
Sharon and Ronnie 
Strickland 

 

08/23/2011 10:27 AM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  ATV use by special permit in the Turkey Pen/Crisman 
Hollow Tract 

 
 
 
 

Good morning, 
 
 
 

I join others in urging that permission be granted to aged sportsmen and handicapped 
or disabled hunters to use their ATV's in the subject areas. 

 
I am a retired disabled veteran (Agent Orange) that has hunted in the areas for more 
than 30 years and have truly enjoyed Virginia's hunting seasons. 

 
With advancing age (I am now age 65), I and others can no longer walk the land as 
we once did and having the ability to use our ATV's in Turkey Pen/Crisman Hollow Tract 
would allow me and others to continue hunting the land.  I am a skilled hunter and 
marksman and look forward to my annual hunting trip with my family and friends.  We 
urge you to use balanced judgment in considering that we have been conservationists 
for years and have helped in thinning herds.  Senior citizens and handicapped hunters 
should not lose the ability to hunt the land. 

 
I and others welcome a meeting to discuss the issue and our request further.  Please 
contact me at  

Thanking you in advance for your consideration of this important request, 

Wiley Ronald Strickland 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe


  
 

08/23/2011 02:28 PM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc   

bcc 
 

Subject  Shale Drilling in US Forest 
 
 
 

We the People are demanding full access to our nations oil resources to 
drill safely and reduce all energy costs across the board, so that the 
poor people, which Liberals say they defend, will have access to gas 
under $1.50 gallon. We the People are very weary of enviro extremism, 
which will be defeated in 2012, so please supprt safe shale drilling in 
our forest lands now! 

 
Enough is Enough and We The People, will be Re-Regulating America for 
Prosperity! 

 
Can you hear us now??????????? 

Yours truly, 

Phil Elberfeld 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe


08/09/11 
 

George Washington National Forest: 

Forest Plan Revision Public Comments: 

 
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the Forest Plan Revision Draft for the 
George Washington National Forest. The following comments pertain to the preferred 
Alternative G discussed and the ability of the George Washington (GW) to meet its mandate by 
adequately addressing the habitat needs of early successional species.The Ruffed Grouse 
Society (RGS) supports ongoing and the fostering of a closer working relationship between the 
VDGIF, WV DNR and the GWNF personnel in the successful management of the wildlife 
resources within the respective jurisdictions of the George Washington National Forest. 

 
Outlined Concerns: 

 
   Given the annual average of timber harvest for the past decade on the GWNF was 904 

acres / year is the proposed acreage of 1,800 – 3,000 acres of harvest annually a feasible 
goal? 

 
   Benefits vs. impacts of conversion of Oak-Pine Forests to dominant Pine Forests for 

wildlife diversity and ecologic restoration. 
 

   Emphasis on silviculture prescriptions for the health of a stand and habitat creation NOT 
aesthetics. 

 
   Prescribed fire to be used in combination with silviculture systems to enhance desired 

outcomes NOT in lieu of timber harvesting. 
 

   The contradiction in the desired state in the Mosaic of Habitats management prescription 
area in a mid-late successional stage when an emphasis on timber harvesting will 
apparently be used to create wildlife habitat to meet the desired conditions and standards 
which indicate the importance of wildlife viewing and hunting within this area designated 
suitable for timber harvest. 
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Ecological sustainability supports social and economic sustainability. A viable ecologic system 
will, in turn, provide the public opportunities to engage in outdoor experiences such as hunting, 
wildlife viewing, botanizing, hiking, spiritual growth,and other activities. The George 
Washington National Forest is such a place for the public to pursue those activities. In order for 
the public to continue to have the opportunity to enjoy the realm of multiple use currently 
existing on the Forest in perpetuity, active forest management in the form of sound silviculture, 
must occur where feasible within each identified ecosystem within the boundary of the George 
Washington National Forest.  It is still a National Forest for the identification and production of 
wood and wood products for commercial sale and regeneration of new forest stands.  Silviculture 
is a form of wildlife and fisheries management through vegetative manipulation, course woody 
debris replacement (CWD), contributions to nutrient cycling, and water quality control. 

 
The American Bird Conservancy (ABC) lists early successional habitats (ESH) of the eastern 
deciduous forest in the top 20 of the most threatened bird habitats in the US. Forest aging, loss of 
habitat from development and lack of forest management in the predominantly even-aged forests 
of the East are the primary factors attributing to this habitat classification. This habitat type is 
critical in ensuring the survival of and subsequent population recruitment for the ruffed grouse 
and American woodcock. The population of ruffed grouse in Virginia has annually declined at a 
rate of 3% according to long-term analysis. Data from the VDGIF indicate average flushing rates 
from 1973-2009 as 1.11 birds / hour and the rates for the last five years, to 2010, have decreased 
to 0.80 while rates for 2009 and 2010 individually were 0.72 birds / hour, representing an all- 
time low. These numbers similarly reflect the long-term trends in ruffed grouse populations from 
USFWS BBS data which indicate steep decline in this species to the mid 1990’s at which point 
the population appears to show stabilization with non-significant increase in 1999-2009.  The 
American woodcock shows a non-significant decrease in population within this same time period 
in BBS survey results, and a short-term increase for Virginia. 

 
The GW has a responsibility under the Public Trust Doctrine of Law to actively support the 
National Ruffed Grouse Conservation Plan and The American Woodcock Conservation Plan. 
These plans suggest that for Virginia levels of ruffed grouse to be established at the 1980 levels 
and American woodcock populations to become stable, 48,100 and 29,090 acres respectively, of 
optimally located small diameter forestland be created annually. Given the previous timber 
harvesting history of the GW over the last decade, this Forest falls painfully short in meeting 
their portion of the suggested habitat creation for either Conservation Plan on the over 1 million 
acres which are under the management of the GW. 

 
The results from the Appalachian Cooperative Grouse Research Project (ACGRP) reaffirm the 
importance of acorns in winter survival, spring fitness, and subsequent population recruitment 
from chick survival in the southern Appalachian region.  The highest percentage of the GW is of 
the oak forest type; therefore the creation of a diversity of age classes within this forest type is 
needed to ensure the production of a suitable consumptive resource in a sustainable management 
program.  Grouse depredation from avian predators during their nestling periods and 
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corresponding migration increases without the availability of optimal cover. Thiscover type is 
ideally the high-stem density created through even-age timber management.  Therefore the 
incessant decline of the ESH must be recognized as a limiting factor in the decline of optimal 
cover and thusly contributing to increased predation rates and elemental in declining grouse 
populations. 

 
For ruffed grouse populations to increase within the GW it becomes apparent from a biological 
aspect that an intensified vegetation management program is required to create these desired 
conditions. Either a diversity of forest types within the younger age classes that will provide 
sufficient hard / soft mast or a concentration, as is proposed in the preferred alternative, within 
the oak type.  Both actions provide equal cover from predation for the breeding population.  The 
creation within the oak type should be designed as a mosaic to include stands at mast producing 
age and those of a combination of mast producing individual stems at a lower basal area with 
regenerating understories. Silviculture is the most efficient and ecologically sound method to 
recreate the balance of ESH beneficial to promoting recruitment. 

 
Golden-winged Warbler and American Woodcock Common Management Practices 

 
One of the most notable ESH species in decline is the golden-winged warbler, which is now 
listed on the ABC Green List as a species of Highest Continental Concern and has been proposed 
for Federal listing consideration in June of 2011. Management efforts to benefit the golden- 
winged warbler in northern portions of its range in Pennsylvania have proven advantageous to 
American woodcock as well for singing and night roosting grounds. If this multi-Species of 
Greatest Conservation Need in Virginia management strategy (I and IV respectively) is feasible, 
based on the geographic location of shared habitat by these two species in Virginia, it 
demonstrates further the ecological need to create and maintain this habitat type within the 
landscape on a global level of importance. 

 
Forest Bird and ESH Bird Communities 

 
The cerulean warbler is classified at the state level as a tier II Species of Greatest Conservation 
Need.  As a species nesting in oak dominated stands recent studies in Pennsylvania, Ohio and 
West Virginia have demonstrated the increased use by this species in stands under the 
shelterwood silviculture system by a higher density of territories than in uncut stands of equal 
forest types. The resulting bird communities within these shelterwoods were a mix of forest 
interior birds (including scarlet tanager, blackburnian warbler, and eastern wood-pewee), and 
early successional stage species (eastern towhee, gray catbird, yellow-throated vireo, and hooded 
warbler).These species combinations further emphasizes the potential use of even-age timber 
management as a possible surrogate for both GW MIS and incorporating species identified by 
the state of Virginia as Species of Greatest Conservation Need. Only a few representative 
species have been listed here for illustrative purposes, and the focus has been on the oak type. 
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The draft management plan should emphasize and incorporate the monitoring of those species 
the VGDIF has identified as Species of Greatest Conservation Need which are present in forest 
types identified to receive the highest activity level of timber management into the Biological 
Environment: Ecological Systems Diversity assessment. In doing so at least demonstrates the 
recognition of the partnership between the two agencies in managing the resources within the 
state. 

 
 
 
 
TIMBER ACREAGE PROPOSED 

 
As a conservation organization that promotes habitat suitable to ruffed grouse, American 
woodcock and related wildlife using these regenerating early successional habitats (ESH) 
through portions of their life stages, RGS finds it frustrating that the preferred alternative in the 
draft plan is seemingly unchanged in proposed acres harvested from the current plan (18,000 - 
30,000 acres) within the first decade. Currently the Forest is within the same proposed yearly 
margins of 1,800 – 3,000 upper-limits, and is harvesting an average of 904acres per year. Using 
timber harvesting only and assuming the goal of 5% increase (Alternative D) in ESH in the Oak 
Forest and Woodland Type within the first decade was to be achieved; a yearly average of 3,782 
acres of timber would need to be harvested to maintain 37,815 newly created acres in this type 
alone. To reach the desired percentage of early successional open canopy of 22% in the Oak 
Forest and Woodland Type would take the 40 year rotation period. The preferred alternative (G) 
would require 2, 269 (3% increase) acres harvested per year in the Oak Type and a 73 year cycle 
to achieve the 22% desired outcome. When the Forest presently has not been able to reach over 
1,000 acres annually in timber management how can this be a feasible goal?There is no acreage 
in one scenario and very little remaining in the preferred for management in other forest types. 
How does the USFS propose to actually accomplish this projected goal? 

 
The preferred alternative identifies 439,000 (pg. 2.17 errata publication) or 438,000 acres (pg. 
3.30 Stage II analysis results) as suitable for timber production, nearly 100,000 acres additionally 
identified from current plan. RGS fully understands these additional acres do not translate to 
additional harvesting, but opportunities to establish management units for future projects to be 
identified. 

 

It appears in Virginia locating a market is not the problem. Virginia ranks 6thin overall volume 
harvested, 7th in softwood and 2nd nationally in hardwood volume production, with 3% of all 
workers in Virginia employed in forest-related industry.  Therefore one would interpret the low 
timber harvesting in the restraints in USFS budget translating into manpower and time. We 
understand and respect the processes the USFS must adhere to prior to administering a sale and 
accepting unit bids. RGS would suggest exploring the possibility of outsourcing certain portions 
of this process which may include inventorying for species meeting conservation status criteria, 
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special biological habitat areas (and other within stand limiting factors), and the possibility of 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation writing. 

 
 
 
 
OAK-PINE TO PINE FOREST CONVERSION 

 
Shade intolerant shortleaf pine responds well to release from prescribed fire as do many Quercus 
sp. The ecological restoration of shortleaf pine is important within the landscape, but so too is the 
hard mast production of oak for a wider variety of wildlife. Oak mast production is the number 
one food source for ruffed grouse in the Appalachian region and a critical in determining 
survival rates. The benefits in regenerating the oak to an ESH state utilizing the combined timber 
harvesting and prescribed burning tools available would be beneficial to a wider variety of 
wildlife species rather than the conversion to shortleaf pine. Loblolly and shortleaf pine rank 2nd 

and 7thin Virginia in overall volume, the draft plan does not partition shortleaf from other pine 
systems to know the degree of significance for the restoration level to the shortleaf pine (which 
does has more wildlife benefits). 

 
 
 
 
SILVICULTURE SYSTEMS 

 
There are many factors associated with what silviculture system is used in manipulating 
vegetation for regeneration objectives and wildlife habitat objectives. The emphasis placed in 
using pre-commercial and commercial thinnings to benefit wildlife is somewhat cryptic. The use 
of even-aged management systems over TSI manipulations and stand entries favors understory 
development for ruffed grouse, American woodcock and other wildlife species utilizing this 
vegetative layer. Thinnings have not been shown to be beneficial in providing the herbaceous 
layer response necessary to increase the usefulness of stands manipulated in this manner. 
Thinnings from above, if heavy enough may produce enough light on the ground to promote 
germination, and coppice regeneration depending on light tolerance of removed stems. Cost 
effectiveness and ROI is usually the limiting factor. In prescription areas where the creation of 
wildlife habitat is not of priority and commercial timber is, the use of such intermediate harvests 
where applied in accordance with a previously established silviculture prescription are supported 
by RGS in order for USFS personnel to accomplish their stand objectives. 

 
Erosion control efforts associated with timber harvest and other forest projects which disturb the 
organic soil into the mineral soil provide opportunities for seeding resultingin a source of 
invertebrates. Your concern for the spreading of invasive species in these areas is genuine. 
Utilizing a mix of native legumes and warm season grasses will provide a fast rooting from the 
legumes while providing the warm season grasses time to develop their deeper roots.  Mixing 
with appropriate native wildflowers will achieve the aesthetic aspect objective,be beneficial to 
various pollinators and possibly lepidopertans deemed critical to the Forest. These areas also 
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serve as ideal brooding areas for ruffed grouse providing a food resource and cover. Other 
wildlife species find them attractive for nesting material, hawking areas for insectivorous birds, 
mousing for medium predators and birds of prey, and direct food source for browsers. 

 
Prescribed Burns 

 
The increase in using prescribed burns as a silviculture tool is encouraging (12,000-20,000 acres 
/yr.) from the current plan of 3,000 acres. Most of this it is assumed would be used in the pine 
forest type, and another large portion in combination with the shelterwood system (and 
variations) in oak dominated stands to eliminate interfering woody vegetation such as gum and to 
an extent Acer sp.The remaining in maintaining the grassy openings, create open canopy 
savannahs and open canopy woodland forest characteristics? If this assumption is true in all its 
parts RGS is supportive in the allocation of the prescribe fire directive. 

 
Not being as informed of the white-tail deer density in Virginia and their effect on regeneration, 
nor implying lack of knowledge on USFS personnel RGS would be remiss in not cautioning the 
use of prescribed burns without adequate advanced regeneration of desired species. Root collar 
measures of at least 0.25 – 0.50 inch size class and seedling height of 1-3 foot on xeric sites and 
1-2 on more mesic sites. If deer densities are high the seedling height is suggested to 4-5 foot. 

 
Returning fire to the ecologic system adds to the natural diversity of flora and the GWNF 
personnel should be commended on the upper limits proposed in its usage. With this vegetative 
diversity is created a plethora of habitat diversity including suitable habitat for ruffed grouse 
when combined with the appropriate silviculture prescriptions. 

 
 
 
 
MOSAICS OF HABITATS 

 
The desired landscape condition is described as retaining a natural, forested appearance, with 
predominantly closed canopies, dominated by mid-late successional forests interspersed with 
temporary and permanent grasslands and shrublands.  It is stated that portions of the prescription 
area are managed by natural processes and prescribed fire which contribute to the older age class. 
The emphasis within this prescription area seems to be on the aesthetics rather than the 
management of the habitat for wildlife even though wildlife viewing and the mention of hunting 
within these areas seems important as indicated in the desired conditions and standards.  If this is 
the alternative chosen (G) the projected emphasis needs to change since 48% of the ESH woody 
habitat created for the total forest acreage will be done within this management prescription area. 

 
For example the USFS indicates old fields, pastoral areas and wildlife opening improvements 
may be present and maintained,while new ones may occur. The maintenance of the shrublands 
are beneficial in the life cycle of the ruffed grouse but the absence of high-stem density stands 
within the mosaic of habitats prescription area and the lack of emphasis on, or the planned 
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creation of, within this designated area is a point frustrating to RGS when the objective seems to 
be wildlife viewing and hunting opportunities as mentioned previously. Timber management 
systems are discussed but the extent to which they will be executed is unclear in these areas 
which are classified as a suitable use for timber harvest in the draft plan. Again the draft plan 
tends to favor the use of thinnings over even-age management systems so as not to affect the 
aesthetics whereas the RGS expectation is the final decision is based on sound silviculture 
practice and ecologically based as opposed to public perception of the resulting management 
practice. 

 
Understanding it requires manpower and funding to maintain openings to a quality of habitat 
beneficial to wildlife, RGS suggests the Forest work with conservation organizations and loggers 
more judiciously in developing stewardship contracts to assist with work in these prescription 
areas. Small scale projects could also be identified by Forest Service personnel to be offered as 
volunteer opportunities to be accomplished by such organizations after sufficient training is 
completed to meet USFS safety requirements to work on federal lands. Conservations 
organizations including but not limited to RGS have state level habitat enhancement funding 
available for projects requiring purchasing of supplies for projects requiring more than volunteer 
manpower assistance. Such cooperative projects at the local level will only benefit the 
communication and working relationship between all parties and quality habitat will be created 
and maintained which is the ultimate goal in the draft plan. 

 

Wildlife viewing on the George Washington is projected to rank 2nd in visitor usage in 2020 and 
hunting 5th.   Even-aged timber harvesting creates herbaceous vegetation that promotes the use 
by multiple wildlife species both hunted and non-hunted.  Shrublands and high-stem density 
stands are not the same ESH. The ephemeral nature of those stands created by timber 
management give them a unique quality within the landscape. It should be established that forest 
interior birds not only use open woodlands, as you mention for post-fledging, but research has 
shown the importance of newly created, high-stem density stands by this group of birds.  Those 
mist-netted in ESH (3-7 yr. even-aged cuts) post-fledging averaged higher body mass, lower 
frequency of ectoparasites, and a general higher frequency of occurrence than adjacent forested 
stands in northwestern Pennsylvania (personal experience).  These ESH stands also serve as 
important stopover sites for fall and spring migrants due to abundant food (insects, soft and hard 
mass) to build fat reserves and provide necessary cover. 

 
Establishing regenerating timber stands within this prescription area designated as suitable will 
increase the opportunity for public wildlife viewing by increasing the diversity of wildlife using 
this area throughout seasonal and diel patterns. Most of Virginia’s ruffed grouse and black bear 
habitat exists within the George Washington National Forest according to this document. 
Therefore heavier management presence in this prescription area will further create the mosaic of 
habitat in an age class to match the mosaic of habitat type (i.e. age class mosaic = ESH, within 
habitat type = forest)would benefit the hunting opportunities for landscape species such as the 
black bear, and white-tailed deer. As the stands regenerate to the high-stem density through the 
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stem exclusion stage, they become optimal stands for ruffed grouse drumming areas where they 
are protected from avian predators with ample cover from above. 

 
 
 
 
DECOMMISSIONING OF ROADS 

 
Decreasing hunter access through the proposed decommissioning of 160 miles of roads within 
the George Washington National Forest would be an action considered unfavorable to RGS and 
its membership. The Weeks Act ensures public access to those not possessing their own lands to 
experience the natural areas of our lands. 

 
 
 
 
RIGHTS OF WAYS (ROWs), COMMUNICATION AREAS, AND ROAD OPENINGS 

 
Creative vegetation management along utility corridors and the practice of day-lighting along 
roads has shown benefit to not only ruffed grouse usage but other wildlife and public viewing 
opportunities. Depending on the utility regulations these areas provide another opportunity for 
identifying projects for volunteer work in native shrub or other low vegetation planting for the 
use by wildlife. Working with the contractor managing the ROW’s may be a feasible approach in 
making these corridors more of a wildlife attractant in the future. Some examples that have been 
used in other ROW’s are mowing in thirds, or native shrub revegetation along all but the very 
center strip. 

 
 
CONCLUSION 

 
The Forest Plan Revision Draft for the George Washington National Forest is a daunting 
representation of the full responsibility the USFS has in just the management of their lands. The 
mission statement of the USFS is to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the Nation’s 
forests and grasslands to meet the needs of present and future generations. The preceding 
comments represented only those directives pertaining to the mission of the Ruffed Grouse 
Society, which are not that much dissimilar in preserving the hunting tradition while conserving 
the habitat suitable to ruffed grouse, American woodcock and other wildlife species using the 
early successional forests and shrublands for resources which assist in sustaining population of 
these species in perpetuity. RGS anticipates you find these comments beneficial as the GWNF 
moves forward to the next stage of the Forest Plan process. Please feel free to contact RGS for 
comments on this document or clarification on content. 

 
 
 
 

Linda D. Ordiway PhD 
Regional Biologist Mid-Atlantic 

Ruffed Grouse Society  
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Leo LaPlume 
 

 
08/21/2011 06:06 PM 

To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us> 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Proposal for George Washington National Forest 
 
 
 

Sir, 
 

It is with deep concern that I write concerning the proposed changes to George Washing National Forest. 
Please make no changes and give us the ability to access the natural gas . I also encourage you 
to allow horizontal hydro-fracking. 

Respectfully, 

Leo LaPlume 
Staunton, Virginia 24401 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f


Jody Stonestreet 
 

08/17/2011 04:28 PM 

To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us> 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  George Washington Plan Revision 
 
 
 

To whom it may concern, 
 

As a ruffed grouse hunter and a member of the Ruffed Grouse Society, I understand the importance of 
early successional habitat to grouse, woodcock, and other wildlife species. The best way to achieve this 
needed habitat is through timber harvesting which has been lacking in the George Washington National 
Forest during the current plan. I support the proposed preferred alternative but challenge you to meet 
the proposed harvest of 1800-3000 acres per year. I would also like to remind you that the use of 
even-aged management (shelterwood mostly due to the high oak forest type) affords the non-hunters 
and hunters of the GW the wildlife viewing opportunities people want in visiting the National Forest. As a 
hunter, I have personally seen the decline of early successional habitat as well as the decline in ruffed 
grouse populations. Thank you for this opportunity to comment on your proposal. 

 
Sincerely, 
Jody Stonestreet 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f


"Conley, Gary  
 

08/24/2011 05:29 PM 

To  "comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us" 
<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Draft Plan 
 
 
 

The draft plan includes some items I do not necessarily understand, but I definitely urge you to 
increase the allowable level of timber harvesting on the GWNF.  The current lack of early 
successional (young forest) habitat on the forest has dramatically impacted the wildlife and game 
species which rely on early successional habitat – deer, turkey, and quail are perfect examples of 
species which are no longer as abundant in the National Forest as they once were.  It would also 
be extremely helpful to maintain the existing and create new herbaceous grass/forb openings on 
the forest for brood range. Many of these existing forest openings are not being maintained 
properly for a variety of reasons and are succeeding into woody vegetation.  Furthermore, the 
creation of new openings associated with timber sales (seeded skid roads, log landings, savannas, 
etc.) would directly benefit game and Virginia sportsmen.  Properly managed timbering 
operations and prescribed burning will also reduce the understory collection of fuel, making the 
impact of wildfires much less severe and dangerous, while simultaneously improving habitat. 

Thank you, 

Gary Conley 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Gary Conley 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f


Ray Braun 
 

08/24/2011 09:07 PM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  If you progressively log 
 
 
 

as the forest 
matures, they 
will come (the 
deer and other 
species). 
Old growth 
forest offers 
habitat only to 
old growth 
dependent 
species. 
For all other 
species it is 
essentially a 
barren, but well 
shaded habitat. 
In PA, the 
massive clear 
cutting of the 
1920's to 1940's 
left behind a 
denuded and 
barren 
landscape.  Over 
time mother 
nature did her 
thing and those 
barrens became 
thickets and 
brush filled 
ravines - which 
provided plenty 
of browse and 
the deer 
numbers 
exploded. 
Visibility was 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe


measured in 
feet, but there 
were lots of 
deer.  Now those 
lands have 
become mature 
or past mature 
forest land - 
visibility is great 
- deer numbers 
are not. 
To paraphrase a 
famous national 
figure - log baby 
log.  Use some 
of the revenues 
to PLANT BABY 
PLANT to provide 
max nutrition, 
followed by thin 
baby thin to 
insure long term 
or continual 
availability of 
browse and 
multi-species 
habitat. 
Succession is 
normal, until 
man "intervenes" 
and creates a 
lovely park like 
environment. 
Over mature 
trees that fall 
may provide 
small temporary 
openings, but 
the nutrients 
needed for 
plentiful growth 
of browse are 
locked up in 
those tree 



corpses for 
decades. 
Sorry I worked 
for the PA game 
commission and 
soaked up way 
too much info... 
Ray Braun PS  I 
truly 
sympathize 
w/the biologists 
and resource 
managers - you 
just cannot 
please 
EVERYONE. 



 

 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

United States Department of the Interior 
 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY Office of 
Environmental Policy and Compliance Custom 

House, Room 244 
200 Chestnut Street 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904 
 
 
 

August 23, 2011 
 

9043.1 
ER 11/483 

 
Mr. Kenneth Landgraf 
Acting Forest Supervisor 
George Washington National Forest 
Forest Plan Revision 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA  24019 

 
This letter is in response to the Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for the U.S. Forest Service, George Washington National Forest Revised Land 
and Resource Management Plan.  The Department of Interior (Department) offers the following 
comments on this project for your consideration. 

 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has coordinated closely with the George 
Washington National Forest on land management activities for many years, including during this 
plan revision.  The Service looks forward to continuing close coordination on the management of 
the numerous threatened and endangered species that occur on the Forest, and recognizes the 
significant contribution of the Forest Service to protecting and recovering listed species.  As 
discussed during meetings held in 2010 and 2011 regarding the approach to threatened and 
endangered species management under the revised forest plan, the Service advocates designation 
of special biologic areas in certain areas to aid in recovery of threatened and endangered species 
and the habitats upon which they rely.  The Service plans to continue working closely with the 
Forest Service in coming months on the revise management plan and in accordance with the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884), as amended. 
On page 3-54, the DEIS references general articles on bird communities that are likely to be 
found in northern hardwood forests.  The public would benefit if more specific avian information 
for the George Washington National Forest were presented.  This information can be found in 
the USGS Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) and the Virginia Breeding Bird Atlas.  The BBS has a 
number of routes that are in or close to the National Forest. 

 
Route maps for Virginia are available on the web at: 
http://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/BBS/results/routemaps/virginia.cfm?CountryNum=840&StateNumbe 
r=88 

 
Data on bird species present can be found at: 
https://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/BBS/PublicDataInterface/index.cfm 
Virginia Breeding Bird Atlas Species Maps are available at: 
http://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/bba/index.cfm?fa=bba.MapViewer. 

http://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/BBS/results/routemaps/virginia.cfm?CountryNum=840&amp;StateNumber=88
http://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/BBS/results/routemaps/virginia.cfm?CountryNum=840&amp;StateNumber=88
http://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/BBS/results/routemaps/virginia.cfm?CountryNum=840&amp;StateNumber=88
https://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/BBS/PublicDataInterface/index.cfm
https://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/BBS/PublicDataInterface/index.cfm
http://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/bba/index.cfm?fa=bba.MapViewer


We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. 
 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 

Michael T. Chezik 
Regional Environmental Officer 

 
cc: 
T. Dean, FWS, Gloucester, VA 
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"Jeffrey Gould" 
 

 

08/24/2011 06:11 PM 

To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us> 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject 
 
 
 

The gw-tf National Forest in VA has been allowed to reach such a climax stage of growth 
that the diversity and productivity has been severely impacted. Trees are dying, the 
numbers of all types of animals are severely reduced. It is scientifically estimated that a 
fully mature hardwood forest produces less than 50 pounds of animal food and nutrients per 
year, a new growth or well mixed forest produces thousands of pounds of food per acre per 
year.  The timbering and use of the National forests must be drastically increased, if the 
forest were cut in a major checkerboard pattern it would be the best thing to happen in 
many years. 

 
Historically fire replenished and replanted the forest, but modern man has no stomach for 
letting fires burn to any great extent.  The mixture of forest and dwellings and small towns 
will not allow this naturally occurring phenomena to do its job, thus the job must be done 
by man thru forest management.  Those that do not understand the science are doomed to 
make the feel-good choices that actually have the unintended consequence of slowly 
destroying the forests. As one who has used the forest all of my life and has seen the 
changes brought about in this stagnant climax dying forest I implore you to plan for more 
rigorous use and management.  This will significantly increase the growth of both plants and 
animals and accomplish the stated goals of increasing productivity and diversity. 
Conservation is based on sustainable use, not on watching the slow death of the forest. 

 
Best regards, 
Jeffrey R. Gould 
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"Mike Wilkerson" 
 

08/24/2011 04:28 PM 

To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us> 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Please consider the work done by the Appalachian 
Cooperative Research Project 

 
 

I hope that you are taking into consideration the work done by the Appalachian Cooperative Research 
Project… 

 
http://www.nbii.gov/portal/server.pt?open=512&objID=895&mode=2&cached=true 

 
If memory serves, it recommended clear cutting 15 acre sections with irregular edges and drumming logs 
every acre with recommendation about soft mash food sources. But I think the biggest thing is to cut 
some trees. in a responsible way of course, but unless we have young think growth we are not going to 
have animals that depend on cover. 

 
If this is in the plan, please point it out. The plan has a lot of words without getting to the point, I fear that 
is the point. 

 
Respectfully, 
Michael Wilkerson 
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Kevin Ratliff To  "'comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us'" 

 

08/24/2011 05:28 PM cc 

bcc 

<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 

 

Subject  REvision plan 
 
 
 

Hello, 
 

As an avid bird hunter and wildlife lover, I am writing to request that your revision to the plan include 
proper management of the forest so that wildlife can flourish. Failing to incorporate proper burns and 
timber harvesting only leads to forest that contains little to no understory suitable for wildlife to feed 
upon and, therefore, survive. I am also in favor of more trails cut for equestrian purposes. Thanks for 
doing all you do to keep those trails maintained. It would be nice to see more of those in the future. 
The state managed WMA’s seem to be outperforming you in these areas. 

 
Thanks for allowing me to provide you with some input! I am ever interested in your efforts and would 
appreciate updates! 

 
Kevin Ratliff 
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Kirby Smith To  "comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us" 

 

08/24/2011 07:05 PM 
Please respond to 

Kirby Smith 

cc 

bcc 

<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 

 Subject  Public Comment on the George Washington National 
Forest Plan 
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"Richards, Wendy" To  "'comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us'" 

 

08/24/2011 12:55 PM 
 

cc 
 
 
bcc 

<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
> 

 

Subject  Draft Forest Management Plan comment 
 
 
 

August 24, 2011 
To: 
United States Forest Service 
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA 24019 

 
Dear USFS, 

 
I am writing to you in regards to the Draft Forest Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement that 
your office has prepared as a preliminary document of the final plan that will guide management of the 
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests for the next 15 years. First of all, I want to thank you 
for giving citizens the opportunity to attend meetings, receive printed and electronic materials and most of 
all to make comments concerning this very important plan. 

 
I live in Rockbridge County and I feel so fortunate to have so many acres of my county in public forested 
land. Visitors to our home are always so impressed by the natural beauty and diversity of wildlife that 
surround us. These attributes are priceless and need our protection. I have been a local leader of 
volunteer water quality efforts here in our county for many years and am therefore concerned that the 
forested areas of our watershed are managed in a way that will not create threats to the health of our rivers, 
streams and lakes. 

 
I was very pleased in July 2009 when the Rockbridge County Board of Supervisors voted to recommend 
wilderness designation for the Three Sisters area in the Pedlar District, despite very vocal opposition from 
private logging interests. I was disappointed that this area was not recommended for wilderness 
designation in your Draft plan, despite local governmental backing. The Three Sisters area, along with 
many other areas that had been proposed as potential Wilderness Areas, is not suitable for logging. Much 
of the area is steep and rugged and not conducive to roads. These qualities may make it unlikely that this 
area will ever be threatened by development but who knows what kind of pressures we may face from 
private interests in the future. Dealing with natural disasters that have threatened the area in the past, such 
as the devastating effects of the June 1995 flood that caused a whole portion of a mountainside in this 
area to slide downstream, will become more necessary if this area is subject to major disturbances. You, 
acting on the public’s behalf should see this as the perfect opportunity to declare the Three Sisters a 
wilderness area and protect it in its natural state for generations to come. 

 
I ask that you recommend that the Shenandoah Mountain Proposal, that has been so carefully and 
conscientious created by the stakeholder group, be part of the final Forest Service Plan. The group of 
committed individuals, representing diverse interests, who put this proposal together deserve to see it 
become a reality. The fact that a group of people are willing to spend the time and energy , working 
together, to create a public lands plan that they can all agree on is something that needs to be encouraged 
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and rewarded. 
 
I applaud that the Draft plan includes recommendations that the Little River area, as well as additions to 
Rich Hole, Rough Mountain, Three Ridges and Saint Mary’s West all be designated Wilderness areas but 
that is such a small portion of all the proposed areas, I find I am quite disheartened. I urge you to include 
Beech Lick Knob in the North River district and Laurel Fork in the Warm Springs District . These 2 
additions, plus the Shenandoah Mountain area are great candidates, offering species diversity and solitude 
for those seeking a true wilderness experience. If you’ve ever spent any time birding, botanizing or just 
hiking in silence you know how important it is to protect these areas so that future generations will have 
the opportunity to experience such places. You can make that happen by giving them Wilderness 
protection. 

 
Lastly, I urge you to ban horizontal drilling and industrial wind projects on national forest land . This is 
not wise use of our public land which you have the responsibility to protect in our interest and the interest 
of the natural ecosystems that depend on it. 

 
I know that I am just one person and that my opinion has to be weighted  along with everyone else who 
have expressed opinions on this plan but I am not someone who stands to gain in any monetary way by 
the future management decisions of our National Forests. I just care about protecting the other species 
that we all share this planet with. I ask you to take this plea into consideration as you finalize your plans 
for our public land. 

Very truly yours, 

Wendy E. Richards 



"Mike Ward" 
 

08/24/2011 10:22 AM 

To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us> 

cc   

bcc 
 

Subject  I Oppose GWNF draft plan banning horizontal drilling 
 
 
 

  The U.S. Forest Service should not close the door on the potential that shale gas has to 
strengthen America's energy security for generations, while creating jobs and growing our 
economy. 

  Horizontal drilling is a recognized way to produce this gas safely, with minimal environmental 
impact, and without disturbing large surface areas. 

  With proper government regulation and oversight and use of industry best practices, directed at 
protecting our water resources, we can safely produce the energy America needs. 

  I urge you not to advance the proposed federal ban on horizontal drilling in the George 
Washington National Forest. 15 years is far too long to institute such a moratorium while 
technology for such drilling continues to improve year after year. 

 
 
 

Michael D. Ward  
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APPALACHIAN HIGHLANDS CHAPTER 
Michael. A. Giles, President 

6014 Powell Valley Road Big Stone Gap, VA 24219 (276)679-7424 
 
 

August 26, 2011 
 

 
G e or g e W a s h i n g t o n ( GW ) P l a n R e v i s i o n 
George Washington & Jefferson National Forest 
5162 Valley Pointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA 24019 

 
To Whom It May Concern: 

 
1 hunt, fish and recreate in the George Washington and Jefferson National Forest. I am 
concerned about the state of public lands in general and on the GA' in specific. I want to 
thank you for the opportunity to comment on the GW Plan Revision. 

 
 

Our chapter members commented on a similar plan revision for the Jefferson National 
Forest in 2003. Our comments were considered and many of our suggestions 
incorporated into the "Land Resource Management Plan" that was finalized and 
published in 2004. 

 

 
The most important positive result of our comments on the Jefferson Plan revision was 
the inclusion of a provision for ruffed grouse habitat emphasis on 16,100 acres (see 
management prescription 8E1 ( see attachment). The prescription calls for: 1) sustained 
distribution of early successional habitat conditions interspersed throughout a forested 
landscape; 2) dense stands of saplings within the 5-20 year age g roup for hiding and 
therm al co ver ; 3 ) reg eneratin g st ands 3-7 years o f ag e that sti ll have a sig nifi can t 
herbaceous component along creek bottoms, damp swales, and low north or east slope for 
brood habitat; 4) optimization of hard and soft mast production; 5) drumming platforms; 
and 6) controlled access during critical nesting and brood-rearing seasons. This 
prescription has not only benefitted ruffed grouse. It has provided optimal suitable 
habitat for a variety of upland plant and animal species that rely on early successional 
habitat conditions to thrive. To the extent this plan has been implemented, it has resulted 
in a healthy. diverse and productive forest that meets the needs of present and future 
generations.  Please consider a similar provision for a ruffed grouse management area in 
the current George Washington National Forest plan revision. 

 
 
 

I have witnessed an alarming loss of early successional habitat on public lands during the 
past 20 years. In the George Washington National Forest, 88% of the forest is over 70 
years old. Forty percent is over 100 years old. Harvesting timber is one of the most 
beneficial management strategies for managing wildlife habitats. Nearly 70 species of 
wildlife depend on young forest. Young forest (0-20 years) comprises only 4 percent of 



the GWNF. The 1993 land and resource management plan significantly reduced the land 
area available for active habitat management on the forest. Only 333,000 acres were 
av ai lab le for comm ercial timb er h arv esti ng, whil e the 19 86 pl an desi gn ated 64 0, 166 
acres of GWNF as suitable for timber harvesting. Making all the land within the general 
wildlife prescriptions available for timber harvesting, prescribed burning, and other 
h ab i t at m an i pu l at io n t ech n i q u es wi l l r es u l t i n 6 00 , 0 0 0 acr es ( 5 7% o f t h e G WNF ) 
available for wildlife habitat management. 

 
 

To restore age class diversity. I recommend an increase the allowable level of timber 
harvesting on the GWNF. The level of timber harvesting in 1993 when the existing 
GWNF was approved was nearly 3,000 acres a year. This level has dropped to 912 acres 
a y e a r c u r r e n t l y . T h i s d e c r e a s e h a s r e s u l t e d i n a s u b s t a n t i a l r e d u c t i o n i n e a r l y 
successional (young forest) habitat on the forest and has shifted the age structure to a 
more mature forest. A recommended annual harvest of 4.000 to 5.000 acres annually will 
provide more young forest habitat. At 5,000 acres a year and a 100 year rotation, this 
would have a corresponding treatment of 500,000 acres or half the GWNF in 100 years. 

 
 

Another point of concern is maintenance of existing and creating new herbaceous 
grass/forb openings on the forest for brood range. Since the beginning of the cooperative 
agreement between the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries and the 
GWNF in 1938, many acres of wildlife clearings have been developed on the forest. 
Many of these forest openings are not being maintained properly for a variety of reasons 
and are succeeding into woody vegetation. Furthermore, the creation of new openings 
associated with timber sales (seeded skid roads, log landings, savannas, etc.) has been 
significantly reduced by the decline in timber harvesting on the GWNF. A goal of the 
GWNF plan revision should be to maintain existing forest openings and to create more 
openings on the forest. A goal should be that 5% of the forest is ultimately maintained 
forest clearings. 

 
 

I realize that government agencies are bound by budget restraints. Funding, manpower 
and technical expertise may not be available to meet the enhancements called for in my 
recommendations for proposed prescription. Partnerships with sportsmen groups such as 
the Ruffed Grouse Society and National Wild Turkey Federation can provide much 
needed funding, manpower, technical and public relations support for wildlife habitat 
initiatives. Also. consider state agency professionals from the Virginia Department of 
Game and Inland Fisheries and the Virginia Department of Forestry to assist with wildlife 
planning and timber management in the George Washington National Forest. 

 
 

Across Vir2inia, dedicated and passionate RGS chapter volunteers work hard to raise 
funds to support early successional habitat for wildlife on public lands. We strive to 
strengthen partnerships with public agencies, the private sector and other non-profits to 
turn proposed prescriptions into realities. I hope we can make good things happen for 
early successional wildlife in George Washington National Forest. 

 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

Michael A. Giles 
PresidentRGS Appalachian Highlands Chapter 



JEFFERSON NATIONAL FOREST 
 
 
 

MANAGEMEN, canopy, shrub, herbaceous layers all present and fairly well developed). 41 maintain or 
PRESCRIPTIONS enhance hard and soft mast Production, and 5) limit motorized access across 

the pre- 
scription area. 

 
-4 . 8 B  Ea rly S u cce ssio nal  H a b it a t E m p ha sis  

 
This management prescription is allocated to approximately 19,600 acres. 

 
This area emphasizes providing optimal to suitable habitat for a variety of upland game 
species  and  plant  and  animal  populations  associated  with  early  successional  forest 
habitats. Management activities are designed to: 1) sustain a distribution of early suc- 
cessional habitat conditions interspersed throughout a forested landscape, 2) maintain 
a habitat structure which provides both horizontal and vertical diversity, 3i optimize hard 
aria soft mast Production, and LP control access to protec-. habitat when necessary. 

 
SC Bl ack Be ar Ha bit at Mana gemen t 

 
This management prescription is allocated to approximately 57,300 acres. Commercial 
timber harvest is appropriate within this management prescription. 

 
This area emphasizes providing optimal habitat for black bears and other wide-ranging 
area-sensitive species. Management activities are designed to: 1) provide a secluded 
and diverse habitat; 2) ensure adequate den sites, ana 3) maintain hard and soft mast 
production. 

 
-.44  8E1 Ruffed Grouse Habitat Emphasis 

 
This management prescription is allocated to approximately 16,100 acres. 

 
This area emphasizes providing optimal habitat for the ruffed grouse, an economically 
important  small  game  bird  that  has  experienced  population  declines  throughout  its 
range. Management activities are designed to: 1) sustain a distribution of early succes- 
sional habitat conditions interspers ed throughout a foreste d landscape, 2) provide 
dense stanos of saplings in the 5 - 20 year age group for hiding and thermal cover, 3) 
provide regenerating stands 3 - 7 years of age that still have a significant herbaceous 
component along creek bottoms. damp swales, and lower north or east slopes for brood 
habitat, 4) optimize hard and soft mast production, 5) provide drumming platforms, and 
6) control access during critical nesting and brood-rearing seasons. 

 
8 E 2  Pea k s  o f  O t ter  S a lama n der  

 
This management prescription is allocated to approximately 7,700 acres on the Glen- 
wood Ranger District. The area is divided into a primary habitat conservation area 
(2.400 acres) unsuitable for timber production and a secondary habitat conservation 
area  (5,300  acres)  suitable  for  timber  production.  The P eaks  of Otter  salamander 
(Plethodon hubrichti)is a USDI Fish and Wildlife Service "species of special concern," a 
species of "special concern" in Virginia, and a Forest Service "sensitive" species. The 
worldwide range of this species is restricted to Virginia in the counties of Bedford, Bete- 
tourt, and Rockbridge, primarily on lands of the Jefferson National Forest and the BIue 
Ridge Parkway. 

 
The entire Peaks of Otter salamander Habitat Conservation Area is 20,686 acres and 
includes Blue Ridge Parkway lands, as well as management pi ascriptions 1A, 4A, 4K1. 
58. and 12A, This desired condition and standards are incorporated into these other 
management prescriptions by reference. 

 

 
31 SUMMARY OF THE FINAL EIS AND FOREST PLAN 



"Moore, Roger" To  "comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us" 

 

08/26/2011 07:09 AM cc 

bcc 

<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 

 

Subject  Forests 
 
 
 

How about selective cutting of the mature trees to add money back into the forestry service budget. 
This will help in times of financial drought and will also allow for new growth at the forest floor to 
provide wildlife cover and food. 

 
Roger Moore 
Christiansburg 
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"McClafferty, Mark" To  "comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us" 

 

08/25/2011 09:31 AM cc 

bcc 

<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 

 

Subject  Comment 
 
 
 

I am a hunter, hiker and generally enjoy the woods. I have noticed the number of Deer, Turkey and 
other animals on the National Forrest is reduced and the animals that I do see are small in size. You 
need to allow more cleared areas for wildlife plantings. Please increase the allowable level of timber 
harvesting on the GWNF. The animals are depending on these areas for food. 

 
Thank you, 

 
Mark McClafferty 
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Greg Harris 
 

08/25/2011 09:09 PM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  GWNF plan 
 
 
 

Dear Planning Dept. 
I have been hunting in the GWNF for only the past five years. The group of 
friends that invited me have been hunting there for approx thirty five years. 
It is absolutely amazing to enjoy the vast forest in the mountains of Virginia. 
Planning and maintaining the forest should be done scientifically, to benefit 
the wildlife. This requires forestry to remove older trees, which allows 
sunlight to get to the forest floor for new growth. Mature trees are an 
important part of the forest ecosystem, but young growth is also a very 
necessary. Grassy openings in the forest are also needed for a healthy 
environment for the animals. Turkeys require mature mast producing trees 
for a major part of their diet. They also need grassy openings to provide a 
good supply of bugs for the poults in early summer just after the hatch. 
Young forest areas provide cover needed for nesting and cover to hide from 
predators. The thick areas provided by foresting also provide cover and 
browse for deer fawns to be born and grow. Elk are very dependent on 
grassy areas, as they feed primarily on grasses. All of the wildlife that 
benefits from harvesting timber and clearing areas to be seeded with 
grasses will increase revenue for the local economies by increasing income 
from hunters. The increase in timber removal will benefit the finances of the 
Nat. Forest Service. Harvesting more timber would benefit all parties 
involved, wildlife, sportsmen, birdwatches, business owners, taxpayers and 
the gov't. Forests used to have natural fires to clean and clear areas. This is 
not the case any more, therefore we must selectively harvest the forest for 
the health of the ecosystem. Please put together a plan that achieves these 
goals. Sincerely, 
-- 
Greg Harris 
G.P. Harris Construction, Inc. 
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Karen B 
Overcash/R8/USDAFS@MS 
OCOEX 

 

08/25/2011 02:22 PM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson 

cc 

bcc 
 

Subject  Phone Comment 
 
 
 

I received a phone comment today from Paul Revell of Weyers Cave, Virginia. He is concerned 
about the hydrofracking issue. He is hesitant to see it happen until the water quality issues are 
resolved and the practice is proven safe. He has read about what has happened in 
Pennsylvania and seen that there are some real problems with water quality. 



"Bagley, Victor" 
 

To  "comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us" 

 

08/25/2011 03:27 PM cc 

bcc 

<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 

 

Subject  management of forests 
 
 
 
 

You all have not managed the forest very well at all. I see a lot of old 
growth, but very little cutting. In order to attract wildlife there has to be 
a balance of old growth and new growth. If you do not harvest the trees you 
do not get any new growth and then the wildlife move to a more habitable site. 
It is a real shame you all let the tree huggers dictate the management of the 
forest. 

 
 

Victor Bagley 
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"Derrick, Brian" 
 

08/26/2011 06:41 AM 

To  "comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us" 
<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  GWNF Plan Revision 
 
 
 

GWNF Plan Revision 
 

Many people believe that the national forest needs more protection . Compliance is required to 26 Federal 
Acts and six executive orders before anything happens in the forest . The national forest is one of the 
most protected properties on the planet .  Currently, 88% of the forest is over 70 years old. Forty percent 
is over 100 years old. Harvesting timber is one of the most beneficial management strategies for 
managing wildlife habitats. Nearly 70 species of wildlife depend on young forest. Young forest (0-20 
years) comprises only 4 percent of the GWNF.  The 1993 land and resource management plan 
significantly reduced the land area available for active habitat management on the forest . Only 333,000 
acres were available for commercial timber harvesting , while the 1986 plan designated 640,166 acres of 
GWNF as suitable for timber harvesting . Making all the land within the general wildlife prescriptions 
available for timber harvesting , prescribed burning, and other habitat manipulation techniques will result 
in 600,000 acres (57% of the GWNF) available for wildlife habitat management . 

 
The level of timber harvesting in 1993 when the existing GWNF was approved was nearly 3,000 acres a 
year. This level has dropped to about 800 acres a year currently . This decrease has resulted in a 
substantial reduction in early successional (young forest) habitat on the forest and has shifted the age 
structure to a more mature forest . A recommended annual harvest of 4,000 to 5,000 acres annually will 
provide more young forest habitat . At 5,000 acres a year and a 100 year rotation, this would have a 
corresponding treatment of 500,000 acres or half the GWNF in 100 years. 

 
Since the beginning of the cooperative agreement between the Virginia Department of Game and Inland 
Fisheries and the GWNF in 1938, many acres of wildlife clearings have been developed on the forest . 
Many of these forest openings are not being maintained properly for a variety of reasons and are 
succeeding into woody vegetation . Furthermore, the creation of new openings associated with timber 
sales (seeded skid roads, log landings, savannas, etc.) has been significantly reduced by the decline in 
timber harvesting on the GWNF . A goal of the GWNF plan revision should be to maintain existing forest 
openings and to create more openings on the forest . Our goal should be that 5% of the forest is 
ultimately maintained forest clearings . 

 
In closing I would like to thank you for the work you have done and the work that’s going to be done . I 
know in this time of reduced budgets and less man power that it is more difficult to operate and manage 
the forest but if we don’t manage it now then the wildlife will pay now and eventually disappear . 
Thanks for your time, 
Brian Derrick 
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James Vance To  "comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us" 

 

08/25/2011 01:05 PM cc 

bcc 

<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 

 

Subject  Comment 
 
 
 

To whom it may concern, 
 

I strongly believe that science and not emotional or political schemes should dictate what plans are made 
for George Washington National Forest. As a mathematical biologist at The University of Virginia's 
College at Wise, I fully realize the importance of science based management. Science shows that 5% of 
the forest should be maintained as forest clearings. Also, increased levels of timber harvesting (5,000 
acres a year over a 100 year rotation) would optimally benefit wildlife. This is a forest for the good of 
society and should be managed with the best available science. Don't let the whims of emotion or 
politics cloud the true purpose of GWNF. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Dr. James Vance 
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"Basinger, Brad M." 
 

To  "comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us" 

 

08/25/2011 08:44 AM cc 

bcc 

<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 

 

Subject  Public Comment on the George Washington National 
Forest Plan 

 

 
 

To Whom It May Concern: 
 

I understand that US government officials with your Department have solicited public comments on the George 
Washington National Forest Plan.  I further understand that this comment period is open until September 1. 

 
My family and I continue to enjoy many beautiful experiences hunting in the George Washington National Forest, 
so I have a strong interest in seeing the Forest maintained as a great place for hunting.  I firmly believe that if only 
more fathers and mothers hunted with their children, so many of the social problems we suffer from today would 
be greatly alleviated.  It is the ultimate "family bonding" sport, providing me an opportunity to pass on to my 
children firearm safety, respect for others, responsibility, and wildlife conservation. 

 
I support increasing the land available for timber harvesting in the George Washington National Forest from the 
current 800 acres annually to, say, 4,000 acres annually in order to create openings in the forest and grassy 
clearings appropriate for deer, wild turkey, squirrel, and rabbit.  I understand that substantial research has been 
done showing the likely beneficial effects on wildlife populations of increasing the land in the George Washington 
National Forest open for timber harvesting on a rotating basis.  The lands available for timber harvesting could be 
rotated on a 100‐year cycle.  If such a plan were adopted, over the next century, approximately half of the George 
Washington National Forest will have been managed in this way with consequent beneficial effects for wildlife and 
enhanced hunting opportunities. 

 
I want to close by expressing my gratitude to the National Forest Service and other Federal and State authorities 
who maintain the George Washington National Forest‐‐our great national treasure‐‐available for hunting.  May my 
children, grandchildren, and great‐grandchildren be afforded the same opportunities. 

 
My friend wrote this letter but it also pertains to me and I couldn’t have said it any better. 

Very respectfully, 

Brad Basinger 
 
 

Brad M. Basinger 
Sr. Finance & Budget Specialist 
Budget and Administrative Services Department 
Tel: 202-623-3508 
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1300 New York Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20577 
USA 
www.iadb.org 

"Jeff McAdoo" 
 

08/25/2011 08:23 AM 

http://www.iadb.org/


To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f ed.us> 
cc  " 

 

Subject  ALLOW MORE TIMBERING IN MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
 
 

I support opening up more of our national forest to a responsible timber 
management plan that will create a more diverse ecosystem. With the 
prevention of forest fires and extremely limited timbering that is currently 
maintained, our forest are becoming very old. Like anything else, older trees are 
more susceptible to disease and parasites. Not only will additional timbering 
provide a more diverse ecosystem for plants and animal and a healthier forest, it 
will also be a boon to local economies in a time that it is desperately needed. As a 
timber property owner with several tracts across Virginia I have seen firsthand 
what a benefit it is to properly manage forests with responsible timbering. 

 
 

Jeff McAdoo 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: hydraulic fracturing 
Date: Saturday, August 27, 2011 6:55:00 PM 

 
 
Add my name to those opposed to horizontal drilling/'fracking' in the national forests. 

 
There appear to be too many risks involved at this stage - you'd think we would have learned 
by now to avoid invasive/destructive techniques like this. Why is the focus not where it 
should be - on renewable, non-fossil fuels? I read, for instance  (in a technical journal, over 
20 years ago) that the technology and resources were available to make photovoltaic cells 
affordable and practical to all in the next five years. Haven't seen that happen, though. 

 
W C Henwood 
Monterey, VA 24465 
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"edlongenergy" 
 

08/29/2011 11:29 AM 

To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us> 

cc   

bcc 
 

Subject  Comments On USFS Plan to Ban Horizontal Drilling in 
the GWNF 

 
 

To the USFS recipient: Please forward this email to the individual in the Southern 
District Office of the USFS responsible for making the decision for which George 
Washington National Forest Plan to choose. 

 
I attended the USFS's 071811 meeting in Verona, Virginia.  At the meeting I spoke with 
the USFS geologist and I observed that the majority in attendance were Environmental 
Advocates and little otherwise.  I watched the entire 070811 Congressional hearing on 
the matter of the USFS’s intention to ban horizontal drilling in the GWNF.  The following 
are my observations: 
- The USFS geologist stated he had no data to justify the decision to enact a ban. 
- The USFS appears in all mannerisms to be acquiescing to pressure applied by 
Environmental Advocacy Organizations (EAOs) who themselves are following a poorly 
informed platform. 
- The USFS members who testified before Congress had little or no technical 
understanding and no awareness of data to support the USFS's position. 
- The Augusta County Board of Supervisors has no technical understanding nor have 
they seen data to support the USFS’s decision to ban horizontal drilling. 
- Both the EAOs and the USFS have provided what appears to be a line of mis- or 
poor-information to the public and to local governing bodies that has caused fright for 
drilling in that portion of the Marcellus Shale Field (MSF) that lies in the GWNF. 

 
What the USFS has done is not an accurate representation of facts and data.  The 
judgments the USFS have made will lead to a dangerous folly for strategic national 
security and energy issues.  The USFS is not making proper decisions for the general 
welfare of this nation and certainly not using the resources of this national forest as is 
the prescription to do. 

 
I have read documents put forth by Pennsylvania, New York, and the Department of 
Energy regarding both horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing.  I have spent time with 
the Commonwealth of Virginia’s Department of Mines, Minerals, and Energy discussing 
their knowledge and experiences with drilling for gas and oil, using hydraulic fracturing, 
in the Old Dominion. What they have to report is unlike what is the USFS’s position. 

 
The following is a word-for-word extraction from the Pennsylvania Governor’s Marcellus 
Shale Advisory Commission Report( 
http://files.dep.state.pa.us/PublicParticipation/MarcellusShaleAdvisoryCommission/Marc 
ellusShaleAdvisoryPortalFiles/MSAC_Final_Report.pdf) : 

 
: “Hydraulic fracturing consists of a large volume of water, mixed with sand and some 
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chemical additives, pumped at significant pressure through the well casing to 
stimulate gas flow. Despite significant public and media attention concerning the 
potential for the process of hydraulic fracturing to contaminate fresh water sources, 
DEP’s experience to date indicates no instances where the process itself has 
negatively impacted a water supply. More than 15 additional large natural gas 
producing states, including New York State, have made similar certifications to the 
U.S. Ground Water Protection Council.” 

 
I have provided this and much more to Congressman Goodlatte and Virginia's State 
Delegates and Senators.  I hope they can bring some sanity and maturity to the matter 
– something that the USFS has not done. 

 
I hold a Ph.D. in physics and I have had an involvement in energy since the latter 1970’ 
s.  I am qualified to have made the above statements. 

 
If there is a choice to be made then select Alternate Plan A.  Then partner with the 
Government and People of the Commonwealth of Virginia to employ, with over-sight, 
well-considered horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing technology and practices for 
responsibly meeting the welfare of this nation. 

 
Edward R. Long, Ph.D. 



jerry Bearden 
08/26/2011 04:33PM 

 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington·jefferson@f s.fe 
d.us 

cc 
bee 

 

Subject Alternarive G 
 
 
 

I would like to express my support for the ".Alternative G" plan that would greatly benefit 
early successional  species like woodcock, grouse and neo-tropical  migrant birds. 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: US Natural Gas Exploration and Access 
Date: Sunday, August 28, 2011 9:39:00 AM 

 
 

To the Leaders of the US Forest Service: 
 

As a concerned citizen, I am distressed that at this time of high unemployment, we are hindering 
investment in the US and opportunities to put Americans to work (and the opportunity to put our dollars 
to work in America, instead of Qatar or Libya or Indonesia, etc.). Gas exploration will not deforest 
America or negatively affect our surface ecology, so the U.S. Forest Service should not close the door 
on the potential that shale gas has to strengthen America's energy security for generations, while 
creating jobs and growing our economy. Further, gas provides a much cleaner byproduct than coal, 
which creates sulfur waste and acid rain that can negatively affect our forests’ eco-systems. With 
horizontal drilling, we can produce this gas safely, with minimal environmental impact, and without 
disturbing large surface areas. Moreover, with proper government regulation and oversight and use of 
industry best practices, directed at protecting our water resources, we can safely produce the energy 
America needs. In short, I do not support the proposed federal ban on horizontal drilling in the George 
Washington National Forest. 

 
Very respectfully, 
Thomas M. Price 
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P.O. Box 11615, Eugene, OR 97440 Tel: (541) 484-2692 Fax: (541) 484-3004 Email:   
 

August 23, 2011 
 

Via email: comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us 
 

George Washington National Forest 
Forest Plan Revision 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA 24019 

 
Dear Supervisor Hyzer, 

 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on the revision of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) and Draft Revised Land and Resource management Plan for the George 
Washington National Forest. FSEEE is a partnership of Forest Service natural resource managers and 
citizen owners of the national forests with thousands of members throughout the nation.  I am pleased 
to provide these comments on their behalf. 

 
We commend the George Washington National Forest on their consideration and decision to ban the 
use of horizontal drilling related to federal oil and gas leasing. We support the Forest Service’s 
recommendation to ban this type of oil and gas development activity, which will protect water quality 
and associated resources on the forest and for the surrounding communities. 

 
However, we were unable to find any detailed analysis of the impacts vertical well drilling for federal 
oil and gas leases will have on the forest’s water resources. While the DEIS recognizes the impacts of 
vertical drilling, these impacts are only discussed as a comparison between the alternatives. For 
example, page 3-339 of the DEIS stipulates that “Alternative C has the lowest potential for ground- 
disturbing activities, and the least amount of water use. Those numbers are slightly higher in 
Alternative E and G…” But we were unable to locate information on how much water use would be 
expected under Alternative G and what/how much ground-disturbing activities are expected to occur 
under the preferred Alternative G. If this information is unavailable in the DEIS documents, then the 
Forest Service needs to provide the quantifiable measures which were used to make the conclusions 
drawn in the alternative comparison. While we appreciate the conclusion that Alternative G has fewer 
impacts on water quality than other alternatives, we require an understanding of how this conclusion 
was made, and what specific impacts to water quality can be expected from those alternatives that ban 
horizontal but not vertical drilling. 

 
Thank you very much for taking these comments into consideration. We look forward to our continued 
involvement in the revision of the George Washington National Forest plan. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 

Jennifer Fairbrother 
Public Lands Advocate & Development Associate 
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"Doug Carico" 
 

08/27/2011 09:37 AM 

To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us> 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Drilling for Natural Gas 
 
 
 

  The U.S. Forest Service should not close the door on the potential that shale gas has to 
strengthen America's energy security for generations, while creating jobs and growing our 
economy. 

  Horizontal drilling is a recognized way to produce this gas safely, with minimal environmental 
impact, and without disturbing large surface areas. 

  With proper government regulation and oversight and use of industry best practices, directed at 
protecting our water resources, we can safely produce the energy America needs. 

  Do not support the proposed federal ban on horizontal drilling in the George Washington National 
Forest. 
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Susan Kubany 
 

08/28/2011 02:55 PM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Approve of fracking...... 
 
 
 

Gentlepersons: 
 

There is a lot of emotional opposition to fracking, I know. I'm not 
part of it. I support fracking. 

 
We should all pick up our trash and respect the environment and save the 
wilderness, but we don't have to go nuts about it: sensible measures 
are good. 

 
I like the George Washington National Forest. You folk have done a 
grand job with it. 

 
I hope that your support of fracking will continue to be appropriate: 
don't destroy; do utilize resources prudently and well. 

 
And I also hope that you will defer, until about the year 2215, building 
any windmills there. Windmills are little more 
than a politically correct silliness du jour. They are ugly, won't 
generate sufficient energy, break, kill birds, make noise. 

 
It would be exciting, however, to consider the possibility of a thorium 
reactor nestled safely and privately somewhere in the 
forest. An overview of the technology: 

 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/comment/ambroseevans_pritchard/8393984/Safe 
-nuclear-does-exist-and-China-is-leading-the-way-with-thorium.html 

Please contact me if you have questions or I can provide further detail. 

Best. ......Susan Kubany 
 

~~~~~~~~~~~~  
Susan K. Kubany 

 
Omnet, Inc. 

 
http://www.Omnet.com 
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08/26/2011 04:40 PM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Fracking 
 
 
 

Greetings- 
 

I lived in Fulks Run for 18 years and in this area all of my life, and 
I am very concerned about the possibility of allowing hydro-fracking. 

 
There are so many potential environmental problems associated with this 
process. Please do not allow financial gains to be more important than 
preserving the land, water and air where we live. As we have seen so 
many times, accidents happen, and the environment and the people who 
live nearby suffer terrible damage. I hope that the people in charge of 
making the decisions about fracking in this area will act responsibly 
and listen to the wishes of the people in the Valley. 

 
I am not a person who is inclined to write letters or to be very 
politically involved, but the possibility of this happening has been 
very upsetting. 

 
Sincerely, Jo 
Bowman 
Harrisonburg, VA 
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From: Karen B Overcash 
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: Phone Comment 
Date: Friday, August 26, 2011 4:28:00 PM 

 
 
I received a phone call today from Richard Fridley who wanted to voice his support for the 
level of timber harvesting proposed in Alt G. 

 
 
RIchard Fridley 
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Drew Morrison 
 

08/26/2011 11:59 AM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Fracking comment 
 
 
 

Please do not allow fracking in the national forest. The trucks, equipment, 
and infrastructure needed as well as the pollution are unwelcome guests in 
OUR beautiful forest. 
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Kim Woodiwiss 
 

08/31/2011 08:57 AM 
Please respond to 

Kim Woodiwiss 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Ban Horizontal Gas Drilling 
 
 
 

Aug 31, 2011 
 

U.S. Forest Service 
 

Dear Forest Service, 
 

I am writing to support a ban on horizontal natural gas drilling in the 
George Washington National Forest, as proposed in the U.S. Forest 
Service "preferred alternative" draft management plan. 

 
This proposal would go far to protect drinking water resources for more 
than 260,000 Shenandoah Valley area residents, preserve fish and 
wildlife habitat, and retain the remote rural quality of the forest 
that hosts almost a million visitors each year. 

 
I also encourage the Forest Service to heighten scrutiny of vertical 
gas drilling, which would be allowed on nearly one million acres of the 
forest under the preferred alternative management plan. 

 
The Forest Service should conduct a more thorough study of the impacts 
of vertical gas drilling before making a decision and, at a minimum, 
consider making local drinking water supply watersheds, other priority 
watersheds, and sensitive natural, scenic and recreation areas 
unavailable for drilling. 

 
Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Ms. Kim Woodiwiss 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: GW Natl Forest Gas Permits 
Date: Wednesday, August 31, 2011 7:17:00 PM 

 
 
Dear Sirs, 

 
I am of the opinion that no matter how much evidence is put before those with 
financial interests in harvesting "natural" gas by the method commonly known as 
"fracking," they will continue to use the catch-phrase of "There is no evidence to 
support the claims of severely polluted waters that have severe consequences for 
those using or near those waters." 

 
I am a resident of the Shenandoah Valley in western Virginia and often hike and 
camp in the George Washington National Forest. It breaks my heart to think that the 
National Forests are being used in a way that is not in the spirit of which they were 
set aside for public use. 

 
The consequences of hydraulic fracturing are nothing less than horrific. The evidence 
is mounting and it will be only a matter of time before the cause and effect becomes 
common knowledge. By that time, however, the damage has been done and it will 
impossible to see the surface waters and ground waters repaired in our lifetime. 

 
Please vote for denial of permits that would cause such severe health hazards that 
would cost more money to the local communities than would be reaped by allowing 
those same permits. 

 
Sincerely, 
Wendy Sugrue 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: GWNF Forest Plan 
Date: Monday, August 29, 2011 12:55:00 PM 

 

 
To Whom it May Concern, 
Please consider increasing the allowable level of timber harvest on George Washington National Forest. 
Maintain the existing and creating new herbaceous grass/forbs openings on the forest for brood range. 
A plan of 5000 acres/year and a 100 year rotation, this would have a corresponding treatment of 
500,000 acres or half the GWNF in 100 years. I think the decline in wild life in the GWNF is a direct 
result of not harvesting timber and creating new growth/openings that are needed to maintain wild life 
populations. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
John E Stanley Jr 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: GWNF Plan Revision 
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 5:45:00 PM 

 
 
Please consider the following comments as you develop the new plan: 

 
1.A carefully executed plan should be in place to harvest no more than 5% of the wilderness per year. 
However, the eradication of non-native invasive species should have top priority. Timber harvesters 
should be required to submit a plan to prevent erosion in the area they will be harvesting timber and 
be held responsible for complying with this plan. 
2. There should be no new leases for gas or oil explorations 
3. Motorized vehicle access to off-road vehicles and ATV type vehicles should be very limited.. 
Exceptions could be made for handicap individuals but should be strictly enforced.  Also, vehicles 
involved in timber harvesting or the maintenance of any wind turbine farm would be allowed. 
4. Roads should be maintained for other activities, i.e. biking, hiking, and as a means for fire fighting 
equipment. Paved roads could be used for motorized vehicles. 
5..The plan should provide for controlled burns as necessary to lessen the chance for large out of 
control fires as experienced on the west coast. 
6.  Any new leases for the development of wind turbine farms should include the effect on wildlife, 
erosion, and effects of water runoff. 

Thank you for your time. 

William R. Merritt 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: GWNF 
Date: Wednesday, August 31, 2011 11:36:00 AM 

 
 
I am a avid hunter in my mid 20's.  I grew up hunting in the Blue Ridge Mountains 
and in the Allegheny region.  I love the opportunity that the National Forrest 
presents for a hunter who likes to walk and does not like to see man made 
structures.  No other place can you go in the state and not hear a car, not see a 
house and contrary to popular belief no see many people.  This could be because of 
the lack of game in the national Forrest.  I fear that the hunting and over all appeal 
of the NF will loose its luster if something is not done to enhance the habitat so the 
wildlife we love can flourish.  Why would someone go to the NF and maybe see a 
few does and a scrub buck during the course of the season when they can hunt by 
a cornfield or outside a neighborhood and loose count of how many deer they see. 
Also as humanity grows and the concrete spreads, more and more good farmland 
and hardwoods on turning into malls and roads.  The NF is unaffected by this and is 
a refuge for many hunters who have lost their long time hunting spots.  I am aware 
of the benefits of harvesting old trees and creating new growth in the forrest.  It is 
something that will create more food and a more diverse environment for wildlife to 
flourish.  I am not sure what the answer is to creating a better environment for 
wildlife espically whitetails and turkeys, but I do believe that harvesting the mature 
timber is a start.  I do not think this should be done on a extreme basis, but should 
be staggered and gradually done throughout the GWNF. I hope this helps in the 
efforts to get something done that will benefit hunters and outdoor lovers alike. 
Sincerly 
Tripp Lamb 
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Grant Keener 
 

08/30/2011 08:38 PM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  George Washington National Forest Plan Revision 
 
 
 

As a sportsman and forest visitor I would like to comment on the George Washington 
 
 
 

National Forest Plan Revision 
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susan chiaramonte 
 

08/29/2011 03:09 PM 

To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us> 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Draft plan for national forest 
 
 
 

Our comments concerning the future plans for the forests here in Virginia: 
 

We need clean water. From the meetings we have attended and the somewhat limited research we have 
done, we do not believe that hydrofracking should be allowed in the forests. 

 
Windmills here would be horrible on the skyline, and would contribute to much of the dessimation of the 
landscape. Research shows that where the wind blows constantly these windmills only function at 45% 
efficientcy. This is just a money-maker for some people to get taxpayers money in the form of grants, 
etc. to build these windmill farms. Then when they are no longer subsidized by the taxpayers, they 
become too expensive to operate, shut down, and become an eyesore to put it nicely. The amount of 
land they occupy, to say nothing of the roads constructed, would leave nothing much of the mountains. 
You may as well strip mine. 

 
Feel free to manage the forests with burns to promote growth and promote old forest growth. We are 
not tree huggers. We have a Strewardship plan on our land and respect the forests. Lets at least try to 
keep industrialization out. While we need to produce energy, what ever happened to "drill here, drill 
now"?. That seems the most productive and cost efficient approach. 

 
Thank you. 

 
Joe and Susan Chiaramonte 
Broadway, VA 
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"Diane Kull" 
 

 

08/30/2011 09:17 PM 

To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us> 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Fracing in GW National Forest 
 
 
 

Hydraulic Fracturing - "Fracking" and the potential impacts to water supplies, water quality, and air quality 
is a big concern of the citizens of the Shenandoah Valley and the thousands who visit the mountains 
each year. They are proposing to begin vertical drilling in 900,000 of the 1.1 million acres of the national 
forest. The forest plan says it will ban hydraulic fracturing which appears at first glance to be a positive 
step, however, they also stated that sometimes hydraulic fracturing may needed be to extract the natural 
gas. LAWSAG Citizen Action Group considers this a " loophole" ....and our position with the forest 
planning service will be "no drilling" for natural gas" in the George Washington National Forest. It is our 
responsibility and opportunity to protect the pristine land of the National Forest and it's precious water 
supply that sustains us all. 

 
It is irresponsible to authorize fracking until a complete risk assessment is completed. Such an 
assessment must evaluate current practices and collect data from residents who have experience 
contaminated water.  The practice should be halted until a complete non biased investigation is 
completed. Fracking should not be authorized until the data indicates it has no negative affect on water 
supply or the environment. 

 
Diane Kull 
Shenndoah County resident, VA 
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tB t JA 
ENERGY ASSOCIATION 

 
 
 
 

August 31,2011 
 

Maureen T. Hyzer 
Forest Supervisor 
George Washington National Forest 
Forest Plan Revision 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA 24019 

 
Via electronic mail (comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us) 

Dear Ms. Hyzer, 

I am writing to you on behalf of the Virginia Alternative & Renewable Energy Association 
comprised of 70 member companies and organizations primarily in Virginia dedicated to promoting 
the development, commercialization and use of renewable energy in Virginia. 

 
As per the comment period published in the Federal Register, we wish to make formal comments 
pertaining to the Draft Environmental  Impact Statement and Draft Revised Land and Resource 
Management Plan (Forest Plan) for the George Washington National Forest (GWNF). 

 
Upon review of the Forest Plan, it has come to our attention that significant tracts in the Forest 
Service's preferred alternative (Alternative G) are proposed to be managed in such a manner that the 
development of wind power could be viewed as consistent with the Agency's multiple use goals and 
objectives.  As the Forest Plan is the implementing guide for fulfilling the Forest Service's  mission 
to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity ofthe nation's forests and grasslands to meet the 
needs of present and future generations, we think it highly appropriate that the Final Alternative 
selected for the management of the GWNF plan allows for wind power to be considered an 
appropriate use in certain areas of the forest. 

 
Clearly, existing federal law and management directives dictate that not all portions of the nearly 1.1 
million acres managed by the GWNF are appropriate for the development of wind power.  It is not our 
desire to suggest the precise locations deserving consideration.  The core of our comment is to 
recommend that, as in Alternative G, some portions of the GWNF should be considered appropriate 
for the creation of clean, renewable energy sources like wind power.  The assignment of multiple use 
prescriptions pertaining to each management area, as in Alternative G, allows for the proper 
consideration of such locations. 

 
It is acknowledged that the consideration of any application to develop a specific site would undergo 
a thorough evaluation, not only by your staff, but also by state and federal agencies, non- 
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governmental organizations, and local county governments as well.  A discussion of the merits of 
clean energy development on federal lands would surely occur.  As we have seen in Virginia, a 
similar discussion is now occurring regarding the potential to develop wind energy in federal waters. 
These discussions are critical to those citizens seeking to enjoy clean air and water, while aspiring to 
energy independence and sustainability. 

 
By adopting Alternative G, or a carefully crafted alternative that expands those areas suitable for 
wind development beyond that alternative, the GWNF can assure that a reasoned discussion will 
occur upon receipt of an application that adheres to the locational guidelines set forth in the Forest 
Plan.  Since any such application would be limited to areas defined by the Forest Plan as being 
suitable, the GWNF's  careful consideration  of such suitable areas having the potential to be 
appropriate is an exercise that is entirely appropriate upon the close of the public comment period. 

 
Your efforts to manage the GWNF are greatly appreciated.  Certainly, the Commonwealth of 
Virginia is fortunate to be able to offer its residents a variety of opportunities  to use and enjoy these 
federal lands. 

 
 
 

 
 

Ken Hutcheson 
President 
Virginia Alternative & Renewable Energy Association 



Karen McCabe 
 

 
08/30/2011 06:29 PM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc  r m <trapcattrap@hotmail.com> 

bcc 
 

Subject  forest management plan comments 
 
 
 

Having reviewed the proposed plan for management of the forests into the 
future I was disappointed to see that the plan does not include adequate 
provisions for small game habitat development and sustainment. Given the 
unhealthy state of funding for most government programs it would seem an ideal 
time to allow increased timber harvests on these federal lands as one means of 
increasing small game populations in these virginia and west virginia lands. 
A patchwork of timber cut sales throughout the forest would do much to 
bolster weak populations of rabbits, grouse, turkey and quail while providing 
fiscal resources for other game enhancment projects. It is sad that the 
federal government has allowed special interests, most of whom know little 
about conservation and game management, interfere with sound game management 
tactics. I urge you to reconsider the current plan and modify it to 
dramatically increase small timber sales throughout these forests. A healthy 
forest is not an old forest but a diverse forest that is continually in 
various stages of maturity. These forests need timber harvesting. 
sincerely, John C. McCabe, virginia beach 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: GW Nat Forest Plan 
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 8:04:00 AM 

 
 
I would like to make comments bout the GW Nat. Forest Plan. I would 
like to see the following: 

 
1. Do not close the 160 miles of Nat. Forest Roads in Alleghany and 

Bath County. 
2. More timber sales of old growth timber to help improve the deep 

population. 
3. Designate trails and roads for use by ATV’s. This would be a big 

economic impact on the Highlands Community. 
4. If any road is closed to vehicle traffic then it should be open to ATV 

traffic. 
5. More management of the forest to improve game populations. Food 

plots for deer, pounds, clear cuts, controlled burns. 
6. Establish a working relationships with other organizations that can 

help keep open the roads in our forest. For example, ATV clubs, hunt 
clubs, etc. 

 
 
 
 
David L. Byer 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: George Washington Plan Revision 
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 7:30:00 AM 

 
 
Dear policy maker, 
I feel like Alternative C is the best option.  The George Washington National Forest is an 
important treasure and we should do our best to keep it in a pristine state.  Thank you. 

 
Chris 
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From:  
To: "comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us" 
Subject: Preserve the ban on horizontal gas drilling 
Date: Tuesday, September 06, 2011 3:28:00 PM 

 
 

I understand that the fracking industry is organizing a major “astro‐turf” campaign to try to get you 
to allow horizontal drilling in the GW National Forest.  They were out in force at the Rockingham 
County Fair trying to get people to sign postcards and seem to have a major advertising campaign 
going.  People who live in Rockingham County and neighboring counties, and who drink the water 
that comes from the GW, adamantly oppose any kind of gas drilling in our national forest.  Please 
stick with the science and with local opinion and do not allow horizontal drilling.  In fact, extend the 
protection of water sources in the GW including listing them as priority waterways and limiting 
development near them. 
Thanks 
Timothy Jost 
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"Cody, Gerald" 
 

09/08/2011 09:40 AM 

To  "comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us" 
<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Comments on New Forest Plan 
 
 
 

Dear Sir/Madam 
The new Forest Plan for the George Washington NF needs to include much more timber cutting than it 
has in the past. This forest has become one of the most mature timber stands on the Eastern Seaboard. 
Deer, turkey, ruffed grouse, and many non‐game species depend on early successional growth for food, 
cover, and nesting areas. Without a science based approach to provide a mixture of habitat types across 
the George Washington NF many wildlife species will not flourish and may even become imperiled. I am 
very much in favor of increased timber management on this national forest. Good forest management 
that includes science based timber harvesting is also good wildlife management. 

 
 
 

Jerry Cody 

************** N O T I C E ************** 
The information contained in this transmission is intended for the exclusive 
use of the addressee(s) and may contain information that is privileged, 
confidential, and/or protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended 
recipient, do not disseminate, distribute or copy this communication. If you 
have received this transmission in error, please immediately reply to the 
sender and then delete it. Thank you for your compliance. 
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DAVID A. BOWERS 
Mayor 

CITY OF ROANOKE 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

2 1 5 CHURCH AVENUE,S.W.,SUITE 452 
ROANOKE, VIRGI NIA 24011-1 594 

TELE PHONE:  (540) 853-2-144 
FAX: (540) 853-1 1 45 

 
 

August 31, 2011 
 
 
 
 

Ms. Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor 
United States National Forest Service 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, Virginia  24019-3050 

 
Subject:      Revisions to  George Washington National Forest Land  & Resource 

Management Plan 
 

The  City of  Roanoke  was  advised  that  the U.S. Forest  Service  is in  the process  of 
examining  the  George Washington  National  Forest Land  and  Resource Management 
Plan  and  has  a  workshop  scheduled  October  5  in  Verona  to  review  the  status  of 
alternative Forest Plans. The City was also advised that there is potential for 
commercialization  and  development   of  energy  sources  on  the  land  by  means  of 
hydraulic  fracturing.  Council and administrative staff are unable to attend the workshop 
but  wanted  to  express  concerns  regarding  the  potential  impact  that  this  emerging 
technology could have on our National Forest lands. 

 
The George Washington  National Forest is a 1.1 million  acre area that stretches from 
the  Alleghany  Highlands  north  through  the  Shenandoah   Valley.  The  necessity  for 
protecting this land is evident. Policy decisions made regarding "tracking" and other 
commercial and industrial uses on the George Washington National Forest Land will 
ultimately  impact communities, water resources  located upstream and downstream and 
other natural resources. 

 
There  have  been  increasing  concerns  that  industrial  gas  development  using  high- 
volume hydraulic  fracturing, or hydro-tracking, poses inherent environmental and public 
health risks. Hydro-tracking activities operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week during 
production,  posing  problems  with the  storage,  treatment  and  disposal  of  volumes  of 
toxic, radioactive, and caustic liquid waste by-products.    Especially  problematic is the 
lack  of federal protection  for drinking  water, air quality,  water treatment infrastructure 
and landowner liability located near the "tracking" facilities. 



Ms. Maureen Hyzer, Forest Supervisor 
August 31, 2011 
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It is our understanding that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is examining 
potential impacts of hydro-tracking on drinking water resources and is currently 
addressing the comments provided by the Science Advisory Board (SAB).  EPA's initial 
results are expected by the end of 2012 with a full report sometime in 2014.  While City 
officials realize the significance of natural gas to our nation's energy future, it is 
imperative  that  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  allow  the  EPA  adequate  time  for  the 
development of domestic sources of energy that proceeds in a way that controls any 
adverse effects and protects our environment and health.   Communities in Virginia 
should not have to choose between natural gas and clean water, as both are vital. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the George Washington National 
Forest Plan. 

 
Sincerely, 

 

Sf)  " 
David A. Bowers 
Mayor 



From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: The George Washington Natl Forest Management Plan 
Date: Wednesday, September 07, 2011 8:25:00 PM 

 
 
 

To the Forest Service:  As a resident of Rockingham County living near 
Dry River for 25 years and now a resident of Harrisonburg for 7 years, 
I am invested in the the use of the National Forest both for it's wild 
beauty and it's contribution as a vital drinking watershed.  I oppose 
hydrofracking in the GW as it industrializes public forest and 
threatens drinking water resources--a precious resource becoming less 
and less available many places.  Please don't let this beautiful 
Valley become one of those whose drinking water is threatened and 
whose public forest land are eaten up by business interests.   Thank 
you  Tina Glanzer 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: Increasing the Forest Logging 
Date: Thursday, September 01, 2011 8:55:00 PM 

 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 

 
If the forest is not being maintained properly then our plan should be to increase.  As a hunter in the 
state of VA, I have noticed a significant decline in the deer population.  This has profoundly occurred in 
the last two years.  Simply using the harvest numbers, one can tell that finding and killing deer has 
become harder.  If the habitat is such that it is pushing down the population in the most rural of areas, 
then the state should take this oppotunity to offer logging to third party companies and at the same 
time putting dollars in the state coffers.  I would also like to see the state stop the program of hiring 
snipers with silencers to do what hunters gladly do for the price of a license when given the 
opportunity.  I say when given the opportunity because hunters such as myself are severely limited by 
the ban on Sunday hunting.  You may pull the numbers on license sales in the state and see that it is 
steadily declining.  If I buy a full season license and cant use it but 4 or 5 days during the 
entire season, then what good is it.  For the cost of $120 a year, I have taken 0 deer in the last two 
years and at this point considering not purchasing a license this year. 

 
This situation is very simply the manifestation of state laws and policies working against each other. 
Now how smart is that? 

 
Mike Lamont 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us


Tony Wilt 
 

 

09/02/2011 09:55 AM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  George Washington National Forest Plan Comments 
 
 
 

Attached and pasted below are my comments concerning the Draft Forest 
Plan, specifically the proposed ban on horizontal drilling and hydrofracking. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

 
Tony Wilt 
26th District House of Delegates 
Virginia General Assembly 

 
 
 

To Whom It May Concern: 
 

I am writing to comment in opposition to the proposed ban on horizontal drilling and 
hydraulic fracturing (hydrofracking) in the George Washington National Forest fifteen year plan. 

 
 
 

Let me begin by saying that I understand that there are risks involved in hydraulic 
fracturing for natural gas. The energy industry has not completely addressed several valid 
concerns that many individuals and groups raise; in addition the safety of drinking water and the 
potential for contamination into our waterways is a potential threat that we must take very 
seriously.  However, I believe an outright ban on hydrofracking and horizontal drilling is rather 
short-sighted and is based on fears and emotions, rather than science and data. 

 
Natural gas is a reliable energy source that is believed to be in abundance in the United 

States. Hydraulic fracturing already occurs safely every day at thousands of wells across our 
nation. Data and studies have shown that the risk for drinking water contamination and 
groundwater contamination is relatively low during the fracking process. It is my understanding 
that there have been no reported instances of groundwater contamination from shale gas fracking 
process itself, at least in the United States. 

 
Even without a ban, there are many criteria and benchmarks that still would still have to 

be met before any drilling at a site would begin. In addition, placing a ban does not provide any 
consideration for possible improvements in technology and methods that could make the process 
safer and more risk free. 

 
There are certainly areas in the George Washington National Forest that would not be 

appropriate for horizontal drilling or hydrofracking; however there are also likely many areas 
that pose minimal threat to the environment or humans, as long as the process was conducted 
correctly. Proposals to drill should be taken on a case by case basis, rather than placing a blanket 
ban for this rather extended period of time. 
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Again, while I recognize hydrofracking and horizontal drilling are not without risk, an 

outright ban in the George Washington National Forest is not the most appropriate solution in 
my opinion. I appreciate your consideration of my views and for providing an avenue for public 
comment. 

 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 

Tony Wilt 
th 

 
House of Delegates 

26  District 

 
General Assembly 

Virginia 

 



From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: National Forest management plan 
Date: Thursday, September 08, 2011 8:44:00 AM 

 
 
 
increase the allowable level of timber harvesting and prescribed burning 
please 

 
Todd Burton 
Earth Science 
Rockbridge County High School 

 
 
The information conveyed in this communication is intended for the use of 
the original addressee(s), and may be legally privileged, confidential, 
and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If this communication 
was not addressed or copied to you, then you have received it in error and 
are strictly prohibited from reading, copying, distributing, 
disseminating, or transmitting any of the information it conveys. If you 
received this communication in error, please destroy all electronic, 
paper, and other copies, and notify the sender of the error immediately. 
Accidental transmission of this communication is not intended to waive any 
privilege or confidentiality protected under Virginia's Freedom of 
Information Act. 
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Bev London 
 

09/01/2011 05:43 PM 

To  "comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us" 
<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Draft Revised Land & Resource Management Plan 
 
 
 

At this point in time all further gas explorations within the George 
Washington National Forest and surrounding areas should be suspended 
indefinitely. 

 
Until our Federal and local governments have an opportunity to properly 
protect our forest lands from the "knowns" and "unknowns" presented by this 
process. 

 
The Energy Policy Act of 2005's exemption of the gas industry from compliance 
with the Safe Drinking Water Act should be repealed.  If the Town of Broadway 
has to comply, then EVERY industry should have to comply.  Once it's gone, it 
gone forever.  It's harder to stop something after it's been started. 

 
The area we live in is pristine and should remain that way. Threatening the 
local trout streams with the runoff and pollution from these horizontal wells, 
threatens our local economy. We've made a choice to live in a rural area, we 
did this to be away from industry and the pollutants they bring. Please help 
us protect our environment and the lifestyle we've chosen. 

 
We're not asking for a hand out, we're asking you to prohibit this activity 
until such time proper regulations can be put into place (which hopefully will 
take forever!). 

 
I work in the construction industry, my projects have to post an Erosion and 
Sedimentation Bond and comply with all government regulations-- if not we PAY 
the consequences. We have to have a SWWP plan. Why is this industry given 
carte blanc to do as it pleases? 

 
For now, my government lacks the resources to properly monitor this industry, 
therefore, they should prohibit this industry from further exploration. When 
and IF MY government has the resources to properly police their sites, then we 
can look into their proposed actions again. 

 
I can't drive my car without having it inspected, it must be environmentally 
sound, this industry is NOT environmentally sound and we know it. Wait until 
it is. 

 
Until then, no harm, no foul, we still have our clean drinking water, our fish 
can still live in our streams, our tourist and recreation areas will remain 
intact. Protecting our open spaces should be our priority. They're rapidly 
slipping away. 

 
It would be one thing if we didn't know the affects of the drilling, but we 
do. Now is not the time to turn a blind eye on the situation. Marcellus did 
not fully disclose the environmental catastrophe they were bringing into our 
community when they approached individuals for their drilling rites. They 
know it, I know it and you know it. Perhaps our Government would like to have 
a few more of us on its public assistance when you strip our environment of 
the things we need to lead healthy, productive lives. I pay my taxes, as long 
as I'm healthy enough to work, I will continue to do so. 
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Please stop them NOW. 

 
Beverly London 

 
Sent from my iPad 



From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us;  DLByer@AOL.com 
Subject: Proposed Forest Plan 
Date: Thursday, September 01, 2011 12:28:00 PM 

 
 

I would like to comment on the proposed forest plan.  It would hope the listed concerns below will be 
considered before a final plan is implemented. 

 
If Roads are closed it Will: 

 
1.  Eliminate allot of recreational land use by all. 

 
2.  Especially limit the use of the land by older or handy capped people. 

 
3.  Will cause disease and over population of wildlife, due to no harvesting. 

 
4.  Will cause over harvesting of wildlife in the areas of National Forest that are access able with the 
closed roads. 

 
5.  Create hazardous hunting conditions  in the areas of National Forest that are accessible with the 
closed roads due to many more people hunting in the smaller accessible areas. 

 
6.  Will limit the ability to harvest downed and dead wood for home heating. 

 
7.  Will limit the ability of the Forest Service to harvest timber. 

 
8.  Will cause disease in the forest timber due to the old growth trees not being harvested. 

 
9.  Will eliminate allot of mountain streams from the fishermen to use. 

 
10.  Will decrease the number of National Forest Stamps sold due to the lack of use of the properties. 

 
11.  Will increase trespass issues on private property with people crossing private land to access the 
National Forest lands that lie close to highways.. 

 
12. Will Decrease revenues and local taxes from visitors to use the National Forest, due to the 
inaccessibility to the forests. 

 
13.  Will limit the area to advertise as a recreational destination and further reduce income in the area. 

 

 
 

I feel that any road that is closed must be set up as a Four wheeler / mountain bike trail to grant 
access to the forest area affected. 

 
 

This Will: 
 

1.  Allow the public access to the affected property. 
 

2.  Increase tourism in the area. 
 

3. Increase business in the area. ( motels, restaurants, camping facilities, gas stations, cycle sales 
and repair shops) 

 
4. Increase tax revenues for the localities.  ( gas, food, motel taxes, new 4 wheeler and cycle sales tax) 
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5  Allow older and handicapped people access. 
 
6.  Create an atmosphere of corporation between the public and National Forest personnel. 

 

 
 
Both Alleghany and Bath counties are experiencing very low deer populations.  The lack of clear cuts 
have reduced the browse food supply for the deed and reduced the amount of cover and other foods 
for all the wild game.  I feel clear cuts should begin again with smaller randomly spaced by time and 
location to help ensure a varied food supply for the wild game.  I have seen clear cuts from the 
removal of the timber to the repopulation and growth of the forest back to an open ground canopy. 
Some of my best hunting seasons for grouse, turkey and deer were around and in clear cuts that were 
just a few years old. 

 
I Feel timber harvesting, both selective and clear cuts should be in the plan. 
This Will: 

 
1.. Improve food diversity for the wild game. 

 
2.  Improve game supplies as there will be more food and cover for the game. 

 
3.  Increase the amount of properties available for good hunting. 

 
4.  Provide jobs with timber harvesting. 

 
5.  Remove the old and dying timber, as most of the areas timber is past maturity, as stated by former 
Forest Service personnel. 

 

 
 
Please let me know if there is anything I can do to help in this endeavor to keep our forests and 
mountain streams open and accessible to the public. 

 

Respectfully, 

Carl W. Byer 



 
APPALACHIAN HIGHLANDS CHAPTER 

Robin Cooper 
149 Oakwood Ct Erwin,TN 37650 

August 31,2011 
 

George Washington (GW) Plan Revision 
George Washington and Jefferson National Forests 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA  24019 

 
Mr. Kenneth Landgraf: 

 
The Ruffed Grouse Chapter that I belong to has opened my eyes to the importance that 
the George Washington National Forest and other managed areas carry for improving 
wildlife habitat and hunting ree eation.  tam leatllingthybenefits of the interactions  of 
such groups, includingthe)3ack Country Horsemen to which   also belong, who 
cooperate with the forestry departJ?lentto provide the public with such a marvelous 
recreational area.  I a111 also interested in protecting water qualityasi work for Water 
Pollution Control in the Tri-Cities area of Upper NortheastTennesse.e. 

 
It was a privilege to meet you at our Ruffed Grouse Society first annual meeting in Syria, 
VA to share informatipn and ideas with.theVirginia Division offorestry and Virginia 
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries on this forest man gefnent plan. As we forge 
this plan, using the bestinfo,f!Uati()p and experiencs o,ftheVirginia and West Virginia 
professionals, we will be providing the publicwith the most important habitat 
management that this generation has ever seen. 

 
I am supporting Alternative (G) which I feel provides the most beneficial opportunities to 
enhance the early successional habitat that has been overlooked for so long. The age-class 
diversity is now lacking in all our forests and the upland species have suffered for it. 
Ruffed grouse, quail, and many songbirds and other species, need this diverse cover 
returned to the torest for protection and food. 

 
This is our day to lead the way, for this part of the country, to demonstrate what can be 
done in the forest and still have harvestable resources. The productiveness  of the Shaker 
Village habitat project in Kentucky is a similar example.  Managing habitat in the fields 
and other management practices increased quail coveys from several to over 40 coveys, 
and without expensive mechanisms. I also feel the short needle pines would offer more 
benefits for our upland friends in the replanted areas than the long leaf.  In this forest 
community of over 500,000 acres, the VDGIF gives the game score for grouse as 
"Average" and quail as "Poor." We can do BETTER for these fine game birds. 



Page 2 
 
 
 

Let's be sure that what we harvest is being more completely consumed in our economy, 
local or otherwise and improve that bottom line. For instance, in a Tennessee Division of 
Forestry presentation given to the Tennessee House of Representatives-Environment  and 
Conservation committee last April, in the last 10 years, Tennessee has only been 
harvesting 50% of their annual growth of trees greater than 5 inches in diameter.  Then 
forestry made a marketable product ofless than half of that.  So Tennessee forests are 
aging faster than they are being managed for profitably, as well as needing to produce A 
LOT more income with what they did harvest. 

 
With intrastate cooperation of agencies and electronic communication,  we will get more 
information and expertise at a lower cost than has ever been possible before. 

 
Let's restore what was so highly valued by our parents and grandparents.  We are your 
dedicated volunteers waiting for your signal to "put boots on the ground" and see this 
project through. Our group has monies at-the-ready to put towards valuable projects 
which will encourage prescribed  bums and open canopy with native grasses planted for 
cover and food. 

 
My sincerest thanks for this opporturtitffo respond tothe )Jroposedforest plan and I hope 
to work with you in the future. We appreciated your comments at the meeting and plan 
corrections and the deadline extension for the comment period: 

 
Humbly yours, 

 

 
RGS Appalachian Highlands ChapterMiml.ber 

 
TN Department of Environment and Coriservatiori · 
Water Pollution Control-Johnson  City Field Office 
423-747-8980 (cell) 
Erwin, TN  37650 



"Long, Terry (AMS)" 
 

09/08/2011 06:24 PM 

To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us> 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Forest management plan 
 
 
 

Good afternoon, 
 

I have hunted the GW‐Jefferson National Forests border area for 40 years and have a small camp 
adjacent to GW National Forest. I strongly support managing the forests for mixed age and habitat – 
either through selective burning or harvesting of timber. A large part of the area I hunt was clear cut 
around 38 years ago. We cursed it at the time, but it was not many years before we were hunting the 
“cut over thickets”. That taught us that some harvesting was good for the various species, but especially 
grouse. With it being fully grown after those 38 years, we have not seen any grouse in a long time and 
less turkeys overall. 

 
Additionally, we had a near failure of mast just a few years ago. We had to hunt the areas around fields 
to find any sign, not to mention deer. In a more mixed habitat environment, they would have had some 
browse of young growth at least. 

 
Terry Long 
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09/10/2011 12:37 PM 
To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@f s.fe 

d.us 
cc 

bee 
 

Subject Ban on horizontal driIIing 
 
 
 

I lllll writing to encourage the Forest Service to ban horil:ontal drilling  in the George  ITBSilillgton National 
Forest till we em be BSsured it can be done  safely.   We must do everything possible to protect our drinking 
1111ter resources, wildlife habitat md recreation areas. There are  wa)'ll to secure mare energy that do not 
pose the risb associated with this type of drilling. 

 
J.(artha E. Sider  
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: GWNF Management Plan 
Date: Friday, September 09, 2011 1:00:00 PM 

 
 
 
I realize that the George Washington National Forest, as all national 
forests, is multiple use. However, given its proximity to the densely 
populated east coast, it has a very high value for recreational use 
and as a watershed. Any plans for its future use should be heavily 
weighted toward recreation and water supply. 

 
After preserving suitable areas as designated wilderness and 
preserving other areas with high recreational value, the rest should 
remain as a working forest managed on a sustained yield basis with 
consideration given to water supply and quality. Logging is important 
to the local economy and provides a diversity of habitat when 
rotation is based on sustained yield. The appropriate mix will have 
the greatest economic value to the people of the United States. 

 
Drilling for gas and hydrofracking gas wells should be prohibited. These 
activities are not compatible with the uses mentioned above, especially 
watershed management. Hazen & Swayer's study for the NYC EPA says 
it all. The shale strata are highly fractured due to 
multiple glaciations and seismic activity, and the fissures in the 
rock will allow toxic fracking fluids to migrate up to pollute 
aquifers and surface waters. In general, with or without fracking, 
gas well development is not compatible with recreational activities, 
be it hiking, camping, hunting, fishing, bird watching or whatever. 

 
As a resident of Virginia and West Virginia I have spent a lot of 
time enjoying the George Washington NF and hope to continue doing so 
as long as I'm alive and well. Increasing the degree of commercial 
development of the forest would diminish its value to me. I am 
satisfied with the current management of the forest and urge you to 
continue managing it in a similar manner. 

Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 

Mike Kennedy 
Moorefield, WV 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us


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

lee@fs.fed.us 
Subject: GW National Forest Plan - More Early Successional Growth 
Date: Thursday, September 08, 2011 3:43:00 PM 

 
 

To whom it may concern, 
 
 

Over the last decade I have spent countless days hunting, fishing, hiking and camping in the GWNF. 
With regards to your future plan for the forest, I believe that it is flawed in the fact that there will 
still not be enough early successional growth in the forest.  While logging and prescribed burns may 
put a temporary scar on the land, it is necessary for the wildlife to have this type of habitat to 
survive.  Grouse numbers are drastically down on the GWNF lands over the last decade and turkeys 
along with deer, bear and other animals would all benefit from an increase in this type of habitat. 

 
It is time to stop making decisions based on emotions and time to start making decisions for our 
land based on sound science. 

 
Thank you for your time. 

 
 
 
Mark Borcherding 
Alion Science and Technology Corporation 
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George Washington National Forest 
Supervisor’s Office 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA  24019 

 
September 8, 2011 

 
Dear Sirs: 

 
I have read the Draft Revised Land and Resource Management Plan just compiled for the 
George Washington National Forest and hope that my comments will be placed in the 
public record and considered to revise the draft plan. I do not believe that the sportsmen 
and women who use the George Washington National Forest have been given adequate 
consideration in the Agency’s Preferred Alternative G. I would like to see Alternative D 
implemented to better address active wildlife habitat management and to benefit the rural 
economies surrounding the George Washington National Forest. 

 
Current land management allocations of the one million plus acres of the Forest are not 
being as actively managed to enhance wildlife habitat on the Forest as they were stated 
they would be in the current plan. The current plan allocates 44,000 acres in Wilderness 
(1A) or Recommended Wilderness Study (1B) while at the same time having 19 % of the 
acreage in Remote Backcountry that will, sooner or later be recommended by Virginia 
Wild for Wilderness Study. Timber production and Early Successional Habitat (ESH) are 
only 12% of the acreage of the Forest under the current management plan.  Alternative G 
adds 20,314 acres to be recommended to Congress for Wilderness study and adds no 
EHS habitat or timber production while decreasing Remote Backcountry habitat by only 
1 % and that is due to the land being recommended in Wilderness. 

 
Alternative G appears to be more of a non-management plan and a hardship to the rural 
economy according to Table 2-18. Clearly Alternative G impacts the rural economies 
around the Forest with a projected loss of 251 jobs, while at the same time decreasing 
Average Annual Labor income remaining, by more than $13,000 less than the current 
management plan; this economic model for the Forest is being proposed during one of the 
worse economies since the Great Depression. Alternative D would add a modest amount 
of 82 jobs (projected number 1,169) which is the highest of all Alternatives listed while 
also increasing average labor income by an additional $2585. 

 
Beyond the economics of the plans Alternative G increases Wilderness acreage for 
Congress to consider. The Forest Service admits in the plan that “To date no species of 
plant or animal had been identified in the Southeastern United States that is considered an 
old growth obligate” (3-144). Why then should wilderness be increased to the detriment 
of the hundreds of species that are in need of more Early Successional Habitat and are 
considered management indicator species? 



As a hunter and master naturalist I believe that the Forest Service is acquiescing to 
sociological pressure from vocal minorities rather than managing the Forest for wildlife 
species. I believe that this accusation is founded further when we notice that the current 
Land Management Plan target of timbering was to be 3000 acres per annum but has for 
practical purposes been less than 1000 acres per year! 

 
The professional staff of the Forest Service is well aware that wildlife need several 
habitat components along with range quality dependent on the size of the components 
and their proximity in relation to each species requirements. Wildlife biologist, foresters, 
and administrators can well see that the GW Forest is aging toward old growth and not 
enough timber harvesting is occurring to prevent this trending. Several scientific studies 
point to the fact that the farther a species must range to satisfy its needs and preferences 
then the more energy the species must expend and the greater the species exposure to 
mortality factors. What is needed on the GW National Forest is more early and mid- 
successional habitat, but what the Forest is trending to is old growth, backcountry, 
and increased wilderness acreage. 

 
Wild turkey, ruffed grouse, American woodcock, northern bobwhite quail, and dozens of 
migratory bird species would benefit by having additional timbering and active wildlife 
habitat management occurring on the Forest. Varied features add diversity within a forest 
stand and should be planned for in this Land Management Plan. Alternative D benefits all 
of these species, including white tail deer, Golden-winged Warbler, eastern towhee, and 
chestnut sided warblers. A recent study at the College of William and Mary gives a status 
assessment of the Golden-winged Warblers in Virginia. The study concludes that lack of 
Early Successional Habitat is one of the prime reasons for the Golden-winged warbler 
population decline. The Forest Planners can find this study at www.ccb-wm.org/Golden- 
winged_Warbler at the College of William and Mary. 

 
I would contend that the loss of habitat on the Forest is also one of the prime reasons that 
hunter use of the Forest has declined from 17% of the population in 1996 in Virginia to 
7% in 2006 (E-6 of the plan). It should be noted by the Forest Planners that the number 
one reason individuals give up hunting is lack of access to huntable land. That is why 
more public lands, such as our National Forest, should be actively managed for wildlife. 

 
Hunters are willing to pay for active wildlife habitat management through Pittman- 
Robertson monies obtained through hunting licenses and taxes and Dingle-Johnson 
through fishing licenses and taxes on fishing tackle. In what ways are the Wilderness 
advocates paying for management? Yet, their voices are continually heard over the 
sporting men and women in America today, as these preferred alternatives have shown 
consistently on our National Forest. 

 
The position of different stand ages in relation to each other would provide for greater 
diversity instead of islands of wilderness or old growth. The resulting diversity would 
ensure animals requiring two or more different stages of forest could find them within 
reasonable travel distance (turkey nesting habitat verse turkey poult rearing habitat); 
furthermore, animals that require a single stage can find at least one suitable area in the 
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Forest, i.e. ruff grouse habitat, and finally there would always be a progression of clear- 
cut to early successional to mid and late successional habitat for the benefit of all species. 
Further wildlife benefits would occur if the Forest Service would adjoin at least two 
different age-classes on each side of a stream. Little of this will occur under the auspices 
of Alternative G, the preferred alternative. What will occur is less timbering, fewer rural 
jobs, degradation of optimum early successional habitat, no Marcellus shale gas drilling, 
no wind energy, less carbon sequestration (younger trees sequester carbon at a more rapid 
rate than mature trees) and fewer hunters using our federal public lands. 

 
The USFS needs to meet their desired goals of 1,800 to 3,000 acres per year in the next 
decade to benefit species dependent on Early Successional Habitat. Clearly that has not 
occurred under the current plan and it may be necessary for the Forest Service to use the 
professional capabilities of outside agencies, i.e. Virginia Game and Fish and the West 
Virginia DNR as a means of outsourcing. In the next decade it is extremely important for 
the GW to reach its desired goal of timber management or the Forest will be moving 
toward old growth habitat. Please, we need some even aged management cuts to 
benefit early successional habitat species, now! Sunlight must reach the forest floor 
to establish herbaceous and woody vegetation, thereby providing food for ruffed 
grouse, turkey poults, deer, and a suite of other wildlife species. 

 
I am confused about the need to use the terminology of “Mosaics of Habitats” in the new 
Preferred Alternative plan. You stated in the proposed accepted alternative that 
within this prescription area creation and maintenance of old fields, wildlife 
openings, and pastoral areas “may” occur. Please strike the word MAY and put in 
the word SHALL. Why do we want to take man out of management in our nation’s 
forest? I don’t mean to be overly critical but the issue of active forest management is the 
very essence of the function of the United States Forest Service. I realize the difficulty of 
the job to manage for all aspects of our society today but there is clearly a need by the 
wildlife and the hunters in our society for more management in and on our National 
Forest. 

 
The George Washington National Forest has benefited from the use of prescribed fire 
during the length of the last plan. However, prescribed burning should not be 
emphasized over active timber harvest. More prescribed fire needs to be used in open 
canopy savannahs. More cutting through even aged commercial timbering would benefit 
wildlife and the rural economies. The promised economic benefits of Wilderness that was 
touted in the last plan have not come to fruition, why believe those promises again? Look 
at your rural communities; our neighbors are hurting from the lack of rural jobs that could 
be invigorated with more timbering. 

 
Sporting men and women’s groups have expertise that can be provided to assist the 
United States Forest Service in managing the Forest. Please continue to work with the 
Ruffed Grouse Society and the National Wild Turkey Federation to identify suitable 
active wildlife habitat management projects. Both of these organizations are active in the 
communities that surround the Forest and are using their resources to benefit wildlife, 
while securing our hunting heritage. I am a proud member of both organizations. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
 
Charlie A. Nichols 
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james w rhine 
 

09/09/2011 03:42 PM 

To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us> 

cc   

bcc 
 

Subject  fracking 
 
 
 

I do not support the ban on horizontal drilling in the GWNF. 
I was trained to study issues completely and I have done so. The misinformation floatiing around my 
area is 
terrible. 
I was trained in the sciences, physics and math, and believe we are being sold a bill of goods by the 
opponents. 
v/r jwrhine 
timberville, va 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: GW comments 
Date: Thursday, September 08, 2011 10:14:00 AM 

 
 
With a number of wildlife species that depend on early succession type habitat in decline.The options 
listed in your new plan fall short of the allowable timber harvest to address the problem.The percentage 
of old growth timber is too high.I am sure this pleases a large group of protectionists but it does not 
please the conservation community.The primary concern of the plan should not be how do we please 
either group but how this plan will benefit the resident who live in the National forest.By residents I 
mean Gold Winged Warblers,the Ruffed Grouse and many other species too numerous to list. 

 
My concern is not enough timber management or prescribed burning to help the species who depend 
on early succession habitat to rebound. 

 
Please consider my concerns 
David Truban 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us


From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: Natural gas drilling in the National Forest 
Date: Wednesday, September 14, 2011 10:29:00 AM 

 
 
Hello, 
I would like to express my support for banning deep/horizontal drilling for natural 
gas in National Forests. Particularly since these new practices are not yet properly 
regulated, we should not allow them to be tested in our National Forests. I would 
further support banning of all drilling operations in National Forests, as i visit the 
forest to be embraced by trees and clean streams, and not distracted by clearings 
and well pads. 
Thank-you for accepting comments, 
anne hereford 
Morgantown, WV 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us


Rich Sider 
 

09/17/2011 05:10 PM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Ban on horizontal drilling in the George Washington 
National Forest 

 
 

I support the ban on horizontal drilling and do not want the ban to be overturned until 
there is clear scientific evidence that it can be done without damaging water sources, 
wildlife habitat and recreational resources.  Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 
Rich Sider 
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Paul Torrence 
 

09/11/2011 06:56 PM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  COMMENTS draft forest plan 
 
 
 

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

 
 
 

comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us 
 
 

To: GWNF Supervisor 
From Paul F. Torrence 16282 Watergap Rd Williams, OR 97544 
I have s special interest and affection for the lands encompassed 
by GWNF since I lived in the region for 30 years and brought my 
children up hiking those lands. As a scientists I have also a 
concern about the ongoing loss of biodiversity on this planet and 
the obligation of humans to preserve diversity in all it 
embodiments. That said, I am disappointed in your preferred 
alternative and your DEIS. 

 
 
 
 
 

The George Washington National Forest (GWNF) is a vital natural 
resource in a region that is becoming increasingly developed. 
Only 100 miles from Washington, D.C., it provides incredible 
outdoor recreation opportunities to millions of Americans, 
including many living in urban communities. It is a well-used and 
well-loved national forest, home to many wildlife species including 
black bears, the endangered Indiana bat, , and many wonderful 
bird species. Old growth forest stands still remain, and it is home 
to the headwaters of the Potomac and James Rivers, important 
sources of drinking water for millions of people. 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe
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The management plan for the GWNF should strive to protect these 
natural resources and preserve the forest's multiple use 
opportunities. Natural gas development, and the roads and traffic 
that come with it, are known to cause significant impacts on 
wildlife habit, aquatic resources, forests, water quality and air 
quality. 

 
 
The treatment of the long-term effects of proposed actions on the 
GWNF is drastically short of acceptable in terms of the effects of 
resultant landscape and forest fragmentation on the future of 
species, population, sub-populations, and gene flow. Inadequate 
attention has been paid to the above bio-properties in the face of 
not only the proposed impacts, but also in terms of future habitat 
changes neighboring GWNF and ongoing climate change. 
Moreover, the panoply of associated proposed impacts will 
definitely impact a national treasure, Shenandoah National Park, 
as well as the entire Blue Ridge/Central Appalachian Mountain 
corridor. Your DEIS must be redone to appropriately consider that 
landscape and forest fragmentation can impose devastating and 
irreversible consequences on the biodiversity of ecosystems. 
Landscape fragmentation contributes to loss of migratory 
corridors, loss of connectivity and natural communities, which all 
lead to a loss of biodiversity for a region. Conservation of 
biodiversity must include all levels of diversity: genetic, species, 
community, and landscape. Each complex level is dependent 
upon and linked to the other levels. 
Biodiversity is influenced by landscape fragmentation at various 
scales of space and time. The extinction of ecosystem types and 
component species may cause an increased patchiness of the 
landscape, resulting in lower population sizes and decreased 
connectivity. As a result, inhabitants may experience decreased 
dispersal abilities and lowered gene flows between populations. 
Fragmentation affects animal populations in a variety of ways, 
including decreased species diversity and lower densities of some 
animal species in the resulting smaller patches The whole area of 
the original habitat type diminishes as a result of landscape 
fragmentation. The absolute habitat loss of pristine habitat and 



the reduced density of resources associated with fragmentation 
potentially impacts the biota more than any other single factor. 
Landscape fragmentation affects the flora and fauna of a given 
ecosystem by replacing a naturally occurring ecosystem with a 
human-dominated landscape, which may be inhospitable to a 
certain number of the original species. Attention should be paid 
to the influence landscape fragmentation has already had on 
various indigenous habitats, since species composition and 
diversity is affected by the matrix of surrounding land. 

A factor in the disappearance of species within habitats 
may be human landscape changes, which may alter the stability 
of an ecosystem in favor of species that are highly adaptable to 
changing conditions. For example, the increased amount of 
human-dominated landscape allows certain species to grow 
phenomenally, which can result in harm to species that rely 
exclusively on patch interior habitat. In addition to shifting 
the ecosystem balance towards species that are highly adaptable, 
the loss of habitat associated with habitat fragmentation may 
simply cause a decline in interior species populations, which are 
not as easily adaptable to changing environments. 
Proposed human interventions on the GWNF landscape cannot be 
considered in an isolated entity opf forest boundaries, but rather 
must be reckoned in the vastly altyered adjacent landscapes 
which vastly increase the biological relevance and potential 
negativity of human disturbances on the GWNF. Likewise, for 
reasons of fragmentation and connectivity, human impacts on the 
GWNF have to be viewed in terms of the cumulative effects on 
other less human-dominated ecosystems, such as Shenandoah 
National Park. 
Your DEIS states: 

 
 

Many of the risks to viability of species on the GWNF are 
related to factors outside the management direction for the 
Forest. Many of the species are at the limits of their ranges, 
utilize habitat from an area much larger than the Forest 
itself, or are affected by large scale influences like climate 
change. In these cases, the best that can be done on the 
GWNF is to maintain and restore resiliency in habitat 



conditions so that species have the ability to utilize the 
habitat to the extent they can. 

 
 
 
 
 
This statement emphasizes the key role of GWNF in the protection 
of the Appalachians and is why your proposed actions that would 
permit drilling and logging are both poorly conceived and totally 
unacceptable. Alt G in no way lives up to your wording above. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I strongly oppose Alternative Gas it limits new wilderness 
recommendations to a mere 5 % of potential acreage (20,400 
acres out of 372,000 acres in the Forest Service’s list of eligible 
areas). Alternative G allows road development and logging in 
parts of many unroaded areas. This alternative also allows old 
growth logging in two of the Forest’s major forest types. And it 
does not protect all of the Virginia Natural Heritage program sites 
recommended for protection in 1991, 2000, and subsequent 
biological diversity reports. 

 
 
I strongly support the Forest Service's proposal to prohibit 
horizontal drilling and its associated hydraulic fracturing , 
but I am concerned that your plan still makes hundreds of 
thousands of acres available for new natural gas wells created by 
vertical drilling. Due to the intense environmental impacts of new 
wells, including fragmentation and destruction of wildlife habitat, 
noise and light disturbance, and significant air, soil, and water 
quality threats, it is important that 
the most sensitive areas of the National Forest are protected from 
any surface disturbance or threats to surface waters or 
groundwater, including drinking water supply and other priority 
watersheds and sensitive natural, scenic and recreation areas, 



such as special biological and geological areas, old growth forest, 
the Shenandoah Mountain Crest, eligible Scenic and Recreational 
River Corridors, and the Blue Ridge Parkway Corridor. 

 
 
 
 
 
I am also concerned that your preferred alternative does not 
protect all wilderness quality lands, old growth forest stands, or 
watersheds which supply drinking water, which should be 
completely protected from harmful industrial development. Please 
also ensure that all inventoried roadless areas and roadless areas 
identified in new inventories are protected consistent with the 
2001 Roadless Rule. 

 
 
 
 
 
The GWNF is a treasure for millions of Americans, and you mustl 
do your utmost to preserve all of its important multiple uses. 

 
 
 
 
 

The GWNF must: 
 
 
1.) Plan for climate change by protecting core wilderness areas, 
reducing forest fragmentation and decreasing and eliminating 
non-climate stresses such as logging, road building and oil and 
gas leasing. I append here a report from the Rocky Mountain 
Institute that details some climate change effects and underlines 
the need to reduce impacts that affect forest /mountain slope 
stability. 

 
 
2.) Protect all areas identified in the Virginia’s Mountain Treasures 
publication to the degree possible by designating them as 
unsuitable for timber harvest, new road building, and 
surface-occupying oil and gas drilling 

 
 
3.) Protect all roadless areas, whether previously inventoried or 
recently identified, consistent with the provisions of the 2001 



Roadless Rule 
 
 

4.) Protect all existing Old Growth forest 
 
 
5. Account for and eliminate fragmentation effects, connectivity 
interruption issues, effects on Shenandoah National Park, effects 
of exurbia impacts on future forest conditions. This includes NO 
NEW ROADS. 

 
 
The first choice among existing alternatives is Alternative C, the 
conservation alternative, modified so that it is consistent with the 
Friends of Shenandoah Mountain proposal. Alternative C 
addresses the four priorities above in a way that is far superior to 
the other existing alternatives. 

 
 
 
 
 
I trust you will so amend your preferred alternative so as to put 
the land organism’s need above human greed. 

 
 
 
 
 

Very truly yours, 
 
 
Paul Torrence. Ph.D. Emeritus Professor of Chemistry & 
Biochemistry Northern Arizona University 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: horizontal drilling in our national forests 
Date: Monday, September 12, 2011 12:04:00 PM 

 
 
I support the ban on horizontal drilling in national forests. 
Specifically, a ban on the process known as Fracking as it relates to gas mining and 
production. 

 
Until a company commits to, and has regulatory oversight of, ensuring that all water 
used in the "fracking" process is returned to its original cleanliness, and, until there is 
scientific evidence that the chemicals used in the process are not a risk 
to aquifers and local wells; then the cost of gas production to the producer, does not 
relate to the cost of gas production to society. 
Respectfully, Jon Rogers 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us


From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: Support ban on Forest horizontal Drilling 
Date: Sunday, September 11, 2011 2:23:00 AM 

 
 
I support the ban on horizontal drilling and fracking in the George Washington- 
Jefferson National Forest. 

 
William F. Sprinkel,Sr. 

 
 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us


From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Date: Friday, September 16, 2011 6:14:00 PM 

 
 
 

Submitted by: Karen Waterman<br>At: watermanmk@hotmail.com<br>Remark:  As a world traveler 
having seen many spectacular sights, I am always amazed when returning home at the beautiful area I 
live in.  The responsibility is upon you to decide what will happen. Will pristine areas be kept as either 
wilderness or scenic areas? Will profit making groups be able to forever leave their marks upon the 
mountains, streams and land?  Future generations will live with your decisions. 
I appreciate being able to share my thoughts with you.  Regards, Karen Waterman <br> 
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Robert Green 
 

 

09/12/2011 05:41 PM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Fracking 
 
 
 

This is to completely support the Forest Service's proposal to ban horizontal 
drilling in the George Washington National Forest. 
If I had my way vertical drilling would also be banned. 
I am concerned about loss and quality of my water supply and the state of the 
environment in general being threatened by fracking. 
Robert Green, 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: The Draft Plan for the Forest 
Date: Sunday, September 11, 2011 9:20:00 PM 

 
 

Please consider my comments on the draft plan. 
 

With only 1,000 acres of annual timber cutting on an area of over 1 million acres, the forest will 
become essentially old growth. This will not fulfill the original intent for the National Forest System, by 
greatly reducing populations of all wildlife species dependent upon early succession habitats 
during critical stages of their lives. Affected species will and do include ruffed grouse, wild turkey, 
whitetail deer, and many songbirds and even small mammals. 

 
Recreational opportunities for hunters will continue to decline as the forest continues its current 
trend. Additionally, hunters provide very significant economic stimulus to the rural businesses near the 
George Washington National Forest. As the wildlife populations continue to decline and hunting 
becomes less rewarding, cash flow to the rural communities from hunters who travel distances from 
their homes will decline as well. 

 
In addition to reducing wildlife populations and hunting opportunity, the excessively conservative timber 
cutting program impacts the forest industry, including the people who live near the forest and have both 
large and small businesses. In the current economic condition of our country, the 
George Washington National Forest should encourage and support the forest industry and local 
communities. 

 
I make the above comments based on my personal observations and professional background. Since 
1977, I have hunted and fished on the George Washington National Forest annually. I participated in 
wild turkey research conducted in the Deerfield area of the GWNF by Virginia Tech as a faculty 
member of the Department of Fisheries and Wildlife Science, in the School of Forestry and Natural 
Resources. I was a professor of wildlife science in the department from 1977 through 1990, when I 
joined the faculty at North Carolina State. Even though I moved, I have continued to use the lands and 
waters of the George Washington. I am a Certified Wildlife Biologist, a Fellow of The Wildife 
Society, and Professor Emeritus with North Carolina State University. 

Thank you for taking the time and interest to consider my views. 

Peter T. Bromley, Ph.D. 
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"John Froehlich" 
 

09/14/2011 10:03 AM 

To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us> 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Fracking in GW Forest 
 
 
 

I am opposed to fracking for gas in the GW National Forest. 
 

I do not believe the gas industries and the federal government oversight agencies have adequately 
analyzed the research that identifies the hazards and uncertainties of fracking. 

 
J. Froehlich 
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R Samawicz 
 

09/17/2011 11:13 AM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  forest management 
 
 
 

Dear George Washington National Forest Managers: 
 

We live in Vienna, Virginia. I think my husband and myself represent 
the majority of Virginians in our views of forest management. Since we 
moved here in 1996, we have always enjoyed taking family, and now 
ourselves, on trips around the beautiful state of Virginia to hike, 
bike, canoe, occasionally fish, and view wildlife. We are members of 
the Audubon Society, and sometimes of the Sierra Club, Potomac 
Conservancy, CCAN, etc. But we do not always agree with everything the 
environmental groups advocate. It's just that we don't want to see 
rampant exploitation of our lands without careful management and thought 
to environmental safety and sustainablility. Although we do not hunt 
ourselves, we support recreational hunting (although I am against bear 
hunting at this point). How wonderful to go out and get to know the 
area and the animal habits and bag your own deer or turkey for 
Thanksgiving! We view timber-harvesting in a sustainable manner a 
perfectly reasonable economic activity. So, I think we represent a 
moderate sort of conservationism that is probably in tune with the views 
of most Virginians and Americans. 

 
However, we do insist on our government using the latest scientific 
forestry practices and best- informed management of our lands as far as 
is possible. That would mean always making decisions in favor of the 
sustainability of the forest and its inhabitants for posterity rather 
than short-term gain. It is the responsibility of the Forest Service 
to advocate for the forest. Foresters know that there is no such thing 
as short-term when it comes to forests. We think he best timber- 
harvesting would be tree by tree analysis. Since that is probably not 
economically feasible, (although with photography and computers, it may 
be) the closest thing to this, with close study and continuing 
evaluation by our forestry experts, would be best. Also, that would 
include the Forest Service formulating wildfire prevention policy using 
the latest studies on wildfire management, working with local government 
to advise on zoning to keep housing away from known wildfire areas. 

 
Roads into forests bring lots of trouble. Building lots of unneeded 
roads into our wonderful George Washington National Forest to increase 
timber harvest without strict management is against the principle of the 
National Forest System--to balance economic use with simple enjoyment 
and preservation. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca F. Samawicz 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Cc:  
Subject: Support for Alternative C 
Date: Monday, September 12, 2011 1:11:00 PM 

 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 

 
I am writing in support of Alternative C of the Forest Service Draft Plan.  I live on 
Walker Mountain in Bath County, Virginia.  I am concerned about the plan to clear 
cut the area in several places and the possibility of wind turbines being located there 
in the future.  I believe the forest in Bath and Alleghany Counties need to remain 
intact for many reasons; climate change, economics, recreation, and forest health to 
name a few.  Bath County struggles economically and the forest is a main attraction 
for those visiting the area.  The recreational use of the forest equates to the 
economic health of our area.  As for climate change, I know that climate change is 
an inevitable part of living on this planet, but I also believe that we, as mankind, 
need to be aware of our impact and act accordingly and respectfully.  The forest 
needs to be monitored over the course of several years to access its health. 
Allowing trees to mature and grow to old age where they are considered "old 
growth" is important.  We have yet to learn the importance old growth habitat plays 
in our environment.  We don't seem to want to wait long enough to find out how 
important it is, which is indicative our our culture right now.  I respectfully ask you 
to consider supporting Alternative C of the Forest Service Draft Plan. 

 
Thank you, 
Donna Campagna 
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"Spradlin, Damian" 
 

 

09/12/2011 09:25 AM 

To  "'comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us'" 
<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  George Washington National Forest Management Plan 
 
 
 

Hello, 
 

 
Please consider these comments while drafting the upcoming management plan for the George 

Washing National Forest.  Our national forest lands have become barren remnants of what they once 
were due in large part to the pseudo-science pushed by environmental groups. By letting our public 
forest grow into mature park like settings we are turning it into a place devoid of the type of habitat 
needed to sustain game and non-game species alike.  Every forest needs to be managed so that there 
are various stages of growth that provide both mature forest, a thick understory, and open lands. This 
should be achieved by sustainable timber harvest over larger areas and prescribed burnings of areas that 
are already open.  I know that in society today it may be looked down upon to harvest large mature trees 
and create “unsightly” areas by logging, but as beautiful as large open forests are to look at they do 
nothing for the wildlife that live there.  The dwindling population of native species such as ruffed grouse, 
bobwhite quail, and whitetail deer on the national forest are due in large part to the loss of such habitat 
that timber management provides and this is a fact that environmentalists do not take into consideration 
when they lobby for a ban on timber harvest on public lands. I implore you to consider the facts and the 
science behind sustainable timber management and to not let those that make the most noise about it 
sway you from doing what is best for out forests and our wildlife. I hope reason will win out over activism 
in a situation as important as this.  Thank you for you time and consideration. 

 
 

Sincerely, 

Damian Spradlin 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: public comment 
Date: Sunday, September 11, 2011 10:07:00 PM 

 
 
 
I urge the support of the Shenandoah Mountain Proposal and wilderness 
recommended by the stakeholder process. Also, do uphold the ban on 
horizontal drilling to assure water quality for generations to come. 

 
 
Brian Martin Burkholder, M.Div. 
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Ella Martin 
 

09/21/2011 10:05 AM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  fracking 
 
 
 

Hi! I am a nurse concerned about the health and well-being of people. This 
includes community health as well. I support the ban on horizontal drilling. I 
understand the need for jobs. However, I'm concerned about the effects of 
the chemicals used in fracking and the effect it has on local wildlife and 
communities. I will not be swayed by last minute ad campaigns. Thanks for 
listening. Ella Martin 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: hydrofracking 
Date: Thursday, September 22, 2011 5:47:00 PM 

 
 
I live near the GW National Forest and am very concerned about the 
possibility of hydrofracking in the forest adn surrounding area.  I feel 
strongly that additional restricitions need to put on verical gas drilling 
including a ban on drilling in local drinking water supply areas, priority 
watersheds and all recreation areas.  Sandra Hodge 

 
-- 
Sending a Smile!  Sandy 
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"Rick E. Marks" 
 

09/19/2011 02:28 PM 

To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us> 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS AND REVISED MANAGEMENT 
PLAN FOR THE GEORGE WASHINGTON NAT'L FOREST 

 
 

Dear Sir/Madam: 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Forest Plan and Draft EIS for the George 
Washington National Forest (GWNF). 

 
I am a landowner in Rockbridge County, VA and my property is located within the GWNF. My 32.3 acre 
parcel is fronted by Nettle Creek, a small VA trout stream. The stream is healthy and contains a thriving 
population of native brook trout. I am currently developing an organic heirloom apple orchard (using 
organic fertilizers and no pesticides) and take all necessary precautions to protect Nettle Creek. I planted 
native persimmons, blueberries and blackberries and am planning to add bee hives in the near future. I 
manage my pasture land to maximize the availability of wildflowers for honey bee health. I am currently 
working with the VA Department of Forestry to develop and implement a forest management plan to 
protect forest health and provide for wildlife habitat and foraging opportunity. I am a volunteer for the 
VA Native Trout Stream Sensitivity Study to help monitor water quality in the State’s native trout streams. 

 
As I undertake these extra efforts to protect my own small part of the GWNF, I expect the U.S. Forest 
Service to extend the same courtesy and level of responsibility. It is in this vain that I offer the following 
comments – 

 
I support a prohibition on horizontal drilling on federal oil and gas leases in the GWNF; I 
support increased widths for riparian buffers; 
I support making the following “Management Indicator Species”: 

Pileated Woodpecker 
Ovenbird Scarlet 
Tanager Wild 
Brook Trout 

Eastern Wild Turkey Black 
Bear White‐tailed 
Deer 

I support efforts to minimize the introduction and spread of non‐native invasive species; and 
I support a controlled, well‐planned fire management strategy to protect the environment; 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Forest Plan and Draft EIS for the George 
Washington National Forest. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
Rick E. Marks 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f


From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: RE: George Washington National Forest Revised Forest Plan Citizen comment 
Date: Wednesday, September 21, 2011 9:51:00 PM 

 
 
 
Dear USDA FS and Ms. Overcash: 

21 SEP 11 

 
 
00, 

re: EIS No. 20110174, Draft EIS, USFS, 

 
Thank you for proposing to prohibit horizontal drilling in the proposed Revised Forest 
Plan.  I offer these comments in response to the Revised Plan as proposed. 

 
I oppose any gas drilling in the George Washington National Forest, whether single- 
bore vertical drilling or any horizontal drilling.  The fact that vertical gas drilling has 
been accomplished in other areas without a published disaster does not amount to a 
demonstration of safety here and in the future.  Deepwater drilling had been 
accomplished in other places before we learned that the previous absence of 
disaster is not actually assurance of safety.  Let the commercial interests 
demonstrate that safety to the scientific community, to EPA and to surrounding 
willing communities under their aquifers and confirm that scientifically before 
permitting it under our Forest that is under your care. See, e.g. Colorado and 
Pennsylvania experience, and demand the un-sealing of the court records 
concerning resolution of prior litigation evidence on hydro-fracturing before you bet 
our forest and our water that it is benign. 

 
I oppose logging of old growth forests and urge you to prohibit it unless you 
affirmatively find that: 1) we have more Old Growth forest than we need and 2) that 
harvesting particular tracts of Old Growth forests will contribute benefits to 
surrounding forest growth and wildlife that cannot be achieved without such a 
harvest.  If, for instance you find that the Old Growth forest is diseased, or that we 
have such a giant monoculture of ancient trees that they are likely to die off in the 
same generation, leaving a "generation gap" in the forest, then those would seem 
adequate reasons.  But I would oppose harvesting them merely because somebody 
can make a bunch of money out of logging in our National Forest. 

 
If harvesting Old Growth (or other forests under your care) requires new road 
construction within the National Forest, that seems another good reason not to 
permit logging.  You seem to have documented that roads inevitably interfere with 
stream quality, increase erosion, modify runoff patterns and require either 
remediation if they are to be abandoned, or expensive maintenance or repair if they 
are to be in continued use.  If your foresters can show the need for fire trails to be 
cut in, that would seem to be an exception. 

 
Please do permit wind-powered generation in the National Forest if you can do so 
without excessive footprint and road construction.  If helicopter-aided logging is now 
economically feasible, then we should be able to construct wind-powered generators 
and connect them to the grid with power lines without an extensive network of 
roads to do so.  The consequential reduction in toxic emissions enabled by this less- 
polluting source of electricity will benefit other forests that are down-stream of coal- 
fired plants.  We all live downwind and downstream of somewhere.  I am willing to 
tolerate low-frequency sound emission and the "scenic pollution" of windmills, if they 
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are generating power that will reduce my dependance on coal-fired plants which 
seem to emit more harmful emissions and have additional adverse effects from the 
necessary mining, preparation and transportation of the necessary coal. If our 
region is fortunate enough to have the choice of coal, gas, or wind power; wind 
power seems to represent less of an environmental harm than the other two, per 
unit of energy produced. 

 
Thanks for extending the comment period, and for the (surely painful) process of 
issuing errata notices when required.  Every agency makes mistakes, and good 
agencies correct them in public. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Spiller 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Earl Ray Tomblin 
Governor 

DIVISION OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
Wildlife Resources Section 

324 Fourth Avenue 
South Charleston, West Virginia  25303-1228 

Telephone (304) 558-2771 
Fax (304-558-3147 

TDD 1-800-354-6087 Frank Jezioro 
Director 

 
September 15, 2011 

 
 
 
 
George Washington National Forest 
Forest Plan Revision 
5162 Valleypoint Parkway 
Roanoke, Virginia 24019 

 
RE: George Washington National Forest Draft EIS, 

EIS No. 20110174, USFS, 00, Draft Revised 
Land and    Resource    Management    Plan 
(Federal Register Volume 76, No. 207, June 3, 
2011, Page 32198) 

 
Dear George Washington National Forest Planning Team: 

 
The West Virginia Division of Natural Resources (WVDNR). Wildlife Resources Section, 
has reviewed the Draft Revised Land and Resource Management Plan and the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the  George Washington National Forest 
(GWNF) Plan Revision.   Since 2007, our agency has been actively involved in the 
planning process for the GWNF Plan Revision. We commend the GWNF for developing 
a plan that has incorporated many of our recommendations during the planning process 
over the last several years.   We also commend the Planning Team for utilizing an 
exhaustive literature search which ultimately produced a professional analysis of the 
Ecological Systems Diversity, Terrestrial Species Diversity and Aquatic Species 
Diversity in Chapter 3 (Section 8- Biological Environment) of the Draft EIS. 

 
Our agency agrees that the Draft Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the 
GWNF (hereafter referred to as the Forest Plan or Plan) will be the implementing guide 
for the next 10-15 years that will provide guidance for desired conditions. land use 
allocations. suitable management practices. goals, objectives, standards, guidelines 
and monitoring and evaluation requirements. 

 
This agency has a long-standing record of established cooperation with the GWNF in 
West Virginia (WV).   Through a Memorandum of Understanding since the 1940's, this 
ongoing relationship has produced substantial benefits to the citizens of WV, the state's 
wildlife resources and their associated habitats on the GWNF. Currently, in the eastern 
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part  of the state, the WVDNR  manages  wildlife and wildlife habitat on three National 
Forest  Wildlife  Management   Areas  fYVMAs) encompassing   105,099  acres  spread 
throughout three administrative Ranger Districts on the Forest.  We are also responsible 
for natural resource law enforcement on these WMAs in partnership with Forest Service 
law enforcement.   These  areas  are the Cove Creek,  Shenandoah  and Wardensville 
WMAs.   Because of this agency's  active management  role on the Forest, we hereby 
offer the following comments and recommendations. 

 
 
 
General Assessment 

 
We  agree  with the  mission  of  the  Forest  Service,  which  is  "to  sustain  the  health, 
diversity  and production  of the nation's  forests and grasslands  to meet the needs  of 
present and future generations." 

 
The two major threats to National Forests in West Virginia,  including the GWNF, is a 
lack of timber cutting to produce dispersed age classes of important timber species 
including  a sustained yield of mast-producing forest types across the forest landscape, 
and  second,  the  failure  to  develop   and  maintain  an  adequate   amount  of  early 
successional habitats (ESHs) dispersed throughout forest ecosystems that are critical to 
the life cycles of many wildlife species. 

 
Our agency is very concerned  about the lack of active forest management on National 
Forests  in  West  Virginia,  the  Appalachian  Mountains   and  eastern  United  States. 
Presently,   many  of  the  forest   stands  on  National   Forests  in  West  Virginia   are 
approaching  90-100 years old.   If this trend continues, many of these important mast- 
producing forest types (through age) will lose their ability to produce a sustained yield of 
adequate mast crops for wildlife and revert to old growth character. 

 
Being  78% forested,  WV has a high diversity of plant  and animal life throughout  the 
state.  The National Forests in West Virginia, including the GWNF, contain some of the 
highest diversity of woodlands,  wildlife and wildlife habitat types found in any National 
Forest  in the eastern  United  States.   Throughout  these forested stands,  there are a 
myriad  of habitats  and  life cycle  requirement  needs  for many  species  of game  and 
nongame wildlife.  As the lead wildlife agency for the state, we are mandated by law to 
maintain viable populations of fish and wildlife species on private land, leased land and 
all state and federal lands within the state's boundary. 

 
In the deciduous and mixed pine-deciduous forests of the National Forests in WV, 
especially the GWNF, our published research and research from neighboring states has 
shown that active forest management  and wildlife habitat management  are inextricably 
woven together.  However, without silvicultural treatments including timber harvesting to 
produce  a balance  of dispersed  mast-producing  age  classes  across  the  landscape, 
viable wildlife populations cannot be properly managed. 
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Specific Comments 

 
In the Draft Plan documents,  all references to the West Virginia Department of Natural 
Resources should be changed to West Virginia Division of Natural Resources. 

 
The WVDNR supports Alternative G- Preferred Alternative, which specifically provides 
for: "a variety of resource benefits, including wood, wildlife, fish, range, dispersed 
recreation, developed recreation,  minerals, wilderness and special uses."   We feel the 
Draft Plan is comprehensive,  detailed and straight forward. 

 
Mosaics   of   Habitat:     We   agree   with  the   Planning   Team's   decision   to   create 
Management Area (MA) 13- mosaics of habitat, which combined previous MAs 14, 15, 
16 and 17. 

 
Draft  Forest  Plan.  Chapter  3, page  3-10,  Objectives  for  Species  Diversity:    Under 
Objectives for Species Diversity we recommend the following objective be included: 

 
OBJ SPD-#:  Create at least 10 herbaceous woodland savannahs  per decade, 10-25+ 
acres in size with a residual basal area of 30 sq. ft. per acre to meet structural diversity 
needs for migratory birds and other wildlife species and maintained through mowing or 
prescribed fire. 

 
Draft Forest Plan, Chapter  3, page  3-15, Restoration. Management  Approach:   Under 
road decommissioning (third item down):   We recommend that when any road is 
decommissioned  and  seeded  to  an  herbaceous  ground  cover,  that  the  WVDNR  or 
Forest Service continue to mow these roads as linear wildlife openings and that these 
linear wildlife openings  are identified  by the Forest Service and the WVDNR  on their 
wildlife opening inventory. 

 
Draft Forest Plan, Chapter 4, pages 4-118-121, 12-D Remote Backcountrv:  In the 
Standards for Management  Prescription  (MP) Remote Backcountry,  it states that you 
can cut or remove  timber  to improve  threatened, endangered,  proposed  or sensitive 
species habitat.   Our agency has a real concern that the Desired Condition of this 
Management  Area Prescription  and the Prescription Standards in that it does not allow 
timber  cutting  for certain  early  successional  songbirds  and  game  animals,  including 
game birds that need ESH through silvicultural treatment to ensure viable populations. 
In addition,  recreational  hunting  continues to be one of the most common  recreation 
uses of Backcountry MAs in National Forest lands in WV.  Our agency supports the 
development  of ESH-type  areas (including maintained wildlife openings and woodland 
savannahs) in remote backcountry areas on the GWNF. 

 
Draft  Forest  Plan.  Chapter  4,  pages  4-122-124,  13-Mosaics  of  Habitat:    Under  13 
Mosaics  of Habitat Standards  - Terrestrial and Aquatic Species,  we recommend  that 
standard 13-001 be replaced with the following two standards: 



George Washington National Forest 
September 15, 2011 
Page4 

 
13-001:  Approximately 5-8% of the lands will be in permanent  herbaceous  openings, 
including maintained wildlife openings, linear wildlife openings  (seeded  log roads), log 
landings,  woodland  savannahs  and grassland  savannahs  that will be maintained  by 
annual mowing, rotational mowing or by prescribed fire. 

 
13-002:  Openings for ESH-type  habitats on this MP may also include:   meadows/old 
fields, shrub/scrub-brushy fields, beaver meadows, recreational openings, agricultural 
openings,  grazing  allotments,  orchard  openings,  wildlife  viewing  areas,  mine 
reclamation  sites, special use  areas,  utility corridors,  gas  and  oil well sites, stream/ 
riparian  zones,  wetlands  (bogs,  fens,  marshes,  swamps),  balds,  rock  outcrops  and 
talus. 

 
Under the Standards for the Terrestrial and Aquatic Species, there is only one standard 
for wildlife habitat for the entire MP which encompasses  507,000 acres.  This area, not 
only  being  the  largest  land  allocation  prescription  on  the  Forest,  also  includes  the 
largest number of species and populations of both game  and nongame  wildlife on the 
entire Forest.  Our agency strongly disagrees with the lack of specific standards and 
guidelines  for  the  MP,  when  it  comes  to  wildlife  habitat  development   and  forest 
management  guidelines for wildlife.   We feel these important habitat standards and 
guidelines are essentially the guidance, parameters and direction to accomplishing 
objectives and achieving desired future conditions.  We are also concerned that there is 
a lack of specific standards in the Forest-wide Standards under Ecological and Species 
Diversity (Draft Plan, Chapter 4, pages 4-3 and 4-4).  Our agency feels it is important to 
be sure there is an adequate amount of specific forest management  and wildlife habitat 
standards and guidelines for wildlife, that wildlife biologists, wildlife managers, foresters 
and other land managers can utilize in future planning (see Addendum). 

 
Note:  All wildlife openings on the George Washington and Jefferson National Forests in 
West Virginia (Shenandoah, Wardensville and Potts Creek WMAs) have been mapped 
and inventoried.  This inventory includes color photographs of each wildlife opening and 
a  comprehensive   series  of  large  color-photo  maps  showing  all  maintained  wildlife 
openings on each WMA.   Each wildlife opening and developed  water hole has its own 
numerical identification.    This wildlife opening inventory was made possible by a 
photographic flight completed in the spring of 2003. 

 
 
 
Timber Management 

 
We support the increase  of lands suitable for timber production to 440,000 acres.  We 
also support the annual Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) of 5.4 million cubic feet (MMCF) 
or 27 million board feet (MMBF).   We are concerned, however, that not enough timber 
harvesting will occur in the 10-15 year life of this Revised Forest Plan to start moving 
this Forest to a more balanced age class distribution, especially the early successional 
stage (0-10 years).   Reduced  harvesting  will continue  to shift the GWNF timber into 
older age classes.   The Forest already contains an unbalanced  age class distribution 
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that is disproportionate in the older age classes. Older age classes/old growth will also 
increase because of harvesting prohibitions/restrictions in areas such as wilderness, 
wilderness study areas, remote back country, special biological areas, scenic corridors, 
Threatened and Endangered (T &  E) conservation areas and Shenandoah Mountain 
Crest. 

 
 
 

Prescribed Fire 
 
We support the use of prescribed fire on the GWNF as a valuable habitat management 
tool.  However, we do not support the concept of using fire as the primary management 
tool to the exclusion of timber harvesting.  We support a combination of prescribed fire 
and silvicultural treatment (harvesting) that would both enhance oak regeneration and 
improve wildlife habitat.  While woodland savannahs and open canopy woodlands are 
very beneficial to some wildlife species (i.e., wild turkey), a brushier understory and 
closed canopy are needed by other species (ruffed grouse, spotted skunk). This denser 
understory cannot be created by fire. 

 
Another concern is the use of prescribed fire to rejuvenate scrub oak stands.  While 
prescribed fire is very effective in regenerating scrub oak stands, we are concerned that 
the fire rotation may not be long enough to allow rejuvenated stands to actually produce 
mast before they are burned again.  If scrub oak stands are not allowed time to produce 
mast between burns, then burning them is of no value except to create open understory 
at the expense of mast production. 

 
We also have concerns with prescribed burning during the growing season.  While this 
can be a very effective management tool for rapidly killing undesirable woody species, it 
can also be detrimental by killing shrubby species during their fruiting/seeding time (i.e., 
blueberries, service berry, dogwood, etc.) and possibly impact other rare plant species 
during their fruiting/seeding period.  We have a concern that growing season prescribed 
burns may adversely affect late season nesting of turkeys and grouse.  While we agree 
that prescribed fire is a very effective management tool for timber rattlesnakes, we have 
a concern that growing season burns may actually have an adverse effect on timber 
rattlesnake's populations.   During growing season burns, timber rattlesnakes are 
dispersed over the landscape, away from the rocky areas/talus slopes, and may not 
have  adequate  cover  available  to  escape  prescribed  burns.    We  are  also  very 
concerned about the possible indiscriminate killing of timber rattlesnakes by the burning 
crews.  Timber rattlesnakes are listed in Appendix F as having a very high group rating 
as species sensitive to over-collection.  They are listed in Appendix F-3 as a species 
subject  to  persecution  mortality.     We  cannot  support  summer  burning  without 
assurances that the above issues are adequately addressed. 
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Recreation Areas 

 
We support having ample recreation areas on the GWNF for the public to enjoy the 
Forest.  As public use of recreation areas increase, there will likely be an increase in 
public user/wildlife encounters.  To protect both the public and wildlife we suggest the 
following: Signs should be posted at all recreation areas informing the public how to be 
"bear safe" and how to safely deal with other species of wildlife likely to be encountered 
in concentrated recreation areas (timber rattlesnakes, skunks, raccoons, etc.).   In 
concentrated recreational areas, these guidelines should be rigidly enforced to minimize 
bear and other wildlife problems in campgrounds.  All campgrounds should have bear- 
proof/resistant garbage containers installed and a strict protocol for garbage 
management be developed.  Protocols should be developed between GWNF, WVDNR 
and Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) on how to safely and 
quickly handle wildlife-related problems in recreation areas. 

 
 
 

Potential Wilderness Areas 
 
The WVDNR is greatly concerned about the 37 sites identified as Potential Wilderness 
Areas  (PWAs) encompassing  372,631  acres  of  the  GWNF.    We  understand the 
Planning Team has to follow National Forest directives that provide a protocol should an 
area meet the inventory criteria of a PWA.  We are also aware of the restrictions put on 
lands identified in the 2001 Roadless Area Inventory rule - hereby referred to as 
Inventoried Roadless Areas. We feel that continued exposure of 372,631 acres of 
identified PWA (35% of the entire land base of the GWNF) will ultimately be the future 
rallying cry of preservationist groups to continue moving their agenda forward to 
recommend as many wilderness study areas as possible toward future designation. 

 
The problem with this PWA identification process is that one area or one size fits only 
one category.  Once an area is identified and fits the criteria it is then labeled as such 
and this stigma is carried through this Revised Forest Plan and on through till the next 
Forest Plan Revision. Furthermore, this planning process does not allow these areas to 
be identified for other potential uses or prescription changes. 

 
Our agency believes that currently, something is inherently wrong with the Forest Plan 
Revision Process including the 2011 Proposed Rule for National Forest System Land 
Management Planning, whereby large tracts of National Forest System Lands can be 
identified for Recommended Wilderness Study or as PWAs, but cannot be categorically 
analyzed for other important Forest uses.  If this one-sided only analysis of large land 
tracts continues, the GWNF will continue to lose its suitable land base for active forest 
and wildlife habitat management. In addition, the GWNF and State wildlife agencies will 
lose their ability to develop and maintain a variety of diverse and important wildlife 
habitats, and the ability to manage viable populations of wildlife species will diminish 
across the Forest landscape.  Because these 37 sites are not within an identified MP 
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area and are not Recommended Wilderness Study Areas, we recommend they be 
removed from all Forest Plan Revision documents. 

 
 
 
Mineral Resources 

 
We agree with the ban on any form of horizontal hydro-fracking on the GWNF. 

 
 
 

Decommissioning of Roads 
 
Any plans to decommission roads should be closely coordinated with WVDNRNDGIF to 
ensure that decommissioning will not restrict hunter access and will not close access to 
maintain managed wildlife openings. 

 
 
 
Wind Energy 

 
Much of the WV portion of the GWNF is listed as unsuitable for wind energy 
development because of management area designations. We oppose any wind energy 
development on any other areas not covered under management area designations. 

 
Ridge-top habitat on the GWNF plays a vital role in the life history of many species or 
wildlife guilds.   The Shenandoah Mt. Salamander and Cow Knob salamander are 
endemic to these habitats.  Wind farm development fragments these areas potentially 
threatening the viability of the terrestrial species. 

 
Ridge lines also function as migration corridors for birds, bats, and lepidopterans. 
Recent telemetry data from VA and WV indicates that ridge top habitat and upland 
forest habitat in these states supports a significant portion of the eastern golden eagle 
population during the winter. Wind turbines not only degrade the environment for slope 
soaring raptors, bats and migratory birds, they actually pose a direct threat of take of 
these species. 

 
We are concerned that the cumulative effects of extensive wind farm development 
threaten natural migration pathways and potential species viability throughout the 
central Appalachians.  Two factors influence wind farm location, wind and willing land 
owners. Wind is not a limiting factor in the Appalachians. 

 
We suggest the GWNF assume it is surrounded by willing landowners.  The resulting 
turbine farms on surrounding properties will degrade habitat for terrestrial species and 
will force migratory species to use the ridge top habitat on the National Forest.   The 
GWNF becomes that much more valuable as a wildlife resource than as an energy 
resource. 
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Cove Creek Wildlife Management Area - Monroe County, West Virginia 

 
The  Cove  Creek  WMA encompasses  428  acres  of stream  bottom  with steep slopes 
covered  with rhododendron,  red oak, hickory, Virginia pine and yellow poplar.   Game 
species pursued include black bear, turkey, deer, grouse, raccoon and squirrel. 

 
We recommend  keeping  the gate closed  to vehicular  traffic  on the road that follows 
Cove  Creek.   The gate is located in Monroe  County off the Big Ridge Road.   Cove 
Creek is a trout stream and could use stream habitat improvement  work and should be 
protected  from vehicular  traffic.   The  timber  on the WMA  was impacted  hard by the 
gypsy moth; therefore, there are no recommendations for timber management except 
monitoring timber stands for future silvicultural treatments. 

 
 
 
Special Biological Areas 

 
We support the designation of shale barrens and certain wetlands as Special Biological 
Areas.   These unique sites support shale barren rockcress (Arabis serotina) and 
Northeastern Bulrush (Scirpus ancistrochaetus) respectively.  Both species are listed as 
endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act. 

 
We  strongly   recommend   the  GWNF  work   closely  the  WVDNR,  Virginia   Natural 
Heritage, and the USFWS to take a more proactive role in managing these species' and 
their habitats in order to accomplish recovery objectives. 

 
 
 
Threatened and Endangered Species 

 
The VA northern flying squirrel (G/aucomys sabrinus fuscus) is not included in the 
Threatened and Endangered Species section of the Species Diversity Report (Appendix 
F).  This species was placed back on the federal list in June 2011.   The flying squirrel 
should also be added to the Cavity Tree, Den Tree and Snag Associates group (4.2.4) 
(Appendix F, page 45). 

 
We  are  uncertain  how  the  GWNF  came  up  with  77  occurrences  of  shale  barren 
rockcress  on the Forest.  The shale barren rockcress account in the Species Diversity 
Report states that VA has 37 occurrences  on the forest, and WV has 22.  WV Natural 
Heritage  Program  files show that  there  are eight occurrences  on the Forest.   These 
eight, combined  with the 37 in VA, would bring the total occurrences  of shale barren 
rockcress  on the Forest to 45.   Additionally,  we are unaware  of any data supporting 
shale barren rockcress' inclusion in the Fire Dependent and Fire Enhanced Associates 
(4.2.7).   In the rock cress species account, it states that high surface temperatures limit 
plant  reproductive  success.  It  also  states  that  surface  soil temperatures  are  "high 
enough  to cause  direct damage  to seedlings."  Nature  Serve's Element  Stewardship 
Abstract   for  shale   barren  rockcress   states  that  active  management   is  likely  not 
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necessary for shale barrens and that steeper barrens do not require fire.  Less steep 
barrens could benefit from limiting shrub succession with fire, but periods of severe 
drought will also do this. 

 
 
 
Other Species Addressed: 

 
The common names for Thuja occidentalis  and Aralia hispida are reversed throughout 
Appendix F Section 4.0. 

 
 
 
The WVDNR appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Revised Land and 
Resource Management Plan and Draft EIS for the GWNF Plan Revision.  Should you 
have any questions or need clarification on our comments and recommendations, 
please  feel free to contact Mr.  Shawn Head, Wildlife Biologist and National Forest 
Coordinator. 

 
 
 

 
 

Curtis I. Taylor, Chief 
Wildlife Resource Section 

 
CIT:SGH:jc 

 
cc:  PauiJohansen 

Gary Foster 
Shawn Head 



 

ADDENDUM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Proposed 
Forest and Wildlife Habitat Management 

Standards and Guidelines 
for Wildlife 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following ADDENDUM contains three subsections: 

 
o  Forest Management Standards and Guideline for Wildlife 
o Additional Habitat Management Standards for Wildlife 
o Woodland Savannah Development - Standards and Guidelines 

 
The West Virginia Division of Natural Resources (WVDNR), Wildlife Resources Section, strongly 
recommends that the Planning Team considers putting the enclosed standards and guidelines (and 
other recommendations from the Forest Service and other interested groups) for forest habitat 
management for wildlife, into a companion booklet or "Implementation Guide" as part of the final 
George Washington National Forest (GWNF) Plan Revision.   We understand these proposed 
standards and guidelines would be streamlined in order to fit flow and content of the Revised Forest 
Plan.  We feel this proposed guidebook is essential and a necessity in giving guidance to wildlife 
biologists, foresters, wildlife managers and other land managers (of the Forest Service, WVDNR and 
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries) on how to do  specific on-the-ground forest 
management and wildlife habitat management practices that will enhance game and non-game 
wildlife populations on the GWNF. 

 
 
 
Sources: 

 
Jim Pack, Research Biologist, WVDNR, retired 
Revised Land and Resource Management Plan, GWNF, 1993. 
Wildlife Biologists, Wildlife Managers and Foresters, WVDNR, 2011. 



FOREST MANAGEMENT STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES FOR WILDLIFE 
 
A. Oak- Hickory Forest 

 
1.   Major Overstory Species - Oaks,  hickories,  ash,  maple,  elm,  walnut,  black  gum, 

yellow poplar, cucumber tree, and black locust. 
 

2.  Major Understory Species - Dogwood,  sassafras,  hornbeam,  hophornbeam,  witch 
hazel, wild grape, sourwood, hawthorn, crab apple, hazelnut, persimmon, pawpaw, 
mulberry, blueberry, rhododendron and laurel. 

 
3.  Major Wildlife Species - Squirrels,  turkeys, deer,  bear,  grouse,  raccoon, opossum, 

grey fox, and wildlife diversity species. 
 

4.  Food Production in Oak-hickory Forest- 
 

a.        White oak (WO) group flowers and produces acorns same year. 

b.        Red oak (RO) group flowers and produces acorns the next year. 

c.        Acorn production 0-250,000 acorns/acre/yr. highly variable. 

d.        Late spring and no frost or heavy rain during  flowering equal good production. 
Masting is poorly understood and highly variable. 

 
e.   Bumper crops of WO four-ten yr., RO, and scarlet oak (SO) three-five yrs., black 

oak (BO) two-three  yrs., chestnut oak (CO) five yrs., beech seven yrs., hickory 
two yrs., and walnuts two-five  yrs. 

 
f.         Good squirrel habitat (1-2 squirrels/acre),  150 hard mast trees/acre needed, or 

72 sq. ft. of basal area (BA)/acre of 10-inch or greater mast producers, or one 
hundred thirty-two 10 inch or fifty-two 16-inch trees/acre; 50-80% of fully stocked 
stand. 

 
g.        Acorn production increases by DBH in WO to 26 inch; BO and SO to 30 inch, and 

RO to 22 inch. 
 

h.       Acorn availability peaks the second week of October, declines to end of January; 
hickory and walnut longer. 

 
i. Acorns high energy  carbohydrates,  WO preferred  species,  but RO last longer 

and more consistent producer (RO stratifies to germinate). 
 

j.  Hickory production,  recommend  20 trees/acre, 22 shagbarks  or mockernuts 10 
inch or greater. 



k. Wild grape - Leave two-five  canopy-reaching grape vines/acre; grape vines 
have a 34 times greater probability for leaf nest; select hickory, WO, SO, and 80 
where possible. Remove grape vines from best value crop trees only. 

 
I. Natural shrub communities such as shrub oak, dogwood, viburnum, wild grape, 

and greenbrier tangles should be retained in management plans. 
 
5. Den Trees - Used by both grey and fox squirrels, always by grey squirrels in winter. 

Desirable  den  trees - 3-inch  diameter  knotholes. Retain two-five  den  trees/acre; 
average den tree DBH 15-25 inches; if den trees must be removed, girdle them instead 
of cutting. 

 
6. Water Holes - Water holes are usually necessary only on dryer sites.  Create water 

holes by blasting with ANFO in wet areas.   Generally, near a clearing or edge will 
provide better utilization. 

 
7.  Harvest Cuts- 

 
a. Even age oak stands should be harvested with clear cuts or shelter wood cuts. If 

advance regeneration is adequate (1000 seedlings/ace), clearcut.    Clearcuts 
should be shaped to maximize edge.   Size should be kept to 10-40 acres 
depending on deer populations.  Consider leaving 10 sq. ft. of SA/acre in mast 
production i.e., oak, hickory, ash, black gum, etc.  In general, this won't hinder 
regeneration of the stand.  Wild turkey will utilize clearcuts more frequently when 
larger than 20 acres. 

 
b.  If adequate regeneration is not available, cut with a light shelter wood cut (1/3 

volume).   If adequate regeneration in 20-30  yrs., remove canopy.   Consider 
prescribed burns to stimulate regeneration. If deer browse is a problem consider 
five yrs. of intensive local harvest.  Females have a high fidelity to home range 
(rose petal theory) and heavy harvests of does may significantly lower deer 
populations for up to 10 yrs. on a local scale to allow regeneration to become 
established. If deer control is not an option and wildlife management is the 
objective, light harvests or thinning of oaks on a 20 to 30-year cutting cycle may 
maximize the life and productivity of the stand.  Some good success in planting 
of red oaks in tube shelters has been made. 

 
c. Longer  rotations where  possible,  especially  in  WO  stands  (150 yr.  rotation 

maximizes hard mast production (40-50% in good 75+ age class).   Longer 
rotations (greater than 100  yrs.) generally must be regenerated by seedlings 
while shorter rotations can be regenerated by sprout origin.   Economics will 
usually mandate a shorter rotation.  Rotations in RO stands should be less than 
100 yrs.  In general CO stands on infertile sites should be left alone.  Leave two 
clumps of mast producing dominants and co-dominates per acre as den trees. 



d.   In  uneven  age  stands  use  selection  cuts,  leaving  15-20  oaks  and  15-20 
hickories  where possible.   Selective removal of one third of the volume of the 
stand will not lower mast production significantly for more than two-five yrs.  As a 
general rule retain 60% of the oak volume. 

 
e.  Grouse   and  turkey   management   in  oak-hickory   should   retain  or  defer  a 

significant oak portion of the stand.   Protect sawtimber WO stands with good 
herbaceous  understory   cover.       Mature   or   older   age   WO   stands   with 
rhododendron  and laurel cover  in the understory  are  good  grouse  cover  and 
should be retained.   Protect all drains and riparian areas with good herbaceous 
cover as brood range.  Clearcuts with deferred oak or beech and short rotations 
(40 yrs.) should be considered.   Retain deferred oak for at least 20 yrs. Or until 
the 5 to 15-year  age class  (early successional  habitat) preferred  by grouse  is 
gone. 

 
f.   Seed all logging roads with clover and grass mixes, i.e., white clover, red clover 

birds foot trefoil, and cool season grasses.  Consider gating logging roads. 
 

g.  Seed  log  landings  to  clover  mixes.    Retain  poorly  stocked  areas  with  good 
herbaceous cover for brood range. 

 
h.   Protect  Streamside  Management  Zones  (SMZs)  and  spring  seeps.    Riparian 

zones and drains are often important brood range in oak-hickory stands.  Retain 
mast producers in canopy surrounding spring seeps.   Light thinning may be 
acceptable to release mast producers around spring seeps. 

 
8.   Releases   and  Thinnings  -  Leave   15-20   oaks,  15-20   hickories,  and  other  mast 

producing species where possible.  Alternatively, retain 50% BA in oak, 20% in hickory, 
cherry, white ash, cucumber, black gum, and other mast producers.   Maintain at least 
50--60% of the trees as mast producers  for squirrel and turkey management.   Leave 
one third of oak crop trees as WO and two thirds as RO, SO, or 80. Retain all walnuts, 
black gum, and significant beech if present.   Never remove over one-third of the 
merchantable  volume.   Maintain  mast producing  shrubs and trees  in the understory. 
Retain two-five wild grape vines/acre.  Create wild grape tangles and arbors in thinned 
stands by felling trees into clumps.   Retain cull trees if significant mast producers  or 
dens.  Consider thinning and burning to create brood range (and establish regeneration) 
where necessary. 

 
9.  Avoid conversion of hardwood site to pine. 

 
10.  Avoid high grades  and diameter  limit cuts which remove the oak component from the 

stand and leave low value species  in the canopy.   Diameter limit cuts are often high 
grades masquerading  as forest management  These practices will lead to a low grade 
forest for both forestry and wildlife. 



B.   Northern Hardwoods - In  general  manage  northern  hardwood  forests  with  good  forest 
management   guidelines.    Good  forestry  equals  good  wildlife  management.     Protect  and 
regenerate  black cherry stands.   Retain beech  in the stand.   Protect SMZs, springs, seeps, 
and riparian zones.   Protect orchard-like  stands of early successional species such as aspen, 
hawthorn and locust which have good herbaceous  cover in the understory and provide good 
brood  habitat.    Seed  log  landings  and  roads  to  clover  mixes.    Gate  roads  except  during 
antlerless deer season.   Day lighted roads create preferred grouse habitat in both northern 
hardwood and oak-hickory stands.  Thermal cover in the form of conifers may be important for 
turkeys on high mountain sites and should make up 10% of the forest. 

 
C.  Vernal pools, springs seeps and riparian areas - These  are important  wildlife habitats. 

Many wildlife diversity species are associated with these areas.  The Appalachian Mountains 
are the best area in the world for diversity of salamanders  and other amphibians.   Generally 
protect these areas with no cutting zones.  Follow Best Management  Practices (BMPs).  It may 
be acceptable to thin stands or lightly harvest over spring seeps to promote mast production. 
Seeps on south facing and lower slopes are the best winter forage areas for wild turkey and 
other species.  Leave uncut travel corridors to spring seeps, water holes and vernal pools. 

 
D. Wildlife Clearings and Shrub Plantings - These areas are important for both brood range 

for turkey and ruffed grouse  as well as deer and other game  and nongame wildlife species. 
There are many good  guidelines  for clearing  development.    Clearings  should be limed and 
fertilized  and  planted  with  the  desired   species,  generally  clovers,  trefoils  and  grasses. 
Intensely-managed  clearings (5-10% of the total area) can provide most of the forage needed 
by a well-managed  deer population.  Productive forage from clearings is often a key to quality 
deer management.   There are many good sources for food plot management.   See "Southern 
Forages," "Forest Plants for the Southeast and their Wildlife Uses" by Karl Miller, "Food Plots 
and  Supplemental  Feeding"  by  Koerth  and  Kroll,  "Forage  Crop  Packet  guide,"  Managing 
Openings for Wild Turkeys and Other Wildlife" by the National Wild Turkey Federation (NWTF) 
as  well  as  many  others.    The  NWTF  has  several  good  pamphlets  on  food  plots  and  an 
interactive CD called "Getting in the Game? Attracting Wildlife to Your Land."  The planting of 
shrubs such as viburnums, dogwoods, sumacs, hawthorns, crabapples, mulberry, blueberry, 
chinquapin,  wild plum,  spicebush,  redbud and other species  adjacent  to or in clearings can 
provide overhead cover for brood range and feeding areas for wildlife.  Retain all natural shrub 
communities  with good  wildlife  values.   Manage  ROWs  as clearings  or shrub communities 
where possible. 



 
ADDITIONAL HABITAT MANAGEMENT STANDARDS FOR WILDLIFE 

(Enhanced from 1993 GWNF Plan) 
 
A. Public motorized travel may be seasonally allowed (September- March). 

 
B.   Inactive  Management   Prescriptions,  strive  to  maintain   5-8%  of  the  area  in  maintained 

grass/herbaceous openings for wildlife that are well dispersed throughout the Forest. 
 

C.  Permanent  wildlife  openings  are periodically  maintained  by mowing,  prescribed  burning  or 
selective herbicide treatment. 

 
D. Woodland savannahs, grape arbors, old home sites (open areas, orchards), spring seeps, and 

land form features that create unusual habitats are managed as key wildlife areas. 
 

E.   Up to four water sources per square mile may be developed if free flowing water is marginal or 
not  present.    When  clustering  wildlife  openings  in  an  area,  have  at  least  one  developed 
standing water source (water hole) for every 10-20 acres of openings. 

 
F.   Soft mast species such as dogwood and serviceberry,  over two inches DBH, are retained in 

site preparation  at a rate of approximately  70 stems per acre (25 x 25 foot  spacing), where 
available. Smaller stems will not be cut unless their abundance inhibits  regeneration  of the 
stand. 

 
G.   Permanent herbaceous  wildlife openings,  linear wildlife openings (seeded logging roads), log 

landings  and  woodland  savannahs  are  seeded  with  non-invasive  grass/forb/legume  seed 
mixtures that have known wildlife value. 

 
H. Treatments  such as prescribed burning or adding grape arbors may be practices to increase 

herbaceous vegetation, browse, softmast (berry production), and to rejuvenate scrub oak. 
 

I.  Trees  and  shrubs  with a high  value for  wildlife  habitat  are encouraged  and maintained  by 
planting, releasing,  pruning,  fertilizing and grafting.   Non-invasive  tree and shrub species are 
used whenever practical. 

 
J.   Mast producing species may be planted when it is determined that natural regeneration will not 

provide adequate future mast sources.  Mast producing species may be planted in permanent 
wildlife clearings and woodland savannahs to increase mast diversity.   Non-invasive  tree and 
shrub species are used whenever practical. 

 
K.   Native  conifer  species  may be planted  in  clumps  on the edge  or within maintained  wildlife 

openings or woodland savannahs to provide habitat diversity and as roosting, nesting, escape, 
and thermal cover for wildlife. 



 
Early Successional Forested Habitats for Wildlife 

 
A. These areas are characterized by shorter rotation ages 60-80 yrs. old (depending on species 

and forest type). 
 
B.  Dense, 5 to 15-year old forests are dispersed throughout project areas, with trees one to four 

inches DBH exceeding 10,000 trees per acre.  These dense patches are 5-20  acres. 
 
C.  If  natural drumming  logs  are not present  at the  desired  rate of one  per acre, after timber 

harvests are complete, strive to create potential drumming logs at the following desired rate: 
 

1.   Distribution - Logs should be evenly distributed throughout the harvest unit at a rate of 
one per acre. 

 
2.  Location  - Drumming  logs  should be located  on relatively level ground  since grouse 

require a relatively flat platform on which to display.  On slopes (<20%) fell logs across 
the slope instead of down-slope to create a level surface. 

 
3.  Size and shape- Potential drumming logs should be a minimum of 12 inches or more in 

diameter  and at least 12 feet in length.   Longer lasting species  such as locust, oak, 
hemlock are preferred. 

 
4.  Strive to maintain 10% of the project area in the 1 to 10-year age class which can occur 

as even-aged regeneration cut areas. 
 

5.  At least  30% percent  of the project  area  should  be maintained  in the 70+ year age 
class. 

 
6.  Small (1/4 to 1/2 acre) plantings of native conifer species may be developed for thermal 

cover in winter. 



 
WOODLAND SAVANNAH DEVELOPMENT- STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

 
In forested areas where woodland savannah development  projects are proposed, we recommend the 
following criteria be followed: 

 
A. Where possible, develop savannahs on ridgelines,  sloping toward the east or northeast. 

 
B.  Size is dependent  on wildlife habitat objectives and availability of suitable lands.   Savannahs 

will normally range from 5-20 acres, but may be larger.  Irregular wavy borders are preferred to 
maximize "edge" for wildlife. 

 
C.  Savannahs should be located on level ground or slopes less than 10%. 

 
D.   Favor oaks (red, black and chestnut oaks and vigorous full-crowned white oak).  Depending on 

forest type, aspect and elevation, additional residual (leave) trees may include sugar maple, 
serviceberry, apples, dogwood or similar species and mast producing shrubs. 

 
E.  Conifers may be retained in small clumps or islands for cover, nesting or roosting sites (do not 

include white pine). 
 
F.  Generally, maintain 50-60 foot spacing between residual trees. 

 
G.  Savannahs should have at least 30 sq. ft. of residual basal area per acre. 

 
H.  Den  trees  and  active  nest  trees  may  be  retained  within  small  clumps  of mature  trees  for 

protection. 
 
I. Once residual trees are designated, all other trees will be cut and removed. 

 
J.   Rocks, heavy roots and slash will be removed and placed in dispersed debris piles throughout 

the savannah or on the outside edge of the savannah.   Smaller savannahs, less than 5 acres, 
could have debris removed to outside perimeter. 

 
K.  All tree stumps will be removed to dispersed debris piles or ground down to six inches below 

the surface with a stump grinder. 
 
L.  Once  stumps  are  removed,  the  area  will  be  re-graded  by  bulldozer  and  root  raked  in 

preparation for lime and fertilizer application and eventual seeding. 
 
M.   Soils -When analyzing potential savannah development  sites, check soil profile for adequate 

root development  of residual trees.   Poor soil sites have resulted in shallow root systems and 
wind-throw of residual mast trees. 

 
N.  Savannahs will be seeded in cooperation with the West Virginia DNR.  Generally, favor native 

cool and warm  season  grasses.   Naturalized  non-native  grasses and legumes  may also be 



used.  Warm season grasses in savannahs may be maintained by prescribed burning and 
without stump removal. 

 
0.  Depending  on   wildlife   species   objectives,   successful   seed   mixtures  have   included 

combinations of annual rye grass, perennial rye grass, redtop, timothy, orchard grass, birdsfoot 
trefoil, ladino clover, red clover and partridge pea.   Depending on elevation and site 
productivity, additional species that also grow well include bush clover, bundle flower, black- 
eyed susan, oxeye sunflower, downy sunflower, big bluestern, Indian grass and switch grass. 

 
P. To increase available mast production for wildlife, plant fruit trees and mast producing shrubs 

next to or within the outer perimeters of dispersed debris piles (tube shelter protection and/or 
fencing may be required). 

 
Q.  Where coniferous species are not present, small groups of pine, spruce or fir may be planted. 

 
R. Provide at least one developed water source (water hole) per 10 acres of savannah. 

 
S.  Savannahs will normally be maintained by annual or rotational mowing.   Prescribed burning 

may also be used to maintain these openings. 



From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: Hydrofracking 
Date: Wednesday, September 21, 2011 8:41:00 AM 

 

 
 

Dear Folks, 
I am a resident of Bridgewater, VA, and used to live 
in Criders, VA (the general area where they are 
considering hydrofracking). 
Just want to voice my strong opinion that I am 
adamantly against hydrofracking, for all of the 
reasons I'm sure you've already heard. 
Thank you. 
Lucy Deyerle 
Bridgewater, VA 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us


Yolanda Saunooke 
 

09/22/2011 03:39 PM 

To  " 
cc  "comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 

d.us" 
<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 

bcc 
 

Subject  Draft EIS 
 
 
 

Hi Mike, 
 
 
 

PROJECT(S): (File Code: 1920), Comments concerning proposed Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
and Draft Plan for the George Washington National Forest. 

 
The Tribal Historic Preservation Office of the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians (EBCI THPO) is in receipt 
of the notification to act as a consulting party for the above‐referenced project information and would 
like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed section 106 activity. The EBCI THPO 
accepts the invitation to act as a consulting party on the above referenced section 106 undertaking as 
mandated under §36 C.F.R. 800. 

 
I have reviewed the draft EIS and understand that Alternative C & D have the least amount of ground 
disturbing activities that could potentially adversely affect cultural resources important to the Cherokee 
people. Page 3‐221 of the draft states that common to all alternatives, the standards are to inventory, 
evaluate, and preserve cultural resources by avoiding, minimizing, or mitigating negative effects of 
management activities. Therefore, we prefer Alternative C or D for the least amount of ground 
disturbance that could impact cultural resources. 

 
We stand ready to continue section 106 consultation. If we can be of further service, or if you have any 
comments or questions, please feel free to contact me at (828) 554‐6854. 

 
Sincerely, 

 

Yolanda  Saunooke 
Yolanda Saunooke 
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians 
Tribal Historical Preservation Office 
Section 106 Assistant 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: I support limitations on drilling in GWNF 
Date: Monday, September 19, 2011 8:29:00 PM 

 
 

Kirsten Beachy 
September 20, 2011 
To Whom it May Concern: 
I am writing to express my support of the proposed limitations to drilling in the GWNF. I believe 
these limitations reflect an effort to make decisions for the good of the forest and watershed 
without regard to current political climate. I would also encourage the Forest Service to establish a 
system for regular monitoring of water quality in the forest. 

 

 
We live in the shadow of George Washington National Forest. Our hand‐dug well is 90 years old 
and only about 15 feet deep. When we moved in, we had the water exhaustively tested for 
impurities and found that it is completely pure of chemical traces. We hope that the GWNF 
watershed will remain this clean for years to come. 
Sincerely, 
Kirsten 
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"Alls, James Mason - 
allsjm" 

 

09/19/2011 12:33 PM 

To  "comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us" 
<comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Ban Hydrofracking in the GW Forest 
 
 
 

To the GW National Forest: 
 

I am a student at James Madison University and a resident of the City of Harrisonburg. My 
concern is hydrofracking and gas drilling the George Washington National Forest. I am 
concerned with the effects of these drilling procedures on the air, water, and overall 
ecosystem in the Shenandoah Valley. 

 
I support the ban on horizontal natural gas drilling proposed in Alternative G and other 
alternatives, and would like all hydrofracking banned on the Forest. 

 
Public lands of the George Washington National Forest provide a source of clean drinking 
water for our community, and they provide opportunities for recreation-- hiking, camping, 
and fishing-- that we all enjoy. Natural gas drilling and hydrofracking pose too great a 
threat to these valuable forest uses. 

 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully, 

James Mason Alls 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: George Washington National Forest Plan Revision Public Comment 
Date: Monday, September 19, 2011 10:12:00 AM 

 
 
 
 

Sep 19, 2011 
 

George Washington National Forest Plan Revision 
 

Dear Plan Revision, 
 

I encourage the U.S. Forest Service to protect high-priority wildlife 
areas and streams within the George Washington National Forest. 

 
I support the designation of Shenandoah Mountain as a National Scenic 
Area. This area has outstanding natural characteristics, contributes to 
public water supplies and provides many recreational opportunities. 

 
I also support the designation of the Big Schloss National Scenic Area 
with Three High Heads Wilderness and the Northern Massanutten National 
Recreation Area. Big Schloss and Norther Massanutten are both a very 
popular recreation destination for mountain bikers, hikers, and 
hunters. Protecting and enhancing these recreational opportunities 
helps sustain a tourism economy that includes outfitters, guides, and 
lodging. 

 
I support the Wilderness additions recommended in the Draft Plan. I 
also support the proposed designation of the Beech Lick Knob Proposed 
Wilderness Area and  Little Allegheny Mountain Proposed Wilderness 
Area.  Beech Lick Knob is one of the largest roadless tracts on the 
GWNF that the Forest Service failed to include in its official 
inventory of roadless areas. Little Allegheny Mountain is very remote 
and inherently rugged, offering outstanding opportunities for primitive 
recreation. 

 
I encourage the Forest Service to ban horizontal drilling on the 
national forest.  This is a commonsense provision to protect streams 
and wildlife habitat, and it reflects the wishes of forest users and 
neighbors. 

 
The stakes are high, with pressures mounting for natural gas and 
industrial wind development.  Localities and citizens want to protect 
their watersheds and maintain a high quality of life. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Ms. Deborah Lee 
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"Steve Klevickis" 
 

 

09/26/2011 12:35 PM 

To  <comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f 
ed.us> 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Fracking 
 
 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft management plan for the George Washington 
National Forest. 

 
The proposal would set aside nearly a million acres for gas drilling. There is considerable controversy 
about the potential for groundwater and surface water pollution from hydraulic fracturing gas drilling. It is 
ironic that the GWNF was originally established to protect the headwaters of the Potomac and drinking 
water source for Washington DC and northern Virginia.  A Management Plan that by its very objectives 
risks water pollution in the county where I live is not acceptable. I urge the NFS to proceed very slowly 
on expanding gas drilling in the GWNF.  The gas isn't going anywhere. It will only increase in value. In 
the interim, we can further evaluate the damage from fracking in other areas and the development of 
improved, safer drilling methods.  I'm not suggesting that the gas not be extracted, but just to wait until we 
have greater confidence that it can be done without environmental damage. 

 
Thank you for considering my comments. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Klevickis 
Rockingham County, VA 

mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f
mailto:comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.f


From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: George Washington Plan Revision Public Comments 
Date: Tuesday, September 27, 2011 2:45:00 PM 

 
 
 
Dear  U.S. Forest Service: 

 
As a concerned Virginian, I am writing to oppose a federal ban on horizontal drilling in the George 
Washington National Forest. 

 
Natural gas development has been done safely and with minimal environmental impact across the 
country, including in state parks that share similar characteristics to the George Washington National 
Forest. 

 
Horizontal drilling is a recognized way to produce oil and natural gas safely without disturbing large 
surface areas.  With existing government regulation and oversight and use of industry best practices 
directed at protecting our water resources, we can safely produce the energy America needs. 

 
Virginians need jobs to help grow our economy and take care of our families.  The U.S. Forest Service 
must not close the door on the potential that oil and natural gas has to help our families, create jobs, 
and grow our economy. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Sincerely, 
Chuck Frisbee 
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From:  
To: comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson@fs.fed.us 
Subject: George Washington plan revision 
Date: Monday, September 26, 2011 6:32:00 PM 

 

 
I would like to post the following comments concerning the final management plan concerning George 
Washington National Forest: 

 
1.  I support the prohibition on hydrofracking for natural gas.  I would also like to see a thorough study 
completed on impacts of vertical gas drilling and additional restrictions on vertical gas drilling, including 
a ban on such drilling in local drinking supply areas, priority watersheds, and sensitive natural, scenic, 
and recreation areas. 

 
2.  I support the identification of drinking water supply areas and the expansion of protective buffers on 
streams and reservoirs.  Would like to see all local drinking water supply areas  identified as priority 
watersheds and more defined management standards to protect priority watersheds, particularly limits 
on road construction which degrades water quality. 

 
3.  I support the ban on industrial wind projects on sensitive ridgelines in the forest.  Wind projects 
should be undertaken only after consideration is given first to protecting water supply areas  and wildlife 
habitat. 
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Jeffrey Dalke 
 

09/27/2011 11:16 AM 

To  comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fe 
d.us 

cc 
 

bcc 
 

Subject  Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
and Draft Revised Land and Resources Management 
Plan 

 
 

The following comment letter is being mailed to you today. Thank you for 
your consideration. 

 
Version:1.0 StartHTML:0000000170 EndHTML:0000015888 
StartFragment:0000002402 EndFragment:0000015852 SourceURL: 
file://localhost/Users/annedalke/Desktop/Big%20Scloss 

 
 
 

September 27, 2011 
 
 
 
 

George Washington National Forest 
Forest Plan Revision 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA   24019 

 
Attn:  Maureen T. Hyzer, Forest Supervisor 

 
Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Revised Land and 
Resource Management Plan 

for the George Washington National Forest 
 

Dear Ms. Hyzer, 
 

I am a full-time resident of Shenandoah County with a working farm located seven miles by road 
from Wolf’s Gap.  My front porch has an unobstructed view of the Gap and I have hiked and 
visited the Big Schloss area many times.  I have a direct, personal interest in the Forest Service’s 
Revised Plan for the Big Schloss area as well as an interest as a member of the general public. 

 
I am writing to say that I am in favor of the designation of the Big Schloss area as a 
Recommended Wilderness Study Area 1B as shown on the EIS Maps for Alternative C and 
Alternative F in the Forest Service’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Revised 
Land and Resource Management Plan (“draft Plan”).  My reason for supporting a Wilderness 
Study designation is, I think, simple. 
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I see from your draft Plan that the George Washington National Forest has 1,065,918 acres, of 
which 42,954 acres, or 4%, are currently Designated Wilderness.  I also see that under your 
preferred Alternative G another 20,314 acres, or 2%, would be Recommended Wilderness Study 
Areas. To my mind, these percentages are much, much too low. 

 
The draft Plan eloquently states the many benefits Wilderness can provide to ourselves and to 
Nature, and I think it would be a great virtue for the Forest Service to demonstrate directly, 
through its actions, its belief in, and support of, these benefits. Your Alternative F would have 
15% of the Forest (including part of the Big Schloss area) in Designated Wilderness and 
Recommended Wilderness Study Areas.  This designation would demonstrate that belief and 
support. 
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However, Alternative F is not your preferred alternative. I have read the reasons in your 
Frequently Asked Questions for not designating the Big Schloss area as a Recommended 
Wilderness Study Area.  Among other things, you seem to think that it would be inappropriate to 
give it this designation because the George Washington National Forest is relatively close to the 
large Washington D.C. metro area, and because other national forests further away also have 
lands that are Designated Wilderness.  I must say that my conclusions are different from yours. 
Rather than being a negative, the proximity of the George Washington National Forest to the 
metro area is a compelling reason for the Forest to have meaningful Wilderness areas, first to 
give people the opportunity to experience Wilderness who might not otherwise have the means 
or opportunity to travel to more distant forests, and second to show that Wilderness is not 
something exotic and faraway, but is, instead, an inextricable part of who we are and is tightly 
interwoven both with our biological histories as humans and with the cultural history of this 
nation. 

 
I have said above that I am in favor of the designation of the Big Schloss area as a 
Recommended Wilderness Study Area 1B as shown in Alternative C and Alternative F.  As 
between these two Alternatives, Alternative C represents my views more closely because it 
designates the entire Big Schloss area as a Recommended Wilderness Study Area, and also 
because (1) Alternative C is more restrictive with respect to the development of the George 
Washington National Forest for gas drilling and wind energy (activities that are more suited, I 
think, on private lands) and (2) Alternative C is more restrictive with respect to timber harvests. 
I do not understand why there have been clear cuts in the Big Schloss area in recent years. 

 
A final thought for your consideration in conclusion:  I see from the program budget information 



posted on your website on September 7 that both Alternative C and Alternative F are the least 
costly of your seven Alternatives, being $3.5 million and $1.2 million, respectively, less costly 
than your preferred Alternative G.  Although these cost differences are not the most important 
factor in my thinking, I believe, in this time of prolonged economic downturn, it is highly 
appropriate for the Forest Service to weigh their relative low cost as another factor in favor of 
the Wilderness and Recommended Wilderness Study Area designations in Alternative C and 
Alternative F. 

 
Thank you for taking the time to consider this letter as you process the comments on your draft 
Plan.  I should say directly, although it is implicit in what I’ve said already, that I support fully 
the proposals of the Forest Service in all of its Alternatives to increase the 
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amount of Old Growth in the George Washington National Forest, to restrict horizontal drilling, 
and to preserve our scenic vistas. 

 
Thank you for your fine work. 

 
Sincerely yours, 

 
 
 
 

Jeff Dalke 
 
 
 
Cc:  The Honorable Mark Warner 

The Honorable James Webb 
James Smalls, Lee District Ranger, 

George Washington National Forest 



From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: Comments on Draft Forest Plan 
Date: Sunday, October 02, 2011 11:16:30 PM 

 
 
 
Jason Alderfer 

 
 
 
 
October 2, 2011 

 
To Whom it May Concern: 

 
I am writing to express my support of the proposed limitations to drilling in the 
GWNF. I believe these limitations reflect an effort to make decisions for the good of 
the forest and watershed rather than bending to current energy politics. I would also 
encourage the Forest Service to establish a system for regular monitoring of water 
quality in the forest. In this way, it can be proven what effects on water quality certain 
activities have, such as logging and permissible drilling. 

 
My family and I live a mile from George Washington National Forest in the Briery 
Branch area. I have a very old shallow well which I've recently had tested for a wide 
variety of contaminants. None were found. We hope that the GWNF watershed will 
remain this clean for years to come. 

 
Sincerely, 

Jason Alderfer 
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From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: support a ban on horizontal natural gas drilling 
Date: Monday, October 03, 2011 6:02:49 PM 

 
 
 

I am writing to support a ban on horizontal natural gas drilling in the 
George Washington National Forest, as proposed in the U.S. Forest Service 
“preferred alternative” draft management plan. 

 
This sensible proposal would go far to protect drinking water resources for 
more than 260,000 Shenandoah Valley area residents, preserve fish and 
wildlife habitat, and retain the remote rural quality of the forest almost a 
million visitors each year. 

Thank you for consideration of these comments. 

Thank you, 
Laura 

 
-- 
Laura Chisholm 
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From:                       
To:                              FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject:                    Marcellus Shale Drilling in Washington -Jefferson National Forest 
Date:                         Monday, October 03, 2011 12:48:25 PM 

 
 
Dear Sirs: 

 
I support the ban on natural gas drilling in the State forests in order to preserve their natural 
habitat and clear water so critical to the integrity, tourism income and natural beauty of the 
State. 

 
Best Regards, 

Ben 

Ben Hoskins 
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From:                       
To:                              FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject:                    Fracking in Bergton & Protecting the National Forest 
Date:                         Wednesday, September 28, 2011 1:36:05 PM 

 
 
Please protect the George Washington National Forest from efforts to do fracking! 

I have seen the photos of land where fracking has been done, and it is a true nightmare. 

Not only does this process look really ugly, it also disrupts water tables and is believed to 
lead to cancer for those living nearby. 

 
The George Washington National Forest is the largest deciduous forest in the world, and 
needs to be protected!!! 

 
As can be seen around the world, once natural environments are harmed or destroyed, it is 
very difficult or impossible to restore. 

 
Protecting and maintaining the George Washington National Forest is a responsibility that 
should be treated with great seriousness. 

 
Please ensure that the beauty and health of the George Washington National Forest is 
protected for generations to come! 

Sincerely, 

Mary Ruberry 
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From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: GW Forest Plan Recommendations 
Date: Wednesday, September 28, 2011 4:23:15 PM 

 
 
1) I support a ban on Horizontal drilling for natural gas in any area which is part of 
the watershed for a local drinking water supply areas, priority watersheds, and 
sensitive natural, scenic and recreation areas. 

 
2) I support increased buffer areas next to any identified watershed which provide 
water for Public drinking water supply. Specifically, I ask that "fracking" be 
prohibited until there more uniform and national established standards on the 
methods, and materials used in the "hydrofracking" methods of developing natural 
gas reserves. 

 
3) I ask that requirements for the development of roads, and pipeline right-of-ways, 
be strengthen to better protect against erosion, and that developers be required to 
post a $1 million bond to cover possible violations and damages that might occur as 
a result of their activities. 

 
Larry Brown 
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From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: GWNF Plan Revision 
Date: Monday, October 03, 2011 3:50:37 PM 

 
 
Dear Forest Supervisor and Rangers of the George Washington and Jefferson National 
Forest, 

 
I’d like to take this opportunity to comment on the GWNF plan revision. I enjoy the forest 

nearly every week. I ride a fully licensed off-road motorcycle and access the forest via the 
BRP, the primitive forest roads and the (dwindling number of) ATV trail systems. 

 
I noticed in the Plan Revision document that it was stated that there is increasing demand for 
motorized trail use and also that even currently there are not enough roads to accommodate 
all the proposed uses and thus the solution was multi use trails/ roads. 
I also have noted throughout the documentation that there is a considerable increase in 

proposed decommissioning of current roads (from 1 mile currently up to the TAP objective 
level of 160 miles). 
The way I’m reading this is that there are not enough roads to accommodate current needs 

with eminent further shortcomings in the near and long term future, yet the plan is to close 
even more roads in the coming 10 years. 

 
I also noticed that the Archer Run ATV area has been dropped. With the closing of the 
Patterson Mtn. ATV trail system the available areas for ATV use, and thus tighter smaller 
trails for dirtbikes and on-off road motorcycles, has been reduced. 

 
Lastly I’ve always wondered why there are no “single track” motorcycle trails available in 

the GWNF, neither as separate trail entities nor as part of the ATV trail systems. 
 

I understand that the maintenance cost can be high for ATV trail systems and the sediment 
control is a concern. However other National Forests seem to be able to accommodate these 
needs so there must be a feasible way to manage them. I have made some suggestions myself 
to the Glenwood-Pedlar Ranger District such as increasing fees, rounding up more 
community support and certainly some better maintenance practices for the ATV trail; the 
current techniques for constructing water breaks and speed bumps are very degrading to the 
trail riding experience and in some instances increase the risk of injury (I, personally, decided 
to quit riding there). 

 
I also understand that there are those who feel that there should be no ATV trails 

whatsoever, nor even any primitive roads. I also know that those types are also inclined to 
believe that the only way you should ever have access to any forest area is by very limited 
foot paths and that they would like 100% of the forest to be wilderness area. Fortunately for 
the majority of the rest of us you guys understand the need for multiple types of access. 

 
I’ve also heard the argument of how this type of recreation would best be left to the private 

sector. This is most unlikely for several reasons. For one, liability is a very different animal 
in the private sector. There are Virginia state laws that guard public entities fairly well; not so 
much a private one. The plethora of other reasons is not in the scope of this letter but I’ll just 
suffice to say: logistics. 
Of course it would seem to me that the strictest of the environmentalists would prefer such 
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facilities to be located in the more EPA controlled environment of a national forest than on 
private land where certain things aren’t attended to as closely. 

 
Regardless, my comment boils down to simply this: if there are not enough roads/trails to 

accommodate the increasing recreational needs, then wouldn’t it be a good idea to perhaps 
open some of the closed administrative use roads (that are already established) for 
recreational use. It may also be a good idea to plan on growth and to propose some new roads 
for development. Certainly it would be necessary to either figure out a new area(s) for ATV/ 
dirtbike use and to incorporate a “single track” venue in the existing ATV matrix. The TAP 
plan for minimal need seems to be below minimal need, especially considering current 
increasing demand. Likewise with the increase in ATV/dirtbike demand, it would make since 
to plan for that increase and refrain from eliminating these areas. 
Here is an interesting link to a way that Oregon is handling single track. You may already be 

aware of this.  http://www.kgw.com/news/Remote-control-machine-blazes-Oregon-trails- 
130887823.html  I wouldn’t expect Virginia to utilize such equipment but it is a very 
interesting article that perpetuates ideas and motive. 

 
I am very appreciative of our country’s national forests and am very grateful for the 

opportunities that the GWNF provides. I want to see the forest protected and well managed 
for future generations. I know it is an arduous task that calls for much compromise and 
balance from all factions of users and managers. I hope that acceptable ways can be found to 
accommodate some of the pressures of demand that is placed on our forests and your staff. 
Good luck with the revision and thank you all for your continuing hard work. 

 
 
Duane Brown 
Freestyle 
Skateboard / Snowboard buyer 
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From:  
To: FS-comments-southern-georgewashington -jefferson 
Subject: draft man"t plan comments 
Date: Wednesday, September 28, 2011 12:25:53 PM 

 
 
 
Dear Forest Service Personnel: 

 
My stand on the management plan for George Washington and Jefferson National 
Forests derives from past work experience on the timber crew of the Umqua 
National Forest in Oregon and from my experience as a source water protection 
specialist for VA Rural Water Association. 

 
As a timber crew member, I surveyed and marked timber sales. At that time, in the 
1970's, very little or no concern was shown for the waterways. potential erosion, 
revegetation, and no thought was given to downstream effects on drinking water 
sources. It was the beginning, however, of looking for den trees and leaving small 
and probably useless buffers for wildlife. 

 
The USFS has come a long way since then. Now I understand that timber 
prescriptions include plans for wildlife protection, and require best management 
practices to prevent erosion and sediment from entering waterways crossed by 
vehicles. 

 
However, careful planning for activities within drinking watersheds must be done to 
make the public forest really a people's forest that is accountable to the downstream 
public as well as to its visitors. The North Fork of the Shenandoah River is the 
drinking water source for the Towns of Broadway and Woodstock. Some of the 
ground water sources for the Towns of Timberville, New Market, Mt. Jackson, 
Edinburg, and Strasburg are recharged in low flow conditions by the North Fork. It is 
necessary to keep the North Fork as pristine as possible in its headwaters in order to 
allay potential contamination downstream. In addition, numerous private wells serve 
homes along the river from the Criders/Bergton area to its junction with the South 
Fork. These shallow wells may be impacted by timber harvesting activity and road- 
building that causes increased quantities of flood water carrying unnecessarily large 
amounts of sediment and rubble. 

 
An example of this is the Yankeetown area near the community of Fulks Run, where 
Marshall Run has made gullies in fire roads around clearcuts, since runoff has 
increased following logging and roadbuilding upslope. 

 
I request that protection as far as possible be granted to these drinking watersheds. 
Not only recognize their presence, and make forest personnel act with awareness of 
them, but also restrict activity within their borders. Buffer them by keeping vehicles 
and disturbance at least 100' from the tribs to the North Fork of the Shenandoah 
(including intermittent streams).  Prohibit any and all road-building within the 
drinking watershed boundaries. 

 
The forest is for the people. We are the people. 
Thank you for this opportunity to advise you of my standpoint. I sincerely hope that 
you will take it into account. 

 
Nancy Carr 
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-- 
Nancy Carr 
Source Water Protection Specialist 
VRWA 



Letter# 249 
 
 
 
 

June 6, 2011 
 

George Washington  National Forest 
Forest Plan Revision 
5162 Valleypointe Parkway 
Roanoke,  VA  24019 

 
 

Dear Ms. Hyzer: 
 
 

This is in reply to your April 15, 2011, letter inviting review  and comment on the draft 
Management Plan for the George Washington National Forest (GWNF). Our comments 
are based  on experience in three areas:  as active recreational users of the GWNF, as 
landowners adjoining the Forest on our front and back boundaries, and as members  of 
the Appalachian Trail Conservancy and our local  club, the Natural Bridge ATC, in which 
we play an active role in AT maintenance. In all these capacities, we spend many 
hours in the Forest each year.  One of the boundaries we share with the Forest runs 
down the centerline of Davis Mill Creek in the Glenwood-Pedlar Ranger District;our 
property and  the nearby forest lands contribute to the headwaters of Davis Mill Creek, 
which  feeds the Pedlar River. This area  contains  numerous springs, creeks, and streams 
both permanent and periodic. This land is rich in good water, but it will need protection 
to remain so. 

 

 
Although it appears to us that  none of the alternatives  presented for review  sets aside 
sufficient wild lands to provide robust reserves against use and development pressures 
of all sorts as defined in the Plan, we support the Forest Service's preferred alternative G 
as attempting to provide an even balance among the issues which management of 
the GWNF must address. 

 

 
In addition, however, we make the following special points of emphasis: 

 
 

• We believe that watershed protection in the forest is essential, and in particular 
emphatically support  that part of the Plan which  prohibits horizontal drilling and 
hydraulic fracturing. 

 

 
•  We strongly believe that the Scenic Corridor adjacent to the Mt. Pleasant 

National Scenic  Area should be given the same protections as the Appalachian 
Trail Corridor  (unsuitable for wind energy  development. e.g.), since it in effect 
functions as the AT Corridor  (which is suspended along the Scenic Area) and 
since the AT lies on the extreme  edge of the Mt. Pleasant National Scenic Area, 
rendering the AT unprotected on the Scenic Corridor side.  Allowing use or 
resource development in this Scenic Corridor, as the Plan appears to do,  would 
introduce the visual degradation and forest fragmentation which  the AT Corridor 



and the Scenic Area try to avoid or minimize.  In this connection, we urge that all 
Scenic Corridors which  are part of the Appalachian Trail viewshed  be protected 
from resource  development including timbering, wind energy, oil and gas drilling, 
and the like. 

 

 
• We support  American Chestnut  planting because of substantial future benefits  to 

the public  from restoration of this heritage resource. 
 
 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Management Plan for the 
GWNF. Please contact us if this letter requires any clarification or if we can be of 
assistance as the Plan is being finalized. 

 
 
 

s 
 

[A_It1A -- 
Bruce and Na  cy Summers 

 
 
cc: Laura Belleville 

Director of Conservation 
Appalachian Trail Conservancy 
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George Washington Plan Revision 
George Washington & Jefferson National Forests 
5162 Valley Pointe Parkway 
Roanoke, VA 24019 

 
 
 

Dear Forest Service, 

Letter#  250 
 

(!'d  { iLf/  /1 

 
I wish to comment on the draft management plan for the George Washington National 
Forest. 

 
Here are my thoughts: 

 
-Drinking water- We should maintain the strongest possible restrictions on the forest in 
order to protect the drinking water for neighboring communities. 

 
- Forests -A critical component of the plan should be adequate protection oflarge areas 
of mature, undisturbed forest. Since forest roads have many negative ecological impacts 
there should be NO limit on the number of roads that can be closed. All old growth 
patches in the forest should NOT be considered for harvesting. 

 
-Protection- The Forest Service has wisely recognized the need to preserve large, "core" 
areas within the national forest, in order to conserve biological diversity, promote forest 
resilience, and facilitate adaptation to climate change. However, protection of only some 
roadless areas and minimal wilderness study recommendations in the draft plan do not go 
far enough in creating these important core areas. Restrictions on logging and road 
building apply to only one-third of these newly identified areas. Restrictions should apply 
to ALL of them. 

 
- Wilderness Study Areas - The draft plan is lacking in making sufficient 
recommendations for wilderness study areas. The 20,300-acre recommendation is 
inadequate. 

 
- Extraction - Prohibit ALL horizontal drilling, or any configuration there of, especially 
hydraulic fracturing (fracking). More than half of the forest will be potentially available 
to standard oil and gas leasing. This four-fold increase from the current plan will have 
severe negative environmental impacts. There should be NO increase in these practices. 

 
Thank you for taking my comments on the draft plan. 

Sincerely, 
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