities as timber sales and
associated road building. Through these and other projects the agency affects “ecosystem
diversity” on the GWNF. Ecosystem diversity is the variety and relative extent of ecosystem
types including their composition, structure, and processes (36 CFR 219.16).
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Factors such as elevation, slope, aspect, topographic position, slope configuration,
moisture availability, and disturbance history are primary influences on forest composition
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For planning purposes the area of analysis should be large enough to consider broad scale
trends and to capture the range of variation in disturbance frequencies and the aerial extent of
disturbances. The FS must analyse non-National Forest land (such as private lands) in order to
understand the context, opportunities and limitations for the Forest to contribute to the
sustainability of ecological systems. During the revision process the FS will develop Plan
components (desired conditions, guidelines, and objectives) for such things as major vegetation
types and their successional stages, ecosystems and specialized habitats that are rare or at risk,
and dominant disturbance processes in the plan area.

The FS uses a coarse approach that fails to acknowledge/reflect the actual diversity
present. The 1993 FEIS refers to 38 forest types on the GWNF (see FEIS at H — 3-4). In contrast,
a recent survey by the VDNH recognized at least 60 types of forested vegetation communities on
the Forest. Around 16 other non-forested communities were recognized (e.g., acidic heath
barrens and montane buttonbush pond) (see Fleming .

Aside from “forest type” another primary delineator of diversity as inventoried by the FS
are “age classes” of forest. Every “stand” on the Forest is given an age. One of the agency’s
primary rationales for cutting is the “need” to “balance” age classes in a project area. However,
the FS approach to this is very misleading. The agency lumps all the older age classes together,
using terms such as “150+” or “170+” as if a site that has not been cut for 300 years is the same
as one 150 years old.

Actually there is already an extreme disbalance in the distribution of age-classes on
the Forest. The older age classes are severely under-represented. There are generally very
little or zero acres represented at project areas in the 131-140, 141-150, 151-160, 161-170,
and on up to 271-280, 281-290, 291-300, 301-310, 311-320, 321-330, 331-340, 341-350 years-
old age classes. These ages are significant components of forest diversity. Trees of the species
found here, such as white, chestnut, and northern red oaks are known to attain such ages, and
higher, when allowed. The DCER and DLRMP fail to address and evaluate this disbalance.

And on top of this, “balanced” “age classes” is an artificial regime. It belongs on tree
farms, not on the GWNF. A functioning natural forest ecosystem in the Appalachians does not
have “balanced” age classes. Natural functioning forest ecosystems here contain multi-aged or
all-aged stands. The DCER and DLRMP fail to address and evaluate this artificial balancing
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scheme and its lack of desirability from an ecological perspective.

B. Extirpated animal species

2. Where is the Plan now?

“discussion will be removed from the Plan since the agency has no control over reintroductions.”
- 92

**%%% This is preposterous, the agency works hand-in-glove with state and federal wildlife
agencies so there is some degree of ‘control”. The FS makes it sound as if its input,
recommendations, and discretion are nonexistent.

C. Soil productivity

“We have not done an environmental analysis on the Forest where soil erosion was expected to
exceed the forested T-factor for the site.” - 93 -

Ak Precisely what is meant by “site”? Are such findings accomplished by diluting impacts
over an entire project area (i.e., ““site”) instead of confining the discussion of impacts to the
actual logging and road sites? The agency’s disclosure and rationale are vague and inadequate.

“One of the situations listed [LRMP 3 — 146] where long-term soil productivity may be impaired
is where the soil’s erodibility and slope combine to indicate the estimated T-factor to be
exceeded.” - 94

**%*% How have “estimated T-factors” been determined and when? Are the “factors” used
relevant to or misleading as applied to forested sites on the GWNF?

***** Nothing on protecting steep slopes from logging and roading anywhere in CER. The
Revised Plan needs to explicitly and positively address this issue.

**%%* The DCER and DLRMP make NO MENTION of effects of acid precipitation on soil
productivity, nor effects of removal of tree biomass (boles) from logging sites and the
affects of this nutrient depletion. The FS must fully and fairly evaluate this significant issue in
detail. See Gasper, D. C., 1997, “Forest and Trout Stream Nutrients in a Period of Acid Rain”,
pp. 68-73 in N. Hitt, ed., Proceedings from the 1996 Central Appalachian Ecological Integrity
Conference, Heartwood, IN.

**x%*% The FS needs to identify and map the soils and sites on the GWNF that are at risk of
nutrient depletion due to acidic degradation. These sites should not be “suitable” for

logging.

**%** What areas on the GWNF where there is the potential exceedance of critical acid
loading? What areas on the GWNF where there is the current actual exceedance of critical
acid loading? These sites should not be “suitable” for logging. The FS needs to map and
disclose these areas.
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See McNulty, S.G. et al. 2007. Estimates of critical acid loads and exceedances for forest
soils across the conterminous United Stares. Environmental Pollution 149: 281-292.

*dx%* Trees contain large reservoirs of calcium and magnesium. Removal of the trees from a
site, particularly at areas that are already stressed and degraded, has clear implications for the
ability of the site to buffer and recover from acidic deposition (see, e.g., “Base cations are
removed from soil by . . . harvesting (Gibondo-Tugbawa and Driscoll 2002).” Monongahela
National Forest 2006 FEIS 3 — 30).This is in addition to the other stresses upon the ecosystem
resulting from invasively entering with heavy machinery and altering and removing site
conditions. The cumulative impacts of the cutting in conjunction with the current degraded
situations may be significant. The revised Plan must fully address these factors and concerns.

“soil productivity has been protected in all project-level analyses.” - 94

*axkk But see Wild Virginia Robinson Hollow proposed TS comments and discussion.

**#%% The FS is not properly and adequately addressing and evaluating the issue of long-term
and cumulative impacts to soils, particularly in conjunction with the massive logging assault of
80-130 years ago (see DCER and DLRMP).

#xkxkk The CER fails to evaluate the effects of herbicide application upon the Forest’s soils and
their productivity.

“Region 8 Soil Quality standards are in place now . . . related to maintaining 85% of the
project’s activity area’s topsoil and organic layer...” - 94
ko 29 What exactly is an “activity area”?? How are these defined?

See:
Sharpe, W. E. 2002. Acid deposition explains sugar maple decline in the east. Bioscience 52(1):
4.
Schreffler, A.M. and W.E. Sharpe. 2003. Effects of lime, fertilizer, and herbicide on forest soil
and soil solution chemistry, hardwood regeneration, and hardwood growth following
shelterwood harvest. Forest Ecology and Management 177 (2003): 471-484.
Horsley, Stephen B. 1994. “Regeneration Success and Plant Species Diversity of the Allegheny
Hardwood Stands After Roundup Application and Shelterwood Cutting.” Northern Journal of
Applied Forestry. Vol. 11, No. 4.
Horsley, Stephen B., Robert P. Long, Scott W. Bailey, Richard A. Hallett and Thomas J. Hall.
1999. Factors Contributing to Sugar Maple Decline Along Topographic Gradients on the
Glaciated and Unglaciated Allegheny Plateau. In Horsley, Stephen B. and Robert P. Long Ed.
1999. Sugar Maple Ecology and Health: Proceedings of an International Symposium, June 2-4,
1998. USDA-Forest Service General Technical Report NE-261: 60-62

D. Water Quality

*xkx* Impaired streams - The 303d reports for VA and WV “list 38 streams on the Forest as
being impaired.” - 96
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wxkxk Acid Deposition - “A 1998 report (Bulger et al 1998) found that of the study streams in
non-limestone geology, 50 percent are non-acidic. An estimated 20 percent are extremely
sensitive to further acidification. And another 24 percent experience regular episodic
acidification at levels harmful to brook trout and other aquatic species. The remaining 6 percent
of streams are ‘chronically acidic’ and cannot host populations of brook trout or any other fish
species.” - 96

*adekk “Modeling conducted by SAMI . . . stream recovery will be slow or non-existent over the
next 100 years.” - 95-96

***** The 38 impaired streams need special attention from the Forest Service. Neither The
DCER nor the DLRMP specifically address these streams. The revised Plan must have
objectives, guidelines, desired conditions, and standards that explicitly address the protection and
restoration of these degraded sites.

“Sources of stream acidification are beyond the Forest’s control.” - 100 -

**%x% But cumulative impacts are not; for example, effects from implementation of the
proposed Laurel Road TS on the already degraded Laurel Run. Removal of tree boles through
timber sales removes sources of acid neutralizing capacity, exacerbating problems originating off
the Forest.

wadorsk Neither the DCER nor the DLRMP adequately and properly address this relevant factor
of cumulative impacts within the Forest Service’s control.

Laurel Run on Lee RD (site of proposed Laurel Road TS in Shenandoah Co.) is extremely acidic
- chart on pg. 97 shows ANC of —40 (chronically acidic if ANC < 0) - not limed since 1997.

A% It 1s not clear that all of the Forest’s ecological subsections are represented by the
potential listed “reference watersheds”; they should be.

Some of the other potential watersheds are said to have problems, such as low ph, ANC, no
VTSSS monitoring - 98.

**** North River RD is almost 3 times the size of the Pedlar; there should be more reference
watersheds in this RD (NR) to represent conditions. The FS lists only one reference watershed in
NRRD (viz., Ramseys Draft).

**%% The FS fails to designate reference watersheds on Great North Mountain area of the Lee
RD, nor any in West Virginia. This must be rectified.

**x%* There should be more reference watersheds than the 5 listed (N. Fork Simpson Creek
(JRRD in Rich Hole WA), Little Cove Creek (Pedlar in Mt. Pleasant NSA), Morgan Run (Lee
RD in S. Massanutten), Ramseys Draft (NRRD), Lost Run (WSRD in Laurel Fork)).

*H%% It may be better for some reference watersheds that they be allocated as separate
management areas/prescriptions.

**%%% The North River corridor and riparian area (in the vicinity of FDR 95) needs to be
cleaned up, restored, and protected. Camping and vehicles should not be allowed here. It is
disgusting and reprehensible that mass defecation should be allowed and even encouraged in
Staunton’s water supply.
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“In Municipal Water Supply Areas, when camping and/or vehicles are causing unfavorable
effects on water quality, seasonal or permanent closure orders may be considered for within the
Streamside Management Zone.” (DLRMP — 58)

E. Vegetation management
There is no discussion here - 100.

F. Herbicides

Graph on pg. 101 shows around 10,800 acres of the Forest assaulted with herbicides in 1993-
2006 (around 800 acres per year).

*#x%* The consideration of herbicides is superficial and inadequate. For just one issue, the
effects of these chemicals on reptiles and amphibians are big unknowns.

“Little has been published on the sensitivity of turtles to pesticides. Marked decreases
were observed in Wood Turtle numbers in parts of New Jersey subjected to heavy spraying of
pesticides for Gypsy Moth control (especially in the late 1950°s and 1960’s)—even where
habitats remained essentially unchanged. Although more quantitative studies are needed,
observations do suggest a relationship between pesticide usage and reptile population declines.
Minton (1972) noted that insectivorous lizards, snakes, and amphibians have decreased at a more
rapid rate than non-insectivorous species, and that decreases were more marked in area of heavy
pesticide use. Clark et al. (1971) noted that oviparous species of snakes in a heavily sprayed area
of Texas were practically eliminated, while “live-bearing” species fared better. It would come as
no surprise to find that highly insectivorous turtles are affected by pesticide usage.” (Harding and
Bloomer 1979) Immunosuppressive effects of low-level exposure to organochlorines have been
implicated in pathologies observed in Eastern Box Turtles (Terrapene carolina carolina) (see
Tangredi and Evans 1997).

Since the Harding & Bloomer statement was published almost 30 years ago the use of

biocides on the Forest (including to “control” Gypsy Moths) has continued unabated.

The effects of these chemicals on reptiles and amphibians are mostly big unknowns. For
example, what are the direct impacts of herbicides upon Wood Turtles? The Forest Service has
applied herbicides at locations where the Turtles occur. The “fact sheets” in the project files (see,
e.g., the NRRD Maybe TS) contain no information on the effect of the herbicides upon Wood
Turtles or other reptiles.

At North River in 2003 the FS proposed to apply Sporax which “is relatively toxic.” (EA-
26). The EA disposes of this significant issue with “the areas to be treated are limited in size
(121 to 139 acres)” (id.). However, this poison is to be applied directly in the riparian areas of a
Trout stream and, perhaps worse, a municipal watershed.

The EA disposes of effects from this poison by claiming there is “little or no potential for
off-site movement of the material.” (id.) So the planners utterly fail to analyse and disclose the
effects to ON-SITE flora, fauna, soil, and water.

The EA contained virtually NOTHING on the impacts of Sporax. Relevant issues such as
its persistence in the environment, its water solubility, and its effects to non-target organisms are
simply ignored in the disclosure.

61





“Chemical contaminants have the potential to alter sex ratios because they can affect
reproduction and development of reptiles (Bergeron et al., 1994; Guillette et al., 1996; Bishop et
al., 1991; de Solla et al., 1998).” (Browne, C.L. and S.J. Hecnar 2007) Such alterations have the
potential to alter effective population size and overall recruitment.

See Browne, C.L. and S.J. Hecnar. 2007. Species loss and shifting population structure of
freshwater turtles despite habitat protection. Biological Conservation 138: 421-429.

*Fxxxx% Just as at the project level, so here at the programmatic level the FS has failed to
fully and fairly evaluate herbicide use on the Forest.

*axk* And NOTHING on the use of insecticides (such as for Gypsy Moth) and their potential
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on species such as bats.

*ascRk “06. Insecticides known to have unfavorable effects on aquatic ecosystems should not be
applied within 200 feet of perennial streams or open bodies of water.” (DLRMP — 62)

As watersheds are a continuum the prohibition should apply to intermittent and
ephemeral streams and springs and seeps as well.

G. Fire

_“A burning program of approximately 3,000 acres per year...” - 101 -
**%* Burning on the GWNF has not been consistent with Plan direction for years.

*xkx%k A concern is the possibility that “controlled burns” are not controlled. An example of
this on the former Deerfield RD is found at Chestnut Ridge. A recent “prescribed burn” there
was not properly controlled and the majority of the overstory at the site is now dead. This is a
significant harm. This impact is also a factor of significant “uncertainty”. Fully consider and
explain how such lack of control will be prevented and avoided on the Forest through
implementation of the revised Plan.

Chart on pg. 101 shows number of wildfires/year on the GWNF - from 10 to 50 from 1993 to
2005, averaging around 30/year.

*asckx “Current estimates indicate that at least 90% of the GW is in Condition Class 3 which is
highly departed from natural vegetation-fuel composition and fire frequency severity.” - 102

***x* When/how were all the acres of the GW examined to determine this Condition Class?
How was this 90% figure generated? How can such a determination be made without a thorough
and comprehensive site-specific examination? How were “highly departed” and “fire frequency”
determined? There are around 75 vegetation communities on the GWNF (see Fleming/VDNH
report); to which of these does this Condition Class 3 apply?

***** There is no indication that the FS acknowledges any negative impacts or harmful
effects from prescribed fires.

“4. Is there a need for change?”
***** There is much that is lacking with this section, one of the worst in the CER. *****
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“The National Fire Plan (NFP) was developed in August 2000 . . . in January 2001 a list of
communities at risk was issued . . . an initial list urban wildland interface communities in the
vicinity of federal lands . . . using only Virginia Department of Forestry data that continues to
evolve . . . about 66 woodland communities are within 1/2 mile of the National Forest System
boundary while an additional 33 are within 1 1/2 miles.” - 102-103

“Furthermore, the Healthy Forests Initiative (HFI) was launched in August, 2002 . . . In addition,
the incentive for communities to engage in comprehensive forest planning . . . with the
enactment of the Healthy Forests Restoration Act (HFRA) in January 2003. . . . In order for a
community to take full advantage of this new opportunity, it must first prepare a Community
Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP). . . . The agencies would then give consideration to prioritize
fuels treatments where these CWPP were developed. In January 2001, the Federal Wildland Fire
Management Policy was implemented. . . . to the extent possible . . . [under the FWFMP]
Wildland Fire Use is designed to allow naturally (i.e. lightning) ignited wildland fires to burn in
a natural state providing resource benefits to the ecosystem.” - 103

xRk What GWNF communities have developed CWPPs?

***%* Has the FS prioritized “fuels treatments” on the GWNF at places where CWPPs have
been developed?

**%%* Has the FS allowed “naturally (i.e. lightning) ignited wildland fires to burn in a natural
state” “‘to the extent possible”’on the GWNF? If not, why not? If so, where and how many acres?

“Recent research across the GWINF using dendrochronology and fire-scarred trees show that
from the early 1700’s (sic) until the 1930’s (sic) 75% of fires occurred in areas dominated by
yellow pine, yellow pine-oak, and oak-yellow pine at a lower and upper level of 1-9 years. These
were typically low intensity understory fires but more intense stand replacement fires occurred
approximately 75 to 100 years, likely during times of very dry fuel conditions.” - 103-104

*#%4% During the span of time referenced by the FS (“from the early 1700’s (sic) until the
1930’s (sic)”) increasing populations of humans subjected the lands of these Appalachian forests
to widespread development, exploitation, conversion, and destruction. Numerous studies indicate
that fire was much more prevalent in the Eastern landscape following European settlement (see,
e.g., “a high number of fires occurred during the colonization and exploitation periods” in
McCarthy, B.C. et al. 2001. Composition, structure and dynamics of Dysart Woods, an old-
growth mixed mesophytic forest of southeastern Ohio. Forest Ecology and Management 140:
193-213). So of course during this period the numbers of unnatural (i.e., non-lightning), and
consequently the overall numbers of, fire ignitions greatly increased. The FS appears
irrationally intent on using unnatural conditions (i.e., an anthropogenic or culturally
augmented regime) as the “baseline”.

**x** Buell et al provide some of the only available data on presettlement fires in eastern oak
forest. They examined a White Oak cross section from a New Jersey forest and found only
several fire scars from the period 1641-1711. See

*#%4% Here the FS implies that most fires (“75%) occurred on ridge-tops and southern aspects
as these are the sites where the referenced forest types, “yellow pine, yellow pine-oak, and oak-
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yellow pine”, typically occur. However, the agency’s burn program typically occurs in mesic
sites and riparian areas with other forest types.

kxHkx If “stand replacement fires occurred approximately 75 to 100 years” then 0ld growth
would never occur. This does nhot make sense. How was the figure of “75 to 100 years”
derived? Is this an average (e.g., did “stand replacement fires” occur from 50 to 400 years)? And
what constitutes a replacement of a “stand”? For example, if a certain number of trees survive a
fire in a stand, but the number of these trees is below a certain amount, is the stand then
considered to be replaced? What is this number or proportion? Is it 6 trees, 9, 17, or what?
*#%:4% How accurate is the dendrochronological work cited by the FS? Research indicates that
“wounds morphologically indistinguishable from fire scars may originate from nonfire sources.”
(McEwan, R.W. et al. 2007. An experimental evaluation of fire history reconstruction using
dendrochronology in white oak (Quercus alba). Can. J. For. Res. 37: 806-816.) And what
exactly is the research referred to by the FS?

The FS refers to “[f]ires occurring at approximately this level of frequency” (“1 — 9 years”) as
resulting in a “shift” toward “oaks” and other species - 104.

**x%*% However, as McEwan et al state, “fire has most often been ineffective at increasing the
abundance and size of oak regeneration relative to competitors (Albrecht & McCarthy 2006;
Blankenship & Arthur 2006).” (pg. 662 in McEwan, R. W. et al. 2007. Temporal and spatial
patterns in fire occurrence during the establishment of mixed-oak forests in eastern North
America. Journal of Vegetation Science 18: 655-664. See also Albrecht, M.A. & McCarthy, B.C.
2006. Effects of prescribed fire and thinning on tree recruitment patterns in central hardwood
forests. For. Ecol. Manage. 226: 88-103; Blankenship, B.A. & Arthur, M.A. 2006. Stand
structure over 9 years in burned and fire-excluded oak stands on the Cumberland Plateau,
Kentucky. For. Ecol. Manage. 255: 134-145.) McEwan et al suggest that experimental frequent,
repeated burning over several decades in recently logged regenerating stands may perhaps
produce the desired results.

*x#%% See also THE FIRE AND OAK HYPOTHESIS: INCORPORATING THE INFLUENCE
OF DEER BROWSING AND CANOPYGAPS, Rachel J. Collins and Walter P. Carson in Van
Sambeek, J.W.; Dawson, J.O.; Ponder, F., Jr.; Loewenstein, E.F.; Fralish, J.S., eds. 2003.
Proceedings, 13thCentral Hardwood Forest conference; 2002 April 1-3; Urbana, IL. Gen. Tech.
Rep. NC-234. St. Paul, MN: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, North Central
Research Station. 565 p. [Peer-reviewed paper from oral presentation] “Deer browsing, after
fire, reduced diversity in the sprouting community, created understories dominated by striped
maple. Northern red oak saplings were not fire tolerant and did not produce tall sprouts following
fire. These results cast doubt on the ubiquitous application of the fire and oak hypothesis to
explain the dominance of oak in some mixed hardwood forests.” This research provides further
evidence of the harmful effects of high Deer densities on the GWNF as well as serving to belie
FS claims and rationales about fires in oak forests.

*akxk See also “Prescribed burning has been suggested as a method for encouraging advance
oak regeneration on sites where succession favors less desirable species (Curtis 1959, Rogers
1959). Results from a case study in southwestern Wisconsin, however, show that a single spring
fire may kill many young oak and fail to control competing vegetation on the study area.” Paul
S. Johnson, 1974, “SURVIVAL AND GROWTH OF NORTHERN RED OAK SEEDLINGS
FOLLOWING A PRESCRIBED BURN,” USDA For. Serv. RESEARCH NOTE NC-177.
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Johnson, a Forest Service Silviculturist, concluded, “a single, low-intensity spring fire may do
more harm than good to (red oak) seedlings about the size of the 1-yr-old red oaks observed,
especially where competition after the burn is severe.”

*xkxE Also see the study “SURVIVAL OF HARDWOOD REGENERATION DURING
PRESCRIBED FIRES: THE IMPORTANCE OF ROOT DEVELOPMENT AND ROOT
COLLAR LOCATION?”, by Patrick Brose and David Van Lear. They did a detailed study of the
size, location, and composition of seedlings in the understory of areas subjected to burns, and
found that “Root collar location and diameter of the regeneration usually were not

determined and fire severity often was ignored or considered equal throughout the burn area.
Without knowing these factors, predicting or understanding the outcome of a fire is virtually
impossible.” (emphasis added)

The FS claims to “have done a tremendous job . . . reducing the number of human caused fires.”
- 104

*xkx%k However, there are still a very large number of human caused fires on the Forest, and
there have been for many decades (see info in SAA). And human caused fires constitute the great
majority of fires (around 80%; see info in SAA) on the Forest, and have for many decades. The
FS disregards the fact of these numerous fires at levels far above natural amounts. Data
gathered for the Southern Appalachians indicate that fires have occurred here at 5 to 35 times
the natural (viz., lightning ignited) rate (see SAA and the research of Ted Gragson with the
USDA Coweeta Hydrologic Laboratory Long Term Ecological Research). So fire has certainly
NOT been excluded from our National Forests. The FS must address this issue: that
perhaps a problem on the Forest is that there have been far too many fires over the past
many decades.

*#%:4% How and to what extent have the past centuries of logging and burning diminished the
natural historic range of vegetation and fuel composition and the natural annual build up of leaf
litter, tree needles, dead grass, brush, limbs, and dead trees that serve important ecological
functions? These relevant factors needs to be evaluated in detail before setting objectives and
guidelines regarding intentional fires on the Forest.

“Every 5 to 9 years fire regenerated the forest and cleansed the understory of potential hazardous
fuels. These historic fires were not the devastating wildfires of recent years. Frequent cool fires
acted as a natural agent reducing surface fuels and all but eliminated large, stand replacing, fire
events that have become too frequent during the last three decades.” - 104

**k%% \What evidence is there that the entire GWNF burned “every 5 to 9 years”? Where
did this figure come from?

****% |t does not make sense to use “historic fires” as a rationale. Historic fires were an
unnatural fire regime characterized by many human-caused ignitions. Why use such an
unnatural regime as the baseline?

***** What “devastating wildfires of recent years”? What “large, stand replacing, fire
events that have become too frequent during the last three decades”? Where have these
occurred on the GWNE? It appears that this verbiage is something lifted from situations that
occur in the West.

*#%4% The FS makes no mention of the fact that should large stand replacing fires occur then
valuable habitat would be generated. Elsewhere the agency uses the rationale that the small gap
dynamic events that characterize these forests are not sufficient for creating the large-size esh
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areas that they desire, and use this as a rationale for needing to log large areas. Now here the
agency characterizes the creation of such habitat by fire as somehow undesirable or unhealthy.
***%* Precisely what does the FS consider to be “potential hazardous fuels”? What
amounts of such material is considered to be “potential[ly] hazardous”? Where are there
dangerous accumulations of “hazardous fuels”? In my experience it is not apparent that there
is an excess of so-called “fuels” in the Forest. The CER presents no evidence or quantified data
or analyses. All that is presented are conclusary assertions that an implied problem exists. It is
not apparent that accumulations of “hazardous fuels” must be reduced across broad areas of the
Forest.

Exactly what quantities of “fuels” does the FS consider unnatural, unhealthy,
and/or hazardous accumulations? What quantities presently exist in the Forest and where?
How were these quantities determined? How much has been burned-up by previous
prescribed and/or wild fires? What quantities of CWD, LWD, leaf litter, and humus does
the agency deem natural and healthy? The CER is grossly inadequate for properly
informing the public or for making well-reasoned decisions.

*dx%%k Much of what is commonly referred to as “fuels”, forest ecologists know as “woody
debris”. This material is the dead and dieing wood and trees that characterize and are essential
for healthy forests. “Fuel” also includes the forest floor litter and humus. All this material is also
commonly known as “food’, “shelter”, or “habitat” for wildlife. It is an integral part of the
compositional, structural, and functional diversity of the Forest.

One of the main characteristics of natural disturbances (vs. anthropogenic) is the amount
of woody debris remaining on a site (see, €.g., Sharitz et al. 1992, Spies and Franklin 1991,
Morrison and Swanson 1990, Neimi and Probst 1990). Removal and absence of woody debris,
litter, and humus has a dramatic impact on organisms that depend on them for food and shelter,
as well as their predators (see, e.9., Esseen et al. 1997, Schulte and Neimi 1998, Harmon et al.
1986). In addition, woody debris contributes to soil fertility and increases moisture retention
capacity throughout decomposition. Moisture retaining logs serve as fire breaks as well as shelter
for wildlife should a fire occur.

Because of the past and ongoing intensive logging and other human-caused disturbance
that has taken place, there is actually an impoverishment of dead wood (“woody debris” or
“fuels”) on the great majority of National Forest sites.

See the information found in USDA FS General Technical Report SE-94 “Biodiversity
and Coarse Woody Debris in Southern Forests”; incorporated by reference. This document lists
hundreds, if not thousands, of forest species that depend on woody debris for their survival. This
valuable research must be incorporated into the assessment and decision-making. This document
shows that coarse woody debris (“CWD?”), large woody debris (“LWD”), and snags are a vital
component of healthy forests. It is clear from research contained in this report that amounts of
these elements of forest diversity and health are naturally much higher in wild old growth forests
than in this relatively depauperate project area.

Good amounts of CWD and LWD do not necessarily mean that forests are unhealthy or
in need of “treatments”. In fact they indicate the opposite; the so-called “fuels” found in the
GWNEF are evidence of a recuperating forest. Dead wood and litter does not accumulate in
eastern deciduous forests as it does in drier western locations; instead, so-called “fuels”
decompose and recompose to enrich the forest. Burning up this organic material, and thus
destroying its structural and functional benefits, can actually reduce forest health. There is much
more to consider than just the release of minerals available to some selected species (through
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postburn ash that may not even be available as it may be blown away or washed offsite by heavy
rain).

All these factors must be fully and fairly considered. However, this consideration is
not apparent in the CER.

The GWNF forests are significantly different in various ways from the forests of the
West or SE coastal plain. Here, with different ecosystem conditions and a much different fire
regime, much material (various components called “fuels”) is naturally metabolized, not
pyrolized. The leaf litter and humus serve as a reservoir for water. They are important for helping
to retain moisture in the soil, and for insulating roots and seeds in winter and from killing frosts.
Through its decomposition the humus returns valuable minerals and compounds to the soil to in
turn recompose plants and other elements of the ecosystem. The leaf litter and humus serve as
food and shelter for myriads of organisms that are the base of, makeup and sustain the trophic
complexity and biodiversity found at these sites.

The incineration of this material significantly degrades the site quality for a great many
species. The FS must fully and fairly assess and disclose these harms.

The CER omits even a mention of all these significant factors involving “fuels” and
fire’s affect upon them.

“3. Open woodlands supported many plants and animals now rare or of public interest such as
table mountain pine, golden-wing warblers, turkeys, blueberries, and whitetail deer. The Bird
Conservancy has identified eastern deciduous forests of early successional habitat as one of the
most threatened bird habitats in the United States.” - 104

*#%%* The flora and fauna mentioned by the FS are certainly not rare, nor is it conceivable that
their viability is in any way threatened, in fact they (“table mountain pine, [] turkeys, blueberries,
and whitetail deer”) are so common that in at least one case (i.c., “whitetail deer”) their numbers
can be perceived as unhealthy for the forest. This is a very poor rationale for spending more tax
dollars on increased burning.

*a%k% And the Golden-wing Warbler is rare even where habitat is provided. It is characterized as
a “very local summer resident” that is said to only occur in this planning area only in “Augusta
County” (see page 7 of a list of all the TESLR species on the GW-JNFs dated 7/8/02, from FS
biologist Fred Huber for the project file of the Enterprise timber sale on the JNF’s Newcastle
RD).

What is the current estimated carrying capacity for this species under the existing
situation on the GWNF? Based on some of the figures the FS included in the JNF FEIS, it
appears that there is already suitable habitat to support approximately 3418 Golden Winged
Warblers on the JNF without creating any new openings or clearings. It is not clear that their
populations on the GWNF need an increased burning program. There is no clear analysis and
disclosure of how much suitable habitat (both natural and artificial) for the Warblers currently
exists on the Forest and what is the carrying capacity of this habitat. Nor are the Warblers current
population numbers disclosed. These two factors together raise the significantly relevant issue:
Are the birds even taking advantage of the habitat already available to them? If not, then it is
entirely unreasonable and irrational to use them as a primary rationale for management actions
(e.g., logging or burning) and to implement policies that fabricate more habitat ostensibly for
their benefit.

Golden-winged Warblers typically use much non-forested habitat, such as maintained
wildlife clearings, old fields, and forest edges. The JNF Bear Creek Roadless Area Evaluation
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estimates that 70 acres of "maintained wildlife clearings and old fields" can support 20 golden-
winged warblers, or 0.29 warblers per acre (JNF FEIS C-12). On JNF FEIS 3-119, the FS states
that there "are approximately 11,964 acres of permanent openings (including old fields) on the
Jefferson National Forest. How much such habitat exists on the GWNF? The CER is silent on
this pertinent inventory factor.

Beyond this the ES certainly fails to tabulate, inventory, and analyse the amounts
and distribution of all the “edge” habitat (natural as well as that associated with roads,
utility corridors, and logging cuts) on the GWNF.

Further, the Warbler “prefers brushy edge habitats . . . openings in deciduous forests or
forest edges where there is a dense understory of forbs grasses or ferns.” (Huber op. cit.)
However, the FS claims that fire makes areas “more open” (CER at pg. 104), not brushy, so it is
not apparent that prescribed fires benefit the Warbler.

*#x%* The CER refers to improving wildlife habitat. This is so vague that it is virtually
meaningless. Just about any conceivable ground disturbing management action will ‘improve’
habitat for something. But this does not translate to a valid rationale for the need to perform
burning across broad areas of the Forest.

Here the improving referred to is for a few already extremely numerous species such as
Turkeys and Deer with more generalist habitat usage and with dispersal ability to avoid the
burning while it is happening. But no mention is made of degrading or destroying habitat for
wildlife by burning up material that serves as food or shelter or by altering site conditions to
make them drier and hotter. These altered conditions are not conducive to species that prefer a
moister and/or more shaded groundfloor, so their diversity and distribution are reduced. The fires
would decrease some “small herbaceous vegetation” but this is not mentioned. And no mention
is made of directly killing wildlife on-site. These factors must be fully and fairly considered. The
CER fails to adequately consider these harms.

***%% Invertebrates that live in the forest floor litter, topsoil, and “fuels”, such as snails,
slugs, millipedes, worms, and arthropods, are a significant component of the Forest’s
diversity. These aspects of Forest communities and sustainability must be fully considered.

See the information found in USDA FS General Technical Report SE-94 “Biodiversity
and Coarse Woody Debris in Southern Forests”; e.g., Ronald Caldwell, “Macroinvertebrates and
their relationship to coarse woody debris: With special reference to land snails™ at pp. 49-54;
incorporated by reference. This valuable research must be incorporated into the analysis and
decision-making.

Past experience with burns on the National Forest, indicates that a criterion of success for
a burn is when a substantial proportion of the duff and leaf litter are incinerated. This would not
only burn up their habitat, but also directly destroy invertebrates living there (as well as
vertebrates such as Coal Skinks and salamanders). This is a particular concern for the mesic
slopes and aspects and coves. Reduction of populations, with perhaps limited dispersal and
recovery capabilities, over wide areas (€.9., 350 acres; and many prescribed burn areas are larger
than this) is not appropriate.

How long does it take such populations to reestablish and recover after they are
suppressed by fire? Does burning on short time periods (€.9., 5 years or 15 years or 25 years)
allow them enough time to recover? Are their populations being chronically suppressed due to an
accumulation of impacts over time?
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I am concerned about significant impacts as a result of the burns to the viability and
distribution of snails, slugs, millipedes, arthropods, toads, tree frogs, Coal Skinks,
salamanders, turtles and other species with limited mobility.

The CER makes no mention of the harmful and undesirable effects of burning upon these
natural communities and associated species. The necessity for ignoring these harms is not
apparent. These harms must be fully considered and the agency’s reasoning clearly disclosed.

*dx%% Burning on the GWNF is often proposed for tracts of land allocated to MA 15. The burns
may occur during late spring or early summer or late summer or early fall (see, e.g., 2007 Lee
RD burn project DM-10 and BE-7). This is the time when many species (e.g., Turkey, Ovenbird,
Squirrel, Great Horned Owl, and Wood Turtle) are nesting, rearing broods, or hatching.
According to the Plan, MA 15 portions of the Forest are to be managed to maintain “freedom
from disturbance during nesting, brood-rearing seasons.” (GWNF LRMP 3 — 79) Such decisions
are not compliant with clear Forest Plan direction.

Burning is supposed to occur “only” during the “dormant season” (GWNF LRMP 3 —
128). However, burns are proposed to occur during late spring or early summer or late summer
or early fall (see, e.g., 2007 Lee RD burn project DM-10 and BE-7). This is the growing season,
not the dormant season. Such decisions are not compliant with clear Forest Plan direction.

Only backfires with flame lengths of 2 feet or less are allowed in hardwood stands and
riparian areas (GWNF LRMP 3 — 128). Burns on the Forest are often proposed to occur in
hardwood stands and riparian areas (see, e.g., 2007 Lee RD burn project DM-10). However, fire
intensity may be “moderate” and backing fire may only “predominate” in an area (id.).
“Boundaries of the area may be ignited with drip-torches followed by strips through the interior
to complete burning out the area.” (id.) Such decisions are not compliant with clear Forest Plan
direction.

The CER fails to address issues such as the above. How will the revised Plan ensure that
this situation (Viz., failure to comply with the Plan and/or performing inappropriate or harmful
burns) will not be perpetuated on the Forest?

*x%*%* One of the worst aspects of many burn proposals is the potential to construct dozerlines
through the Forest as part of controlling burns. Such a route can function as a “road” for illegal
access. They can instigate harmful edge effects.

Yet the CER states absolutely nothing about control lines for prescribed fires. Why did
the FS fail to alert the public to a significant aspect of what it is planning/proposing to do? This
failure to disclose critical information is a significant omission.

Existing roads and streams often provide most of the control lines. But aside from the
issue of the burning of riparian areas associated with streams, this glosses over the fact that
control lines often have to be constructed (such as at the northwest section of the Moody area on
the Lee RD). This amounts to lines cut through the Forest, perhaps with dozers. This can result in
significant degradation to habitat, and recreational and scenic quality. This degradation must be
fully and fairly assessed and disclosed.

Dozerlines should particularly be avoided in MA 4 sites, riparian areas, roadless areas
and Mountain Treasures, rare species habitat (€.9., Wood Turtles, CKSalamanders), old growth,
riparian areas, semi-primitive recreational settings, special areas, and through and closeby special
habitats (e.0., rocky slopes and outcrops, seeps).
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Dozerlines smashed through the Forest significantly harm the recreational, esthetic, and
social benefits we and other members of the public receive from this project area. And there are
additional undesirable ecological impacts, such as alteration of hydrology, alien species invasion,
and facilitated ingress of predators.

As has been observed elsewhere (such as on Round Mountain), these lines allow illegal
motorized access, and of course facilitate poaching. ATV access is already possible into many
Forest areas; then the FS facilitates more illegal motorized access into the interior of areas (such
as at Harness Run, Moody, or Church Rock) by building or reopening a route that can be used by
vehicles and that can significantly disrupt the solitude, habitat security, remoteness and scenic
beauty that are available and expected.

Such lines also facilitate future human-caused wildfire ignitions.

All these ramifications must be fully and fairly considered, evaluated, disclosed, and
addressed.

***%* The agency must fully analyse and disclose the impacts from the clear potential that
burn infrastructure has for increasing illegal motorized use (on firelines), such as from
ATVs and illegal activities such as poaching. This foreseeable illegal activity would further
harm remoteness, wildlife and habitat security, and freedom from disturbance. Construction
techniques (e.g., use of dozers or trail machines) that result in wide routes, as well as the loop
nature of some of the construction, will easily facilitate illegal ATV use and make it even more
difficult for law enforcement officers to control. There is clearly a potential for significant harm
to remote habitat, disturbance-sensitive wildlife, roadless area values and character, feelings of
solitude, serenity, and remoteness, and to special biological areas.

I have already seen evidence of illegal motorized trespass at numerous areas on the
Forest. The Forest Service has made specious claims that gating/blocking techniques and law
enforcement can control illegal ATV use (see EAs). This is refuted time-and-time again by
observations on-the-ground in the GWNF. Foisting off the problem as a “law enforcement issue”
is irresponsible and improper. The claim that ‘law enforcement will handle the problems’ that
planners of this project help create and make worse is without basis in fact.

*x%kx% On the GWNF burns are not confined to drier sites with rare plants. Mesic sites,
including drainages, north slopes, and riparian areas, and sites with ground cover used by
salamanders are proposed for burning. As regards the prescribed burns program, another
concern involves impacts to salamander species and populations. Various past burn areas are
clearly in various salamanders’ range and possess their habitat. The FS has proposed and
implemented the burning of riparian areas and mesic sites (such as closeby the Shenandoah River
and other streams, coves, sites with northern aspects, drainages, and sites with ground cover used
by salamanders).

The proposed burn program may significantly harm salamanders and/or their habitat.
Salamanders may be directly or indirectly killed or taken. The proposed burns are not consistent
with conservation of salamanders.

In addition, sites with sensitive or vulnerable species such as salamanders may be subject
to intense ground disturbance by fabrication of control lines with dozers. Such construction may
directly kill salamanders, destroy habitat, create additional habitat fragmentation, and increase
harmful forest edge.
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The FS must fully evaluate and disclose these effects and harms. How will the
revised Plan address this issue?

A%k T am not aware of scientific research that indicates that salamander species benefit from
prescribed burns. In fact, studies indicate the opposite. These species lives in and benefit from
forest attributes (e.g., forest litter, duff, CWD, cool moist soil) that you are proposing to pyrolize.
Effective mitigation must be implemented. Areas with salamanders must be dropped from
burning and no-burn buffers and corridors ensured.

*Ax%* Fires may easily harm reptiles and amphibians, both during the burning and by harming
their habitat. Sites important to them, such as moist slopes, rocky groundfloors, mesic slopes,
coves and rock outcrops, should not be burned.

***** | am concerned about burning impacts to turtle species such as the Wood Turtle
(Glyptemys insculpta) and Box Turtle (Terrapene carolina). Where do they live in the Forest
and what is the status of their populations? They too may be significantly harmed (directly,
indirectly, and or cumulatively) by implementation of the proposed burning program. Burning of
mesic tracts is a particular concern. Effective mitigation and constraints are necessary to avoid
take or significant impacts to viability or distribution.

*xkx% Oaks, Deer, Grouse and other ‘valuable’ (in a commodity sense) species are common.
Much of the theory and practice of burning on this Forest appears focused on increasing the
biomass of already common species. And even if it is denied that this is the rationale, this is the
result. But the harmful effects of bureaucratic burns on non-target groups, such as reptiles,
amphibians, invertebrates, understory vegetation, fungi, bryophytes, and herbaceous plants, are
largely ignored. These effects must be fully and fairly considered, evaluated, and disclosed. If the
effects are unknown, then disclose that also.

*##:#% [ am concerned that burning and alteration (such as fire control lines) will be used to deny
the presence of old growth in the future; i.e., the FS will then say that disturbance is present at a
plot(s) and so therefore a stand does not qualify as old growth. How is this concern to be
handled?

*#%4%* In the Forest Service’s scheme of “Recreational Opportunity Spectrum” some National
Forest lands are allocated to Semi-Primitive designations (see GWNF 1993 LRMP
“Transportation Network And Recreational Opportunities” map). Remoteness, solitude, and
serenity are obviously available to visitors in these SP lands (see definitions on the
“Transportation Network And Recreational Opportunities” map and in the FEIS Glossary).
Burning and/or associated activities (e.d., dozerlines, mechanically constructed firelines) can
significantly harm and diminish SP values such as their “remote” qualities and freedom from
disturbance. The FS’ proposed burning program may significantly alter the character of these
lands and the opportunities and enjoyment available there. The DCER fails to evaluate this issue.
How will the revised Plan address this issue?

*#%:k% Natural fire ignitions can typically be expected to be from a single source (a lightning
strike), at higher elevations, and burn downhill. The burns are thus patchy and often
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accompanied by rain. I am concerned about prescribed fires with multiple ignition sources. [ am
concerned about prescribed fires from multiple ignition sources burning uphill. I am concerned
about prescribed fires from multiple ignition sources (along boundaries, sites through the
interior, helicopters) that help ensure an entire area is burned (i.e., non-patchy). I am concerned
about “aerial ignitions” across broad landscapes with a variety of habitat conditions. I am
concerned about prescribed fires during conditions and/or times that natural fires typically would
not occur. These important issues must be fully addressed in the analysis and Plan revision.

The patchiness of natural fires and the inhibition of the regional spread of many low-
intensity fires are an outcome of dissected topographies such as typify the lands of the GWNF
(see Kline, V.M. and G. Cottam 1979).

kA% Prescribed fires on the Forest are often implemented through ignitions around the
perimeter of the burn area. And on top of these multiple ignitions, the interior of burn sites are
also ignited. See, €.9., 2007 Lee RD burn project DM-10: “Boundaries of the area may be ignited
with drip-torches followed by strips through the interior to complete burning out the area.”

Small and/or slow moving animals have negligible chances to escape when thus surrounded, and
even large and/or swift movers can become confused and trapped by a wall of flames that is
seemingly in every direction.

Perimeter burns kill wildlife of public interest. The ethical underpinnings for intentionally
incinerating sentient beings for any reason are certainly questionable. But it is particularly
heinous when the incineration is done in such a manner that could not be worse if calculated or
that could be avoided or that is unnecessary or that is done simply to achieve some floristic
composition that somebody deems desirable.

This is a significant issue, as well as an issue of controversy. Yet the CER fails to
address it in the slightest. What is the agency’s rationale for concentrating on some variable
floristic composition pre- and post-burn, but showing no apparent concern or consideration for
the killing of numerous animals during the fire? This is an ethical issue with on-the-ground
ramifications. It is also an issue involving important values held by the public. This concern with
controversial and uncertain aspects must be fully and fairly evaluated.

See Strohmaier, D.J. 2000. “The ethics of prescribed fire: a notable silence”. Ecological
Restoration 18:1, 5-9.

“The Forest Service has made it a priority to reintroduce fire into fire dependent ecosystems to
help promote ecosystem health. Prescribed fire is viewed by the land management agencies as an
agent of change that helps ‘mother nature’ return an ecosystem to its historic range.” - 104
***** Prescribed fires are NOT confined or limited to fire dependant ecosystems on the
GWNF. The FS commonly sets fires in mesic hardwood sites. The FS has not been
following this priority and the DLRMP as written allows this to continue.

***** Exactly what are the “fire dependent ecosystems” on the GWNF? This basic
information is lacking.

***** Precisely what time period is the “historic range” referred to by the agency? The FS
is apparently regards the time period of human settlement as the historic range, a time
period characterized by a great increase in fires far above “natural” (i.e., lightning caused)
levels. It is not rational or desirable to perpetuate an artificial regime.

#xkx% Much of the temporal “historic range” considered by the Forest Service was a period of
intense human alteration of the landscape. For instance, referring to 1875 to 1936, McEwan et al
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state, “Fires were widespread during this period . . . a period of frequent fire lasted
approximately 60 years during the establishment of the current oak overstory.” (pg. 655 in
McEwan et al 2007) “The incursion of Euro-Americans into the region ca. 1780 resulted in a
series of large-scale disturbances. Forests were cleared for agricultural plots, for building
materials, and to provide fuel for the iron industry (Stout 1933; Williams 1989; Hutchinson et al.
2003).” (id. at 656-657) “Euro-American cultural activities in the region may have been largely
responsible for the fire regime present during the establishment (ca. 1870-1940) of the current
overstory of mixed-oak forests of the study region.” (id. at pg. 661) The region referred to by
these authors in Kentucky and Ohio, but it is not unreasonable to think that the factors and
effects discussed were also much the case here.

*xkx% Prescribed burning to encourage some native communities may be needed if natural
ignitions are always suppressed. However, the FS’ proposed burning would not be confined to
these specific areas. The Forest Service is proposing to burn places such as coves and riparian
areas and lower-elevation flatlands. These sites may have also already been repeatedly subjected
to and stressed by an undisclosed amount of human ignited burns. The imposition of the
proposed burning would subject various forest elements to additional harmful stress. Any
burning should be confined to specific sites where it is actually ecologically needed to sustain the
natural community there, i.e., fire-dependent plant communities. WFU should be used to
accomplish this as much as possible.

The FS apparently considers fires “intentionally started by Native Americans” to be “a natural
part of this forest’s ecosystem” - 104 - “These low intensity fires in the past kept the forest
floor free from the natural annual build up of tree needles, dead grass, thick brush, and dead
trees.”

*a%:4% These forests and their wildlife species have been here for many thousands of years,
perhaps millions (the typical lifespan of a vertebrate species), while humans are a very recent
addition. So “this forest’s ecosystem” developed naturally in the absence of Native Americans
for the great majority of its existence.

*#%%% The Forest Service uses the Indians-as-firebugs rationale. But the agency fails to cite to
GWNF-specific evidence/literature to support this rationale.

Site specific fire histories vary. In fact, as so very few, if any, permanent habitation sites
of significant size have been identified on the GWN Forest, it can be properly assumed that
Amerindians had relatively little influence here. See, €.g., "Indian-set Fires in the Forests of the
Northeastern United States", 1983, Emily W. B. Russell, Ecology, 64(1): pp. 78-88;
incorporated by reference. “Overall though, the data suggest that the role of native Americans
and their use of fire in upland forests may not have been as dramatic (Russell, 1983) as some
have proposed (Day, 1953) and in all likelihood do not account for the abundance of white oaks
now present in the woods.” (McCarthy et al. 2001; though writing about mixed deciduous forests
in southeast Ohio, there is no information offered by the FS that would contradict the application
of such a finding to here.)

The FS claims that "burning by the Indians was a commonplace practice" (JNF Plan 2-
36), but according to the JNF DEIS " anthropogenic disturbances occurred more frequently in
floodplains along major rivers" (JNF DEIS 3-99). Most of the GWNF is located far from the
floodplains of major rivers; much of the GWNF is located along ridges and mountains. It is
quite a stretch to claim that anthropogenic fires occurred with great frequency far from "major
rivers" as the FS implicitly assumes.
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The empirical evidence contradicts the FS assumptions; archeological surveys done on
the forest have found evidence of very few if any permanent settlements. Instead, hunting
stations, quarry/reduction stations, and lithic scatters have been found. Most of the GWNF is
drier, steep, rugged upland terrain that would have afforded little opportunity for settlement.
Village sites are not known to exist here. Occupation was apparently sporadic and transient,
with use of these uplands as gathering and hunting territory. See, also, Russell 1983. These
relevant facts have not been fully and fairly considered by the planners.

In addition, dissected topographies such as typify the lands of the GWNF serve to inhibit
the regional spread of many low-intensity fires (see Kline, V.M. and G. Cottam. 1979.
Vegetation response to climate and fire in the Driftless Area of Wisconsin. Ecology 60: 861-
868).

And even if wide-spread Indian burning was a fact, the FS avoids the real issue: that this
is a rationale for perpetuating an artificial (i.e., anthropogenic or culturally augmented)
condition; and it is ecologically unreasonable and unnecessary to do so. The reasoning behind
this rationale is not substantiated in the CER.

Not altogether unlike Euro-American burning, Indian burning was not based on
ecological science or fire science; it was based on social convenience and survival needs that do
not exist today, and these are not a reasonable basis for making management decisions across
hundreds of thousands of acres of Forest. Indians also did not have the mechanical means to
contain fires that are available today; perhaps there were consequent ‘widespread’ fires, but these
were almost certainly an accident. It is certainly not logical that Indians intentionally set
widespread fires. Fires were set locally to clear small areas for planting, attract game, and create
open conditions that would make it easier to spot game and kill game with arrows. Without cars
and other machinery to transport food, you would want to create conditions attractive to game
and growing plants very closeby where you live, meaning localized around valley settlements,
not in distant mountains. The FS presents not one shred of evidence that significant Indian
settlements existed in the upper elevation forests that compose the GWNF; the evidence of
Indigenous presence is of ‘lithic scatters’ left by transient parties.

The concern here is that the FS will use fires set by American Indians to rationalize an
excessive burning proposal. This improper behavior is made even worse by referring to human-
caused fires as “natural”. Wildfires from ignitions caused by brainless lightning without reason
are not the same as fires set by people. Fires set by people are a cultural and technological
regime, not a natural one. If this were the case, then anything people do is natural so just about
any debate about undesirable impacts and compliance with Plan direction would be moot. This
tactic of the Forest Service is abusive and insulting to the public.

Further, multiple studies performed directly for the Forest Service over the past decade
call into question the premise that fire played a widespread role in shaping these forests prior to
European studies. Foremost among these studies is "Fire and vegetation histories in the southern
Appalachian Mountains: The historical importance of fire before and after European/American
settlement," by Lynch and Clark, a report submitted directly to the George Washington &
Jefferson National Forest in April 2002 (already in the GWINF's possession, submitted by
Wildlaw/Wild Virginia regarding JNF Plan Revision comments, incorporated by reference).

In contrast to the Delcourts, who drew geographically wide-ranging conclusions from
charcoal studies at only two sites (see JNF Plan Revision EIS at 3-264), Lynch and Clark studied
charcoal and pollen depositions at ten sites throughout Virginia, North Carolina, Maryland, and
Tennessee, and found no consistent pattern of historical fire nor any strong connection between
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historical incidence of fire and the establishment of oak-dominated forests. Some sites showed
greater incidence of fire consistent with the possibility of local Native American settlements,
whereas other sites in equally oak-dominated forests showed little incidence of fire prior to
European settlement. "Many periods of low fire importance occur at all sites with vegetation
dominated by oak species..." (Id. at 7) The paper directly states that fire actually "may have
delayed the establishment of the oak dominated deciduous forest" at one site where the oak forest
did not arise until 1,000 years later than at a comparable site, where fire was "unimportant"
during this transition. Id.

Lynch and Clark found that "fire may not be always necessary for maintaining and
regenerating oak forests." ld. The paper cited forestry research from the agency's own Coweeta
research station showing that oak can compete successfully in small gaps, and then stated: “Our
research is consistent with this, suggesting that gaps resulting from ice damage, drought, wind
throws, and insect damage might contribute to the maintenance of oak forests in the southern
Appalachians.” 1d.

Thus, this research provided strong support for the prevalence of gap-phase dynamics
throughout the southern Appalachian forests, including oak-dominated forests, and cast
substantial doubt on both the historical and ecological importance of fire in either creating or
maintaining these forests, just as found in the agency's own historical records (see, €.g., reports
submitted by FS archeologist Q. Bass; already in the GW-JNF's possession, submitted by
Wildlaw/Wild Virginia regarding JNF Plan Revision comments, incorporated by reference).

Similarly, another paper that found distinct differences in historical fire patterns at
different sites and a relative lack of fire prior to European settlement at one of two sites studied
was "The History of Fire and Vegetation in the Appalachian Mountain Region of Virginia: A
Piece of the Puzzle We Call Ecosystem Management," by Patterson and Stevens (1995) (already
in the GWINF's possession, submitted by Wildlaw/Wild Virginia regarding JNF Plan Revision
comments, incorporated by reference).

***** The natural fire regime in this Forest can be expected to be very infrequent; natural
fire ignitions only occur through lightning. See DCER at pg. 85. “In the eastern US, electrical
storms are often associated with precipitation, and, consequently, few fires are caused by
lightning strikes.” (McCarthy et al. 2001) According to data in the “JNF Analysis of the
Management Situation”, JNF and GWNF FEISs, and “SAA Terrestrial Report”, the lightning-
strike frequency in the GWNF is very low - only around 6 natural (lightning caused) fires per
year can be expected to occur on the GWNF (see, e.g., INF AMS 2-48). Thus, only a limited
amount of the forest would ever naturally burn. There are numerous other fires every year due to
human caused ignition (from 80 to 90 % of the fires; see, e.g., INF AMS 2-48). These all supply
esh and other desired habitat conditions.

*#%4%* The “natural annual build up” of leaf litter, tree needles, dead grass, brush, and dead trees
serves important ecological functions, is important to forest health and ecosystem diversity, and
serves to maintain species’ and populations’ viability and distributions. There is NO mention of
this in the CER. Instead, here the FS claims that such a “natural” state must be altered, disrupted,
or destroyed by an artificially enforced fire regime. The disclosure and rationale are sorely

lacking.
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**4%% The CER totally omits mention of the perhaps dramatic earlier changes to forest
communities resulting from decades, even centuries, of infliction of logging and an artificial fire

regime.

“The absence of wildland fire has allowed unnatural amounts of forest fuels to accumulate, what
once were open woodlands to become closed forests, and allow some invasive plant species to
move into areas and disrupt ecosystem diversity and functioning.”

**x%% Wildland fire has NOT been absent from the GWNEF for centuries; even now around
30 fires per year (of lightning and anthropogenic origin) occur somewhere on the Forest.
**%x% Exactly what amounts and distribution are considered to be accumulations of
“unnatural amounts of forest fuels”? What constitutes such “fuels” and where are they?
The CER makes assertions that are not substantiated and validated by evidence and clear
disclosure.

*#x%* There are plenty of open woodlands occurring on the Forest that occur without the
proximal influence of fire. I have seen such sites throughout the GWNF. These conditions occur
as a result of the complex interplay of such factors as edaphic site characteristics, elevation,
aspect, moisture regimes, natural disturbance, pH, topography, and past history of the site. The
occurrence such sites and conditions must be fully and fairly evaluated and used in the decision-
making regarding the burning on the Forest; such is not apparent in the CER.

A% Of the sites overrun with invasives that [ have encountered on the GWNF perhaps the
worst are places that have been burned repeatedly (viz., areas along the North Fork Shenandoah
River on the Lee RD). Prescribed burning has been found to actually facilitate the spread of
invasive species. See Glasgow, L.S. 2006. The Effects of Prescribed Burning on Invasibility and
Understory Composition in a Southeastern Ohio Forest. M.S. Thesis. Ohio University. Athens,
OH. 122pp. This factor and effect must be fully and fairly evaluated; such is not apparent in this
CER.

***** Recently logged sites facilitate the spread of (usually human-caused) forest fires -
see Roadless Area Conservation FEIS, USDA FS, 2000. The DCER and DLRMP fail to
fully and fairly address and evaluate this significant and relevant factor.

“The emphasis should be to return the Forest to its natural biodiversity . ..” - 104

##%x% This is a laudable goal. However, the FS makes clear in the CER that the desire is to
inflict and perpetuate an artificial fire regime upon the Forest. The rationale for this is opaque,
questionable, and contains a great many unknowns, all in addition to the potential harms and
damage that the CER does not address. The need to spend tax-dollars on extending and even
exacerbating an unnatural historic fire regime is not manifest.

“Wildland Fire Use is one means to restore and maintain that biodiversity.” - 104
*x%%% This is a positive step. However, WFU needs to be applied in areas of the Forest outside
of Wilderness Areas. If this is the case, this is a positive step (see DLRMP at pg. 45).

“By increasing the Forest’s prescribed fire objective, the Forest can begin to move towards a
Condition Class 2 and eventually condition class 1 where we are within the natural historic range
of vegetation and fuel composition as the result of more frequent and lower severity fires. An
increase objective on using prescribed fire, particularly in those areas where the current
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ecosystem condition has departed markedly (Fire Regime Condition Class III) from historic
reference conditions (FRCC I) and where Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) meets National
Forest managed lands.” - 104-105

*dxkk Again the problem is the FS’ use of a “natural historic range of vegetation and fuel
composition” and “historic reference conditions” that are an artificial baseline that resulted from
intense and widespread human alteration of forest conditions (“1730s to 1900s”).

*x%x% The FS fails to analyse increased/expanded WFU as an alternative to spending tax dollars
on prescribed fires.

*x#% The FS must clearly define and disclose how WUI areas are determined. WUI areas
must be clearly disclosed on a map.

c. tentative actions or proposed actions for change

“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.

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 risk of losing key ecosystem components
from the occurrence of wildland fire remains relatively low.”” - 105

**xx** \Where did “10,000 to 15,000 acres” come from??

*xxx*x What/when precisely is meant by “historical”” and how was/is it determined? There
does not appear to be very much if any site specific perspective or data when coming up
with such coarse-grained and broad pronouncements as “90% of the GW is in Condition
Class 3 which is highly departed”.

***** 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.

“FIRE MANAGEMENT
Where fire regimes have been moderately (Condition Class 2) or significantly (Condition Class
3) altered from their historic range 100,000 to 150,000 acres per decade are prescribe burned to
move these acres toward a Condition Class 1. Fire regimes in Fire Condition Class #1 are within
historical ranges. The following burn cycles should be used. [

“Maintain a prescribed burn cycle of approximately 3-12 years in a) Dry and Xeric Oak
Forest, Woodlands, and Savannas and in b) Xeric Pine and Pine-Oak Forest and Woodland
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communities. These areas generally contain habitat for threatened and endangered species,
species of concern, or species of interest. (For example: piratebush, box huckleberry, smooth
green snake, sword-leaf phlox and golden wing warblers). (Jefferson Plan Objectives 18.01 and
18.02)

1 “Maintain a prescribed burn cycle of 5-15 years in a) Dry-Mesic Oak Forest, and b)
Dry and Dry-Mesic Oak-Pine Forest communities. (Jefferson Plan Objective 18.03)

“For each Congressionally-designated wilderness and the following four areas: Warm
Springs Mountain, Big Levels, Little Laurel Run Research Natural Area, and Dolly Ann/Warm
Springs Mountain, during the next 10 years, prepare a guide for each area that preplan elements
of the Wildland Fire Implementation Plan (WFIP) for naturally-ignited wildland fires using the
Wildland Fire Use Implementation Procedures Reference Guide (Appendix B, May 2005).”
(DLRMP — 54-55)

“75. If a fireline is needed next to a wetland, it should be located in the upland vegetation zone
and not in the wetland ecotone, except to tie into a natural firebreak.

“FW-141: Existing barriers, e.g. streams, lakes, wetlands, roads, and trails, should be used
whenever possible to reduce the need for fire line construction and to minimize resource effects.”
(DLRMP - 69)

*x%%* These guidelines are contradictory and, if followed, would needlessly incur harmful
impacts. Streams should not be used as fire barriers as then riparian areas and other conditions
(i.e., wetland ecotone areas) that perhaps should not be subjected to fire would be burned.

H. Air

1. What was the Plan striving for?
“The Plan recognized that regional sources of air pollution outside the control of the Forest, such
as acid deposition, were affecting forest resources.” - 106
*asckk But little is being done about it, particularly cumulative impacts that are within control of
the FS. The FS transfers responsibility “to the appropriate air regulatory agencies” - 106.

2. Where is the Plan now?
Areas of the Forest (James River and Lee RDs) are within or adjacent to Ozone (and fine
particulate?) non-attainment areas (see map in USDA FS 2007 GWNF Draft Comprehensive
Evaluation Report at pg. 106). The adjacent Shenandoah National Park is a Class 1 Air area. The
EPA’s Regional Haze Rule and Air Quality Policy on Wildland and Prescribed Fire are in effect
here on the Forest. Forest management activities are also subject to the General Conformity
regulations of the Clean Air Act. Activities must not impede a state’s progress toward attainment
of National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The Forest must make a conformity determination
prior to implementing projects within areas designated as nonattainment or maintenance. - 107

*xkx%k However, the agency apparently moves ahead with burn projects on the Forest without
making conformity determinations (see, €.g., the project file and DM for the 2007 Lee RD burn
project). Such decisions are not compliant with federal law, regulation, policy, guidelines, and/or
standards. The CER fails to address this issue. How will the revised Plan ensure that this
situation (viz., failure to make conformity determinations) will not be perpetuated on the
Forest?
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Issue 10. Minerals and Energy
A. Federal minerals

1. What was the Plan striving for?
“to offer opportunities to explore and develop federal leasable minerals” - 108 - “Areas
needing special protection (i.e. wilderness, recreation areas, etc.) were to have mineral activities
prohibited by law or restricted by timing, controlled surface use, or no surface occupancy
stipulations . . .” - 108

2. Where is the Plan now?
Federal leasable minerals
“At most, only a very small percentage (less than 1%) of the Forest is expected to contain
mineral activities.” - 108
*xkxk But see: “Mineral rights are privately-owned on 19% (approximately 200,000 acres) of
the Forest.” - 112
*xkx% How are these two figures (1% and 19%) consistent with each other?

“the agency also withdrew consent to the Eastern States Office of the BLM to offer leases for oil
and gas in the area [Laurel Fork 1997 decision].” - 108

ks It is possible elsewhere on the Forest to “withdraw consent”. Who makes such decisions
and how ??? Consent withdrawals over large areas (of various amounts) of the Forest are feasible
options that meet the “purpose and need” of revising the Plan and provide desired conditions.

There should be multiple alternatives/options that address oil and gas development (OGD).
There are many different ways the Forest Service could have addressed OGD in different
alternatives. The FS needs to examine withdrawing consent across the entire Forest where
possible; varying amounts of withdrawal also need to be examined (e.q., withdrawing
consent from all Special Areas). However, thus far the FS has failed to deliver any alternatives
or options, which is a violation of NEPA and the planning regulations. No alternative/option in
the DCER/DLRMP provides a different way(s) to address oil and gas development.

###:4% The DLRMP allows controlled surface use in many special areas (see pg. 52). This is not
appropriate. There is no evidence that this is necessary.

The BLM “is the federal agency that issues federal energy and non-energy leases (36 CFR 288 B
and E).” - 108

It is not legal for the FS to use Executive Order 13212 (Actions to Expedite Energy-Related
Projects) of May 18, 2001 in order to avoid environmental protections and applicable law.
***** NEPA was not followed in granting 2007 leases at Shaws Ridge and Scaffold Run;
viz., there was no site-specific analysis and no public notification and participation. How will the
revised Plan ensure that such a situation will not happen again?

Federal mineral materials

3.a. Is a change in the Plan warranted? No

*#x* But see increased requests at pg. 109.

b. Why? “Furthermore, site-specific analysis on any ground-disturbing mineral activity must
still occur.” - 110
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B. Groundwater and Karst
FakxE <9t has been difficult to keep ATV use out of sinkholes in the Maple Flats area.” - 111

“In 2006 the Forest Service Washington office established direction for ground water resource
management, with an objective (FSM 2882.02) to: Protect, manage, and improve groundwater
and ground-water dependent ecosystems . ..” - 111

The only Plan modification proposed is a “rewording GW forestwide standard #15 to a
forestwide guideline” that only pertains to “the Cave Resources Protection Act of 1988 (16 USC
4301-4309)” - 111

*dx%* There is much more to “groundwater and karst” than this. The FS is not adequately
responding to this important public issue and the fact that karst locations are special
circumstances that need special attention. They may not be “protected as necessary by [merely]
following the riparian and water quality direction in the Forest Plan.”

C. Private mineral rights on federal lands
“Mineral rights are privately owned on 19 percent (approximately 200,000 acres) of the Forest. .
.. 72 percent are mineral rights outstanding to third parties, and 28 percent are mineral rights

reserved by the grantor...” - 112
“. .. the Forest Service generally has not pursued such offers [of mineral rights for sale].” - 112
“Mining of shale on the pedlar RD in the 1980s...” - 112

A mining proposal in 2005 received on the JRRD - 112

*HdeE% NO mention of gas leases on Shaws Ridge in NRRD and Scaffold Run in WSRD.

The JNF Plan “analysis showed that failure to consider private mineral rights under federal
surface when allocating management areas could produce incompatible and conflicting land
uses. The potential for conflict . . . is particularly high where management areas area restrictive,
such as in recommended wilderness study areas or inventoried roadless areas.” - 112

*x*** S0 in 2007 the FS knowingly set up a “conflict” at Shaws Ridge and Scaffold Run,_
roadless areas and Mountain Treasures that previously had not been properly “inventoried”;
these new leases were not “existing private rights”.

“There are two potential effects or conflicts related to outstanding and reserved mineral rights: a)
The potential effects of outstanding and reserved mineral operations on federal surface
management . . . b) Potential effects of highly restrictive management direction on the exercise
of outstanding and reserved mineral rights on the National Forest...” - 112

“Unlike the period from 1993-2005, the reasonably foreseeable future from 2006 forward is
likely to include substantial proposals for private mineral operations (access roads; construction
of oil and gas well pads; oil and gas drilling; pipeline construction) on the GWNEF.” - 113
“These problems (management conflicts, litigation, and high costs [for purchasing mineral
rights]) apply not only to Wilderness, but to 1) any highly restrictive surface use designation that
conflicts with exercise of private mineral rights on National Forest System lands, and 2)
management area direction that imposes severe restrictions on use of the surface or prohibit
certain activities such as road construction or mining. Examples include Special Biological
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Areas, Appalachian trail Locations/Relocations, Wild & Scenic River designations, Wilderness
Study areas, or backcountry recreation areas.” - 113-114

A reading of the CER gives this impression: Instead of working to protect the public’s assets
and resources at such places as Special Biological Areas, Appalachian trail
Locations/Relocations, Wild & Scenic River designations, Wilderness Study areas, or
backcountry recreation areas, and elsewhere on the Forest, it appears that the GWNF
planners are more concerned with the financial interests of corporate profiteers.

c. tentative actions or proposed actions for change

C-1 Adopt JNF Stds. “FW-151 & FW-229 that says . . . ‘the mineral owner should be
encouraged to implement all surface-disturbing activities outside of riparian areas.”” - 114

**%* This is the only proposed action. So riparian areas are the sole concern ??? If this is so, it is
is an incredible dereliction.

*xkxEk At the very least the revised Plan must have “no surface use” stipulations and no
road construction stipulations at all Special Biological Areas, Appalachian Trail
Locations/Relocations, Wild & Scenic River designations, Indiana Bat areas, Wilderness
Study areas, riparian areas, special areas, and backcountry recreation areas. Examine and
develop in detail this option/objective/quideline for managing the Forest

What are the consequences of not changing?

“the Revised plan may create 1) unnecessary resource conflicts, 2) inability to achieve desired
future conditions in some areas, 2) (sic) public controversies that could have been avoided, 3)
situations ripe for ‘takings’ of private mineral rights, 4) multi-million costs to federal
government to avoid potential takings, 5) another Congressional investigation and GAO report . .
- 114

D. Geologic hazards

“The 1993 Plan provided direction for only one geologic hazard: flooding.” - 114

“The Forest Plan does not provide specific direction on landslides, which are often catastrophic
events...” - 115

“Geologic hazards on the National Forests affect public safety and property both on the Forest
and off the Forest . . . [Collins 2005 cite].” - 115

“These geologic hazards include: 1. Landslides (including debris slides/ debris flows, rockfalls,
rockslides, road cut-slope and/or fill slope failures, log landing failures). 2. Sinkholes (karst
hazards including ground collapse and ground water pollution). 3. Abandoned mines (including
physical hazards and ground collapse). 4. Debris floods. 5. Failure of temporary dams created by
landslides or debris floods. 6. Alluvial fan hazards.” - 115

“some landslides are caused or influenced by human activities. For example, excavation for road
construction . ..” - 115

“The June 27, 1995 rainstorm triggered more than 40 landslides on the Pedlar Ranger District
between Buena Vista and Glasgow . . . landslides . . . swept down Belle Cove and other
drainages, and discharged destructive ‘debris flows’...” - 116

**%* But then in 2005 the FS developed the Bennets Run timber sale on the same slopes that had
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already experienced mass soil movements and over the same stream that had already experienced
intense flooding events. The “Evaluation Report” makes no mention of this.

*kx%% How will the revised Plan ensure that such actions such as the Bennets Run timber
sale do not happen again?

c. tentative actions or proposed actions for change

C-1.
a) make a Desired Condition of JNF “Plan Goal 31 (page 2-53) ... b) Adopting as a Guideline
[JNF] Plan Forest-wide Standard FW-216 (p. 2-53) ...” - 117-118

E. Wind Energy Development

1. What was the Plan striving for?
“Ridgeline development associated with wind energy development is not discussed in the GW
1993 Forest Plan. This is an emerging public issue.” - 118
“The overriding issue regarding this topic is the potential for requests related to the development
of commercial wind facilities on public land. Current Forest Service policy follows that
developed by the Bureau of Land Management for consideration of such a request. The Forest
Service designated a National Team to investigate this topic and develop guidance and

requirements regarding commercial wind development on Forest Service Lands.” - 118
Information from the Team will be “included in the plan as it becomes available. In the
meantime, BLM processes and procedures will be followed.” - 119

“C-1. Identify the Forest as generally suitable for locating wind energy development
(commercial wind farms) outside of the following special areas: “Wilderness and W. Study
Areas, SBAs, 1. Bat areas, S. Mtn. Crest, AT corridor, ‘remote backcountry areas’, Mt. Pleasant
NRA, ‘and Big Schloss, Laurel Fork, and Little River Special Areas.” - 119

“Lands under this option are displayed on the attached maps . ..” - ??? Where is the map?
*H%4k% Where/what exactly are “remote backcountry areas”?

*#%:#% Roadless Areas and Mountain Treasures not specifically mentioned. They need to be
considered as “special areas” and/or “remote backcountry areas”.

“C-4. Identify that nowhere on the National Forest is generally suitable for wind energy
development because of known effects on bats, ...” - 119

***kx% Aside from impacts to Bats there are a multitude of other good reasons for adopting
this view; an obvious impact and issue/concern are the dens of Eastern Forest Rattlesnakes
(Crotalus horridus). Examine and develop in detail this option/objective/quideline for
managing the Forest. Siteing of commercial wind development is not appropriate on the
GWNEF.

*H%E% It is not enough to allow wind developments on National Forest ridges that are already
roaded and disturbed. To add further injury (i.€., habitat loss, degradation, and/or fragmentation)
to already stressed-out systems ("already roaded and disturbed"), particularly in the face of
additional problems coming from invasive species, exotic tree diseases, acid deposition,
population explosions of native insects, and high populations of Deer and meso-predators (€.q.,
Raccoons), is seriously problematic (€.0., cumulative impacts).

Also, the higher elevations in the mountains are precisely the places that need to be
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strictly protected and actively restored in order to allow for altitudinal shifts in species'
distributions in response to climate change. Further, the roads and other disturbances for turbine
placement are generally in the horizontal plane, while commercial wind factories add a new and
significant disturbance in the vertical plane; in other words, a site may be significantly degraded
by roads and/or other disturbance yet still be of high quality (or even critical) for use by creatures
operating in the vertical plane (€.g., bats and birds).

And of course beyond all this, the commodification and turning over of public lands to
commercial corporate interests has had a long, sordid, and tragic history, be it from logging,
mining, or grazing interests. Continuing on this path now with wind developers will lead to
further degradation, destruction, and diminishing returns from the forest. My family, my friends,
my neighbors, my fellow citizens, and I don’t exist to subsidize the profits of corporate wind
profiteers.

For these reasons I oppose commercial wind developments on all George Washington
National Forest lands.

Climate change is another issue that the FS has almost completely ignored in the revision
documents. NEPA and NFMA required the Forest Service to document the impacts of climate
change on forest resources, the impacts of activities being conducted on the GWNF on climate
change, and to consider specific alternatives to address both types of impacts. The US Supreme
Court has made it clear that supposed scientific uncertainty is no excuse for ignoring these
impacts and avoiding taking steps to address them. Mass. v. EPA, 127 S.Ct. 1438 (2007).

Issue 11. Forest Pests and Invasive Species
A. Population control

1. What was the Plan striving for?
“... damage to natural resources from forest pest organisms, especially gypsy moth, are
minimized . . . by utilizing the principles of integrated pest management. (Revised Plan, 2-35)” -
120

2. Where is the Plan now?
There is NO MENTION of invasive plant species, such as Stiltgrass, Multiflora Rose, Garlic
Mustard, and Ailanthus. These are major elements serving to degrade the GWNF.

B. Intervention treatments

1. What was the Plan striving for?

2. Where is the Plan now?
Btk “a naturally occurring bacterial pathogen of moths and butterflies, is the primary treatment
method for suppression. Entomophaga maimaiga, a fungal pathogen, has also been released at
selected sites on the forest.” - 121

“The hemlock wooly adelgid has spread . . . and threatens to seriously impact hemlock forests
and some of the riparian values associated with hemlocks.” - 122

***** The Adelgid doesn’t just “threaten”, it has already significantly damaged significant areas
of the Forest (e.9., Skidmore Fork and Ramseys Draft).
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***** The Forest Service must make this a priority issue. The revised Plan must do all it
can to actively and explicitly deal with halting this biological catastrophe.

3. Did management activities move the Forest towards the Desired Future Condition?

*x*xx** The FS makes NO MENTION of the beneficial habitat conditions created by gypsy
moth defoliation (see previous CER section on esh).

C. Silvicultural practices

Figure 1 on pg. 123 is graph of “acres harvested versus aging stands” - “indicates that as stands
have aged, harvest levels have declined. Aging stands are more vulnerable to gypsy moth and
many other insects and disease.” - 123

**%%% [ this true? There is research that indicates old-growth stands are healthier and more
resistant to outbreaks.

3. Did management activities move the Forest towards the Desired Future Condition?
“Yes, we have moved toward the DFC. But that movement is relatively small in relation to the
increasing vulnerability of the Forest.” - 124
*xkx*k How is “increasing vulnerability” determined? The FS seems to be insinuating that an
“aging” forest is automatically more vulnerable. What is the evidence for this?

4. Is there a need for change? a. Is a change in the Plan warranted? Yes
b. Why?
“Gypsy moth is not the only pest that can be treated silviculturally. Southern Pine Beetles are
controlled effectively through silviculture. Oak decline risk can be reduced effectively through
regeneration harvests.” - 124
*##:4% Focused on cutting down trees.
*H%4k% What exactly is “oak decline”? The main determinant of this so-called syndrome appears
to be simply that trees are aging (see EAs). All the described symptoms seem to be nothing more
than what can be expected when trees grow old (e.g., the longer you are around the better your
chances of losing branches due to disturbances and catching some disease). It is not proper to
treat growing old as a pathology. And it is not proper to reduce the occurrence of such false
pathologies by cutting down old stands (i.e., “regeneration harvests”). The FS must do a much
better job of evaluating and disclosing its rationale.

Issue 12. Adequacy of the Revision

GWNFE Management Areas and Prescriptions

On public as on private lands protection is grounded in local land-use planning and
ordinances, which often involve some type of ‘zoning’. Thus the site-specific land allocations
and management area guidelines are of primary importance on the Forest. What is considered to
be desirable, suitable, and allowable at specific sites ostensibly determine what projects happen
on-the-ground. Claiming a consistency with the guidelines, standards, and Desired Future
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Conditions set forth in the Forest Plan is how the Forest Service rationalizes a site-specific
“need” for a project.

The GWNF is currently managed under a conflicting array of zones. The current Plan
describes and maps 18 Management Areas (GWNF LRMP at page 3-3) that are aggregates of 37
management prescriptions (see GWNF FEIS Appendix B at B-70).

A desire to spend money on expensive projects like timber sales, road construction, and big
burns drives the Forest Service bureaucracy. The Plan’s prescriptions, guidelines, goals and
desired future conditions are shaped to fit the agency’s desired actions and agenda. This
backwards approach manufactures a closed logic loop where harmful projects are “needed” to
implement the Plan (which contains tendentious goals, guidelines, and desired conditions in need
of projects for their achievement).

The Citizen’s Alternative/Vision outlined in “Our Land, Our Water, Our Home” (see
Virginia Forest Watch website) is different. Ecological reality determines the desired conditions
and the actions that are appropriate.

To achieve conservation goals on the Forest, certain land uses are clearly unsuitable. And
to varying degrees the various zones or “management areas” utilized by the Forest Service reflect
this reality. But short of leaving all land in its natural state, where to ‘draw the line’ (in time,
space, and concept) remains the question. In deciding which management prescriptions to apply
and where to apply them, precaution is paramount (see 1998 Wingspread Statement on the
Precautionary Principle).

During the Plan revision process the Forest Service will identify geographic areas that are
generally suitable or unsuitable for various uses deemed to be compatible with desired conditions
(timber cutting, roads, grazing, minerals, primitive or backcountry recreation, special
conservation, OHV use, etc.). Natural values are jeopardized when places are held to be
“suitable” for high-impact ground-disturbing activities.

What exactly is “natural” may be debatable, but some indices of naturalness have been
identified, one of which is the amount of cultural subsidy (technological energy and material
inputs, i.e., tax dollars) required to maintain the functioning of the system as desired (see
Anderson, J.E. 1991 and Sprugel, D. G. 1991).

An overarching theme of this Citizen’s Alternative is to protect, nurture, and restore
natural conditions on the Forest to as great a degree as feasible while still accommodating
myriads of low-impact recreational uses by human visitors.

The Forest Service must recognize this option as a viable alternative for restoring and
maintaining the Forest’s health. It is a fiscally conservative and feasible plan relying heavily on
allowing the forests to mature, develop, and recover from current unnatural and impoverished
conditions.

Problem:

The GWNF is currently managed under a conflicting array of “management areas” and
“prescriptions” that are counterproductive to achieving long-term conservation goals. For
examples, Black Bear habitat is logged and roaded, featured off-highway vehicle routes are
gerrymandered into a special biological area ostensibly set-up to conserve the Cow Knob
Salamander, ATV routes are placed beside sensitive streams and special biological areas, and
logging sites are placed beside popular recreation trails and adjacent to special biological areas.
It takes a great deal of subsidy (time, energy, materials, money) to maintain the unnatural desired
conditions that are the Forest Service’s objective in many “Management Areas”. The USFS
spends around $5-Billion a year of Americans’ tax dollars. In these days of deficits and
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stretched-thin budgets, a much more conservative approach is called for to sustain our nation’s
heritage as well as reduce big bloated government. Management Areas 16 (“Early Successional
Forested Habitats for Wildlife’), 17 (“Timber Emphasis™), and 11 (“All-Terrain/Off Highway
Routes”) are particularly destructive and should no longer be used on the Forest.

Resolution:

The FS can greatly simplify management and save tax dollars by reducing the number of
management area allocations on the Forest. This is an efficacious and achievable way to steward
the Forest, providing a full spectrum of beneficial desired conditions.

Use of management area allocations that do not emphasize artificially fabricated “desired
conditions” will reduce the “need” for future expensive activities, such as money losing timber
sales. Though they can be improved, some Management Areas and Management Prescriptions
used in the current GWNF and JNF Plans can serve as a basis for the revised Plan.

Management Areas in the current GWNF Plan to use in the revised Plan are MA 1
Minimal Level Management, MA 2 Migration Corridors, MA 3 Sensitive Watersheds/Municipal
Watersheds, MA 4 Special Interest Areas (including RNAs), MA 6 Appalachian Trail, MA 8
Wilderness & Recommended Wilderness Study Areas, MA 9 Back Country/Remote Highlands,
MA 10 Scenic & Recreational Rivers, MA 12 Developed Recreation Areas, MA 18 Riparian
Areas, MA 20 Administrative & Communication Sites and Utility Corridors, and MA 21 Special
Management Areas.

Useful Management Prescriptions from the current JNF Plan are MPs OA Custodial
Management, 1A Designated Wilderness, 1B Recommended Wilderness Study Areas, 2C Wild,
Scenic, and Recreational Rivers, 4A Appalachian Trail Corridor, 4B Designated and Proposed
Research Natural Areas, 4C1 Geologic Areas, 4D Botanical and Zoological Areas, 4E1a Cultural
and Heritage Areas, 4F Scenic Areas, SA/B/C Administrative & Communication Sites and
Utility Corridors, 7D Concentrated Recreation Areas, 9A2 Reference Watersheds, 9A4 Aquatic
Habitat Areas, 9F Rare Communities, 11 Riparian Areas, and 12C Remote Backcountry
Recreation — Natural Processes.

The Forest Service should greatly increase the use of MA 1 or MP 0A custodial or
minimal level management. All lands currently allocated to MAs 14, 15, 16, and 17 (594,000
acres) should be reallocated to MA 1 or MP 0A if not placed in GWNF MAs 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, or
21 or INF MPs 1B, 4B, 4C1, 4F, 9A2, 9A4, 9F, or 12C.

The revised Plan should greatly increase recommendations of Congressionally designated
areas (such as Wilderness and Scenic Rivers), as well as new Research Natural Areas designated
by the Chief of the Forest Service. The revised Plan should also greatly increase land
administratively designated for special management including Scenic Areas, Historic Areas, and
Special Biological Areas, all of which may come under the rubric of Special Areas.

However, to complicate matters the FS states on page 2 of the 2007 CER that the 1993
Plan has “management areas and management prescriptions . . . The revised plan will no longer
use these concepts.” This of course makes it extremely difficult for the public to meaningfully
participate in the Plan revision.

In addition, on page 3 the CER states “the Plan is a broad framework . . . As a result, the
Plan is not supposed to a) impose obligations on any agency, person, or entity; b) command
anyone to refrain from projects and activities; or c¢) grant, withhold, or modify contracts, permits,
or other formal legal instruments.”

Altogether, this is an egregious abdication of responsibility and accountability under the
NFMA and the NEPA.
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Issue 13. Mix of Goods and Services

A. Developed recreation
“Demand for developed recreation opportunities on the GWNF continues to grow . . . yet few
new or expansion facilities have been built.” - 125
sk <. . most have been forgotten. It is not that they are not good ideas; it is that money was
better spent elsewhere.” - 125 - ?777?

“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.” - 127

*#x* However, there is utility is specifying the areas in the Forest Plan and developing an
overview of needed expansion or contraction of facilities.

*Hxkk “Developed recreation facilities will be managed as funding allows, regardless of what a
forest plan says.” - 127 -

***** This begs the question of why would funding be appropriated if objectives are not in
the Plan? Just up to the discretion of local bureaucrats? Why, how, and when are funding
decisions made - out of sight of public scrutiny and participation?

B. Dispersed recreation

Importance of providing “recreation opportunities for the approximate 60 million residents
within a day’s drive of the forest.” - 127

“The GW Plan adopted six ROS classes . . . (Plan Table 2-11, page 2 — 40).” - 127

“As of 1993 the Roaded Natural (RN) class comprised by far the largest percentage of the forest
at 58%.” - 128 - SPNM is 14% and RM 8% and SPM 20%.

*asck “This survey data confirms the need for ... avoiding loss of opportunities tied to the more
primitive/remote settings found primarily on the national forests.” - 129

“Thus the Semi-Primitive ROS classes (SPNM and SPM) are the most primitive to be found on
the GW.” - 129

*adekk < .. on a landscape scale these areas are scarce and comprise a very small percentage of
the total land base (less than 2% of Virginia). The national forest is the primary provider of these
types of settings and opportunities . . .” - 129

FadxE “Over time, the Semi-Primitive classes will inevitably shrink due to development on
adjacent private lands.” - 129 - ???? And what about development on National Forest lands
adjacent to semi-primitive areas? =

Fakxk “In addition, on the GW currently there is little protection in place against the increase in
adjacent road construction which in turn would cause shrinkage of the semi-primitive ROS
classes and their associated settings and opportunities over time.” - 129

“Expansion of existing openings and/or creation of new openings may occur within and outside
semi-primitive core areas.” (DLRMP — 75)
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*#%:4% This guideline is unreasonable and needs to be dropped. We go to semi-primitive core
areas to get away from evidence of human disturbances, including those wrought by the FS. No
more new openings fabricated in semi-primitive core areas. And the integrity of semi-primitive
core areas should be restored by reforesting artificial openings and their access roads (perhaps
with Chestnuts) and allowing them to recover to natural forest.

*xkx% A chief concern/issue is the inventory/allocation of Forest tracts to ROS classes.
Specifically, it appears that lands meeting the definition of SPNM or SPM?2 are not identified as
such in the GW’s ROS allocations. In particular, the Service needs to thoroughly and fairly
examine the ROS classifications found in the following GWNF Mountain Treasures: Scaffold
Run, Big Ridge, Paddy Lick, Little Mare Mountain, Warm Springs Mountain, Short Mountain,
Longdale, Toms Knob, Snake Run Ridge, Slatey Mountain, Jerrys Run, Whites Peak, Signal
Corps Knob, Benson Run, Archer Knob, Sideling Hill, Walker Mountain, Hankey
Mountain/Trimble Mtn., Shaws Ridge, Beech Lick Knob, Hogpen Mountain, Little Cow Knob,
Wildcat Ridge, Feedstone Mountain, Dunkle Knob, Kretchie Mountain, Jonnies Knob, Big
Schloss (such as at Little North Mountain and north of Halfmoon Mountain), Great North
Mountain (on Lee RD), Falls Ridge, Church Mountain, Long Mountain, Catback Mountain, and
Signal Knob.

Often, the roads in or adjacent to these areas are closed to all use or are for administrative
use only. It appears these above-named tracts have a lot of lands designated as SPM2 in
1993 that actually meet the definition of SPNM, or they have lands that meet the definition
of SPM2. A same or similar situation may also exist at other Forest tracts. Neither the DCER nor
the DLRMP address and rectify this concern.

Most of the identified Mountain Treasure areas seem to meet the naturalness criteria for
roadless areas and have less than 1/2-mile of publicly open or improved road per 1,000 acres.
Many contain a “core” interior of at least 2,500 acres which should be SPNM. These areas and
others like them should be added to the inventory.

For example, Little Allegheny — 15,991 acres. The Little Allegheny IRA consists of
10,109 acres on the east and west slopes of Little Allegheny Mountain. The roadless area should
be expanded to include almost 6,000 acres of uninventoried lands to the west, around Wildcat
Ridge. There are no Forest Service roads in the Little Allegheny IRA (FEIS to 1993 Revised
GW Plan at C-93) and there are no roads open to the public in the additional area to the west
(GW/INF Motor Vehicle Use Map (“MVUM?”), Map 17, available at
www.fs.fed.us/r8/gwj/maps_brochures/mvum.shtml (2008)).

**xxxk* Another issue/concern is that the DCER and DLRMP indicate that the Forest
Service considers that only SPNM areas provide solitude. However, SPNM is not the only
ROS class that provides solitude; SPM areas may provide solitude as well. This is a
significant issue, with ramifications on the designations of “suitability”, on formulating
objectives and guidelines, and on well-reasoned decision-making.

C. Wildlife
MAs 14, 15, and 16 “contains 267,000 acres of land suitable for timber production (76% of
350,000 total acres suitable for timber production).” - 131 - MA 14 is 133,000 total acres, MA
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15 1s 331,000 acres, and MA 16 is 39,000 acres, for total of 503,000 acres; so “suitable” lands
make up around 53% of these MAs. - 131

**%%% Graph on pg. 132 shows MA 14 has been overcut, yet this is not admitted in the
narrative, instead it says “desired percentage of 0-10 . . . were met” in MAs 14 and 16, but not in
15.

*x%x% Table on pg. 133 shows total cut in 1993-2006: MA 14 1332 acres (1%), MA 15 7,705
acres (2%), MA 16 1840 acres (5%) - total cut in these three MAs of 10,877.

14 years times 52 acres equals 728 acres, so cutting in MA 14 has been exceeded by 85%.
*#x%*% How will the Revised Plan address and rectify this situation, as well as prevent it from
occurring again?

**%%% Cutting in lands that were allocated to MA 14 should be significantly reduced over
the next planning period in order to compensate for the overcutting that previously
occurred (no more than approximately 150 acres should be cut in the next 14 years).

xRk “timber harvests can be used to restore blight resistant American Chestnut” - 133 -
**** The FS should use existent roadbeds for Chestnut restoration, then several
restoration goals (providing for remote habitat and recreation, interior forest, helping to
impede the influx of invasive species, decrease road densities and road maintenance
expenditures, improve watershed quality) can be accomplished in one action - past recent
logging units have also fabricated patches suitable for plantings, should use these (not mentioned
in CER).

*dx%% There s absolutely NO MENTION of the numbers, acreages, management of, roads
associated with, distribution, and ecological effects of all (1000? 2000? What figure?) the
maintained game openings on the Forest - this issue needs thorough analysis and disclosure.

*a%4% Clear analyses of likely demand are needed. Especially since hunters are decreasing in
numbers, the population and habitat needs already are or soon will be met.

*#%* The FS must fully and fairly consider natural successional changes and habitat supplied by
natural processes when determining availability of and need for habitat and when determining
goals and objectives.

**%%% Considering the above as well as budgetary limitations (as well as other public
issues) MA 15 (and/or its concomitant management prescriptions if MAs are not to be
used) needs to be significantly diminished and lands in this MA allocated to other more
protective areas/prescriptions (e.g., MA 1, 4, 8, 9, 21).

*xkxk |ikewise MA 16 and its prescriptions need to be totally dropped from the revised
Plan. As such habitat conditions (viz., esh) as this are continually provided throughout the
Forest, a MA emphasizing such conditions (mainly for the convenience of a tiny special interest
sportsman’s group) is not necessary.

***** There is a definite need for guidelines/standards requiring the gathering of site-
specific population numbers of focal species so as to validate habitat manipulations
purportedly “needed” for their benefit.

D. Land ownership
The 1993 Plan was “striving for consolidation of national forest ownership ...” - 135
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“The objectives are to have an exchange program of 100 acres per year and an acquisition
program of 200 acres per year.” - 135

Since 1993 the “average for the exchange program was 34-1/2 acres. . . . The average [for
acquisition] was 146 acres [annually].” - 135

Table on pg. 136 shows amount of acreage acquired or exchanged in the years 1987-2005 -

total acquired was 6,883 acres, total exchanged was a net loss of —1410 acres, for a net increase
in size of the GW of 5,473 acres, only around 1500 acres of this since 1993 (in this same time the
JNF increased by around 17,700 acres).

*Hxk%k Merely placing into the Plan “language that states exchanges and acquisitions of land will
be accomplished as funding is available” (CER — 136) is not striving.

E. Special Uses
Seem to equate ““a single private use” to special use - 137
“The objectives as stated in 1993 are still valid for the next planning period.” - 137

**%%* There is a need to address mountain biking tournaments and horse rides with very large
numbers of people.

F. Grazing
There are 5 allotments of 250 acres on the Forest - 137 - all on Lee RD, 4 on Shenandoah
river, 1 on Cedar Creek - “used to maintain a pastoral setting . ..” - 137

*#** These tracts “are currently being grazed with varying degrees of riparian protection or
animal access to stream channels.” - 137

The cattle are not kept out of Cedar Creek (“no controls™), nor at one of the Shenandoah River
sites: “unsuccessful attempts have been made at the Culler allotment . . .” - 137-138

*x%%% Why have not these permits been discontinued and/or the allotments closed? Why has the
FS allowed this intolerable situation to go on? How will the revised Plan address and put an end
to these destructive practices?

The FS recognizes that “Eastern Riverfront Hardwood communities (Bottomland Hardwoods)
are not common” on the Forest - 138 - However, the GW Plan does not recognize “the
importance of this ecosystem”.

*##:4% These communities need to be restored, not suppressed and/or degraded by livestock
grazing, mowing, or haying.

“Utilizing just cattle to maintain a pastoral setting may not be appropriate.” - 138 “Utilizing
cattle may conflict with trying to have intact riparian corridors and high water quality . . .”

*xkx% Utilizing mowing on the Lee and North River RDs can harm or conflict with Wood Turtle
populations - see Saumure, R.A., T.B. Herman, and R.D. Titman. 2007. Effects of haying and
agricultural practices on a declining species: The North American Wood Turtle, Glyptemys
insculpta. Biological Conservation 135:581-591; and Saumure, R.A., and J.R. Bider. 1998.
Impact of agricultural development on a population of Wood Turtles (Clemmys insculpta) in
southern Québec, Canada. Chelonian Conservation and Biology 3:37-45.
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“Creating an objective that the existing four grazing allotment plans be revised over the next 10
years.” - 138-139

The FS apparently intends to maintain “pastoral settings” with cattle grazing on the Forest and
allow degradations to continue to occur. These harms should have been stopped years ago.

“RANGELAND RESOURCES

The existing four grazing allotment plans are revised over the next 10 years.” (DLRMP — 55)
*#%* This is entirely inadequate. Why must we wait another 10 years for something to be done
about the harms occurring from grazing? This situation has been going on for years and now
instead of forthrightly dealing with it the agency is sweeping it under the rug again. Dealing with
intolerable situations on the Forest is one of the reasons a Plan revision is needed and one of the
issues the FS is supposed to address.

The above comments are submitted for myself (S. Krichbaum) personally as well as on behalf of
Heartwood, a nonprofit forest conservation organization. Their contact information follows:

Heartwood

Mark Donham
Program Director

P.O. Box 1011

Alton, IL 62002-1011
618-564-3367
markkris@earthlink.net
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George Washington National Forest
Draft Conservation Evaluation Report

The Nature
Conservancy.

SAVING THE LAST GREAT PLACES ON EARTH

Initial Reactions to Proposed Management Changes on the George Washington National
Forest as Summarized in the Draft Comprehensive Evaluation Report (2/15/07)

The Nature Censervancy (the Conservancy) is a science-based organization dedicated to
protecting the diversity of our natural world. We have protected more than 117 million acres
worldwide; including more than 250,000 acres in Virginia. The Conservancy has a long standing
and very positive working relationship with the United States Forest Service. We appreciate the
opportunity to submit our initial reactions to proposed management changes on the George
Washington National Forest (GWNF) as summarized in the draft Conservation Evaluation
Report (CER), published by the United States Forest Service on February 15, 2007,

The 1.1 million acre GWNF provides habitat for an impressive diversity of native forest
ecosystems; healthy aquatic systems; unique cave features; and rare plants, animals, and
exemplary natural communities. Like the Conservancy, the United States Forest Service’s
(USFS) mission includes a goal of sustaining ecological systems and species diversity. Many of
the management changes proposed in the draft CER will advance the protection of significant
species, natural communities, and supporting ecological processes. In this document, we will
specifically recognize and offer our support for these changes.

Additionally, the Conservancy recommends a set of strategic management changes that are
currently not reflected in the draft CER. We will summarize these recommendations, and
explain the ways in which they support the USFS’s overall goal of ecological sustainability on
the George Washington National Forest.

For the sake of clarity, our reactions, comments, and suggestions are organized into the specific
Chapters and Sections used in the draft CER. We look forward to discussing our
recommendations in more detail as the George Washington National Forest plan revision
continues,





CHAPTER 3: EVALUATION OF EXISTING ISSUES
Issue 1 - Biodiversity
A. Fragmentation

We agree with the USFS assertion that forest fragmentation is, “a function of patch size,
isolation of patches, tota) reserve area, and linkages among patches.” The Conservancy
applauds the USFS’s sustained commitment to the protection of large, un-fragmented
blocks of forested land, mostly in later successional stages. In the eastern United States,
the best remaining opportunities for protecting and sustaining expansive blocks of mature
forest interior habitat mostly occur on public lands. The Conservancy also acknowledges
that early successional habitat and open woodlands are important elements in a landscape
mosaic of habitat conditions. We recognize that in some places on the George
Washington National Forest prescribed fire and timber management is needed to restore
open woodlands (e.g. Upland Oak Forests and Pine-Oak-Heath Woodlands).

The Conservancy supports, where ecologically appropriate, the USFS proposed
action for change that would add an objective for open woodland restoration.

In the effort to restore open woodlands, it is critical to recognize the importance of
identifying and protecting the best opportunities for conserving high quality interior
forest habitat on the George Washington National Forest. The Conservancy has
conducted and submitted to the USFS a science-based analysis which has identified five
large “Matrix Forests” which contain some of the most outstanding and diverse interior
forest on the GWNE. These Matrix Forests are well described in an accompanying
document that is included with this report. In Matrix Forests, large (>>1,500 acre burn
units) prescribed fires utilizing existing and natural fire breaks wherever possible should
be the preferred tool for creating a mosaic of open woodland conditions. Especially in
Matrix Forests, habitat management to achieve more open woodland conditions should
not be conducted in such a manner that leads to the establishment of new roads, extensive
new human created fire breaks, or other vectors for invasive species.

B. 01d Growth

We strongly agree that old growth and late successional forests are an important
component of biodiversity on the George Washington National Forest and that the full
suite of old growth forest-types need special recognition, protection, and management.
Like the USFS, the Conservancy recognizes that fire is an important natural disturbance
shaping the structure and composition of many old growth types. Additionally, wind, ice,
native insects, disease, and landslide events are important natural processes that create a
mosaic of disturbance patterns and ultmmately produce forest diversity.

It is important to recognize that a minimum age requirement should not be the only
criteria used for classifying mature and/or “old growth” stands and tracking late
successional conditions on the George Washington National Forest. Within the ten old
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growth types listed in the Draft CER and found in specific patches across the landscape,
USFS management should strive for a set of desired future conditions that include but are
not limited to:

(1) Forest structural diversity, with multiple age classes present, including a dominant
late successional forest age class (>150 years), specifically composed of a diversity
older species as appropriate to site conditions.

(2) A fire regime with severity, intensity, and frequency being a function of historical
occurrence of fire in the Central Appalachians as well as site specific conditions and
topographic position. '

(3) A cycle of other natural disturbances such as ice and wind storms at recurring
intervals within the historical natural range of variability.

(4) Vigorous regeneration and recruitment of key canopy species.
(5) Favorable conditions for the regeneration of American chestnut.

(6) A herbaceous understory composed of characteristic native species with less than 5%
cover consisting of invasive, non-native species; and no new non-native, invasive
plant or animals introduced into the system.

(7) Standing dead snags and coarse woody debris (>50 cm dbh) in a density of 5-10 logs
per acre with roughly 8-10% cover of woody debris in all size classes per 400 meter-
squared plot.

(8) Soil organic matter and pit and mound topography well developed; soils remaining
productive in high elevation acidic areas.

In terms of specific proposed USKFS management changes to existing Old Growth
forest types, the Conservancy prefers option C-1 (rather than the preposed C-3).

We agree that timber harvesting should be restricted in old growth types 1, 2a, 2b,
2¢, 5, 10, 22, 24, 25, 28, and 37. We also agree that, given the wide distribution and
abundance of the Dry Mesic Oak Type (type 21), it is reasonable to conduct a
modest level of timber harvesting within this type. However, prier to harvesting
timber from suitable acreage in type 21, a stand level inventory for old-growth
characteristic should be conducted. Since there have been no official old growth
inventories done on the GWNF, it is important to conduct pre-harvest field based
assessments to ensure that no unique values or areas exhibiting exceptional
conditions are unnecessarily impacted.





There is a great opportunity to conduct further spatial analyses of old growth patches
found on the George Washington National Forest to determine if and how these patches
are distributed across existing USFS Management Area (MA) designations. When old
growth patches occur within MAs that do not emphasize late successional forest
management, we suggest that changes should be made and MA boundaries should be re-
drawn. When spatially aggregated with biologically driven MAs such as MAs 4,9 10
18, and 21, as well as inventoried roadless areas, wilderness areas, and wilderness study
areas, these old growth patches can help to form spatially contiguous “core biological
areas” across the George Washington National Forest

As we have discussed in an accompanying document that deals specifically with our
recommendations for the management of five Matrix Forests, for the purpose of
sustaining functional forest ecosystems across a variety of landscape settings, the USFS
should designate and manage numerous “core biological areas” of at least 20,000 acres
(many should be much larger). Conservancy scientists and planners would welcome the
opportunity to collaborate with the USFS on conducting a GIS-driven analysis to identify
these potential “core biological areas”. It would represent the foundation of a strong
conservation plan for the GWNF that would ensure the sustainability of diverse and
mature forest interior habitat, in multiple large patches, at a meaningful scale.

D. Riparian Areas

Maintaining healthy forested riparian zones is fundamental to sustaining ecological health
on the George Washington National Forest. Riparian areas contain an mmpressive
diversity of terrestrial and aquatic species and are essential to the maintenance of water
quality. We are pleased that springs, seeps, ponds, and wetlands are included as part of -
the USFS guidelines for riparian area management and are protected from disturbance.

The Conservancy supports USFS ongoing efforts to meet its Desired Future Conditions
for aquatic habitats through practices such as: (1) the addition of large woody debris to
streams, (2) the installation of rock veins and other structures made of natural materials to
improve stream structure and habitat complexity, (3} the removal of rock gabions and
restoration of past hydrological modifications that did not incorporate natural stream
design elements, and (4) the planting of trees to establish riparian forest buffers where
none currently exist, (5) the removal/movement of roads to avoid streamside and
floodplain areas, and (6) the prevention of dispersed vehicle access and camping along
streams.

We agree it is a problem that under the current GWNF plan, riparian zones are designed
only with the protection of water quality and in-stream resources in mind. Scientists are
increasingly noting the importance of forest riparian zones for a host of terrestrial species
such as birds and amphibians. These riparian dependent species need to be recognized
and managed for as well. It is also unfortunate that the current GWNF plan gives no
protection to intermittent streams with scoured widths less than 3 feet or to channeled
ephemeral streams. Intermittent and ephemeral channels are extremely important





components of any hydrologic system and their integrity should be maintained with
protective buffers.

We are very pleased that the USFS recognizes the critical importance of maintaining
aquatic organism passage. Clearly, culverts at certain road crossings represent an
important barrier. We support the installation of bottomless culverts wherever possible
and economically feasible.

In terms of proposed USFS management changes to Riparian Zones, the
Conservancy supports option C-1, which will expand riparian management zone
widths and more effectively protect intermittent and channeled ephemeral streams.
We also offer the following suggestions: .

We recommend that the portion of the USFS riparian management buffer that is extended
based on slope not only be considered a “vehicle exclusion zone”, but that timber
harvesting also be restricted in these areas. We recognize that some level of vegetation
management in these riparian zones may be desirable from time to time, especially in
situations where invasive species control is a priority, but that management should have a
clear ecological restoration purpose that is well defined and scientifically defensible.

Due to the well recognized importance of riparian areas, we also recommend that the
USFS further extend the width of its riparian management zones on the GWNF. For
perennial streams, we suggest riparian buffer widths of at least 300 feet!. This is
especially important in the case of ten stream reaches and associated 2" and 3" order
watersheds occurring on the GWNF which have been prioritized in the Conservancy’s
Central Appalachian Aquatic Assessment (2006). These high quality aquatic systems
were identified by a team of experts (including qualified staff from the Virginia
Department of Conservation and Recreation-Division of Natural Heritage, the Virginia
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, the United States Forest Service, Virginia
Tech, and The Nature Conservancy) as being essential to the maintenance of overall
aquatic health and diversity in the Central Appalachians®.

! For more information on the scientific research supporting the Conservancy’s suggestion of 300 foot perennial
stream buffers, please contact Gwynn Crichton, Director of Stewardship, at the Conservancy’s Virginia Field Office:
434-951-0571.

For more information on the Central Appalachian Aquatic Assessment, please contact Gwynn Crichton, Director
of Stewardship, at the Conservancy’s Virginia Field Office: 434-951-0571.
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Table i. Nature Conservancy Priority Aquatic Systems on the GWNF.

Total Watershed GWNF Watershed Acres (%

iTarget Reach A cres Total)

Laure! Fork 24,063 10,274 (43%)
Jackson River - 101,165 25,410 (25%)
Cowpasture River 296,931 132.391(44%)
Tye River : 126,935 28,655 (23%)
Shoemaker River/NFk Shenandoah |1 17,163 64,036 (55%)
Passage Creek 55,929 31,614 (57%)
Dry Run/Muddy Crk. - 76,658 43,635 (57%)
S Fork Shenandoah River 555,073 34,078 (6%)
Big Levels Tributaries 13,326 10,436 (78%)
Pedlar River 58,340 24,865 (36%)

In addition to establishing larger riparian management zones within these ten exceptional
watersheds, the Conservancy recommends that the USFS designate these drainage areas
with a Special Areas designation. A Special Areas designation could further protect
these high quality aquatic systems if that designation: (1) prohibits impoundments, (2)
prohibits water withdrawals, and (3) makes these watersheds a priority for ecological
stream restoration and scientific monitoring.

E. Management of Indicator Species

The Conservancy generally agrees that in most cases management of the George
Washington National Forest has sustained and improved conditions for many Indicator
Species. We share the USFS concern for the general decline of fire-dependent “yellow
pine” natural communities,

The Conservancy strongly supports the specific USFS recommendations to: (1)
create a new Special Biological Area(s) to protect newly found occurrences of
eastern Tiger Salamander and (2) to increase the Preseribed Fire objective on the
GWNF to continue restoration of the Yellow Pine Community. '

Again, we must emphasize our preference for burn units which, to the greatest extent
possible, utilize existing and natural fire breaks, Especially in the five Matrix Forests on
the GWNF which we have identified through a rigorous ecoregional planning process,
use of prescribed fire should not be conducted in such a manner that leads to the
establishment of new roads, extensive new human created fire breaks, or the invasion of
exotic species. '





E. Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species

The Conservancy strongly agrees that a newly revised GWNF plan should incorporate the
most current scientific information on these unique species.

The Censervancy strongly supports the creation of new Special Biological Areas to
protect additional examples of the shale barren rockeress and the Northeastern
bulrush. We also support the proposed administrative change which would
delineate primary and secondary cave protection areas and correspondingly adopt
the Jefferson Plan’s direction for these special areas.

Protecting unique caves, cave dependent species, and larger karst networks is a critical
component of an overall management strategy that is geared towards ecological
sustainability. Individual caves and karst areas may exhibit unique conditions, rare
species, and sensitivities that warrant very specific management approaches and
attention. Generally speaking, optimal USFS cave management would include: (a)
restricted access at biologically significant cave entrances, (b) protection of all known
hibernacula sites with 1-2 mile forested buffers, (c} maintenance of nutrient/organic input
flows into karst systems, (d) maintenance of stable temperature, humidity, and airflow in
all caves, and (d) protection of water quality within all significant karst watersheds by
maintaining appropriate forested buffers around all streams and sinkholes.

There is a great need to identify significant karst watersheds supporting groundwater
quality and rare invertebrates both on and off the George Washington National Forests,
and to establish (within these karst basins) a set of management restrictions ensuring
consistent forested buffers around cave entrances, sinks, seeps, streams, and springs. We
suggest that the USFS work closely with karst experts from the Virginia and West
Virginia Departments of Conservation and Recreation-Division of Natural Heritage to
maintain an accurate database of hydrologically significant karst basins. As they are
identified, these karst basins should be given a Special Areas designation and afforded
special protection.

G. Unique Natural Communities (Special Biological Areas)

From the standpoint of ecosystem sustainability and biodiversity management, the special
designation of rare and unique species, natural communities, and supporting habitat is
absolutely critical. The Conservancy is pleased that the USFS continues to obtain and
incorporate the latest information on these species and communities into its management
prescriptions on the George Washington National Forest. In addition to information
provided by state natural heritage departments, the Conservancy also recommends that
the USFS review the Conservancy’s Central Appalachian Ecoregional Plan which
provides science-based viability and representation goals for many of these same species
and communities.





The Conservancy strongly supports the proposed expansion of 13 existing Special
Biological Areas and the designation of 83 new Special Biological Areas (SBAs).
Without viewing a map of these new areas, it isn’t possible to determine if critical
natural habitat in the West Virginia portion of the GWNF has also been designated
for special protection. If the USFES hasn’t already done so, the Conservancy
recommends consultation with the West Virginia Division of Natural Heritage to
identify unique West Virginia species and habitat in need of special recognition and
designation on the GWNF.

Although many of these Special Biological Areas are embedded in larger protected areas
such as Wilderness, the identification and special designation of these unique places
raises public awareness about the importance of conserving unique biological elements.
Identification and special designation also promotes sustained monitoring which may be
critical in SBAs that are threatened by invasive species or incompatible recreation.

The existing and proposed SBAs rightly elevate the protected status of important species,
and unique “small to large patch” natural communities. The Conservancy also strongly
recommends that the United States Forest Service create a Special Areas designation for
five “Matrix Forests” which intersect the GWNF and have been identified and selected as
priorities by Conservancy scientists and partners (including USFS scientists) in the
Central Appalachian Forest Ecoregional Plan (Figure 1). These five Matrix Forests,
which are described in more detail in an accompanying document, play a critical role in
the maintenance of forest diversity on the George Washington National forest and the
Central Appalachians. We suggest that they should be recognized as Special Areas and
buffered from incompatible uses such as utility corridors, road building, and natural
resource extraction. A¢ a minimum, multiple 20,000+ acre “core biological areas” within
each Matrix Forest should be designated as Special Areas and afforded a high level of
protection from incompatible human use’.

-

Figure 1 Conservancy Matrix Forest Blocks (Qutlined in Yellow)} on
The George Washington National Ferest (Dark Green)

* For more specific Conservancy suggestions regarding the designation of “core biological areas” within each Matrix
Forest please refer to an accompanying document entitled, “Optimal United States Forest Management In Priority
Matrix Forests™,
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Issue 2- Timber Management
C. Suitability

It is critical to look at the spatial arrangement and context of lands classed as “suitable for
timber managerment” across the GWNF. Some areas of the GWNF will lend themselves
to timber management better than others. In general the Conservancy prefers that remote
areas are buffered from active timber management. We suggest that the USFS manage
for timber in areas that are already accessible by an established road system.

Unless timber management is pursuant to a scientifically justified ecological
objective, the Conservancy recommends that Special Biological Areas, Riparian
Areas, Inventoried Roadless Areas, and “core biological areas” within Conservancy
identified Matrix Forests be classified as “generally unsuitable” for timber
management. These areas pessess unique and outstanding natural features which
need to be buffered from intensive timber management as much as possible. This
can be achieved without curtailing the stated USFS goal of managing 356,000-
370,000 acres for timber production.

E. Salvage

The Conservancy agrees that dying, dead, and damaged trees are an important component
of a functional forest ecosystem. As the forest continues to age, we can expect increasing
mortality. It is reasonable to set a goal of achieving a balance between the ecological
need to allow for natural forest decay with the socio-economic need to salvage high
quality timber products in the event of a disease outbreak or some other sudden forest
disturbance. :

The Conservancy generally supports salvage timbering where it can be -
accomplished without the creation of new roads, or other vectors for invasive
species and habitat fragmentation. However, we strongly recommend that salvage
harvesting be restricted in Special Biological Areas, Riparian Areas, Inventoried
Roadless Areas, and “core biclogical areas” within Conservancy identified Matrix
Forests. In these areas, salvage harvesting should only occur when pursnant to a
scientifically justified ecological restoration goal. Further, in these areas, we suggest
that salvage logging should be accomplished only along open road sytems or via
helicopter with no new road or landing construction.

Issue 5- Roadless Area Management
A. Existing Inventoried Roadless Arcas

The 261, 233 acres of inventoried roadless area on the George Washington National
Forest are essential to the maintenance of forest interior habitat. These roadless areas,
along with Special Biological Areas, Special Interest/Management Areas, Remote
Highlands, Wilderness, and Wilderness study areas should continue to be managed
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primarily for biological values. Wherever possible, these management areas should be
spatially aggregated and linked by designated corridors to protect multiple 20,000+ acre
“core biological areas” across the GWNF. Recognition and protection of these
aggregated “core biological areas” is essential for ecological sustainability on the GWNE.,

The Conservancy generally supports the USFS Proposal (C-3) to medify the existing
GWNF plan by creating a special Remote Backcountry area that includes Laurel
Fork, Big Schloss, Little River, ali areas currently designated as MA 9, and all
remaining portions of inventoried readless areas not currently designated as MA 9.
We suggest that management in these areas should follow the guidelines set forth in
the 2001 Roadless Rule as they relate to road building and timbering. Further, we
recommend that to the extent possible, these areas be deemed “unsuitable” for
mineral development, atility corridors, and other activities that would likely
fragment and impact these remote natural areas. We strongly support the USFS
intention to place the highest importance on biological values when a potential
management conflict occurs within an inventoried roadless area.

In addition to the areas proposed for inclusion in the new “Remote Backcountry Area”,
the Conservancy also recommends that additional Management Areas within five
Conservancy identified Matrix Forests be given this new designation (if it is adopted).
The details of our specific Management Area recommendations are provided in an
accompanying document entitled, “Optimal United States Forest Service Management In
Priority Matrix Forests”.

Issue 6- Special Management Areas

The Conservancy supports the USFS recommendation to adopt Jefferson National
Forest standard #FW-140 and enact a WFU policy on the George Washington
National Forest. It will not likely be possible to restore an appropriate fire regime
at an ecologically meaningful scale without this policy change.

Issue 8- Vegetation Manipulation

The Conservancy agrees with the USFS suggestion that an appropriate landscape scale
forest management strategy should focus on the protection of large tracts of mature forest
which contain within them a mosaic of different forest types and ages. As we have stated
in other sections of this document and in an accompanying document, the Conservancy
recommends that within larger tracts of forest, especially within five “Matrix Forests”,
multiple “core biological areas” of at least 20,000 acres should be managed primarily for
late successional characteristics and natural disturbance regimes. These “core biological
areas” can be imbedded in a much larger forest matrix that is managed for multiple use
values such as recreation, timber management, wildlife habitat, and natural forest cover.
The Conservancy generally supports the USFS change recommendation (C-1)
calling for the re-introduction of a blight-resistant American chestnut. The Joss of
the American chestnut in the 1930’s has had a tremendous impact on the ecology of the
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GWNF’s and its return as a dominant canopy species would bode well for a range of
wildlife species.

Issue 9- Resource Sustainability
D. Water Quality

The Conservancy agrees that for monitoring purposes it is important to establish a series
of “reference watersheds” across ecological subsections of the GWNF. We support the
USFS recommendation (C-2) to designate five reference watersheds across the
ranger districts with the following suggestion:

On the Warm Springs Ranger District, along with Lost Run (or instead of it) we strongly
recommend that the USFS consider desi gnating the Mare Run watershed as a reference
watershed. The Mare Run headwaters begin on the Conservancy’s Warm Springs
Mountain Preserve and then flow into USFS lands lower in the watershed. The
Conservancy has been exploring opportunities with University of Virginia researchers for
establishing a permanent stream monitoring station on Mare Run. The designation of
Mare Run as a reference watershed could lead to a variety of interesting and productive
research partnerships between the Conservancy, the United States Forest Service, and
other partners. Additionally, the Conservancy and the Warm Springs District are
launching a major prescribed fire partnership on Warm Springs Mountain and will be
developing a comprehensive monitoring plan in this area (to include Mare Run). The
special designation of the Mare Run watershed would compliment monitoring activities
that will need to be put in motion by the Conservancy and USFS pursuant to our joint

~ ecological restoration efforts in the vicinity of Warm Springs Mountain.

G. Fire

The Conservancy strongly supports the USFS and its use of fire to restore a key
ecological process essential to forest health and diversity. There are indeed many places
on the GWNF where the current ecosystem condition has departed radically from historic
reference conditions (in terms of fire return intervals, vegetation structure and
composition),

Specifically, the Conservancy strongly supports the preposed USFS management
changes (C-1) which will (a) establish WFU as a suitabie use on the entire George
Washington National Forest (acknowledging that the protection of life and property
remain the highest priorities), (b) increase the annual prescribed fire objective to
15,000 acres, and (¢) identify a forest-wide desired future condition of restoring fire
adapted ecosystems to their historic range of variability in terms of fire frequency,
intensity, and seasonality,
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Issue 10- Minerals and Energy
A. Federal Minerals

The exploration and development of leasable minerals is an important opportunity
provided by the GWNF. To protect critical elements of natural diversity and the best
examples of un-fragmented forest interior habitat, the Conservancy suggests that mineral
extraction be significantly restricted within all Wilderness, Wilderness Study Areas,
Remote Highlands, Inventoried Roadless Areas, and Special Biological Areas. Further,
we recommend thaf new mineral leases be avoided within five Conservancy identified
“Matrix Forests”. While the development of minera) resources (in some cases) can be
conducted in an environmentally sensitive manner, the potential associated influx of
invasive species and additional fragmentation of forest habitat by new roads and
equipment will likely have a detrimental effect on the health of interior forest areas.

B. Groundwater and Karst

Protection of karst and groundwater features on the forest is of critical importance to the
maintenance of water quality and both common and rare subterranean species occurring
on and nearby the GWNF. The Conservancy strongly supports the protection of karst
areas through the “Special Biological Area” designation. We have discussed specific
recommendations for karst and cave protection in another section of this document
(Biodiversity-Section F).

The Conservaney supports the USFS recommendation (C-1) which would establish
a forestwide guideline to manage significant caves in accordance with the Cave
Resources Protection Act of 1988.

C. Private Mineral Rights on Federal Lands

[t is very important to analyze the potential issues related to the exercise of private
mineral rights on federal land across various GWNF management prescriptions.
Extraction of privately owned minerals will likely require the construction of new roads
and oil/gas pads. In places where private minerals are owned withm a GWNF
management area prescription (such as Wilderness or Special Biological Area) that has
highly restrictive surface management guidelines, there may be conflicts between public
and private interests.

The Conservancy supports the USFS recommendation (C-1) to encourage private
mineral owners to implement all surface disturbing activities outside of riparian
areas. We also suggest that is should be a standard practice for the USFS to work
closely with private mineral owners to identify the least intrusive way to extract
private minerals by using existing roads and other infrastructure as much as
pessible. Further, all relevant Best Management Practices should be implemented
and mineral areas should be reclaimed to the highest standards established by
federal and state laws,
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E. Wind Energy Development

In recent years, several industrial wind energy facilities have been constructed on the
high elevation ridgelines of West Virginia, Maryland, and Pennsylvania. Currently, the
Central Appalachian region supports 7 active projects (approximately 120 turbines).
Additionally, 9 new projects have been %pproved by local governments and the number
of planned projects is estimated to be 44 (approximately 500 and 2,100 turbines,
respectively). Economists project that approximately 15,000 turbines will be needed to
meet Renewable Portfolio Standards established by MD, PA, and NJ® , and in the near
term it is likely that some proportion of these will be constructed in the Central
Appalachians.

As noted in the draft CER, Highland County, Virginia approved a facility on private land
near Laurel Fork, and the Virginia State Corporation Commission is currently reviewing
an application to construct that facility (the first such application to come before the
Commission). The development of industrial scale wind energy facilities in the region
has been demonstrably contentious, and it is reasonable to assume that any proposals to
construct wind energy facilities on the George Washington National Forest will elicit
significant public attention. Consequently, the George Washington National Forest
Management Plan needs to establish clear guidelines for how potential wind energy
projects on public lands will be considered.

Nationally, The Nature Conservancy supports wind energy development when it is
appropriately sited. In Virginia, the Conservancy has articulated specific concerns
regarding the potential for conflict between development of wind energy, wildlife, and
wildlife habitat — namely, forest fragmentation, displacement of forest dependent species,
and direct mortality to bats, songbirds, and raptors. To avoid these impacts, the
Conservancy generally recommends that wind energy facilities not be constructed in
areas known to support extensive, intact forested habitats, rare threatened or endangered
species likely to be adversely affected by habitat conversion or fragmentation, or in
significant migratory corridors for birds or bats. The Conservancy acknowledges that
there is a lack of scientific consensus regarding the location and significance of migratory
corridors for birds and bats. However, we also note with particular concern that the
limited studies currently available clearly indicate that various species of migratory, tree-
roosting bats, including hoary, and eastern red bats, and Eastern pipistrelles, along with
silver-haired, littie brown, and big brown bats are most likely to be killed at wind energy
facilities in the Central Appalachians®, and that inappropriately sited wind energy

* Boone, 2006. “Wind Energy Application filed for Grid Interconnection Study within Mid-Atlantic Highland
Region of PGM (PA, WV, MD, DC& VAY". Viewed April 26, 2007, at

httpi/iwww, vawind. org/assets/Docs/PIM windplant_quere_summary 073 106.pdf

* Riposo, David. “Re-evaluating Winde Energy Industrail Developmet in the Mid-Atlantic: Working Draft of the
U.S. Society of Ecological Economics™. Viewed April 26, 2007, at http://www.useee.org/PDFs/Working
Lapers/RiposoReevaluatingwindenergyMid-Atlantic pdf

g Kerns, jessica, Erickson, W.P, Amett, E.B. 2005. Chapter 2. “Bat And Bird Fatality At Wind Energy Facilities In
Pennsylvania And West Virginia,” pp 24-95 in E. B. Amett, technical editor,

Relationships between bats and wind turbines in Pennsylvania and West Virginia: an

assessment of bat fataljty search protocols, patterns of fatality. and behavioral
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development may have the potential to cause reductions in populations of these species
already depressed from historic levels,

Option C-1 is consistent with the Conservancy’s recommendations that wind energy
facilities not be constructed in extensive forested areas and areas known to support
rare, threatened or endangered species. We note however that there are extensive
areas of unfragmented forest habitat that are not identified iz Option C-1, inclading
mventoried and un-inventoried roadiess areas, and Matrix Forests identified by The
Conservancy in consultation with USFS ecologists and other scientific experts
(described in detail in an accompanying document).

Given the ambiguity present in the currently available data regarding actual
impacts of wind energy facilities, siting guidelines alone will not ensure that wildlife
and wildlife habitat impacts are avoided. Rather, all wind energy facilities should
maintain monitoring programs adequate to enable ongoing assessment of their
impacts, and demonstrate compliance with legal requirements including the Federal
Endangered Species Act, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, and Forest Plan
Objectives.

The Nature Conservancy also suggests that USFS statements relating to the Rural
Development Desired Future Condition be clarified. Analyses by the staff of the
Virginia State Corporation Commission suggest that the primary economic benefit of
wind energy facilities to localities is from the generation of property tax revenue on the
instalied turbines’. Given the controversy that generally has surrounded the development
of wind energy resources, claims of economic benefit are likely to be contested by
opponents and the potential economic benefit of wind encrgy facilities on public lands
should be well understood and articulated by USFS officials.

Issue 11- Forest Pests and Invasive Species

The Nature Conservancy has identified non-native and invasive forest pests, pathogens,
and plants as one of the top threats to biological diversity in the United States and around
the world. Working at scale across a variety of landscape settings, our Invasive Species
Initiative employs a five part strategy that includes prevention, early detection/rapid
response, restoration, research, and outreach. Nationally, the Conservancy has supported
the United States Forest Service and its efforts to control a range of pests and pathogens
including Asian Longhorned Beetles, Emerald Ash Borers, and Sudden Qak Death. In
Virginia, the Conservancy and other agency partners have formed the Virginia Invasive
Species Council to identify overarching strategies to prevent the invasion of new invasive
plants and pests in the Commonwealth. Locally, the Conservancy is actively controiling

interactions with wind turbines. A final report submitted to the Bats and Wind Enerey

Cooperative. Bat Conservation International. Austin, Texas, USA.

’ Commonwealth of Virginia State Corporation Commission. October 1, 2006. “Pre-filed Testimony of Mark K.
Carsley, Public Version”. p. 5. Available at:

ht’m://docket.scc.state.va.us:80SO/CyberDGcs/Libra_ries/t)efault Library/Common/frameviewdsp.asp?doc=653 10&1

=CASEWEBPY%SFLIB& mimetype=application%? F pdf&rendition=native
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invasive plants on its Warm Springs Mountain Preserve, which shares a thirteen mile
boundary with USFS lands in the GWNF-Warm Springs District.

We strongly support the USFS recommendation to establish broader overall
guidance and goals in the GWNF plan for preventing the introduction of new
invasive pests, pathogens, and plants. We support the continued focus on the gypsy
moth, but there is a great need to expand monitoring and intervention treatments of
other invasive species including but not limited to Hemlock Wooly Adelgid (Adelges
tsugae), Tree of Heaven (Ailanthus altissima), Japanese Barberry (Berberis
thunbergii), Garlic Mustard (Alliaria petiolata), Japanese Stiltgrass (Microstegium
vimineum), and Oriental Bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus).

Due to cost and staff constraints, it will not be possible to control and eradicate these
species across the entire forest, but a high priority should be placed on the protection of
Special Biological Areas, Matrix I orests, Roadless Areas, and other unique and/or high
quality habitats on the GWNF. As mentioned, the Conservancy has established its Warm
Springs Mountain Preserve as a platform for controlling invasive species and we would
welcome the opportunity to establish a joint ecological restoration project centered on
Conservancy and USFS lands with the Warm Springs Mountain Matrix Forest.

Additionally, there are a myriad of other potential pests that may not currently be
present but will certainly threaten the GWNF at some point in the future (e.g.
Sudden Oak Death). We encourage the USFS to continue in its national, regional,
and forest level efforts to moniter and prevent the introduction of Sudden Oak
Death and other potentially devastating non-native species.

Issue 13- Mix of Goods and Services

C. Wildlife

The Conservancy acknowledges that early successional habitat and open woodlands are
important elements in a landscape mosaic of habitat conditions, In particular, these forest
conditions provide critical habitat for many species at some point in their yeatly life cycle
needs. Timber management, prescribed fire, natural disturbances, and continned
maturation of the forest can all create patches of both early successional habitat and more
open mature woodland conditions. It is clear that to meet jts goals of providing a range
of habitat components for a variety of forest-dependent species, the GWNF plan needs to
recognize the importance of early successional and open woodland habitats and to
establish clear management goals for maintaining these conditions at an appropriate
scale, :

We supperi increasing the prescribed burn objective in MAs oriented towards
creating early successional habitat. We are also in favor of adding an objective for
open woodland restoration, and an objective for blight resistant American chestnut

- restoration.
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The Conservancy strongly recommends that within the five Matrix Forests we have
identified and described in an accompanying document, prior to combining MAs 14,
15, 16, 17 and 22 into one area, the USFS reclassify a subset of these Management
Areas to either MA 4, 9, or the newly suggested “Remote Backcountry” designation,
Our specific suggestions related to these Management Areas that warrant
reclassification are highlighted in the accompanying report entitied, “Optimal
United States Forest Management in Priority Matrix Forests”.

D. Land Ownership

The Conservancy and the United States Forest Service have a long history of working
together to identify and protect desirable forest interior tracts and rare species habitat.
Although the goals for land exchanges and acquisitions have not been met since 1993, the
general goals remain important. Additionally, though the Land and Water Conservation
Fund (LWCF) has not been a funding source for land acquisition on the GWNF, it is still
a viable source of funding and may be important to future acquisition efforts in critical
areas adjacent to or within the GWNF.

The Conservancy supports a change in Ianguage that states that exchanges and
acquisitions of land will be accomplished as funding is available. We do not suggest
removing reference to the Land and Water Conservation Fund as it may be an
important funding source in the future.
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ConSiteSBA_vs_RecNAReg

						NATURAL HERITAGE RESOURCE CONSERVATION SITES ON THE GWNF

										SBA												Acres on		% on the

		SITEID		SITECODE		SITENAME		Verified		Nomination?		BRANK		LEGSTATUS		CAVE		TYPE		Acres		GWNF		GWNF		New		NAReg?		Reported		Rx(Acres)

		445		S.USVAHP*2259		ANTHONY KNOBS		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		31		31		100.00		No		No		No		15A (28.7), 17B (2.5)

		662		S.USVAHP*2560		BENNETTS RUN CLEARCUTS		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		2,214		2,099		94.80		No		No		No		16D (2098.8)

		1712		S.USVAHP*8439		BIG CEDAR SHALE BARREN		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		82		44		52.91		No		Yes		Yes		09B (41.5), 15C (2.1)

		1051		S.USVAHP*1849		BIG SCHLOSS		V		Yes		B5		SL				Conservation Site		476		290		60.82		No		Yes		Yes		21 (289.7)

		666		S.USVAHP3*1687		BIG LEVELS		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		13,339		13,306		99.75		No		Yes		Yes		04A (11300.8), 08 (30.8), 13A (40.5), 16D (310.5), 22 (1623.6)

		1078		S.USVAHP*8505		BLACKIES HOLLOW SHALE BARREN		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		164		147		89.89		No		Yes		Yes		04A (142.1), 10C (5.2), 15C (0)

		1177		S.USVAHP*8993		BLOWING SPRINGS		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		837		837		99.91		No		Yes		Yes		07C (35.8), 10A (89), 10B (18.1), 10C (432.1), 15A (13.9), 15C (247.7)

		1771		S.USVAHP*452		BLUE SUCK BARRENS		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		23		23		100.00		No		Yes		No		13A (23.4)

		392		S.USVAHP*3392		BOTHER KNOB - HIGH KNOB		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		1,721		400		23.23		No		Yes		Yes		04E (399.8)

		421		S.USVAHP*2136		BRATTONS RUN SHALE BARREN		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		239		216		90.12		No		Yes		Yes		04A (119.3), 15B (96.4)

		1561		S.USVAHP*462		BROWNS HOLLOW		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		1,165		1,151		98.78		No		Yes		Yes		04A (1089.7), 14A (25.1), 14C (33.3), 15C (2.8)

		1441		S.USVAHP*675		BROWNS POND		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		117		117		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		04A (117.3), 17B (0)

		245		S.USVAHP*1797		CAMP KANNATA		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		88		48		54.99		No		Yes		Yes		10C (48.5)

		133		S.USVAHP*155		CAMPGROUND BARREN		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		19		19		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		13A (18.8)

		1799		S.USVAHP*5868		CEDAR CREEK  Wood Turtle SCU		V		Yes		B5		SL				SCU		9		3		33.48		No		No		No		04A (0.6), 10C (0.6), 15C (1.9)

		1320		S.USVAHP*2106		CELLAR MOUNTAIN		V		Yes		B4		FL				Conservation Site		283		178		63.02		No		No		No		08 (177.9), 16D (0.4)

		468		S.USVAHP*172		CEMETERY BARREN		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		52		52		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		15B (52.3)

		1237		S.USVAHP*472		CHESTNUT RIDGE SEEP		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		127		127		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		15C (126.8)

		1758		S.USVAHP*1551		CHIMNEY ROCKS AND DRY RUN		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		811		666		82.20		No		Yes		Yes		17B (666.3)

		857		S.USVAHP*2577		COLD SPRING BRANCH		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		580		580		100.00		No		Yes		No		04A (37.7), 08 (542)

		1753		S.USVAHP*620		COLE MOUNTAIN		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		135		135		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		06 (99.9), 21 (34.7)

		2004		S.USVAHP*10123		COPELAND BARREN		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		150		150		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		14A (144.1), 14C (5.6)

		1580		S.USVAHP*477		COURSEY SPRINGS FORD		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		43		42		97.84		No		No		No		22 (41.9)

		495		S.USVAHP*3356		COW KNOB		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		2,468		322		13.05		No		Yes		Yes		04E (322.1)

		600		S.USVAHP*9339		COWARDIN RUN		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		119		85		71.90		No		Yes		Yes		07C (0), 15C (85.3)

		381		S.USVAHP3*1954		COWCAMP GAP		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		81		81		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		06 (73.8), 21 (6.8)

		1897		S.USVAHP*7775		CUB RUN HEADWATERS		V		Yes		B2		NL				Conservation Site		280		280		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		09B (156.1), 16D (124.1)

		1353		S.USVAHP*6917		DABNEY LANCASTER SHALE BARREN		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		84		68		80.37		No		Yes		Yes		04A (66.7), 07C (0.4), 15C (0.7)

		2018		S.USVAHP*10224		DADDY RUN BARRENS		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		103		103		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		17B (102.7)

		1163		S.USVAHP*8911		DAISY KNOB BARRENS		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		163		126		77.22		No		Yes		Yes		10C (69.5), 15C (12.3), 22 (43.9)

		196		S.USVAHP*218		DRY RUN		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		560		560		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		04A (554.5), 09B (5.1)

		761		S.USVAHP*1585		EDINBURG GAP		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		351		351		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		04A (310.2), 05B (10.5), 11A (0), 16D (30.6)

		1582		S.USVAHP*3075		ELIZABETH FURNACE		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		81		81		100.00		No		No		No		13A (80.9)

		353		S.USVAHP*699		ELLIOTT KNOB		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		3,139		3,139		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		04A (1023.2), 09B (2114.4), 17B (1.8)

		1043		S.USVAHP*2793		FALLING ROCK CREEK		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		408		305		74.74		No		No		No		04A (73), 16D (232.2)

		1560		S.USVAHP*2133		FOREST ROAD 462 SHALE BARRENS		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		74		74		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		14C (73.6)

		461		S.USVAHP*493		FROZEN KNOB		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		1,127		1,096		97.30		No		Yes		No		17B (528.6), 17H (567.7)

		775		S.USVAHP*3361		GAUGING STATION BARREN		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		223		213		95.44		No		Yes		Yes		04A (46), 15C (0.2), 17B (166.6)

		1711		S.USVAHP*278		GRASSY POND		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		208		163		78.13		No		No		No		16D (162.6)

		1239		S.USVAHP*3761		HARRINGTON ROADSIDE		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		65		58		89.88		No		Yes		Yes		07C (24), 14C (34)

		1413		S.USVAHP*2792		HEAD WATERS		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		100		97		96.41		No		Yes		Yes		04A (94.2), 07C (2.3), 15A (0)

		1872		S.USVAHP*3681		HIDDEN VALLEY		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		693		693		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		10C (122.5), 13A (512.1), 13B (58.1)

		995		S.USVAHP*8432		HUMPBACK MOUNTAIN		V		Yes		B1		NL				Conservation Site								Yes		No		No

		1878		S.USVAHP*500		INDIAN GRAVE RIDGE		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		22		17		75.71		No		Yes		Yes		10C (16.8)

		1463		S.USVAHP*8504		JAMES RIVER GORGE		V		Yes		B2		NL				Conservation Site		10,608		9,613		90.62		No		Yes		Yes		06 (60.1), 07A (4.5), 07C (529.7), 09B (1.9), 16D (2.1)

		1759		S.USVAHP*3371		JOHNS RUN EAST BARREN		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		23		20		88.59		No		No		No		16D (19.5), 17B (0.7)

		151		S.USVAHP*2121		JOHNS RUN WEST BARRENS		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		75		68		91.16		No		No		No		16D (67.9), 17B (0)

		1415		S.USVAHP*8520		JOHNSONS CREEK		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		1,023		334		32.63		No		Yes		No		09B (333.9)

						LAKE MOOMAW BARRENS		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		449		434		96.66		No		Yes		Yes		13A (434)

		235		S.USVAHP*416		LAUREL FORK		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		8,190		7,112		86.84		No		Yes		Yes		07X (242.8), 21 (6869.5)

		2226		S.USVAHP*12241		LAUREL RUN		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		6,517		5,451		83.64		No		Yes		Yes		04D (2100.7), 04E (3322.9), 14A (27.8)

		357		S.USVAHP*1808		LITTLE BALD KNOB		V		Yes		B2		NL				Conservation Site		10,867		10,195		93.82		No		Yes		Yes		04E (5523.4),09B (1295.3), 13B (1325.9), 15C (66.3), 21 (1983)

		1281		S.USVAHP*1295		LITTLE MOUNTAIN SLOPE		V		Yes		B5		FL				Conservation Site		195		195		100.00		No		No		No		14A (31.7), 14C (0.4), 20 (162.9)

		530		S.USVAHP*400		LOVES RUN PONDS		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		656		656		99.97		No		Yes		Yes		04A (625), 16D (31.3)

		620		S.USVAHP*2800		LOWER POTTS CREEK BARREN		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		71		58		81.70		No		Yes		Yes		16D (57.6)

		878		S.USVAHP*2131		LOWER SCOTCHTOWN DRAFT		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		66		66		100.00		No		No		No		09B (38.7), 15C (27.4)

		160		S.USVAHP*8620		MAPLE FLATS		V		Yes		B1		FL				Conservation Site		1,593		1,353		84.97		No		Yes		Yes		04A (439.6), 04D (685.8), 16D (145.9), 22 (82.1)

		1050		S.USVAHP*301		MAPLE SPRINGS		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		128		102		79.49		No		Yes		No		04E (101.9)

		680		S.USVAHP*9553		MIDDLE MOUNTAIN		V		Yes				NL				Conservation Site		1,561		779		49.93		No		Yes		Yes		04E (759.5), 07C (19.9), 09B (0)

		1357		S.USVAHP*1012		MILL HILL		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		56		56		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		13A (56.2)

		659		S.USVAHP*545		MILL MOUNTAIN POND		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		31		31		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		09B (31.2)

		23		S.USVAHP3*1667		MILLBORO TUNNEL SHALE BARREN		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		315		203		64.50		No		Yes		Yes		04A (202.3), 07C (0.6), 14A (0), 14C (0.2)

		894		S.USVAHP*8953		MORELAND GAP BOG		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		66		45		67.83		No		Yes		Yes		14A (19.2), 16D (25.7)

		285		S.USVAHP*1853		MOUNT PLEASANT		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		95		95		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		21 (95.3)

		1152		S.USVAHP*146		MOUNTAIN GROVE		V		Yes		B2		FL		Y		Conservation Site		959		697		72.72		No		Yes		Yes		10B (69.9), 15C (627.4)

		1076		S.USVAHP*208		MOUNTAIN VIEW CHURCH		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		225		225		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		04A (1.3), 13A (223.4)

		1567		S.USVAHP*2297		NICHOLSON RUN		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		663		653		98.53		No		Yes		Yes		07A (70.7), 15A (103.7), 15C (478.6)

		725		S.USVAHP*224		NIMROD HALL RIDGE		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		140		131		93.73		No		Yes		Yes		07A (11.6), 13A (119.5)

		1540		S.USVAHP*3037		NORTHEAST BEARDS MOUNTAIN		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		891		853		95.79		No		Yes		Yes		09B (126.7), 10B (212.6), 13A (293.1), 15C (220.8)

		536		S.USVAHP*309		OGLE CREEK		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		132		49		37.14		No		No		No		15C (49.1)

		866		S.USVAHP*5282		OVERALL RIVERSIDE		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		75		27		35.84		No		No		No		10C (0.1), 13A (26.6)

		1132		S.USVAHP3*1837		PADDY KNOB		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		1,869		1,706		91.30		No		Yes		Yes		04A (1705.6), 14A (0.3), 14C (0.4), 20 (0.1)

		990		S.USVAHP*150		PADDY RUN WOOD TURTLE SITE		V		Yes										2,911		2,911		100.00		No		Yes

		966		S.USVAHP*2314		PETERS MILL RUN		V		Yes		B2		NL				Conservation Site		821		819		99.74		No		Yes		Yes		04A (480.5), 05B (0), 11A (338.1)

		1814		S.USVAHP3*1953		PETERS MOUNTAIN NORTH		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		4,239		3,986		94.03		No		Yes		No		17B (3124), 17H (862)

		992		S.USVAHP*8521		PINE RUN		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		477		214		44.85		No		Yes		Yes		04A (204.9), 08 (5.8), 16D (3.1)

		2215		S.USVAHP*12142		PINES CHAPEL POND		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		243		205		84.01		No		Yes		Yes		04A (204.5), 16D (0)

		48		S.USVAHP3*1814		POTTS POND		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		102		96		94.80		No		Yes		Yes		04A (43.1), 14C (27.2)

		1729		S.USVAHP*2276		POWELLS FORT CAMP		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		559		559		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		04A (111.8), 15A (103.1), 15C (344.4)

		360		S.USVAHP3*1943		PUFFENBARGER GLADE		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		147		147		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		04E (142.3), 09B (3.4), 15C (1.8)

		1530		S.USVAHP*2318		PUNCHBOWL MOUNTAIN		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		16		16		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		06 (13.7), 14C (2.2)

		1030		S.USVAHP*8462		RAMSEYS DRAFT RNA		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		2,011		2,011		100.00		No		Yes		No		08 (1940.3), 09B (71.2)

		880		S.USVAHP*35		RATCLIFF HILL		V		Yes		B2		NL				Conservation Site		60		31		51.61		No		Yes		No		10C (30.9)

		249		S.USVAHP*568		MORRIS HILL		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		410		291		70.81		No		Yes		Yes		10C (0.7), 13A (289.8)

		403		S.USVAHP*2134		REDDISH KNOB		V		Yes		B2		NL				Conservation Site		4,092		2,625		64.13		No		Yes		Yes		04E (1786.8), 15A (3.4), 21 (834.4)

		652		S.USVAHP*2738		REUBENS DRAFT SHALE BARREN				Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		76		40		52.50		No		Yes		Yes		04A (39.1), 15C (0.7)

		1492		S.USVAHP*284		ROCKY MOUNTAIN GLADE		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		29		14		49.58		No		Yes		Yes		07C (14.4)

		1735		S.USVAHP3*1942		ROUGH MOUNTAIN		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		2,530		2,503		98.93		No		Yes		Yes		07C (0.5), 08 (2502.7)

		1879		S.USVAHP*348		SALSUS SPRING		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		335		304		90.78		No		Yes		Yes		04A (87.2), 10C (0), 15C (0.4), 21 (216)

		1745		S.USVAHP3*1855		SCOTHORN GAP		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		35		35		100.00		No		Yes		No		04A (34.5), 14A (0.1)

		594		S.USVAHP*8457		SCOTT HOLLOW BARRENS		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		24		24		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		14A (24.3)

		405		S.USVAHP*8910		SHENANDOAH ACRES		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		568		424		74.56		No		No		No		16D (423.8)

		808		S.USVAHP*151		SHENANDOAH MOUNTAIN CREST MACROSITE		V		Yes		B2		NL				Conservation Site		58,042		42,563		73.33		No		Yes		Yes		04D (2122.7), 04E (32430.7), 09B (13.2),15C (21.4), 21 (7970.9)

		803		S.USVAHP*621		SHEPPE POND		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		38		38		100.00		No		No		No		06 (0.5), 16D (37.2)

		1626		S.USVAHP*2242		SIGNAL KNOB BARREN		V		Yes		B3		NL				Conservation Site		226		226		99.76		No		Yes		No		04A (225.9), 05B (0), 13A (0)

		784		S.USVAHP*8458		SISTER KNOBS		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		1,722		1,722		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		04A (1279), 09B (323.9), 15C (119.4)

		1173		S.USVAHP*375		SKIDMORE		V		Yes		B2		NL				Conservation Site		2,313		2,310		99.89		No		Yes		Yes		04E (2310.3)

		882		S.USVAHP*384		SOLOMONS RUN BARREN		V		Yes		B2		FL				Conservation Site		46		46		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		16D (46.4)

		1184		S.USVAHP*8748		SOURS RUN WOOD TURTLE SITE				YES

		1129		S.USVAHP*401		SOUTH FORK PADS CREEK BARREN		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		125		125		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		14A (19.9), 14C (105.3)

		1520		S.USVAHP*2334		SPY ROCK		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		22		22		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		06 (22.4)

		168		S.USVAHP*373		STARR CHAPEL		V		Yes		B2		FL		Y		Conservation Site		1,504		1,324		88.05		No		Yes		Yes		04A (918.6), 15C (405.4)

		1322		S.USVAHP3*1717		THE PRIEST		V		Yes		B2		NL				Conservation Site		723		723		100.00		No		No		No		08B (722.6)

		152		S.USVAHP*3591		THREE RIDGES MOUNTAIN: FLATROCK		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		8		8		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		08B (8.1)

		1607		S.USVAHP*9343		THREE RIDGES MOUNTAIN: HANGING ROCK		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		12		12		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		08B (11.7)

		1850		S.USVAHP*3762		UPPER CRABTREE CREEK		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		214		214		100.00		No		No		No		06 (70.3), 08B (4.5), 13A (139.6)

		979		S.USVAHP*3964		UPPER ST. MARYS RIVER		V		Yes		B3		FL				Conservation Site		2,348		2,348		100.00		No		No		No		04A (147.3), 08 (2200.7)

		1848		S.USVAHP*429		WARM SPRINGS MOUNTAIN		V		Yes		B2		NL				Conservation Site		3,638		463		12.71		No		No		No		04A (93.9), 14A (368.6)

		1400		S.USVAHP*9110		WATERFALL MOUNTAIN CLIFFS		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		29		29		100.00		No		Yes		Yes		07A (13.6), 07B (1.1), 14A (14)

		1591		S.USVAHP*8954		WATERFALL MOUNTAIN SEEP		V		Yes		B5		NL				Conservation Site		116		116		100.00		No		No		No		07B (62.8), 14A (21.2), 14C (31.7)

		1087		S.USVAHP*3399		WINTERBERRY POND		V		Yes		B4		NL				Conservation Site		82		59		71.82		No		No		No		17B (59.2)

		180		S.USVAHP3*1834

		579		S.USVAHP*622

		1252		S.USVAHP*1935

		1089		S.USVAHP*2801

		1251		S.USVAHP3*1995

		1743		S.USVAHP3*1996

		435		S.USVAHP3*1993

		291		S.USVAHP3*2005

		292		S.USVAHP3*1895

		1690		S.USVAHP*8510






August 8, 2008

Maureen Hyzer, Supervisor

George Washington National Forest
5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, VA 24019-3050

COMMENTS ON DRAFT CER
REVISION OF THE REVISED LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN
GEORGE WASHINGTON NATIONAL FOREST
And
COMMENTS RELEVANT TO THE FOREST PLAN WORKSHOPS
HELD JULY 14-28, 2008

Dear Maureen,

The following are comments on behalf of Wild Virginia on the Draft Comprehensive
Evaluation Report (CER) for the Revision of the Revised Land Management Plan for the
George Washington (GW) National Forest. These comments are being submitted in
addition to those we have submitted along with Southern Environmental Law Center and
other groups. At the end of these comments, you will find additional comments relevant
to the series of public workshops held July 14-28.

CER COMMENTS

1. The current Plan is in need of change because it does not maximize net public
benefits as required by law. The current plan has allowed fragmentation of rare interior
forest habitat, has increased the spreading non-native invasive species, has negatively
impacted state and federally threatened and endangered species habitat, and allowed
increased Off Road Vehicle damage, both on and off designated trails. These results run
counter to the agency’s own goals as identified in the Forest Service’s National Strategic
Plan, posted on www.fs.fed.us/publications/strategic/fs-sp-fy04-08.pdf. The
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to the 1993 Plan shows that the alternative that
does maximize net public benefits, yet Alternative #3, which did, was systematically
ignored in arriving at the preferred alternative. (See #38)

Managing for net public benefits is equitable management. Managing for those qualities
in which all “users” and citizens share equally includes the full range of ecosystem
services not quantified in the CER. The GW, managed for its highest values — water
filtration and flow regulation, air purification, tourism, biodiversity and carbon
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sequestration — could become a greater natural asset to the Commonwealth of Virginia
and to the nation. Yet, by implementing the 1993 Plan, the Forest Service continues to
degrade and diminish this natural asset, and favors users who degrade other values and
those who profit on exploitation and extractive uses over others .

2. On May 6, 2008, a coalition of conservation groups filed suit to overturn the Bush
Administration’s latest attempt to weaken the rules governing Land Management
Planning, rules issued April 21, 2008. The rules being challenged mirror the ones which
were thrown out by a federal court. It is a violation of NEPA to approve new rules based
on a faulty EIS that fails to analyze adequately the environmental impacts of the new
regulations. The new rules, and forest plans created under them do have substantive
environmental effects on all National Forest lands. (see #38)

It is both disingenuous and wasteful to initiate this process under illegal assertions and
illegal rules. The EIS of the existing plan cites numerous effects that the plan has on the
environment. It is just wrong to assert, contrary to NFMA, that plans do not do what they
have been created by law to do.

Any assumptions in Chapter 1 and Chapter 2 of the CER, alluding to the plan being
compromised of “look and feel statements”, or that consider the plan a “broad
framework...not supposed to a) impose obligations on any agency, person, or entity; b)
command anyone to refrain from projects and activities; or ¢) grant, withhold, or modify
contracts, permits, or other formal legal instruments” are flagrant violations of NFMA.

3. With regard to the FS Strategic plan:

The first threat identified in the two latest USDA Strategic Plans is the risk of loss from
catastrophic wildland fire caused by hazardous fuel buildup. The UDSA Strategic Plan
recommends consideration of risks, acknowledging that the severity of the damage from
fire, and therefore the need for fuel reduction programs, can differ from one location to
another. The 1993 Forest Plan fails to establish the risk of forest fires on the GW and
does not give any indication of the value of potentially protected structures or assets.
Given that the risks and potential damage from forest fires are low on the GW and that
ignition of structures during forest fires is most effectively prevented by home-site
protection within a small radius of the home. Yet, mechanical treatments and prescribed
burns continue to be used to address a minimal wildland fire risk that can be dealt with
more effectively through other measures. Adding to this the environmental impacts
resulting from large scale burn programs, we came to the conclusion that the GW
hazardous fuel reduction program creates a net public loss (see #31),

The second threat identified by the USDA Strategic Plans is the introduction and spread
of non-native invasive species (NNIS), which degrade habitat for many endangered
species and diminish biodiversity. Logging, burning, mining, road and trail building, off
highway vehicle (OHV) use and other recreational activities create conditions favorable
to NNIS. The 1993 Plan creates more NNIS problems than it solves. Note that the
purpose of the plan is not to reduce impacts but to restrict the presence, the increase and





the importing of invasive species (see #36) Therefore, no net public benefits were gained
from the 1993 Plan regarding NNIS.

The third threat is listed in the CER as loss of “open space?” Our research revealed the
third threat was actually stated as increased forest fragmentation! We wonder: is thisis a
mistake, an oversight on your part or a misrepresentation of fact? Regardless of how it is
presented in the CER, we agree with the USDA Strategic Plan that fragmentation is a
threat to national forests nationwide. The GW is no exception. While the 1993 plan
acknowledges the need for large, continuous blocks of interior forest for some species of
birds, it doesn’t embrace the unique role that national forests have in safeguarding and
expanding this habitat not just for a few birds, but for many other species that currently
cannot even be found on the GW. The FEIS does not provide any concise and
comprehensive information on the current status of interior forest fragmentation on the
GW and provides no information on how fragmentation will develop as a result of the
Plan. However, the plan has resulted in increased fragmentation on much of the forest.
This is mainly as the result of logging, wildlife habitat management and road building.
The 93 Plan does not provide the public with the net public benefit that would result from
increased availability of large, continuous interior blocks of forest (see #7).

The fourth threat identified by the two latest USDA Strategic Plans is unmanaged
recreation, particularly the unmanaged use of off highway vehicles (OHVs and ATVs).
There are a number of factors contributing to illegal OHV activity, including too few law
enforcement officers, lack of signage for official trails, lack of a program to educate trail
riders about OHV policies, and no established trail patrol program. But neither the
current extent of illegal trails nor the actions planned to remedy the problem are clearly
outlined in the 93 Plan. The 93 Plan provided no plan for management, monitoring or for
restricting abuse of the ATV systems and, as a result, damage has continued. Whether the
Forest Service will be able to curb illegal OHV/ATV use on the GW and create a public
net benefit is unclear.

Given these 4 threats and their lack of being significantly addressed in the 93 Plan, there
is need for revision which does address all 4 items in the Strategic Plan.

With respect to goals, we disagree and believe that it is in no way the responsibility of
public lands to meet ENERGY needs or supply as this is done by the private sector; it is
not any part of the multiple uses as prescribed by the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act.

4, No mention is made of CLIMATE CHANGE in the evaluation of significant
issues that should be considered. Changing climate affects areas as forest types change,
species find areas to establish populations outside their present or historical range and as
weather patterns change which can effect all ecological parameters (for instance, air and
water quality and temperature, increased intense weather events-drought or deluge-, etc).
Again, large areas of restricted management afford the best long term protection of lands
and land values given radically changing weather parameters.





Global Climate Change is one of the most serious environmental, social, and economic
threats the world is facing today. Global climate is influenced by changes in land cover.
Large-scale conversions of forestland into agricultural land or urban development reduce
carbon storage and the potential for sequestration and thus contribute to the build-up of
carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. Global warming can affect forests by introducing new
invasive plants, insects, and animals that expand their range as temperatures increase.
Also, the forest could be put under increased stress from extreme weather events,
changed weather patterns and seasons (warmer winters, for example), and increased
likelihood of drought and forest fires.

The warming of the atmosphere is linked to increased concentrations of so-called
greenhouse gases, including increases in carbon dioxide from changes in land
management. Even though forests in the U.S. have acted as net carbon sinks since the
1950s, the annual additions to the sink (sequestration) appear to be declining. The
Environmental Protection Agency lists the following forestry practices that can sequester
carbon or preserve carbon storage: afforestation, reforestation, avoided logging, and
longer harvest-regeneration cycles. Obviously, planned logging and burning and taking
out vegetation for other reasons do not increase the capacity of the GW as a carbon sink.
The 93 Plan neither addresses the GW’s potential for carbon storage and sequestration
(and their potential economic value) nor analyzes potential impacts from Global
Warming on the Forest. We cannot tell whether on balance, a public net loss or a public
net benefit is generated by the Plan regarding carbon sequestration and storage.
However, it is clear that the 93 Forest Plan does not maximize net public benefit with
regard to storing and sequestering carbon, and that the delivery of these services will be
limited in the long run by declaring one-third of the forest suitable for timber production.

The 93 Land Resource Management Plan, Record of Decision, and Final Environmental
Impact Statement contain no reference to Climate Change at all. These documents neither
address possible impacts of Climate Change on the forest, nor do they discuss ways in
which forest management could contribute to a reduction in greenhouse gases. It is clear
that the net public benefits are not maximized when it comes to this aspect of ecosystem
services, since clearly it would have been possible to not log, clear or maintain wildlife
openings, build new roads and burn and thereby achieve much higher carbon storage and
sequestration. This is clearly a big issue in need of extensive consideration in the plan
revision.

5. No mention is made of MIGRATION CORRIDORS AND LAND
CONNECTIVITY in the evaluation of existing issues needing to be considered. These
lands are vital to maintaining and improving the “protective” quality of wilderness and
special biological areas. Consideration of these issues (see the EIS on Alternative #3
from the 92 Plan) makes effective management for populations of large mammal and
neotropical migrant bird species, preventing the intrusion and increase in invasives and
allowing flora species to proliferate and to migrate and change their range from exising
and historical ones to areas which are ecological appropriate to the changing
environment.





6. No mention is made of DRINKING WATERSHEDS as an issue to be considered.
425, 825 acres the GW lie within drinking water watersheds of communities adjacent to
or in proximity to the GW. Drinking watersheds should be afforded their own level of
protection from headwaters to permanent, temporary and ephemeral streams which feed
reservoirs and all water intakes weather within or outside of FS lands. Protection of just
riparian areas is not sufficient. The cost of filtering, dredging and purifying far exceeds
the benefit of natural water purification. Maintenance of forest cover in all drinking
watersheds also increase natural purification, long term supply and maintains low water
temperatures which preserve important dissolved oxygen for water organisms.

7. In your discussion of BIODIVERSITY and FRAGMENTATION —A- as an issue,
a) no mention is made of edge effects, which are one of the most significant ecological
consequences of actions which fragment habitat and must be considered, b) the effects of
species predation and decreased populations of forest interior flora and fauna species by
invasives is not considered, c) fragmentation and edge effects affect not only birds but
also amphibians, reptiles, herbaceous species which are not represented in your analysis,
and d) there is no mention of fires, game openings or roads as contributing to
fragmentation

UDSA Strategic Plan names fragmentation as a threat to national forests nationwide. The
GW is no exception. While the 93 plan acknowledges the need for large, continuous
blocks of interior forest for some species of birds, it doesn’t embrace the unique role that
national forests have in safeguarding and expanding this habitat not just for a few birds,
but for many other species that currently cannot even be found on the GW. The CER
does not provide any concise and comprehensive information on the current status of
interior forest fragmentation on the GW and provides no information on how
fragmentation will develop as a result of the Plan. However, the plan has resulted in
increased fragmentation on much of the forest. This is mainly as the result of logging,
wildlife habitat management and road building. The 93 Plan does not provide the public
with the net public benefit that would result from increased availability of large,
continuous interior blocks of forest.

Also your “use of best available science” seems both arbitrary and capricious (the
absence of references makes this assumption unavoidable). While most of the GW
covers ridges, ridgetops and relative highlands which historically did burn naturally and
randomly, predominately bottomlands, lowlands and more fertile valleys were burned by
natives for openings. It is also arbitrary and capricious to pick a single particular time
frame to be the point at which you reference. Time exists prior to human occupation of
the Appalachians where only natural fires occurred and a closed canopy dominated.
Early successional habitat is an artificial construct of human interface with the land, one
which can just as easily be disregarded by virtue of the small slice of geologic time it
represents in the history of Appalachian forests. Fragmentation and open space are
historically the exception and not the rule.

8. In your discussion of OLD GROWTH -B- as an issue, we agree that little true old
growth exists on the GW. It is ridiculous to manage the forest to limit old growth until





such time as it has been determined that there is sufficient old growth to warrant such
consideration. And the best available science is showing that the highest and best uses of
the GW, including providing habitat not available elsewhere, maximizing water and air
quality, carbon sequestration, closed canopy, protection of drinking water watersheds and
low impact recreation, old growth, moving towards climax conditions, are the most
necessary and most desirable future condition of the GW.

Old growth forest is the rarest and most vital forest type in Virginia. Yet, it is absolutely
not true that *“it will be rare when the Forest finds a true area left untouched that it doesn’t
already know about and has already protected...” as there have been numerous examples
of areas have been demonstrated to correlate with the FS definition which your own
personnel and analysis has failed to identify, such as at Hematite, Hoover Creek, Signal
Corp Knob, the Hamilton Draft area, or Marshall Run. It is also disingenuous to assert
that these areas have been protected. Considering the rarity of old growth in the
landscape and its ecological importance, any projects that damage or endanger either old
growth or areas that are potential old growth and on the temporal verge of becoming old
growth are very significant. Until a complete, detailed and honest inventory of old
growth and potential old growth has been completed (as has been attempted in the
Jefferson), both effective planning and citizen input is impossible—Therefore,C-4 is the
preferred alternative. In the interim all areas of possible, potential or actual old growth,
based on age data and/or field work must be strictly protected from logging, road
building and any other potentially damaging project-level activities. Your alternative C-3
IS an injustice to the forest. There is a major need for change in the plan that allows the
cutting of some forest types of old growth.

You make no mention of CLIMAX FOREST CONDITIONS which is a most important
issue. Climax conditions include, but are not limited to, old growth. Climax conditions
present a true “no manage” alternative to create desired future conditions. They present a
natural mosaic of stable and resilient forest. The GW has no areas which can be so
defined but only old growth areas have the potential of creating eventual climax
communities. Currently wilderness areas have the only possibility of creating this forest
type with time but even they must be increased in size to minimize edge and edge
intrusion effects. You need to include this, both as an issue and as a management
prescription.

9. In your discussion of RIPARIAN AREAS -D-, C-1 is not sufficient to protect
small portions of drinking watersheds (see #6 above). Stronger protection is warranted
for all land in drinking water watersheds. In addition, all non-permanent, temporary and
ephemeral streams and seeps should be protected. Since these can only be identified
during rainy periods, this is when riparian evaluations should be done. Neither FS
Streamside Management Zones nor Virginia BMPs are sufficient for protection of
riparian areas. Perennial streams should have no less than 300 feet no cutting/vehicles
buffer, intermittent streams no less than 225 feet and for channeled ephemeral, no less
than 150 feet. There should be absolutely no cutting or equipment allowed on steep
slopes.





10. There is no discussion of SOILS as an issue. Given the degraded nature of many
of the streams in the GWNF due to acidification and sedimentation it must be noted that
both of these are integrally related to soils. Soil acidification from acid rain is a big
problem and, although you state that the acidification is not a result of forest
management, management can mediate the degradation to soils by reducing or
eliminating the loss of topsoil and compaction of soils from timbering, road building and
off road use.

11.  Although the 2005 regulations allowed that no attention be paid to
MANAGEMENT INDICATOR SPECIES -E-, those regulations are illegal and the
illegalities have not been addressed in the 2008 regulations. If the Forest Service would
just honor the existing laws, in stead of trying so hard to evade, break or invalidate them,
this wouldn’t be so wasteful, time consuming, frustrating and useless. But | digress...

This section is full of unsubstantiated assertions and misinformation. Your analysis of
the Indiana Bat is absolutely wrong. You have not accounted for currently declining
populations over its entire range and recent conditions including white-nose syndrome.
How could you have assessed that management has not adversely affected brook trout
populations? Acidification continues to be an issue you don’t address which warrants
much stronger conservation efforts.

Wood turtles should be included as an MIS. Cowknob Salamanders need expanded
special biological areas and Eastern Tiger Salamander habitat needs SBA protection as
well. Although alternative C-1 does allow expanded SBAs for the Eastern Tiger
Salamander, it falls way short of providing all the changes needed.

The table on page 45 shows an over 100% increase in Deer kill from 1985 to 2005
around 210,000 and over this time there has been a decrease in the number of deer
hunters. Yet you still maintain that managing for deer is necessary. In 2000 VDGIF and
WVDNR estimated deer populations at 49,418 individuals on the GWNF which
translates into 31 deer per square mile. You refer to increasing deer damage to plant
communities. The difficulty in oak regeneration in the presence of a large deer
population is problematic. You even infer there is a demand for deer viewing? They are
lying dead all over the roads of Virginia. There is absolutely no need at this time to
manage for deer. In fact, any management should focus on a decrease in deer
populations and deer habitat you should be encouraging increases in old growth forests
and climax conditions to naturally reduce unnecessary “early successional habitat.”
There is need for change in the plan!

12. Your discussion of THREATENED, ENDANGERED AND SENSITIVE
SPECIES —F- (what happened to the more common and clearer terms RARE,
THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES?) and UNIQUE NATURAL
COMMUNITIES (what is this thing you have regarding changing terminologies not
consistent with the best available science...it feels like bait and switch, to us) SPECIAL
BIOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES -G-, does not include any mention of locally sensitive
or rare species, state designated species or the effects of fire on species and of





insecticides (gypsy moth treatments) on bats. Management for peregrine falcons and
bald eagles is necessary and important as they are not unknown in the area. There is no
mention of wood turtles, or Shenandoah Mountain and Big Levels Salamanders. Your
discussion of James Spineymussel incorrectly states that “management has little ability to
affect its overall viability.” Closed forest canopies in spineymussel watersheds can
mediate both water temperature and sedimentation and even buffer ph to some degree.
These conditions would increase the viability of spineymussel populations. In addition,
Special Biological Areas should be created for all state listed species as well as those
listed in C-1, all of which are positive additions to the SBA inventory. All state
designated species should have appropriate and corresponding federal designation in the
Plan and areas of their habitat should be protected as such.

13. Your analysis of BELOW COST TIMBER SALES is flawed. In fact it is
nonexistent. Because costs are no longer specifically tracked, it doesn’t make the facts
go away. lItis a bold-face misrepresentation to say that timber sales are “a cost efficient
manner to achieve the Forest’s goals and objectives.” There exists no evidence to
validate this claim.

Your mention of wildlife habitat goals as being factored into the benefits of the timber
sale program is highly selective as you conveniently avoid any of the ambient and direct
costs of the timber sale program as they (as are stated numerous times within this
document) negatively impact air quality, water quality, soil quality, carbon sequestration,
climate modulation and recreational values.

Your analysis of Rural Development strangely only considers the timber sale program.
Improving ecological values of the forest, mentioned in the previous paragraph, directly
improve the quality of rural communities. Also, rendering them solely dependent on
logging and logging revenues, cripples local economies which would otherwise reflect a
more healthy economic diversification of goods and services. In addition, a flood of
cheaper timber from the GW depresses timber prices, reducing both income and land
values for local communities.

14. ROADLESS AREAS: All areas that qualify as Roadless Areas, including all
univnentoried Roadless Areas should be given protection coinciding with the existing
Roadless Rule. The GW should adopt a standard that all inventoried roadless areas, and
all other areas meeting roadless criteria, are managed according to the 2001 Roadless
Rule. This should be included as an option in the CER. The GWNF Plan needs to adopt
guidelines that require that all inventoried and uninventoried roadless areas retain their
roadless characteristics. Tables on pg. 77 show timber harvesting allowed for
stewardship purposes on 5% of roadless area acreage (in defiance of the Roadless Rule)
that salvage logging allowed on 95% of acreage (a thinly veiled attempt to allow timber
harvesting in violation of the Roadless Rule), and permanent road construction is allowed
on 12% of RA acres, an arbitrary and capricious violation of the Roadless Rule.





Any redefinition of terms which may lead to the reclassification of existing areas under
the roadless rule, undermines the spirit and intent of the rule. A legal challenge to this
unethical proposal would be inevitable (see #17).

15. WILDERNESS: Less than 5% of the GW is protected as wilderness and there
are no areas north of Ramsey’s Draft. The national average is 18%. Given the huge
wilderness deficit in the GW of a use which clearly falls under the “multiple use”
criterion of the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act, the appropriate question is where is
this most appropriate.

Priorities should be to protect areas which can be added to or adjacent to existing
wilderness areas to increase their effectiveness in protecting species and areas covering
issues Special Biological Areas, Forest Cover, Connectivity and Corridors and Climate
Change.

While all Virginia Mountain Treasure areas warrant protection, top priorities would
include:

North River District: Bald Ridge/Lynn Hollow/Ramsey’s Draft Extension, Little
River and Dry River, Beech Lick Knob, Jerkemtight/Benson’s Run, Crawford Mountain

Warm Springs District: Rough Mountain Addition, Short Mountain and Mill
Mountain (no where else is lower elevation, low slope lands more important to link
Rough Mountain and Rich Hole), Laurel Fork (in West Virginia), Little Allegheny

Lee District: Big Schloss (including Three High Heads)

Pedlar District: Saint Mary’s additions A, B and C and Kelley Mountain/Big
Levels west of FR 518, Three Sisters

James River: Oliver Mountain

16. AREAS NOT APPROPRIATE FOR TIMBER MANAGEMENT should be
expanded to include: areas immediately adjacent to and connecting wilderness and
special biological areas so as to create larger effective protected areas migration areas and
corridors. Roads in these areas should be closed permanently. Similarly all drinking
water watersheds should be given the highest level of protection against timber
management.

The map “Areas Generally Suitable for Timber Production” includes areas which were
not included in the timber base of the 93 Plan. There is no explanation for this increased
acreage which, combined for the deed to reduce the total acreage considered suitable for
timbering, results in a situation clearly in need of change.

17. CONSISTENCY AND COORDINATION OF PLANNING WITH TERMS IN
GENERAL USE, LEGISLATION, RULES, STATE AND FEDERAL DESIGNATIONS
IS an issue you need to address.

Roadless Areas: Roadless Areas have a specific definition concurrent with the
2001 Roadless Rule. This term and its meaning must remain consistent in the context of
the CER and revised plan.





Road Density: You have replaced the term “improved road” with “forest road,”
which would pervert the intention of the 2001 Roadless Rule by including Maintenance
Level 1 and 2 Roads, roads that are closed year round and not maintained and those
which are absolutely impassable by standard passenger cars. It would even include rough,
unsurfaced and revegetated primitive roads. All of your planning should be consistent
with the standard set by the Roadless Rule.

Wilderness/Wilderness Study Areas: The term “potential Wilderness areas”
implies that these areas have no independent status or value if not recommended for
Wilderness. There is and should be a rationale for designating areas for wilderness study
and these characteristics correspond with management areas in the 93 Plan. This is
another argument in favor of using management area criterion. These lands
The term Wilderness Study areas should remain consistent with its use in the 93 Plan and
no new and confusing terms, like “potential wilderness areas” should be adopted. And
note that using a criterion of “sights and sounds” in identifying such areas is arbitrary and
capricious as there is no mention of these criterion in the Wilderness Act. Remote
Backcountry: This term is a misnomer...it represents land that can be logged, roaded and
otherwise managed so as to be anything but “remote.” Any areas which qualify as
inventoried or uninventoried “roadless” should have that label and managed in
accordance with the 2001 Roadless Rule. This term should be dropped.

Why can’t you just pay attention to what is already on the books rather than redefining
terms and areas to suit your own arbitrary and capricious desires?

Special Biological Areas: All Virginia DCR-Division of Natural Heritage
conservation sites should have appropriate and corresponding federal designation in the
Plan and afforded such protection

18.  You only consider EARLY SUCCESSIONAL HABITAT that is managed as
such. You give no consideration to road corridors, or the impact of fires, disease, ice
damage, infestation (gypsy moth, wooly adelgid) or other pathogens as contributing to
early succcessional habitat. Any management for early successional habitat should occur
on perimeter lands of the GW far away from forest interior habitat and should be focused
on areas which have been recently logged.

19.  Your discussion of DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION with respect to OAK
REGENERATION only considers oak as components of oak “stands” and does not
account for the large population of oaks scattered presently throughout the forest. To
assume that the desired future condition only applies to single species stands (a purely
industrial and not an ecological condition) is arbitrary and capricious. Naturally occurring
early successional habitat (see #18) creates openings for oak regeneration.

20.  Your discussion of SALVAGE LOGGING assumes that “there is no readily
apparent ‘balance’ between ecological processes and social and economic uses related to
the commercial salvage program.” Wrong. Ecological processes do create social and
economic benefits. How arbitrary and capricious can you be? Have you forgotten that
forests grow on trees and that downed woody debris and standing snags serve both short
and long term benefits for forests and specific and often rare species? They store carbon
and create fertile soils and diverse habitats. Although you propose salvage logging





possibilities in Special Biological Areas, Remote Backcountry Area, Scenic Corridors
and Viewsheds, once you open these areas up to logging, roading and all its variants,
continued off road access and invasives, they cease to provide the characteristics which
gave them this designation in the first place. Salvage logging in these areas is not
appropriate and it should be dropped.

21. Concerning ATVs, they present the most flagrant abuse and law enforcement
problem in the forest. Impacts are not limited to trails and designated areas but extend far
beyond. The problem is that ATVs destroy virtually all uses of the forest except ATV
use. Itisan “exclusive” use, different from all others. OHVSs/ATVs are another
contributor to air pollution, and to the reduced air purification capacity of the forest.
While this activity is enjoyed by those who exercise it, it also affects other recreation
activities in a negative way. While it would be appropriate to ask that ATVs be banned
from the GW for this reason alone, please, increase enforcement and penalties for
violations and create restoration zones around all existing ATV areas to emphasize their
importance both to the forest and to maintaining some semblance of ecological integrity
to the viewshed of ATV users in designated areas.

22 Concerning WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS, There are some additional
waterways, all of which have sections on the GWNF, that the Forest Service needs to
evaluate for inclusion as Scenic or Recreational rivers: Trout Run, Waites Run, German
River, Wilson Creek, Mill Creek, Potts Creek, Stony Creek (north of Bayse
impoundment). The revised Plan needs to have clear guidelines and objectives for the FS
to gain WSR protective status for all the suitable waterways by making recommendations
to Congress. All of the stream segments found eligible in 1993 should be formally
recommended for WSR designation when the revised Plan is adopted. The GWNF
planners should redo the WSR evaluations so as to recognize the “outstandingly
remarkable values” possessed by Passage Creek Seg. B, Cowpasture River Seg. C, the
upper part of Cedar Creek, and St. Marys River Seg. B and recommend these also.

23.  Inconsidering IMPORTANT SCENIC AND RECREATIONAL AREAS, the
entire Shenandoah Mountain area/complex should have special designation and
protection. It is the largest roadless area complex in the Appalachians.

24, In considering AESTHETICS, it is totally arbitrary that 60%of GWNF is given a
low to moderate aesthetic objective, when VISUAL QUALITY is one of the most
important issues you face. Include it as an issue and note that all of the % of the forest
visible from roads deserves medium to high VQO protection .

25. In discussing VEGETATION MANIPULATION, again, you only consider
changes in forest cover that are undertaken as “management”. The forest naturally
creates a desired future condition by naturally creating a mosaic of early, middle, late
successional habitat. Our friends the weather, natural ignitions, infestation and disease
do just fine all by themselves. They don’t need your help.





26. It is great that you have an issue considering ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT.
Yet you somehow fail to address the issue at all. For instance, how will ecological
classifications be used in planning and project implementation? How do you consider the
whole more valuable than the sum of whatever parts you are managing? Analysis here is
extremely lacking.

27. Your mention of EXTIRPATED SPECIES denies that you have any
responsibility to work with US Fish and Wildlife Service and State agencies on priorities
for reintroduction. Is reintroduction of CHESTNUTS, for instance, beyond the scope of
the plan? You maintain that it is absolutely not! Well...........

28.  SOIL DEPLETION is increased (in quantity) by roadbuilding, compaction by
equipment, removal of forest cover and removing woody biomass from the forest. You
fail to mention slopes. Finally, you fail to mention soil depletion as a function of quality,
from soil acidification (which leaches nutrients) and by mining soils through
encouraging single species stands, (causing huge soil nutrient deficiencies and
imbalances) as you confuse abundance (tree stands) with diversity (scattered
communities and individuals). Soil layers are usually thinner on steeper soils. Any
disturbance through timber harvest, road construction, prescribed burns, trail
construction, trail use (legal and illegal), and mineral development will therefore have an
impact on the capability of the soil to absorb and buffer acid rain.

Activities that directly impact soils include a) Temporary and Permanent Roads and
Trail: Impacts include soil erosion and sedimentation, and increased runoff because of
compaction, b) timber harvesting, site preparation, timber stand improvement projects,
and skid trail construction: Disturbance related to these activities can increase erosion
and sedimentation while decreasing soil productivity. Loss of the protective leaf litter,
and reduced transpiration and raindrop interception increase run-off. Timber removal
from riparian areas and riparian corridors may also contribute to destabilization of stream
banks, reduce shading and therefore increase water temperatures resulting in changes of
habitat suitability for sensitive species, ¢) Mineral exploration (coal, oil, gas): They can
lead to soil erosion and sedimentation, soil compaction, and increasing run-off. Potential
seepage or spillage of toxic substances from mining facilities or disposal areas may also
pose a threat to water quality, and d) prescribed burns which expose soil to erosion
because vegetative cover is removed. Decreased soil productivity and increased
sedimentation may result.

29.  WATER QUALITY is a significant issue of concern with acidification of streams
a big problem as you have been liming 8 streams for a decade and many others (Laurel
Run, for instance) are extremely acidic. You note that there are no reference watersheds
in the GW which infers that even the best watersheds are impaired to some extent. All
drinking water watersheds should be managed and protected with the goal of creating
numerous reference watersheds in the GW.

When rain falls on forested land, some of the water will run off and swell intermittent and
perennial creeks and streams. Some of the water will be intercepted by leaves and other





tree and plant surfaces, and eventually be absorbed into the soil. Some of it will be taken
up by tree roots and the roots of other vegetation on the forest floor. Some of the water
will slowly enter the groundwater, being filtered through soil and mineral layers, and
eventually released into surface waters through springs, and by feeding into streams and
rivers. Some of the water will evaporate from the leaves of trees and understory
vegetation. This process yields multiple benefits for humans: 1. Water Purification:
Water that may be contaminated with air pollutants is purified by being filtered through
soil and mineral layers, and by contact with leaves. Water that is not purified by such
natural processes may have to be purified in water treatment plants at considerable cost.
2. Flow Regulation: Without the forest ecosystem absorbing and slowly releasing some
of the water during rainfall, all water would run off very quickly, swell creeks and
streams, and be on its way to the ocean. Because the forest ecosystem holds some of that
water and releases it slowly, it is available to humans more steadily and continuously. To
replace this flow regulation service, humans would have to provide other water
catchment and storage facilities. 3. Flood Control: When large amounts of rain fall in a
short period of time and there is not enough buffering through forests, wetlands and
grasslands, water can quickly run off and cause flooding downstream. To replace this
natural flood control, humans may have to build dams and levies to protect human
settlements.

What improves the capacity of a forest to deliver these services are matures trees,
plentiful understory vegetation and thick layers of soft, un-compacted soil, rich in organic
matter and humus capable of absorbing, holding and filtering rainwater. Forest stream
corridors and wetlands are especially important with regard to filtering out sediments,
nutrients and pollutants.

The following example illustrates the economic importance of ecosystem services: In
1989, New York City’s drinking water no longer met federal drinking water standards
because of residential and commercial development in the 1.26 acres of watershed that
provides New York City’s drinking water. Faced with having to put about $6 billion into
a water filtration plant (and an additional $300 million into yearly operating costs), New
York City instead sought approval from the EPA to meet the federal drinking water
standards by implementing a variety of measures to better protect the watersheds from
which its drinking water comes. This measure cost about $1.5 billion. The net savings of
around $4.5 billion indicate the value of the ecosystem services provided by a properly
managed and preserved watershed. (Mates , William J., M.S. and Jorge L. Reyes, M.F.,
The Economic Value of New Jersey State Parks and Forests, New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection Division of Science, Research & Technology, Issued June
2004, Revised version issued November 2006.
http://www.nj.gov/dep/dsr/economics/parks-report.pdf)

New York City is not the only city in the United States that gets its drinking water from
forests. “According to the Chief of the U.S. Forest Service, the two main purposes for
creating the National Forest System were to maintain abundant forest reserves and to
supply abundant water; as of 1999, over 3,400 communities with over 60 million
residents relied on National Forest lands located in 33 states for their drinking water.”
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(Dombeck, Mike (Chief of the U.S. Forest Service). The United States Forest Service:
The World's Largest Water Company, Outdoor Writers Association of America
Conference Sioux Falls, SD June 21, 1999.
http://www.uwsp.edu/cnr/gem/Dombeck/MDSpeeches/CD%20COPY/The%20World's%
20Largest%20Water%20Company.062199.htm)

Approximately 44.5% of the GW acreage in Virginia is in drinking water watersheds of
surrounding communities. This area needs the strongest protection to maximize water
quality and ecosystem services and net public benefit. The GW can increase forest
capacity to purify water and to protect water supply by leaving soils undisturbed, not
compacting soils, not disturbing vegetation, (free from logging, road building, and
vegetation management), and by allowing the forest to develop multiple layers of
vegetation with large trees, a vast understory and diverse forest floor vegetation with
undisturbed root systems to slow down, take up, and evaporate rainwater.

Expenditures that could be related to improving forest ecosystem services related to water
in the long run would include mitigation measures designed to reduce soil erosion and
compaction from logging, mining and burning, expenditures for the acquisition of non-
forest land that is added to the GWNF, and allowed to grow into a forest (as the forest
grows up, the capacity to provide water-related ecosystem services increases),
expenditures related to decommissioning trails and roads or mining features and re-
integrating that land into the forest, and expenditures related to repairing trails and
controlling illegal OHV/ATYV activity.

30. Your data shows that over 800 acres each year are treated with HERBICIDES.
Effects on species and their food chains (wood turtles, bats and birds primarily) is not
considered.

31.  Your discussion of FIRE is sadly deficient. It fails to note any negative impacts
from fires: these effects may include (but are not limited to) increased air and particulate
pollution, reduced carbon storage, increased soil pH, increased temperature, loss of
nutrients, increased sediment loads, increased water temperature and pH, reduced
populations of non-target species, and increases in invasive species. Burns also
contribute to a decline in air quality, high rates of asthma and respiratory distress, and the
superloading CO2 into the atmosphere. Because of the proximity of Class 1 air quality
areas, fire should be limited and closely regulated.

Concerning your data, you infer that 75% of naturally occurring fires happen

on ridge-tops and southern aspects as these are the sites where the referenced forest types,
“yellow pine, yellow pine-oak, and oak-yellow pine”, typically occur. However, the
agency’s burn program typically occurs in mesic sites and riparian areas with other forest
types. Also, if there is an average of 30 natural (including unnatural) ignitions a year,
there is no ecological incentive for implementing your fire policy, only a budgetary one.

Steve Krichbaum has noted that “The FS claims that "burning by the Indians was a
commonplace practice” (JNF Plan 2-36), but according to the JNF DEIS " anthropogenic
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disturbances occurred more frequently in floodplains along major rivers” (JNF DEIS 3-
99). Most of the GWNF is located far from the floodplains of major rivers; much of the
GWNF is located along ridges and mountains....empirical evidence contradicts the FS
assumptions; archeological surveys done on the forest have found evidence of very few if
any permanent settlements. Instead, hunting stations, quarry/reduction stations, and lithic
scatters have been found. Most of the GWNF is drier, steep, rugged upland terrain that
would have afforded little opportunity for settlement. Village sites are not known to exist
here. Occupation was apparently sporadic and transient, with use of these uplands as
gathering and hunting territory. And even if wide-spread Indian burning was a fact, the
FS avoids the real issue: that this is a rationale for perpetuating an artificial (i.e.,
anthropogenic or culturally augmented) condition; and it is ecologically unreasonable and
unnecessary to do so. Indian burning was not based on ecological science or fire science;
it was based on social convenience and survival needs that do not exist today, and these
are not a reasonable basis for making management decisions across hundreds of
thousands of acres of Forest. Indians also did not have the mechanical means to contain
fires that are available today; perhaps there were consequent “widespread’ fires, but these
were almost certainly an accident. It is certainly not logical that Indians intentionally set
widespread fires. Fires were set locally to clear small areas for planting, attract game, and
create open conditions that would make it easier to spot game and kill game with arrows.
The natural fire regime in this Forest can be expected to be very infrequent; natural fire
ignitions only occur through lightning. According to data in the “JNF Analysis of the
Management Situation”, JNF and GWNF FEISs, and “SAA Terrestrial Report”, the
lightning-strike frequency in the GWNF is very low - only around 6 natural (lightning
caused) fires per year can be expected to occur on the GWNF (see, e.g., INF AMS 2-48).
Thus, only a limited amount of the forest would ever naturally burn. There are numerous
other fires every year due to human caused ignition (from 80 to 90 % of the fires; see,
e.g., JINF AMS 2-48). These all supply early successional habitat and other desired
habitat conditions.” Exactly what amounts and distribution are considered to be
accumulations of “unnatural amounts of forest fuels”? What constitutes such “fuels” and
where are they? The CER makes assertions that are not substantiated and validated by
evidence and clear disclosure.

One of the biggest problems with fires are the removal of course and fine woody debris
which is necessary for a range of species, moisture retention and building topsoil.
Another is the spread of invasive species as a consequence of fire. You would probably
like to burn more to eliminate them. Yet the condition continues to encourage invasives.
The best strategy is to avoid fires and allow natural processes to rebuild forests from the
ground up.

Periodic, lower intensity fires have NOT been absent from the Forest, as you state. Due to
human presence, there have been numerous fires, at numbers far above the rate of natural
ignition, for centuries, up to and including the present day. And your estimate of 10,000
to 15,000 acres of burning appears to be a budgetary determination and not an ecological.
There is no evidence to assume it is otherwise.





There is no evidence of the relevance to the GW of your general statement that “fire
exclusion practices have resulted in forests being plagued with a variety of problems,
including overcrowding resulting from encroachment of species normally eliminated by
fire; vulnerability of trees to insects and disease; and inadequate reproduction of fire
resistant species. In addition, heavy accumulation of fuel — dead vegetation of forest
floors — can cause catastrophic fires, threaten public safety, impair forests and ecosystem
health, and degrade air quality.” There is no evidence that this applies to the GW
specifically, as none of these problems currently exist.

32. In discussing AIR quality, your proposal to increase yearly fires on the GW
clearly will impact air quality negatively (see #31). Areas of the Forest in the James River
and Lee Districts are within or adjacent to non-attainment areas. The adjacent
Shenandoah National Park is a Class 1 Air area. The EPA’s Regional Haze Rule and Air
Quality Policy on Wildland and Prescribed Fire are in effect here on the Forest. Forest
management activities are also subject to the General Conformity regulations of the
Clean Air Act. Activities must not impede a state’s progress toward attainment of
National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

One of the ecosystem services that forests can provide is the improvement of air quality
by filtering out particulates and toxic compounds from the air. According to the
Environmental Protection Agency’s website on “Vegetation and Air Quality”,“Common
pollutants that trees and vegetation can remove include nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides,
particulate matter, and ground-level ozone.” Research shows that large trees remove
considerably more pollution than smaller ones: a healthy tree with a trunk-diameter of 30
inches removes about 70 times more pollution than a tree with a three-inch trunk.”
Therefore, the GW can increase forest capacity to improve air quality by letting trees get
big and old and by leaving them standing.

In addition to analyzing the impacts that prescribed burns and other activities on have on
air quality, you need to include how air pollution affects the forest and what the forest
can contribute to absorbing some of the pollutants that are so prevalent in the region.

It is not clear whether a public net benefit with regard to air purification services will
arise over the next ten years. For that to happen, the air purification benefits from net
forest growth on the GW (additional growth of standing trees over ten years minus what
is logged, destroyed by natural disturbance, or turned into roads, trails and energy sites)
have to also outweigh additional air pollution effects on human health and effects on
wildlife from prescribed burning, ORVs, ATVs and single occupancy vehicles in the
neighboring communities. Particulate matter in the air can have serious health impacts,
which lead to increased health costs and to economic consequences, such as lost work
days. However, even if there is still a net benefit after accounting for all the costs, it is
clear that the 92 Plan does not maximize net public benefit with regard to air purification
services over the next ten years, and will limit the provision of this service over decades
to come, since a large amount of acreage is declared suitable for timber production





33.  We agree with you that, where GROUND WATER is concerned, “it has been
difficult to keep ATV use out of sinkholes in the Maple Flats area.” (see #21) But this is
the least of it. Karst lands pose huge problems for ground water where mining, drilling or
land clearing occurs. These are activities which are not compatible with karst topography
multiple use as they threaten and can destroy precious groundwater resources. (This
makes MINING, DRILLING AND ENERGY PRODUCTION their own issues.) We
recommend that you adopt C-1 and modify the Plan by rewording GW forestwide
standard #15 to a forestwide guideline” concurrent with “the Cave Resources Protection
Act of 1988 (16 USC 4301-4309) .

34.  Concerning SURFACE MINING, you should expand C-1 by adopting and
expanding JNF Standards FW-151 & FW-229 that says . . . ‘the mineral owner should be
encouraged to implement all surface-disturbing activities outside of riparian areas....””
to include all special biological areas, remote interior lands, wilderness study areas and
lands unsuitable for timbering.

35. WIND ENERGY DEVELOPMENT (which generally requires 2-5 acres of
cleared land for each industrial sized wind turbine, transmission-line corridors, and
corresponding access roads) will result in the loss, degradation, and fragmentation of
forest habitat; erosion and sedimentation of streams; continuing, long-term wildlife
fatalities and injuries, and noise and light pollution for large swaths of surrounding areas.
The lack of reliable information regarding the impact of industrial wind development on
migratory bird and bat populations along the ridge-tops of the Alleghany Highlands is
reason enough for serious concern for the GW.

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

The EXPLOITATION OF THE GW FOR PRIVATE PROFIT is also a major ISSUE OF
concern. With regard to national forests, the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960
states that “it is the policy of the Congress that the national forests are established and
shall be administered for outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, and wildlife and
fish purposes.” This does not include large-scale commercial ventures for private profit
that threaten most other uses of the GW.

The negative impact on Bat populations alone is reason enough to exclude GW lands
from any wind generation projects. Period. Obviously this includes all Virginia
Mountain Treasures areas, Roadless Areas, ridgetops, Appalachian Trail corridor and
remote areas. Include all viewsheds in this and you have sealed the deal and taken
windfarms off the table.





36.  Concerning FOREST PESTS AND INVASIVE SPECIES (which are two really
different and separate issues) we contribute that a) gypsy moths add important nitrogen
to the soils and naturally thin forests to facilitate oak regeneration and mosaics of early
successional habitat and their effects should be considered whenever these topics are
discussed. Invasives are a huge problem wherever there is any surface disturbance,
vegetation management, fire or improved or increased access, road building or logging.
How you could not mention Japanese Stiltgrass, Multiflora Rose, Garlic Mustard, and
Ailanthus specifically is beyond the pale. Only reduced and limited management can
prevent increases in populations and range.

37. Now regarding SILVICULTURAL PRACTICES: you state that age creates a
forest of increased vulnerability...1’d like to see some substantiation for this as a climax
forest is usually considered the apex of stability. Given the presence of acid rain and
acidification of soils, 1’d say that the entire GW is vulnerable. The issue is getting it to a
climax state which won’t happen with your management of 95% of the forest. Stay tuned
as only wilderness areas move toward climax conditions of greatest stability...

And “oak decline?” Please...as oak stands move toward climax conditions they are
naturally replaced by scattered individuals. Sure, you can manage for artificial stands
(the “oak crop” rotation technique™) which will ultimately want to contain a range of
diversity, but “decline?” Hardly...

38. While you quickly avoid dealing with the ADEQUACY OF THE REVISION, an
issue which is absolutely relevant. It does need to be addressed. The best thing about the
93 Plan was that it did not violate the law. Since then the Forest Service in Washington
has created new rules that guide planning. Those rules were deemed to be illegal in a
recent court case and so they were thrown out by the judge. In March of this year “new”
new rules were proposed. They are little more than carbon copies of the old new rules.
It’s like this: Forest Plans are “significant actions” that have been ruled to have direct
impact on the forest. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement must be created that
studies what impact the plan will have on the forest, its resources—Iland, water, soils,
wildlife, plants—and even local economies. It’s the law. The National Environmental
Policy Act says so. Well, the “new” new rules, just like the illegal “old” new rules, try
their best to frame the plan so that it doesn’t do anything significant. This would make
any relevant analysis not required and unnecessary. The public would have no legal
ability to comment or appeal either the process or the content of the plan. More lawsuits
have been filed. Legal arguments will follow. It appears that the forest planners
desperately want to get the GW plan done before the court invalidates the “new” new
rules. There is no effort to provide environmental or economic analysis. There is no
effort to look at a range of alternatives that might represent better management of the
GW. This information is critical to understand the real consequences of different
approaches to forest management. We think that bad planning can only result in a bad
plan that guarantees that bad decisions will be made.





So we would like to formally request that the entire FINAL Environmental Impact
Statement, comments and appendices for the’ 93 Plan, especially the analysis for
Alternative #3, be included in the record for our CER comments. Since the rules
under which you are attempting to create this plan are illegal, the entire process is
arbitrary and capricious and is, therefore, INADEQUATE.

39.  Asfaras RECREATION, there is not a single acre in the GW designated and
designed for Primitive Recreation. This deserves to have its own issue and management
area. Obviously the core and often the entirety of roadless areas qualify. It is the type of
area in the forest that is of least supply and your data shows that demand is increasing.
So how about it? You could implement a few road closures on Shenandoah Mountain
and have one. Rare. Special. Important.

We request a new Recreation Opportunity Spectrum inventory on the GW and strive for
inclusion of the entire ROS (yes, primitive recreation, too) and at the very lest maintain,
if not increase, semi-primitive non motorized areas in response to recreation and
preservation priorities. Oh, yes...no more roads, please.

40. In your discussion of WILDLIFE, you fail to determine need. The populations of
deer statewide is increasing and increasingly problematic especially for any possibility of
oak regeneration (oak seedlings become deer browse). Turkey and grouse have
decreased slightly, concurrently and appropriately with the number of hunters which
means there is no increased demand, it is less. There is no precipitous or dangerous
decline in populations. The population of cougars (I know the party line that
reintroduction is beyond your scope) is indeterminate, yet areas should be managed for
them if and when they return to becoming significant predators in the forest. (Watch the
deer population stabilize). Bears still need remote habitat. We need more habitat and
more bears.

You should fully and fairly consider natural successional changes and habitat supplied by
natural processes when determining availability of and need for habitat and when
determining goals and objectives. You can use existent roadbeds for restoration, can then
accomplish several restoration goals, including remote habitat and recreation, interior
forest, decrease road densities, improved watershed quality, all in one action.

41. O, yes, | almost forgot LAND OWNERSHIP. By all means explore options to
expand the GW acreages but have a goal in mind...no exchanges, please. There are
many resource goals that can be met with expanded acreage including corridors and
linkages, parking areas, developed recreation, reducing inholding areas, and even
perimeter areas appropriate for timber harvesting. Acquisition of non-forest land that is
added to the GW and allowed to grow into a forest will, as the forest grows up, increase
the total capacity of the GW to purify air and maintain the highest level of water quality
in its watersheds.

42. Finally we come to GRAZING. We agree that Eastern Riverfront Hardwood
communities (Bottomland Hardwoods) are not common. The GW needs to recognize the





importance of this ecosystem and restore these communities. You note the impossible
task that exists in keeping cattle out of rivers and streams. Recognizing that "utilizing
cattle to maintain a pastoral setting may not be appropriate, and utilizing cattle is in
conflict with trying to have intact riparian corridors and high water quality,” it is time to
recognize that grazing is not compatible with these management objectives on the GW
and stop grazing all together.

A final note on DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION: a mature forest moving towards
climax, containing a natural mosaic of small openings, diverse habitats and species.
Fewer roads, fewer exotics, more old growth. Native trout, freshwater mussels and
neotropical migrant populations on the rise. Pure water, less sedimentation, higher
drinking water quality. The largest roadless, primitive area in the east, Shenandoah
Mountain. Lowest management costs. More research. Large protected areas with
corridors and linkages for wildlife and flora migration. Closed canopies. No commercial
extraction so all benefits effect everyone equally. (Local industrial and private
landowners managing their forests for open market conditions, and high quality timber,
prices not depressed from cheap timber from the GW or Jefferson.) A forest that truly
provides amenities and services not available elsewhere. It is called managing for net
maximized equity. This is our desired future condition...it is all of ours.

COMMENTS RELEVANT TO GWNF PLANNING WORKSHOPS JULY 14-28

1. For reasons presented in the aforementioned CER comment #1, all projects should
be halted on the Forest which, by virtue of their implementation, change the character of
the land and how it will be continued to be managed in the new plan. The forest projects
should be “frozen”, so that no management activities risk changing the management
prescriptions for areas from now until implementation of the new plan. Itisa
consequence of illegal activities by the administration that the past and current planning
process is bogus. Integrity dictates that no further management activities should be
allowed until the Forest Service has clear and legal rules to guide the process and no
actions should be allowed under the new plan until it has been demonstrated that it, too, is
both legal and legally arrived at.

For instance, the currently scoped Marshall Run Timber Sale has been shown (contrary to
your own evaluations) to contain acreage which under your own rules, qualifies as Old
Growth. Implementation of this project (regardless of any potential legal challenges)
would forever disqualify this area from Old Growth designation, inventories or
management. This project, and all other pending projects, should be halted until it has
been determined that the agency is acting legally and honorably. At this moment, and as
history clearly demonstrates, it has not and is not.

2. Your absence at these workshops is more than unfortunate, it is outrageous. As
the chief deciding officer for the plan and forest supervisor, your participation in the

workshop is vital and your absence removes you from this vital contact with the public.
It is inexcusable to have these public workshops while you are isolated from the public.





The workshops should have been planned around you as a vital component of them. One
might assume that the concern regarding your participation equates with the level of real
importance of these meetings. We request that all public workshops and meetings
include your important and essential presence.

3. At the workshops, when it was discussed what activities are allowed or not
allowed in wilderness, no mention was made of fighting fires (and, with the approval of
the supervisor, the use of fire fighting/motorized equipment), which, again, presented
ambiguity in some of the breakout sessions. This should be noted at all meetings.

We of Wild Virginia look forward to future planning meetings and workshops and to
being involved in every step of the planning process, analysis and evaluation.

Very sincerely yours,

Ernie Reed, Vice President











